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1. Introduction

Cue-based theory explains syntactic dependency resolution in sentences like (1) by means of iterative retrievals from memory. At the retrieval point
kissed, the parser starts a search in memory in order to recover a subject that fits the cues established by the verb.

e 1- Subject Relative: The boy who hugged the girl chased the woman
e 2- Object Relative: The brother who the sister followed kissed the woman

Two models are compatible with the cue-based theory: the computational model of sentence processing in Lewis and Vasishth (LV05) [2] and McElree’s
direct-access model (DA) presented in [3]. We implement them in a Bayesian framework and compare their relative fit to self-paced-listening data
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