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Designers have attempted to create fonts Many studies have altered common fonts to resemble dyslexic specific fonts and when matched for - Although dyslexia specific and altered font
specific to readers with dyslexia to make it Size and spacing, they appear very similar to dyslexic specific fonts. could be an relatively inexpensive
easier for them to read. These fonts typically accommodation for individuals with dyslexia,
contain bolder letters, lack serifs, and have The student reads the book. OpenDyslexic thﬁe_ current results do not demonstrate their
heavier markings on the letters’ bottom, makin . L . ericacy.
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them appear weighted. | » The use of dyslexia specific fonts is not
The student reads the book. Comic Sans MS justified based on the results of these 10
Other more common fonts have been altered to studies.
have similar characteristics to dyslexia specific M -
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fonts by adding space within and between words - Studv Characteristics Ther_e S a need to CondUCt.more studies In
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. . nglish and use word reading accuracy as an
to redUCe V|Sual CrOWd|ng between the |etterS ] ] e Study Font characteristics Mean Language Outcome outcome measure ThlS iS a primary
Studies identifie Age T . - _
and words. through database Dyslexia Added Space characteristic of dyS|eX|a N EngIISh.
_ _ _ _ _ B Specific
A dyslexia font is appealing because if a special searches (n=363) Bachman & " EasyReading 95 lallan Increased rate Limitations
fOnt .dOeS aSSIS_t Indl\_llduals with dySIeXIa’_ ‘l’ Benmarrakchi & Kafi  Arabolexia 10.5  Arabic No difference  Publication bias, which may be of concern
printing text using this font would be a quick and Studies after (2021) . . .
ativaly | dati o fcares wore given the large number of studies reporting
relative y OW-Cost accommodation to use. re:mved (n =179) Duranovic et al. (2018) Dyslexie 10.77 Bosnian No difference no diﬁerences between Standard and
Pur ose i Galliussi et al. (2020) inter-letter and 12.4  Iltalian No difference dySIeXia SpeCiﬁC fOntS.
Q Z inter-word
A meFa-_anal_yss Is being unde_rtaken {0 review “:i‘*“i“{ _170) __|3tudies excluded * Limited number of studies within data set.
all eXIStlng literature that manlpUIateS font for abstracis n: (n=129) Hakvoort et al. (2017) Inter-letter 9.11 Dutch No difference
determine its eﬂ:iCaCy. Reviewed full text (de)Leeuw (2010) Dyslexie 21.5  Dutch No difference
(n=30) [ 28 Studies excluded: Luniewska et al. Inter-letter 12.17 Polish No difference —MXt Ste S
Research Question l o cysiexia sample, o » Analyze the full sample of 22 studies.
E:EI‘::’?:E tf_cklri’ Sjoblom et al. (2016) Inter-letter 22.58 English No difference
Do fonts modified for individuals with dys]exia Studies accepted reading measures, etc. Stagg & Kiss (2021) Inter-letter 13 English Increased rate  Perform a moderation anaIySiS with the
result in an increased reading rate compared to (n=22) | | | full sample of studies to test if an effect of
standard fonts in samples of individuals with zlkletal. (2015)  OpenDyslexic t0.24 Czech - Nodfference dyslexia specific font is moderated by
dyslexia? participant age.
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