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Abstract

In recent years, several influential computational models and met-
rics have been proposed to predict how humans comprehend and pro-
cess sentence. One particularly promising approach is contextual se-
mantic similarity. Inspired by the attention algorithm in Transformer
and human memory mechanisms, this study proposes an “attention-
aware” approach for computing contextual semantic relevance. This
new approach takes into account the different contributions of con-
textual parts and the expectation effect, allowing it to incorporate
contextual information fully. The attention-aware approach also facil-
itates the simulation of existing reading models and evaluate them.
The resulting “attention-aware” metrics of semantic relevance can
more accurately predict fixation durations in Chinese reading tasks
recorded in an eye-tracking corpus than those calculated by existing
approaches. The study’s findings further provide strong support for
the presence of semantic preview benefits in Chinese naturalistic read-
ing. Furthermore, the attention-aware metrics of semantic relevance,
being memory-based, possess high interpretability from both linguis-
tic and cognitive standpoints, making them a valuable computational
tool for modeling eye-movements in reading and further gaining in-
sight into the process of language comprehension. Our approach un-
derscores the potential of these metrics to advance our comprehension
of how humans understand and process language, ultimately leading
to a better understanding of language comprehension and processing.

Keywords: attention mechanism; contextual information; interpretability; read-
ing duration; preview benefits
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1 Introduction

Researchers in cognitive sciences have proposed two influential theories regarding
sentence comprehension and processing that have had a wide influence. The first
theory is expectation-based and it proposes that the humans understand using
expectations about the structure and content of sentence. According to this the-
ory, language users actively predict what is coming next in a sentence and uses
this information to guide the process of parsing and understanding the sentence.
The expectation theory holds that expectations or predictions about upcoming
content play a very important role in language comprehension and processing (e.g.
MacDonald et al. 1994; Kutas and Federmeier 2011; Huettig 2015; Kuperberg and
Jaeger 2016. The computational metric, word surprisal, has been shown to be a
strong predictor of behavioural and neural measures for linguistic processing diffi-
culty ( Demberg and Keller, 2008; Smith and Levy, 2013; Hale, 2016; Shain et al.,
2020).

The other theory is memory-based and it holds that humans rely on stored
knowledge and information from their memory to guide the process of compre-
hending sentence (e.g., Baddeley, 2010). The theory explains that processing
and comprehending language relies on stored semantic knowledge and that the
relationships between linguistic units facilitate comprehension. This theory can
account for a number of phenomena, such as the facilitation effect, namely that
the processing of a word is faster and more accurate when it is preceded by se-
mantically related words (e.g., Blank and Foss, 1978). Many studies have unveiled
the presence of the semantic plausibility benefit effect in reading and language
comprehension. However, many of these studies relied on human rating methods,
where participants were asked to rate semantic relatedness or relevance to assess
semantic plausibility (Hohenstein et al., 2010; DeLong et al., 2014; Veldre and
Andrews, 2016). Nevertheless, the human rating approach is inherently imprecise
and can be costly, making it impractical for large-scale text analysis. Because of
this, semantic similarity (e.g., cosine similarity), as a computational metric, which
concerns how closely related the meanings of two words or phrases are, can be used
to make good predictions about language processing. Semantic similarity has been
widely applied in NLP (natural language processing), cognitive psychology, and
AI (see Harispe et al., 2015; Jabeen et al., 2020). A large body of empirical studies
have demonstrated that semantic similarity is capable of predicting eye-movements
on reading, and of predicting neural signals on language comprehension (Pereira
et al., 2018; Broderick et al., 2019; Hale et al., 2022). The advantage lies in the
ease of applying semantic similarity in processing large-scale texts, as compared
to human rating.

At this point in time, a major task for researchers is proposing, developing
and optimizing interpretable and highly-effective computational models/metrics
in the computational cognition. Contextual information is quite essential in com-
putational models because it helps them to better understand and interpret the
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data they are working with. Without incorporating contextual information effec-
tively, a model may make incorrect or biased predictions, especially when working
with real-world data. For instance, using the attention mechanism and ensem-
ble (Vaswani et al., 2017; Sagi and Rokach, 2018), deep learning models obtain far
more contextual information and perform well. We believe that the computational
models/metrics for cognitive sciences will become more robust after contextual in-
formation is effectively and fully acquired. Moreover, AI has grown exponentially,
driven by successful deep learning models like RNN and Transformer. These mod-
els, inspired by natural cognition, have revolutionized computational methods.
Concurrently, cognitive science has embraced computational approaches, viewing
human cognition through this lens. The rapid advancement of AI and access to
large datasets in cognitive and neural processing have fostered the development
of computational cognitive science (Guest and Martin, 2021; Taylor and Taylor,
2021; Bartlett et al., 2023).

Word meanings can be represented using word vectors based on distributional
semantics, such as those generated by word2vec programs or Transformers like
BERT(Mikolov et al., 2013; Devlin et al., 2018). Word vectors have been used in
recent studies to investigate reading behavior using eye-tracking, EEG, and fMRI
datasets. Most of these studies have relied on correlation statistical analysis to
explore the relations between variables. However, correlation analysis is inadequate
for understanding the effect of the word vectors on reading behavior (Hollenstein
et al., 2019; Hollenstein et al., 2021). On the other hand, some studies have
examined the predictive effect of semantic similarity on word or sentence processing
(Mitchell et al., 2008; Mitchell and Lapata, 2010; Westbury and Hollis, 2018; Sun
and Wang, 2022). In these studies, the relation between two word vectors is used to
quantify the semantic relevance between the corresponding words. This approach
allows for the use of more effective statistical methods for assessing effects of
variables. While some studies have computed semantic similarity without taking
context into account fully, others have advocated for the use of contextual semantic
similarity to better capture how words are processed in different contexts. In order
to compute more effective metrics, some researchers computed semantic similarity
between a target word and its neighboring words in naturalistic discourse, that
is, contextual semantic similarity. This approach allows an individual word to
obtain different values in different contexts, making it a more accurate predictor
for reading behavior.

Several approaches for computing contextual semantic similarity exist, such as
the cosine (Frank and Willems, 2017) and Euclidean methods (Broderick et al.,
2019). However, such approaches may be improved in terms of comprehensiveness
in the types of neighboring words considered and/or the linguistic interpretability
of the semantic similarity values obtained. Sun et al. (2023a) proposed a dynamic
approach for computing contextual semantic similarity, which is cognitively and
linguistically interpretable. Meanwhile, Sun et al. (2023a) modified the cosine
(Frank and Willems, 2017) and Euclidean methods (Broderick et al., 2019), and
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enabled them more interpretable and effective. However, the method of Sun et al.
(2023a) ignored the different contribution of contextual words and the expectation
effect. Based on the approach of Sun et al. (2023a) and inspired by the attention
mechanism of Transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017), the current study proposes a
“attention-aware” method to compute more powerful and interpretable semantic
relevance which can incorporate the contextual information more comprehensively.

Decades of research in human sentence processing have established that the
time spent reading a word is an indicator of its processing difficulty. Therefore,
reading time serves as a reliable measure of reading difficulty and can be recorded
using various devices. Eye-tracking technology allows researchers to record the
time spent on each word during reading, which is a reliable measure of processing
difficulty. This has led to numerous studies that use eye-tracking data to test
and improve computational models of language (Liversedge et al., 1998; Rayner,
1998; Rayner et al., 2006; Schotter et al., 2014). The relationship between text
and eye movements has prompted numerous studies that use eye-tracking data to
enhance and test computational models of language (Barrett and Søgaard, 2015;
Demberg and Keller, 2008; Klerke et al., 2015). We are interested in using eye-
tracking databases as testing datasets to evaluate the effectiveness and validity of
computational metrics proposed in the present study.

Further, the majority of computational metrics for language comprehension
and processing have been primarily tested in English. Similarly, a significant por-
tion of eye-tracking studies examining language comprehension and processing
have been conducted using English as the primary language of study. However,
new evidence indicates that the unique traits of the English language and the lan-
guage habits of English speakers cause bias in the field, distorting research and
leading to limited generalizations about all humans based solely on observations of
English-speaking individuals (Blasi et al., 2022). Chinese is a logographic writing
system, with each character representing a distinct morpheme. This is in contrast
to alphabetic writing systems. The logographic nature of Chinese makes it a fasci-
nating and challenging language to study. Researchers have conducted a multitude
of experimental studies using eye-tracking and neural devices to investigate how
native Chinese readers recognize and comprehend the language’s complex charac-
ters (Yen et al., 2008; Tan et al., 2000). For instance, studies on eye-movements
during Chinese reading have investigated various aspects of the reading process,
including the role of morphological and semantic information, the effects of contex-
tual information, and individual differences (Feldman and Siok, 1999; Taft et al.,
1999; Li and Pollatsek, 2020). While there have been various studies investigating
Chinese character or word recognition, there is a significant literature focused on
eye movements during the reading of Chinese sentences (Liu et al., 2016; Zang
et al., 2018; Li et al., 2022). Our interest lies in understanding how Chinese native
readers process and comprehend naturalistic sentences or discourse during read-
ing. In addition to these orthographic features, we are interested in how contextual
semantic information influences word processing in Chinese reading.
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Additionally, as is known, parafoveal-on-foveal effects in reading have been
widely discussed. Specifically, the reader’s visual system gathers information from
neighboring words before the eyes land on them, and this information can affect
how the reader processes the word they are currently looking at (Kennedy and
Pynte, 2005; Schotter et al., 2012). A debated topic was the existence of parafoveal-
on-foveal effects in eye-movement control during reading. The E-Z Reader model
proposed rare occurrences of such effects (Pollatsek et al., 2006), while the SWIFT
model suggested their prevalence due to parallel word processing (Engbert et al.,
2005). These differing perspectives on the mechanisms of reading have been sub-
ject to extensive debate and investigation in the field of cognitive sciences and
psycholinguistics (Snell et al., 2018; Snell and Grainger, 2019). The debate has
been informed by a wealth of empirical experiments. Such debates also exit in
Chinese (Yan et al., 2012; Liu et al., 2016; Li and Pollatsek, 2020; Li et al., 2023).
Regardless these, we are also interested in whether the semantic relevance metrics
we proposed can evaluate the relative advantages of each reading models. The
current study is structured around two research questions, which are as follows:

1) Can the attention-aware semantic relevance metrics predict eye-movements
in reading Chinese words?

2) How does the attention-aware metrics compare to other metrics computed
by other approaches?

2 Related Work

2.1 Word stroke count in Chinese reading

The present study will employ “word stroke count” as a predictive factor in sta-
tistical analysis, thereby requiring a brief introduction of the concept. In Chinese
writing, a “stroke” refers to a single, uninterrupted movement of the writing in-
strument (such as a brush or pen) used to create a character. The number of
strokes in a Chinese character can range from 1 to as many as 64, depending on
the complexity of the character. In Chinese writing, the stroke count of a word
is determined by adding together the stroke counts of the individual characters
that make up the word. For example, the word for “apple” in Chinese is 苹果
(ṕıng guǒ), which is made up of two characters: 苹 (ṕıng) and果 (guǒ). The first
character 苹 has 8 strokes, and 果, the second character, has 8 strokes either,
so the word 苹果 has a total of 16 strokes. The other one-character word 吃(ch̄ı)
(“eat”) has 6 stokes. Similarly, the stroke count of a Chinese sentence or phrase
can be determined by adding together the stroke counts of all the characters in the
sentence or phrase. Additionally, word length usually refers to the alphabetic letter
number for a word. After the concept of word length is introduced to Chinese,
its basic meaning has been changed. In Chinese, word length used in the relevant
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studies actually refers to the number of character in a unit rather than alphabetic
letter number.

Existing work looks at and controls for effects of character stroke count during
naturalistic reading of Chinese. These studies show that the stroke count of an
individual character is an important factor during Chinese reading (Chen, 1996;
Wu et al., 2012). For instance, Li et al. (2014) found that characters with fewer
strokes usually have shorter fixation durations when they are fixated. However, the
study of Li et al. (2014) only examined the stroke count for an individual character
rather than the stroke count for a word. Although some studies examined how
stroke count of an individual character influenced Chinese word/character recogni-
tion, quite rare studies have investigated what role of stroke count for word plays
in Chinese naturalistic discourse/sentence reading. Among the top 10,000 Chinese
words, the majority (78%) are disyllabic words (two-character word), while 15%
of these words consist of only one character. Using the ‘stroke count of character’
alone may be inadequate for providing comprehensive information to explain the
processing of two-character words, especially in the context of naturalistic read-
ing. Compared with “word length”, “word stroke count” has some advantages.
We therefore propose that the “stroke count of a word” could serve as an effec-
tive predictor in Chinese reading, complementing the role of “word length”. The
specific evidence and analysis is seen in the Appendix.

2.2 Semantic similarity based on word vectors in cog-
nitive studies

Word vectors were used to represent the meanings and contexts of target words in
previous research, where dimensions corresponded to words in the vocabulary or
documents in a collection. Recent studies have increasingly adopted word embed-
dings obtained through neural language models (Mikolov et al., 2013; Bojanowski
et al., 2017; Devlin et al., 2018), which are more effective in capturing the semantic
and grammatical information of words. The relationship between word vectors and
word procesing in reading comprehension has been well documented. Researchers
have identified neural correlates between word vectors in both single-word com-
prehension and narrative reading, indicating the usefulness of word vectors in
predicting reading behavior (Mitchell et al., 2008; Wehbe et al., 2014). With the
advancement of NLP techniques and the availability of experimental databases
on language comprehension, plentiful studies studies have explored the feasibility
of using word embeddings to predict reading behavior (Hollenstein et al., 2019;
Hollenstein et al., 2021).

The discussed studies have typically used correlation statistical analysis to
investigate the relation between word vectors and reading behavior. However, cor-
relation as a basic statistical technique is limited in testing the effect of a variable
on the response variable, compared to regression analysis. In contrast, advanced
regression analysis enables the examination of random effects on the response vari-
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able, a task that cannot be accomplished with the basic correlation technique. And
it further allows for the comparison of the effects of various variables on the re-
sponse variable. To employ regression analysis in examining the effect of word
vectors for reading behavior, some researchers have transformed word vectors into
semantic similarity metrics (Mandera et al., 2017; Hollis and Westbury, 2016).
However, fixed semantic similarity metrics for isolated words are insufficient in
capturing the varying processing of the same words in different contexts during
naturalistic discourse comprehension. Recent studies have used contextual seman-
tic similarity metrics obtained from word embeddings to predict word processing in
real-world naturalistic discourse processing tasks, acknowledging that the semantic
context can influence word processing (Frank and Willems, 2017; Broderick et al.,
2019). Contextual semantic similarity calculate for each instance of a target word
in naturalistic discourse, taking into account its contextual or neighboring words.
The following discusses the methods for how to compute it.

The cosine approach has been widely used to calculate semantic similarity in
studies of human word processing. In a study by Frank and Willems (2017), the
contextual semantic similarity between a target word and its preceding content
words within a sentence was computed using cosine similarity. To compute the
metric, the concatenation of the vectors of the preceding content words was used
as a new vector. However, this approach suffers from low interpretability, as it is
unclear what the summation of the vectors of content words preceding a target
word represents mathematically or linguistically. Furthermore, the exclusion of
function words may not be justified, as function words can also affect the pro-
cessing of the target word. Moreover, the Euclidean approach of Broderick et al.
(2019) can also be improved. First, the window size of the preceding words varies
greatly. Second, the approach for averaging the preceding word embeddings is
not given a mathematical and cognitive interpretation. This problem also exits
in the cosine approach of Frank and Willems (2017) where the preceding vectors
are in summation. For more information, please refer to (Sun et al., 2023a). In
order to obtain effective and interpretable metrics, Sun et al. (2023a) proposed
a dynamic method and modified the methods of computing aforementioned con-
textual semantic relevance. The dynamic method, however, still has potential for
improvement, which will be further discussed in the next section.

2.3 Attention mechanism and contextual information

Attention has been extensively studied in neuroscience and psychology, with re-
search exploring its relationship to a variety of topics such as awareness, vigilance,
saliency, executive control, and learning. However, few studies on the role of
attention in human language processing have been done (Tomlin, 1999; Talmy,
1996; Myachykov and Posner, 2005; Mishra, 2009). We propose some methods to
compute and evaluate the information of attention in language or language pro-
cessing to some extent, and further making theoretical and experimental contribu-
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tions. Attention could be a limited capacity processing system that can allocate
resources in a flexible manner to modulate signal detection and response for con-
trolled action. Regarding human language processing, attention plays a crucial
role in selecting among competing options to activate the correct linguistic units
(Kurland, 2011; Divjak, 2019). Moreover, attention and memory could work to-
gether to enable us to learn, retain, and retrieve information. Attention helps us
to encode, consolidate, and retrieve memories, and can be optimized through the
use of strategies such as focused attention and minimizing distractions (Oberauer,
2019).

In recent six years, attention has found increasing use in various domains of
deep learning (Lindsay, 2020), despite the fact that it does not have the closest
ties to biology and psychology. For instance, attention is a mechanism used in
the Transformer model to help it process input sequences. The Transformer is a
neural network architecture that was introduced by Vaswani et al. (2017). The
Transformer has been widely used in NLP tasks (Wolf et al., 2020). The attention
mechanism used in the Transformers is a highly effective computational tool for
computing contextual information in sequences, such as text.

The attention mechanism allows the Transformer to focus on different parts of
the input sequence at different times. This is done by calculating a set of weights,
which indicate the importance of each input element for each output element effects
(A simplified version of the attention mechanism can be found in the left panel of
Fig.1). The attention mechanism in the Transformer is highly effective in capturing
long-range dependencies in input sequences (cf. Niu et al., 2021). Nevertheless,
the attention weights are determined through a similarity function that compares
each input element to each output element and are trained and then optimized in
neural networks, resulting in their lack of interpretability. Consequently, In this
study, directly applying the attention algorithm from the Transformer model is
not feasible. However, this limitation offers an opportunity to explore innovative
approaches for metric computation. By extracting contextual information, we can
develop new methods that are informed by linguistic and cognitive insights.

Moreover, the dynamic method for calculating contextual semantic similarity
(Sun et al., 2023a) is actually consistent with the fundamental idea of the atten-
tion mechanism in Transformer, but there is room for improvement. To enhance
the performance of computational metrics, the current study proposes expanding
the contextual window beyond just the preceding words, which serve as a type
of memory, to include the following word that represent expectation. By incorpo-
rating both memory-based and expectation-based strengths, we can develop new
metrics that more accurately reflect the underlying meaning. Additionally, we
suggest considering weights based on the distances of surrounding words from the
target word because the contributions of neighboring words can vary depending
on their distance from the target word. Weights play a role of attention here in
memory-based information. Weights allow for obtaining the relevant information
and ignoring irrelevant information. This ability to selectively attend to relevant
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information can help capturing the contextula information more effectively and
accurately.

2.4 Reading models

The debate on eye movements during reading has been a topic of significant in-
terest in the field of cognitive psychology and psycholinguistics. Two prominent
models that have been widely discussed and compared are the E-Z Reader and
the SWIFT model (Pollatsek et al., 2006; Engbert et al., 2005). The E-Z Reader
model posits a serial processing mechanism during reading, wherein words are
sequentially recognized from left to right, akin to the sequential processing of let-
ters in an alphabetic sequence. According to this model, fixations on words are
triggered by specific visual input, and the reading process entails the sequential
identification of individual words. In contrast, the SWIFT model presents an al-
ternative perspective. This model contends that the reading process involves the
integration of information from a broader visual span, not strictly confined to pro-
cessing single words at a time. The SWIFT model proposes that readers may opt
to skip certain words during fixations and utilize contextual cues to facilitate word
recognition, thereby enabling a more flexible and efficient reading process. The
debate between the two models centers on how exactly eye movements are con-
trolled during reading and how words are recognized and processed in the reading
task. Evidence from corpus studies supported the SWIFT model, while sentence
studies showed limited support, aligning with the E-Z Reader model. Moreover,
the E-Z Reader model posits serial processing during reading, while the SWIFT
model contends that language processing occurs in parallel. The critical point
between the two models is what role of preview plays in reading. While the E-Z
Reader and SWIFT model represent contrasting viewpoints, research in this area
is continually evolving, and some studies may even propose hybrid models that
incorporate elements from both perspectives (Wen et al., 2019).

Parafoveal-on-foveal effects (i.e., preview benefits) in reading refer to the in-
fluence of information from the words located in the parafoveal region (the area
immediately surrounding the fixated word) on the processing of the currently fix-
ated word (the foveal word). Reading time on the target word is shorter when
it is identical to the preview word, compared to when they differ, indicating that
the preview word is processed with parafoveal vision. This preview effect has also
been found in Chinese reading. For instance, preview benefits have been detected
when the preview word and the target word share phonological information (Liu
et al., 2002; Tsai et al., 2004; Yen et al., 2008). These findings strongly suggest
that words can be processed to a certain degree, or even fully, with parafoveal
vision. Additionally, these studies provide evidence that at least some Chinese
words are processed in parallel, supporting the notion of parallel word processing
during reading.

Moreover, in English reading, researchers have found the significance of seman-
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tic preview plausibility for parafoveal processing (Schotter and Jia, 2016; Veldre
and Andrews, 2016; Antúnez et al., 2022). Various studies have revealed that
semantically related or highly similar preview words lead to reduced fixation du-
rations on the target word compared to semantically unrelated preview words,
demonstrating the semantic plausibility benefit effect (Hohenstein et al., 2010;
Schotter, 2013). In the context of reading Chinese, some studies have explored
how the semantic plausibility of the preview word influences the processing of the
target word (Yang et al., 2012; Li et al., 2023). However, a limitation of these
studies is that they relied on participant ratings to determine semantic related-
ness to estimate semantic plausibility. This approach may not be feasible for large
amounts of stimuli texts, and it lacks a quantifiable metric. With the advance-
ments in NLP and AI techniques, we now have a range of methods to compute
semantic relevance with greater precision for massive texts, eliminating the need
for human ratings (Sun et al., 2023a). As previously discussed, considering the
limitations of existing methods for computing semantic relevance, we propose the
implementation of an “attention-aware” method to achieve more accurate and
robust computations of semantic relevance. This method could provide a more
robust and efficient approach to evaluate semantic plausibility in reading Chinese
based on a massive dataset.

Further, many studies have demonstrated that prediction plays a vital role
in guiding eye movements during reading. For instance, word surprisal, an ex-
pectation metric, is widely used to show its significant effect on reading behavior
(Hale, 2001; Levy, 2008). Specifically, word surprisal, defined as the negative log-
arithm of word probability (i.e., surprisal(w) = − log2 P (w|context), w = tagert
word ), has gained popularity in predicting English reading time (Hale, 2001;
Levy, 2008; Demberg and Keller, 2008; Monsalve et al., 2012; Goodkind and Bick-
nell, 2018). Surprisal underscores the effect of prediction by considering only the
left context, thereby supporting a serial processing model. Conversely, parafoveal
processing captures information from the upcoming word, potentially conflicting
with expected predictions. However, parafoveal processing provides only a pre-
view of a small portion of the upcoming word, enabling the partial processing of
its attributes, with its full identity remaining uncertain until fixation. During this
process, readers may consistently predict forthcoming words based on contextual
and linguistic cues. We will discuss the debate in the present study.

Considering the limitations and insights provided by previous studies, this
current study aims to achieve several objectives. First, we aim to introduce the
“attention-aware” approach for calculating contextual semantic relevance for a tar-
get word. This approach will be both cognitively and linguistically interpretable,
which is essential given the current focus on model interpretability in recent ma-
chine learning and computation research (Biecek and Burzykowski, 2021; Thampi,
2022). Second, we will evaluate the effectiveness of these attention-aware metrics
by using a large-scale dataset of eye-movements from Chinese reading with natu-
ralistic discourse/sentence. Third, we assess whether the preview benefit can be
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observed in employing various metrics we proposed to predict eye-movements on
Chinese reading. Forth, we use advanced regression methods to compare the per-
formance of our metrics with other metrics computed by the existing approaches.

3 Materials and Methods

3.1 Materials

This study used data from the dataset of eye-movement measures on words in
Chinese reading, which is a corpus of eye-tracking data that includes predictabil-
ity norms (Zhang et al., 2022). There are other several reasons why this corpus
was chosen. First, the dataset employs sentences as stimuli. Specifically, the stim-
uli consist of 7577 Chinese sentences that collectively contain over 8000 different
Chinese words. Second, the dataset recruited a large number of Chinese native
speakers (n = 1718) to complete the reading tasks in 57 experiments. Third, the
dataset includes data on different types of eye-movement measures in reading. The
present study focuses on three specific eye-movement metrics as response variables,
namely, first duration, which refers to the duration of only the first fixation on the
target word, gaze duration, which refers to the sum of all fixations on a word
prior to moving to another word, and total duration, which refers to the summed
duration of all fixations on the target word. Fourth, the datset is the largest
eye-tracking one on Chinese reading, providing a rich source of data for analysis.
Finally, the choice of an eye-movement database over an EEG or fMRI database
was motivated by the fact that the measures in eye movements on reading and
is more amenable to the statistical models used to assess and compare different
metrics in the present study.

Considering the objective of the current study and informed by the success-
ful use of word2vec word embeddings in prediction tasks, we employed a set
of one-million Tencent pretrained word2vec-style Chinese word embeddings to
train the various approaches to semantic relevance. These word embeddings,
available at https://ai.tencent.com/ailab/nlp/en/download.html (200 di-
mensions, large)(Song et al., 2018), were pre-trained word2vec-style database in-
cluding 12 million Chinese words and phrases. According to Song et al. (2018),
the superiority of Tencent corpora mainly lies in coverage, freshness, and accuracy,
compared to existing embedding corpora.

3.2 Methods

This study proposed a new “attention-aware” approach to computing contextual
semantic relevance and compares it to two existing approaches, namely, the cosine
method modified from Frank and Willems (2017) and the dynamic method from
Sun et al. (2023a), all trained on the same pre-trained database of word embed-
dings. The cosine method proposed by Frank and Willems (2017) only considered
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content words. To improve its effectiveness, Sun et al. (2023a) introduced a mod-
ified cosine approach, in which Sun et al. (2023a) considered both content and
function contextual words. Given a target word, the vectors of the three preceding
words are concatenated regardless of whether they are content or function words.
Sun et al. (2023a) then used the same cosine approach to process the two rows of
vectors representing the target word and the sum of the vectors of the preceding
three words. This value is taken as the cosine semantic similarity value of the
target word. As detailed in Sun et al. (2023a), the window size of context may
vary greatly in the Euclidean approach proposed by Broderick et al. (2019). How-
ever, the Euclidean method is greatly influenced by high-dimension vectors, and
its performance is unstable. Although the cosine and Euclidean approaches have
been partly optimized, their inherent weaknesses still remain. Due to these issues,
we merely chose to compare the metric computed by the modified cosine method
with the new metrics proposed in the present study. The following outlines how
to compute these new attention-aware metrics.

To compute the attention-aware metrics, we utilized the text stimuli from the
Chinese reading eye-tracking corpus and extract vectors from pre-trained word
embeddings that represent the target word and its surrounding words. In contrast
to the dynamic approach by Sun et al. (2023a), we incorporate both the preceding
and following words to better capture the information from the context. Addition-
ally, we introduced weights based on the distance between the target word and its
surrounding words to account for varying contributions from the contextual words.
This new approach takes into account both memory-based and expectation-based
strengths, and weighs the different contributions from the contextual words as
well.

The Panel B of Fig. 1 provides a specific example that illustrates the compu-
tational details. The dynamic approach considered the preceding three words as a
window (e.g., “really”, “like”, “eat”, here we use English translations to represent
corresponding Chinese words for convenience). In this window, any of the three
words is computed as being semantically related with the target word (“apple”),
which is shown in Fig 1. However, we can expand the window size by including the
following word (e.g., “salad”), which acts as an expectation for the target word. By
adding the semantic relevance 1 between the expected word and the target word
to the value computed by the dynamic method, we obtain a value that represents
how the target word is semantically related to the context, i.e., its contextual se-
mantic relevance. However, this approach does not take into account the varying
contributions of the surrounding words and the information of word order. To
address this, we consider the different positional distance between a contextual

1Either cosine similarities or correlations among word embeddings serve as a compu-
tational method to calculate the semantic relevance between two words. In contrast, prior
research employed correlation analysis to investigate the relationship between word vec-
tors and reading duration, where correlation was a statistical method used to measure the
association between two variables.
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word and the target word as a weight to compute its contribution. For instance,
the weight of the relevance between “really” and “apple” would be lower since
“really” is far from “apple”, whereas the weight of the relevance between “eat”
and “apple” would be higher since “eat” is in close proximity to “apple”. This
weight algorithm also takes the word order into account and can comprehensively
incorporate contextual information.

A. Attention types in
Transformers
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really (3) like (2) eat (1) salad (n+1)

Memory Expectation

B.The “attention-aware” approach

Figure 1: The computation of attention-aware metrics. The Panel A rep-
resents attention types used in Transformer. The Panel B illutrates the
computational details of attention-aware metrics. (Note: The example in the Panel
B is “我很喜欢吃苹果沙拉。”. The translation of the sample sentence is “I/really/like/eat/apple/salad
(I really enjoy apple salads.)”). The window comprises five words: “really”, “like”, “eat”, “apple”, and
“salad”, with “apple” as the target word (T). Each word is assigned an ordinal number based on its
position relative to the target word. “SemRev” denotes the semantic relevance between two words, which
can be calculated using cosine similarity or correlation. For example, “SemRev(2-T)” indicates the se-
mantic relevance between the second word (“like”) and the target word (“apple”). W represents a weight
ranging from 0 to 1, determined by the proximity of a contextual word to the target word. The expression
“SemRev(2 − T ) ∗ W2” quantifies the specific contribution of “like” to the realistic contextual influence
on “apple”. Six such values are aggregated at the node “SUM”, signifying their summation. The three
preceding words reflect memory information, while the subsequent word “salad” conveys expectation in-
formation; all are integrated into “SUM”. The “SUM” value reflects the degree of semantic connection of
“apple” within its context. )

The following details how to compute these metrics using the example in Fig.
1. In this window, there are five words, including the target word “apple”, which is
preceded by “really”, “like”, and “eat” and followed by “salad”. Each word is as-
signed a word vector from the pre-trained embedding database. First, to compute
the dynamic approach (Sun et al., 2023a), we calculate three semantic relevance
values between the target word and each of its three preceding words, and two
semantic relevance values between any two of the three preceding words. We then
add these five semantic relevance values to get a summarized value. This method
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did not initially take into account the expected word, so we name it as “contex-
tual semantic relevance (- expectation)”. Second, we calculate “attention-aware”
semantic relevance. The upcoming word that is about to appear (e.g., “salad”)
creates an expectation for the target word (e.g., “apple”). Put it simply, the word
“salad” that follows the target word “apple” is not yet visible to the reader when
they first encounter “apple”. In this sense, after including the semantic relevance
between the target word and the expected word (“salad”), we define the metric as
“attention-aware semantic relevance (- weights)”. Now we need to include weights
for each semantic relevance value. There are six semantic relevance values, and
each of them is multiplied by different weights. Weights range between 0 and
1 and are determined by the distance between the target word and contextual
words. When a contextual word is closer to the target word, it is assigned a higher
weight, and vice versa. For example, “SemRevT−3”(i.e, the semantic relevance be-
tween “apple” and ”really”) is multiplied by 1/2, and “SemRevT−2” (the semantic
relevance between “apple” and “like”) is multiplied by 2/3, and “SemRevT−1”
(semantic relevance between “apple” and “eat”) is multiplied by 1. The semantic
relevance value for “really” and “like” is also reduced as they are not directly adja-
cent to the target word. For instance, “SemRev2−3” (semantic relevance between
“really” and “like”) is multiplied by 1/3, and “SemRev1−2” (semantic relevance
between “like” and “eat”) is multiplied by 1/2. Similarly, “SemRevt−n1” (semantic
relevance between “apple” and “salad”) will be reduced by a factor of 1/3 since we
believe the expectation effect is not as strong as memory-based information. After
each semantic relevance value is multiplied by its corresponding weight, we add up
all the values, and the final value is the “attention-aware semantic relevance (+
weights)”. The attention-aware semantic relevance represents the degree
of semantic relatedness between the target word and the context. In the
example illustrated in Fig. 1, the attention-aware semantic relevance of “apple”
indicates the extent of its semantic association with the context.

The computation of attention-aware semantic relevance could be formalized

as:
∑

SemRev(T, x) ·W(T, x) (here T = target word, x = surrounding words,

SemRev = semantic relevance, W = weights). A higher value of attention-aware
semantic relevance indicates a strong semantic relatedness of the target word with
the context, and vice versa. Attention-aware semantic relevance serves as a com-
putational metric that accurately assesses the contextual semantic degree, offering
advantages over traditional methods reliant on human-rated semantic plausibil-
ity. It is increasingly employed in relevant studies as a more efficient and precise
alternative.

After detailing the computation, we focus on the cognitive interpretability of
the new approach. The preceding words in this window illustrated in Fig. 1 simu-
late a memory stack because readers have their memory of previously encountered
words and their meanings. The weights in the attention-aware approach mimic
humam forgetting and attentional allocation mechanisms (see in the Panel B of
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Fig. 3). Essentially, “attention-aware” signifies the ability to discern and function
as efficiently as the “attention” algorithm in Transformer in capturing contextual
information. That is why the approach is termed. From a cognitive standpoint,
the “attention-aware” approach we proposed offers an interpretable means of com-
puting semantic relevance from the context to the target word. The “attention”
in the “attention-aware” approach should not be confused with human cognitive
attention, despite our method considers the factors of human attention and mem-
ory processes. For instance, attention often refers to the cognitive mechanism
by which individuals selectively focus on specific information or stimuli. Some
studies posit that human attention during reading resembles a spotlight moving
from word to word (Lewis and Vasishth, 2005). In contrast, the “attention-aware”
approach asserts that contextual information significantly influences the reading
process from one word to the next. As the reader progresses from one word to
another, the processing is informed by preceding contextual information and the
reader’s memory of the context. Despite this, our approach assigns weights to the
semantic relevance between word pairs in a window, effectively mapping the dis-
tribution of attention during reading. Overall, the attention-aware approach can
simulate the dynamic process of memory and attention allocation during reading
to a certain extent.

The weight values decrease in terms of the distance between the target word
and the contextual word, and weight plays a similar role in the human forgetting
curve (Murre and Dros, 2015). The attention-aware approach is mainly memory-
based and has implications related to forgetting and memory. The weights utilized
to compute attention-aware metrics are determined by the proximity between the
target word and surrounding words. When the distance is short, a higher weight
is assigned, and vice versa. In the current study, we adopted a window size of 4-5
words with varying weights mimicking the decline of memory retention over time.
The forgetting curve depicts retained information halving after each day within a
span of several days (Murre and Dros, 2015). Specifically, in the current study, we
used a five word window size to approximate the forgetting curve—a graphical rep-
resentation of memory retention’s decline over time, where information retention
halves daily over several days. To mimic human memory decay, we assigned higher
weights to nearer words and lower weights to more distant ones. This algorithm
parallels the human forgetting pattern with the attentional weights in our study,
as shown in the Panel B of Fig. 3, effectively capturing the influence of contex-
tual words and their order. The inclusion of both the expected word and weights
stems from the consideration of the expectation effect and memory mechanisms.
Without these features, semantic relevance only considers memory factors. In the
discussion section, we will provide a detailed explanation about this, and delve into
the underlying mechanisms that contribute to their memory-based nature and how
they differ from other types of metrics.

In summary, the proposed method for calculating attention-aware metrics in-
volves incorporating the expectation and weight factors. This allows for a larger
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window size to be considered, including both preceding and the following word as
potential sources of contextual information. The relevance values between these
contextual words and the target word are then weighted based on their position
distance and added together to obtain a comprehensive metric. Moreover, as men-
tioned in section 2.3, the use of attention and memory, represented as weights,
is important in memory-based information. Weights help to focus on relevant
information while ignoring irrelevant information, which enhances the ability to
retrieve memories accurately and efficiently.

Additionally, to facilitate a comprehensive comparison, we computed “word
surprisal” for the stimuli text for the corpus of eye-tracking data on Chinese reading
(Zhang et al., 2022). The two state-of-the-art large language models (LLMs) were
taken to estimate word surprisal: Chinese BERT (Cui et al., 2021) and multilingual
GPT (Shliazhko et al., 2022). We can leverage pre-trained LLMs to estimate
word probabilities and subsequently obtain word surprisals. In BERT, some words
in the input sentences are randomly masked or replaced with a special [MASK]
token. BERT’s ability to predict masked words and capture contextual information
allows for computing word surprisal. GPT is an autoregressive language model,
which means it generates text one word at a time while considering the context
of previously generated words. When predicting the next word in a sequence,
GPT takes into account all the preceding words in the sentence. This allows
GPT to compute word surprisal. The expectation-based metric (i.e. surprsial)
could be valuable in contrasting with the semantic-based metrics proposed in the
present study. Overall, this study used the four methods (i.e.,surprisal, cosine,
dynamic, and attention-aware) to yield two types of word surprisal, and four types
of semantic-based metrics, as summarized in Table 1 2.

3.3 Statistical methods

To address the two research questions, which concern whether these metrics can
accurately predict eye-tracking data and which metrics perform better, we em-
ployed Generalized Additive Mixed Models (GAMMs) (Wood, 2017). GAMMs
are a type of mixed-effects regression model that are particularly useful for ana-
lyzing (non)linear effects and multiplicative interactions between variables, making
them well-suited for assessing the predictability of these metrics. Compared to tra-
ditional regression methods, GAMMs offer greater flexibility in modeling complex
relationships between variables.

The use of statistical methods is more straightforward when response variables
are simple. Eye-tracking data has the advantage of being easier to analyze with
these methods compared to EEG and fMRI data, making it the ideal choice for
our study on Chinese naturalistic discourse reading. However, assessing model
performance and comparing models can be complex, and it can be challenging

2The code for implementing the attetnion-aware approach and computing surprisal,
and a data sample available at: https://osf.io/gd7w8/
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to gain insights into the predictability of the metrics through correlations alone.
Fortunately, GAMMs are well-suited for comprehensive and precise assessment of
model performance. In our study, we compared the models using AIC (Akaike
Information Criterion), with the criterion being that a smaller value indicates a
better model.

Regarding model comparison, we compute the difference in ∆AIC values for
each GAMM by subtracting the AIC of the base GAMM model from the AIC of a
full GAMM model. The base model did not incorporate the independent variable
of our interest, but the full model included it. These allow us to assess the relative
fit of different models and aid in selecting the most appropriate model for our
analysis. Note that the word frequency was provided by the dataset of Chinese
reading. Table 1 provides an overview of the metrics and analysis methods.

Table 1: The methods and metrics used in this study

Method Metric Algorithm Regression Analysis

surprisal
word surprisal computed

by BERT and GPT respectively

word probability computed by neural masked

language modeling in BERT,

and language modeling in GPT.

GAMM

cosine
cosine semantic similarity

(same as Frank and Willems (2017)
but consider both function and content words)

The cosine value between the sum of the vectors

of the preceding three words and the vector of the target word
GAMM

dynamic
attention-aware semantic relevance (- expectation)
(i.e.,dynamic semantic similarity (Sun et al., 2023a))

The sum of the semantic relevance values between

the target word and the three preceding words is calculated
GAMM

attention
attention-aware

semantic relevance (- weights)
the information of the next word (n+1) is included, but no weights are considered GAMM

attention
attention-aware

semantic relevance (+ weights)
the information of weights and n+1 word is included GAMM

4 Results

4.1 Study 1: GAMMs with random slope

First of all, we did correlation analysis on all metrics of our interest, and found that
the two types of surpisal is less correlated with semantic-related metrics, shown
in Fig. 4 (see the Appendix). It indicates that our attention-aware metrics are
distinct ones from word surprisal. In contrast, the several semantic-based metrics
are highly correlated.

Second, the past studies show that a number of factors have an impact on
fixation durations on word reading. Some factors, such as word frequency, word
length have been extensively investigated to show their significant effects on read-
ing, and these factors could be taken as control predictors in reading. However,
as for Chinese reading, we believe that “word stroke count” is taken as a control
predictor better than “word length”. Using the eye-movement measures on words
in Chinese reading (Zhang et al., 2022), we applied GAMM fittings to compare
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which factor performs better in impacting on Chinese word reading, and the result
shows that “ word stroke count” remarkably outperformed “word length”. The
present study took “word stroke count” as a control predictor in GAMM fittings.
The result and analysis is seen in the Appendix.

Third, we fitted 18 GAMM models to analyze word surprisal and the four
types of semantic relevance as main predictors of interest for three dependent vari-
ables total duration, first duration, and gaze duration. The models also include
stroke count of word and word frequency as control predictors, modeled as tensor
interaction, and experiment as a random effect. The dataset of eye-movement
does not provide the information on “participant”, so we used “experiment” as a
random variable.) The main predictor of interest is modeled as a tensor product
smooth. A GAMM model looks like this: log(duration) ∼ te (stroke count,

log freq) + s(metric) + s (experiment, bs=‘‘re’’) (here, s = tensor prod-
uct smooth, te = tensor interaction, re=random effect). Note that the response
variable was log-transformed to approximate a normal distribution more closely,
thereby achieving better model fit.

The following first reports effects of word surprisal on Chinese reading. When
the random variable experiment was included the GAMM fittings, two types of
word surprisal—calculated using BERT and GPT—showed no significant effect
on fixation durations (with a p -value much greater than 0.05). Even if a GAMM
fitting only included word surprisal with the random effect of experiment, word
surprisal was not significant either. Nonetheless, incorporating random effects is
crucial in the analysis of fixed-effect statistical models (Baayen et al., 2008). Note
that the word surprisal metric was transformed logarithmically to approximate
a normal distribution, enhancing model fitting. These results indicate that word
surprisal may have an weak effect on eye-movements during Chinese
reading.

We then report the results of semantic-based metrics effects. In Fig. 2, the
partial effects of the semantic relevance variables on first duration, gaze duration
and total duration in the GAMM models are presented. It is evident that all sig-
nificant effects have a negative influence, which means that fixation duration tends
to decrease as semantic relevance increases. These findings suggest that Chinese
users require more time to process words that have lower semantic relevance, i.e.,
words that are less likely to occur in the context. On the other hand, words that
have higher semantic relevance require less time to process as they are more likely
to occur in the same context. However, different types of semantic relevance take
effect at different stages. For instance, the cosine similarity is activated earlier,
but its effect disappears quickly. In contrast, the contextual semantic relevance (-
expectation) has a stronger effect on reading durations in the three cases, compared
to the cosine similarity. However, compared to contextual semantic relevance (-
expectation), the two attention-aware metrics have a much stronger and more sta-
ble effect on the three types of duration. These differences may have arisen because
of the diverse approaches used to obtain semantic information.
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Figure 2: Partial effects for various metrics of semantic relevance. The x -
axis represents the metric, while the y-axis signifies the fixation duration. Each curve
in one plot demonstrates the relationship between a predictor variable and the response
variable. More pronounced slopes on these curves signify a more substantial influence of the
predictor on fixation durations, whereas more gentle slopes imply a less significant effect. (
Note: n = 76549; both attention-aware semantic relevance (- weights) and attention-aware
semantic relevance (+ weights) are attention-aware metrics; contextual semantic relevance
(- expectation) is not a typical attention-aware metric. “log” signifies log-transformation.)

The results presented above indicate that cosine similarity is not as effective
in predicting fixation duration compared to the other three types of semantic
relevance. As illustrated in Fig. 2, the cosine similarity curves remain relatively
flat across all three cases. By examining the curve trends in Fig. 2, we can
identify which measure produces a stronger effect on reading duration. We further
compared the performance of the models by using ∆AIC. Specifically, the basis
for comparison is the consistent data point numbers (n = 76727) and identical
elements in each GAMM fitting. ∆AIC values between GAMM by subtracting the
AIC of the base GAMM model from the AIC of a full GAMM model. The base
GAMM model did not include the independent variable we are interested. The
comparison of ∆AIC values plays a crucial role in evaluating the performance of
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Table 2: ∆AIC for GAMM fittings with different metrics using random slope
(n = 76727). “log” = log-transformation

GAMM fittings with semantic metrics log(First Duration) log(Gaze Duration) log(Total Duration)

cosine semantic similarity -31 -77.6 -68.58
contextual semantic relevance (- expectation) -84.6 -139.9 -79.8
attention-aware semantic relevance (- weights) -119 -304.4 -188.09
attention-aware semantic relevance (+ weights) -167.2 -479.1 -297.82

the GAMM fitting. A smaller ∆AIC value suggests a better fit for the GAMM
fitting, indicating superior performance for the metric used. In simpler terms, a
smaller ∆AIC signifies that the model performs more effectively and aligns more
closely with the observed data. Thus, we can rely on the ∆AIC values to guide us
in selecting the most suitable GAMM for our analysis. Table 2 provides the data
on ∆AIC for comparing the GAMM fittings.

Table 2 provides the ∆AIC data for all GAMM fittings, with consistent data-
point numbers (n = 76727) and identical elements in each model. When the ∆AIC

value is negative, it indicates that the inclusion of this metric in the GAMM fit-
ting improves the model’s performance compared to the base GAMM model. In
other words, the negative value suggests that the metric contributes positively to
the model’s fit, leading to a better representation of the observed data. Further,
a smaller ∆AIC value indicates better model performance, and vice versa. Ac-
cording to Table 2, these metrics contribute positively to GAMM fittings, that is,
these metrics show their predictability in eye-movement on Chines reading. For
Total Duration, the ∆AIC of attention-aware semantic relevance (+ weights) is 230
smaller than that of cosine similarity, 219 smaller than that of contextual semantic
relevance (- expectation), and 110 smaller than that of attention-aware semantic
relevance (- weights). The attention-aware semantic relevance (+ weights) consis-
tently has the smallest ∆AIC, while attention-aware semantic relevance (- weights)
has the second smallest. In contrast, the ∆AIC of cosine semantic similarity is the
largest. These data suggest that GAMM models incorporating attention-aware
semantic relevance (+ weights) demonstrate the best performance.

4.2 Study 2: GAMMs with random smooth

We then fitted another group of 18 GAMM fittings with random smooth to an-
alyze the six metrics as predictors of three dependent variables from the same
Chinese eyemovement dataset. The main predictor of our interest is modeled as
a tensor product smooth. The random effect is also the same as in Study 1. The
GAMM fittings also include word stroke count and word frequency as control pre-
dictors, modeled as tensor interaction, and experiment as a “random smooth”. An
optimal GAMM fitting is formulated as: log(duration) ∼ te (word length,

log wordfreq) + s(metric, experiment, bs =‘‘fs’’, m = 1), data = data
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( s = tensor product smooth, te = tensor interaction, fs = random smooths ad-
just the trend of a numeric predictor in a nonlinear way, and it cover the function
of random intercept and random slope; the argument m=1 sets a heavier penalty
for the smooth moving away from 0, causing shrinkage to the mean). In Study
1, “experiment” was taken as random effect (i.e., “re”), and random effect is ran-
dom slope adjusting the slope of the trend of a numeric predictor. In contrast, in
this GAMM equation, experiment is treated as random smooth. Random smooth
leverages random slope and random intercept to fully assess the significance of the
metrics of interest. In other words, random smooth could examine random effect
more comprehensively, including both random slope and random intercept.

Some variables were log-transformed in order to make the data closer to normal
distribution, and thus achieving better fittings. First of all, word surprisal did
not show significant results (indicated by a p-value exceeding 0.05). Compared to
the GAMM fittings that incorporate a random slope, the introduction of a random
smooth for experiment did not change AIC value. These findings reveal that
neither variant of word surprisal (calculated via BERT or GPT) had significant
effect on any of the three examined fixation durations. This aligns with earlier
results obtained from models including random slope.

We then used a higher threshold of p-value < 0.01 to determine the significance
of variables in a GAMM fitting. The results of GAMM fittings with random
smooth show that all metrics have an effect on the three types of durations quite
well. Despite this, attention-aware metrics have stronger predictability in the eye-
movement data. As shown in Table 3, attention-aware semantic relevance with
weights has the smallest ∆AIC, indicating that the metric has the strongest effect
on the three eye-movement data. In addition, the tensor interaction between word
length and word frequency has a significant effect, suggesting that both control
predictors could remarkably predict eye-movements on reading. Additionally, the
random effect of the participant is strongly significant in all GAMM fittings. The
results of GAMM fitting using random smooth are consistent with those using
random slope.

These comparisons using partial effect curves and ∆AIC yield the same results,
with the models with attention-aware semantic relevance performing the best for
three response variables. Specifically, for total duration, the performance of the
models is ranked as follows: attention-aware semantic relevance (+ weights) >
attention-awarel semantic relevance (- weights) > contextual semantic relevance
(- expectation) > cosine similarity ; for first duration: attention-aware seman-
tic relevance (+ weights) > attention-aware semantic relevance (- weights) >
contextual semantic relevance (- expectation) > cosine similarity ; regarding gaze
duration: attention-aware semantic relevance (+ weights) > attention-aware se-
mantic relevance (- weights) > contextual semantic relevance (- expectation) >
cosine similarity .

In short, the dynamic contextual semantic relevance has a better performance
than the cosine similarity. However, both attention-aware metrics outperform
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Table 3: ∆AIC for GAMM fittings with random smooth (n = 76549) (Note:
The value enclosed in square parentheses ([ ]) within each cell indicates the difference in
AIC between the GAMM fitted with a random slope (see Table 2) and the model fitted
with a random smooth. Both GAMM fittings incorporate identical elements. A negative
value suggests that the metric of interest contributes more significantly to the model with
the random smooth than to the one with the random slope. A smaller value signifies a
greater contribution of the metric to the GAMM fitting. In essence, a lower value within
square parentheses denotes superior performance of the metric.)

GAMM fittings with semantic metrics log(First Duration) log(Gaze Duration) log(Total Duration)

cosine semantic similarity -130.2 [-98.8] -246.3 [-147.7] -260.84 [-188.44]
contextual semantic relevance (- expectation) -536.9 [-452.3] -681.6 [-514.9] -929.38 [-814.78]
attention-aware semantic relevance (- weights) -934 [-827] -1410 [-1062.5] -1692.12 [-1480.22]
attention-aware semantic relevance (+ weights) -1163.7 [-1030.9] -1798.5 [-1271.9] -2225.84 [-1862.74]

either dynamic one or cosine one. All this indicates that attention-aware met-
rics are highly capable of predicting different types of eye-movements on Chinese
naturalistic reading.

5 Discussion

To recap, our GAMM analyses produced consistent results. First, the effect of word
surprisal on Chinese reading took place weakly, which is different from English and
other languages. Second, the two attention-aware metrics were the best predictors.
Third, the cosine metric also predicted all three response variables, although the
dynamic semantic relevance outperformed it. Overall, the attention-aware metrics
were superior to other metrics in predicting all three response variables. The
following gives a further analysis of our findings.

5.1 Memory-based advantages and parallel processing

This section delves into the effectiveness of attention-aware metrics in predicting
Chinese reading. The notable success of these metrics stems from their excep-
tional ability to capture contextual information and emulate human reading pro-
cesses. The underlying strength of the attention-aware approach mainly lies in its
functionality as a memory processor, adept at storing, retrieving, and integrating
information.

Attention-aware metrics are mainly considered memory-based. As mentioned
earlier, the preceding words in a window illustrated in Fig. 1 simulate a memory
stack because readers have their memory of previously encountered words and their
meanings, as shown in the Panel A of Fig. 3. The information of the preceding
words is stored in such a stack by integrating it with the target word, while the
subsequent word is similarly integrated. Contextual information can be retrieved
by connecting it with the target word in the stack. This stack moves forward in a
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sliding manner, working as a sliding memory processor. In this way, the attention-
aware approach facilitates the storage and decay of contextual information, acting
as a memory agent/processor to capture and manage the contextual information
effectively. Moreover, when utilizing a 4-word window, which is similar to the
phenomenon of memories fading within four days, the rate of memory fading can
be approximated at an average of one-quarter per day. However, this fading process
occurs more rapidly at the outset and decelerates over time. Following this model,
we can adjust the significance of words relative to their proximity to the target
word by reducing their importance by a quarter. Consequently, words more distant
from the central word are assigned diminished weights compared to a uniform
distribution. This results in a gradation of weights, such as 1/3, 2/3, 1/2, etc.,
reflecting their varying degrees of closeness to the target word.

van der Velde et al. (2022) proposed an accurate model requiring a forget-
ting function that changes with time intervals. In the attention-aware approach,
assigning different weights based on the distance between the target word and
surrounding words 3 is similar to how time intervals influence the forgetting func-
tion in memory models. The word proximity signifies a measure of semantic or
contextual difference. Words that are closer to the target word receive a larger
weight, reflecting their greater relevance and potential impact on comprehension
and memory. The reason for this is that words in close proximity to the target
word indicate initial phases of memory decline, whereas those at a greater distance
signify advanced stages, as shown in the Panel B of Fig.3. Further, in memory
models such as the ACT-R model(Anderson et al., 1997), the word proximity can
be likened to the time interval between learning and recall. Our attention-aware
processor has the similar mechanism: shorter intervals correspond to better recall
(higher “weight”), while longer intervals lead to more forgetting (lower “weight”),
shown in the Panel B of Fig. 3.

Our findings support this point. The attention-aware metric without using
weights (i.e., attention-aware semantic relevance (- weights)) did not outperform
the metric using weights (i.e., attention-aware semantic relevance (+ weights)) in
predicting eye-movement on Chinese reading, as shown in Table 3. The metric
without using weights does not account for the forgetting/memory situation, and
the metric did not perform as well as the metric considering weights. This finding
suggests that the metric considering the human forgetting/memory feature exhibits
stronger predictability than the one that overlooks this factor. Moreover, our
finding indicates the existence of a forgetting effect in reading, and a potential
connection between the attention-aware approach and the forgetting curve. Both
involve a form of “decay” or decrease as the time distance (interval) increases.

Next we further discuss how our metrics assess E-Z reader and SWIFT model

3In the future, we plan to incorporate factors such as word dependency distance (Liu
et al., 2017), the distinction between content and function words, among others, to refine
the weighting system. This adjustment will make the weights more informative, thereby
enhancing the precision of the metrics in their predictive capability.
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Figure 3: The memory capability of the attention-aware approach and posi-
tional weights

(Pollatsek et al., 2006; Engbert et al., 2005). The E-Z Reader model refutes the
advantage of previewing subsequent words, suggesting that reading progresses lin-
early/serially. Conversely, the SWIFT model recognizes the benefits of previewing
upcoming words and maintains that language processing occurs in parallel. Our
attention-aware approach facilitates the simulation of both E-Z reader and SWIFT
model with ease. Our attention-aware approach created three forms of semantic
relevance metrics, with the first one (i.e, the metric without expectation) resem-
bling the E-Z reader, while the latter two metrics are more akin to the SWIFT
which supports preview benefits. Our results show that the attention-aware metric
without incorporating the next word information did not outperform the metrics
considering the next word information (in some studies, that is “n+1” word),
shown in Table 3. This suggests that semantic preview benefits could occur in
reading Chinese, and the semantic preview effects could be proven in a massive
dataset of eye-movements on Chinese reading. Despite this, the attention-aware
metric without the next word information is still a strong predictor, and this re-
veals that E-Z model can also explain reading behavior quite well. Morevoer,
surprisal only uses the left context of the current word and does not consider the
information from the “n+1” word, making it suitable for explaining serial pro-
cessing. However, the surprisal effect could weakly occur in Chinese naturalistic
reading.

Previously, carefully controlled sentence reading studies typically did not pro-
vide support for preview benefit effect. However, realistic reading scenarios, sim-
ilar to naturalistic discourse reading, differ from lab-controlled sentence reading
(Kennedy and Pynte, 2005; Schotter et al., 2012). Our study’s findings reveal
that attention-aware metrics without next-word information do elicit effects, sup-
porting the existence of serial processing in language comprehension/processing.
Nonetheless, the heightened predictability of attention-aware metrics incorporat-
ing the next-word information suggests that parallel processing may take place
during naturalistic reading without control. Conversely, under controlled condi-
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tions (e.g., reading controlled sentences in labs), serial processing might suppress
parallel processing, potentially explaining the coexistence of both phenomena with
the prominence of each contingent on specific conditions (Wen et al., 2019) and
language distinctions. The similar findings can be applied in reading other multiple
languages (Sun et al., 2023b).

Our findings also confirm the effects of contextual semantic relevance on eye-
movements in Chinese reading, as have reported in previous studies of the relation-
ship between semantic similarity and eye-movements (or reading/comprehension
difficulty) (e.g., Roland et al., 2012; Broderick et al., 2019; Sun et al., 2023a), and
of the relationship between semantic plausibility and eye-movements (Hohenstein
et al., 2010; Schotter, 2013;Yang et al., 2012; Li et al., 2023). Furthermore, the
effect of word surprisal did not significantly manifest during naturalistic Chinese
reading. The minimal influence of word surprisal on reading has been observed in
certain languages (e.g., Korean, Finnish) (Sun, 2023). Several factors may con-
tribute to this. First, word surprisal, which indicates expectation, might not have a
pronounced effect in Chinese comprehension. Second, Chinese readers might lever-
age the preview effect to mitigate expectation impacts during reading. Despite
these findings, surprisal remains a valuable metric for reading in some languages
like English. Third, Chinese, Korean, and Finnish belong to different language
families, where users might employ other strategies to enhance comprehension
more frequently. The long-standing debate over prediction or expectation contin-
ues (Huettig and Mani, 2016; Nieuwland et al., 2018; Poulton and Nieuwland).
The prediction effect may be influenced to some degree by a number of factors,
such as lab conditions, experiment types, statistical analysis. However, consider-
ing language factors could offer clarity. That is, in certain languages, expectation
strategies are used but not as dominantly, with a greater emphasis on memory
strategies. Conversely, expectation strategies might be more heavily adopted in
other languages. Thus, the surprisal or expectation-based model is not universally
applicable across all languages for investigating language comprehension.

5.2 Main methodological contributions

There are several key methodological contributions in the current study. We intro-
duced an attention-aware approach to compute contextual semantic relevance that
surpassed existing approaches (Frank and Willems, 2017; Broderick et al., 2019;
Sun et al., 2023a). Furthermore, the new approach is cognitively and linguisti-
cally interpretable, which is a significant advantage. Overall, the attention-aware
approach considers both the semantic relatedness between words and weights of
memory and attention, making it a powerful computational tool for predicting the
processing difficulty experienced by readers, evaluating the different reading the-
ories, and understanding the cognitive mechanisms underlying Chinese language
processing.

We believe that several reasons enable the attention-aware metrics to perform
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exceptionally well. First, contextual semantic relevance that incorporates both
memory-based information and expectation-based information can better model
how humans comprehend and process words in contexts. When reading or listening
to language, language users not only rely on their memory of previously encoun-
tered words and their meanings (memory-based information), but also use their
expectations of what may come next in the sentence or discourse (expectation-
based information). By considering the relationship between the current word and
both the preceding and upcoming words, our approach can better capture the
semantic relatedness between words and the context.

Second, by effectively incorporating different types of information, attention-
aware semantic relevance may capture the complex interactions between attention,
memory decay and semantic plausibility during language processing. For exam-
ple, when processing a sentence, a reader may allocate less attention to words that
are more semantically related to the overall or contextual meaning of the sentence,
while allocating more attention to words that are less relevant. Moreover, surprisal
is one of the most influential computational metrics in predicting language com-
prehension. However, surprisal could not predict Chinese reading. By contrast,
our approach provides a very different but effective method to predict Chinese
reading.

Third, the attention-aware approach we proposed offers convenient metrics for
quantitatively evaluating various reading theories and language processing models,
as discussed earlier. E-Z Reader vs. SWIFT model, as well as serial processing vs.
parallel processing, have been validated through lab-based experiments and limited
datsets. While only a limited number of computational metrics could be employed
to test these models with massive datasets, our attention-aware approach is able
to quantitatively assess these theories using extensive datasets and even conduct
cross-language tests. For instance, the two models of eye-movement control in
reading, E-Z Reader and SWIFT, assume that both word frequency (a memory-
based metric) and cloze predictability (an expectation-based metric) play crucial
roles in determining whether and how long words are fixated. However, the E-Z
Reader and SWIFT model solely rely on word frequency and cloze predictability
as separate metrics and lack the ability to generate their own metrics for evalu-
ating and predicting eye-movements. In contrast, the attention-aware metrics we
proposed can independently predict eye movements and also assess these reading
models.

Finally, the attention-aware metrics can detect time-series data on language
comprehension and processing with greater depth and precision. For example,
our findings suggest that the attention-aware metrics can have an effect on both
early and late stages of language processing, as shown in Fig. 2 (see the partial
effect (ms = milliseconds) of y-axis in each plot). Some of our results align with
those of previous studies. For instance, Yan and Jaeger (2020) used the cosine
approach (Frank and Willems, 2017) to compute semantic similarity and reported
that contextual information affects ERPs in both early (200ms after word onset)
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and late (N400) time windows. Our results on cosine metric are largely consistent
with their findings. Similarly, Broderick et al. (2019) found that a word’s seman-
tic similarity to its sentential context enhanced the early cortical tracking of its
speech envelope, which manifested in the prediction accuracy of EEG signals. We
found similar results for Broderick et al. (2019)’s Euclidean semantic similarity in
predicting eye-movements on reading. However, due to the weakness of the metrics
they adopted, they could not find that the effect of contextual semantic relevance
took place throughout the entire process of language comprehension. It is not the
case that the effect of semantic information vanishes in language comprehension,
but rather some methods may not capture semantic information effectively or pre-
cisely. Based on the evidence presented in Fig. 2, cosine similarity is less effective
in predicting processing difficulty as indicated by eye-tracking data. Additionally,
it is insufficient for capturing the complete influence of semantic relevance during
language processing in real-time experiments. While the effects at the early and
late stages can be observed, detecting the effect at the intermediate stages remains
challenging. On the contrary, attention-aware semantic relevance can detect the
effects that occur throughout the entire word processing stage.

6 Conclusion

The present study introduced an attention-aware approach for computing contex-
tual semantic relevance and used a database of eye-tracking data to investigate
its effectiveness in predicting eye-movements during Chinese reading on naturalis-
tic discourse. The results confirmed that both word stroke count and contextual
semantic relevance computed by our approach were significant predictors of eye-
movements in reading. In comparison to the cosine and dynamic approaches, the
metrics obtained through the attention-aware approach this study proposed ex-
hibited superior performance. Our data provide evidence for semantic preview
benefits and parallel processing in Chinese reading. However, they also demon-
strate that the E-Z model and serial processing can also explain Chinese reading
behavior. Although our focus was on Chinese eye-tracking data, the new approach
can be applied to investigate eye-movement data in other languages, and data from
EEG or fMRI experiments on language processing and comprehension, as well as
visual processing. The attention-aware approach offers high interpretability and
excellent predictabilityy, making it a valuable computational tool for modeling
eye-movements in reading and language comprehension.
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Li, X., Huang, L., Yao, P., and Hyönä, J. (2022). Universal and specific read-
ing mechanisms across different writing systems. Nature Reviews Psychology,
1(3):133–144.

Li, X. and Pollatsek, A. (2020). An integrated model of word processing and eye-
movement control during chinese reading. Psychological Review, 127(6):1139.

Lindsay, G. W. (2020). Attention in psychology, neuroscience, and machine learn-
ing. Frontiers in Computational Neuroscience, 14:29.

Liu, H., Xu, C., and Liang, J. (2017). Dependency distance: A new perspective on
syntactic patterns in natural languages. Physics of Life Reviews, 21:171–193.

Liu, W., Inhoff, A. W., Ye, Y., and Wu, C. (2002). Use of parafoveally visible
characters during the reading of chinese sentences. Journal of Experimental
Psychology: Human perception and performance, 28(5):1213.

Liu, Y., Reichle, E. D., and Li, X. (2016). The effect of word frequency and
parafoveal preview on saccade length during the reading of chinese. Journal of
Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and Performance, 42(7):1008.

Liversedge, S. P., Paterson, K. B., and Pickering, M. J. (1998). Eye movements
and measures of reading time. In Eye guidance in reading and scene perception,
pages 55–75. Elsevier.

Liversedge, S. P., Zang, C., Zhang, M., Bai, X., Yan, G., and Drieghe, D. (2014).
The effect of visual complexity and word frequency on eye movements during
chinese reading. Visual Cognition, 22(3-4):441–457.

Ma, G. and Li, X. (2015). How character complexity modulates eye movement
control in chinese reading. Reading and Writing, 28:747–761.

31



MacDonald, M. C., Pearlmutter, N. J., and Seidenberg, M. S. (1994). The lexical
nature of syntactic ambiguity resolution. Psychological Review, 101(4):676–704.

Mandera, P., Keuleers, E., and Brysbaert, M. (2017). Explaining human per-
formance in psycholinguistic tasks with models of semantic similarity based on
prediction and counting: A review and empirical validation. Journal of Memory
and Language, 92:57–78.

Mikolov, T., Chen, K., Corrado, G., and Dean, J. (2013). Efficient estimation of
word representations in vector space. arXiv preprint, arXiv:1301.3781.

Mishra, R. K. (2009). Interaction of language and visual attention: evidence from
production and comprehension. Progress in Brain Research, 176:277–292.

Mitchell, J. and Lapata, M. (2010). Composition in distributional models of se-
mantics. Cognitive Science, 34(8):1388–1429.

Mitchell, T. M., Shinkareva, S. V., Carlson, A., Chang, K.-M., Malave, V. L., Ma-
son, R. A., and Just, M. A. (2008). Predicting human brain activity associated
with the meanings of nouns. Science, 320(5880):1191–1195.

Monsalve, I. F., Frank, S. L., and Vigliocco, G. (2012). Lexical surprisal as a
general predictor of reading time. In Proceedings of the 13th Conference of
the European Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics, pages
398–408.

Murre, J. M. and Dros, J. (2015). Replication and analysis of ebbinghaus’ forget-
ting curve. PloS one, 10(7):e0120644.

Myachykov, A. and Posner, M. I. (2005). Attention in language. In Neurobiology
of attention, pages 324–329. Elsevier.

Nieuwland, M. S., Politzer-Ahles, S., Heyselaar, E., Segaert, K., Darley, E., Kazan-
ina, N., Von Grebmer Zu Wolfsthurn, S., Bartolozzi, F., Kogan, V., Ito, A., et al.
(2018). Large-scale replication study reveals a limit on probabilistic prediction
in language comprehension. ELife, 7:e33468.

Niu, Z., Zhong, G., and Yu, H. (2021). A review on the attention mechanism of
deep learning. Neurocomputing, 452:48–62.

Oberauer, K. (2019). Working memory and attention—a conceptual analysis and
review. Journal of Cognition.

Pereira, F., Lou, B., Pritchett, B., Ritter, S., Gershman, S. J., Kanwisher, N.,
Botvinick, M., and Fedorenko, E. (2018). Toward a universal decoder of linguis-
tic meaning from brain activation. Nature Communications, 9(1):963.

32



Pollatsek, A., Reichle, E. D., and Rayner, K. (2006). Tests of the ez reader model:
Exploring the interface between cognition and eye-movement control. Cognitive
psychology, 52(1):1–56.

Poulton, V. R. and Nieuwland, M. S. Can you hear what’s coming? failure to
replicate erp evidence for phonological prediction. Neurobiology of Language, 3.

Rayner, K. (1998). Eye movements in reading and information processing: 20
years of research. Psychological Bulletin, 124(3):372.

Rayner, K., Chace, K. H., Slattery, T. J., and Ashby, J. (2006). Eye movements as
reflections of comprehension processes in reading. Scientific Studies of Reading,
10(3):241–255.

Roland, D., Yun, H., Koenig, J.-P., and Mauner, G. (2012). Semantic similarity,
predictability, and models of sentence processing. Cognition, 122(3):267–279.

Sagi, O. and Rokach, L. (2018). Ensemble learning: A survey. Wiley Interdisci-
plinary Reviews: Data Mining and Knowledge Discovery, 8(4):e1249.

Schotter, E. R. (2013). Synonyms provide semantic preview benefit in english.
Journal of Memory and Language, 69(4):619–633.

Schotter, E. R., Angele, B., and Rayner, K. (2012). Parafoveal processing in
reading. Attention, Perception, & Psychophysics, 74:5–35.

Schotter, E. R., Bicknell, K., Howard, I., Levy, R., and Rayner, K. (2014). Task
effects reveal cognitive flexibility responding to frequency and predictability:
Evidence from eye movements in reading and proofreading. Cognition, 131(1):1–
27.

Schotter, E. R. and Jia, A. (2016). Semantic and plausibility preview benefit effects
in english: Evidence from eye movements. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
Learning, Memory, and Cognition, 42(12):1839.

Shain, C., Blank, I. A., van Schijndel, M., Schuler, W., and Fedorenko, E. (2020).
fmri reveals language-specific predictive coding during naturalistic sentence com-
prehension. Neuropsychologia, 138:107307.

Shliazhko, O., Fenogenova, A., Tikhonova, M., Mikhailov, V., Kozlova, A., and
Shavrina, T. (2022). mgpt: Few-shot learners go multilingual. arXiv preprint
arXiv:2204.07580.

Smith, N. J. and Levy, R. (2013). The effect of word predictability on reading
time is logarithmic. Cognition, 128(3):302–319.

33



Snell, J. and Grainger, J. (2019). Readers are parallel processors. Trends in
Cognitive Sciences, 23(7):537–546.

Snell, J., van Leipsig, S., Grainger, J., and Meeter, M. (2018). Ob1-reader: A
model of word recognition and eye movements in text reading. Psychological
review, 125(6):969.

Song, Y., Shi, S., Li, J., and Zhang, H. (2018). Directional skip-gram: Explicitly
distinguishing left and right context for word embeddings. In Proceedings of the
2018 Conference of the North American Chapter of the Association for Compu-
tational Linguistics: Human Language Technologies, Volume 2 (Short Papers),
pages 175–180.

Sun, K. (2023). Optimizing predictive metrics for human reading behavior.
bioRxiv, pages 2023–09.

Sun, K., Wang, Q., and Lu, X. (2023a). An interpretable measure of semantic
similarity for predicting eye movements in reading. Psychonomic Bulletin &
Review, pages 1–16.

Sun, K. and Wang, R. (2022). Semantic similarity and mutual information predict-
ing sentence comprehension: the case of dangling topic construction in chinese.
Journal of Cognitive Psychology, pages 1–24.

Sun, K., Wang, R., and Baayen, H. (2023b). Attention-aware measures of semantic
relevance for predicting human reading behavior. Linguistics.

Taft, M., Zhu, X., and Peng, D. (1999). Positional specificity of radicals in chinese
character recognition. Journal of Memory and Language, 40(4):498–519.

Talmy, L. (1996). The windowing of attention in language. Grammatical construc-
tions: Their form and meaning, pages 235–287.

Tan, L. H., Spinks, J. A., Gao, J.-H., Liu, H.-L., Perfetti, C. A., Xiong, J., Stofer,
K. A., Pu, Y., Liu, Y., and Fox, P. T. (2000). Brain activation in the processing
of chinese characters and words: a functional mri study. Human Brain Mapping,
10(1):16–27.

Taylor, J. E. T. and Taylor, G. W. (2021). Artificial cognition: How experimental
psychology can help generate explainable artificial intelligence. Psychonomic
Bulletin & Review, 28(2):454–475.

Thampi, A. (2022). Interpretable AI. Mannning.

Tomlin, R. S. (1999). Mapping conceptual representations into linguistic represen-
tations: The role of attention. Language and Conceptualization, (1):162.

34



Tsai, J.-L., Lee, C.-Y., Tzeng, O. J., Hung, D. L., and Yen, N.-S. (2004).
Use of phonological codes for chinese characters: Evidence from processing of
parafoveal preview when reading sentences. Brain and language, 91(2):235–244.

van der Velde, M., Sense, F., Borst, J. P., and van Rijn, H. (2022). Explaining
forgetting at different timescales requires a time-variant forgetting function.

Vaswani, A., Shazeer, N., Parmar, N., Uszkoreit, J., Jones, L., Gomez, A. N.,
Kaiser,  L., and Polosukhin, I. (2017). Attention is all you need. Advances in
Neural Information Processing Systems, 30.

Veldre, A. and Andrews, S. (2016). Is semantic preview benefit due to relatedness
or plausibility? Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human Perception and
Performance, 42(7):939.

Wehbe, L., Vaswani, A., Knight, K., and Mitchell, T. (2014). Aligning context-
based statistical models of language with brain activity during reading. In
Proceedings of the 2014 Conference on Empirical Methods in Natural Language
Processing (EMNLP), pages 233–243.

Wen, Y., Snell, J., and Grainger, J. (2019). Parallel, cascaded, interactive process-
ing of words during sentence reading. Cognition, 189:221–226.

Westbury, C. and Hollis, G. (2018). Conceptualizing syntactic categories as se-
mantic categories: Unifying part-of-speech identification and semantics using
co-occurrence vector averaging. Behavior Research Methods, pages 1–28.

Wolf, T., Debut, L., Sanh, V., Chaumond, J., Delangue, C., Moi, A., Cistac, P.,
Rault, T., Louf, R., Funtowicz, M., et al. (2020). Transformers: State-of-the-
art natural language processing. In Proceedings of the Conference on EMNLP:
System Demonstrations, pages 38–45.

Wood, S. N. (2017). Generalized Additive Models: An Introduction with R. Chap-
man and Hall/CRC.

Wu, Y., Mo, D., Tsang, Y.-K., and Chen, H.-C. (2012). Erps reveal sub-lexical
processing in chinese character recognition. Neuroscience Letters, 514(2):164–
168.

Xiong, J., Yu, L., Veldre, A., Reichle, E. D., and Andrews, S. (2022). A multitask
comparison of word- and character-frequency effects in chinese reading. Journal
of Experimental Psychology: Learning, Memory, and Cognition.

Yan, M., Risse, S., Zhou, X., and Kliegl, R. (2012). Preview fixation duration
modulates identical and semantic preview benefit in chinese reading. Reading
and Writing, 25:1093–1111.

35



Yan, S. and Jaeger, T. F. (2020). (early) context effects on event-related potentials
over natural inputs. Language, Cognition and Neuroscience, 35(5):658–679.

Yang, J., Wang, S., Tong, X., and Rayner, K. (2012). Semantic and plausibility
effects on preview benefit during eye fixations in chinese reading. Reading and
Writing, 25:1031–1052.

Yen, M.-H., Tsai, J.-L., Tzeng, O. J., and Hung, D. L. (2008). Eye movements and
parafoveal word processing in reading chinese. Memory & Cognition, 36(5):1033–
1045.

Zang, C., Fu, Y., Bai, X., Yan, G., and Liversedge, S. P. (2018). Investigating word
length effects in chinese reading. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Human
Perception and Performance, 44(12):1831.

Zhang, G., Yao, P., others, and Li, X. (2022). The database of eye-movement
measures on words in chinese reading. Scientific Data, 9(1):1–8.

A The Pearson correlation among the met-

rics

Fig. 4 presents a correlation matrix, elucidating the relationships between multiple
metrics, including “surp (surprsial computed by gpt)”, “surp (surprisal computed
by BERT)”, “cosine similarity”, “dynamic similarity”, and “attention-aware se-
mantic relevance”, both with and without weights. This matrix is instrumental
in revealing the degree of correlation between these metrics, providing insight
into how similarly they correlate with one another across different dimensions
or datasets. The matrix highlights notable positive correlations, especially for
“attention-aware similarity (+ weights)”, and underscores significant correlations
between “cosine similarity” and “dynamic similarity” (attention-aware similar-
ity without expectations). It indicates that surprisal metrics are distinct from
semantic-based metrics we proposed in the present study.

B The predictability of word stroke count

A number of studies have focused on examining how the stroke count of character
influenced the processing of characters or word recognition in Chinese (Chen, 1996;
Ma and Li, 2015; Liversedge et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2002). However, the effect of
word stroke count on word processing has been largely ignored. We are interested
in exploring whether stroke count of word may help better predict the word
processing in reading Chinese naturalistic discourse, compared to stroke count

of character and word length.
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Figure 4: The Pearson correlations among various metrics of our interest

To this end, we fitted three groups of GAMM models (nine models) to analyze
the effect of stroke count of word as predictors of three dependent variables first
duration, gaze duration and total duration from the same eye-movement dataset
on Chinese reading (Zhang et al., 2022). The first group uses the GAMM fittings
including word stroke count and log(word frequency), as well as experiment as a
random effect. The GAMM fittings are formalized as: log(duration) ∼ s(log(word
frequency)) + s(stroke count of word, experiment, bs=“fs”, m = 1) (Here “s”=
smooth, fs = random smooths adjust the trend of a numeric predictor in a nonlin-
ear way, and it cover the function of random intercept and random slope). In order
to test the predictability of the stroke count of the first character in a word, we
used the similar GAMM fittinsg in the second group: log(duration) ∼ s(log(word
frequency)) + s(stroke count of 1st character, experiment, bs= “fs”, m=1). ‘Stroke
count of the first character’ is the stroke count of the first character in a word,
and is similar to ‘stroke count of an individual character’ in the relevant studies.
Because word length is nearly a binary factor,word length cannot be processed with
the smooth function, and the random variable cannot be applied in it with random
smooth. The third group was formulated as:log(duration) ∼ s(log(word frequency))
+ word length + s(experiment, bs=“re”). For each duration, we conducted three
types of GAMM fitting, resulting in a total of nine GAMM fittings carried out in
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Table 4: ∆AIC for GAMM fittings with stroke count (n = 76727)

GAMM fittings log(First Duration) log(Gaze Duration) log(Total Duration)

word length (character number) -3388 -5495.3 -8976.49
stroke count of the 1st character -6344 -4231.4 -2981.82
stroke count of word -3306.5 -12291.4 -11867.76

our implementation.
We analyzed the p-values of the independent variable and considered a sig-

nificance level of alpha p ¡ 0.01 to determine statistical significance. The results
show that the variables of stroke count were significant in all GAMM fittings. The
stroke count of the first character in word also predicted all types of durations.
The significant effects can be also seen in word length. Comparisons are estab-
lished using consistent data point numbers (n = 76727) and identical elements for
each GAMM fitting. The calculation of ∆AIC values involves subtracting the AIC

of the base GAMM model (without the information on the metric of our interest)
from the AIC of a full GAMM model. Smaller ∆AIC values indicate a better fit
for the GAMM model, suggesting superior performance for the metric used. The
results are shown in Table 4. In Table 4, it is evident that the stroke count of
a word outperforms either the stroke count of the first character or word length
in predicting any of three types of duration. In general, the stroke count of word
exhibited better overall performance compared to the other two metrics. In this
way, stroke count of word could work as a control predictor in investigating
Chinese reading compared with word length from the perspectives of informa-
tiveness and statistical assessment. That is why we employed stroke count of

word as a control predictor in the present study to investigate the effects of the
computational metrics we proposed. The following discusses why “ stroke count
of word” could act as a control predictor in Chinese reading.

C Control predictor of word stroke count

In a study by Li et al. (2014), the mixed effect of stroke count for individual charac-
ters in sentence reading was examined. Li and Pollatsek (2020) demonstrated that
word length had a significant influence on word processing during Chinese natu-
ralistic discourse reading. Building on these findings we have introduced in the
relevant studies on word length and stroke count of character in Chinese reading,
the current study finds that words with more strokes are associated with longer
fixation durations, and this effect is further modified by word frequency.

The results show that readers of Chinese tend to fixate longer on words with
more strokes, suggesting that the number of strokes affects the processing difficulty
of word. One reason for this effect is that words with more strokes require more
visual processing time to identify and process. This is because there are more visual
features to process and integrate, such as the shape and orientation of each stroke,
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as well as the relationship between strokes within a word. As a result, readers
tend to take more time to process the word fully. Moreover, word length (i.e.,
the number of characters in a Chinese word) could be a reliable predictor of eye
movements during reading in Chinese. However, the eye-tracking database we used
provides limited information on word length, with “1” and “2” comprising almost
half of the words respectively (i.e., 51% vs. 46%; “3”–1.5%, “4”–0.9%), making it
difficult to use word length given the lack of variation. The reason for this is that
word length for Chinese words is actually a binary factor variable. In this case,
due to its binary feature, “word length” could play a role of random variable in
regression models. On the other hand, word stroke count ranges from 1 to 50, with
the majority of data evenly distributed between 3 and 22. Therefore, word stroke
count may be a more informative predictor of eye movements in Chinese from
the statistical perpsective, allowing it become a control predictor. However, the
information of word length as group factor will greatly facilitate the predictability
of word stroke of word.

We further discuss about this. In written Chinese, characters are the basic
visual units, and some characters function as standalone words. Researchers often
control the number of character strokes in studies related to Chinese reading.
However, exploring the stroke count of words can also provide valuable insights
into the processing of Chinese words. It is evident that the stroke count of a word
plays a significant role in influencing word processing during Chinese naturalistic
discourse reading for three reasons. First, words with more strokes tend to require
more time and cognitive effort to read and process compared to words with fewer
strokes. The stroke count of word serves as an indicator of the overall visual
complexity of the word as a whole. For instance, words with higher stroke counts
contain more visually complex information, which impacts the speed and accuracy
of word recognition and comprehension by readers. Second, in Chinese, words are
generally composed of one or two characters, with two-character words exhibiting
varying degrees of transparency between the meanings of the individual characters
and the overall compound. Particularly for lower frequency words that may not
be immediately recognized as a whole, the visual complexity of characters in terms
of strokes appears to be a prominent factor analogous to the effects of character
length observed in languages such as English. Third, in the eye-tracking corpus
used in the current study, nearly half (49%) of the words are composed of more
than one character, making the total stroke count crucial in predicting how these
multi-character words are processed. The character stroke count based on one-
character words does not seem to adequately represent half of the words in the
corpus. Indeed, the stroke count of a word can effectively represent all types of
words. Through the comparison of GAMM fittings, we can confidently confirm
the advantageous role of word stroke count in word processing.

Additionally, ‘word length’ may play a role in predicting word processing dur-
ing Chinese naturalistic discourse reading. For instance, word length has been
shown to be a reliable predictor of certain eye-movement measures, such as gaze
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durations (Xiong et al., 2022). Despite of the importance of word length, Fan
and Reilly (2022) found that the effect of frequency did not significantly affect
the probability of landing on a particular character in Chinese reading, while the
number of strokes in the character did have a significant influence. We assume that
the information provided by word length in Chinese is relatively limited from the
statistic perspective. In English, ‘word length’ typically falls within the range of 1
to 16 alphabets and is often used alongside word frequency as a control predictor
in reading and eye-tracking studies. However, in Chinese, ‘word length’ is usually
restricted to a range of 1 to 4 characters. The concept of word length in Chinese is
akin to the component number in compound words in English. Hence, we propose
that the “stroke count of a word” could serve as an effective predictor of word
processing in Chinese, complementing the predictive power of word length.

In short, word length and stroke count of word are important factors that in-
fluence different aspects of the reading process in Chinese. Word length aids in
processing character density, peripheral vision, and word segmentation and facil-
itates quicker lexical access, contributing to reading speed. On the other hand,
the stroke count of word reflects overall visual complexity, impacting fixation du-
rations and cognitive engagement during reading. Despite this, “stroke count of
word” could better act as a control predictor in Chinese naturalistic reading in
comparison with “word length”.
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