Cognitive Science 153 and 253
Language Comprehension
Winter, 2011

Instructor

Ben Bergen, bkbergen@cogsci.ucsd.edu
Office hours: T 2-3:30 in CSB 133

Teaching Assistant

Kensy Coopertider, kcoopert@cogsci.ucsd.edu
Office hours: W 12-2 in CSB 229

Course Description

This class is an introduction to the cognitive processes and representations that
underlie language comprehension. We will look at how comprehenders access and
represent the entities, events, or categories that language refers to, what grammar
contributes and how it’s processed, how people take context into account, how they
make predictions over the course of an utterance about what will come next,
whether and how they maintain multiple possible interpretations of an utterance, and
how they deal with figurative language.

Who this class is for

Students will most likely get the most out of COGS 153 if they have already taken a
number of lower-division COGS, PSYC, or LIGN classes, as well as COGS 101C,
though none of these are obligatory prerequisites. Other classes that might prepare
the student for this class, but are also not required, include COGS 151 or LIGN 4,
101, 130, 170, or 172.

Time and location

COGS 153 and 253: WLH 2207
M,W,F 11-11:50
COGS 253 CSB 003
F9-11
Expectations

1. Attend all class meetings, and do all readings before the assigned class meeting.

2. Conduct yourself according to the UCSD regulations on academic honesty:
http://senate.ucsd.edu/manual/appendices/app2.htm

3. Bean active learner: ask questions, participate in discussions, delve into things you’re
interested in



Coursework and evaluation

Homework assignhments 60%
Of varying form and content
Project proposal 30%

Detailed description of a novel research project on language comprehension
(including research question, hypothesis, method, and expected results)

Attendance and participation 5%
Be here, be active, get used to it.
Research beyond the classroom 5%

Either participate in 1 hour of language-related research (through
Excperimetrix: https:/ [ experimetrisc2.com/ ucsd/ or other approved studies)
or read a designated research article. Submit a summary of the study.

Schedule (provisionall)

Date  Topic Reading ~ Assignment

1.3  Introduction R1

1.5  Word meaning 1: The mental lexicon R2 HW1 assigned
1.7 Word meaning 2: Grounding meaning R3

1.10 Word meaning 3: More grounding meaning R4

1.12  Grammar and meaning 1 R5 HW1 due
1.14  Grammar and meaning 2 R6 HW?2 assigned
1.17  MLK Day holiday

1.19  Grammar and meaning 3 R7

1.21 Incrementality R8 HW?2 due
1.24 Prediction 1 R9 HW3 assigned
1.26 Prediction 2 R10

1.28 'The brain 1 R11

1.31 The brain 2 R12 HW?3 due

2.2 Ambiguity R13 HW4 assigned
24 Memory R14

2.7 Serial or parallel processing? R15

2.9  Physical context 1 R16 HW4 due

2.11 Physical context 2 R17 HWS5 assigned
2.14 Discourse context R18

2.16 Gesture R19

2.18 Prosody R20 HWS5 due

2.21  Presidents Day holiday

2.23 Metonymy R21

2.25 Metaphor 1 R22 HW6 assigned
2.28 Metaphor 2 R23

3.2 Metaphor 3 R24

3.4  Fictive motion 1 R25

3.7  Fictive motion 2 R26 HW6 due

3.9  Depth of processing R27

3.11 Wrap-up Final project due
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