
1. Generalisability of effects. Do vocabulary and non-verbal IQ predict 
other behavioural measures of ambiguity resolution success (e.g. 2AFC)?

2. Utility of the Meaning Definitions Task. Develop psychometrically-
validated shortened version for use with different populations. 

3. Linking comprehension success to neural computations. Track 
time course of meaning computations with MEG on a trial-by-trial basis.

4. Individual differences account of comprehension. Relate neural 
activity and comprehension success/ failure to individual differences in 
language and domain-general cognition, and to brain anatomy.
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Discussion

“Sally worried that the ball was going to be too crowded” 

“Susie feared that the pub was going to be too expensive”

122 sentences with ambiguous words resolving to subordinate meaning[2]

10 sentences with unambiguous control words

Accuracy: Mean (SD) [range] = .84 (.12) [.52; .99]; split-half reliability, rs= .82, p < .001 

“ball” A party with dancing

“pub” A place to drink

Accuracy: Mean (SD) [range]= .57 (.11) [.32; .88] Accuracy: Mean (SD) [range] = .79 (.10) [.32; .98]

Accuracy: Mean (SD) [range]= .85 (14) [.5; 1] Accuracy: Mean (SD) [range]= .59 (.16) [.21; .86]

Accuracy: Mean (SD) [range]= .64 (.27) [0; 1]Accuracy: Mean (SD) [range]= .79 (.15) [.33; 1]

ball

Language comprehension is challenged by semantic ambiguity.

Are individual differences in semantic ambiguity resolution success 
predicted by language-specific and/ or domain-general abilities?[1]

Native British-English speakers (n=67; 19-59 years) completed 7 tasks.

Ambiguity resolution
1) Meaning Definitions Task

Language-specific

Domain-general
Cattell 2a Culture Fair Test
(4) Series Completion (5) Odd-one-out

(6) Matrices (7) Topology

(2) Mill Hill Vocabulary Test (3) Spot the Word Test

Task RC1: 
Non-verbal IQ

RC2:
Vocabulary

(2)Series Compl. .853
(3)Odd-One-Out .707
(4)Matrices .817
(5)Topology .749
(6)Mill Hill .923
(7)Spot the Word .822
Loadings <.4 not shown 

2-factor solution explains 71% 
of variance in scores from 
Tasks (2) – (7):

R = -0.27, p = .026 R = 0.26 p = .032

Estimate Std. Error t value Pr (>|t|)

(Intercept) .8294 .0116 71.286 <2e-16 ***

Non-verbal IQ .0590 .0120 4.920 6.90e-06 ***
Vocabulary .0567 .0120 4.714 1.45e-05***
Age .0085 .0121 0.705 0.484
Non-verbal IQ * Age .0048 .0104 0.462 0.646
Vocabulary * Age -.0126 .0091 -1.377 0.174

Meaning Definition Task Accuracy ~ non-verbal IQ + vocabulary + age + 
non-verbal IQ*age + vocabulary *age

Multiple Linear Regression

Result 2: Meaning definition accuracy 
predicted by vocabulary and non-verbal IQ

Result 1: Age correlates with vocabulary 
and non-verbal IQ in opposite directions[3]

Tests measure independent components
of vocabulary and non-verbal IQ

Principal Component Analysis (varimax rotated)

RC1=43%, RC2=28%

*** <.001
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