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Figure 1. An example of the gaze-contingent moving widow paradigm. The * represents the part of the
sentence at which the_eye is currently looking, and the bottom line shows the full sentence.
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« Although some deaf individuals face obstacles when * « 38 participants (20 hearing, 18 deaf), target is 24 of
It comes to learning to read, those that become each group

skilled readers are able to read more efficiently than R AR KKK KKK KKK KA XX Kxxxxre Lhe oxact S1oxx XX Xx% XXHAXAK XK  Matched on years in college, age, and reading

reading-level matched hearing peoplet-234 * comprehension (Peabody Individual Achievement
XXXX XXXX XXX XXXXXXXXXXXX XXXXXX XX XXXXXXX XXX XXXXX XXXXX xf the steel beam. TeSt-ReVISGd, PIAT_R)’ see Table 1
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« Skilled deaf readers extract information from a larger Scan to see video example of gaze- * 2 (hearing status) x 6 (window size) mixed factorial
area to the right of fixation while reading 1,2 (i.e.’ they They used the mathematical device to measure the exact slope of the steel beam. contingent moving window design
have a larger rightward word identification span>)  Gaze contingent moving window paradigm (Fig. 1)
350 L1, L4, L7, L10, L13; always 8 characters to the right
* No research has independently examined the * Full condition (no window) to test normal reading rates
leftward span, which may be larger for deaf signers
because of experience with ASL, a visual language Hearing Deaf Difference
in which one-handed signs are produced by the 5300 ‘Reading Rate ~ 247.7(59.27) 347.9(180.81)  >0.05
dominant (in most cases, right) hand and are % PIAT 87.6 (7.25) 83.9 (11.18) 0.26
therefore viewed In the left visual field 3 Group Years in College 4.0 (2.89) 5.8 (3.03) 0.09
§ Deat Age 29.9 (11.19)  33.8 (9.04) 0.27
* Understanding the unique reading process of skilled %250 / 4 & e Regressions 11.4 (7.31) 8.5 (7.71) 0.26
deaf readers allows for more appropriate and helpful S o | | |
2 Table 1. Demographic information for the deaf and hearing groups. Reading

reading strategies to be taught to deaf individuals rate and percent regressions are based on the average reading rate of the

groups in the “full” (no mask) condition. Values given are the mean with the
standard deviation in parentheses for the two groups, and the p-value for the

Hypothesis 200- difference between the two. Significant differences are bolded.
* Deaf readers will shovy a larger wor.d identification Preliminary Results
span to the left of fixation than hearing readers | | | | | . For hearing readers, the largest significant increase
matched on reading ability 1 " Leftward Window Size (Characters) - In reading rate between conditions was between the
o If true, this would suggest skilled deaf readers Figure 2. Plotted results of the reading rates (words per minute) of deaf and hearing groups at each window size L1 and L4 COnd.ItIOnS, suggesting the_y have a
make use of information that hearing readers leftward span size of 4 characters (Fig. 2, Table 2)
. " n . b SE t
Iargely Ignore In order to read more effICIentIy —p 0 SE ; P o For deaf readers. the |argest Signiﬁcant difference
Hearing group 234.45 16.94 13.84 < 0.001 Deaf group 284.83  27.47 10.37 < 0.001 L
Window L4 vs L1 40.15 10.25 3.92 < 0.001 Window L4 vs L1 54.96 1017 540  <0.001 between conditions was between the L7 and L10
If deaf readers’ reading rate continues Windows L7 vs L4 0.90 10.21 0.088 0.93 Windows L7 vs L4 4.43 1018 046 065 conditions, suggesting they have a leftward span size
_ , : Windows L10 vs L7 10.82 0.21 1.18 0.24 Windows L10 vs L7 23.61 10.17 2.32 < 0.01 -
If hearing readers to Increase, they would have a larger Windows L13 vs L10 -4.30 3.81 0.49 0.63 Windows L 13 vs L10 530 1017 -052  0.60 of 10 characters (Fig. 2, Table 3)
reading rate plateaus at span than hearing readers Deaf vs Hearing 46.81 24.40 1.92 0.06
4 characters, this is their Deaf vs Hearing (L4 vs L1) 13.42 10.02 1.34 0.19 rable 3. Results of linear mixed effect model for deat group only . Deaf readers read significantly faster than hearing
: Deaf vs Hearing (L7 vs L4) 6.98 9.93 0.70 0.49 : : : i
sSpan size S
P Deaf vs Hearing (L10 vs L7) 14.32 7.56 1.89 0.06 Significant efiects are bolded. readers in the full condition (Table 1)
0 \ Deaf vs Hearing (L13 vs L10) -0.87 6.47 -0.14 0.89
k% - - .
| | | | | Conclusions
2 Table 2. Results of linear mixed effects models for the hearing group and the interaction h findi hat deaf d do h
'-c-; between the two groups. Significant effects are bolded. * These Tindings Sugg_eSt L _a_-t e_a readers do aV? a
© larger leftward word identification span than hearing
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