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A B S T R A C T   

Background: Text comprehension is a major obstacle for many Primary school students with 
special education needs (SEN). Reading episodes bring students opportunities to be exposed to 
new vocabulary and knowledge, potentially boosting their development of text comprehension 
skills. 
Aims: Our study seeks to understand how reading frequency (leisure and academic) and reading 
medium (print and digital) contribute to the development of text comprehension during Primary 
school in students with and without SEN. 
Methods and procedures: We tested 2289 Spanish students from fourth to sixth grade, from which 
212 had an official decision of SEN. Students self-reported their reading frequency (as a measure 
of their reading habits) and completed a standardized text comprehension test. We employed 
multiple regression models with a robust maximum likelihood estimator to test associations be
tween reading frequency and comprehension. 
Outcomes and results: Students’ comprehension was positively associated with their leisure print 
reading habits, and negatively associated with their frequency of academic digital reading. Those 
associations were independent of SEN status. 
Conclusions and implications: Results highlight the importance of promoting leisure reading in 
print to all students, regardless of SEN status. In addition, caution is advised when encouraging 
Primary school children to use digital texts when the emphasis is on comprehending texts for 
acquiring knowledge.   

What this paper adds 

Primary school children with special education needs (SEN) have been reported to expend lower reading times for leisure and 
academic purposes at home. A reduced reading exposure could negatively contribute to the development of their text comprehension 
skills. Although some research suggests that digital texts could be particularly useful to motivate students with SEN, recent reviews of 
the literature have shown that students tend to comprehend slightly better print rather than digital texts. There is still a gap in the 
literature regarding the combined association between reading habits (leisure and academic), reading medium (print and digital) and 
text comprehension, particularly in Primary school students with SEN. The aim of this study was to investigate those relationships in a 
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large sample of 4th to 6th grade students with and without SEN. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to show a negative 
relationship between academic digital reading habits and text comprehension, as well as a positive association between leisure print 
reading and comprehension. According to the study findings, those associations were present in both students with and without SEN. 

1. Introduction 

Text comprehension is a major obstacle for many students with special education needs (SEN). According to the European Agency 
for Special Needs and Inclusive Education (EASIE, 2022), students with SEN are those with disabilities or learning problems that are 
seen as eligible for additional educational support to meet their learning needs. Although the nature of the conditions of SEN is varied, 
those primary conditions (e.g. phonological deficits or intellectual disabilities) usually result in secondary consequences such as text 
comprehension difficulties (Lyon et al., 2003). Those limitations tend to manifest particularly between 3th-4th grade (Scarborough, 
2005), which constitute a turning period in literacy practices at school, characterized by a transition from learning to read to reading to 
learning. Text comprehension difficulties limits students’ motivation to engage in reading activities (McGeown et al., 2016), which 
they find particularly challenging. In turn, reduced reading exposure limits students’ opportunities to be exposed to new vocabulary 
and knowledge, further limiting their development of text comprehension skills. In other words, reading habits can play an essential 
role in explaining the growing developmental gap of text comprehension skills during school years between students with SEN and 
those without (Matthew effect, Stanovich, 1986). 

During the last two decades, educational systems around the World have experienced a quick transition in literacy practices, 
introducing digital devices as alternatives to classic printed texts. Digital devices are now a common tool to practice literacy activities 
in schools as well as at home. They have become particularly attractive for students with SEN, as they allow for quick and easy ad
aptations aimed to support reading, such as changing text font, size of letter space (Fälth & Selenius, 2022; Schneps et al., 2013). The 
closure of schools during the 2019–2020 academic year due to the COVID-19 pandemic contributed to amplifying the presence and use 
of digital tools to support students’ learning activities (Zhou et al., 2020). According to the National Center for Education Statistics, 
school lockdowns had a profound impact on students’ learning (Brandenburg et al., 2020; Lerkkanen et al., 2023; Van Lancker & 
Parolin, 2020), with a particular negative effect on students with SEN, resulting in lower graduation rates and reduced college 
attendance (Hussar et al., 2020). Although the benefits of digital tools in education are several, there are also important challenges that 
need to be considered. A major limitation is that digital texts, as compared to print text, can disrupt reading and negatively impact 
comprehension (so called screen inferiority effect, Salmerón et al., 2024). 

The goal of this study is to bring together those two streams of research, namely reading habits (for leisure and academic reading) 
and reading medium (print and digital), to understand how they contribute to the development of text comprehension during the last 
years of Primary school in students with and without SEN. In the following, we review the literature regarding how text comprehension 
of students with and without SEN is related to leisure reading as well as to academic reading. When revising both research lines, we will 
particularly focus on the moderating effects of reading medium (print and digital) on the associations between reading habits and 
comprehension. Finally, we introduce one study designed to test our predictions in a sample of Spanish Primary school students (9–12 
years old) with or without SEN, and discuss the results in light of the post COVID-19 pandemic programs for classroom digitalization. 

1.1. Reading habits and text comprehension development 

The National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (2000) has identified five fundamental reading skills: phonemic 
awareness, phonics, vocabulary, reading fluency, and text comprehension. The main predictors for text comprehension in children 
with SEN are similar to those of early readers, such as decoding instead of vocabulary or other predictors acquired at latter stages (van 
Wingerden et al., 2016). Fluency, as highlighted by Denckla et al. (2014), plays a crucial role in comprehension. Slower readers often 
exhaust their cognitive capacities on decoding the text, leaving insufficient cognitive resources for comprehension. Despite large ef
forts in the past to improve SEN reading comprehension, a profound reading gap remains between students with and without SEN, as 
documented by a recent meta-analysis (Gilmour et al., 2019). Authors synthesized studies that had assessed reading skills from stu
dents with SEN, enrolled in elementary (51.4%), middle (41.1%) or high school (7.4%). Results indicated that the average reading 
achievement gap between students with and without SEN was 1.2 standard deviations. Considering the average annual gains in 
reading from third to fourth grade, authors estimated that the reading gap resulted in 3.3 years (Gilmour et al., 2019). 

Outside school, a major contributor of students’ text comprehension is reading practice (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1992), also 
referred to as reading habits (Duncan et al., 2016). By definition, a habit is a frequent behavior that is developed by recurrent practice, 
usually associated with an external reward, that is maintained even after this reward is no longer present (Wood, 2017). In this line, 
reading habits can be promoted through daily activities, beginning in early years, such as, for example, parents’ shared-reading 
(Cunningham & Zibulsky, 2011), and also from the formal school context through teachers’ instruction (Baker et al., 2012). 

Accordingly, reading habits can also depend on a specific goal pursuit (Wood et al., 2022). Reading is an action that students can 
engage in due to an inner pleasure drive (i.e. leisure reading) or in order to fulfill some school tasks, such as studying for a test or doing 
the required homework (i.e., academic reading). To focus on the reading habits that students engage in autonomously, irrespective of 
its purpose, research usually focuses on the out-of-school reading (Anderson et al., 1988). Thus, leisure reading (Torppa et al., 2019), 
also known as enjoyment reading (Wang & Guthrie, 2004) and extracurricular reading, refers to the reading the students chooses to do 
without any kind of explicit instruction or obligation (McKenna et al., 2012). Parallelly, academic reading outside of the school 
represents a higher independent behavior than in-school reading. This difference can rely on the instructor’s presence and supervision. 
While in-school reading may be primarily led by teachers and present low variability among classmates (e.g., a shared book reading 
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session for all students), the academic reading habits out-of-school depend on the student’s commitment and motivation (Hong et al., 
2004). 

1.2. Leisure reading habits and text comprehension development 

Previous research has evidenced the significant advantages of leisure reading habits on text comprehension at different ages 
(Locher & Pfost, 2020; Mol & Bus, 2011; van Bergen et al., 2023). The evidence consistently points toward a mutually beneficial 
relationship between reading habits and the development of text comprehension skills (Stanovich, 1986). When individuals read for 
leisure, they build up core linguistic skills such as new vocabulary and background knowledge, which in turn serve as a foundation for 
comprehending new and more challenging texts better and advancing their skills. 

Reading habits and their reading-related skills is largely studied in typically developing students, but they have been rarely 
investigated among children with SEN, particularly after pre-school years (Rashid et al., 2005). Because readers with SEN tend to read 
less compared to students without SEN (He et al., 2014; Kanniainen et al., 2022; Scarborough et al., 1991), partly because of insuf
ficient decoding and fluency skills, the lack of exposure to texts may cause further cognitive deficits. School lockdowns during the 
COVID-19 pandemic may have increased this gap. Mete Yesil et al. (2022) observed that students with SEN reduced their literacy 
activities at home after the lockdown, potentially affecting their literacy development. Few studies have analyzed the association 
between reading habits and text comprehension in students with SEN. Of note is that most of these studies used the discrepancy model 
to classify their participants as students with reading difficulties. Thus, in order to properly interpret its results, it should be noted that, 
currently, in many countries, regulations established that the criteria for diagnosing reading difficulties must not require the use of a 
severe discrepancy between intellectual ability and reading achievement. 

Rashid et al. (2005) explored the reading habits of 65 first-second grade students with reading disability, i.e. their scores on reading 
screening tests was more than one standard error of the estimate below the expected achievement based on their IQ. Students’ text 
comprehension was not associated with their reading habits. McBride-Chang et al. (1993) analyzed the relation between reading habits 
and text comprehension in 36 fifth-ninth grade students with reading difficulties. These students scored at the 25th percentile or below 
on a standardized text comprehension test, and exhibited a discrepancy between IQ and reading achievement. Reading habits, as 
measured by a title recognition test, positively predicted text comprehension after controlling for other relevant variables such as word 
identification and vocabulary. Grant et al. (2007) studied the relation between reading habits and comprehension in an older sample of 
13 undergraduate students with reading disability. Students were identified as reading disabled on the basis of a discrepancy between 
reading ability and general intelligence. The analysis reflected a positive association between their reading habits and text compre
hension (Grant et al., 2007). 

In sum, although the amount of evidence is limited, research points to a positive association between leisure reading habits and 
comprehension in students with SEN, particularly after fifth grade. Given that those studies were conducted before digital leisure 
reading became popular with the proliferation of hand-held digital devices in the 2010 s, the question if such positive association 
transfer to digital reading medium is still open. The fast integration of digital devices in our everyday life has also been accompanied by 
a change in our reading habits (Altamura et al., 2024). Digital reading devices are various, from e-books that provide static reading to 
tablets and smartphones that grant access to unlimited digital content (unavailable in printed sources). We can not just assume that 
previous effects reported for print reading habits and comprehension would simply transfer to digital reading habits, as research has 
documented relevant influences of reading medium. Specifically, several meta-analyses that synthesized research from thousands of 
participants have confirmed the existence of a “screen inferiority effect” (Clinton, 2019; Delgado et al., 2018; Furenes et al., 2021; 
Kong et al., 2018; Öztop & Nayci, 2021; Salmerón et al., 2023). This phenomenon refers to the slightly higher text comprehension 
when people read in print compared to when they (or another comparison group) read the same text in a digital device. Researchers 
argue that a potential causal mechanism of screen inferiority could be rooted in our daily interaction with technologies. Thus, ac
cording to the shallowing hypothesis (Annisette & Lafreniere, 2017), the exposure to the common short and quick digital content is 
fostering a shallow mindset that impairs in-depth processing when reading on-screen. Such interaction could lead to reduced efficiency 
in cognitive resource allocation during reading, especially in demanding situations that require readers to effectively self-regulate their 
reading processes. This reduced efficiency may become particularly salient in the case of struggling readers due to the extra 
self-regulation demands imposed by reading on digital devices (Ben-Yehudah & Brann, 2019; Salmerón et al., 2021). In a study with 
182 5th and 6th graders, Salmerón et al. (2021) found that lower comprehension on tablets, as compared by in print texts, was only 
significant in a group of struggling readers (i.e. those identified as having at least “mild difficulties” in an independent text 
comprehension standardized test). Reading medium differences were not observed among the group of students identified as having 
“normal range” or higher. 

Emergent literature examining the relationship between digital reading habits and text comprehension has determined that these 
new reading habits do not contribute to comprehension, at least to the same extent as print reading habits. A recent meta-analysis on 
the topic reported almost null associations between leisure digital reading habits and comprehension (Altamura et al., 2024). Addi
tionally, based on moderator analysis, the direction of the small relationship turned out negative for primary and middle school 
students. The authors also refer to the shallowing hypothesis as a possible explanation of these differences, due to the short length and 
fast-paced stimuli (Baron, 2021) and the low linguistic quality materials that can be commonly found in online contents (Snow, 2010). 
In their review, Altamura et al. (2024) highlight the research gap addressing the relationship between digital reading habits and 
struggling readers’ comprehension. In one of the few studies that explored the association between print and digital habits of students 
with SEN, Kanniainen et al. (2022) examined 436 sixth grade students, that included 102 students with reading or attention diffi
culties. Students performed an online text comprehension test and reported their reading habits (printed and digital) using a reading 
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frequency scale. Authors did not report the association between habits and comprehension for the group of students with difficulties. 
Nevertheless, they compared the habits of top performers (all typically developing students) and low comprehension performers 
(mostly students with difficulties). Low performers presented the lowest rates at reading longer text materials (e.g. printed books and 
online forums). Thus, while students with SEN tend to read less longer texts than students without SEN, those analyses can not discern 
if longer reading habits are associated with comprehension. 

1.3. Academic reading habits and text comprehension development 

As reviewed, research on out-of-school reading habits has primarily focused on leisure reading (not-school related content). 
However, students are also expected to read school-related content at their homes, without teachers’ supervision. Engaging in in
dependent academic reading, in the form of fiction books or textbooks, offers students further opportunities to expand their vocabulary 
and domain knowledge. Accordingly, variations in the frequency of academic reading could also explain differences in the develop
ment of text comprehension skills (De Naeghel et al., 2012). Contrasting with its potential for education, the association between 
academic reading frequency and text comprehension development during Primary school has not been studied as extensively as the 
relation for leisure reading (Vinterek et al., 2022). 

Using large scale data from different cohorts of PIRLS and PISA, Vinterek et al. (2022) analyzed the evolution of in school reading 
activities of Primary and Secondary school students from 2007 to 2017. Overall, the percentage of students who read one page or more 
on a school regular day (regardless of the reading medium) significantly decreased from 2007 to 2017. In addition, the text 
comprehension gap (i.e. difference between number of high and low achievers) increased during this time period. The authors suggest 
that such a gap mirrored the decrease in frequency of academic reading, but no formal statistical test was conducted to back this claim. 
Focusing specifically in the use of ICT devices (digital academic reading) in schools, several studies have worked with PISA data in the 
last ten years: from 2012 (Petko et al., 2017), 2015 (Park & Weng, 2020; Saarinen et al., 2021), to 2018 (Kong et al., 2022). All these 
studies converge on the same pattern of results, indicating a negative correlation between ICT use for academic tasks in schools and 
reading comprehension outcomes. Remarkably, Salmerón et al. (2023) performed a secondary analysis of two large representative 
datasets of students from 4th and 8th grade, using the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 2017 data. Frequency of 
use of digital tools in the language and arts classroom was negatively associated with students’ text reading comprehension. Although 
disability status, as informed in the database, was included in the analyses as covariate, the authors did not test if such association 
varied across typical and disabled students. 

When examining academic reading habits out-of-school, we do not find much dedicated literature, especially for print materials. 
One representative study could be the work of McGeown et al. (2016). These authors analyzed a sample of 791 Primary school students 
(aged 8–10 years old) that reported their frequency of home reading of several text types (which reflected different reading purposes), 
such as fictional, non-fictional (for leisure) or academic textbooks (for academic reading), and completed a standardized text 
comprehension test. Multiple regression analyses indicated that reading frequency had differential associations with comprehension. 
While fictional reading time was positively related to text comprehension, the association for non-fiction and academic textbook 
reading with comprehension was null. The authors suggest that such discrepancy is related to students’ motivation to read: while 
intrinsically motivated readers tend to spend more time reading fiction for leisure, this does not transfer into higher academic reading 
times. In the mid-term, a bidirectional association between leisure print reading and reading motivation is observed, which is parallelly 
associated with reading comprehension. Studies that have considered the use of ICT to do homework at home (out-of-school academic 
digital reading), found similar results to the in-school patterns, exhibiting negative (Park & Weng, 2020) to almost null associations 
(Petko et al., 2017) in over 39 countries. Focusing on SEN differences, He et al. (2014) assessed the digital academic reading activities 
undertaken at home of 5063 students from 3rd to 6th grades. Students with normal or higher IQ scores that scored two SD below 
average in a dyslexia screening test were identified at risk for dyslexia (n = 195). Children from homes with stricter digital use policies 
were less likely to be identified as at risk for dyslexia. Children from homes that were more severe introducing policies of digital use 
restriction had lower probabilities to be identified as at risk for dyslexia. Nevertheless, students at risk for dyslexia declared that they 
use the Internet for study less often than those not identified as at risk. Thus, although the results showed a clear negative association 
between digital tool use at home and dyslexia, we can’t attribute this to digital academic reading. 

In sum, research on the relation between academic reading, especially for print and out-of-school contexts, and text comprehension 
development is limited, and conclusions are thus only tentative (Vinterek et al., 2022). Overall, the association between academic 
reading and comprehension appears to be much lower than that found for leisure reading habits. In addition, reading media of the 
academic texts (print or digital) may differently relate to text comprehension development. Adding to the previously mentioned screen 
inferiority effect (Annisette & Lafreniere, 2017) and the potential working-memory overload resulting from increased task-switching 
with digital devices (Saarinen et al., 2021), we must also take into account the role of motivation in shaping reading habits. 

Regarding academic reading and students with SEN, previous research suggests that those students tend to be less motivated to 
engage in academic activities than those without SEN (Chapman, 1988; Fulk et al., 1998), and thus we should observe lower frequency 
of academic reading among them. Nevertheless, to the best of our knowledge, the extent to which the associations between academic 
reading and comprehension are present in SEN in Primary school are still an open question. Based on the research showing that the 
self-regulation demands imposed by digital reading may particularly overload struggling readers (Anmarkrud et al., 2018; 
Ben-Yehudah & Brann, 2019; Salmerón et al., 2021), we can expect that students with SEN may benefit less from academic reading, 
particularly when presented in digital devices, than those without. 
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1.4. The present study 

Prior research has mostly focused on the associations of leisure reading habits and text comprehension development (Locher & 
Pfost, 2020; Mol & Bus, 2011; van Bergen et al., 2023), and to a lesser extent on the relations between academic reading habits and 
comprehension (Vinterek et al., 2022). Most of the previous research has not considered the potential influences of medium (print and 
digital) on such association. In addition, only few studies have specifically analyzed the relation between reading habits or academic 
reading frequency and text comprehension in students with SEN. Our study aims to disentangle the combined effects of leisure reading 
habits and academic reading in different reading medium (paper vs. digital) on text comprehension development, on a large sample of 
Primary school students with and without SEN. Based on the review of the literature, we propose the following hypotheses: 

H1. . Larger positive association between text comprehension and print, rather than digital, leisure reading habits, regardless of SEN 
status. 

H2. . Lower association between leisure reading habits (regardless of reading medium) and text comprehension for students with 
SEN, compared to those without. 

H3. . Larger positive association between text comprehension and print, rather than digital, academic reading habits, regardless of 
SEN status. 

H4. . Lower association between academic reading habits (regardless of reading medium) and text comprehension for students with 
SEN, compared to those without. 

By including students’ socio-economic status and grade level as covariates, and by controlling for students’ class, we wanted to 
ensure that any associations identified occurred independently of these individual and group factors. 

2. Method 

2.1. Participants 

2289 students participated in the study. Sixteen schools from the region of Valencia, Spain, collaborated in the study. The 
educational system in Spain is based on inclusive education principles. Children with an official decision of SEN are enrolled in 
mainstream classes alongside their peers for most – 80% or more – of the school week (EASIE, 2022). On average, most classes only 
include 2–3 students with SEN. In our sample, an exception to this rule was one school with a focus on compensatory education, in 
which a majority of their students had SEN associated with lack of family resources. Students were enrolled in 4th to 6th grade, which 
corresponds to the last three school years of primary education in Spain. 51% of them were girls. The minimum age, in fourth grade, is 
9 years and the maximum age, in sixth grade, is 12 years. While students were completing the text comprehension test, the tutor 
assigned to each class filled out a questionnaire to indicate whether a student had an official decision regarding SEN. In such cases, the 
tutor specified the type of SEN, according to the categories outlined in Spanish legislation. 

212 students of this sample had an official decision of SEN, representing the 9.3%. According to the EASIE (2022), an official 
decision of SEN in Spain needs to meet three criteria: 1) there has been an educational assessment procedure involving a 
multi-disciplinary team that includes members from within and external to the child’s/learner’s school; 2) there is a legal document 
that describes the support the child/learner is eligible to receive, and which is used as the basis for planning; 3) finally, the official 
decision is subject to a formal, regular review process. The nature of the difficulties and disabilities related to SEN of students was 
varied and categorized according to the national education laws. Spanish legislation categorizes students with SEN into the following 
categories: (1) students with SEN due to intellectual disability, sensory disability and motor disability or due to severe behavioral, 
communication and language disorders; these students are referred as students with “Severe and complex needs” and require and 
receive exceptional support from the education services (n = 34). Unfortunately, we do not have data on the specific diagnosis of 
students included in this category. Of note is that our study did not include students with visual impairment; (2) students with SEN due 
to attentional (i.e. Attention-Deficit/Hyperactivity disorder; n = 20), learning (i.e. specific learning disorder due to reading: n = 46, 
writing: n = 2, or mathematical difficulties: n = 1) or combined attentional and reading difficulties (n = 4) and language and 
communication disorders (n = 1), which are referred as “Communicational, attentional and learning disorders”; (3) students with SEN 
due to insufficient Spanish language knowledge. This was mainly the case for foreign students that recently joined the school and were 
still adapting and learning the language (n = 17); we refer to this category as “Insufficient Spanish knowledge” students. Additionally, 
one case was identified as having SEN due to an unfavorable socioeconomic situation. For those cases in which the teachers didn’t 
detail the type of SEN, we categorized them as “Non-specified SEN” (n = 56). Lastly, there were 30 students diagnosed with 
“High-capacities”. While the previous categories usually reflect underachievement in academic performance, high-capacities students 
tend to perform above what is expected from their peers without SEN (Sternberg, 1981). For this reason, we did not include the 30 
students with high-capacities in the general category of students with SEN used in the subsequent analyses of the results. Therefore, the 
sample of “students with SEN” was finally composed of the 182 students included in the remaining categories mentioned above. 

The Research Ethics Commission of the University of Valencia approved the protocol of the study (register # 1894095). APA ethical 
standards and the guidelines of the Helsinki Protocol were followed in conducting the study. Parents or legal guardians signed an 
informed consent form. Data collection took place from March to June in 2022. This study is part of a larger longitudinal study on the 
impact of digitalization of reading on comprehension, sustained attention and reading motivation. 
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2.2. Materials 

2.2.1. Text comprehension test 
We used the ACL tests (Avaluació de la Comprensió Lectora [Reading comprehension Assessment], Català et al., 2001) to measure 

students’ text comprehension. ACL includes both narrative and expository texts, including short stories, poems, and non-fiction 
continuous and non-continuous texts. Questions intend to assess three main aspects of comprehension: literal, inferential, and eval
uation. Each test consists of 8 texts, with 3 to 5 multiple-choice questions (5 alternatives) for each text. The number of questions, and 
therefore, the maximum score that can be obtained in each test is 28 (4th grade), 35 (5th grade) and 36 (6th grade). We calculated 
internal consistency using a factor analysis based on tetrachoric correlations matrix, which is a standard procedure to obtain the omega 
score, an indicator conceptually similar to the well-known Cronbach’s alpha. High ordinal omega scores indicated very good reliability 
(ω ACL 4th =.92, ω ACL 5th =.90, ω ACL 6th =.91). We used the standardized values of ACL scores to obtain a homogenous and 
comparable variable across the three different grades. The transformation from the direct scores results in a ten-level scale common to 
all participants. Level 5 and 6 reflect normal text comprehension skills, while the extremes reflect severe to light reading difficulties 
(levels 1 to 4), and moderate to high-skill reading abilities (levels 7 to 10) (Català et al., 2001). 

2.2.2. Reading habits: leisure and academic reading frequencies 
In order to measure students’ reading habits we created two frequency scales of leisure and academic reading. The leisure reading 

habits scale refers to the frequency of leisure reading practices, in which students engage in reading without being told to do so. The 
academic reading scale refers to the reading frequency for academic purposes, in which students’ read following the teacher’s requests 
or because they need it to study or solve homework at home. The scales were created in response to the lack of measures of reading 
habits in digital format (Altamura et al., 2024). Five studies were reviewed that examined the reading frequency of primary and 
secondary school children through self-reports in both print and digital formats (Duncan et al., 2016; Johnson, 2013; McGeown et al., 
2016; Pfost et al., 2013; Torppa et al., 2019). Measures used by international studies such as PISA 2018 (OECD, 2019) and PIRLS 2016 
(Mullis et al., 2017) were also considered. In order to ask about paper and digital reading, a total of 8 items were created for each scale, 
half of the items asked about print format and the other half asked about digital formats or Internet use. The items from the leisure 
reading frequency scale referred first to print reading (Books on topics of the student interest, Fiction books, Comics or Magazines) and 
were followed by the digital reading activities (Books on tablet or e-book; On the Internet, to look for things of the student interest; On 
the Internet, to communicate with other people; On the Internet, to receive and send emails (e-mails) to relatives or friends). Following 
the same structure, the items of the academic reading frequency scale, referred first to print (Fiction books, School textbooks, 
Worksheets done in class, Notebook exercises) and then to digital activities (School textbooks on Tablet or E-book; On the Internet, to 
look for information to do homework; On the Internet, to look for information to understand better an issue; On the Internet, to receive 
and send emails (e-mails) to teachers or classmates). The specific item wording and the prompts used in each scale can be found in the 
Supplemental material “Reading habits frequency scales”. Students answered on a 4-point scale: "Never or almost never", "Once or 
twice a month", "Once or twice a week", "Every or almost every day". Confirmatory factor analysis determined that both scales had a 
good internal consistency. The models showed good fit indices for academic (N = 2255, CFI =.980, RMSEA =.038 [.029,.046], SRMR 
=.025) and leisure (N = 2196, CFI =.904, RMSEA =.058 [.05,.066], SRMR =.044). Both models represented a bifactor structure, 
grouping items by reading medium (print or digital). 

2.2.3. Control variables 
Socio-economic status. As an indicator of SES we used the number of books at home that is often used for explaining socio-economic 

inequalities in student achievement (Heppt et al., 2022). Students answered the question “About how many books are there in your 
home? (Do not count magazines, newspapers, or your school books.)”. There were five response options, each one was visually 
represented by a simple book-shelf icon with an approximate amount of books that depicted: 0–10 books, 11–25 books, 26–100 books, 
101–200 books, and more than 200 books. We recoded responses in a score from 0 to 4. 

Grade. We included students’ grade as a control variable for differences associated with their educational level. 

2.3. Procedure 

The assessment took place in the students’ reference classroom and took about 90 min. All tests were completed individually on 
printed material. First, students completed the text comprehension test, which lasted approximately 50 min. Students received the 
corresponding version of the test for their grade. The researchers of this study and research collaborators modeled an example to 
explain the test taking procedure. The remaining questionnaires were identical for all participants. Afterward all students had finished 
the text comprehension test, they completed the leisure and academic reading habits scales, and answered the socio-demographic 
questions. 

3. Results 

3.1. Descriptive analysis 

We first analyzed the descriptive information of the main variables assessed by SEN. Specifically, we divided our total sample in 
three main categories: students without SEN (n = 2077), students with SEN (n = 182) and students with “high-capacities” (n = 30). 
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This division was used in subsequent analyses. Additionally, for students with SEN we included the information of the following sub- 
groups: complex and severe SEN, communication and learning disorders, insufficient Spanish knowledge, and non-specified SEN. Due 
to their low number, we didn’t report specific data for students with unfavorable socioeconomic status. Nevertheless, we include them 
in all subsequent analyses as part of the generic category “students with SEN”. Lastly, we reported information from high-capacities 
students separately. We intentionally left out these students from the category “students with SEN” in subsequent analyses. Previous 
studies suggest that students with learning difficulties and those with high-capacities should be considered as distinct groups with 
unique needs and abilities as significant neuropsychological differences among both populations have been found (Martín-Lobo et al., 
2018). Descriptive and correlational analyses were conducted using SPSS IBM software version 28.0.1.1. 

Means and standard deviations for each study variable are provided in Table 1. For descriptive purposes, specific values for each 
item of the reading habits frequencies (academic and leisure) are provided in the supplemental material Tables A.1 and A.2. Regarding 
students’ text comprehension levels, those without SEN show normal text comprehension level according to the standardized test 
norms, with an average decile of 5.53. Students with SEN present much lower levels, with average deciles ranging from 2.38 to 3.73, 
indicating comprehension difficulties. Finally, students with high-capacities scored well above normal level, with an average decile of 
7.13. Self-reported reading frequency is reported by activity (academic or leisure) and reading medium (print or digital). Overall, 
students reported low levels of reading frequency regardless of activity and reading medium, with average scores ranging from “Once 
or twice a month" for leisure reading in print, to "Once or twice a week" for academic reading in print. 

To quantify the differences in means we calculated effect sizes using Hedges’ g. This measure was deemed appropriate over other 
options to account for the potential bias that could arise due to the unequal group sizes (Hedges, 1981). Overall, differences on reading 
frequency among groups were minimal, except for academic print reading, with a significant effect size (g = 0.28), small according to 
Cohen’s (1988) guidelines. Specifically, students without SEN tended to read more frequently printed academic materials compared to 
their peers with SEN. 

Before conducting the analyses to test our hypotheses we carried out bivariate correlations, differentiating by students without and 
with SEN, to explore the associations among the study variables (see Table 2). Overall, the pattern of correlations was similar across 
both groups of students, with minor differences at the level of significance test probably due to the large differences in the number of 
students included in each group. Frequency of leisure reading habits was only significant for students without SEN, with negative 
associations for digital (rswo = − .084) and positive for print reading (rswo =.148). Regarding academic reading habits, print frequency 
was not statistically associated with text comprehension, regardless of SEN status, but it did negatively in digital format (rswo = − .135, 
rsw = − .163). Lastly, common to both groups, text comprehension was positively and significantly correlated to socioeconomic status 
(rswo =.221, rsw =.199). 

Finally, to further explore the associations among reading habits and text comprehension within each subgroup of SEN students, as 
well as the high-capacities group, we performed Spearman partial correlations between the studied variables, controlling for SES (see  
Table 3). Note that due to the small sample sizes in each category, these correlations should be interpreted with caution. A negative 
association between digital academic reading frequencies and text comprehension was observed within the subgroups “Communi
cation and learning disorders” as well as in the “High-capacities” students. None of the other partial correlations were significant. 

3.2. Main analyses 

To address our hypotheses regarding the expected associations between reading habits and text comprehension, we employed 
multiple regression models with a robust maximum likelihood estimator (MLR) using Mplus 8.8. We used this estimator to account for 
non-normal distributions of observed variables (Muthén & Muthén, 1998–, 2017). In addition, we applied the complex option in Mplus 
to account for the possible dependencies that the students are nested within classrooms (for instance, some classrooms could be more 
digitized than in others). The cluster control allowed us to adjust for potential bias in standard errors. This modeling approach was 
found to be a more parsimonious way to account for the clustering than multilevel models in many practical situations, for example, 

Table 1 
Descriptive information and means comparison for each study variable divided by type of educational needs.       

Academic reading frequency Leisure reading frequency      

Text 
comprehension 

Print Digital Print Digital Socioeconomic 
indicator   

Range 1-10 0-3 0-3 0-3 0-3 0-4   

n M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD 

Students without SEN1 2077 5.53 2.11 2.04 0.58 1.35 0.73 1.07 0.57 1.55 0.72 2.71 1.03 
Students with SEN2 182 3.27 1.98 1.88 0.65 1.41 0.79 1.05 0.55 1.65 0.75 2.39 1.16  

Complex and severe SEN 34 2.38 1.91 1.92 0.62 1.48 0.78 1.03 0.72 1.73 0.84 1.75 1.24  
Communication and learning disorders 74 3.40 1.89 1.94 0.65 1.42 0.77 1.07 0.52 1.69 0.68 2.63 1.06  
Insufficient Spanish knowledge 17 3.06 2.11 1.73 0.64 1.57 0.82 1.07 0.41 1.70 0.79 1.94 1.20  
Non-specified SEN 56 3.73 1.96 1.82 0.66 1.31 0.85 1.05 0.52 1.55 0.79 2.56 1.08 

High-capacities students 30 7.13 1.72 2.10 0.53 1.33 0.53 0.98 0.60 1.63 0.59 3.23 0.82 
Total sample 2289 5.37 2.19 2.02 0.58 1.35 0.73 1.07 0.57 1.56 0.72 2.69 1.05 
Hedge’s g [CI]: students without SEN1 vs. 

with SEN2  
1.07 [0.91, 
1.23] 

0.28 [0.12, 
0.44] 

-0.09 [−
0.24, 0.07] 

0.04 [−
0.12, 0.19] 

-0.15 [−
0.30, 0.01] 

0.31 [0.15, 
0.46]  
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when the clustered data structure is not particularly interesting per se (McNeish et al., 2017). Finally, the missing data in text 
comprehension scores were addressed through the utilization of a full information maximum likelihood (FIML) estimation (n = 26, 
1.1% of the sample composed of the students from the main categories “students without SEN” and “students with SEN”). 

We applied five multiple regression models. The first one (main model) included all the study variables in which the four reading 
frequency dimensions (academic-leisure x paper-digital) acted as predictor variables for text comprehension. We used total addition of 
the individual items scores for each dimension, working as observable predictors. As previously mentioned, we used classroom as a 
cluster variable, thus we estimated the effect of the predictors while considering potential differences or similarities between classes. 
Additionally, we included students’ SEN status, socioeconomic status (continuous variable), and grade as control variables. We 
introduced students’ SEN status in the model as a dummy variable (0 = without SEN, 1 = with SEN). Grade level was also represented 
by two dummy variables, one for 5th and one for 6th grade. Each variable takes the value 1 if the participant is in the indicated grade, 
and 0 otherwise. To test if the prediction capacity of the four reading frequency dimensions was different for students without and with 
SEN we created additional models identical to the main model except for one additional variable. Specifically, we included the 
interaction between each reading frequency dimension and the students’ SEN status, resulting in four extended models. 

Table 2 
Bivariate correlations among study variables divided by students’ SEN status.   

Students without SEN (n = 2077) Students with SEN (n = 182)  

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 

1. Academic print reading frequency           
2. Academic digital reading frequency .215***     .396***     
3. Leisure print reading frequency .183*** .013    .356*** .157*    
4. Leisure digital reading frequency .103*** .512*** -.033   .146 .424*** .054   
5. SES .033 -.013 .245*** -.033  .081 -.037 .138 .032  
6. Text comprehension .044 -.135*** .148*** -.084*** .221*** -.005 -.163* .100 -.088 .199** 

* ** p < .001, * * p < .01, * p = <.05. 

Table 3 
Partial correlations between reading frequency and text comprehension, for each SEN subgroup, and the high-capacities group, controlling for SES.   

Academic reading frequency Leisure reading frequency 

Text comprehension Print Digital Print Digital 

Complex and severe SEN .145 .096 -.037 -.009 
Communication and learning disorders -.014 -.255* -.152 -.03 
Insufficient Spanish knowledge -.117 .495 .402 -.13 
Non-specified SEN .161 -.198 .105 -.045 
High-capacities students -.061 -.366* .171 -.305 

* ** p < .001, * * p < .01, * p = <.05. 

Fig. 1. Multiple regression graphic model of reading frequency and sociodemographic factors on reading comprehension, * ** p < .001, * * 
p < .01, * p = <.05. 
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Results from the main model are presented in Fig. 1 and Table 4. The results reflect the predictive capacity of several variables. 
First, focusing on reading frequency, two contrasting activities emerged as significant predictors. While leisure print reading frequency 
exhibits a positive relationship with text comprehension (β = .079), academic digital reading presents a negative association with text 
comprehension (β = − .116). The remaining reading activities don’t show significant associations. This pattern of results is in line with 
hypothesis 1, indicating larger associations for print -rather than digital- leisure reading and comprehension, but it is only partially 
aligned with hypothesis 3. As expected, the association between comprehension and academic print reading was larger than that 
observed for academic digital reading. But such difference was due to the unexpected negative association for academic digital 
reading, and a null association for print academic reading. 

Next, regarding sociodemographic factors, students’ SEN status was the strongest predictor. The prediction value was negative 
(β = − .254) indicating that, while accounting for all the other factors included in the model, students with SEN present a negative 
difference of 0.254 standard deviations in text comprehension, compared to their peers without SEN. Students’ socioeconomic status 
emerged as a significant positive predictor for text comprehension (β = .200). Lastly, being enrolled in 6th grade is associated with 
lower text comprehension skills (β = − .121), meaning that for this sample students in the last grade of Primary school present lower 
normed text comprehension levels than their peers enrolled in lower grades. 

Finally, we checked the possible interaction of the different reading frequency activities and the students’ SEN status (hypotheses 2 
and 4) by including the interaction among both factors in each model. The interaction of reading frequency and SEN status was not 
significant in any of the models. The four models can be found in the supplemental materials (Table A3). This pattern of results didn’t 
align with our hypothesis of a differentiated association between reading frequency and comprehension depending on the students’ 
SEN status. Regarding the remaining predictors, those models exhibited similar relationships akin to those observed in the main model. 

4. Discussion 

The present study examines how different reading habits are related to text comprehension in Primary school students with and 
without SEN. We have measured academic and leisure reading frequency, in both print and digital format. Using a large sample of 
students with SEN and controlling for students’ SES and class, our findings support the expectation that the associations between 
comprehension and reading frequency is stronger for print than for digital reading activities. Specifically, students’ comprehension is 
positively associated with their leisure print reading frequency, and negatively associated when it comes to academic digital reading. 
Contrary to our expectations, the associations are similar for students with or without SEN. In the following, we discuss our findings in 
light of previous research. Lastly, we will review the study’s limitations and outline future research lines. 

4.1. SEN and reading frequency 

Overall, the results from our study evidence that the frequency in which students engage in reading activities outside school 
(whether for academic or for leisure reasons) tends to be low, a pattern of results that aligns with current trends (Vinterek et al., 2022) 
and that was amplified during school lockdowns due to the COVID-19 pandemic (Mete Yesil et al., 2022). Reading frequency tends to 
be quite similar regardless of SEN status, which contrasts with previous evidence (Chapman, 1988; Fulk et al., 1998; He et al., 2014; 
Kanniainen et al., 2022; Scarborough et al., 1991). An important exception is academic reading habits in print, for which students with 
SEN show lower frequency times than those without SEN (Kanniainen et al., 2022). This partially aligns with the premise of the 
Matthew effect (Stanovich, 1986), and qualifies it by showing the importance of reading medium (print or digital) on the association 
between reading frequency and comprehension (Altamura et al., 2024). Students without SEN tend to have a proficient reading level, 
allowing them to improve their skills by engaging in frequent and challenging academic reading activities. The other types of reading 
activities measured, leisure reading in print and digital as well as academic digital reading, may be perceived as less challenging than 
academic printed texts, which may explain the lack of difference in their frequency of reading among students with and without SEN. 

Table 4 
Multiple regression model of reading frequency and sociodemographic factors on text comprehension.   

Main model 

Variable B SE β 

Intercept 4.601*** 0.232  
Students’ SEN status ᵃ -2.114*** 0.159 -.254 
SES 0.420*** 0.047 .200 
Fifth grade ᵇ -0.297 0.155 -.064 
Sixth grade ᶜ -0.553** 0.161 -.121 
Academic print reading frequency 0.037 0.024 .039 
Academic digital reading frequency -0.086*** 0.021 -.116 
Leisure print reading frequency 0.075** 0.022 .079 
Leisure digital reading frequency -0.007 0.018 -.010 
R2 .16 

Note. a  0 = students without SEN, 1 = students with SEN. b ᶜ 1 = student belongs to that grade, 0 = student does not belong to that grade. 
SE= Cluster robust standard errors. 
* ** p < .001, * * p < .01, * p = <.05. 
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Another potential explanation for the overall lack of differences in reading frequency between students with and without SEN is the 
rather low levels of reading at home reported by the students. For each of the four reading activities analyzed (academic or leisure, 
print or digital), most students stated that they read “Once or twice a month" or "Once or twice a week". Such low overall frequency 
may make it difficult for slight differences to arise, as heavy frequent readers in our sample may be the exception even among students 
without SEN. This situation urges for programs to motivate reading among Primary school students (Gkora & Karabatzaki, 2023; 
Melekoglu & Wilkerson, 2013; Vaknin-Nusbaum et al., 2018), an important topic which we will elaborate in the upcoming section. 

4.2. Leisure reading habits and text comprehension 

The regression models clearly identify that, over and beyond the influences of other types of reading activities, there is a positive 
association between leisure reading frequency and comprehension, which is in line with a large body of previous research (Locher & 
Pfost, 2020; Mol & Bus, 2011; van Bergen et al., 2020). Supporting our hypothesis, our study highlights that such positive association is 
specific for print, but not for leisure digital reading (Altamura et al., 2024). Based on the fact that the reading difficulties experienced 
by students with SEN could limit their motivation to engage in voluntary reading activities and to fully benefit from them (McGeown 
et al., 2016), we expected a lower association between leisure reading frequency and comprehension for those students. However, the 
lack of interaction between leisure reading frequencies, whether in print or digital reading medium, and SEN status on text 
comprehension suggest that most students, regardless of their reading competence, can benefit from frequent leisure reading. 
Accordingly, stimulating leisure reading habits in print for students with SEN arises as an important factor to boost their development 
of text comprehension skills. Encouraging children with SEN to engage in both leisure and academic reading remains a challenge. 
Previous efforts to achieve an improvement in the reading motivation of SEN have not been effective in comparison to the results 
obtained by these same interventions in students without SEN (Melekoglu & Wilkerson, 2013). It seems that, in addition to specific 
intervention on basic reading processes that make them feel more competent, there is a need to focus on other dimensions of reading 
motivation, such as reading value, curiosity, involvement, or challenge, as they differently predicted engagement with different types 
of reading (McGeown et al., 2016). Thus, future research should explore the extent to which reading motivation programs for students 
with SEN can boost their reading habits and text comprehension skills in the long term. 

4.3. Academic reading habits and text comprehension 

A major contribution of our study is the analysis of the relations between academic reading frequency and text comprehension 
during Primary school years, as this issue has received much less attention than other reading activities such as leisure reading 
(Vinterek et al., 2022). Our expectation for a larger association between text comprehension and academic reading in print, rather than 
digital, is only partially supported, as the observed difference is due to the negative correlation for academic digital reading. We 
observed no significant association between academic print reading and text comprehension (McGeown et al., 2016). As the frequency 
of academic reading is mostly led by teachers, students’ motivation would not play a role in boosting reading, leaving little room for 
individual differences to arise. As for the frequency of academic digital reading, the overall negative association with text compre
hension supports recent similar findings (Salmerón et al., 2023). This suggests that students don’t fully benefit from being exposed to 
academic vocabulary and information by means of digital textbooks or the Internet. Moreover, this effect can’t simply be explained by 
differences in the extent to which classrooms are digitized, as our models controlled for classroom effects. In other words, even in 
classrooms that don’t emphasize academic digital reading, students’ use of the Internet at home for academic purposes is negatively 
associated with their text comprehension. One could argue that this relationship could arise due to the higher academic digital reading 
frequency of students with SEN, as teachers may try to adapt their requests to their students’ educational needs (Fernandez et al., 
2020). However, descriptive data from our study challenges such view, as the self-reported frequency of academic digital reading 
habits in our sample doesn’t differ between students with or without SEN. This situation could also explain the unexpected lack of 
interaction between academic reading, whether in print or digital format, and SEN status on text comprehension. As this hypothesis 
relies on the assumption that students without SEN are able to enrich their vocabulary and knowledge by being repeatedly exposed to 
academic texts, more frequent academic reading could be needed to boost their comprehension skills to a higher degree. Future 
research should address this possibility. 

Although our study can’t shed light on the causes behind the negative relation between academic digital reading and text 
comprehension, we suggest that students tend to associate digital reading with a superficial mindset based on their digital user 
experience (Annisette & Lafreniere, 2017). Such mindset, characterized by low concentration and quick shifts of attention, may 
prevent students from identifying and elaborating on some of the academic language they are exposed to digitally. As explained, this 
association is independent of students’ SEN status. This is at odds with our expectations that the high self-regulation demands imposed 
by digital reading may make this type of reading even more disadvantageous for students with SEN, with a lower level of linguistic and 
comprehension competence to cope with such demands (Anmarkrud et al., 2018; Ben-Yehudah & Brann, 2019; He et al., 2014; 
Kanniainen et al., 2022; Salmerón et al., 2021). We can’t rule out the possibility that exposure to highly interactive academic digital 
texts, with higher self-regulation demands, could have a particularly negative effect on students with SEN. Conversely, high quality 
digital academic texts with specific support for struggling students could mitigate or even reverse the negative association with text 
comprehension (Alqahtani, 2020; Fälth & Selenius, 2022). For example, digital tools such as text-to-speech can be used to compensate 
students with SEN to support early reading and writing (Fälth & Selenius, 2022). Future research should identify the text affordances of 
academic digital texts that could support text comprehension development. 
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4.4. Limitations and future research 

Our study comes with certain limitations. First of all, caution is advised in interpreting the associations reported, as we collected 
cross-sectional data. While we have established associations between reading frequency and text comprehension, we can’t assume 
causal relationships. To achieve a better understanding of the predictive capacity of the frequency of different reading activities, future 
research could employ interventions and longitudinal designs. Next, to collect data about reading habits, our participants self-reported 
their reading frequency using a limited-answer scale. However, self-reporting may introduce biases or inaccuracies based on partic
ipants’ memory, perception, or social desirability. More objective measurements, such as diary or digital logs that can track actual 
reading time could offer a more precise and reliable assessment. Therefore, future studies could consider incorporating a combination 
of self-reported measures and objective, technology-based assessments to enhance the accuracy and validity of their results (Parry 
et al., 2021). Finally, the identification of SEN status was based on schools’ reports. Although this was based on an official decision that 
legally requires an educational assessment by qualified experts, we don’t have independent assessments other than the text 
comprehension test used as the main dependent variable in our study. Future research could include specific linguistic and cognitive 
assessments to corroborate our findings regarding SEN status, and to provide a fine-grained analysis of the contribution of each 
component on the association between reading frequency and comprehension. 

5. Conclusions 

Our results offer two recommendations regarding reading practices for all students, regardless of their SEN status. First, leisure 
reading activities should be promoted, particularly reading print books. Primary and secondary teachers should develop a strong 
culture of reading for pleasure in their classroom (Willingham, 2015). For this purpose, they can adopt some routines such as: give 
students freedom to choose for themselves the books they want to read; provide them access to a wide variety of books and teach them 
the skills in choosing the right text; promote everyday reading in class by giving students time to read independently; have ‘book talks’ 
at classrooms and encourage parents to find a reading routine at home. Second, caution is advised when encouraging Primary school 
children to use digital texts when the emphasis is on comprehending texts for acquiring knowledge. This aligns with a forward-looking 
shift to digital methods in education supported by evidence, recognizing the benefits of both digital and print reading (Salmerón & 
Delgado, 2019). It is essential for teachers and educators to discern the most suitable reading medium based on the task demands and 
students’ skills. For example, extended periods of print reading may be more suitable for focused study, whereas digital reading with 
multimedia and interactive elements can improve the skills needed to search and integrate information from various sources. In sum, 
our study underscores the need for a more balanced and thoughtful approach to the integration of technology in education to mitigate 
its adverse outcomes. 
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Català, L., Ferré, P., Solé, I., & Galera, M. (2001). Pruebas ACL: Evaluación de la comprensión lectora. [ACL tests: assessment of reading comprehension] Ediciones 

Aljibe. 
Chapman, J. W. (1988). Cognitive-motivational characteristics and academic achievement of learning disabled children: A longitudinal study. Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 80(3), 357–365. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.80.3.357 
Clinton, V. (2019). Reading from paper compared to screens: A systematic review and meta-analysis. Journal of Research in Reading, 42, 288–325. https://doi.org/ 

10.1111/1467-9817.12269 
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (2nd ed.). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  
Cunningham, A. E., & Zibulsky, J. (2011). Tell me a story: Examining the benefits of shared reading. In S. B. Neuman, & D. K. Dickinson (Eds.), Handbook of Early 

Literacy Research, 3 pp. 396–411). New York: The Guilford Press.  
De Naeghel, J., Van Keer, H., Vansteenkiste, M., & Rosseel, Y. (2012). The relation between elementary students’ recreational and academic reading motivation, 

reading frequency, engagement, and comprehension: A self-determination theory perspective. Journal of Educational Psychology, 104(4), 1006. https://doi.org/ 
10.1037/a0027800 

Delgado, P., Vargas, C., Ackerman, R., & Salmerón, L. (2018). Don’t throw away your printed books: A meta-analysis on the effects of reading media on reading 
comprehension. Educational Research Review, 25, 23–38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2018.09.003 

Denckla, M. B., Barquero, L. A., Lindström, E. R., Benedict, S. L., Wilson, L. M., & Cutting, L. E. (2014). Attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder, executive function, 
and reading comprehension: Different but related. In H. L. Swanson, K. R. Harris, & S. Graham (Eds.), Handbook of learning disabilities (pp. 155–168). The Guilford 
Press.  

Duncan, L. G., McGeown, S. P., Griffiths, Y. M., Stothard, S. E., & Dobai, A. (2016). Adolescent reading skill and engagement with digital and traditional literacies as 
predictors of reading comprehension. British Journal of Psychology, 107(2), 209–238. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12134 

EASIE. (2022). European Agency for Special Needs and Inclusive Education. Retrieved from 〈https://easie.uib.no〉. 
Fälth, L., & Selenius, H. (2022). Primary school teachers’ use and perception of digital technology in early reading and writing education in inclusive settings. 

Disability and Rehabilitation Assistive Technology, 1–10. https://doi.org/10.1080/17483107.2022.2125089 
Fulk, B. M., Brigham, F. J., & Lohman, D. A. (1998). Motivation and self-regulation: A comparison of students with learning and behavior problems. Remedial and 

Special Education, 19, 300–309. https://doi.org/10.1177/074193259801900506 
Furenes, M. I., Kucirkova, N., & Bus, A. G. (2021). A comparison of children’s reading on paper versus screen: A meta-analysis. Review of Educational Research, 91, 

483–517. https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654321998074 
Gilmour, A. F., Fuchs, D., & Wehby, J. H. (2019). Are students with disabilities accessing the curriculum? A meta-analysis of the reading achievement gap between 

students with and without disabilities. Exceptional Children, 85(3), 329–346. https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402918795830 
Gkora, V., & Karabatzaki, Z. (2023). Motivation in learning disabilities and the impact of ICTs. TechHub Journal, 3, 14–26. 〈https://techhubresearch.com/index.php/ 

journal/article/view/79〉. 
Grant, A., Wilson, A. M., & Gottardo, A. (2007). The role of print exposure in reading skills of postsecondary students with and without reading disabilities. 

Exceptionality Education International, 17(2). https://doi.org/10.5206/eei.v17i2.7603 
He, Z., Shao, S., Zhou, J., Ke, J., Kong, R., Guo, S., & Song, R. (2014). Does long time spending on the electronic devices affect the reading abilities? A cross-sectional 

study among Chinese school-aged children. Research in Developmental Disabilities, 35(12), 3645–3654. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2014.08.037 
Hedges, L. V. (1981). Distribution theory for Glass’s estimator of effect size and related estimators. Journal of Educational Statistics, 6(2), 107–128. https://doi.org/ 

10.3102/10769986006002107 
Heppt, B., Olczyk, M., & Volodina, A. (2022). Number of books at home as an indicator of socioeconomic status: Examining its extensions and their incremental 

validity for academic achievement. Social Psychology of Education, 25(4), 903–928. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-022-09704-8 
Hong, E., Milgram, R. M., & Rowell, L. L. (2004). Homework motivation and preference: A learner-centered homework approach. Theory into Practice, 43(3), 197–204. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip4303_5 
Hussar, B., Zhang, J., Hein, S., Wang, K., Roberts, A., Cui, J., & Dilig, R. (2020). The Condition of Education 2020. NCES 2020-144. National Center for Education 

Statistics. 〈https://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2020144〉. 
Johnson, J.W. (2013). A comparison study of the use of paper versus digital textbooks by undergraduate students (Doctoral dissertation, Indiana State University). (Order 

No. 3589517). Retrieved from 〈https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/comparison-study-use-paper-versus-digital/docview/1430910308/se-2〉. 
Kanniainen, L., Kiili, C., Tolvanen, A., Utriainen, J., Aro, M., Leu, D. J., & Leppänen, P. H. (2022). Online research and comprehension performance profiles among 

sixth-grade students, including those with reading difficulties and/or attention and executive function difficulties. Reading Research Quarterly, 57(4), 1213–1235. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.463 

Kong, Y., Seo, Y. S., & Zhai, L. (2018). Comparison of reading performance on screen and on paper: A meta-analysis. Computers & Education, 123, 138–149. https:// 
doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.05.005 

Kong, Y., Seo, Y. S., & Zhai, L. (2022). ICT and digital reading achievement: A crossnational comparison using PISA 2018 Data. International Journal of Educational 
Research, 111, Article 101912. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2021.101912 

C. Vargas et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                         

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2024.104675
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2020.103703
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543231216463
http://www.jstor.org/stable/748043
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315627496
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2016.02.043
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0891-4222(24)00007-6/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0891-4222(24)00007-6/sbref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0891-4222(24)00007-6/sbref7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2019.04.001
https://doi.org/10.3233/prm-200789
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.80.3.357
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.12269
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.12269
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0891-4222(24)00007-6/sbref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0891-4222(24)00007-6/sbref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0891-4222(24)00007-6/sbref13
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027800
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0027800
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2018.09.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0891-4222(24)00007-6/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0891-4222(24)00007-6/sbref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0891-4222(24)00007-6/sbref16
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjop.12134
https://easie.uib.no
https://doi.org/10.1080/17483107.2022.2125089
https://doi.org/10.1177/074193259801900506
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654321998074
https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402918795830
https://techhubresearch.com/index.php/journal/article/view/79
https://techhubresearch.com/index.php/journal/article/view/79
https://doi.org/10.5206/eei.v17i2.7603
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2014.08.037
https://doi.org/10.3102/10769986006002107
https://doi.org/10.3102/10769986006002107
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-022-09704-8
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15430421tip4303_5
https://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/pubsinfo.asp?pubid=2020144
https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-theses/comparison-study-use-paper-versus-digital/docview/1430910308/se-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.463
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2018.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2021.101912


Research in Developmental Disabilities 146 (2024) 104675

13

Lerkkanen, M. K., Pakarinen, E., Salminen, J., & Torppa, M. (2023). Reading and math skills development among Finnish primary school children before and after 
COVID-19 school closure. Reading and Writing, 36(2), 263–288. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-022-10358-3 

Locher, F., & Pfost, M. (2020). The relation between time spent reading and reading comprehension throughout the life course. Journal of Research in Reading, 43(1), 
57–77. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.12289 

Lyon, G. R., Shaywitz, S. E., & Shaywitz, B. A. (2003). A definition of dyslexia. Annals of Dyslexia, 53(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-003-0001-9 
Martín-Lobo, P., Santiago-Ramajo, S., & Vergara-Moragues, E. (2018). Neuropsychological differences among students with learning difficulties, without learning 

difficulties, and with high capacity. Mind Brain and Education, 12(3), 140–154. https://doi.org/10.1111/mbe.12184 
McBride-Chang, C., Manis, F., Seidenberg, M., Custodio, R., & Doi, L. (1993). Print exposure as a predictor of word reading and reading comprehension in disabled and 

nondisabled readers. Journal of Educational Psychology, 85, 230–238. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.85.2.230 
McGeown, S. P., Osborne, C., Warhurst, A., Norgate, R., & Duncan, L. G. (2016). Understanding children’s reading activities: Reading motivation, skill and child 

characteristics as predictors. Journal of Research in Reading, 39(1), 109–125. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.12060 
McKenna, M. C., Conradi, K., Lawrence, C., Jang, B. G., & Meyer, J. P. (2012). Reading attitudes of middle school students: Results of a US survey. Reading Research 

Quarterly, 47(3), 283–306. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.021 
McNeish, D., Stapleton, L. M., & Silverman, R. D. (2017). On the unnecessary ubiquity of hierarchical linear modeling. Psychological Methods, 22(1), 114–140. https:// 

doi.org/10.1037/met0000078 
Melekoglu, M. A., & Wilkerson, K. L. (2013). Motivation to read: How does it change for struggling readers with and without disabilities? International Journal of 

Instruction, 6(1), 77–88. https://doi.org/10.1177/0731948711421761 
Mete Yesil, A., Sencan, B., Omercioglu, E., & Ozmert, E. N. (2022). The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on children with special needs: A descriptive study. Clinical 

Pediatrics, 61(2), 141–149. https://doi.org/10.1177/00099228211050223 
Mol, S. E., & Bus, A. G. (2011). To read or not to read: A meta-analysis of print exposure from infancy to early adulthood. Psychological Bulletin, 137(2), 267–296. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021890 
Mullis, I. V. S., Martin, M. O., Foy, P., & Hooper, M. (2017). PIRLS 2016 International Results in Reading. Boston College, TIMSS & PIRLS International Study Center 

Website. 〈https://timssandpirls.bc.edu/pirls2016/international-results〉. 
Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998–2017). Mplus user’s guide (8th ed.). Muthén & Muthén,.  
OECD. (2019). PISA 2018 Results (Volume I): What students know and can do. PISA: OECD.Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1787/5f07c754-en 
Öztop, F., & Nayci, Ö. (2021). Does the digital generation comprehend better from the screen or from the paper?: A meta-analysis. International Online Journal of 

Education and Teaching, 8(2), 1206–1224. 〈https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1294459〉. 
Park, S., & Weng, W. (2020). The relationship between ICT-related factors and student academic achievement and the moderating effect of country economic index 

across 39 countries. Educational Technology & Society, 23(3), 1–15. 〈https://bit.ly/3rVyTc2〉. 
Parry, D. A., Davidson, B. I., Sewall, C. J., Fisher, J. T., Mieczkowski, H., & Quintana, D. S. (2021). A systematic review and meta-analysis of discrepancies between 

logged and self-reported digital media use. Nature Human Behaviour, 5, 1535–1547. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01117-5 
Petko, D., Cantieni, A., & Prasse, D. (2017). Perceived quality of educational technology matters: A secondary analysis of students’ ICT use, ICT-related attitudes, and 

PISA 2012 test scores. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 54(8), 1070–1091. https://doi.org/10.1177/0735633116649373 
Pfost, M., Dörfler, T., & Artelt, C. (2013). Students’ extracurricular reading behavior and the development of vocabulary and reading comprehension. Learning and 

Individual Differences, 26, 89–102. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2013.04.008 
Rashid, F. L., Morris, R. D., & Sevcik, R. A. (2005). Relationship between home literacy environment and reading achievement in children with reading disabilities. 

Remedial and Special Education, 26(2), 98–107. https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194050380010101 
Saarinen, A., Lipsanen, J., Hintsanen, M., Huotilainen, M., & Keltikangas-Järvinen, L. (2021). The use of digital technologies at school and cognitive learning 

outcomes: A population-based study in Finland. International Journal of Educational Psychology, 10(1), 1–26. https://doi.org/10.17583/ijep.2021.4667 
Salmerón, L., Altamura, L., Delgado, P., Karagiorgi, A., & Vargas, C. (2024). Reading comprehension on handheld devices versus on paper: A narrative review and 

meta-analysis of the medium effect and its moderators. Journal of Educational Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000830 
Salmerón, L., & Delgado, P. (2019). Critical analysis of the effects of the digital technologies on reading and learning. Cultura York Educación, 31(3), 465–480. https:// 

doi.org/10.1080/11356405.2019.1630958 
Salmerón, L., Delgado, P., Vargas, C., & Gil, L. (2021). Tablets for all? Testing the screen inferiority effect with upper primary school students. Learning and Individual 

Differences, 86, Article 101975. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2021.101975 
Salmerón, L., Vargas, C., Delgado, P., & Baron, N. (2023). Relation between digital tool practices in the language arts classroom and reading comprehension scores. 

Reading and Writing, 36, 175–194. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-022-10295-1 
Scarborough, H. S. (2005). Developmental relationships between language and reading: Reconciling a beautiful hypothesis with some ugly facts. In H. W. Catts, & 

A. G. Kamhi (Eds.), The connections between language and reading disabilities (pp. 3–24). Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410612052.  
Scarborough, H. S., Dobrich, W., & Hager, M. (1991). Preschool literacy experience and later reading achievement. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 24(8), 508–511. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/002221949102400811 
Schneps, M. H., Thomson, J. M., Chen, C., Sonnert, G., & Pomplun, M. (2013). E-readers are more effective than paper for some with dyslexia. PLoS One, 8(9), Article 

e75634. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0075634 
Snow, C. E. (2010). Academic language and the challenge of reading for learning about science. Science, 328(5977), 450–452. https://doi.org/10.1126/ 

science.1182597 
Stanovich, K. E. (1986). Matthew effects in reading: Some consequences of individual differences in the acquisition of literacy. Reading Research Quarterly, 21(4), 

360–407. https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.21.4.1 
Sternberg, R. J. (1981). A componential theory of intellectual giftedness. Gifted Child Quarterly, 25, 86–93. https://doi.org/10.1177/001698628102500208 
Torppa, M., Niemi, P., Vasalampi, K., Lerkkanen, M. K., Tolvanen, A., & Poikkeus, A. M. (2019). Leisure reading (but not any kind) and reading comprehension 

support each other—A longitudinal study across grades 1 and 9. Child Development, 91(3), 876–900. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13241 
Vaknin-Nusbaum, V., Nevo, E., Brande, S., & Gambrell, L. (2018). Developmental aspects of reading motivation and reading achievement among second grade low 

achievers and typical readers. Journal of Research in Reading, 41(3), 438–454. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.12117 
van Bergen, E., Hart, S. A., Latvala, A., Vuoksimaa, E., Tolvanen, A., & Torppa, M. (2023). Literacy skills seem to fuel literacy enjoyment, rather than vice versa. 

Developmental Science, 26(3), Article e13325. https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/3kfgd 
Van Lancker, W., & Parolin, Z. (2020). COVID-19, school closures, and child poverty: A social crisis in the making. The Lancet Public Health, 5(5), e243–e244. https:// 

doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(20)30084-0 
van Wingerden, E., Segers, E., van Balkom, H., & Verhoeven, L. (2016). Foundations of reading comprehension in children with intellectual disabilities. Research in 

Developmental Disabilities, 60, 211–222. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2016.10.015 
Vinterek, M., Winberg, M., Tegmark, M., Alatalo, T., & Liberg, C. (2022). The decrease of school related reading in Swedish compulsory school–trends between 2007 

and 2017. Scandinavian Journal of Educational Research, 66(1), 119–133. https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2020.1833247 
Wang, J. H. Y., & Guthrie, J. T. (2004). Modeling the effects of intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, amount of reading, and past reading achievement on text 

comprehension between U.S. and Chinese students. Reading Research Quarterly, 39, 162–186. https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.39.2.2 
Willingham, D. T. (2015). Raising kids who read: What parents and teachers can do. John Wiley & Sons.  
Wood, W. (2017). Habit in personality and social psychology. Personality and Social Psychology Review, 21(4), 389–403. https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868317720362 
Wood, W., Mazar, A., & Neal, D. T. (2022). Habits and goals in human behavior: Separate but interacting systems. Perspectives on Psychological Science: A Journal of the 

Association for Psychological Science, 17(2), 590–605. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691621994226 
Zhou, L., Li, F., Wu, S., & Zhou, M. (2020). "School’s out, but class’s on”, the largest online education in the world today: Taking China’s practical exploration during 

the COVID-19 pandemic prevention and control as an example. Best Evidence in Chinese Education, 4(2), 501–519. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3555520 

C. Vargas et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                         

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-022-10358-3
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.12289
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11881-003-0001-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/mbe.12184
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.85.2.230
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.12060
https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.021
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000078
https://doi.org/10.1037/met0000078
https://doi.org/10.1177/0731948711421761
https://doi.org/10.1177/00099228211050223
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0021890
https://timssandpirls.bc.edu/pirls2016/international-results
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0891-4222(24)00007-6/sbref44
https://doi.org/10.1787/5f07c754-en
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=EJ1294459
https://bit.ly/3rVyTc2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01117-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0735633116649373
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2013.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194050380010101
https://doi.org/10.17583/ijep.2021.4667
https://doi.org/10.1037/edu0000830
https://doi.org/10.1080/11356405.2019.1630958
https://doi.org/10.1080/11356405.2019.1630958
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2021.101975
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-022-10295-1
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781410612052
https://doi.org/10.1177/002221949102400811
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0075634
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1182597
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1182597
https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.21.4.1
https://doi.org/10.1177/001698628102500208
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.13241
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.12117
https://doi.org/10.31234/osf.io/3kfgd
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(20)30084-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S2468-2667(20)30084-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2016.10.015
https://doi.org/10.1080/00313831.2020.1833247
https://doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.39.2.2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0891-4222(24)00007-6/sbref70
https://doi.org/10.1177/1088868317720362
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691621994226
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3555520

	Print and digital reading habits and comprehension in children with and without special education needs
	What this paper adds
	1 Introduction
	1.1 Reading habits and text comprehension development
	1.2 Leisure reading habits and text comprehension development
	1.3 Academic reading habits and text comprehension development
	1.4 The present study

	2 Method
	2.1 Participants
	2.2 Materials
	2.2.1 Text comprehension test
	2.2.2 Reading habits: leisure and academic reading frequencies
	2.2.3 Control variables

	2.3 Procedure

	3 Results
	3.1 Descriptive analysis
	3.2 Main analyses

	4 Discussion
	4.1 SEN and reading frequency
	4.2 Leisure reading habits and text comprehension
	4.3 Academic reading habits and text comprehension
	4.4 Limitations and future research

	5 Conclusions
	Funding sources
	CRediT authorship contribution statement
	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Data availability
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A Supporting information
	References


