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BACKGROUND RESULTS

e The relationship between individual differences on all the measures with
children’s performance in the ambiguity detection task was investigated.

 For the ambiguity detection task, we kept only the comparison with ambiguous
and unambiguous sentences with two targets in our analyses.

* Five-to-six-year-olds’ abilities to detect and solve ambiguities in speech is a strong
predictor of their later reading abilities in first-to-third grade [1-2].

But why does this relationship exist ?
* For some researchers, success in ambiguity detection is reflective of better

language skills, which varies with socioeconomic status [3] and is known to
impact reading [4].

 Qur results (Fig2-A-B) show that 5-to-6-year-olds vary greatly in their ability to
detect both lexical and structural ambiguities and their performance in the two
type of ambiguities are strongly correlated.
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& A|€X de Ca rvthO 12 sentences contained structural am ISUItIES Ambiguity Detection Score on Unambiguous Trials 3.49 42 2.67:4
- . ’ (with two target pictures)
!Laboratoire de Psychologie du développement

For the ambiguous sentences, amongst the four pictures presented, two depicted

et de I'’éducation de I'enfant —

different meanings for the same ambiguous sentence. Assessing the relationship between Age, SES and Cognitive Control
LaPsyDE CNRS — UMR 8240, Université de Paris on children’s ability to detect and solve ambiguities in speech
= 12 sentences were unambiguous (6 trials contained two pictures illustrating the same
9 : : meaning for a given sentence, 6 trials had only one target picture) Table 2. Results of a multiple regression showing the relationship between ambiguity T
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Ambiguous trials Unambiguous trials SES measures. é
— Fixed effects B SE t-value  p-value g .
(%= j / Intercept -0.01064  0.16301  -0.065  0.9484
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2‘1’; o Cost (residuals), following (5).
\'*"l;w
b - - - ¥ [ ’ (] [ (] (] [ (]
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abilities in first-to-third grade. However, the

_ . . . . Figure 1. Examples of the trials used in the Ambiguity Detection Task. CUSSIO N
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s reflective of global language knowledge, while the possible meanings; 3 points if they answered correctly after one additional prompt (“Are  * From the age of 5, children are able to detect and successfully solve ambiguities

for others, it is reflective of cognitive control there any two pictures thét sound EXACTLY a|ik§?"); 2 points for a correct answer after in oral language. As a group, they successfully detected and solved both lexical
. , . . another prompt (the experimenter named each picture, played the sentence again and re- and structural ambiguities.

skills. In  this study, we examined the asked the question). If after all these attempts children did not identify the two correct However, at the individual level, these ambiguity detection skills vary greatly from

contributions of oral language knowledge, SES, pictures, no points were awarded in the trial and the experimenter passed to the next trial. _ " '

and cognitive control skills to preschoolers' ability child to child.

to detect ambiguities. Later we will investigate 2. Cognitive control task (Flanker-No/Go task, same used in [5]) . In.accordance with the results of [5]., we found that children’s cognitive control

the relationship among all these factors to early skills measured via a Flanker task is the strongest predictor of preschoolers’

reading development. Our preliminary results o Children had to “feed the hungry fish” in the ___ Conawent ambiguity resolution skills.

show that 5-to-6-year-olds vary greatly in their middle of the screen by pressing a key at the left or ' ' ' ' ' CONCLUSIONS

ability to detect both lexical and structural the right side of the keyboard, depending on the Incongruent

ambiguities in speech. Moreover, regression direction in which the fish in the middle of the el 2oty Uok( et ey« This is the first study demonstrating that the ambiguity detection task designed

screen was swimming. When they saw empty fish (by [1],[2]) to predict reading performance in children is also reflecting their

analysis revealed that children’s cognitive control

. . . bowls around the middle fish, they were told they ~ Ne:Ge ,, ,
skills is  the  strongest predictor of should not press any button. ' Y = cognitive control skills.
kindergarteners’ ambiguity resolution abilities. 5 36wk (02 fn eseh econdfifen: o . -
- gruent, Figure 2. Examples of the th ditions in th . . . .
This is the first study demonstrating that the meemEruE: sl mo-sa, &8, Fig, 2) ket No-go task from 151 The next step is to test these same participants again once they learn to read (in

ambiguity detection task designed to predict 3. Standard assessments of vocabulary and oral language comprehension (BSEDS, two years) and evaluate the impact of all these factors in children’s reading

reading performance in children is also reflecting [71): comprehension skills. We predict that any relationship between ambiguity
their cognitive control skills. detection and reading ability will be explained by cognitive control.
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