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ABSTRACT

The main objective of this research is to find out whether rate-buildup reading, skimming, and 
scanning strategies applied in hybrid learning method help students boost their reading speed and 
comprehension. This research employed quasi-experimental design. 15 students were involved 
into experimental group and 15 were enrolled into control group. Students of experimental group 
were treated through hybrid learning delivery mode in which web-based portal accessible on 
www.muhaiminabdullah.com was hosted as reading portal while students of control group were 
assigned only to paper-based reading activities in face-to-face method of contents delivery. Both 
students of experimental group and students of control group successfully boost their reading 
speed and comprehension. It is implied that reading speed and comprehension are possible to 
be enhanced both in web-based reading portal and in face to face. The dispersion of standard 
deviation on posttest that tends to be high suggests that further researchers conduct the experiment 
in a more well-controlled design towards experimental group.

INTRODUCTION

Issue on reading rates in college students had been discussed 
since 20th century. In terms of rapid and effective reading, 
Pauk and Smith agree that speed reading is useless (O’Reilly 
& Walker, 1989). Furthermore, the study also claims that un-
realistic speed reading attainment (e.g. 1,000 wpm) is com-
monly suggested in literatures. Prior to this study, a 1952 
publication that examines 3 drills given in three months with 
various speed reading tests such as 400, 600, or 1,000 words 
per-minute (wpm) as well as various level of texts wisely re-
veals that reading speed depends on the students themselves, 
vocabulary contained in the text, and implicitly reveals that 
it depends on how importance the text for the students as in-
dicated by a student who speeds up when the stuff is not im-
portant and slows down when it is (Andrews, 1952, p. 356).

The researcher hypothesized that by considering the rap-
id advancement of information and technology nowadays, 
such artificial method to speed reading and comprehension 
might be possible to be reached. Abundant publications have 
revealed positive effects of the integration information and 
technology in English as second/foreign language learn-
ing. A 2012 study reports that Facebook promotes grammar 
learning for EFL students and the students’ attitude are found 
positive (Baturay, Daloglu, & Yildirim, 2010; Suthiwart-
narueput & Wasanasomsithi, 2012). The previous claim is 
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supported by some studies that claim internet technologies 
(which commonly refers to as web 2.0 technology) have 
been embraced by educators in teaching and learning (Ho, 
2013) and result to positive effects on students (Chen & 
Huang, 2014; Dogoriti, Pange, & S. Anderson, 2014; Gözde 
Girgin, 2011; Laire, Casteleyn, & Mottart, 2012; Özdemir, 
2017; Sun & Yang, 2013).

For writing purposes, the use of weblog is reported posi-
tive towards EFL learners’ cognitive, affective, and psycho-
motor (Amir, Ismail, & Hussin, 2011; Arslan & Şahin-Kızıl, 
2010; Mahmoudi, Samad, & Razak, 2012; Vurdien, 2013) 
and promotes intercultural learning (García-Sánchez & Ro-
jas-Lizana, 2012). Another technology which is reported 
positive for English as second/foreign language learning pur-
poses is wiki (Chao & Lo, 2011; Kessler & Bikowski, 2010; 
Li & Zhu, 2013; Zou, Wang, & Xing, 2015). For speaking 
purposes, the use of weblog is also examined and the find-
ings fall into positive conclusion (Huang, 2013; Hung & 
Huang, 2015) so does for reading (Yakut & Aydın, 2015).

Based on previous claims, conclusion that can be drawn 
is that Web 2.0 technology has great potential to be utilized 
as a medium for language learning purposes. However, be-
sides positive effects offered by information and technolo-
gy, negative effects are also found. One negative effect of 
technology-based learning was reported in a 2012 study. 
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The study reveals that e-learning creates a sense of isolation 
among students and also lead to a pause in learner-instructor 
interaction. Furthermore, it is revealed that students look too 
busy with their laptop (Saglam & Sert, 2012).

The implementation of e-learning, as the umbrella of 
technology-integrated learning, has both advantages and 
disadvantages when it is integrated into education. Through 
this research study, the researcher tries to maximize the ad-
vantages and to minimize the disadvantages of the imple-
mentation of e-learning in education through hybrid learning 
delivery mode. Hybrid learning itself by is simply defined 
as face-to-face teaching and learning mixed with electronic 
learning approach (Grgurović, 2011).

Both advantages and disadvantages have been reported 
by many researchers related to the implementation of hy-
brid learning method for educational purposes. Neverthe-
less, very little has been reported about its implementation 
in reading classroom, especially its contribution in boosting 
students’ reading speed and comprehension. Furthermore, 
through this research study, the researcher attempted to ver-
ify whether or not the implementation of hybrid learning 
method boosts students’ reading speed and comprehension.

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
In this 21st century, it is commonly known that electronic text 
has replaced the application of paper-based text (Rose, 2011). 
A study claims that in both normal and fast reading speed activ-
ity, details are less well recalled than more general information. 
Furthermore, comprehension is found reduced in fast reading 
(M. Dyson & Haselgrove, 2000, p. 219). However, comprehen-
sion is not dependent on speed (M. C. Dyson & Haselgrove, 
2001) as indicated in a study that finds no significant difference 
between groups in reading speed or the level of comprehen-
sion in paper-based and on-screen reading (Dündar & Akçayır, 
2017). In response to the previous phenomenon, various read-
ing techniques as well as reading activities such as repeated 
reading, timed-reading, rate-buildup reading, the use of pacer, 
skimming, and scanning are suggested (Anderson, 1999; Bu-
zan, 2003; Cutler, 1993; Snow, 2002; Wainwright, 2007).

It is hypothesized in Weber’s inventory that case, size, 
type, and color of font used in a text and predetermined or-
der of text provide more stimulation to the right brain which 
deals with visual processing (Weber, 2002). Still in Weber’s 
inventory, text readability is also hinted as a supporting fac-
tor to reading speed and comprehension. In a more recent 
study that carries a theme called ‘reading smarter not faster’, 
it is concluded that speed reading is not recommended. Fur-
thermore, it is explained that speed reading is specified for 
determining the relevancy between text and particular topic. 
The researchers suggest reading retention for meaning ac-
quisition (Thielen, Grochowski, & Perpich, 2016, p. 329).

In line with previous statement, research result issued a 
decade before 21st century claims that efforts to train readers 
at speeds well in excess of 400 wpm should now be consid-
ered professionally indefensible (O’Reilly & Walker, 1989, 
p. 10). In contrast, students’ involvement into drills offers
improvement towards speed reading and comprehension. 
Vocabulary, level of the text, and the importance of the text 

for the students influence the improvement. It is explained 
that potentialities are almost limitless, and that student will 
improve by learning consciously to adjust the speed of his 
reading to his materials and his objectives (Andrews, 1952). 
A 2014 study about speed reading improvement in a speed 
reading course and its effect on language memory span 
found that reading speed improvement in a speed reading 
course did not necessarily negatively affect comprehension 
(Tran & Nation, 2014). When different media that display 
text or passage are to be compared, paper, computers, and 
e-readers do not differently affect comprehension especially 
in narrative or expository text (Margolin et al., 2013).

When assessing potentials offered by technology now-
adays, study that investigates approach in structuring ar-
rangements of hybrid learning explains that the integration 
of electronic learning (e-learning) with classical classroom 
instruction fosters some highly desirable developments, such 
as more individualized and flexible learning (Bärenfänger, 
2005). Furthermore, hybrid of face-to-face and CALL (com-
puter assisted language learning) is highly suggested for 
effectiveness since technology in classroom means supple-
mentary tool for learning – not to replace educators’ pres-
ence in classroom (Ayres, 2002; Noni, 2004).

A 2008 study gauged students’ attitude toward the use of 
computer-assisted language learning using website as me-
dia for online learning found that learning website helps the 
students in boosting their confidence and interest in learning 
English. Furthermore, using the website results not only on 
linguistic skills improvement, but also has positive impact on 
motivation (Hsu & Sheu, 2017). When technology is com-
bined with classical classroom or face-to-face teaching meth-
od (commonly known as hybrid learning), it is found that 
both ease of use and perceived usefulness have a positive ef-
fect on attitude (Tselios et al., 2011). Moodle, the most wide-
ly used platform in hybrid learning method (Yeou, 2016) is 
considered as an ideal platform for on-line courses and class-
es as well as a complement for on-sites classes. Furthermore, 
Moodle is stated as a tool that promotes communication in a 
global manner, by means of interaction of the four linguistic 
skills and by means of cooperation (Etxebarria et al., 2012).

METHODOLOGY
This research applied quasi-experimental design. In exper-
imental study, the researcher selected the groups, decided 
what treatment will go to which group, controlled extrane-
ous variables, and measured the effect of the treatment (Gay 
et al., 2006). Pretest and posttest were given to both exper-
imental group and control group. In collecting the data, the 
researcher applied two instruments namely reading speed 
test and reading comprehension test. Reading speed test 
was applied to measure students’ actual reading speed while 
reading comprehension test was applied to track students’ 
comprehension towards the text the students read. Speed and 
comprehension enhancements were two variables measured 
in this quasi-experimental research.

Flesch Reading Ease was applied in order to determine 
the readability of the passage used in pretest, treatment, and 
posttest. For passage used in pretest and posttest, the Flesch 
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Reading Ease score was 54.4 (fairly difficult). The following 
formula was used.

RE = 206.835 – (1.015xASL) – (84.6xASW)
Wherein:
RE : Reading Ease
ASL : Average Sentence Length
AWS : Average number of syllables per word
With regard to reading speed classroom exercises, the 

researcher adopted some techniques suggested by experts 
such as the application of pacer, skimming, and scanning 
(Buzan, 2003; Cutler, 1993; Konstant, 2010; Wainwright, 
2007) in classroom activities such as rate-buildup reading or 
timed-reading and repeated reading (Anderson, 1999).

In conducting the research, both students of experimen-
tal group and students of control group were assigned into 
six reading speed and comprehension phases. They were re-
quired to read one passage three times each meeting. Each 
passage was read by applied three different reading activi-
ties. The first was rate-buildup reading followed by answer-
ing comprehension questions; the second was rate-buildup 
reading, answering comprehension questions with opportu-
nity to look back toward the passage while answering com-
prehension questions; and the third was rate-buildup reading 
followed by skimming and scanning.

The students of experimental group were treated through 
hybrid learning method; in this case, a web-based portal 
accessible on www.muhaiminabdullah.com was used as a 
medium in delivering the passages and instructions. For the 
online platform, learning management system (LMS) Moo-
dle was modified by the researcher by adding some addition-
al features for speed reading such as timed-reading module 
which was intended to obtain time that the students spent in 
reading and answering the comprehension questions. That 
method of delivery was combined with face-to-face method 
to meet the requirement of hybrid or blended learning ap-
proach. Different treatment was applied for students of con-
trol group; in this case, they were involved in paper-based 
reading method in which they were given printed passages 
with comprehension questions.

In scoring students’ reading speed, the researcher applied 
scoring technique by respectively subtracting students’ start-
ing time with finishing time; converting the whole minutes 
into seconds by multiplying by 60; adding any extra seconds; 
dividing total seconds with the number of words of reading 
passage. It represented the words-per-second (wps) rate. The 
result was then multiplied by 60 to obtain words-per-min-
ute (wpm) rate (Buzan, 2003, p. 26; Cutler, 1993; Konstant, 
2010, p. 25; Wainwright, 2007, p. 34).

Therefore, the classification of reading speed is shown 
on table 1.

After reading the passage, both students of experimental 
group and students of control group were required to answer 
comprehension questions. Therefore, the following formula 
was used.

'Students correct answer   100
Total number of items

×

Students’ comprehension scores were classified based on 
table 2 as shown below.

RESULTS

Reading Speed

In both pretest and posttest, both students of experimental 
group and students of control group were assigned into read-
ing speed test. The rate percentage of students’ reading speed 
in pretest and posttest is shown in table 3.

Table 3 shows that most of the participants including 
students involved into experimental group and students of 
control group are in the same category in pretest. The data 
represent homogeneity in terms of reading speed and com-
prehension.

In posttest, both students of experimental group and stu-
dents of control group were assigned into reading speed test 
as they did in pretest. Table 3 shows that students involved 
in experimental group gain higher rate in reading speed than 
students involved into control group. In posttest, 10 students 
of experimental group (67%) classified into Good and 5 stu-
dents of experimental group (33%) classified into Average. 
For control group, 2 students (13%) classified as Good, 9 
students (60%) classified as Average, and 4 students (27%) 
classified as Poor.

Furthermore, the mean score and standard deviation of 
students reading speed in pretest and posttest are shown in 
the following Table 4:

Table 4 shows different mean score of experimental 
group and control group. Before the experimentation, the 
mean score in pretest of experimental group and control 
group show the higher different score of mean score.

Reading Comprehension

Table 5 below draws results obtained in pretest and posttest 
regarding students reading comprehension.

Scores in pretest in both groups shows that most of the 
students are in the very poor, poor, fair, and good category. 
In the experimental group, 3 (20%) students are in very poor 
category, 5 (33%) students are in poor category, 4 (27%) stu-
dents are in fair category, and 3 (20%) students are in good 

Table 1. The classification of reading speed
No. Reading speed (wpm) Classification
1. 0 – 150 Poor
2. 150 – 300 Average
3. 300 – 500 Good
4. 500 – 750 Excellent
5. 750 – 1000 Unbelievable

Table 2. The classification of comprehension score
No. Comprehension score Classification
1. 81 – 100 Excellent
2. 61 – 80 Good
3. 41 – 60 Fair
4. 21 – 40 Poor
5. 0 – 20 Very Poor
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category. In control group, 3 (20%) students are in very poor 
category, 4 (27%) students are in poor category, and 8 (53%) 
students are in fair category. The data indicates homogeneity 
in terms of comprehension conducted in pretest.

In posttest, the data shows that in experimental group, 
1 (7%) student is classified as poor, 4 (27%) students are in 
fair classification, 6 (40%) students are in good classification, 
and 4 (27%) students are in very good classification. In control 
group, 1 (7%) student is in very poor classification, 5 (33%) 
students are in poor classification, 5 (33%) students are in fair 
classification, and 4 (27%) students are in good classification. 
The data from posttest indicate that students in experimental 
group recall more than students in control group.

The following is the mean score and standard deviation 
of students’ comprehension in pretest and posttest.

Table 6 shows different mean score of experimental 
group and control group. After conducting the experimenta-
tion, the score of the posttest of both experimental group and 
control group show the higher different score of mean score.

Test of Significance

The hypotheses were tested by using inferential statistic 
using SPSS Version 18.0. Test of significance (t-test) was 
used by the researcher for independent sample test. It was 
intended to know the significance different between the re-
sult of the students’ mean score in the pretest and posttest 
both in experimental group and control group. Table 7 be-
low describes the probability value of t-test of both groups 
in reading speed test.

Table 7 shows that the probability value or p-value is 
higher than the level of significance (.26 >.05) where the 
degree of freedom (df) is 28. It is assumed that the null hy-
pothesis (H0) is accepted and the alternative hypothesis (H1) 
is rejected. Furthermore, it can be interpreted that there is no 
significance difference between the students’ reading speed 
both in experimental group and control group before treat-
ment.

Whereas, the data on posttest of the experimental 
group and the control group show that the probability 

Table 3. The mean score and standard deviation of students’ reading speed in pretest and posttest
No. wpm Classification Experimental group Control group

Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
F % F % F % F %

1. 0 – 150 Poor 0 0 0 0 4 27 4 27
2. 150 – 300 Average 14 93 5 33 11 73 9 60
3. 300 – 500 Good 1 7 10 67 0 0 2 13
4. 500 – 750 Excellent 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
5. 750 – 1000 Unbelievable 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 15 100 15 100 15 100 15 100

Table 4. The mean score and standard deviation of students’ reading speed in pretest and posttest
Group statistics
Group N Mean Standard deviation Standard error mean
Pretest

Experimental 15 194.00 50.941 13.153
Control 15 177.07 26.437 6.826

Posttest
Experimental 15 308.53 53.017 13.689
Control 15 180.00 55.428 14.312

Table 5. The mean score and standard deviation of students’ comprehension in pretest and posttest
No. Score Classification Experimental group Control group

Pretest Posttest Pretest Posttest
F % F % F % F %

1. 81 – 100 Very Good 0 0 4 27 0 0 0 0
2. 61 – 80  Good 3 20 6 40 0 0 4 27
3. 41 – 60  Fair 4 27 4 27 8 53 5 33
4. 21 – 40  Poor 5 33 1 7 4 27 5 33
5. 0 – 65 Very Poor 3 20 0 0 3 20 1 7

Total 15 100 15 100 15 100 15 100
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value (p-value) is lower than level of significance; that 
is .00 <.05. It indicates that there is significance different 
between the students’ reading speed and comprehension 
in experimental group and control group after the treat-
ment. The significance of t-test can be seen in the follow-
ing table.

Table 9 below illustrates the probability value of t-test of 
both groups in comprehension test.

Table 9 shows that the probability value or p-value is 
higher than the level of significance (.859 >.05) where the 
degree of freedom (df) is 28. It is assumed that the null hy-
pothesis (H0) is accepted and the alternative hypothesis (H1) 
is rejected. Furthermore, it can be interpreted that there is 
no significance difference between the students’ comprehen-
sion both in experimental group and control group before 
treatment.

Whereas, the data on posttest of the experimental group 
and the control group show that the probability value (p-val-
ue) is lower than level of significance; that is.004 <.05. It 
indicates that there is significance different between the stu-
dents’ reading speed and comprehension in experimental 
group and control group after the treatment. The significance 
of t-test can be seen in the following table.

DISCUSSION

The description of collected data displayed previously shows 
the enhancement of students’ reading speed that is direct-
ly proportional to students’ comprehension. Results of this 
research confirm previous findings that fall into conclusion 
that comprehension is not influenced by media – such as pa-
per, computers, and e-readers – where text or passage is pre-
sented (Margolin et al., 2013, p. 518). In other words, digital 
media support and promote reading for understanding. In its 
relation to reading speed, results of this research also support 
claim that information recalled in reading through web is not 
dependent on speed (M. C. Dyson & Haselgrove, 2001), that 
people with experience reading on screen have increased 
their level of reading speed and comprehension (M. Dyson 
& Haselgrove, 2000). Similar results are in-line with find-
ings that find no significant difference between groups in 
reading speed or the level of comprehension in paper-based 
reading and on-screen reading (Dündar & Akçayır, 2017). In 
addition, results of this research also support claim that read-
ing speed does not negatively affect comprehension (Tran & 
Nation, 2014). These claims confirm that reading speed and 
comprehension are united as one element in reading process 
(Wainwright, 2007, p. 34).

Table 6. The mean score and standard deviation of students’ comprehension in pretest and posttest
Group statistics
Group N Mean Standard deviation Standard error mean
Pretest

Experimental 15 48.00 23.664 6.110
Control 15 46.67 16.330 4.216

Posttest
Experimental 15 77.33 18.310 4.727
Control 15 56.00 18.822 4.860

Table 7. The probability value of t-test of the experimental group and control group in reading speed test
Independent samples test

Levene’s test 
for equality 
of variances

t‑test for equality of means

 F Sig. t df Sig. 
 (2‑tailed)

Mean 
difference

Standard 
error 

difference

95% Confidence interval of 
the difference

Lower Upper
Pretest

Equal variances 
assumed

3.659 0.066 1.143 28 0.26 16.933 14.819 −13.421 47.288

Equal variances 
not assumed

1.143 21.031 0.26 16.933 14.819 −13.881 47.748

Posttest
Equal variances 
assumed

0.033 0.857 6.490 28 0.00 128.533 19.804 87.966 169.100

Equal variances 
not assumed

6.490 27.945 0.00 128.533 19.804 87.963 169.104
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Point to be emphasized is that rate-buildup reading, 
skimming, and scanning strategies are possible to be prac-
ticed in on-screen reading activity. That case, size, color, 
and text readability influence reading speed and comprehen-
sion (Weber, 2002) is in line with the results of this research 
since the author modifies the learning management system 
Moodle by considering font case, size, as well as color. 
However, suggestion that speed reading is not recommend-
ed (Thielen et al., 2016) might depend on the (i) objectives 
of the reading – as indicated by participants in a 1952 study 
that narrates a student speeds up when the stuff is not im-
portant and slow down when it is; and (ii) suggestion given 
to the students – as narrated that a student can read fast and 
slow depends on what the students are told to do (Andrews, 
1952, p. 356). Besides, previous studies claim that compre-
hension does not influenced by speed in reading (Tran & 
Nation, 2014). It can be concluded that comprehension de-
pends not only on speed but focus, purposes, and range of 
concentration matter.

Regarding method of delivery, countless research studies 
have explicitly proven that hybrid learning or also known 
as blended learning effective to be implemented in language 
learning. This study verifies that hybrid learning approach, 
reading strategies, and reading activities applied in this ex-
perimental research promote the enhancement of speed read-
ing and comprehension. Improvement in terms of reading 
speed and comprehension is possible to be made through 
hybrid learning as indicated in research study that fall into 
conclusion that hybrid learning fosters some highly desir-
able developments (Bärenfänger, 2005).

Regarding the results of this research, an important note 
drawn is that standard deviation in pretest of experimen-
tal group – in both reading speed and reading comprehen-
sion tests – tends to be high. Dispersion found in standard 
deviation of experimental group in pretest indicates that 
heterogeneity may exist in terms of reading speed and com-
prehension in pretest. If it is compared to mean scores as il-
lustrated in Table 3 and Table 5, points scored by students of 
experimental group in pretest are relatively the same. Then, 
it can simply be interpreted as a weakness in handling the 
pretest particularly for experimental group in both reading 
speed test and reading comprehension test.

Since extraneous variable in quantitative experiment is 
unavoidable, the extraneous variables such as participant 
variables and situational variables may transform to con-
founding variables that influence the score in pretest. The 
researcher admits that such extraneous variables that become 
confounding variables influence the internal validity – dis-
torting the influence of rate-buildup reading, skimming, and 
scanning conducted in hybrid learning approach towards the 
enhancement of reading speed and comprehension – of this 
experiment.

In general, the relationship between reading speed and 
comprehension is coincided as illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1 illustrates four main characteristics of students 
in reading and comprehending the passage. However, read-
ing with comprehension will never be out of those four box-
es. Hybrid learning method applied when conducting this 
research proves that students’ reading speed and compre-
hension are possible to be boosted by adopting appropriate 

Table 9. The probability value of t-test of the experimental group and control group in comprehension test
Independent samples test

Levene’s test 
for equality of 

variances

t‑test for equality of means

F Sig. t df Sig. 
(2‑tailed)

Mean difference Stadard 
error 

difference

95% Confidence 
ionterval of the 

difference
Lower Upper

Pretest
Equal variances 
assumed

1729 0199 0180 28 0859 1.333 7.424 −13.873 16.540

Equal variances 
not assumed

0180 24.869 0859 1.333 7.424 −13.960 16.627

Posttest .
Equal variances 
assumed

0107 0746 3.147 28 0004 21.333 6.780 7.445 35.222

Equal variances 
not assumed

3.147 27.979 0004 21.333 6.780 7.445 35.222

Table 8. The significance difference
Variables P‑value (α) Remarks
Pretest of experimental and control groups 0.26 0.05 Not significantly different
Posttest of experimental and control groups 0.00 0.05 Significantly different
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reading strategies such as rate-buildup reading, skimming, 
and scanning in web-based portal.

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION
The researcher concludes that when reading activity is con-
ducted in a purpose to comprehend, students will certain-
ly occupy one of four slots of students’ characteristics in 
reading as illustrate in figure 1. Students’ reading speed and 
comprehension are possible to be enhanced simultaneously 
as long as they are delivered by applying appropriate tech-
niques with appropriate classroom exercise in appropriate 
method. Vocabulary mastery and collocation are two things 
that matter in speed reading and comprehension. Besides, 
text readability and level of the text also play essential role.

Through this study, the researcher has examined 
rate-buildup reading, skimming, and scanning strategies 
applied through hybrid learning method as good option for 
reading speed and comprehension enhancement since stu-
dents of experimental group significantly boost their reading 
speed rate together with their comprehension. Furthermore, 
the researcher proposes three key points that directly con-
tribute to students’ reading speed and comprehension such 
as students’ intellectual quotient, ability to expand and main-
tain eye-fixation, and range of concentration.

For further researchers who are interested in conducting 
web-based reading and comprehension in quasi-experimen-
tal design, it is suggested that the research is conducted in a 
more precise and planned ways in terms of control towards 
the implementation of research, especially for experimen-
tal group. In order to obtain high internal validity towards 
experimentation, variables that might distort the true rela-
tion, association, and/or influences the interpretation need to 
be carefully considered (Skelly et al., 2012, p. 9). Besides, 
vocabulary test should be conducted in pretest to determine 

whether the text given is in instructional, independent, or 
frustration level. To sum up, hybrid learning delivery mode 
is effective for reading speed and comprehension enhance-
ment.
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