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Abstract

The most influential theories of discourse comprehension in the past three decades were reviewed. The construction-

integration model was the first to use a computational model to explain the process of discourse comprehension. The memory — based

processing view accounted for the bottom-up discourse comprehension, while the explanation-based processing view accounted for the
top-down discourse comprehension. The event — indexing model focused on the update of the situation model. And the granularity
hypothesis described the fineness degree of concept representation after reading. The landscape model attempted to integrate all the
results of previous studies to look for a comprehensive theory. These theories were all introduced and analyzed in this paper. The

future direction of this field was discussed too.
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