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Summary

Summary

This study aimed to examine the effects of text presentation,
computer literacy and text familiarity on reading comprehension of
Chinese college non-English major students. The reading strategies
employed when reading from two presentation modes and the
students’ attitudes toward computers and paper was also investigated.

Text presentation is operationally defined as the medium
through which a text is displayed. In this case, it refers to the
computer screen or paper. Computer literacy refers to the basic
knowledge and skills to deal with computer technology, involving
three levels: low, moderate and high in the present study. In addition,
text familiarity is operationally defined as the prior knowledge or
background knowledge of the subject matter of the relevant text.
This study includes two familiar texts and two unfamiliar texts. One
hundred and twenty Chinese first-year college non-English major
students participated in the study. Reading Comprehension Test and
Reading Strategy Questionnaire and Semi-structured interviews were
employed as the main instruments for data collection. The statistical
methods employed to analyze the quantitative data include means,
standard deviation and a mixed-design ANOVA. Content analysis
was used to analyze the qualitative data.

The findings revealed that there were significant main effects for
computer literacy and text familiarity on reading comprehension, but
no significant main effects for text presentation. The findings showed
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that there were no significant two-way interactions between text
presentation and computer literacy, between text presentation and text
familiarity, while there was two-way interaction between computer
literacy and text familiarity. The results also revealed no significant
three-way interaction among the three independent variables (text
presentation, computer literacy and text familiarity) was found. The
findings of strategy survey showed that the statistically significant
differences in overall strategy use were found between the computer
reading group and the paper reading group; however, the significant
differences were only shown in the use of Support Reading Strategies
(SUP). Furthermore, the moderate use of overall strategies as well
as the subscales strategies was also reported by the students when
reading on two text presentation media.

The study suggested that in computer-based English reading
instruction courses, the students’ computer literacy level and reading
strategies should be taken into consideration and a program of
computer tra.ining to teach computer skills and computer-based
reading strategy training should be introduced in order to prepare

students for learning English via computers.

Keyword: Text presentation Computer literacy Text familiarity

Reading comprehension Reading strategy from computer screen and

paper
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