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<ABSTRACT>
The purpose of this study is to analyze the difference between eye movements when reading multiple
controversial documents about a socio-scientific issue according to prior beliefs. Multiple documents was
based on two positions (belief-consistent & belief-inconsistent) about nuclear power generation. A set
of data were collected from forty nine college and graduate students. The eye movement data of
participants who read texts by presenting the two types of controversial documents for nuclear power
generation were collected. The collected gaze data were analyzed by the difference of the total reading

time, fixation count, fixation duration time. The difference gaze was analyzed.
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II. Methodology
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<Table 1> Number of Letters by Issue Texts

Economy Issues Safety Issues

Number Agree  Disagree Agree  Disagree
of
Letters 275 271 275 280
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[Figure 3] AOI of Safety Issues
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<Table 3> Means of total reading time, fixation count, fixation duration time by participant's beliefs with text

types
total reading time fixation count fixation duration time
Agree Disagree Agree Disagree Agree Disagree
p p
Participants  Participants Participants  Participants Participants  Participants
Agree Text 52.54 62.70 .085 141.35 177.38 .055 34.549 45.686 .027*
Disagree Text  52.80 60.19 172 144.24 169.69 158 35.578 44.327 .040*
* p<.05 * p<.05
A wdel W@ Adel wE gxEe X
ag NES F2ARRE Ao, AP Ag g A o Bg) 3. Discussion
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<Table 4> Means of total reading time, fixation count, fixation duration time by argument structure

Means of total reading time

fixation count

fixation duration time

Text Structure  Agree Disagree p Agree Disagree  p Agree Disagree p
Claim 13269 12667 813 39272 38400 .900 9813 9977 933
Agree Data 16.108 21152 .035* 46.727 62250  .031* 11142 16.149 .009%*
Text Warrant 7476 6.065  .163 22.000 19.550 397 5791  5.037 365
Backing 14975 16368 497 43182 49200 341 10294 12942 111
. Claim 7553 7.636 947 21.818  23.600 .547 5856 6289 .694
Disagree  paiy 21.165 22407 711 62.909 68.150 .546 15.065 17.513 281
Text Warrant ~ 6.024 6913 314 18.727 20950 431 4874 5813 240
Backing 16242 15929 916 47367 47350 999 11.883 12.295 855
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Ae FFstE AFol ASS uwala AthRichter  WEHA F27]9F 2 94 stelA & e Flel
& Maier, 2017). o]¢} Z& M3 A+ ZH=Z W F A A FaHE Fol]7] wEel Nickerson(1998)°]
o] B o, wj-¢ A3 A (heuristic) 22  AbA Al & 3% #H(confirmation bias)3 72 FA o]
of theA Aol Fae WAt e & F o Loy Ad-dAe Ad-wdA d2ES g A
o}, Ztol ol 7h wAyE 4= gk ey o] Ao
o] A7+ Ao vERG uiel o] A A o oo} e gfgo] glly] Wil 2y dUA o Fo
Aale] Ada AAHAY dAHA g greEs  WE Ao7F YERA €& AR & § 9k 5,
9l Zol A|A o]%e Ao|7t gt} ol#ld Aw  Richter®t Maier(2017)7F F33k wpe} o] 54 &
= 5 Jkx Qolel A 7)elE Ao B 4 gty A Ty 57 dee PRz dx9 RUHy ¥
A AEHE 92E g FodeA g% Aol dojup HiE ofFjrl A Holi FE Ao
Aolth, AF AHBOIA AT FolAse Zgol B dolw Aom AT 4 Atk
o] Fo] X 7] Mol FFAIM A WA A, 9 GEAM ¢7lel A FHste o Bolu REE T
A o] dd TEINA BF 5o g AL AX WA Axel A Bewe
2 AEMAE BAA AF AT F oA Weel  Buurhs Ade] FAWE A AFHon 3
ol g oled & e 2 A 3 AEgrhE Aot ey o] Aol Aol A
B2AE FAAA ARAA Bast Ay wiEe] 2y = 49X dde wgiste AldE AW Jee] A
o] AR Fo] AA FFS WA G oz 4 A 3 ARkl Ad-dA dAE AlE-EYUx] H
2E BTN 4AY el A Func
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