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#t55: Computational Models of Sentence-level Language Comprehension

Douglas Roland

This presentation will summarize the current generation of computational models of sentence-level language compre-
hension, addressing the strengths and weaknesses of each model. Particular attention will be paid to data such as that
presented in Yun et al. (2012) and Roland et al. (2012), and the difficulties the neighborhood effects found in this data
poses for many of the models. The implications of such data on both theories of language comprehension and computa-

tional models of sentence-level language comprehension will be discussed.
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