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Abstract. Experimental research testing the effects of text complexity onto gaze
behavior and comprehension have revealed multiple factors which underlie the
distribution of attention in reading. In the study, we explored event construal cues in
text and metatext fragments in drama plays as mediating the gaze behavior of both
reflective and impulsive readers. To annotate the event construal cues in text and
metatext (in characters’ speech and in author’s remarks), we developed a Text Event
Construal Protocol. It specifies three groups of construal cues in Referent group,
Event Frame group, and Perspective group. The protocol was tested and
implemented in the MultiCORText search engine and database. Cognitive semantic
analysis helped identify the differences in event construal in author’s and characters’
intexts. The highest distinctions were found in perspective construal, where
subjectivation cues were significantly less frequent in author’s intexts. Additionally,
the differences were observed in other event construal groups, for instance in the
frequency of abstract referent, activity of visual / audial perception or mental activity
(thinking / understanding), and action, state or activity of space location. In the
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cognitive psychological study, we tested the gaze behavior of reflective and
impulsive participants reading 5 one-page drama text fragments incorporating the
author’s and characters’ intexts (overall, 126 areas of interest) previously annotated
following the Text Event Construal Protocol. The study found evidence for
significant distinctions in the gaze behavior (in First Fixation duration, Max Fixation
duration) of the readers displaying different cognitive style; importantly, major
effects of event construal cues were observed among the reflective readers. The
results allowed to scale the effects of event construal cues in text and metatext for
different groups of readers. Therefore, the data provide new evidence in the cognitive
semantic research of text and metatext via the methods and instruments of cognitive
psychology.

Keywords: Text; Metatext; Gaze behavior; Cognitive style; Event construal; Event
Construal Protocol
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HSKOHOMHUH KOTHUTHBHBIX PECYPCOB HYEJIOBEKa NMPU MHTEPIIPETALUN MEAHA TEKCTOB:
Pa3zpaborka MynsrumonansHoro Kopmyca Oxynorpaduyeckux Peakumit MultiCOR»
u nposeneHo B Llentpe CounoKoruutusnabix MWccnenoBanuii Jluckypca B
MOCKOBCKOM TOCYIapCTBEHHOM JIMHIBUCTHYECKOM YHUBEPCUTETE.

AHHOTanusl. YcTaHOBIEHHE (AKTOPOB, JAECTEPMUHUPYIOIIUX paclpeneacHue
BHUMAaHHS MPHU YTECHHUH, SIBJISIETCA MPEAMETOM 3KCIIEPUMEHTAIBbHBIX MCCIEA0OBAHUM,
TECTHUPYIOIIUX  BIMAHME  CEMAHTHUYECKHMX  XapakTEpUCTHUK  TEKCTa  Ha
[71a30/IBUTaTeIbHOE MOBEJACHNUE YUTATENEH U / WM MX MMOHMMaHUe MpOoYUTaHHoro. B
WCCJICJIOBAHUN aHAJIM3Yy IOJIBEPTaloTCd OCOOCHHOCTU KOHCTPYHUPOBAHUSI COOBITHS B
TEKCTOBBIX M METATEKCTOBBIX (parMEeHTaX TIbEeC KaKk CIHOCOOHBIE OKa3bIBaTh
BO3JICHCTBME HA M3MEHEHHUs  IVIa30/IBUTAaTEIbHOTO  IOBEACHUS  YWTATENEH,
peIEeKTUBHBIX M UMITYIbCUBHBIX. J{JIs1 peanu3annu uccieoBaHus pa3padaTbiBaeTCs
MIPOTOKOJ, TO3BOJISIONINI aHHOTUPOBATh OCOOCHHOCTH KOHCTPYHUPOBAHHUSI COOBITHUS B
TEKCTOBBIX W METAaTeKCTOBBIX (hparMeHTax (pervIMKax IMEepPCOHaKeH M pPeruImKax
aBTOpa B mbecax). [IpoTokon omuchiBaeT 3 rpynibl XapakKTepUCTHK, TUI pedepeHTa,
TUI JIEHCTBUS / COCTOSIHHSI, THII TIEPCIIEKTUBBI; OH BepU(UIIMPOBAH M MPUMCHEH B
norickoBoM Koprmyce MultiCORText. B xone KOTHUTHBHO-CEMAaHTUYECKOTO aHaIHM3a
YCTaHABJIMBAIOTCS Pa3IMyMsi B KOHCTPYMPOBAHUHM COOBITHM B peIUIMKax aBTopa U
nepcoHakeil. Hambonee 3HauMMble pa3nuyus BBIABICHBI B KOHCTPYHPOBAHHUH
NEPCIEKTUBDI; TaK, POJib CYOBEKTUBHOCTH B KOHCTPYMPOBAHUM COOBITHSI CHU)KEHA B
peruinkax aBTopa. OnHaKo onpenesaeHHble 0COOEHHOCTH HAOMIONAIOTCS U B JIPYTHX
rpynmnax, HalpuMep, B paziuydaroliencs MpeiICcTaBIeHHOCTH a0CTPAaKTHOIO OOBEKTa,
JIEUCTBUS WJIM COCTOSIHUS BOCIPUATHS UM NTOHUMAHUSA, JEUCTBUS WU COCTOSHUS C
yYKa3aHUEM JIOKAIA3AlMU B IIPOCTPAHCTBE. B X0/1€ KOrHUTHMBHO-IICUXOJIOTMYECKOIO
aHAJIN3a  MUCCIEAYETCS  DIA30[ABUTATEIbHOE  MOBEAEHHUE  HMIIYJIbCUBHBIX U
pe(IEeKTUBHBIX HCIBITYEMbIX, YHATAIOIINX 5 OIHOCTPAaHWYHBIX (PparMeHTOB TbEC,
BKITIOYAIOIINX PETTUKU aBTOpa U nepcoHaxei (126 30H), omuchiBaeMble TPOTOKOJIOM
KOHCTPYUPOBAaHUSA CcOObITHI. bBpimm  oOHapy)keHbl 3HAauYUMBbIE pa3iuyusi B
[J1a30/IBUTATEIbHOM TMOBEACHUU (B TMPOJOKUTEILHOCTH TepBOiM  (uKcanuwy,
MaKCUMaJIbHOM MPOJOJIKUTEILHOCTH (DUKCALMU B 30HE) Y HCIBITYEMBIX C pPa3HbIM
KOTHUTUBHBIM CTHJIEM; TIpU 3TOM HauOosbliee BO3ACHCTBUE OCOOEHHOCTH
KOHCTPYHUPOBaHUSA COOBITMM OKa3adu Ha peQIIEKTUBHBIX 4HTarenei. Pesynbrarsl
HCCIIEIOBAHUS MTO3BOJIMJIN paHXUpPOBATh 3HAYUMOCTh 0ocoOeHHOoCTeN
KOHCTPYHUPOBAHHUS COOBITUSI B TEKCTE W METATEKCTE JUIsl Pa3HBIX IPYII YUTaTEleH.
Tem caMbIM MOJyYEHHBIE pE3yJAbTaThl Pa3BUBAKOT IOJOKEHUS KOTHUTHUBHOU
CEeMaHTHKM TEKCTa M METAaTeKCTa C IIOMOULIbI0 HMHCTPYMEHTapusi KOTHHUTHBHOU
IICUXOJIOTUU.

KarwueBble ciaoBa: Tekcr; Merarekcr; Ima3ogBurarenbHOE — ITOBENICHHE,
KoruutusHselii ctunb; KoHcTpyupoBanue coObiTus; [IpoTOKONT KOHCTPYHpPOBaHHS
COOBITHSA
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1. Introduction

The present study addresses two
research problems. The first is exploring the
ways people construe events in text and
metatext (author’s intexts). While philosophy
of language presents an influential view on
the structure of metatexts and their types
(Lotman, 1992; Litvinenko, 2008), cognitive
semantics offers a different approach which
studies the ways texts and metatexts are
construed as cognitive events (Kubryakova,
Aleksandrova, 2008; Kubryakova, Petrova,
2010). Texts and metatexts serve to identify
the cognitive processes which underly the
interplay of author’s and characters’ remarks.
Among these processes the studies name the
construal of referents, states and actions
(Tomlin, 1987; Talmy, 2007; Verhagen, 2007);
still, when it comes to metatexts, perspective
construal seems the most important
(Iriskhanova, 2013; Rzheshevskaya, 2014).
However, to this date there is scarce
knowledge about the differences in event
construal in texts and metatexts. The obvious
reason for that is that to contrast event
construal in texts and in metatexts, the
common event construal protocol should be
developed, which will allow to study the
processes in text and in metatext event
construal, for instance in author’s and
characters’ intexts within drama texts on the
same grounds. Developing this protocol and
exploring event construal in text and metatext
becomes the first objective of this study,
which relates to cognitive semantic aspect of
textuality and metatextuality.

The second research problem is
exploring the ways texts and metatexts are
perceived by the readers or construed by the
readers; therefore, it relates to a more general
problem of text and discourse complexity
(Solovyev et al., 2022). Whereas researchers
may develop intricate semantic models of
event construal via exploring multiple
frameworks of texts and metatexts, the only
way to test these models is via the readers’
interpretation, for instance in gaze behavior.
Extensive experimental research has been
carried out in recent years which attests to the

significance of single event cues for gaze
behavior (Velichkovsky et al., 2005; Fehd &
Seiffert, 2008; Papafragou et al., 2008;
Rayner et al.,, 2009; Papenmeier & Hulff,
2010; Coventry et al., 2010; Divjak, Milin &
Medimorec, 2020). Most commonly, these are
dynamics, spatial orientation of objects and
participants, the number of objects and
participants. Additionally, these are the
salience effects or the effects of singular event
cues which stand out against other event cues
which make some objects or event
participants more accessible (Givoni & Giora,
2018; Pokhoday et al., 2019). However few if
any existing research identify the cumulative
effects of event cues in terms of their visual
accessibility, therefore we are still unaware
which cues may neutralize or suppress other
cues in event perception. In this study, the
Text Event Construal Protocol will be applied
to explore the event cues which might
produce different gaze costs with different
readers, depending on their cognitive style
(reflective and impulsive), and consequently
to range the accessibility potential of these
cues in the author’s and character’s intexts.
Therefore, we will also test this protocol as
part of the pilot corpus of gaze reactions
MultiCORText.

To verify the Event Construal Protocol
as potentially efficient in exploring event
construal in text and metatext with the aim of
incorporating it into MultiCORText, we adopt
the method of indirect measurement which is
customarily applied to study the cases where
direct measurement is not possible for
different reasons (Gamer & Pertzov, 2018;
Nahari et al., 2019). Since the direct
measurement of event semantics cues salience
is not possible, we range the cues salience via
the changes in their accessibility in the gaze
behavior of experiment participants reading
texts containing these text cues. Overall, we
use the effects of gaze metrics which are
instrumentally obtained to identify (and scale)
the construal effects which cannot be directly
instrumentally measured. Significant changes
in gaze behavior help identify the significance
of event construal effects. Exploring these
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changes while integrating the Text Event
Construal Protocol into the pilot corpus and
database of gaze reactions MultiCORText
becomes the second objective of this study,
which relates to cognitive psychological
aspect of textuality and metatextuality.

The contributions of this study include:
(1) developing and testing the Text Event
Construal Protocol to explore event construal
in text and metatext; ii) revealing the effects
of event construal in text and metatext onto
the gaze behavior of readers; iii) scaling the
effects of different event construal groups,
Referent, Event Frame and Perspective
construal onto the gaze behavior of reflective
and impulsive readers.

The article is structured as follows. In
Section 2 the background literature on event
construal in cognitive semantics and cognitive
psychology is presented. In Section 3 we
introduce the Text Event Construal Protocol
incorporated into MultiCORText pilot corpus
of gaze behavior. In Section 4 we present the
design of the semantic and psychological
study exploiting the protocol. In Section 5 we
present the results of the study which involve
I)text and metatext event construal
differences, 2) gaze behavior results mediated
by these differences in two readers’ groups,
reflective and impulsive. Sections 6 and 7
outline the major outcomes of the study
within cognitive semantics and cognitive
psychology, both relating to text and metatext
event construal.

2. Background literature

Since we expected to develop the Text
Event Construal Protocol (TECP) which will
be used both for identifying event construal
specifics in text and metatext (a cognitive
semantic aspect) and for identifying the
effects produced by event construal onto the
readers (a cognitive psychological aspect), we
addressed both semantic and experimental
studies in this area.

As known, in cognitive semantics the
researchers consider event types (Demyankov,
1983, 2019), event construal mechanisms or
operations (Tomlin, 1987; Talmy, 2000;
Verhagen, 2007; Langacker, 2015; Pascual &

Oakley, 2017; Iriskhanova, 2021), with
foregrounding and perspectivization being the
most described (Talmy, 2007; Warwik, 2004;
Iriskhanova, 2014, 2019), and event models
(Elman, 2009; Richmond & Zacks, 2017).
Additionally, experimental gaze studies have
already identified the effects of event
construal characteristics. For instance, the
work (Divjak et al., 2020) explored how the
picture was viewed when its demonstration
was not accompanied by speech or was
accompanied by speech foregrounding agent
or patient. The results showed that without
speech the participants first viewed the Action
and there was an increase in Dwell Time.
With speech foregrounding Agent, the
participants first viewed the Action and there
was a decrease in Dwell Time and then the
participants passed on to perceiving Agent.
With speech foregrounding Patient the
participants first viewed the Patient and there
was a decrease in Dwell Time, next they
passed on to Action. This means that event
construal cues may modulate the gaze
metrics. Experimental studies also proved that
other construal effects may affect gaze
behavior, for instance dynamicity and stativity
(Velichkovsky et al., 2005; Papenmeier &
Huff, 2010), space construal (Coventry et al.,
2010), manner and path of action (Ji &
Papafragou, 2018), and salience (Givoni &
Giora, 2018). Still, these effects have not been
experimentally attested more complex text
formats, for instance in text and metatext
fragments (Lotman, 1992; Litvinenko, 2008);
although metatext event semantics has been
much discussed in cognitive semantic studies
(Kubryakova, Aleksandrova, 2008;
Kubryakova, Petrova, 2010).

Interestingly, event construal specifics
have scarcely if ever been explored on a
systemic basis in gaze behavior studies. While
fundamental characteristics of eye movements
in reading and information processing have
long been established in eye tracking research
(Rayner, 1998), most existing eye tracking
research operate on Potsdam Sentence Corpus
protocol, proposed by R. Kliegl et al. (Kliegl
et al., 2004), with 2 x 3 x 2 design: part of
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speech (noun/verb), word length
(short/medium/long), word frequency
(high/low) (Laurinavichyute et al., 2019).
First fixation duration, gaze duration, and
word skipping rate (early-stage measures,
reflecting the initial processes of lexical
access), as well as regression rate and total
reading time in reading are recorded, and
along with the reading material are disclosed
for research purposes. However, while
providing plenty of evidence of formal word
characteristics on eye movements in reading,
Potsdam Sentence Corpus protocol does not
consider event construal effects attested and
verified in cognitive semantics. We expect
that TECP developed in the current study and
incorporated into the pilot corpus and
database of gaze reactions MultiCORText
may serve as a research instrument for
exploring event construal in text and metatext
integrating both cognitive semantic and
cognitive psychological views on event
construal and interpretation.

Additionally, since we intended to
reveal event construal effects produced by
text and metatext, we also expected that these
effects would differ among the readers with
different cognitive style. Given that high
impulsivity (tendency to resolve speed-
accuracy trade-off towards quick responses
and more mistakes) is associated with
increased  vulnerability to  extraneous
distraction (Forster et al., 2014), we assumed
that event construal effects in author’s and
characters’ intexts might promote distribution
of attention of more impulsive subjects in
favour of more foregrounded characteristics,
for instance agentivity and dynamicity.
Therefore, we expected that impulsivity /
reflectivity  cognitive  style, sometimes
referred to as conceptual tempo (Zhang &
Sternberg, 2012), will affect event construal
in text and metatext, which will be observed
in the gaze behavior of impulsive and
reflective  participants.  The  construct
“impulsivity-reflectivity” is used in visual
perception studies, where it is sometimes
linked with holistic / analytic construal
(Nitzan-Tamar et al., 2016), where shorter

latency and lower accuracy of the impulsives
produce fewer details but generate a more
systemic or holistic outlook (Rozencwajg &
Corroyer, 2005).

3. Text Event Construal Protocol in
MultiCORText

The efficiency of attributing gaze
reactions to event construal characteristics in
these and other studies gave rise to
developing the Event Construal Protocol
estimating event construal characteristics.
Since construal can be viewed as “a feature of
the meaning of all linguistic expressions...
<which underlies> ...various ways for
categorizing situations, their participants and
features, and the relations between them”
(Verhagen, 2007: 48-49), we specified the
components of event construal which include
its referents (participants and objects), their
relations which frame the communicative
event, and the ways of categorizing it in
perspective. Therefore, the components most
frequently addressed to in the event semantic
studies are referents represented by Referent
(participants and objects), Event Frame
representing actions and states, and
Perspective representing the ways of their
relations construal.

In our studies, an event is a semantic
construct based on cognitive representations
of Referents, Event Frame, Perspective within
a discursive act. These three groups allow
describe any event in any semiotic system, be
it either text or image. The developed Event
Construal Protocol has already been tested in
multiple  experimental  studies  (Kiose,
Rzheshevskaya, 2021; Kiose et al., 2022). The
complete list of Referent construal cues (or
characteristics) involves 5 groups, Agentivity,
Number, Reference, Referential integrity,
Personalization. The list of Event Frame cues
has 12 groups, Truth, Type, Relations,
Manageability, Completeness, Instantness,
Achievement, Evaluation, Space Location,
Time Location, Repeatability, Cause and
Effect. The list of Perspective construal cues
combines 6 groups, Vantage Point, Viewpoint,
Distancing, Observation Path, Key Referent
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Centrality, Event Centrality (for further details
see Kiose, 2022).

However, to be incorporated into the
pilot corpus MultiCORText, a trial version of
protocol was developed applicable to texts
and metatexts, in which Referents, Event
Frame, Perspective within a discursive act are
considered within linguistic representations.
The basic requirement for selecting the
subgroups to be included into the test version
protocol was high agreement between the
annotators since it was to become a search
instrument in the pilot corpus. As known, in
annotating the cognitive construal cues, the
agreement coefficient is significantly lower
than in annotating formal semantic cues; for
this reason, we included into TECP only the
subgroups of event cues where agreement
Cohen’s Kappa between the two annotators
exceeded 0.9.

The unit of analysis in MultiCORText is
a text or metatext unit corresponding to a
discursive act, which performs “responses and
interpretations from an external world”
(Perinbanayagam, 2011). Each discursive act
represents an act of order, command,
instruction, recommendation, request, prayer,
plea, narration, description, etc. We identified
three basis formal types of discursive acts in
our stimuli: 1) a clause (OnsTe Bce 0ITO
cmetorest / buto. / (3eBaer.)), 2) two clauses
representing one discursive act ([{oOpslii oH,
xopomuid. / Uto 3a pedeHOoK, uTo 3a peOEHOK
3o050T10#?), 3) a clause with discourse markers
(BunmHO, 9TO OHU TOJIFKO YTO HAMMIIACH Yaro, /
A B dYeTBepr — Hy, ei-00ry, Hy, KISHYCh —
cuzgen B kpecne). Importantly, to be included
into analysis the Areas of Interest (AOIs)
containing the discursive acts had to be one-
line texts; two or multiple-line texts could not
be selected due to distinctive gaze behavior
when making transfer from the previous to the
next line (Rayner et al, 1998).

The test version of MultiCORText
TECP specifies three groups of event cues:

1. Referent group which involves
la) agentive  participant, 1b)  recipient,
Ic) object, 1d) instrument, 1le) abstract
referent. These cues appear in the referent

typologies (Pustejovsky, 1995) as well as in
the typologies of referent accessibility
(Siewerska, 2004) and referent foregrounding
(Iriskhanova, 2014). One annotation unit can
manifest several referent types, since it can
involve both participants and objects.
However, in the cases of elliptical pronouns
use (for instance, in (Cmeemcs, yeryem ee.)
where the agent is missing) we did not
annotate them as present since there was low
agreement in identifying elliptical pronouns in
the clauses with the verb in the 3rd person due
to the fact that the clauses lacked the
indicators of reference. This occurred
frequently because the author’s intexts were
mostly elliptical clauses, besides the
characters’ intexts were all in dialogical
format; consequently, we adopted the decision
to annotate only the cases with explicit
reference in the clauses, even in the cases of
1% person pronoun use.

2. Event Frame group which involves
the subgroups Activity type in 2a) dynamic
action, 2b) state / non-dynamic action, 2c)
activity of visual / audial perception or mental
activity (thinking / understanding), and
Activity location in 2d) action, state or
activity of space location, 2e) action, state or
activity of time location. This group specifies
the activity type (2a, 2b, and 2c) and its
spatial or / and time location (2d and 2e);
therefore, in annotating the samples each of
them was tagged as action, state or activity,
and also as manifesting (if applicable) space
and time location. States and actions as well
as different action types (events-achievements
and accomplishments) were described in both
syntactic and referential semantics, however
distinguishing between them is not always
possible. Therefore, in TECP we adopted the
version offered in cognitive semantics which
apart from action and states identifies sensory
and mental activities within the event
construal paradigm (Talmy, 2000; Jackendoff,
2002; Bergen, 2015). Although space and
time location  will  require  further
specification, at this point we decided to
include these generalized characteristics,
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since not all specifications were found in the
samples subjected to the analysis.

3. Perspective group which involves
3a) subjectivation (with target words — about
me, to us, for me), 3b) objectivation (to him,
to them, about you, for her, about i),
3d) intersubjectivation (he <...> to them, [
<...> for them, they <...> about me). Since
the group specifies three characteristics where
one of them (3c) incorporates either (3a) or
(3b), in each unit we annotated only either
(3a), (3b) or (3c). However, in the cases of
two or more predicates present within the unit
of analysis or the presence of the indicators of
possession (most commonly possessive
pronouns like in radost’ moya [Trans. — my
happiness]), we annotated perspective in both;
therefore, both subjectivation and
intersubjectivation could be present in one
unit. This perspective subgroup was the only
one selected from a wider range of subgroups
(see above) defined in (Verhagen, 2007;
Iriskhanova, 2013; Rzheshevskaya, 2014;
Kiose, 2022) due to low Cohen’s Kappa
received in agreement tests with other
subgroups.

The developed protocol was
incorporated as part of the pilot corpus and
database of gaze reactions MultiCORText.
The corpus allows the gaze search and
provides further visualizations of gaze paths
stored in the gaze behavior database. The
search results are retrieved following the
cognitive semantic queries specified in TECP.
The corpus is available online and hosted at
multicortext.linguanet.ru.

4. Study design and procedure

Since the research has two objectives,
1) applying TECP to explore the differences
in text and metatext event construal, which
relates to cognitive semantics, and 2)
identifying the differences in gaze behavior of
reflective and impulsive readers of text and
metatext, which is cognitive psychological,
the study employs a complex procedure.

4.1. Exploring the differences in text
and metatext event construal

The text and metatext data further
employed as stimuli in the eye tracking

experiment, are 5 one-page drama texts,
which are “Lessons of Music” by
L. Petrushevskaya (636 signs), “Biography”
by L. Razumovskaya (1204 signs),
“Reminiscence” by A. Arbuzov (730 signs),
“Lodger” by A. Vampilov (1373 signs), and
“Cherry Orchard” by A. Chekhov (905 signs).
The texts were selected following the prior
annotation procedure which helped identify
the stimuli different in event construal
specifics (Kiose & Rzheshevskaya, 2021).
There were 126 AOIs in the 5 stimuli selected
for the experiment, which means that 126
discursive acts manifesting different event
cues were subjected to cognitive semantic
analysis. They displayed two types of intexts,
73 AOQOIs with the author’s remarks and 53
AOIs with the characters’ remarks. A smaller
number of characters’ intexts resulted from
their line disposition (their length exceeded
the limits of one line), which made us discard
many of them.

The AOIs were annotated using the
TECP. Below, we present several examples of
annotation of the author’s intexts:

(AOI 9) (JIro6oBU AHOpeeBHE.)

The intext is the author’s remark from
the play “Cherry Orchard” by A. Chekhov.
The annotations are as follows: Referent
group — patient, Event Frame group — state /
non-dynamic action, Perspective group —
intersubjectivation.

(AOI 26) (ynuBnenHo). [Trans. —
surprisingly]

The intext is the author’s remark from
“Cherry Orchard” by A. Chekhov. The
annotations are as follows: Event Frame
group — state / non-dynamic action,
Perspective group — objectivation.

(AOI 45) (Ona cuaur y NHAaHUHO,
[Trans. — She is sitting at the piano]

The intext is the author’s remark from
the play “Reminiscence” by A. Arbuzov. It
received the following annotations: Referent
group — patient, Event Frame group — state /
non-dynamic  action, space  location,
Perspective group — objectivation.

(AOI47) Illypouka.
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This intext is the author’s remark from
the play “Reminiscence” by A. Arbuzov. It
received the following annotations: Referent
group — patient, Event Frame group — state /
non-dynamic action, Perspective group -—
objectivation.

Overall, the author’s intexts most
commonly display either patients or agentive
participants, state / non-dynamic action or
dynamic action with more rare cases of
activity of visual / audial perception or mental
activity, objectivation.

Below, we present several examples of
annotating the characters’ intexts.

(AOI 40) Her, COBEPILECHHAS
epynauctuka... [Trans. — No, that is total
nonsense]

This intext is the character’s remark
from the play “Reminiscence” by A. Arbuzov.
The annotations are as follows: Referent
group — abstract object, Event Frame group —
state / non-dynamic action, Perspective group
— objectivation.

(AOI 38) 3axxmanach Bac, paocTh Mo,
cBeTuK... [Trans. — (I) have been waiting for
so long, my happiness, my light]

This intext is the character’s remark
from the play “Cherry Orchard” by A.
Chekhov. It has the following annotations:
Referent group — patient, Event Frame group
— state / non-dynamic action, Perspective
group — subjectivation (in pamocTb Mos),
objectivation (in 3axkmanace Bac).

(AOI 52) Oren cemeiicTBa cOpoKa IMSITH
net! [Trans. — The father of a family of forty-
five years of age!]

This intext is the character’s remark
from the play “Reminiscence” by A. Arbuzov.
We annotated it as follows: Referent group —
patient, Event Frame group — state / non-
dynamic action, Perspective group —
objectivation.

(AOI 73) Hapammmucb. [Trans. -
Coming together]

The character’s remark is from the play
“Lodger” by A. Vampilov. It received the
following annotations: Event frame group —
dynamic action, Perspective group —
objectivation.

Each unit of analysis in both author’s
and characters’ intexts was annotated by two
annotators following the procedure described
above. Cohen’s Kappa was next calculated to
identify the agreement coefficient in both
annotation sets (the author’s and characters’
intexts); next the annotation results were
discussed and one common decision was
developed in each case of discord. The
analysis of frequency was then employed to
explore the distribution of event cues in
author’s and characters’ intexts. Since the
procedure of coded annotation was applied,
we used HETEROSTAT software! to process
the data. Analysis of variance was further
conducted in Jamovi software. Repeated
measures ANOVA tests preceded with
Shapiro-Wilk normality tests were performed
to identify whether there are significant
distinctions in event construal cues in text and
metatext exemplified in characters” and
author’s intexts.

4.2. Identifying the differences in gaze
behavior of reflective and impulsive readers
of text and metatext

The experiment was a two-step
procedure. At the first step, the psychological
test to identify impulsivity / reflectivity score
was conducted. At the second step, the eye
tracking experiment was carried out.

Impulsivity / reflectivity score was
measured with traditional Familiar Figures
Test (MFFT) (Kagan et al., 1966). In the test,
the subjects have to find as quickly as
possible a match for a target image among
eight variants. Based on 1) latency (time
taken to respond) and 2) accuracy (number of
mistakes) score, the subjects are classified as
impulsive (short latency, low accuracy) or
reflective (long latency, high accuracy). Given
that eye movement patterns of impulsive and
reflective subjects have been shown to vary in
visual search task (Blinnikova & Izmalkova,
2017), we hypothesized that significant
distinctions in eye movement characteristics

! Kiose, M. and Efremov, A. (2020). HETEROSTAT
software for complex calculation of discourse parame-
ters. Registered in FIPI 21.09.2020, registration num-
ber 2020661240.
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would be observed for the reading task as
well. MFFT was carried out before the eye
tracking experiment and allowed to identify
two subject groups: more reflective and more
impulsive participants.

During the eye tracking experiment, the
eye tracker SMI Red-x binocular system,
frequency = 60 Hz, accuracy = 0.4°, head
movement 40x20 cm, operating distance =
60-80 cm, was applied. The stimuli contained
73 AOIs of author’s intexts and 53 AOIs of
characters’ intexts which were further
analyzed in BeGaze 3.0 software. 16 (15)
subjects (students, age range 20-26, mean age
22) participated in the study. We received
1890 probes which were later subjected to
analysis. Since there were two subject groups:
more reflective and more impulsive, and there
were two types of stimuli data considered,
author’s and characters’ intexts, the probes
were analyzed in 4 data sets: 1) reflective
readers, author’s intexts, 2) reflective readers,
characters’ intexts, 3) impulsive readers,
author’s intexts, 4) impulsive readers,
characters’ intexts.

3 gaze metrics were considered: First
Fixation duration, Max Fixation duration, and
Average Fixation duration in AOIs. These
metrics were selected following the gaze
behavior studies employing text stimuli with
AOIs (Rayner, 1998; Kliegl et al., 2004).

Jamovi software was applied to explore
gaze behavior variance. Kruskal-Wallis One-
way ANOVA (non-parametric) preceded by
Shapiro-Wilk normality tests were performed
to identify whether there are significant
distinctions in gaze behavior of reflective and
impulsive readers. The tests were used to
estimate how the means of quantitative
dependent variable (First Fixation duration,
Max Fixation duration, Average Fixation
duration) change according to the 2-level
independent variable, the presence or absence
of each of the five Referent, Event Frame and

Perspective construal cues in two participant
groups. We then scaled the H-coefficients of
event cues (considering only the cases with
significant p-values) as mediated by 1) text
and metatext AOIs (characters’ and author’s
intexts), 2) impulsive and reflective
participants, 3) event construal groups,
Referent group, Event Frame group,
Perspective group. The described procedure
allowed to obtain the scaled data and contract
the accessibility of event cues.

5. Results

5.1. The differences in text and
metatext event construal

In this subsection, we present the results
of cognitive semantic analysis aimed at
revealing the event construal differences in
text and metatext in the stimuli. Since the
coded annotation procedure was adopted, we
first advocate the agreement results (between
two annotators) followed by frequency and
variance test results.

In the author’s intexts, the agreement
coefficient Cohen’s Kappa exceeded 0.96,
whereas in the characters’ intexts it was lower
(0.9); still the results proved that TECP
allowed to receive consistent results. The
cases of discord were higher in characters’
intext, which was expected since AOIs in
characters’ intexts were longer and in most
cases included more than one event cue (this
circumstance led to incidental omissions in
code annotation by any of the annotators) in
each of the event construal groups. With AOIs
of author’s intexts equal to 73 and AOIs of
characters’ intexts equal to 53, the event
construal cue frequency (activity) was equal
to 426. In the author’s intexts, the event
construal cue frequency was 232; in
character’s intexts, it equaled 194.
Contrasting the cue frequency in the intexts,
we received the following frequency
distribution (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Frequency of event construal cues in author’s and characters’ intexts
PucyHnok 1. AKTUBHOCTh ITapaMeTPOB KOHCTPYUPOBAHUS B MHTEKCTAX aBTOPa U MEPCOHAXKEN
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In Referent group this was the recipient
which was most frequent in both author’s and
characters’ intexts; besides, its coefficients are
more than two times higher than any other
referent type. In Event Frame group the
prevailing type is state / non-dynamic action,
second frequent is dynamic action. In
Perspective group objectivation was the most
frequent; however, we observed major
differences in subjectivation which prevailed
in characters’ intexts, which was much
expected. We hypothesized that there might
be significant differences between the
distribution of these characteristics in author’s
and  characters’ intexts.  Shapiro-Wilk
normality test found that while the event
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construal cue data in characters’ intexts had
normal distribution (with p = 0.255), the data
in author’s intext did not (p = 0.005);
therefore, non-parametric Repeated measures
ANOVA test was used to identify the variance
differences in the use of event construal cues.
Repeated measures ANOVA did not prove the
hypothesis; with F (1, 25) = 0.33 at p = 0.564,
we cannot reject the null hypothesis that there
are no significant differences in the cues
distribution.

To assess the relative frequency of event
construal cues in author’s and characters’
intexts, we present the coefficients after
second approximation in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Relative frequency of event construal cues in author’s and characters’ intexts (after

second approximation)

Pucynok 2. OTHOcUTENbHAsS aKTUBHOCTH MAapaMETPOB KOHCTPYMPOBAHMSI B MHTEKCTax aBTOpa U

nepcoHaxei (mocie BTOpoi armpoKCUMaIliH )

intersubjectivation
objectivation
subjectivation

action, state or activity of time location

action, state or activity of space location

activity of visual / audial perception or mental activity
state / non-dynamic action

dynamic action

abstract referent

instrument

object

recipient

agentive participant

0% 10%

B Characters' intexts

20%

30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

m Author's intexts

HAYYHBIM PE3YJIETAT. BOITPOCHI TEOPETUYECKOM U IIPUKJ/IAIHOM JIMHTBUCTUKH
RESEARCH RESULT. THEORETICAL AND APPLIED LINGUISTICS



Kiose M. I. et al. Text and metatext event in the gaze behavior of impulsive and reflective readers 126
Kuoce M. U. u op. Cobbimue mexcma u memamexcma 6 21a3008ueameibHoM n08eOeHUl ...

As seen from Figure 2, the differences
are observed in all event construal groups. In
Referent group the differences are found in
recipient, object and abstract referent (we will
not consider instrument due to low absolute
values). In Event Frame group the distribution
varies in state / non-dynamic action, but more
significantly in activity of visual / audial
perception or mental activity. Interestingly,
whereas no difference was found in time
location, in space location it was displayed.
Still, major differences were observed in
Perspective  group  with  subjectivation
prevailing significantly in characters’ intexts.

These stimuli event construal cues
suffice to outline the specifics of text and
metatext within MultiCORText, which will be
presented in Section 6.

5.2. The differences in gaze behavior
of reflective and impulsive readers of text
and metatext

Familiar Figures Test (MFFT) (Kagan et
al., 1966) conducted at the first step of the
experiment allowed to assess the time taken to
respond (T) and the number of mistakes made
by 16 participants (MN). Two subject clusters
were further identified, 9 impulsive subjects
(T = 370.3 s, MN =10.7) and 7 reflective
subjects (T = 756.7 s, MN = 4.9). However,
the gaze results of one participant were
further discarded due to calibration problems.
The gaze results of 15 participants were
subjected to analysis.

Below, we present the results of gaze
behavior of impulsive and reflective
participants in 53 characters’ intexts and 73
author’s intexts separately. First, we present
the gaze data of reflective and impulsive
participants reading AOIs with characters’
intexts (Table 1).

Table 1. Gaze metrics of reflective / impulsive participants reading AOIs with characters’ intexts
Tab6auna 1. [masoasurarenbHoe noBeneHue pedUIeKTUBHBIX / UMIYJIbCUBHBIX YWTaTeNIel B 30HAX

HHTEpCCAa — HHTCKCTAx HepCOHa)I(eﬁ

First Fixation duration, Max Fixation Average Fixation
ms duration, ms duration, ms

N 318/334 318/334 318/334
Missing 0/0 0/0 0/0
Mean 162 /169 206 /222 159/ 164
Median 140/ 159 188 /199 149 /159
Minimum 83 /85 89 /95 89/90
Maximum 438 /461 737/ 685 328 /348

With 318 trials (AOIs readings) of
reflective participants and 334 trials of
impulsive participants, we can observe the
differences in almost all the gaze metrics
which show an increase in gaze duration
among the impulsive participants. The mean
values were compared in three gaze metrics
depending on the cognitive style. Shapiro-
Wilk test was used before the variance test.
The results did not conform to normal
distribution with Shapiro-Wilk p = 0.05. Next,

Repeated measures ANOVA non-parametric
test was conducted to determine whether there
is an effect of the cognitive style (impulsive
and reflective) as a grouping variable onto the
mean values as dependent variables. No
significant distinctions were found, with F (1,
5) = 1.19, p = 0.275. However, we expected
that there might be individual differences in
gaze. In Figure 3 and Figure 4 we present the
diagrams displaying the gaze data of
individual experiment participants.
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Figure 3. Gaze data of reflective participants reading AOIs with characters’ intexts
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Figure 4. Gaze data of impulsive participants reading AOIs with characters’ intexts
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These diagrams manifest the differences
in the variance and medians of reflective and
impulsive participants. Though the median in
First Fixation duration is lower with the
reflectives, a significantly larger group of
participants fell into the group with the values
exceeding it. With the impulsives the median
is closer to the mean value of First Fixation
duration, which means that the reflectives
displayed higher variance in their gaze
reactions.

Shapiro-Wilk normality tests revealed
that the mean values data did not have normal

distribution, with p<0.01 in all 3 trials. Next,
Kruskal-Wallis  One-way ANOVA non-
parametric test was conducted to determine
whether there was an effect of the cognitive
style (impulsive and reflective) as a grouping
variable onto the mean values of individual
participants as dependent variables. No
significant distinctions were found in First
Fixation duration, with H (1, 1303) = 3.31, p
= 0.069; however, significant differences were
observed in Max Fixation duration, with H =
6.61, p=0.01, and Average Fixation duration,
with H=6.43, p=0.011.
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To study the event construal effects onto
the gaze behavior of reflective and impulsive
participants reading the character’s intexts, we
performed multiple Kruskal-Wallis One-way
ANOVA non-parametric tests with Referent
group, Event Frame group and Perspective
group characteristics.

10 Kruskal-Wallis tests were carried out
with Referent group cues, la) agentive
participant, 1b) recipient, 1c) object, 1d)
instrument, le) abstract referent. No
significant differences were found in referent
cues mediating the gaze behavior of either
reflective or impulsive participants.

10 Kruskal-Wallis tests were carried out
with Event Frame group cues, 2a) dynamic
action, 2b) state / non-dynamic action, 2c)
activity of visual / audial perception or mental
activity (thinking / understanding), and
Activity location in 2d) action, state or
activity of space location, 2¢) action, state or
activity of time location. The tests revealed
that in the group of reflective participants
Max Fixation duration depended on action,
state or activity of space location with

H (1, 635) = 5.5, p = 0.019, and action, state
or activity of time location with H (1, 635) =
3.81, p = 0.05. In the group of impulsive
participants, we did not observe any
significant differences.

6 Kruskal-Wallis tests were carried out
with  Perspective  group  cues, 3a)
subjectivation,  3b)  objectivation,  3d)
intersubjectivation. Importantly, both groups
were sensitive to perspective construal.
Significant differences were observed in Max
Fixation duration affected by subjectivation in
the group reflective participants, with H (1,
635) =5.02, p = 0.025. However, in the group
of impulsive participants all three perspective
construal cues appeared significant, with
subjectivation  affecting  First  Fixation
duration, H (1, 667) = 3.77, p = 0.05,
objectivation affecting First Fixation duration,
H (1, 667) = 4.1, p = 0.043, and
intersubjectivation affecting Max Fixation
duration, H (1, 667) = 3.65, p = 0.05.

Next, we present the gaze data of
reflective and impulsive participants reading
AOQOIs with author’ intexts (Table 2).

Table 2. Gaze metrics of reflective / impulsive participants reading AOIs with author’s intexts
Tab6auna 2. [masoaBurarensHoe nmoBeneHne pedeKTUBHBIX / UMIYJIbCUBHBIX YMTaTeNlel B 30HAX

HHTEpPECAa — MHTCKCTAax aBTopa

First Fixation duration, Max Fixation Average Fixation
ms duration, ms duration, ms

N 319/366 319 /366 319 /366
Missing 0/0 0/0 0/0
Mean 167 /169 194 /199 163 /166
Median 158 /154 179/179 153 /156
Minimum 80/ 84 80 /85 80 /85
Maximum 596 /508 618/513 438 /508

With 319 trials (AOIs readings) of
reflective participants and 366 trials of
impulsive participants, in contrast to the
readings of character’s intexts, we cannot
observe the gaze behavior differences.
However, the mean values were also
compared in three gaze metrics depending on
the cognitive style. Shapiro-Wilk test revealed
that the data did not conform to normal

distribution with p = 0.036. Repeated
measures ANOVA non-parametric test did not
allow to find significant distinctions, with F
(1,5)=0.429, p = 0.513. Next, we performed
the tests for individual gaze characteristics. In
Figure 5 and Figure 6 we present the
diagrams displaying the gaze data of
individual experiment participants.
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Figure 5. Gaze data of reflective participants reading AOIs with author’s intexts

Pucynok 5. [mazoxBurarenbHoe mnoBeleHHE pe(IEKTUBHBIX 4YHMTATENe B 30HAX HHTEpeca —

MHTEKCTax aBTopa

First Fixation duration

Max Fixation duration

Average Fixation duration

600

200 1

600 -

400 A

200 1

-

400 (7

300 A

200 4

100 A

Figure 6. Gaze data of impulsive participants reading AOIs with author’s intexts
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The largest differences between mean
and medians are observed in the gaze data of
impulsive participants, in Max Fixation
duration; however, they are lower than in
AOIs with characters’ intexts readings by
reflective participants.

Shapiro-Wilk normality tests revealed
that the mean values data did not have normal
distribution, with p < 0.01 in all 3 trials. Next,
Kruskal-Wallis  One-way ANOVA non-
parametric test was conducted to determine
whether there is an effect of the cognitive

style (impulsive and reflective) as a grouping
variable onto the mean values of individual
participants as dependent variables. No
significant distinctions were found in either
First Fixation duration, with H (1, 1369) =
0.204, p = 0.652, Max Fixation duration, with
H (1, 1369) = 0.563, p = 0.453, or Average
Fixation duration, with H (1, 1369) = 1.107, p
=0.293.

To study the event construal effects onto
the gaze behavior of reflective and impulsive
participants reading the author’s intexts, we
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performed multiple Kruskal-Wallis One-way
ANOVA non-parametric tests with Referent
group, Event Frame group and Perspective
group cues.

10 Kruskal-Wallis tests were carried out
with Referent group cues. Significant
differences were found in the group of
reflective participants with Max Fixation
duration depending on the presence or
absence of abstract referent, with H (1, 637) =
7.507, p = 0.006. Interestingly, the same
distinction was obtained with impulsive
participants, with (1, 731) =4.735, p = 0.03.

10 Kruskal-Wallis tests were carried out
with Event Frame group cues. The tests
revealed several significant distinctions in the
group of reflective participants. Max Fixation
duration is affected by dynamic action, with H
(1, 637) = 8.476, p = 0.004, state / non-
dynamic action, with H (1, 637) =5.123, p =
0.024, action, state or activity of time
location, with H (1, 637) = 4.062, p = 0.044.
In the group of impulsive participants, we did
not observe any significant differences.

6 Kruskal-Wallis tests were carried out
with Perspective group cues. Only reflective
participants were sensitive to perspective
construal.  Significant differences were
observed in First Fixation duration affected by
subjectivation, with H (1, 637) = 4.47, p =
0.035.

6. Discussion

In this Section, we will first address the
results obtained in event construal analysis of
text and metatext in the stimuli samples. Next,
we will discuss the results of the eye tracking
experiment.

Whereas event construal studies more
often explore the effects of single event
construal cues (Talmy, 2007; Verhagen, 2007;
Iriskhanova, 2013; Langacker, 2015; Pascual,
Oakley, 2017), we have shown that integrated
protocol is far more potent in explaining the
differences in text and metatext semantics. As
shown in Figure 2, there is an obvious
imbalance in the frequency of event cues in
Referent, Event Frame and Perspective
groups in author’s and characters’ intexts. In
Referent group, we observed the differences

in recipient, object and abstract referent,
which means that what counts is not only
agentivity / non-agentivity which is most
commonly explored in semantic studies
(Talmy, 2007), but other referent types
outlined in (Pustejovsky, 1995; Siewerska,
2004; Warwik, 2004). However, this study
extended the results obtained in referent
construal semantics, since it specified the
semantic effects in text and metatext. In Event
Frame group we somewhat unexpectedly
found that activity of visual / audial
perception or mental activity and the action,
state or activity of space location displayed
distinction in text and metatext. The results
show that these event cues may significantly
modulate event construal in addition to other
event cues typically explored in semantic
studies, for instance, dynamic action in event
construal (Divjak et al., 2020). Still, the most
important results were obtained in perspective
construal. Text and metatext have displayed
significant difference in subjectivity, which
proves  the  observations made in
(Kubryakova, Petrova, 2010; Iriskhanova,
2013; Rzheshevskaya, 2014; Kiose, 2022),
but also attests to the importance of this
relatively less studied aspect of event
construal (in contrast with referent and event
frame construal) in cognitive semantics.
Overall, the semantic analysis proved the
specificity of metatext construal
(Kubryakova, Aleksandrova, 2008);
additionally, it manifested the efficiency of
contrastive study of text vs metatext, which
might pave the way for further semantic and
experimental research.

While exploring the gaze behavior in
four data sets, 1) reflective readers, author’s
intexts, 2) reflective readers, characters’
intexts, 3) impulsive readers, author’s intexts,
4) impulsive readers, characters’ intexts, we
observed multiple distinctions in the gaze
metrics. Contrasting the gaze metrics affected
by event construal in two types of intexts, we
found 2 cases of First Fixation duration, 7
cases of Max Fixation duration modulated in
the group of reflective participants. In the
group of impulsive participants, there were 2
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cases of First Fixation duration, 2 cases of
Max Fixation duration which produced
significant distinctions in the tests. Therefore,
reflectives appear to be more sensitive to
event construal cues, which more commonly
produce changes in Max and First Fixation
duration. These results prove that the
distinctions between impulsive and reflective
readers appear not only in visual search tasks
(Blinnikova & Izmalkova, 2017), but also in
reading tasks. In terms of the gaze metrics
which were modulated, the tests confirmed
the effects described in (Rayner, 1998; Kliegl
et al., 2004; Laurinavichyute et al., 2019),
which reported First Fixation duration as
affected; additionally, we showed that Max
Fixation duration is also modulated by the
reading patterns affected by metatext
complexity. Still, no cases of Average
Fixation duration as modulated by event cues
were found.

Importantly, as opposed to prior results
(Forster et al., 2014), impulsive readers had
higher gaze costs. Presumably, this may be
explained by the presence of metatext AOIs
which produce specific reading patterns. The
results also show that major distinctions were
not observed in the gaze behavior of
impulsive readers, but of the reflective ones.
However, we expect that these distinctions are
not attributed to the reading patterns on the
whole, but to the patterns produced by
specific event construal cues which we will
contrast below. In Table 3 we present the
event construal cues which produced
significant distinctions in gaze behavior in
two readers’ groups. Guided by Kruskal-
Wallis  H-coefficients, we ranged the
distinction values in each readers’ group and
in each of the intext type. In case two gaze
metrics were affected by event construal cues,
we listed only the metrics with the highest
distinction coefficient.

Table 3. Event construal cues affecting gaze behavior of reflective and impulsive readers in two

intext types (H-coefficients)

Tadnmua 3. BausHue napamMeTpoB KOHCTPYUPOBAHUS COOBITUS Ha IIa30[BUraTeIbHOE MOBEACHUE
pedIeKTUBHBIX U UMITYJILCUBHBIX UMTaTeNEH B IByX TUnax nHTekcta (H-nokazarenn)

Reflective participants Impulsive participants
Referen Event type Perspective | Referen | Event Perspective
t t type
Author’s | abstract dynamic action subjectivati | abstract no no
intexts | referent (8.48) on (4.47) | referent
(7.51) | state / non-dynamic (4.74)
action (5.12)
action, state or
activity of time
location (4.06)
Character no action, state or subjectivati no no objectivation
s’ intexts activity of space on (5.02) 4.1)
location (5.5) subjectivation
action, state or (3.77)
activity of time intersubjectivati
location (3.81) on (3.65)

The results show that major distinctions
both in the number of event construal cues
and in their H-coefficients are observed in the
gaze behavior of reflective readers.

Presumably, in reading tasks conditioned by
metatextual complexity, the gaze behavior of
reflective participants is better predicted by
distinct event cues. As seen, highest H-
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coefficients are obtained in the gaze metrics
mediated by dynamicity, which conforms to
the prior experiment results received in
(Velichkovsky et al., 2005; Papenmeier &
Huff, 2010; Divjak et al., 2020). However, we
found that dynamicity does not produce the
same effects in author’s and characters’
intexts. On the contrary, this was the presence
of abstract referent that produced higher gaze
costs in author’s intexts. If we address
Figure 1, we may find that the presence of
abstract referent in author’s intexts is a
significantly more frequent case in contrast
with characters’ intexts. However, if we
consider the low salience of abstract referent
(Siewerska, 2004; Warwik, 2004;
Iriskhanova, 2014), we may conclude that this
is the case when low salience manifests low
accessibility since it requires higher gaze
costs. Importantly, this effect is observed with
both the impulsive and the reflective readers.
Overall, these results confirm the
observations made in (Rozencwajg &
Corroyer, 2005; Nitzan-Tamar et al., 2016)
which claim that although impulsive readers
identify fewer details, they form holistic
outlook on events, which is reflected in their
eye movement patterns (Nitzan-Tamar et al.,
2022). This implies that reflective readers
construe events in detail, which was found in
the current experiment. Additionally, the
study allowed to identify single event
construal cues which help impulsive readers
to form a holistic view. These are Perspective
cues, objectivation, subjectivation, and
intersubjectivation in characters’ intexts.
Importantly, event frame construal did not
produce  significant  distinctions.  This
observation alongside with the absence of
event construal cues as producing stable gaze
reactions in author’s intexts (apart from
abstract referent, most probably due to its
lower salience) implies that impulsive readers
are directed by occasional event construal
cues in referent and event frame type;
however, in more complex characters’ intexts
they are guided by perspective construal. It is
noticeable that for reflective readers only
subjectivation produced steady gaze effects,

which means that reflective readers are highly
attracted by personalization.

Final remarks

In the study, we addressed text and
metatext events as cognitive constructs which
can be explored via event construal cues
producing different gaze behavior effects. To
identify these effects, we developed and
tested the Text Event Construal protocol
which integrates three types of semantic cues,
Referent, Event Frame and Perspective.
Featuring two types of intexts, author’s
intexts (manifesting metatext) and characters’
intexts (manifesting text), we applied the
method of indirect measurement to range the
effects of event construal cues onto the gaze
behavior. Additionally, we expected that the
psychological factor of cognitive style might
produce differences in gaze behavior, which
was proved. Importantly, the results allowed
to scale the effects of event construal cues in
text and metatext for different groups of
readers. Therefore, the study develops two
distinct foci, cognitive semantic and cognitive
psychological.

The results attest to the importance of
event construal paradigm in experimental
studies which explore text and discourse
complexity. Most noticeably, perspective
construal which in contrast to referent and
event types construal is less explored, may
bring forward new insights into how text
information is construed as dependent on
different psychological characteristics of
readers. The present study specifies the
differences produced by perspective cues as
affected by cognitive style.

Overall, the Text Event Construal
Protocol developed for MultiCORText and
tested in the study proved its efficiency in
exploring gaze behavior as mediated by text
and metatext complexity and by the cognitive
style of readers. We expect that it may be used
alongside with other protocols developed for
eye tracking studies. Therefore, the data
provide new evidence in the cognitive
semantic research of text and metatext via the
methods and instruments of cognitive

psychology.
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