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Abstract

The Potsdam Textbook Corpus (PoTeC) is a naturalistic eye-tracking-while-
reading corpus containing data from 75 participants reading 12 scientific texts.
PoTeC is the first naturalistic eye-tracking-while-reading corpus that contains
eye-movements from domain-experts as well as novices in a within-participant
manipulation: It is based on a 2X 2 X 2 fully-crossed factorial design which includes
the participants’ level of study and the participants’ discipline of study as
between-subject factors and the text domain as a within-subject factor. The
participants’ reading comprehension was assessed by a series of text compre-
hension questions and their domain knowledge was tested by text-independent
background questions for each of the texts. The materials are annotated for a
variety of linguistic features at different levels. We envision PoTeC to be used
for a wide range of studies including but not limited to analyses of expert and
non-expert reading strategies. The corpus and all the accompanying data at all
stages of the preprocessing pipeline and all code used to preprocess the data are
made available via GitHub: https://github.com/DiLi-Lab/PoTeC.
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1 Introduction

Eye-tracking-while-reading data is widely used in different areas of research includ-
ing linguistics, cognitive psychology and computer science. In pyscholinguistic reading
research it is considered a gold standard dependent variable for investigating the cog-
nitive processes involved in language comprehension (Rayner, 1998; Rayner & Carroll,
2018). An overwhelming majority of eye-tracking studies in psycholinguistic research
are based on controlled (also referred to as planned) experiments with hand-crafted
stimuli that constitute minimal pairs. However, as recent research has shown, it is
crucial to (also) study language processing in ecologically valid settings using natural-
istic, real-world stimuli (Demberg & Keller, 2008, 2019; Nastase, Goldstein, & Hasson,
2020).

The stimulus materials of planned experiments, comprising minimal pairs (and
relevant filler items), are specifically designed to test a small number of predefined,
typically theoretically motivated, hypotheses in a controlled linguistic environment,
and thus cover only a small range of linguistic constructions. For example, the hypoth-
esis that one syntactic construction is more difficult to process than another one can be
investigated by designing minimal pair stimuli that contain the experimental manip-
ulation and certain words or constituents, where the difference in processing difficulty
is expected. This experimental approach is crucial to make statements about specific
phenomena which are often highly infrequent in naturally occurring text. Studying
infrequent, complex phenomena can be theoretically relevant as it often allows for
teasing apart competing accounts that in many cases make very similar predictions
for frequently occurring, simple constructions. Only such a controlled experimental
approach allows for drawing conclusions about the causality of observed effects —
although one needs to keep in mind that linguistic manipulations are almost always
only quasi-experimental in nature.

Conversely, naturalistic reading corpora, where participants read naturally occur-
ring text (e.g., newspaper articles) rather than minimal pair stimuli, cover a wider
range of linguistic constructions. This allows for studying a broad and representative
range of phenomena without the need to design new experiments and collect new
data. The phenomena can not only be studied within a single dataset but also within-
subject, which is not possible in planned experiments where typically one study is
limited to a single phenomenon. The coverage of existing theories can be evaluated on
these datasets and the theories can be modified accordingly. Additionally, exploratory
data analyses can lead to new theories or inspire new research questions (Hamilton
& Huth, 2020). While planned experiments using minimal pair stimuli are essential
for closely examining and comparing different theories and testing hypotheses, natu-
ralistic corpora permit observational studies in ecologically valid settings, enhancing
generalizability, and inspiring new theories based on exploratory data analyses.

Besides the broad categorization into planned experiments with minimal pair stim-
uli and naturalistic reading corpora, there are more fine-grained differences within
naturalistic eye movement corpora. One crucial dimension for characterizing natu-
ralistic eye movement data revolves around the nature of the stimuli which spans
from entirely naturalistic to partially constructed, where, for instance, specific target
words within the stimulus sentences are hand-picked based on their lexical frequency.



Seminal work on eye-tracking-while-reading corpora, such as the work by Kliegl, Nuth-
mann, and Engbert (2006), has adopted this approach by using partially constructed
stimuli which enables the inclusion of a broad range of linguistic phenomena that
are highly infrequent in natural text (but relevant test cases for linguistic theories)
while still utilizing sentences that maintain a higher degree of naturalness than typical
planned experiments. Other naturalistic reading corpora leverage naturally occurring
text as stimuli which are not specifically designed for the experiment but simply being
reused from an existing source. Often, these texts span multiple sentences which allows
for analyses that go beyond the sentence-level. In the most stringent cases, alter-
ations of the texts are entirely avoided. However, in many cases, texts need to be
edited to, for example, compensate for missing context or exclude figures and tables.
Leveraging texts that closely resemble or are identical to real-world reading material
enables to study cognitive processes involved in everyday reading at both sentence and
text-level, while, as a natural consequence, specific phenomenon (e.g., long-distance
dependencies) might occur rarely or never within an entire dataset.

In addition to psycholinguistic hypothesis testing, eye-tracking-while-reading data
has become increasingly relevant for other areas of research such as Natural Language
Processing (NLP). NLP research has been leveraging eye movements in reading for
a wide range of tasks such as sentiment analysis (Long, Lu, Xiang, Li, & Huang,
2017; Mishra, Kanojia, Nagar, Dey, & Bhattacharyya, 2017a), named entity recog-
nition (Hollenstein & Zhang, 2019), part-of-speech tagging (Barrett, Bingel, Keller,
& Spgaard, 2016) or generating image captions (Takmaz, Pezzelle, Beinborn, &
Ferndndez, 2020) among other tasks. In recent NLP research, eye-tracking-while-
reading data has been used to analyze computational language models, for example by
investigating their cognitive plausibility (Beinborn & Hollenstein, 2023; Keller, 2010).
Sood, Tannert, Frassinelli, Bulling, and Vu (2020) analyzed attention weights learned
by transformer language models and compared those to human attention implicitly
encoded in human gaze data. More than that, cognitive signals can be used to improve
language models (Hollenstein, Barrett, & Beinborn, 2020). Naturalistic reading data
can be used to cognitively enhance and augment language models with human gaze
data (Deng, Prasse, Reich, Scheffer, & Jéager, 2023; Prasse, Reich, Makowski, Schef-
fer, & Jager, 2023; Yang & Hollenstein, 2023). For all of these research objectives, it
is crucial to have large and diverse amounts of cognitive data available. Many NLP
tasks rely on long text passages and thus require cognitive data for entire paragraphs
of natural texts rather than just single sentences.

In this work, we present the Potsdam Textbook Corpus (PoTeC), a naturalistic eye-
tracking-while-reading corpus containing eye-tracking data of German native speakers
reading German textbook passages from two different domains. PoTeC is the first
corpus to include the level of expertise of each participant as a within-subject variable
and thus allows for analyzing reading strategies used by experts and non-experts. The
naturalistic experimental setting of PoTeC encourages various kinds of analyses which
are not restricted to test one specific hypothesis and thus has valuable properties that
complement other existing corpora.



New standard for data publication

In addition to the publication of the eye-tracking data, our aim is to foster transparency
and re-usability of the data and facilitate leveraging PoTeC for a variety of different use
cases (e.g., psycholinguistic research, NLP research, development of new preprocessing
algorithms, eye-movement-based biometrics, and many more). In order to achieve this
goal, we are presenting a new standard to publish eye-tracking datasets. Following the
FAIR principles (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, Reusable), our data is shared
in the following way:

e The data is shared via two channels suitable for the respective data type (large data
files and code; see Section 3.6).

e The eye-tracking data is made available at all stages (e.g., raw sample data, reading
measures data, etc.; see Table 16).

® All the code that was used for preprocessing and analyzing the data is made publicly
available in reproducible formats.

e All data and code is accompanied by extensive documentation that not only makes
the process transparent and reproducible, but also makes it maximally easy for users
with different backgrounds to reuse the scripts for their own purposes.

In addition to following the general FAIR principles, there are two very specific
implementations of these principles: As a unique feature of PoTeC, the eye-tracking
fixation data is made available in both the original version as it was collected and
as a version where the horizontal calibration drift was manually corrected post-hoc.
The availability of this data not only makes the process transparent but also allows to
study and compare the original data with the manually corrected data which enables
the development of new tools, including machine-learning-based methods, to automat-
ically detect and/or correct horizontal drift. The data is furthermore integrated into
the open-source Python package pymovements!. The package enables to build easy
machine learning and psycholinguistic pipelines for the processing of eye movement
data and can be used in Python and R, which increases re-usability (Krakowczyk,
Reich, et al., 2023).

2 Related Work

2.1 Naturalistic text passage corpora for German

Reading completely naturalistic text passages consisting of multiple sentences shown
at the same time as in PoTeC exist for several languages, however, only very few
for German (see Table 1). A very recently created corpus is the Multilingual Eye-
Movements Corpus (MECO-L1) which is a 13-language reading corpus. The German
subset contains data from 45 participants reading 12 encyclopedic texts on various
topics specifically chosen not to require an academic background (Siegelman et al.,
2022). The PopSci Corpus includes 17 participants reading 16 popular science texts
from different sources in German (Wolfer et al., 2013). WebQAmGaze is another nat-
ural reading dataset which includes a German subset (Ribeiro, Brandl, Sggaard, &
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Hollenstein, 2023). However, the data was recorded using a webcam which results in
substantially lower data quality compared to a high-precision eye tracker typically
used in eye-tracking-while-reading experiments, and is therefore limited to a small
subset of use cases compared to other reading corpora.

Table 1 Naturalistic eye-tracking-while-reading corpora for German text passages

Stimuli Participants Additional characteristics

PoTeC (present study)

12 texts from undergraduate 75 graduate or The corpus is designed to specifically
textbooks on physics or biology = undergraduate enable comparison of expert and
(#w: 1,896, #w: 158) biology or physics non-expert reading.
students (native Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
speakers) Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

(a: 24.2 (4.2))
MECO-L1 (Siegelman et al., 2022)

12 Wikipedia-style texts on 45 native speakers Data is available for 12 other

various topics not requiring an (a: 23.76) languages (nl, en, el, de, he, it, ru,
academic background es, tr, ko, no, et and fi) for a total of
(#w: 2,028, #w: 169) 535 participants reading text in their

native language.

Eye-tracker: EyeLink Portable
Duo, 1000 or 1000+

Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

PopSci Corpus (Wolfer et al., 2013)

16 popular science texts on 17 participants Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
natural and applied science Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz
(#w: 20,000, #w: 1,250)

WebQAmGaze (Ribeiro et al., 2023)

38 Wikipedia-style texts: 2 long 19 native speakers The data can be used to study
texts (#w: 370, #w: 185) and reading during question answering,
36 shorter texts (#w: 3,010, it was collected using a Webcam,
#w: 83.6) with questions and and is available in two other
annotated answer spans languages (en, es).

Eye-tracker: Webcam
Sampl. Freq. (mean): 24.93 Hz

Abbr.: #w, #w = (mean) number of words of stimuli; @ = mean age of participants (SD)

2.2 Naturalistic text passage corpora for languages other than
German

The vast majority of eye-tracking-while-reading datasets exists for English stimulus
texts (see Tables 2 and 3). The Provo Corpus contains data collected from 84 partic-
ipants reading 55 short texts from various sources and includes human predictability
norms (Luke & Christianson, 2017). Yaneva (2016) collected a dataset containing data
from 108 participants of which some are diagnosed with Autism Spectrum Disorder
(ASD) and some are part of a control group, and each participant is reading a subset



of in total 27 text. For the GazeBase reading task, a total of 322 participants read
up to 18 passages of a poem over a three year period (Griffith, Lohr, Abdulin, &
Komogortsev, 2021). Malmaud, Levy, and Berzak (2020) collected eye-tracking data
for the OneStopQA dataset which is designed to study reading comprehension. They
collected data from 296 participants each reading 10 different articles out of 30 arti-
cles with the questions presented either before or after reading each text. A corpus
constructed to study parafoveal viewing by placing target words inside or outside of
the parafoveal view contains 48 participants reading 40 text passages (Parker, Kirkby,
& Slattery, 2017).

There exist datasets that were specifically designed to automatically assess reader
or text properties or use the data for NLP purposes. SB-SAT is a 95-participant dataset
for which participants were asked to judge the subjective difficulty of 4 passages taken
from practice tests for the Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT) (Ahn, Kelton, Balasub-
ramanian, & Zelinsky, 2020). The MAQ-RC corpus contains 23 participants reading
32 movie plots and answering comprehension questions which were also answered
by computational models and thus allows for comparing human and machine read-
ing comprehension (Sood et al., 2020). The CFILT coreference dataset contains 14
participants (including 2 linguistic experts) reading 22 texts and at same time the
participants were asked to annotate coreferences in the texts (Cheri, Mishra, & Bhat-
tacharyya, 2016). A similar dataset is the CFILT scanpaths dataset that contains data
from 16 participants (including 3 linguistic experts) reading 32 paragraphs from (sim-
ple) Wikipedia articles. The participants annotated the texts for the effort to read
them such that scanpath complexity can be studied, as more effort to read presumably
results is more complex scanpaths (Mishra, Kanojia, Nagar, Dey, & Bhattacharyya,
2017b). The CFILT text quality dataset includes data from 20 fluent English speakers
reading 30 texts from different sources which were asked to rate the text quality given
three properties (organization, coherence and cohesion) (Mathias et al., 2018). The
CFILT essay grading dataset includes 8 fluent English speakers reading and grading
48 essays while their eye movements were being tracked (Mathias, Murthy, Kanojia,
Mishra, & Bhattacharyya, 2020).

Probably the earliest eye-tracking-while-reading corpus for text passages in English
and French is the Dundee corpus containing data from 10 English and 10 French
native speakers reading newspaper extracts in their native language (Kennedy, Hill,
& Pynte, 2003; Kennedy, Pynte, Murray, & Paul, 2013). MECO-L2 includes 543 non-
native speakers of 12 different L1 backgrounds (nl, en, el, de, he, it, ru, es, tr, no,
et and fi) reading 12 English texts which is the largest existing corpus of this type
(Kuperman et al., 2023). Another corpus containing L2 data is GECO which contains
data from 14 English monolinguals reading an entire novel in English, and 19 bilinguals
(Dutch: L1, English: L2) reading half of of the novel in Dutch and the other half in
English (Cop, Dirix, Drieghe, & Duyck, 2016). For the same stimulus text, data was
also collected from 30 Chinese native speakers reading half of the novel in Chinese and
the other half in English (Sui, Dirix, Woumans, & Duyck, 2022, GECO-CN). To study
gaze behaviour for summarization tasks, 50 participants’ eye movements were tracked
while reading 100 Chinese articles with the specific task to summarize the articles
after reading (Yi, Guo, Jiang, Wang, & Sun, 2020). For another corpus in Chinese, 29



Table 2 Naturalistic eye-tracking-while-reading corpora for text passages in English (part I)

Stimuli Participants Additional characteristics
SB-SAT (Ahn et al., 2020)

4 SAT passages taken from 95 undergraduate Subjective difficulty ratings
practice tests for reading students Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
comprehension Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz
Passage reading (Parker et al., 2017)

40 text passages constructed 48 native speakers Constructed specifically to study
around target words which will (a: 26.48 (14.83)) parafoveal viewing.

either appear in parafovea or not Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000

Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

Provo Corpus (Luke & Christianson, 2017)

55 short texts from various 84 native speakers Includes human predictability norms
different sources (#w: 2,750, #w: Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+
50) Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz
MQA-RC (Sood et al., 2020)
32 movie plots with 23 native speakers The participants had to answer
comprehension questions comprehension questions in different
including results from settings (e.g. with/without plot).
computational models answering Eye-tracker: Tobii
the questions (200-250 words) Sampl. Freq.: 600 Hz
ASD Data (Yaneva, 2016)
27 texts from various sources 108 native speakers, Groups of participants read disjoint
(#w: 4,212, Zw: 156 (49.94)) 56 diagnosed with subsets of the texts.

ASD and a control Eye-tracker: Gazepoint GP3

group (a: 33.73 Sampl. Freq.: 60 Hz

(8.36))
GazeBase - Reading Task (Griffith et al., 2021)
18 passages from the same poem 322 participants, not Reading was spread over 3 years
with a maximum of 60s to read all of them read all Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
two texts passages Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

Abbr.: #w, #w = (mean) number of words of stimuli (SD); @ = mean age of participants (SD)

participants were instructed to judge the relevance of a given document for a given
query for a total of 60 document-query pairs (Li et al., 2018). The first corpus to study
eye movements while reading text passages in Danish is CopCo (Hollenstein, Barrett,
& Bjornsdottir, 2022). The dataset contains data from 22 native, 19 dyslexic and 10
Danish L2 speakers reading 20 speech manuscripts in Danish. RastrOS contains eye
movement data from 37 participants reading 50 paragraphs from different sources
in Portugese and includes human predictability norms (Leal, Lukasova, Carthery-
Goulart, & Aluisio, 2022). The Mental Simulation Corpus includes data from 102
participants reading 3 literary short stories in Dutch and were subsequently asked to
answer questions that allow for studying their mental simulation during reading (Mak
& Willems, 2019).

2.3 Single-sentence corpora with partially constructed stimuli
for different languages
Naturalistic single-sentence-experiments have the advantage that the resulting data

is easier to analyze as, for example, it does not necessarily involve multiple lines or
even multiple pages per stimulus item. On the other hand, their use cases are limited



Table 3 Naturalistic eye-tracking-while-reading corpora for text passages in English (part II)

Stimuli Participants Additional characteristics
OneStopQA Eye-Tracking (Malmaud et al., 2020)
30 Guardian articles, each in 269 participants, each One question per text was shown prior
an advanced difficulty participant read 10 articles  to reading or after reading the text
version (#w: 3,858, #w: Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+
128.6) and an elementary Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz
version (#w: 3,369, #w:
112.3)
CFILT - Coreference (Cheri et al., 2016)
22 texts (less than 10 14 non-native participants:  Participants annotated coreferences in
sentences each text) 2 are expert linguists (age: the text.
47-50), 12 (post- Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+
)graduates (age: 20—-30) Sampl. Freq.: 500 Hz
CFILT - Scanpath (Mishra et al., 2017b)
32 paragraphs from (simple) 16 non-native participants: Participants annotated texts for the
Wikipedia (50-200 words 3 are expert linguists (age: effort to read them.
each) 47-50), 13 (post- Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+
)graduates (age: 20-30) Sampl. Freq.: —
CFILT - Essay Grading (Mathias et al., 2020)
48 essays (max. words per 8 fluent English speakers Participants graded the essays after
essay: 250) (a: 25) reading.

Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
Sampl. Freq.: 500 Hz

CFILT - Text Quality (Mathias et al., 2018)

30 texts from different 20 fluent English speakers Participants annotated the text quality
sources (ca. 200 words in (age: 20-25) based on three given properties
each text) (organization, coherence and cohesion).

Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
Sampl. Freq.: 500 Hz

MECO-L2 (Kuperman et al., 2023)

12 encyclopedic texts 543 non-native Eye-tracker: EyeLink Portable Duo,
originally designed for participants (a: 23.4), 1000 or 1000+

English language testing L1: nl, en, el, de, he, it, ru, Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

(#w: 1,653, Zw: 137.8 es, tr, no, et, fi (ISO-639-1)

(25.3))

Abbr.: #w, #w = (mean) number of words of stimuli (SD); @ = mean age of participants (SD)

to analyses of reading patterns at the sentence level. Many single-sentence naturalis-
tic reading corpora leverage partially or entirely constructed sentences, however, the
stimuli are often specifically constructed to contain a wide range of constructions. The
Potsdam Sentence Corpus (PSC) is such a corpus which includes 33 young and 32
older adults reading 144 individual German sentences (Kliegl, Grabner, Rolfs, & Eng-
bert, 2004; Kliegl et al., 2006). The sentences were constructed to cover a wide range of
predefined linguistic constructions by selecting specific target words. There are more
such corpora in different languages that follow the same or a similar procedure to cre-
ate the stimuli based on a target word: The Russian Sentence Corpus (RSC) contains
data from 96 participants reading 144 sentences (Laurinavichyute, Sekerina, Alexeeva,
Bagdasaryan, & Kliegl, 2018). Zang, Fu, Bai, Yan, and Liversedge (2018) collected
a Chinese dataset used to study Chinese word length effects based on data from 30
participants reading 90 sentences. The Potsdam-Allahabad Hindi Eyetracking Corpus
contains data from 30 participants reading 153 sentences in Hindi and Urdu (Husain,



Table 4 Naturalistic eye-tracking-while-reading corpora on text passages in different languages
(except German and English), or on multilingual text passage corpora

L Stimuli Participants

Additional characteristics

GECO (Cop et al., 2016)

en, Complete novel which is

nl easy to read in English and
Dutch (#w en: 54,364, #w
nl: 59,716)

33 participants: 19 bilinguals
(L1: nl, L2: en) (a: 21.2
(2.2)) and 14 monolinguals
(en) (a: 21.8 (5.6))

Bilinguals read one half in Dutch,
the other in English.
Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

GECO-CN (Sui et al., 2022)

zh, Complete novel in Chinese

en and English (#w en: 54,364,
#w zh: 59,403)

30 bilinguals (L1: zh, L2:
en) (a: 25.3 (2.6))

Participants read one half in

Chinese, the other in English.
Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+
Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

Gaze Behavior in Text Summarization (Yi et al., 2020)

zh 100 articles from public
news websites each
belonging to one out of ten
categories (#c: 502)

50 participants (a: 23.1
(1.1))

Participants were asked to
summarize each text after reading.
Eye-tracker: Tobii EyeTracking
4C

Sampl. Freq.: 100 Hz

CopCo (Hollenstein et al., 2022)

da 20 speech manuscripts (#w:
34,897, #w: 1,745)

51 participants: 22 native
speakers, 19 dislexic native
speakers and 10 L2 speakers
(age: 21-62)

Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+
Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

Reading Attention (Li et al., 2018)
zh 60 documents, each belongs
to one out of 15 search

queries

29 native speakers (age:
17-28)
each participant read 15
documents (one for each
query)

The participants were asked to
judge the relevance of the
document for the query.
Eye-tracker: Tobii X2-30
Sampl. Freq.: —Hz

Mental Simulation Corpus (Mak & Willems, 2019)
nl 3 literary short stories (#w: 102 participants (a: 23)

10,800, Zw: 2600)

Participants answered questions
that allow for studying their
mental simulation during reading.
Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+
Sampl. Freq.: 500 Hz

Dundee (Kennedy et al., 2003, 2013)

en, Extracts of newspaper
fr  articles in French and
English

20 participants, 10 each
language

Participants read the texts
written in their native language.
Eye-tracker: Dr Bouis
Oculometer Eyetracker

Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

RastrOS (Leal et al., 2022; Vieira, 2020)
37 native speakers (a: 22.2

(4.7))

pt 50 paragraphs from
journalistic, literary and
popular science texts (#w:
2,494, #w: 49 (7.47))

Includes human predictability
norms.

Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

Abbr.: L = language of stimuli (ISO-639-1); #w, #w = (mean) number of words of stimuli (SD); #¢ = mean
number of characters per stimulus text; @ = mean age of participants (SD)

Vasishth, & Srinivasan, 2014). TURead is a Turkish reading corpus including data
from 196 participants reading 192 stimulus texts each consisting of 1 to 3 sentences
(Acartiirk, Ozkan, Pekgetin, Ormanoglu, & Kirkici, 2023). See Table 6 for an overview.



2.4 Naturalistic single-sentence corpora for different languages

Single-sentence corpora with more naturalistic stimuli exist for several languages (see
Table 5 and Table 6). For the UCL Corpus, 205 sentences were sampled from English
novels, and eye-tracking data is available for 43 participants. A very recent corpus
is RaCCooNS (Frank & Aumeistere, 2023) which includes data from 37 participants
reading 200 narrative sentences. The largest (in terms of participants) single-sentence
corpus with completely naturalistic stimuli is the Corpus of Eye Movements in L1
and L2 English Reading (CELER) which is a 365-participant corpus with data from
69 native and 296 non-native speakers reading 156 English sentences from the Wall
Street Journal. The non-native speakers have five different native languages (Japanese,
Arabic, Spanish, Portuguese and Chinese) and half of the sentences in the stimulus
corpus are uniquely read by one participant. The Hong Kong Corpus of Chinese Sen-
tence and Passage Reading includes 96 participants reading 300 single-line sentences
and 7 multi-line passages in Chinese (Wu & Kit, 2023). Zhang et al. (2022) col-
lected data from 1,718 participants reading in total 7,577 different Chinese sentences.
The Beijing Sentence Corpus (BSC) is a 60-participant Chinese reading corpus with
150 stimulus sentences chosen from the People’s Daily where strong political tones
had been removed (Pan, Yan, Richter, Shu, & Kliegl, 2021). For the CFILT sarcasm
dataset, 7 non-native speakers of English read 1,000 sentences of which 350 had been
previously labeled as sarcastic and 650 as non-sarcastic (Mishra, Kanojia, & Bhat-
tacharyya, 2016). Participants had to rate the sentences as either positive or negative
while their eye movements were tracked. A similar dataset is the CFILT sentiment
complexity dataset where 5 participants were asked to rate the sentiment (positive,
negative or objective) of 1,059 English sentences (Joshi, Mishra, Senthamilselvan, &
Bhattacharyya, 2014).

2.5 Naturalistic self-paced reading corpora for different
languages

Self-paced reading (SPR) is another method to study natural reading where partici-
pants read a text word by word and typically control the reading speed by proceeding
to the next word by, e.g., pressing a button. There exist a few such corpora in mul-
tiple languages (see Table 7). The UCL corpus contains SPR data in addition to
eye-tracking data (Frank et al., 2013). 117 psychology students read 361 sentences
from English novels. The Natural Stories Corpus (Futrell et al., 2017) consists of SPR
data from 181 participants reading (a subset of) 10 English stories that have been
edited to contain hard-to-process constructions.

2.6 Variations of naturalistic eye-tracking-while-reading
corpora

There exist variations of naturalistic reading corpora that study reading in other
settings such as the Multimodal Duolingo Bio-Signal Dataset, which contains data
from participants navigating a German language learning website (Notaro & Diamond,
2018). Another area where eye-tracking data can provide interesting insights is source
code reading (Obaidellah, Al Haek, & Cheng, 2018). For example, the EMIP data
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Table 5 Naturalistic eye-tracking-while-reading corpora for single sentences in English

Stimuli Participants Additional characteristics

CELER (Berzak et al., 2022)

156 sentences from the Wall 365 participants: 69 English The L2 readers have five different

Street Journal (#w: 900, L1 and 296 English L2 (a: L2 backgrounds and half of the

#w: 11.3) 27.3 (6.8)) stimuli are uniquely read by one
participant.

Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+
Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

CFILT Sarcasm (Mishra et al., 2016)

1000 sentences, 350 are labeled as 7 non-native English Participants were asked to label
sarcastic and 650 as non-sarcastic  speakers the sentences as either positive or
negative.

Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
Sampl. Freq.: 500 Hz

CFILT Sentiment (Joshi et al., 2014)

1059 movie reviews or twitter 5 participants Participants were asked to label

posts the sentiment of the sentences as
either positive, negative or
objective.

Eye-tracker: Tobii TX 300
Sampl. Freq.: 300 Hz

UCL Corpus (Frank et al., 2013)

205 sentences selected from free 43 native speakers (a: 25.8) The dataset contains
online novels (#w: 2,399, #w: self-paced-reading data as well.
13.7 (6.36)) Eye-tracker: EyeLink II

Sampl. Freq.: 500 Hz

ZuCo 1 (Hollenstein et al., 2018)

1107 Wikipedia sentences and 12 native speakers Co-registration of EEG data and

movie reviews (#w: 19.54 (9.72)) (a: 38 (9.8)) each sentence was part of a block
with a specific task.
Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+
Sampl. Freq.: 500 Hz

ZuCo 2 (Hollenstein, Troendle, et al., 2020)

739 Wikipedia sentences (#w: 18 native speakers Co-registration of EEG data and

15,138, Zw: 20.5 (9.2)) (a: 34 (8.3)) each sentence was part of a block
with a specific task.
Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+
Sampl. Freq.: 500 Hz

Abbr.: #w, #w = (mean) number of words of stimuli (SD); a = mean age of participants (SD)

set contains data of 216 participants reading source code in different programming
languages (Bednarik et al., 2020).

2.7 Differences of PoTeC to existing corpora

In sum, the overwhelming majority of naturalistic eye-tracking-while-reading datasets
uses English stimulus items with either native or non-native speakers. Moreover, the
stimulus materials of the majority of the datasets (be it English or another lan-
guage) are single (i.e., isolated) sentences rather than paragraphs or texts. Apart from
these differences in language and stimulus length, PoTeC differs from already existing
datasets in various ways. First, PoTeC is larger than any other existing dataset for nat-
uralistic reading in German in terms of number of participants (for other languages,
a few larger datasets do exist). Second, the stimulus texts of PoTeC are relatively
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Table 6 Naturalistic eye-tracking-while-reading corpora for single sentences in different languages
other than English

L Stimuli Participants Additional characteristics

Beijing Sentence Corpus (Pan et al., 2021)

zh 150 from the People’s Daily 60 native speakers The dataset includes human
newspaper (#w: 11.2 (1.6)) (a: 22.0 (2.6)) predictability norms.
Eye-tracker: EyeLink II
Sampl. Freq.: 500 Hz

Potsdam Sentence Corpus (Kliegl et al., 2004, 2006)

de 144 sentences constructed 222 native speakers (age: The dataset includes human
around target words (#w: 7.9) 16-84) predictability norms.
Eye-tracker: EyeLink I /
EyeLink II

Sampl. Freq.: 250 / 500 Hz
Potsdam-Allahabad Hindi Eyetracking Corpus (Husain et al., 2014)

hi, 153 sentences from the 30 participants The same sentences were read
ur Hindi-Urdu treebank (#w: in Hindi and Urdu script in two
2,610, #w: 17.0) separate sessions.

Eye-tracker: SMI iView X HED
Sampl. Freq.: 500 Hz

Chinese Word Length Effect (Zang et al., 2018)
zh 90 constructed sentences 30 native speakers (a: 24.0 Sentences are rated for their
(#c: 19.0 (2.0)) (2.0)) naturalness; includes human
predictability norms
Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
Sampl. Freq.: —Hz

Russian Sentence Corpus (Laurinavichyute et al., 2018)

ru 144 selected sentences based on 96 native speakers (a: 24.0) The dataset includes human
target words from the Russian predictability norms.
National Corpus (#w: 1,362) Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+

Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

RaCCooNS (Frank & Aumeistere, 2023)
nl 200 narrative sentences (#w: 37 native speakers (a: 26.2) Co-registration of EEG data.
2,783) Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000+
Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

Hong Kong Corpus of Chinese Sentence and Passage Reading (Wu & Kit, 2023)

zh 300 single-line sentences (#w: 96 native speakers (a: 26 Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
5,250) and 7 multi-line (3.64)) Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz
passages (#w: 4,967) from
newspaper articles

Eye-movement Measures on Words in Chinese Reading (Zhang et al., 2022)

zh 7,577 sentences (#w: 8,551, #c: 1,718 native speakers Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
22.48) Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

TURead (Acartiirk et al., 2023)

tr 192 sentences selected from 196 native speakers Includes human predictability
existing Turkish corpora based (a: 22.7 (2.6)) norms; both silent and aloud
on target words reading.
(#w: 15.3 (2.9)); 37 stimuli Eye-tracker: EyeLink 1000
consist of 2 or 3 sentences Sampl. Freq.: 1,000 Hz

Abbr.: L = language of stimuli (ISO-639-1); #w, #w = (mean) number of words of stimuli (SD); #c¢ = mean
number of characters of stimuli (SD); @ = mean age of participants (SD)

demanding and presumably require more cognitive effort to process than, for example,
Wikipedia excerpts as used in previous work. This higher difficulty level of the texts
is presumably reflected in more complex eye movement patterns. Third, the readers’
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Table 7 Self-paced naturalistic reading corpora for different languages for both single sentences
and text passages

L Stimuli Participants Additional characteristics
UCL (Frank et al., 2013)
en 361 sentences selected from free 117 psychology students The dataset contains
online novels (#w: 4,946, #w: (a: 18.9) eye-tracking data as well.
13.7 (6.36))
Natural Stories Corpus (Futrell et al., 2017)
en 10 stories with a total of 485 181 participants, not all of
sentences (#w per sentence: them read all 10 stories

22.38), the texts have been
edited to contain many
hard-to-process constructions

Abbr.: L = language of stimuli (ISO-639-1); #w, #w = (mean) number of words of stimuli (SD); @ = mean
age of participants (SD)

domain expertise about the topic presented in the stimulus texts is experimentally
controlled and assessed by asking specific background questions on the topics covered
in the texts that are not directly answered in the texts and thus cannot be derived
from the read text.

3 Methods

PoTeC is an eye-tracking-while-reading dataset using stimulus materials adapted from
German university-level textbooks on either physics or biology (see Section 3.1).
The data collection follows a 2x2x2 fully-crossed factorial design. The three (quasi-
experimental) factors are: 1) The reader’s discipline of studies with the levels physics
and biology, which is manipulated between-subjects and within-items: The selection
criteria specify that each participant studies exactly one of the two disciplines; and
each item (i.e. each text from one of the domains) is read by the participants from
both disciplines. 2) The text domain (i.e. the domain of the stimulus texts) with the
levels physics and biology which is manipulated within-subjects and between-items: all
readers read both the physics and the biology texts, and each text belongs unambigu-
ously to exactly one domain. 3) The reader’s level of studies with levels graduate and
undergraduate which is manipulated between-subjects and within-items: each reader
belongs to exactly one of the groups and each item is read by each of the groups.
The level of studies is defined by the semester or program the students are enrolled in
at the time of the experiment: undergraduate is defined as first semester BSc, while
graduate is defined as being enrolled in an MSc or PhD program of the respective
discipline of studies. See Figure 1 for an overview on the study design.

In addition to the eye-tracking data, the reader’s text comprehension and text-
independent background knowledge was assessed via comprehension and background
questions (see Section 3.1.2), demographic information was collected from each of
the participants (see Section 3.3.2), and comprehensive linguistic annotations of the
stimulus texts are provided (see Section 3.1). The eye-tracking data is pre-processed
to obtain fixations and reading measures (among other data formats) as described in
more detail in Section 3.4.
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Fig. 1 The 2x2x2 fully-crossed factorial study design of PoTeC. The red cubes denote expert
reading, that is, participants having the level of studies graduate who are reading a text, whose
text domain is equal to the reader’s discipline of studies.

3.1 Materials

The present section provides an overview of the materials used and how the materials
were annotated. Table 8 summarizes the different types of annotations and the tools
that were used for the different steps of the stimulus annotation process.

Table 8 Overview of the tools used to annotate the materials

Annotation Data Description Tools

Manual annotation Word features (manual): stored in Manual
one file for each text with one row for STTS tag set (Schiller et al.,
each word together with all word level 1999)
tags (see Section 3.1.3).

Corpus-based Word features (extracted): stored dlexDB online interface!

annotation together with the other word level dlexDB (Heister et al., 2011)
tags (see Section 3.1.4).

Language-model-based Surprisal: The estimated surprisal Pre-trained language models

annotation values are directly added to the files Python scripts: surprisal.py and
containing the other word level get_surprisal.py

features (see Section 3.1.5).

Semi-automatic Dependency & constituency Python script:
annotation trees: The trees are created and add_syntax_trees.py
stored in separate files per tree type
and text each containing all trees for
one text (see Section 3.1.6).

Yhttp://www.dlexdb.de/query/kern/typposlem/

3.1.1 Stimulus texts

We selected a total of twelve texts from various German university-level physics (six
texts) and biology textbooks (six texts) (Ableitner, 2014; Boujard, Anselme, Cullin,
& Raguénes-Nicol, 2014; Demtroder, 2010, 2014a, 2014b; Graw, 2015; Townsend,
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Begon, & Harper, 2003). The original texts were chosen in a way that each text was
approximately 150 words long (min: 126 words; max: 180 words; mean: 158 words). If
necessary, the text’s content was adjusted to account for the deletion of mathemati-
cal formulas, figures and tables. The resulting texts were self-contained, and consisted
only of plain text. The texts enable cross-domain comparisons as they are very similar
in terms of text features such as lexical frequency (see Figure 2). Their main difference
lies in their content and not in, for example, texts in one domain simply containing
less frequent words.

Word length (characters)

30

20

RS

biology physics
Log-Frequency (lemma)

10

b0 bl b2 b3 b4 b5 p0 pl p2 p3 p4 p5 biology physics
Surprisal (GPT-2 large)
40 - - . : i

30 . <

20 . 3

I ITITITITEY

b0 bl b2 b3 biology physics

Fig. 2 Domain-specific and text-specific summary of the word length in characters, the log-lexical
lemma frequency, and surprisal (as estimated by GPT-2 large).

3.1.2 Comprehension & background questions

For each text, three text comprehension questions and three background questions
were created. The text comprehension questions required a thorough understanding of
the text, but did not require any additional background knowledge. The background
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questions, in contrast, tested the general knowledge in the topic presented in the text
and hence required background knowledge. The background questions could not be
answered with knowledge only acquired through the respective text. All questions had
been designed by experts in the respective field.

3.1.3 Manual word level annotation

Each stimulus text was manually part-of-speech (PoS) tagged according to the
Stuttgart-Tiibingen-Tagset (STTS) (Schiller et al., 1999). In addition to the PoS-tag
of the word itself, we provide the PoS-tag of punctuation marks that directly (i.e.,
without a white space) precede or follow the word, as well as hand-crafted tags to
indicate whether a word was contained in a constituent that is in quotes or parenthe-
ses. Furthermore, the words were manually tagged for other lexical and orthographic
features that arguably affect eye movement behavior in reading, namely whether the
word is an expert or general technical term, with expert technical term being a term
that is typically only understood by experts in that area (e.g., biology: “homolog”,
physics: “phasenrichtig”) and general technical term being a term that is generally
understood (e.g., biology: “Proteine”, physics: “Kristalle”). Other tags are whether
the word is (e.g., “DNA”) or contains an abbreviation (e.g., “DNA-Fragment”), con-
tains a non-Latin character or symbol (e.g., “B-D-Glucose”), or contains a hyphen
(e.g., “z-Richtung”). Finally, we added various ordinal or binary tags to encode posi-
tional information for each word (ordinal position of the word in the text and in the
sentence, and whether it is the first or last word of a clause or sentence). See Table 9
for the precise definitions of the different hand-crafted word tags.

3.1.4 Corpus-based word level annotation

Moreover, for each word, several word length measures, lexical frequency measures,
and lexical neighborhood measures commonly used in reading research were extracted
from the lexical database dlexDB (Heister et al., 2011), which is based on the reference
corpus underlying the Digital Dictionary of the German Language (DWDS) (Das
Digitale Worterbuch der deutschen Sprache, 2016). All extracted values were manually
corrected by a linguistic expert labeller. In particular, the type-to-lemma mapping
was disambiguated and incorrect database entries (e.g., incorrect lemmatization) were
corrected. If the lemma has been manually added, the lemma frequency was coded
as missing value. Overviews of all features extracted from dLexDB are provided in
Tables 10, 11, and 12.

3.1.5 Language-model-based word level annotation

In addition to the manual tagging and the dlexDB tags, all words in the texts were
annotated with surprisal values obtained from different language models. As has been
shown by previous research, surprisal values and their predictive power differ depend-
ing on the language model that was used for their estimation (Goodkind & Bicknell,
2018; E. Wilcox, Meister, Cotterell, & Pimentel, 2023; E.G. Wilcox, Gauthier, Hu,
Qian, & Levy, 2020). Therefore, the surprisal values were estimated by three models
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Table 9 Definitions of the manually created lexical and sentence-level features

Feature

Definition

Example

Lezical and orthographic features

expert technical term

general technical term

is abbreviation
contains abbreviation
contains symbol
contains hyphen

The word is a technical term typi-
cally only understood by experts in
the field

The word is a technical term but
generally understood without spe-
cific expertise required

The entire word is an abbreviation
The word contains an abbreviation
Word contains a symbol

Word contains at least one hyphen
that is not STTS-tagged as TRUNC

homolog (biology),
phasenrichtig (physics)

Proteine (biology),
Kristalle (physics)

DNA

DNA-Fragment

+Ende; 8-D-Glucose
DNA-Fragment;
z-Richtung; S-D-Glucose

Linear position information

word index in text

word index in sentence

sentence index

Position of the word within the cur-
rent text, irrespective of sentences
coded as integer

Position of the word within the cur-
rent sentence coded as integer
Position of the sentence to which the
word belongs within the current text
coded as integer

Punctuation

STTS punctuation before

STTS punctuation after

quote

parentheses

STTS-tag of the punctuation that
precedes the word if applicable
(Schiller et al., 1999)

STTS-tag of the punctuation that
follows the word if applicable
(Schiller et al., 1999)

Word is (part of an expression that
is) in quotes

Word is (part of an expression that
is) in parentheses

“Gleisen”

(z.B. dielektrische ... )

Syntactic features

clause begin/end
sentence begin/end

dependency &
constituency trees

Marks the first/last word of a new
clause

Marks the first/last word of a new
sentence

Dependency trees for each sentence
created semi-automatically

differing in model architectures and size. Two models had been trained in an auto-
regressive manner which takes only the left-hand side context of a word into account
to predict the next word, which mimics the incremental nature of human language
processing. The first is GerPT2 (Minixhofer, 2020), a language model that was trained
on German data but initialized from the English GPT-2 model (Radford et al., 2019).
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Table 10 Definition of the corpus-based features extracted from dlexDB: Linguistic
representations & word length features

Feature Definition

Type Orthographic representation of a word as found in the stimulus text (case
sensitive)

Lemma Headword, i.e., an uninflected form that may or may not occur in the stimulus
corpus itself

Syllables Syllables of which the word consists

Type length char.  Number of characters of a type
Type length syll. Number of syllables of a type
Lemma length Number of characters of a lemma

Both GerPT2 Large? (876M parameters) and Base® (176M parameters) were used.
The second model is LeoLM, a German language model built on Llama 2 (Touvron
et al., 2023) and is fine-tuned on German data. We used the 7b* and 13b® versions of
LeoLM. The third model used is a German variant® of BERT (Devlin, Chang, Lee, &
Toutanova, 2019) with 109M parameters. BERT is not an auto-regressive model as it
takes both the left- and right-hand context into account.

In order to obtain the surprisal values, all texts were sub-word-tokenized for the
respective model and the tokenized input sequence was processed by the model to
obtain the log-probabilities of the individual sub-word-tokens which were then added
up to get the surprisal for each word. All surprisal values were estimated once with the
respective (left-hand) sentence as context and once with the entire (left-hand) text as
context as the participants had also seen the entire text on one page during reading.

3.1.6 Semi-automatically created dependency and constituency
trees

To facilitate future analysis of the data, dependency and constituency trees were added
to all sentences. In order to create the dependency trees, the Python library spaCy’ was
used. The tool to create the dependency trees was trained on the TIGER corpus and
it therefore uses the TIGER annotation scheme (Brants et al., 2004; TIGER Project,
2003). The tool automatically parses and annotates each word with its respective
dependencies. The dependency trees were manually corrected by a German linguis-
tic expert. The constituency trees were created using the open-source tool benepar
(Kitaev, Cao, & Klein, 2019; Kitaev & Klein, 2018). The tool receives each text sep-
arately as input, splits it into sentences, tokenizes the sentences, annotates the words
with PoS-tags and groups the resulting annotated words into sentence constituents
and annotates them accordingly. As the entire pipeline relies on pre-trained models
for the different tasks, it might result in different PoS-tag annotation compared to our
manual tags. The resulting constituency trees were consequently manually corrected

2https://huggingface.co/benj amin/gerpt2-large
3}1ttps://huggingfa(‘,e.co/benjamin/gerth
4https://huggingface.co/LeoLM /leo-hessianai-7b
Shttps://huggingface.co/LeoLM /leo-hessianai-13b
Shttps://huggingface.co/bert-base-german-cased
"https:/ /spacy.io/
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Table 11 Definition of the corpus-based features extracted from dlexDB: Frequency measures

Feature

Definition

Annotated type frequency
Type frequency

Lemma frequency
Document frequency
Sentence frequency

Cumulative syllable corpus
frequency

Cumulative syllable lexicon
frequency

Cumulative character corpus
frequency

Cumulative character lexicon
frequency

Cumulative character bigram
corpus frequency

Cumulative character bigram
lexicon frequency

Cumulative character trigram
corpus frequency

Cumulative character trigram
lexicon frequency

Initial letter frequency

Initial bigram frequency
Initial trigram frequency

Average conditional probability
in bigrams

Average conditional probability
in trigrams

Familiarity

Regularity

Number of occurrences of a unique combination of a type, its
STTS tag and its lemma in the corpus (per mio tokens)
Number of occurrences of a type in the corpus (per mio
tokens)

Total number of occurrences of types associated with this
lemma in the corpus (per mio tokens)

The number of documents with at least one occurrence of this
type (per 10.000 documents)

Number of sentences with at least one occurrence of this type
(per 100.000 sentences)

Cumulative frequency of the individual syllables of the word
in the corpus (per mio tokens)

Cumulative frequency of the individual syllables of the word
as listed in the lexicon (per mio types)

Cumulative corpus frequency of all characters contained in
this type (per mio tokens)

Cumulative lexicon frequency of all characters contained in
this type (per mio types)

Cumulative corpus frequency of all character bigrams con-
tained in this type (per mio tokens)

Cumulative lexicon frequency of all character bigrams con-
tained in this type (per mio types)

Cumulative corpus frequency of all character trigrams con-
tained in this type (per mio tokens)

Cumulative lexicon frequency of all character trigrams con-
tained in this type (per mio types)

Cumulative frequency of all types sharing the same initial
letter (per mio tokens)

Cumulative frequency of all types sharing the same initial
character bigram (per mio tokens)

Cumulative frequency of all types sharing the same initial
character trigram (per mio tokens)

Conditional probability of the respective word being the sec-
ond component in word bigrams, given the occurrence of its
first component, averaged across all possible bigrams with
that word as second component (computed on the basis of the
annotated type information)

Conditional probability of the respective word being the third
component in word trigrams, given the occurrence of its first
and second component, averaged across all possible trigrams
with that word as third component (computed on the basis
of the annotated type information)

Cumulative frequency of all types of the same length sharing
the same initial trigram

The number of types of the same length sharing the same
initial trigram

such that the PoS-tags correspond with our manual tags and to account for any other

errors.
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Table 12 Definition of the corpus-based features extracted from dlexDB: Neighborhood measures

Feature

Definition

Cumulative frequency of higher
frequency neighbors (Coltheart)

Count of of higher frequency
neighbors

Cumulative frequency of all
neighbors (Coltheart)

Count of all neighbors
(Coltheart)

Cumulative frequency of higher
frequency neighbors
(Levenshtein)

Count of of higher frequency
neighbors (Levenshtein)

Cumulative frequency of all
neighbors (Levenshtein)

Count of all neighbors
(Levenshtein)

Cumulative frequency of all higher frequency orthographic
neighbors according to the definition of Coltheart et al.
(1977): Neighbors need to be of the same length and differ
at one character position from each other. E.g., “Hans” has
higher frequency Coltheart neighbor “Haus”.

Number of higher frequency orthographic neighbors according
to the definition of Coltheart et al. (1977)

Cumulative frequency of all orthographic neighbors according
to the definition of Coltheart et al. (1977)

Number of orthographic neighbors according to the definition
of Coltheart et al. (1977)

Cumulative frequency of all higher frequency orthographic
neighbors according to the definition of Levenshtein (1966):
Words are neighbors if they differ by one change operation
(inserting, deleting or exchanging a character).

Number of higher frequency orthographic neighbors according
to the definition of Levenshtein (1966)

Cumulative frequency of all orthographic neighbors according
to the definition of Levenshtein (1966)

Number of orthographic neighbors according to the definition
of Levenshtein (1966)

Table 13 Language-model-based word level features estimated by different model types

Feature

Model type

Size

Auto-regressive

GerPT2 base (GPT-based)
GerPT?2 large (GPT-based)
& LeoLM 7b (Llama-2-based)
LeoLM 13b (Llama-2-based)

sentence context surprisal

text context surprisal

176M parameters
876M parameters
7B parameters
13B parameters

Non-auto-regressive

BERT

190M parameters

For all model types, surprisal has been estimated once with the sentence and once with the entire
text as context. As the surprisal is estimated on sub-word-token-level, the resulting surprisal values
have been added up to obtain the surprisal for one word.
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3.2 Participants

75 students® of the University of Potsdam all of whom were native speakers of Ger-
man with normal or corrected-to-normal vision participated in the experiment. They
were either students of biology or of physics in either their first semester of the BSc
program (undergraduate) or graduate students currently attending an MSc or PhD
program (graduate). In total there were 12 undergraduate physics students, 20 grad-
uate physics students, 16 undergraduate biology students and 27 graduate biology
students. Participants were requested to not have consumed any alcohol the day of
the experiment and come to the experiment well rested. Participants received a com-
pensation of 20 EUR. A short overview of the participants mean age and a selection
of other characteristics is found in Table 14.

Table 14 Overview over the participants mean age and a selection of other characteristics

Discipline Level of Number of Mean Mean Glasses

of studies participants age (SD) hours of

studies sleep (SD)

Biology undergrad. | 16 21.5 (3.2) 7.3 (0.9) no: 14, yes: 1, N/A: 1
Biology graduate 27 26.2 (4.1) 7.3 (1.0) no: 17, yes: 10
Physics undergrad. | 12 20.5 (3.3) 6.6 (2.3) no: 8, yes: 4

Physics graduate 20 25.7 (2.8) 7.4 (1.2) no: 15, yes: 5
Overall | 75 24.2 (4.2) 7.2 (1.3) no: 54, yes: 20, N/A: 1

3.3 Experiment Procedure and Technical Set-up

The data collection was carried out in accordance with the Helsinki Declaration (World
Medical Association, 2013). Informed consent was obtained from all participants prior
to starting the experiment. Participants were instructed about the procedure of the
experiment in written form and clarified their questions with the experimenter orally.
The experiment started with the recording of the eye movements (see Section 3.3.1)
which was followed by a short demographic questionnaire (see Section 3.3.2). The total
duration of the experiment including instructions, camera-setup, breaks, calibrations
and questionnaire was approximately 90 minutes.

3.3.1 Eye-tracking-while-reading

Participants’ eye movements (right eye monocular tracking) were recorded at a sam-
pling rate of 1,000 Hz using an Eyelink 1000 eye tracker manufactured by SR Research
with a desktop mounted camera system with a 35mm lens. A Cedrus button box
was used as a response pad. The experimental presentation and the communication
between the presentation computer and the eye tracker was implemented using the
Experiment Builder software provided by SR Research.

8Data for 76 participants was collected, however, for one participant only the data for 5 out of 12 trials
was available which is why this participant’s data was eventually excluded.
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The participant was seated at a height-adjustable table to ensure a constant eye-
to-screen distance across participants. The participant’s head was stabilized using a
chin- and forehead rest which should increase the quality of the recorded data. The
texts were presented on a 22 inch monitor with a resolution of 1680x 1050 pixels and
a screen size of 47.5x30cm. The eye-to-screen distance measured 61 cm and the eye-
to-camera distance was 65 cm. Both distance measures were measured as specified in
the EyeLink Installation Guide (SR Research Ltd, 2010, p. 15, p. 70).

The texts were presented in a mono-spaced white font (Courier, font size 18) on
a black background. The reason for choosing a black background was the rather long
duration of the experiment. A bright background color would strain the participants’
eyes and potentially lead to wet eyes which has a negative impact on calibration
accuracy.

After the set-up and initial calibration (9-point calibration) of the camera and the
validation, the participant first read one practice text followed by six practice questions
to get familiar with the experimental procedure. The twelve experimental texts were
presented in randomized order (separate randomization for each participant). Each
experimental trial began with the presentation of the header of the following text on
an individual screen. The participant had to press a button to continue to the text
which was shown on a new screen. Each text fit onto a single screen. There were
no restrictions regarding the time spent on reading each text. After having finished
reading the text, the participant had to look at a green sticker that was placed on the
bottom right corner of the monitor and at the same time press a button to continue
to the questions. This procedure helps to avoid random fixations on the text after the
participant has finished reading as they are fixating a specified target away from the
areas of interest. Each question was presented on a separate screen together with four
answer options of which the participant had to select one by pressing the respective
button on the response pad. It was not possible to go back to the text or previous
questions nor was it possible to undo an answer. The order of answer options was
randomly shuffled for each participant. The three text comprehension questions always
preceded the three background questions in order to minimize memory effects on the
response accuracy; the order of the three questions within each type was randomized
for each participant. Participants were informed that some of the questions required
background knowledge, however they were not informed which ones.

If necessary, re-calibrations were performed before the beginning of a new trial fol-
lowed by another validation. For all of the participants, re-calibrations were performed
throughout the experiment (see Table 15 for an overview on the calibrations and val-
idations performed). Appendix B presents a table where all the average validation
scores for each session are listed together with the number of validations and calibra-
tions performed in that session. Participants were allowed to take a break before the
beginning of a new trial.

3.3.2 Demographic questionnaire

After the eye-tracking experiment was concluded, participants had to fill in a short
demographic questionnaire. The following information was collected: the field of stud-
ies (including area of specialization if applicable) and the current semester of studies
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Table 15 Statistics over the number of calibrations and validations performed in the experiment
and the validation scores.

Type| Validation score (avg) Validation score (max) # per session
mean  std mar  min mean  std mar  min mean  std mar  min
cal 14.418 4.73 27 2

val ‘0.421 0.253 2.37 0.188‘ 0.84  0.567 5.045 0.422‘ 8.899 3.07 15 2

Note that the validation scores (avg and max) are both averages over all the validations performed in
one session. See Appendix B for a session overview. SR research recommends an average validation
score below 0.5.

in order to verify the expert status, gender, age, handedness, whether the participant
was wearing (soft or hard) contact lenses or glasses, hours of sleep the night before the
experiment, alcohol consumption within 24h hours before the experiment, whether or
not the participant had grown up bilingually, and the state (“Bundesland”) where the
German language was acquired.

3.4 Data Preprocessing

The eye-tracking data for each participant and text were pre-processed and are made
available in different formats. Whenever the tools and scripts are created by ourselves
and not protected by a license or copyright, the tools used to complete the differ-
ent steps are made publicly available. Table 16 provides an overview of the different
preprocessing steps and the tools used.

3.4.1 Pre-processing of raw data

The data files originally written by the eye-tracking device are non-human readable
edf files which were directly converted to a human-readable asc format using the
SR Research edf2asc tool. The asc files contain the data for one session including
metadata and need to be parsed to extract the relevant samples for each trial and
store it in a separate tsv file which then contains one sample per line for one trial.
One sample consists of the x and y coordinates for the tracked eye and the timestamp.

3.4.2 Computation of fixations

Fixations and saccades were computed from the pre-processed raw data using the
EyeLink Data Viewer software provided by SR Research with the default parameter
settings (SR Research Ltd., 2011). Subsequently, each fixation was mapped to the
character index in the text that was fixated and annotated with the line index and
the character index in that line. Fixations on the white space between two words were
mapped to the closest character.

3.4.3 Manual correction of the fixation data

Visual inspection of the fixation data revealed that in certain fixation sequences, ver-
tical calibration error gradually increased over time. This measurement error was
manually corrected by adjusting the fixation-to-character mapping (i.e., re-mapping
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Table 16 Data processing pipeline including the tools that were used

Pre-processing Step

Data Description

Tools

Pre-processing of eye movement data

Collect:
raw data

Raw data (as-is): Raw data including
metadata for each session in one file. At
experiment-time non-human-readable edf files
are written which are directly converted to
human-readable asc files.

EyeLink 1000,
Experiment Builder
software (SR Research),
SR Research edf2asc

Pre-process:
raw data

Raw data (pre-processed): Raw data as
collected is pre-processed to only contain the
relevant samples (right eye  and y coordinates,
pupil diameter, timestamp) for each trial. The
files contains one data sample per line (tsv
format).

asc-to_csv.py,
SR Research asc2csv

Compute:
raw data — fixation
data

Uncorrected fixation data: From the

pre-processed raw data, fixations are computed.
Contains the character-level area of interest for
each fixation and fixation and saccade features.

Eyelink Data Viewer
(SR Research Ltd.,
2011), default
parameter settings

Correct:
fixation data —
corrected fixation data

Fixations: Manually corrected fixation data.
Contains information about whether the fixation
was corrected or not and if so, information on
the original fixation (see Section 3.4.3).

Python script:
correct_fixations.py
and split_fixation-
report.py

Pre-processing of stimulus material

Compute:
character index — word
index

Character to word mapping: The indices of
the character-level areas of interest are mapped
to the word indices in the respective text.

Python script:
char_index_to_
word_index.py

Compute:
text — word/sentence
limits

‘Word limits and sentence limits: Contains
information about the first and the last
character index (i.e., aois) of each word and
each sentence in each text.

Python script:
create_word.-
aoi-limits.py

Pre-processing of stimulus material and eye movement data combined

Compute:

corrected fixation data
— word level reading
measures

Reading measures: For each trial, word level
reading measures are computed that are written
to a separate file for each reader and text (see
Section 3.4.4).

Python script:
compute reading-
measures.py

Merge:

corrected fixation data
with character and
words

Scanpaths: Each character-level fixation in all
scanpaths was merged with the fixated character
and word, and information on trial-level like
the text identifier is added (see Section 3.5).

Python script:
generate_scanpaths.py

Merge:
reading measures with
stimulus corpus data

Reading measures merged: Merge reading
measures with all features at all levels that
have not been included yet (see Table 18 for an
overview)

Python script:
merge_reading_
measures.py

Merge:
scanpaths with
stimulus corpus data

Scanpaths merged: Merge scanpaths with all
features at all levels that have not been
included yet (see Table 18 for an overview).

Python script:
merge_scanpaths.py

a fixation to the character in the line above or below the currently mapped charac-
ter). Horizontal calibration drift could not be corrected as there is no way to infer
the magnitude of the measurement error from the data. An exception are fixations
on the first or last word of a line. If the fixation was just next to the line and not on
the word, it was corrected to be on the first, respectively last word of the line. In any
case, horizontal measurement error is less dramatic for the purpose of this study (and
reading experiments in general) as fixations are eventually mapped to words, thus a
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horizontal measurement error will only result in a wrong fixation-to-word mapping
when the measurement error is larger than the distance of the real fixation location
to the word boundary. In contrast, even small measurement error on the vertical axis
can lead to incorrectly mapping the fixation to be on a word in the line above or
below. In some trials, the participant did not only read the text but also scanned the
screen without reading. Such sequences of fixations can be easily distinguished from
eye movements reflecting reading by visual inspection (automatized approaches exist,
but are less accurate, see Biedert, Hees, Dengel, and Buscher (2012)). Whenever such
sequences of non-reading fixations occurred at the beginning or the end of a trial,
they were deleted within the process of correcting the fixation locations. In addition,
very short fixations that looked like optical artifacts were deleted. All three stages of
the data up to this point, the pre-processed raw data, the originally computed uncor-
rected fixations and the manually corrected fixation data (corrected fixation location
and deleted non-reading sequences) are made available in the data repository.

3.4.4 Computation of word-level reading measures

From the fixation data, various reading measures commonly used in reading research
were computed for each text and reader. Each word (defined by the surrounding white
spaces) was considered one area of interest for all measures except for landing position
which was based on the characters within a word. Fixations on the punctuation marks
were considered to belong to the preceding word by default and to the following word
in case of opening parentheses or opening quotation marks. Definitions of the various
measures are provided in Table 17. Note that several subsets of these measures are
linearly dependent.

3.5 Summary of the Available Features

After all the data was annotated and pre-processed, PoTeC has different features avail-
able at different levels (word-, text-, reader-, fixation- and trial-level)?. 1) Word-level
features: All word-level features, which include manual and (semi)-automatically
computed or estimated tags, are defined in Tables 9-13. 2) Text-level features:
Each text was given a unique identifier encoded as textual feature explicitly encoding
the text domain. In addition to the text itself, the text’s domain, the comprehension
questions, all the answer options, and the encoding of the correct answers to all ques-
tions are text-level features. 3) Reader-level features: The data collected through
the demographic questionnaire and a unique reader identifier are reader-level features
as well as the level of studies and the discipline of studies. The order of the stimuli
texts and the order of the answer options for each of the questions are reader-level
features and the average response accuracy over all questions for each question type.
4) Fixation-level features: A chronological fixation index, fixation duration, pre-
vious saccade duration, next saccade duration and the area of interest are available

9For some textual features like the the discipline of studies or the text domain, a numerical encoding
was added for easy computational processing while still keeping an explicitly understandable text-encoded
label (e.g., level of studies physics). As both features encode the same information, it won’t be explicitly
stated in the following overview but is defined in the data repository.
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Table 17 Definition of the word-level eye movement measures.

Measure

Abbr.

Definition

Continuous measures (in ms)

first-fixation duration FFD duration of the first fixation on a word if this word is fixated in
first-pass reading, otherwise 0

first duration FD duration of the first fixation on a word (identical to FFD if not
skipped in the first-pass)

first-pass reading time FPRT sum of the durations of all first-pass fixations on a word (0 if
the word was skipped in the first-pass)

single-fixation duration SFD duration of the only first-pass fixation on a word, 0 if the word
was skipped or more than one fixations occurred in the
first-pass (equals FFD in case of a single first-pass fixation)

first-reading time FRT sum of the duration of all fixations from first fixating the word
(independent if the first fixations occurs in first-pass reading)
until leaving the word for the first time (equals FPRT in case
the word was fixated in the first-pass)

total-fixation time TFT sum of all fixations on a word (FPRT+RRT)

re-reading time RRT sum of the durations of all fixations on a word that do not
belong to the first-pass (TFT—FPRT)

inclusive regression- RPD.inc sum of all fixation durations starting from the first first-pass

path duration fixation on a word until fixating a word to the right of this word
(including all regressive fixations on previous words), 0 if the
word was not fixated in the first-pass (RPD_exc+RBRT)

exclusive regression- RPD_exc sum of all fixation durations after initiating a first-pass regression

path duration from a word until fixating a word to the right of this word,
without counting fixations on the word itself (RPD_inc—RBRT)

right-bounded reading RBRT sum of all fixation durations on a word until a word to the right

time of this word is fixated (RPD_inc—RPD_exc).

Binary measures

fixation Fix 1 if the word was fixated, otherwise 0 (FPF or RR)

first-pass fixation FPF 1 if the word was fixated in the first-pass, otherwise 0

first-pass regression FPReg 1 if a regression was initiated in the first-pass reading of the
word, otherwise 0 (sign(RPD_exc))

re-reading RR 1 if the word was fixated after the first-pass reading, otherwise 0
(sign(RRT))

Ordinal measures

total fixation count TFC number of all fixations on a word

landing position LP position of the first saccade on the word expressed by ordinal
position of the fixated character

incoming saccade length ~ SL_in length of the saccade that leads to first fixation on a word in
number of words; positive sign if the saccade is a progressive
one, negative sign if it is a regression

outgoing saccade length SL_out length of the first saccade that leaves the word in number of
words; positive sign if the saccade is a progressive one, negative
sign if it is a regression; 0 if the word is never fixated

total count of outgoing TRC-out total number of regressive saccades initiated from this word

regressions

total count of incoming TRC.in  total number of regressive saccades landing on this word

regressions

fixation-level features. In addition, whether or not the fixation has been manually cor-
rected, the original chronological fixation index, the uncorrected fixation location and
the uncorrected area of interest are added as features. 5) Trial-level features: For
each text read by a participant, the response accuracy for all questions and the mean
accuracy for all text and all background questions are provided. In addition, a feature
was added to each trial that encodes whether this specific trial is expert reading or not
(see Figure 1). In addition, trial-level features include the word-level reading measures
that have been computed for each text and reader as described in Section 3.4.4.
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Table 18 Available features of PoTeC at different levels

Feature level Features

Reader-level Unique reader identifier, age, handedness, gender, how many hours of sleep the
reader had the night before the experiment, whether of not the reader wears
glasses, whether or not the participant consumed alcohol within 24 hours before
the experiment start, level of studies, discipline of studies, and domain
expert level (e.g., physics-undergraduate), the order of texts in this session,
and the order of answer options for all question.

Text-level Unique text identifier, text, questions, answer options, the correct answer for all
questions, and text domain.

Trial-level Answer accuracy for all questions for the respective text, mean accuracies for
text and background questions for the text, and whether or not the trial is an
example of expert reading (i.e., the text is read by an expert in the text
domain) and the word level reading measures defined in Table 17.

Word-level All features defined in Tables 9-13.

Fixation-level Chronological fixation index, fixation duration, previous saccade duration, next
saccade duration, whether or not the fixation has been manually corrected, the
original chronological fixation index, fixated character and word, line index of
the fixated character and the character index in the line.

Note: The features marked in bold are either the experimental factors or features based on the
experimental factors.

The fixation data and reading measures are processed further and merged with
different features of the corpus material on different levels to facilitate a simple use of
the data. Note that these steps do not add any additional information but combine and
merge the existing corpus data in such a way that common analyses of eye movement
data for both psycholinguistic as well as NLP use cases are simplified and therefore
encouraged. As the fixation data is originally only associated with the index of the
fixated character, it is further processed to explicitly include the fixated character and
word. Also included are word-level features of the fixated word as well as most trial-,
session-, reader- and text-level features in addition to the fixation-level features. The
resulting data representation is then referred to as the scanpath for this reader and text
which represents the chronological order of the eye movements on the text. The reading
measures are merged with all the remaining reader-, text-, trial-, and session-level
features that had not been added before as well as the remaining word-level features
(i.e., the various word-level tags). Both the reading measures data and the scanpaths
are made available in a format including only the most important features and in an
extended format that includes all available features merged with the eye movement
data (compare Table 16). Note that those two data representations represent the same
data in two very different formats with the scanpath data representing one fixation
per line in chronological fixation order and the reading measures data representing
the eye movement data at the word-level with one line representing one word in the
order of the text.
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3.6 Accessing the Data

PoTeC consists of various different types of data which include on the one hand many
large data files and on the other hand different Python scripts. To account for the
differences in those data formats two channels have been chosen to share the data.
The data files are stored in an Open Science Framework (OSF) repository: https://
osf.io/dnbhp/. The code is stored in a GitHub repository: https://github.com/DiLi-
Lab/PoTeC. The GitHub repository can be cloned locally and the data files can be
automatically downloaded using a Python script'®. Alternatively, the data files can
be manually downloaded from OSF.

Additionally, PoTeC has been integrated into the Python package pymovements!!
(Krakowczyk, Reich, et al., 2023). The package allows for downloading the raw data
directly within a Python or R script and can then be further processed using the
package. For example, events can be detected or plots can be created to visualize the
datal?.

4 Usage of the Data

The data has already been used for different research purposes. For example,
Krakowczyk, Prasse, et al. (2023) used PoTeC to develop Explainable Artificial Intelli-
gence (XAI) methods for analysing deep neural networks processing eye-tracking data.
Hollenstein, Pirovano, Zhang, Jéger, and Beinborn (2021) fine-tuned large language
models on different eye-tracking corpora including PoTeC to understand better to what
extent the representations learned by large language models are comparable to human
reading behavior. Makowski, Jager, Abdelwahab, Landwehr, and Scheffer (2019) used
PoTeC for biometric identification and the prediction of reading comprehension.

5 Analyses of the Data

We have already illustrated a few past use cases for PoTeC in Section 4. In the follow-
ing, we present a series of analyses on a range of reading measures (first-pass reading
time, total fixation time, re-reading time, first-pass regressions) to test the effects of the
word- and sentence-level features as well as the impact of expertise on eye-movements.
More specifically, we deploy hierarchical (generalized) linear-mixed models to:

1. explore the reading behavior of experts and non-experts (see Figure 1 for a visual
representation of what we refer to as expert reading),

2. test the effect of different word- and sentence-level features such as word length,
surprisal, and lexical frequency, as well as whether the word represents an expert
term, whether it was read in the expert reading condition (see Table 18), and the
reader’s discipline of studies.

We model each word-level reading measure y using expert reading (binary;
1=stimulus text is read by a graduate student of the discipline that constitutes the text

194ownload data files.py, please consult the README files in the repository for further instructions.
https://pymovements.readthedocs.io/en /stable/reference/index.html
12More instructions are found in our GitHub repository.
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domain, O=else; see Figure 1), expert technical term!?® (binary; 1=expert techni-
cal term that is not generally understandable, 0=else), reader discipline (binary;
1=physics, 0=biology; reader’s discipline of studies), word length, log-lemma
frequency and lexicalized surprisall# as predictors, formalized as follows:

Yij =g(ﬁo + Boi + B1 expert reading; + 5> reader discipline;+
B3 reader discipline, * expert reading,+
P4 expert technical term,; + 5 word length,+
Be expert reading; *word length; + 7 log-lemma frequency;+
fs expert reading; * log-lemma frequency; + Bo surprisal;+

Bio expert reading; * surprisalj)

where y;; refers to the eye-tracking reading measure of subject i for the jth word in
the stimulus corpus across all texts. By represents the global intercept, and By; the
random intercept for subject i. g(-) denotes the linking function: g(z) = In 1% for the
binary measures (first-pass regression) with y;; following a Bernoulli distribution (i.e.,
logistic regression); and the identity function for the remaining continuous measures
with y;; following a log-normal distribution (i.e., linear regression on a log-transformed
dependent variable). We run each model for 6000 iterations using standard priors. We

provide the Stan code including priors in the repository.
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Fig. 3 Posterior effect estimates for predictors expert reading, reader discipline, the interaction of
expert reading with reader discipline, expert technical term as well as log-lexical frequency, surprisal
and word length and the interactions of log-lexical frequency, surprisal, and word length with expert
reading.

13Note that in the data, there are two types of technical terms. Please refer to Section 3.1.3 and Table 9
for an explanation of those terms and all the features used in this present section.
We used sentence-based surprisal values extracted from GPT-2 large.
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With respect to the effects of word features on reading times, we find different
expected effects. Higher lemma-frequency facilitates processing (shorter reading times,
fewer regressions) while increased word length is associated with increased processing
effort (longer reading times, more regressions). Similarly, high surprisal was associated
with longer reading times. Moreover, participants showed increased reading times on
expert technical terms. We find that ezpert reading is characterized by shorter reading
times, most strongly observed in total fixation times, and fewer regressions. Lastly,
while we did not find any effects of reader discipline itself on any of the reading
measures, the positive interaction between expert reading and reader discipline sug-
gests that physics graduates (i.e., experts) make more regressions and exhibit higher
total-fixation and re-reading times during expert reading.

6 Summary & Conclusion

We presented PoTeC, a naturalistic German eye-tracking-while-reading corpus. PoTeC
is the first eye-tracking dataset using a novel experiment design where the readers’
expertise has been manipulated within-subject. That is, experts and beginners from
two different disciplines read texts from both disciplines. The stimulus corpus has
been comprehensively linguistically annotated with a wide range of features on differ-
ent linguistic levels obtained through manual annotation, extracted from databases or
computed by state-of-the-art computational models. The eye movement data is made
available at all pre-processing stages with maximal flexibility for the user to chose
which version of the data is useful for their use case (e.g., areas of interest at character-
and word-level, uncorrected and corrected fixation data, scanpath data, raw data sam-
ples, etc.). The data is released with all the code that has been written for annotating
or pre-processing the data which means that the entire pipeline can be fully repro-
duced and the code can be adapted to other use cases. Extensive demographic data
has been collected for the participants and reading comprehension scores have been
collected through comprehension questions and, in addition, the readers’ background
knowledge has been assessed through background questions on the different topics of
the stimulus texts. The data and code is made available in a way that creates maxi-
mal transparency, maximally increases the re-usability of the data and the code, and
makes the data accessible in a user-friendly way using easy to understand data for-
mats. In addition, the data has been integrated into an existing open-source software'®
for the processing of eye-movements that can be used in Python and R.

Given the different features described above, we envision different use cases of
the data: 1) PoTeC can be used to study within-subject expert and non-expert read-
ing patterns. As our exploratory analyses have shown, expert reading behavior can
be characterized by shorter reading times when compared with non-expert reading.
PoTeC is the first eye-tracking-while-reading dataset to allow such analyses. 2) All of
these features can be used to train computational models to learn how to distinguish
expert readers from non-expert readers. That is, models could be trained, for example,
to infer the reader’s domain expertise when presented with a scanpath on a particular
text. Such models could be used to conduct tests in e-learning scenarios to assess the

B https://pymovements.readthedocs.io/en/stable/reference/index.html
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learners progress. 3) The naturalistic reading data can be leveraged for NLP purposes
without specifically studying expert reading. 4) The aim of the corpus is not only to
make all the data available but also to publish any scripts and tools that were used to
preprocess the data. This should increase transparency and foster high-quality data
as it allows for analyzing not only the data but also the data collection and prepro-
cessing pipeline which can help to continuously improve future data collections and
algorithms to preprocess eye-tracking data. 5) Making the uncorrected and the manu-
ally corrected fixation data available allows for investigating how fixation data can be
corrected automatically. PoTeC is the first corpus to make this kind of data available.
In particular, the data can be used to train computational models to automatically
correct fixation data as the manual correction is a very time-consuming endeavor but
in practice often necessary and often part of preprocessing pipelines.

There exists many more use cases such as: creating models based on raw data,
analyses of high and low reading comprehension, inference of the reader’s reading
comprehension, inference of whether a text is difficult for a reader or whether it is a
text from their domain of expertise. Our vision is that the corpus can be used for all
of the above mentioned use cases and many more that go beyond psycholinguistics,
cognitive reading research or NLP. Finally, the work we described aims to encourage
further eye-tracking data collections that can complement the existing data.
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Appendix A Text Characteristics

Figure A1l presents a more extensive overview over different text characteristics.

Appendix B Calibration and Validation Overview
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Fig. A1 Domain-specific and text-specific summary of word length (both character and syllable
counts), log-lexical frequency (lemma and type) and surprisal (GPT-2 large estimated with left-hand
sentence context) across texts.
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Table B1 Number of 9-point calibrations and validations per session and the averages of the

average and the maximal validation score for each validation in each session.

ID TypeEye avg mazx #| ID TypeEye avg mazx #| ID TypeEye avg maxr  #
0 cal R 16 34 cal R 9 78 cal R 14
val R 0.364 0.737 9 val R 0.422 0.679 8 val R 0.307 0.554 11

1 cal R 20 35 cal R 12 79 cal R 14
val R 0.52 1.536 7 val R 0.312 0.538 8 val R 0.268 0.601 8

2 cal R 25 36 cal R 15 80 cal R 12
val R 0.597 1.068 6 val R 0.283 0.431 15 val R 0.341 0.655 11

3 cal R 13 37 cal R 15 81 cal R 13
val R 0.306 0.65 7 val R 0.445 0.828 10 val R 0.437 0.78 13

4 cal R 6 38 cal R 15 82 cal R 14
val R 0.228 0.45 5 val R 0.347 0.611 7 val R 0.569 0.962 9

5 cal R 10 39 cal R 15 cal L 19
val R 0.293 0.677 7 val R 0.355 0.681 11 83 R 3

6 cal R 12 40 cal R 16 val L 0.882 1.773 9
val R 0.289 0.489 9 val R 0.463 0.88 10 R 2.37 5.045 2

7 cal R 10 a1 cal R 14 84 cal R 12
val R 0.251 0.566 8 val R 0.343 0.744 7 val R 0.334 0.876 7

8 cal R 7 60 cal R 9 85 cal R 15
val R 0.287 0.528 6 val R 0.475 1.135 4 val R 0.364 0.701 14

9 cal R 17 61 cal R 27 ]7 cal R 11
val R 0.579 1.739 7 val R 0.518 0.922 8 val R 0.274 0.572 8

10 cal R 9 62 cal R 22 90 cal R 19
val R 0.294 0.508 5 val R 0.34 0.58 13 val R 0.688 1.693 6

12 cal R 12 63 cal R 17 91 cal R 18
val R 0.384 0.754 5 val R 0.5 0.817 9 val R 0.378 0.637 6

13 cal R 21 64 cal R 21 92 cal R 14
val R 0.375 0.664 8 val R 0.372 0.6 14 val R 0.261 0.486 12

14 cal R 16 65 cal R 16 93 cal R 14
val R 0.416 0.789 10 val R 0.499 0.967 14 val R 0.304 0.549 8

15 cal R 17 66 cal R 21 94 cal R 10
val R 0.407 0.981 14 val R 0.266 0.566 13 val R 0.443 0.813 7
cal L 2 67 cal R 22 95 cal R 13

16 R 20 val R 0.441 1.301 9 val R 0.188 0.422 5
val L 0.515 0.92 2 68 cal R 11 96 cal R 21

R 0.743 1.425 13 val R 0.285 0.493 6 val R 0.278 0.482 14

17 cal R 14 69 cal R 17 97 cal R 16
val R 0.315 0.61 13 val R 0.508 1.021 9 val R 0.282 0.515 12

18 cal R 13 70 cal R 15 98 cal R 16
val R 0.409 0.774 10 val R 0.305 0.528 12 val R 0.454 0.906 7

19 cal R 14 7 cal R 16 99 cal R 15
val R 0.409 0.756 10 val R 0.291 0.52 12 val R 0.355 0.725 6

20 cal R 14 79 cal R 8 100 cal R 9
val R 0.369 0.67 10 val R 0.267 0.532 6 val R 0.412 0.799 9

99 cal R 16 73 cal R 8 101 cal R 17
val R 0.574 1.351 9 val R 0.316 0.616 7 val R 0.53 1.069 14

23 cal R 15 74 cal R 14 102 cal R 18
val R 0.426 0.784 8 val R 0.353 0.581 7 val R 0.522 1.163 15
cal R 7 cal R 10 cal R 15

30 a1 R 034 0613 3| val R 0318 048 6| % val R 05 0993 10
31 cal R 21 76 cal R 19 104 cal R 13
val R 0.532 1.002 9 val R 0.342 0.793 10 val R 0.395 0.982 10

32 cal R 9 77 cal R 8 105 cal R 14
val R 0.267 0.503 6 val R 0.453 0.82 7 val R 0.438 0.818 9
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