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Abstract. Language creativity studies are now exploring new experimental methods
which test the readers’ figurative thought. In the current work, we address the gaze
behavior as contingent on figurative language construal in two participants’ groups
with different amount of working memory. We verify the hypothesis that apart from
metaphor types, novel and entrenched, gaze behavior is affected by metaphor construal
patterns, here described as parameters. The study specifies the cognitive parameters of
Referent construal, Event Frame construal, Perspective construal, and the linguistic
parameters of graphological, lexical and syntactic construal. Regression analysis
reveals several predictors of steady decrease and increase of the gaze costs within two
participant groups. The participants with better working memory display higher gaze
costs when the construal lacks action or dynamics; whereas the participants with worse
working memory are affected by both linguistic and cognitive construal parameters
including Clause-initial position for contrastive focus, Lexical synonyms and
antonyms, Spontaneous or occasional event, Lack of action or dynamics. We also
identified the predictors which decrease the gaze costs; the participants with worse
working memory are affected by Perception (Event type), Shifting / changing,
Agentive participant, Intensifiers in pre-position. Overall, the participants with worse
working memory pay more attention to linguistic construal of metaphors, presumably,
it creates additional affordances for metaphor construal; at the same time lower
dynamicity in the cognitive construal produces higher gaze costs in both groups. The
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study shows that irrespective of the metaphor type, several construal patterns produce
consistent gaze costs, either increased or decreased.
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JTUHTBUCTUYECKOM YHUBEPCHUTETE.

AnHOTanusi. OpHOW W3  akTyaJbHbIX NpOOIEM  JIMHIBUCTUKHM  SBJISETCA
MHCTPYMEHTAJIbHAs OLIEHKA MPOSIBICHUH S3BIKOBOM KpEeaTUBHOCTH. Llenbro HacTosImen
paloThI CTaHOBUTCS 9KCIIEpUMEHTATIbHOE YCTaHOBJICHHE 3HaYUMOCTH
KOHCTPYHPOBaHUS, KOTHUTUBHOTO W JIMHTBUCTHYECKOTO, JUIS IJIa30/IBUTATEILHOTO
BOCTIPUSITHSI OKKA3MOHAIBHBIX W KOHBEHIIMOHAJIBHBIX MeTadop JIIOABMH C pa3HBIM
oobeMoM paOoueil mamsTH. [Wnoreza uccirenoBaHMs 3aKIIOYAETCS B TOM, YTO
XapaKTePUCTUKU TNIA30[IBUTATEILHOIO MTOBEICHHSI CONPSHKEHBI HE CTOJIBKO C Pa3HbIMU
TUNIaMu MeTadop, CKOIBKO C OCOOCHHOCTSAMU MeTa(OpHUECKOTO0 KOHCTPYHPOBAHHMS.
Bepudukauum  noasepraroTcs — KOTHUTUBHBIE — [apaMeTpbl  KOHCTPYHPOBAHUS
pedepenTa, COOBITHS U MEPCIEKTUBBI, @ TAK)Ke JTMHIBUCTUYECKUE MapaMeTpbl rpago-
U MOp(}oIOrn4ecKkoro, JEKCUYECKOr0 U CHHTAaKCHYECKOr0 KOHCTPYHMPOBAHMS.
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Pesynprartel perpecCMOHHOIO aHaJn3a MO3BOJIWIA YCTAaHOBUTH DSl IapaMeTpPOB —
IIPEIUKTOPOB M3MEHEHMs] IJIa30/IBUTATENIbHOTO TOBEACHHMS B JIByX Ipymmax
WCIIBITYeMBbIX. Tak, IS HCIBITYEeMBIX C OONBIIMM O00beMOM pabodeil maMsTh
OTCYTCTBHE JMHAMUKHA COOBITHS CYIIECTBEHHO YBEIMYMBACT IVIa30ABHUIaTEIbHYIO
Harpy3Ky IpH BOCHPUATUU MeTadop; AJIs UCTIBITYEMbIX C MEHBIIUM 00beMOM paboueit
NaMATH TaKHX MAapaMeTpOB HAMHOTO OOJIbIIE, 3TO CHHTaKcHYeckoe (hoKycHpoBaHHE,
HaJIM4Me CHUHOHHMMOB B OJIM)KalIIeM KOHTEKCTE, CIIOHTAaHHOE COOBITHE, OTCYTCTBUE
JUHAMUKA COOBITHS, W Jp. YCTAHOBJICHBI W MapaMeTpbl, KOTOpPBIE CHUXKAIOT
IV1a30/IBUraTeNIbHYI0 Harpy3Ky; Tak, JUll UCHBITYEMbIX C MEHBIIMM 00beMOM paboueit
NaMsITH 3TO TapaMeTphbl TEJIECHOTO KOHCTPYHPOBAaHUS, ITUHAMHYECKOTO COOBITHA,
HaJIM4le€ HWHTEHCU(UKATOPOB B IMPE-NO3ULIMU; MPEACTABUTENIN JAHHOW TIPYyIIbI
(OKyCUpYIOTCS Ha JIMHIBHCTUYECKHX OCOOCHHOCTSIX KOHCTPYHPOBAHHS, BO3MOXKHO,
TaKUM 00pa3oM UM Jierye KOHCTpyupoBarh MeTadoprudeckue oopassl.

KiroueBbie  ciioBa: Koncrpyuposanue; OO6pa3HOCTH; Meradopuueckue
HOMUHAaTUBHBIE KoMmIuieKchl; Okynorpadus; Pabouas namstsb
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MOBEJICHUE Yy YUTaTeleH ¢ pasHbIM 00beMOM paboueii namsatu // HayuHslil pe3ynbTart.
Bonpockl Teopetnueckoit u npukinagHod guHrBuctuku. 2022. T. 8. Ne 3. C. 67-86.
DOI: 10.18413/2313-8912-2022-8-3-0-5

1. Introduction

Gaze behavior studies in metaphor
processing have a long  history. In
experimental psychology, the gaze effects and
default interpretations of novel and
entrenched metaphors have been vastly tested.
Most commonly, they show that gaze costs
contingent on entrenched metaphors are lower
than on novel metaphors, which is explained
by priming effects (Blasko & Connine, 1993;
Blasko & Briihl, 1997), analogical reasoning
(Bowdle & Gentner, 2005), lower ambiguity
effects (Libben & Titone, 2008), the presence
of biased priming context (Frisson &
Pickering, 1999). At the same time, multiple
experimental works produce sufficient
evidence on individual differences in
understanding metaphor and in ad hoc gaze
behavior, for instance in terms of executive
control (Columbus et al., 2015) which
displays  high  contingency on gaze
characteristics of higher and lower executive
control readers depending on prior context.
Experiments also tested the effects of
selective attention on gaze behavior and
metaphor comprehension (Klepousniotou et
al., 2008), which have proved that in the cases
of possible multiple literal and figurative

meanings activation the participants with
lower comprehension skills had higher gaze
costs contingent on default interpretations.
These effects have also been explored as
contingent on reading models (Kliegl et al.,
2006; Rayner et al., 2012). These and similar
experiments are aimed at specifying the
individual differences in metaphor processing.

Indeed, apart from testing the individual
gaze behavior in processing novel and
entrenched metaphors, there are other
research directions which specify the
metaphor character as stimulating these
differences. Considering the fact that
figurative language construal displays high
diversity, for instance in participant construal
in terms of their animated or non-animated
character (Warwik, 2004), event construal in
terms of its achievement or agentivity
(Langacker, 2015; Talmy, 2000), or in
perspective construal in terms of its vantage
point or observation path (Verhagen, 2007;
Iriskhanova, 2013), we cannot leave these
characteristics unattended when selecting
experiment stimuli and expecting to test
individual differences in metaphor processing.
Several potentially significant construal
factors have been advocated in the gaze
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studies of metaphor processing, with event
construal specifics (Coulson & van Petten,
2002; Coulson, 2008; Thibodeau &
Boroditsky, 2013), linguistic (especially
syntactic) construal effects (Gibbs & Matlock,
2008), salience in metaphorical models
(Giora, 2003) or pragmatic models (Giora
et al., 2018), verbal and nonverbal categories
distribution (Glucksberg, 2003), modulating
construal in novel and entrenched metaphors
(Kiose & Kharlamova, 2021).

In this study, we explore the construal
effects of novel and entrenched metaphors
onto individual gaze behavior. We
hypothesize that despite the differences in
metaphor types, figurative construal in terms
of cognitive and linguistic construal may
affect the gaze characteristics. To observe
possible individual differences, we addressed
the factor of working memory, since this
factor is admitted as most significant in
entrenchment effects in context (Gunter et al.,
2003). This can be explained if we consider
that in context novel metaphors may become
entrenched through their repeated use and
consequently lower gaze costs will be
observed (Cardillo et al., 2012; Goldstein
etal., 2012). In the previous study (Kiose &
Kharlamova, 2021) we reported the results on
the construal differences observed in novel
and entrenched metaphors separately,
however these results allowed to predict that
there might be significant construal and gaze
cost contingencies irrespective of metaphor
novelty / entrenchment but dependent on
other metaphor construal factors like
agentivity or degree of abstractness.

2. Research methods and procedure

In cognitive linguistics, linguistic and
cognitive construal are the key notions which
are described through cognitive mechanisms
and operations. In recent works, different
construal mechanisms are considered through
Event-modeling framework (Divjak et al.,
2020; Hart & Queralto, 2021), which allows
to explore the systemic effects of different
construal patterns. Cognitive and linguistic
construal patterns are explored in multiple

works extending their application to metaphor
models (Boroditsky, 2000; Graumann &
Kallmeyer, 2002; Dancygier & Sweetser,
2012; Goatly, 2017). In our prior studies
(Kiose et al., 2020) we proposed three types
of cognitive construal patterns to explore
nonverbal event construal, which are Referent
Construal, Event Frame Construal and
Perspective Construal patterns. Following
J. Pustejovsky (1995), we distinguish four
types of Referent construal patterns or ways
of seeing the participants, Part-whole, Kind,
Functional, Life-history, which allow to
explore the participant in terms of their
agentivity, complexity, referential integrity,
etc. Following V. Demyankov (1983), to
describe Event Frame Construal we consider
such patterns as event completeness,
instantness, evaluation, manageability,
repeatability, etc. Following O. Iriskhanova
(2013), we describe Perspective construal
exploring the patterns of vantage point,
viewpoint, distancing, observation path, etc.
Verbal construal is assessed in the patterns of
linguistic ~ foregrounding  described in
Iriskhanova (2014). The complete list of
construal patterns attested in the stimulus is
given in Appendix B.

To explore cognitive and linguistic
figurative construal, we address two types of
metaphors, novel and entrenched. Following
Schmid (2016) and Langacker (2016) we
consider the metaphors which do not exploit
earlier activated metaphoric models and
correspondences as novel. The following
sample may demonstrate the case; here the
metaphoric nominal group rHogocmpoiiku
(‘new buildings’) refers to large new waters:

— Toxe mpobrema: moueMmy pbida u3
MajblX PEK YXOIUT B HOBBIC OOJBIITHE
BOI0E€MBbI?

— IIpo6nema! A xak BbI qymaete?.. Eme
Kakasi! Y Hac TyT ObUIH LIeTIbIe PHIOOTIOBEIIKHE
aptenu — Kpblka. Pacnyckars! A 'y mronen —
o0pa3 KU3HU CIOXKUICS, Ipodeccus. . .

— HazoBute »5T0: pbIdA YXOOMT Ha
HOBOCTPOMKM — M J€JI0 C KOHIOM
(V. Shukshin)
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(fish-3SG go0-3SG to new-PL building-
3PL-ACC)

(Translation) There is a new problem:
why does fish leave small rivers for large new
waters?

— It is a problem! What do you think? A
pretty big one! We had whole fishermen’s
artels here, all dead. Dissolve! And people
developed a way of life, a profession ...

— Name it so: the fish goes to new
buildings — and call it a day.

In the clause pwiba yxooum na
Hosocmpotiku the metaphor rosocmpoiiku is
novel, which is corpus-supported. Its use in
the Russian National Corpus does not allow to
find similar metaphoric correspondences with
Hosocmpotika as a fish habitat, although the
NCRL frequency use of the lexeme is 684
with nosocmpotixa — 43, nosocmpotiku — 224,
Hoeocmpouiky — 53, Hosocmpouxam — 21,
Hoeocmpotike — 70, Hosocmpoex — 273. 1t
employs one of the ontological metaphor
models (ANIMALS are PEOPLE), still there
are two  metaphor  correspondences,
ANIMALS® HABITAT is PEOPLE’S
HABITAT which is not novel, see dom nmuy
(E. Toruapenko), cooauuti oom (M. I'opbkwuii),
and NEWLY-FORMED HABITAT FOR
ANIMALS is NEWLY-MADE HABITAT
FOR PEOPLE which is novel. Therefore, the
metaphor is a novel one.

Importantly, entrenchment can be
observed in context (Cardillo et al., 2012) and
over time (Bowdle & Gentner, 2005). In this
study, we address the case of textual
entrenchment when one novel metaphorical
nominal group is used repeatedly to refer to
the same referent. These examples are not
frequently present in short textual fragments
being more common for larger textual spaces,
however the latter will not suffice to be
applied in a gaze study; besides, single
repetition will not satisfy the needs of analysis
since a reader may simply miss the nominal
group in its first or second use, which will
make us disregard his results. Therefore, for
the experiment we had to select the stimulus

which demonstrated several uses of a novel
metaphorical nominal group in a small textual
fragment. The selected text sample from Fazil
Iskander’s short story “Thirteenth Feat of
Hercules” has 5 uses of novel metaphoric
nominal  group,  where the  group
“Omwvsenennviti  Jlenmsu” (F. Iskander) is
used three times in the text referring to a boy
who is not lazy, thus this is the example of
metaphoric disanalogy (Bowdle & Gentner,
2005) and twice with the modification of the
form  “nemmsii, 0obpocosecmubili U
nocaywnwviti n1ewmsau’  (F. Iskander) bearing
the same reference. The Stimulus and its
translation and glosses are given in Appendix
A. Below, we will consider the differences in
the event construal in this stimulus. In its first
use, in “Okazanocs, 4mo s 0epicy HOCUIKU
kak Omwsenennviti Jlenmsau” (F. Iskander),
the novel metaphor “Omuvsgnennsiii Jlenmsii”
(F. Iskander) is used to refer to a single person
participant of agentive type which is the
speaker himself; the event is of an incomplete
type, displaying space location relations,
bodily construal; it presents the inner observer
type (the event participant’s perspective). In
terms of linguistic construal, it displays
graphic foregrounding  (capitalization),
syntactic foregrounding (syntactic rhematic
position). The second wuse, in “Yepes
Hekomopoe epems cayxu 06 OmuvsgieHHOM
Jlenmse Oownu 0o Oupekmopa wKoabl’
(F. Iskander), displays weaker syntactic
foregrounding, still graphical foregrounding is
present. Participant construal patterns are the
same, however the event construal patterns
differ; here the event is completed, it has time
location,  however, the  participant’s
perspective is vague. The third and the fourth
uses display modifications in linguistic form
in  “Bckope  8blACHUNOCH, UMO  HUKAKUX
@oKycos s He cobUParCch BbIKUOLIBAMb, UMO
s,  HANpomue,  O4eHb  NOCIAVUIHLIL U
0obpocogecmuvll  neumsau. bonee moeo,
OYOyuU 1eHmsieM, 51 6NOJIHE NPUTUYHO YUULCS
(F. Iskander). The fifth wuse, in “Tux,
O00USPbIBAsl  HAGA3AHHBIL  MHe  00pas
Omwvasnennozo Jlenmss, s npuwien K 3010Mmotl
meoanu” (F. Iskander), is still graphically
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foregrounded, however the event construal
patterns differ since the event in the clause
with the entrenched metaphor 1is of
incomplete type, has no space or time
location, displays no bodily construal.

The eye-tracking experiment was
conducted to test the gaze costs (in terms of
Fixation Duration, First Fixation Duration and
Fixation Count) in 5 Areas of Interest
corresponding to the zones of 5 metaphoric
nominal groups. The experiment was
preceded with an n-back test performed in
Brain Workshop 4.8.4 (Jaeggi et al., 2008)
which is customarily used in memory tests
(Kane et al., 2007; Farvardin et al., 2014) to
identify the groups of participants who
display differences in the capacity of working
memory. In the n-back task, the participants
are presented with several visual stimuli.
They have to report whether each stimulus
matches a stimulus in trials before. The test
assesses the number of mistakes and the
relative execution time. In the eye-tracking
experiment, 60 gaze probes were received
with 12 participants, with the mean age of 22.
All experiment participants were native
speakers (Russian) and had corrected-to-
normal or normal vision. Participants were

Table 1. Gaze characteristics data in 5 Aols

asked to read the sample and answer the
questions concerning the reference of the
groups, however in this work we will consider
only their gaze behavior. Pdf-formatted visual
stimulus appeared for 90 seconds. In the
experiment we used The SMI Red-x eye
tracker (running at frequency 60 Hz and with
operating distance of 60-80 cm). The eye
movement data were next sampled (fixation
duration, first fixation duration, fixation count
in Aols) and subjected to regression
modeling.

3. Research Results

3.1 Data preparation

There were 5 Aols and each Aol was
manually annotated. The annotations served
to explore contingency on the gaze
characteristics. We regarded eye movement
characteristics,  distinguished in  eye
movement control models (Reichle et al.,
2003; Richter et al., 2006). The accumulated
data in 5 Aols is presented in Table 1 for 3
gaze characteristics: fixation duration per sign
in the Areas of Interest (FD), first fixation
duration in Areas of Interest (FFD), fixations
count (FC).

Taﬁ.mma 1. I'ma3zogBurarenbHOE MOBEICHUE B IATH 30HAX HHTECpECCa

Gaze events FD (ms per sign) FFD (ms) FC

N 60 60 60
Mean 34.4 173 4.03
Median 28.4 159 3.0
SD 23.8 68.8 3.0
Min 0 0 0
Max 108 377 16
Shapiro-Wilk p <0.001 0.003 <0.001

K-means cluster analysis, performed in
IBM SPSS Statistics 20, was used to define
groups of participants based on n-back test
scores. As 4-cluster solution did not provide
the resultant solution, the sample was divided
into two clusters: 5 subjects were categorized
as “demonstrating better working memory
solutions (BWM)”, 7 subjects were
categorized as “demonstrating worse working

memory solutions or worse working memory
(WWM)”. The descriptive statistics of 12
participants’ exactness and relative execution
time are as follows: the mean number of
mistakes was 2.36 (Min. = 0.875, Max. = 9),
the mean time per each answer was 1.69 s
(Min. = 0.84, Max. = 3.47). The datasets — 5
Aols annotations of non-verbal and verbal
construal in the stimuli, and the data on 3
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gaze characteristics for 2 participant groups,
were sampled and subjected to contingency
analysis and regression tests.

3.2 Construal effects

The gaze characteristics involved
Fixation Duration per sign (ms), First Fixation
Duration (ms) and Fixation Count per sign
(ms). In Figure 1 we present the gaze
characteristics for two groups.

Figure 1a. Gaze characteristics for Group 1 (BWM), ms
Pucynok 1la. Ilokazarenu rma3zonBurarenbHOW akTUBHOCTH B [pymme 1 (c GombmmM oObeMOM

paboueit maMsATH), MC

Fixation Duration per sign
120

100
20
60
40

20

400
350
300
250
200
150
100

50

First Fixation Duration

®
[ ]

0.8
0.7
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1

Fixation Count per sign

°

Figure 1b. Gaze characteristics for Group 2 (WWM), ms
Pucynok 1b. ITokazaTtenu ria3oJBUraTes]bHOM akTMBHOCTH B Ipymnme 2 (¢ MEHbIIMM 00beMOM

paboueil mamaTn), Mc

Fixation Duration per sign First Fixation Duration Fixation Count per sign
120 400 0.8
100 : 350 0.7 o
300 0.6 —
80 250 05
60 200 0.4
150 0.3
40
100 0.2 X
20 50 0.1
0 0 0
As seen, the gaze characteristics display Holm  correction  (Holm's  Sequential

difference in two groups, with all three gaze
characteristics being higher in duration and
count with Group 2.

For data processing we used JAMOVI
software. The two datasets were preliminarily
submitted to contingency analysis. The first
step was to explore the effects of cognitive
and linguistic construal onto gaze behavior.
Since the parameter values were of nominal
type (46 cognitive and linguistic construal
parameters with positive values) and
continuous type (3 gaze characteristics), we
applied the Student’s t-test. To verify the
results significance, we applied Bonferroni-

Bonferroni Procedure) which controls the
familywise Type 1 error rate in a less
conservative manner as compared with
standard Bonferroni correction. The t-tests
(276 trials) were conducted for two
participant groups separately, Bonferroni-
Holm corrections were further calculated.
Next, regression modeling was applied
to reveal the regression models predicting the
gaze behavior (3 gaze characteristics) with
non-aliased  construal  parameters (4
parameters, which are Agentive participant,
True event, Perception, Positive evaluation)
and with non-aliased syntactic parameters
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(Clause-final position for neutral syntactic
foregrounding, Position in subsidiary clause,
Position in parallel structure, Position in
elliptical clause) separately. The need to
establish the regression model with syntactic
parameters was stimulated by the collected
evidence that these were the syntactic
parameters that were mostly contingent on the
gaze behavior with the participants of Group 2,
while the participants of Group 1 demonstrated
very few contingencies, overall. We will see
which model suits better to describe the process
of entrenchment within each of the groups. The
model performance summary statistics will be
presented for 6 models for 2 participant groups
in3.2.1,3.2.2and 3.2.3.

3.2.1 Construal parameters and
Fixation Duration per sign

As explained above, the presence or
absence of cognitive and linguistic construal
parameter markers in 5 Aols of the stimulus
was previously established by the annotators.
We received the data on non-verbal and
verbal construal in binary format, with 1 for
Aol presence and 0 for Aol absence which
was further subjected to t-tests in two
participants’ groups. Table 2 shows the results
of t-tests with 46 construal parameters in two
Groups, only the parameters displaying
significant p-values are given. Bonferroni-
Holm corrections are also presented.

Table 2. Construal parameters and Fixation Duration per sign in two groups
Ta6aunma 2. [TapaMeTpbl KOHCTPYHPOBAHUS U TPOAODKHTEIBHOCTh (DUKCAIMi Ha 3HAaK B JIBYyX

rpymnmax

Construal parameters

FD in Group 1 (BWM) FD in Group 2 (WWM)
t [P, p Bonferroni-Holm]

df=23

t [p, p Bonferroni-Holm]

df=33

Agentive participant -
Perception (Event type)

Lack of action or dynamics

Interactive relations

No interpersonal or interactive relations
Spontaneous or occasional event -
Graphic foregrounding
Intensifiers in pre-position -
Actional verbs
Repetition of the word -
Emotives -
Lexical synonyms and antonyms -
Clause-initial syntactic focus -
Position in subsidiary clause -
Position in parallel structures -
Agentivity -

2.3 [0.044, 0.05] -
2.3 [0.044, 0.05]
-2.3[0.044, 0.05]

-2.3[0.044, 0.05]

-2.12 [0.042, 0.05]
-3.79 [<0.001, 0.01]

-2.59[0.014, 0.03]
2.12 [0.042, 0.05]
-2.72[0.01, 0.02]

3.79 [<0.001, 0.01]
-2.15[0.039, 0.04]
2.59[0.014, 0.03]
2.72 [0.01, 0.02]
-2.72 [0.01, 0.02]
2.15 [0.039, 0.04]
-2.12 [0.042, 0.05]

The analysis has revealed significant
differences in two participants’ groups. The
most obvious is the difference in the number
of construal parameters which display
significant effect on Fixation Duration. There
are two parameters which lead to higher gaze
costs with the BWM participants; they both
display lack of dynamics and relations, at the

same time  dynamicity and  visual
foregrounding reduce the gaze costs. The
situation with WWM participants is far more
complicated;  whereas  agentivity  and
dynamicity play similar role, it is additionally
strengthened by intensity and bodily and
emotional experience. Higher costs are
identified in the situations of spontaneity,
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repetition (possibly, since repeated use
seemed  unnatural), paradigmatic  and (with non-aliased parameters), we conducted
syntagmatic foregrounding of various types. Linear regression analysis, which revealed
We may hypothesize that the WWM only 4 parameters with non-aliased
participants tend to pay more attention to coefficients. Since linear regression was held
different types of linguistic foregrounding in during successive subjection of construal
construal, presumably they serve as parameters, only one Participant (Agentive
affordances  stimulating the = memory Participant) and three Event Frame
decisions. At the same time cognitive parameters (True Event, Perception, and
foregrounding (agentivity, dynamicity, etc.) is Positive evaluation) were included. Table 3

To establish the regression Model 1

easier to follow, however this hypothesis shows the regression models for two
needs further verification. participants’ groups predicting Fixation
Duration.

Table 3. Regression Model 1 with non-aliased coefficients predicting Fixation Duration in two
groups

Tadmuma 3. PerpeccuonHass Mozaenb | ¢ HEKOJUIMHEAPHBIMM  TapaMeTpamMu s
MPOAOJDKUTENBHOCTH (PUKCAITUH B IByX TPyIIIIax

FD in Aol in Group 1 R? =0.198 FD in Aol in Group 2 R? = 0.356
Predictor Estimate SE t p Estimate SE t p
Intercept 15.64 10.1 1.55 0.137 | 21.61 7.73 2.797 0.009
Agentive 3.44 14.3 0.241 0.812 | -3.81 10.93 -0.349  0.73
participant
True event 15.92 14.3 1.116 0.278 | 14.33 10.93 1.311 0.2
Perception 24.36 20.2 1.207 0.241 | 46.33 1546  2.998 0.005
(Event type)
Positive 4.74 14.3 0.332 0.743 | 15.3 10.93 1.4 0.172
evaluation

The results demonstrate that the
predictability of Regression model for
Group 1 is far lower (R?> = 0.198), besides
there are no good predictors. As opposed to it,
the regression model with Group 2 has higher
prognostic potential (R? = 0.356), and one
(which may mean that there are several good
predictors since there will be multiple aliased
parameters) good predictor (with p = 0.005)
which is the Bodily construal (displaying
perception  markers). Noticeable, that
Perception also displayed significance as a
single parameter contingent on lower gaze
costs in terms of Fixation Duration.

Since there are multiple syntactic
construal ~ parameters  which  display
contingency on Fixation Duration, we also
conducted Linear regression  analysis
separately for this parameter group. There are

4 non-aliased syntactic parameters which are
Clause-final position for neutral syntactic
foregrounding, Position in subsidiary clause,
Position in parallel structure, Position in
elliptical clause. There are no good predictors
in Group 1, however there are two predictors
in Group 2 which are Clause-final position for
neutral syntactic foregrounding (p = 0.006)
and Position in elliptical clause (p = 0.019).
Since both these parameters display lack of
syntactic foregrounding, we may conclude
that this factor plays a decisive role in gaze
costs for the WWM participants increasing
the gaze costs.

3.2.2 Construal parameters and First
Fixation Duration

Since First Fixation Duration is not
contingent on the number of signs in the Aols,
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we considered its absolute values in two
Groups and with all Aols. Table 4 shows the
results of t-tests with 46 construal parameters

in two Groups, only the parameters displaying
significant p-values are given. Bonferroni-
Holm corrections are also presented.

Table 4. Construal parameters and First Fixation Duration in two groups
Tadnuua 4. ITapameTpbl KOHCTPYHPOBAaHHS W MPOJODKUTENLHOCTh NEPBBIX (UKCAMKA B JABYX

rpynmnax

Construal parameters

df=23

FFD in Group 1 (BWM)
t [p, P Bonferroni-Holm|

FFD in Group 2 (WWM)
t [p, P Bonferroni-Holm]|

df=33

True or real event -
Shifting / changing -
Interpersonal relations -
Event lacking evaluation -

-2.71[0.011, 0.025]
-2.71[0.011, 0.025]
-2.51[0.017, 0.05]

-2.71[0.011, 0.025]

The results manifest that the
distributions of First Fixation Duration with
the participants of Group 1 are more
contingent on individual reading styles and do
not display any rigid contingencies on the
construal parameters, whereas in Group 2
there exist several construal parameters which
produce  shorter first fixations and
consequently lower gaze costs. These are the
parameters which demonstrate realistic
events, dynamicity, interpersonality, lack of
evaluation. Higher costs are identified in the
situations of event fictitiousness, although in
terms of event stativity and evaluation in
events there are no rigid contingencies. This

might indicate that only gaze cost decrease
effects are stable with Group 2, and higher
gaze costs (similarly to the effects detected in
Group 1) are more contingent on individual
styles.

To establish the regression Model 1
(with non-aliased parameters), we conducted
Linear regression analysis with 4 parameters
with non-aliased coefficients, which are
Participant (Agentive Participant) and three
Event Frame parameters (True Event,
Perception, and Positive evaluation). Table 5
shows the regression models for two
participants’ groups predicting First Fixation
Duration.

Table 5. Regression Model 1 with non-aliased coefficients predicting First Fixation Duration in two

groups

Tabmuma 5. PerpeccuonHas  Mojelnb

HCKOJUIMHCAPHBIMU napamMeTpamMu JIIA

MIPOOIHKUTENBHOCTH NIEPBOH (prUKCaIiK B IBYX IpyTIax

Predictor FFD in Aol in Group 1 R>=0.248 | FFD in Aol in Group 2 R?=0.214
Estimate SE t p Estimate SE t p

Intercept 108.6 35.7 3.05 0.006 | 161.43 19.7 8204  <.001
Agentive -97.8 50.4 -1.94 0.067 | 30.43 27.8 1.094  0.283
participant
True Event 105.6 50.4 2.09 0.049 | 34 27.8 1.222  0.231
Perception 166.4 71.3 2.33 0.03 |-30.29 39.4 -0.77 0.448
(Event type)
Positive 75.8 50.4 1.5 0.148 | 5.57 27.8 0.2 0.843
evaluation

Model predictability is low in both in Group 1 the cumulative effects are higher
Groups. At the same time, we may notice that than the effects of single construal
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parameters. There are two parameters which
work as good predictors for the Model which
are the realistic type of event and the bodily
event construal (explicit perception); and
agentivity of participant (however not
displaying rigid contingency) also plays a
role. In Group 2 there are no good predictors,
which evidences in favor of stronger effects
of individual construal parameters, in our case
(see Table2) they are realistic events,
dynamicity,  interpersonality, lack  of
evaluation. The results demonstrate that in
terms of First Fixation Duration realistic
event (True Event) is a good predictor in
cumulative model with Group 1 (BWM),
however as a single parameter with the same
group it does not display contingency. At the
same time, True Event is contingent on
shorter first fixations with Group 2 (with
worse memory) in terms of single effects,
however it does not display any significant
effect in a cumulative model. Presumably,
realistic and fictious event construal does play
a role in gaze costs in both groups, however
this hypothesis needs higher specification and
more detailed analysis. Noticeable, that
similarly to Model 1 with Fixation duration
per  sign, Perception also  displays
significance; here it serves as a good predictor
with Group 1, whereas it is a good predictor
in terms of fixation duration per sign with
Group2 and stimulates longer fixation
duration in terms of the effects of single
parameters with Group 2. These observations

suffice to prove that bodily construal effects
are significant for both Groups and should
necessarily be considered in event construal
analysis.

The prognostic modeling of syntactic
foregrounding  effects  which  display
contingency on First Fixation Duration
(Linear regression analysis was conducted
with 4 non-aliased syntactic parameters
specified in 3.2) has shown that there is one
good predictor in Group 1 which is Position
in parallel structure (p = 0.049) and two good
predictors in Group 2 which are Clause-final
position for neutral syntactic foregrounding (p
=0.028) and Position in parallel structure (p =
0.028). Since syntactic construal appears to be
more significant for the participants with
worse working memory, we may conclude
that it allows them to relocate their attention
on more syntactically focal and consequently
more important information.

3.2.3 Construal parameters and
Fixation Count per sign

Since  Fixation  Count  displays
contingency on the number of signs in the
Aols, we considered its relative values in two
Groups and with all Aols. Student’s t-tests
revealed that in Group 1 there are no results
with significant p-values. Table 6 shows the
results of t-tests with 46 construal parameters
in Group 2, only the parameters displaying
significant p-values are given. Bonferroni-
Holm corrections are also presented.

Table 6. Construal parameters and Fixation Count in Group 2
Tabauna 6. [TapameTpbl KOHCTPYUPOBAHUS U KOJIMYECTBO (pUKcalMii B IBYX rpymnmnax

Construal parameters

FC in Group 2 (WWM) t [p, p

Bonferroni—Holm]

df=33

Agentive participant

Perception (Event type)

Lack of action or dynamics

No interpersonal or interactive relations
Spontaneous or occasional event
Graphic foregrounding

Intensification in pre-position

Action verbs

-2.21[0.034, 0.05]
-4.17 [<.001, 0.008]
2.55[0.016, 0.025]
2.55[0.016, 0.025]
2.21[0.034, 0.05]
-2.55[0.016, 0.025]
-2.3[0.028, 0.033]
-2.550.016, 0.025]
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Repetition of a word
Emotives
Lexical synonyms and antonyms

Clause-final position for neutral syntactic foregrounding

Subsidiary clause position
Position in parallel structure
Syntactic agentivity

4.17[<.001, 0.008]
-2.25[0.032, 0.041]
3.55[0.01, 0.017]
2.3 [0.028, 0.033]
-2.30.028, 0.033]
2.25[0.032, 0.041]
-2.21[0.034, 0.05]

The results seem demonstrative since
they unanimously prove that gaze costs in
Fixation Count similarly to other gaze
characteristics are dependent on individual
construal styles and not on single construal
effects with the BWM participants.
Meanwhile, the situation is different with the
participants in Group 2. We may notice that
semantic foregrounding, here expressed in
agentivity, actionality, emotivity, graphic and
syntactic foregrounding in most cases is
contingent on lower gaze costs, whereas the

lack of semantic foregrounding (displayed in
lack of dynamics, lack of interactivity) and
also unexpected construal effects or the
effects which require the back-up information
retrieval (spontaneity, repetition, paradigmatic
novelties, position in parallel structure) are
more demanding.

The established regression Model 1
(with non-aliased parameters) for Fixation
Count per sign with 4 parameters with non-
aliased coefficients is presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Regression Model 1 with non-aliased coefficients predicting First Count in two groups
Tabdmuuma 7. PerpeccuonHass mozeib | ¢ HEKOJUIMHEAPHBIMU TapaMeTpaMu JJid KOJIMYECTBa

(bukcanmii B AByX Tpymnmnax

FC in Aol in Group 1 R? =0.113

FC in Aol in Group 2 R?=0.416

Predictor Estimate SE t p | Estimate SE t p
Intercept 0.2428 0.0714  3.401 0.003 | 0.1225 0.0489 2.503  0.018
Agentive 6.94E-17 0.101 6.87E- 1 -0.0636  0.0692 -0.92 0.365
participant 16
True Event -0.0762  0.101 -0.7547 0.459 | 0.1318 0.0692 1.905  0.066
Perception -0.0096  0.1428 -0.0672 0.947 | 0.3619 0.0978 3.699 <.001
(Event type)

Positive -0.1398  0.101 -1.3847 0.181 | 0.0725 0.0692 1.049  0.303
evaluation

Model predictability is low in Group 1.
However, the situation is different in Group 2
where its prognostic potential is high and
there is one good predictor which is Bodily
construal (in terms of perception). Since
bodily construal effects were also noticeable
in other gaze characteristics with Group 2, we
may conclude that this construal type displays
high importance for the participants with
worse working memory. The presence of
perception in construal contributes to lower
gaze costs in fixation duration and fixation
count as single parameters contingent on gaze

characteristics, and as model predictors,
which advocates that the WWM participants
may rely on pre-position bodily construal
markers to develop a specific reading strategy.

4. Discussion

In this section, we will consider the
results which allow scaling the construal
parameters in terms of their significance for
gaze costs within two groups, the participants
with better and worse working memory. We
will also contrast the t-test results in two
groups and the  prognostic = model
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predictability within the two groups to see
whether the effects revealed may really serve
to identify several distinctive features in
construal and gaze cost contingency.

To range the construal parameters
significance, where possible, we will rely on 6
gaze identifiers deduced, t-values of
parameter contingency on Fixation Duration
per sign, First Fixation Duration, and Fixation

Count, and predictor values of parameters on
Fixation Duration per sign, First Fixation
Duration, and Fixation Count. We will
consider the construal parameters to
demonstrate higher significance in case they
have higher values acting as single predictors.
In Table 8 we present the scaled results of
construal parameters predicting higher gaze
costs in two groups.

Table 8. Construal parameters predicting higher gaze costs in two groups
Ta6auma 8. IlapameTpsl KOHCTPYHPOBAHHS, BBHI3BIBAIOIINE YBEIWYCHUE TJ1a30/IBUTATEIHLHOM

Harpy3kH B JIByX Ipymnmax

Group 1 (BWM)

1) Lack of action or dynamics, No interpersonal or interactive relations

Group 2 (WWM)

event

1) Clause-initial position for contrastive focus > Lexical synonyms and
antonyms > Position in parallel structures > Spontaneous or occasional

2) Repetition of a word > Lexical synonyms and antonyms > Lack of
action or dynamics, No interpersonal or interactive relations > Clause-
final position for neutral syntactic foregrounding > Position in parallel
structure > Spontaneous or occasional event

Table 8 displays multiple effects of
higher gaze costs with Group 2 which appear
in Event construal and Linguistic construal
which proves the dominant role of the factor
of working memory as affecting the gaze
costs in creative language interpretation
(Gunter et al., 2003). Higher costs result from
1) foregrounding effects in lexical and
syntactic levels of linguistic construal, 2) lack
of dynamicity and interaction in event
construal, 3) unexpected event construal. In
Group 1 higher gaze cost effects are more
sporadic and result from lack of dynamicity
and interaction in event construal. The results
demonstrate that creative language use in its
novel and entrenched variants still has several
common effects onto its gaze perception
which appear to be steady with the
participants with worse memory. Therefore,
the findings extend the eye-tracking
experimental results obtained in (Cardillo
etal., 2012; Goldstein et al., 2012; Kiose &
Kharlamova, 2021) which state the

differences only for novel and entrenched
metaphors gaze costs. Even though the novel
indirect name is wused repeatedly, the
participants face multiple challenges in the
event construal in Aols which affect their
reading  strategy. It presupposes the
recognition of particular construal affordances
where the participants intend to search for the
most important information, in repetitions,
parallel  structures, lexical  novelties.
Meanwhile, the unexpectedness in the
planned event construal or inability to
discover these construal affordances also
leads to higher gaze costs. These results prove
the significance of foregrounding effects in
the construal identified in (Iriskhanova,
2014), however they allow to scale these
effects in respect to the readers with better
and worse working memory.

Now we will address the construal
parameters which are contingent on lower
gaze costs. In Table 9 we present the scaled
contingency results in two groups.
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Table 9. Construal parameters predicting lower gaze costs in two groups
Tabauna 9. [lTapameTpbl KOHCTPYHMpOBaHUS, CHUXKAIOIIME INIA30/IBUraTelIbHYI0 HArpys3ky B JIBYX

rpynmnax

Group 1 (BWM)

1) Graphic foregrounding, Dynamic verbs

Group 2 (WWM)

1) Perception (Event type) > Intensifiers in pre-position, Subsidiary
clause position > Interactive relations > Emotives > Agentive
participant, Agentivity

2) True or real event, Shifting / changing, Event lacking evaluation >
Interpersonal relations

3) Perception (Event type) > Graphic foregrounding, Action verbs >
Intensification in pre-position, Subsidiary clause position >
Emotives > Agentive participant, Syntactic agentivity

The results show that lower costs in
Group 1 result from 1) visual foregrounding,
2) dynamicity of events. In Group 2 the
effects are more complex. Lower costs result
from 1) bodily event construal, 2)
foregrounding and intensifying construal
information, 3) dynamicity and interactivity
of events, 4) emotionality in event construal.
These findings additionally prove that the
construal parameter typologies specifying the
Referent and Event Frame construal
parameters (Pustejovsky, 1995; Coulson &
van Petten, 2002; Coulson, 2008; Langacker,
2015; among others), as well as the
classifications of foregrounding parameters
(Warwik, 2004; Verhagen, 2007; Iriskhanova,
2013) are reliable and valid when assessing
gaze contingency effects.

If we consider the best predictors for the
regression models, we will see that in both
groups they are Perception (Event type), and
True Event in Group 1. This observation
serves as empirical proof of the theoretical
assumptions on the role of embodiment in
metaphor construal (Boroditsky, 2000; Goatly,
2017). The prognostic role of models in two
groups is different, although; there is only one
model which has high prognostic value, it is
the regression model for Group 2 predicting
Fixation Count. In this model the construal
parameter of Perception is a good predictor,
which means that bodily event construal is
significant for creative language use gaze
perception with the participants with worse
working memory.

5. Conclusion

The study has proved the efficiency of
cognitive semantic analysis in testing the
cognitive costs produced by metaphor
interpretation effects. In the current work, we
applied the oculographic procedure to
experimentally assess the interpretational
value of language construal parameters (in
cognitive and linguistic construal). Most
commonly, experimental studies explore the
gaze costs contingent on entrenched and
novel metaphors and reveal the differences in
gaze costs affected by lexical priming, lexical
ambiguity, the presence of analogy and
disanalogy construal models. Extending these
results, we hypothesized that irrespective of a
metaphor type, figurative construal influences
the gaze costs. In this case, these results
should be considered when assessing the
effects of priming, analogy and ambiguity as
affecting the gaze costs in metaphor
interpretation, both novel and entrenched.

In the experiment, we observed the
cases of multiple use of a novel textual
metaphor during which the metaphor is
conventionalized and modified becoming
novel again; in these cases, it is interpreted
with decreased and again increased cognitive
load, here assessed via gaze costs. We largely
considered the role of the readers’ working
memory which affects novel metaphor
interpretation and also the process of its
entrenchment. We verified the hypothesis that
gaze Dbehavior characteristics (fixation
duration, their number, first fixation duration
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in the Areas of Interest) display contingency
on the metaphor construal parameters and not
singularly on metaphor types, novel and
entrenched. The contingency analyses
specified the gaze values of six groups of
parameters, the cognitive parameters of
Referent construal, Event Frame construal,
Perspective construal, and the linguistic
parameters of graphological, lexical and
syntactic construal. The regression analyses
established the construal parameter models of
gaze behavior characteristics reveals several
predictors which define the steady decrease
and increase of the gaze costs within two
participant groups. The study showed that the
participants with higher working memory
display higher gaze costs when the construal
parameters Lack of action or dynamics and
No interpersonal or interactive relations are
active; whereas the participants with lower
working memory are affected by multiple
parameters including Clause-initial position
for contrastive focus, Lexical synonyms and
antonyms, Spontaneous or occasional event,
Lack of action or dynamics, No interpersonal
or interactive relations, and several others. We
also identified the predictors which decrease
the gaze costs; the participants with lower
working memory are affected by Perception
(Event type), Shifting / changing, Agentive
participant, Intensifiers in pre-position, Action
verbs. Therefore, the participants with lower
working memory are highly sensitive to
linguistic construal of metaphors, presumably,
it creates additional affordances and
stimulates metaphor construal, whereas
linguistic  construal does not display
consistency with the participants with better
working memory; at the same time lower
dynamicity in the cognitive construal hampers
metaphor interpretation in both groups.
Overall, the study allowed to claim that
irrespective of the metaphor type, several
construal parameters produce consistent gaze
costs, either increased or decreased.
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Appendix
Appendix A. Experiment Stimulus

«/eno 6 mom, umo 6 mom O0asHull OeHb, K020a Mbl 8030€1bl8ANU NYCMbIPL, 0OUH U3 pebam obpamui
GHUMAHUE OCMANLHLIX HA MO, KAK 5 0epicy HOCUNIKU. Boenpyk, npucmampuaguiui 3a Hamu, modice oo6pamu
BHUMAHUe HA MO, KaK A oepacy Hocuaxku. Haoo 6vino Haumu nogoo 01s @ecenvs, U N0800 Obll HAUOEH.
Oka3zanocw, ymo 5 0epaicy Hocunkuy kak Omuvaenennsiil Jlenmsaii. Omo O6vin nepguvlil KPUCMAILT, BbINABUIULL U3
pacmeopa, u 0anvbuie yice wei 0elosUmblll npoyecc KPUCMAIIu3ayuy, KOmopomy s menepb cam noMo2ai,
4mobObl OKOHUAMENbHO OOKPUCIANIU308AMbCA 8 3a0anHom nanpasnenuu. Tenepsb 6ce pabomano Ha o6pas.
Ecnu s na konmponvhotl no Mamemamuxe cuoel, HUKOMY He Meulds, CHOKOUHO 00JCU0asnch, NOKAmecm Mo
mosapuy pewum 3a0avy, mo 6ce NPUNUCbIeanu dmol Moeu JeHu, a He mynocmu. Ecmecmeenno, s e
nuIMancs 6 3mom Ko2o-nubyov paszysepums. Pazeumue obpaza npueeno k momy, umo s 6blHyx#cOeH Obll
nepecmamsu oenamv oomawiue ypoku. Ilpu smom, umobvl COXpanums 0CmMpomy NON0NCEHUs, 5i OONHCEH Dbl
0ocmamoyHo xopowo yuumscs. Yepes mexomopoe @pema ciyxu 06 Omuvasnennom Jlenmsae oowiiu 00
OUpeKxmopa WKobl, U OH HOYEMY-MO PEewul, Ymo 3mMO UMEHHO 5 CHAawjusl noo3opuylo mpyoy, Komopas
noneoda Hazao ucuesna us ceozpaguieckoeo kabunema. K cuacmoio, noosopnyio mpyoy omwickanu, HO Ko
MHe NpOoOOIICANU NPUCMAMPUBAMBCS, NOYEMY-MO ONCUOAS, YMO 5 COOUPAIOCh BbIKUHYMb KAKOU-HUOYOb
@oxkyc. Bckope 8biACHUIOCH, WO HUKAKUX (OKYCO8 51 He cOOUPAaloch 6bIKUObIGAMb, YMO 5, HANPOMUE, O4eHb
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ROCAYWIHBLIL U 000pocosecmHublil 1eHmail. boree mozo, 6yoyuu aenmsem, s 6noaHe npuiudHo yuuics. Tax,
oouepvieas HaeA3aHHbIUL MHe 00paz Omwvaenennozo Jlenwmsan, s npuwen k 3010mou medamu. C
ammecmamom 5 cell 8 noe3o u noexan 6 Mocksyy. (©. ckanuep)

«The fact is that on that day when we were cultivating the wasteland, one of the guys called others’
attention to how I hold the stretcher. The military instructor who looked after us also paid attention to how I
hold the stretcher. It was necessary to find a reason for fun, and the reason was found. It turned out that I was
holding the stretcher like a Desperate Idler (It turn out-PST that I hold-1SG stretcher-GEN like Desperate-
NOM Idler-NOM). This was the first crystal to fall out of solution, and then an efficient crystallization
process was going on, which I myself was now helping to finally crystallize in a given direction. Now
everything worked for the image. If I was sitting on a math test not bothering anyone calmly waiting for my
friend to solve the problem, then everyone attributed this to my laziness, not dullness. Naturally, I did not try
to persuade anyone to the contrary. The development of the image led to the fact that I had to stop doing
homework. At the same time to keep the situation sharp, I had to study well enough. After a while, rumors
about the Desperate Idler reached the headmaster of the school, and for some reason he decided that it was I
who stole the telescope, which disappeared from the geographical office six months before (In some time
rumor-PL about Desperate-SG-PREP Idler-SG-PREP come-3SG-PST to headmaster-GEN school-GEN-
POSS and he somehow decide-3SG-PST that this I steal-1SG-PST spy glass which half-year ago disappear-
3SG-PST from geographical-PREP office-PREP). Fortunately, the telescope was found but they continued to
look at me closely expecting for some reason that [ was going to pull a trick. It soon became clear that I was
not going to pull a trick but on the contrary, I was a very obedient and conscientious idler (It soon become-
3SG-PST clear that no trick-PL I not mean-1SG pull but contrariwise [ very obedient-NOM and
conscientious-NOM idler-NOM). Moreover, being an idler, I studied well (Still further be-PTCP idler-ACC,
I study-1SG-PST well). So, finishing image of the Desperate Idler imposed on me I came to the gold medal
(So finish-PTCP impose-PPRT me-DAT image Desperate-GEN Idler-GEN I come-1SG-PST to gold-DAT
medal-DAT). With the certificate I got on the train and went to Moscow».

Appendix B. Construal parameters

Construal Type Parameter Group Parameter
Cognitive construal: Agentivity Agentive participant
Referent
Patient / Inactive participant
Number Single participant / object
Reference Person-participant
Referential integrity Integral participant / object
Personalization Author / Speaker
Cognitive construal: Truth True or real event
Event Frame
Fictious event
Type Shifting / changing
Perception
Lack of action or dynamics
Relations Interpersonal relations
Interactive relations
No interpersonal or interactive relations
Manageability Spontaneous or occasional event
Manageable event
Completeness Completed event
Incomplete event
Instantness Flash event
Developing event
Achievement Absence of event achievement
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Evaluation

Positive evaluation

Negative evaluation

Event lacking evaluation

Space location

Event located in space

Event with no space location

Time location

Event located in time

Event with no time location

Repeatability

Single event

Repeated event

Cause and effect

Event with cause and effect stated

Event without cause and effect stated

Cognitive construal: Viewpoint Central area / elements
Perspective Peripheral area / elements
Distancing Zooming out
Observation Path Multidirectional but distinct path
Vague path
Key Participant Regular key participant
Centrality
Event Centrality Secondary event

Linguistic construal: Phonographic and
Morphemic

Graphic foregrounding

Verbal predicate

Noun in the Nominative Case

Common noun

Intensifiers in pre-position

Actional verbal predicate

Linguistic construal: Lexical

Repetition of a noun or nominal group

Emotives

Lexical synonyms and antonyms

Polysemous words

Lexical tropes

Linguistic construal: Syntactic

Clause-final position for neutral syntactic
foregrounding

Clause-initial position for contrastive focus

Main clause position

Relative clause position following mental and
emotional state predicates in the main clause

Position in parallel structures

Elliptical clause

Nominal clause

First-person construal

Agentivity

Performative clause

Kongpnuxkmur unmepecog: y agmopos nem
Konghnuxma unmepecos 0nsa oexanapayuu.
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