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The Impact of Screen Reading on Passage Comprehension
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Discussion

• In today’s technologically driven society, an increasing amount of 
everyday literature is presented in electronic formats. 

• With the increase in texts published digitally, individuals are more 

often reading from electronic devices such as smartphones, tablets, 

and computer screens than in past decades (Mangen et al., 2013).  

• Previous studies on comprehension differences show a general trend 

that people tend to understand and recall text better when that text is 

read from paper (Kol, 2000), (Mangen et al., 2013) .

• The purpose of our current study is to extend the previous literature by 

using a screen format that mimics book mechanics to determine 

whether those simulated mechanics will yield higher levels of reading 

comprehension than text that is strictly digital.  

• Secondarily, we are looking to see if individual differences in 

reading skills and cognition influence comprehension across the 

different formats. 

Figures

Participants:

• 100-160 students will be selected through the psychology 

research pool 

Materials:

Participants will be given 

• The matrices section of the Kaufman Brief Intelligence Test 

*The test-retest reliability coefficient ranges from .83 to .89 

for ages 13-59.

• The passage comprehension section of the Woodcock-Johnson 

Test

* The test-retest reliability coefficient is .84 for ages 8-80 and 

older.

-These tests show differences due to preexisting reading    

abilities 

• 3 passages with 10 comprehension questions

-These open-ended questions have been tested to measure  

reading comprehension                                          

• A demographic Survey that contains 23 questions pertaining to 

the participant’s background information and related reading 
habits.

• Preliminary testing on the passages have been done to assist us in 

making the passages as similar as possible. All passages have a 

Flesch-Kincaid level of about 12.5 and consist of 800 words
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Much research supports the idea that reading comprehension tends to be 

higher for paper as opposed to electronic formats, but very little 

investigation has been done on the cognitive mechanisms that make this 

so. We believe the screen format that mimics book mechanics will prove 

effective in producing comprehension scores higher than those produced 

by formats that are strictly electronic (tablets, smartphones, computers, 

etc.)  Some research also supports the idea that if people are taught 

strategies to comprehend text from electronic screens, then 

comprehension scores become comparable to those taken from paper 

assessments (Kol, 2000). Another study also suggests that differences in 

reading comprehension between the two mediums are not the same across 

age groups.  Younger people with more experience in screen reading tend 

to understand better than older populations (Sun et al., 2013).  This 

implies that society may be able to transition to more modern forms of 

obtaining information without sacrificing our cognitive processing of that 

information.  It seems that we would need to develop interventions that 

allow this transition to happen in the most efficient way, while allowing 

our processing systems to catch up with advances in technology.

If higher comprehension scores are yielded from screen format that

mimics book mechanics, see if this principle remains consistent

• Across age groups

• Across socioeconomic status

• Across different racial and ethnic Groups

Look at the implications that this may have for

• Classroom settings

• Government agencies/Business

• Daily life
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Table 1: Means, Standard Deviations (SD), Minimum, Maximum,  

Table 2: Repeated Measures ANOVA Between Reading Comprehension Passages

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

Congress 71 0.00 10.00 5.59 2.36

Congress 

Knowledge

54 1.00 5.00 2.69 0.89

Congress Interest 54 1.00 5.00 2.78 1.24

Thailand 71 2.00 10.00 6.11 2.09

Thailand

Knowledge

67 1.00 3.00 1.31 0.61

Thailand Interest 67 1.00 5.00 2.52 1.17

Google Glass 68 2.00 9.00 5.71 1.58

GG Knowledge 50 1.00 4.00 2.11 0.84

GG Interest 50 1.00 5.00 3.40 1.01

Source Passage Sum of 

Squares

df Mean Square F Sig.

Contrast Congress v Thailand 25.941 1 25.941 4.62 0.04

Congress v GG 2.485 1 2.485 0.48 0.49

Thailand v GG 12.368 1 12.368 2.12 0.15

Error Congress v Thailand 376.059 67 5.613

Congress v GG 344.515 67 5.142

Thailand v GG 390.632 67 5.830
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