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Language processing research needs insights from typologically diverse languages. Anand et 

al. (2011) showed after exploring 4,000 psycholinguistic studies that only 57 languages were 

represented, and that 85% of the studies involved 10 languages, primarily Indo-European. In 

this study, we ask whether linguistic diversity in language processing research increased in 

the last ten years (2012 to 2022) by exploring the languages investigated in two main 

conferences: CUNY-HSP and AMLaP. Overall, the 5,549 abstracts cover 105 languages, 

with the number of languages increasing over the years (28 in 2012 to 51 in 2022). 84.36% of 

the studies focused on Indo-European languages, and 54.78% on English only. However, 

from 2012 to 2022, the proportion of English studies decreased (72% to 51%) while it 

increased for other Indo-European (12% to 29%) and non-Indo-European languages (15% to 

18%). Nevertheless, the proportion of WEIRD (around 96%) and non-WEIRD (around 4%) 

languages did not significantly change. These data indicate that language processing studies 

got more diverse in the past ten years, even if these only cover a small part of the world’s 

languages, and non-WEIRD languages are still underrepresented. Future investigations 

looking at language diversity according to different topics (e.g., argument structure 

processing) are planned. 
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