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The area under focus in the present study relateahee  The languages selected differ with respect to #grek of
concept of temporaspect, i.e. the perspective under which grammaticization for this domain. English providekighly
temporal properties of an event are presentedriguage. grammaticized marker for progressive aspdogj which is
The study investigates language-specific differendée used by all speakers when referring to the eveitsough
patterns of attention in language production wheangoral German provides lexical options to express onga@sgn
concepts are expressed by grammatical means, tresbto  this perspective is not used by native speakersnwhe
languages that express similar concepts by lexioedns. describing the same events. Italian and Dutchraezésting
Focus is placed on the phasecohceptualization (Levelt, in this context: Both languages have grammaticahfothat
1989) in language production, i.e., the phase irickvh express progressive aspegtb e + gerund; aan het X zjn),
speakers prepare information for expression. Thdirfigs  however, Italian and Dutch speakers need not nadbss
show that message preparation is language-spegifit adopt this concept when verbalizing the event (glse
linked to concepts that are grammaticized (v. 8th#im &  Flecken, to appear). This contrast with English dan
Nuse, 2003; Carroll, v. Stutterheim & Nuise, 2004).attributed to the stage of grammaticization of theans
Language-specific patterns in event conceptuatimatire in  available. Our study investigates the use of egeking as a
evidence not only in information intake and direntiof  tool in exploring subtle differences in patterns vd$ual
attention (eye tracking) but in memory performaasewell  attention and cognitive processing in languageshith use
(v. Stutterheim & Carroll, 2006; v. Stutterheim &t in  of a given concept is subject to differing constisi
prep.).
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The current study is carried out in the samegyierheim, C. v., Bastin, D., Carroll, M., FleakeM.
framework and looks at how speakers of Englishntzer, Schmiedtova, B. (in preparation). How grammatidize

Dutch and Italian proceed when talking abeatisative concepts shape event conceptualization in language
events (e.g.knitting a scarf). Eye tracking data indicate that production.
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