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Conclusion: Both groups showed SNARC effects in terms of response time, and there was

an inherent information processing strategy, which significantly predicted expressive lan-
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Table 1. Participants’ characteristics

Characteristic TD(N=21) LD (N=15) t
Age (mo) 63.71(7.27) 68.20(5.99) -1.958
Nonverbal 10° 106.71(10.37) 100.67 (6.86) 1.968
REVT
Receptive 64.38(11.82) 46.53 (18.60) 3.274%*
Expressive 68.86(11.78) 58.87 (15.39) 2.208*
PRES
Receptive 48.19(8.31) 42.13(9.43) 2.038*
Expressive 47.10(6.22) 41.87 (7.40) 2.298*

Values are presented as mean (SD).
TD="Typically developing children; LD=Language delay; *Korean Kaufman Assess-
ment Battery for Children (K-ABC; Moon & Byun, 2003); REVT=Receptive & Ex-
pressive Vocabulary Test (Kim, Hong, Kim, Jang, & Lee, 2009); PRES =Preschool
Receptive-Expressive Language Scale (Kim, Sung, & Lee, 2003).
*p<.05, **p<.01.
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Figure 1. Examples of visual number search task to verify the SNARC effect: 1,
2, 3 left (left-up), 1, 2, 3 right (right-up), 7, 8, 9 left (left-down), 7, 8, 9 right
(right-down).
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SE=5.72) z,\_sﬂo] 7}2} ,E-‘_OP_J“_‘I_ ;‘(].gﬂi 7]04 ;ao] 4] ‘IH(M=21.07,
SE=4.03), 7|¢] Zo0] 5 wj(M=8.231, SE=2.29) <=0|IT}. 71 vf
o, FEAHE Bz WERA] $F3ktH(p>.05). ofof thigt 71& 5
£ Table 30f| J|A|5F3ITE

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of visual number search (VNS) task by subgroups

Accuracy RT
TD(N=21) LD(N=15) TD (N=21) LD (N=15)
C1(1,2,3left) 86.57(3.87) 72.93(4.57) 3592.57(306.63) 3,410.53(362.81)
C2(1,2,3right) 85.62(3.82) 70.33(4.51) 3,516.38(311.18) 3,971.67(368.19)
C3(7,8,9left) 81.24(5.59) 67.20(6.61) 3,708.38(282.00) 3,567.93(333.66)
C4(7,8,9right) 84.76(4.90) 65.47(5.79)  3,317.86(267.90) 3,353.13(316.98)
NC 87.57(4.70) 70.87 (5.57) 5,904.00(600.02) 6,774.87 (709.95)

Characteristic

Values are presented as mean (SEs).
TD=typically developing children; LD=Language Delay; RT=Response Time; NC=
No Condition.

SNARC 34} Ho]317] F3}h vl

FHAT - 428 9

1%

3 A, S 2 Aol

BTt (Fus =7.163, p=
011). 2, TD o}5(M=67.15, SE=2.77)°]| H|3}| LD o}5(M=55.67,
SE=3.28)0] --2J5[A| W2 =g Wk E, ofe 230f| uf
S Aol7FEAA 02 725 ST (Fose = 56.958, p=.000),
191 Z 7o) whE 22809 2po| Eat -06FATH Frss = 108.804,
=.000). =, FAol= 2 A A9] =8)(M=69.23, SE=2.35)0] A}
o]Z= 270 A Q] 23l (M=53.58, SE=2.41)H T} =glon], 7]¢]
0] 3 wj(M=82.31, SE=2.47) 5=840] 7}A} =91, 2| =2 7|
o] 5 (M=59.12, SE=2.58), 7]2] 0| 7 (M=42.79, SE=2.88) &=
Atk 1 whol|, AFs AR F3H= e 9FotTHp >.05). 0]
iRt 7145545 Table 40f] AJA[5FSATE

o
Shs

N

O g M do ™

eiolde) 2t w191 7 Al

TD A5H0] of31(4-§, )58, Qlofg, a5 2, el
A5 HZHSNARC 3 ol37] o] Bt S Al r] 91l

7,000 - Snarc effect 7,000 - Snarc effect
6,000 6,000 -
5000 - 5000 |
E E

4,000 4,000

3,000 3,000

2,000 2,000

1,23 7,8,9 1,23 7,8,9 NC Left Right Left Right NC
Left Right (No target) Small (1,2,3) Large (7, 8,9) (No target)

Figure 2. Visual number search response time (RT) to verify SNARC effect.
Table 3. Descriptive statistics of matrix task by subgroups
Accuracy S1 (span3) S2 (spand) S3 (spanb) A1 (span3) A2 (spand) A3 (spanb)
TD(N=21) 59.52 (8.90) 39.29(7.55) 14.29(4.83) 41.67(7.31) 10.71(4.38) 3.57(1.80)
LD (N=15) 44.20(10.53) 25.00(8.94) 12.53(5.71) 20.00(8.65) 9.27 (5.18) 253(2.13)
Values are presented as mean (SEs).
TD=typically developing children; LD=Language Delay; S=Symmetric condition; A= Asymmetric condition.
Table 4. Descriptive statistics of word list recall task by subgroups
Accuracy S1 (span3) S2 (spanb) S3 (span7) F1 (span3) F2 (spanb) F3 (span7)
TD(N=21) 94.86 (2.61) 72.48(3.53) 60.33(5.17) 80.19(4.77) 57.48(4.11) 37.57(3.71)
LD (N=15) 85.00(3.09) 58.80(4.18) 43.93(6.12) 69.20 (5.64) 47.73 (4.86) 29.33(4.39)

Values are presented as mean (SEs).

TD=typically developing children; LD =Language Delay; S=Sentential order condition; F=Free order condition.
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I Apofeo] TpA| Uf 27 ZF A (r=820, p=.000)7}

s
RS

o
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2oy 2Tl 27 70T AR =828,p=000)  Oml, TolBEa)ipe] Bgpold 2718 v lghy 273}
7 I5ick TD FEte] MA] AT ALS ATHe Table 521 Afgho] fofakithr= 562, p=.029). T3, =L ) 271
2ok 3} w]e g 27 7k T ) Al = 749, p= 001)7} $134Ek LD
] Al AR A A 4= Al A= Table 62+ Lt

LD ZIEHollAfo] 2t B0l 2t ARt

LD o] o34, 3#8)59, dol(=&, Fd)se, 1ejar 2 TEe| A0|(8, TH)S2ol| thSt LHRHE Z2HSNARC
WA E H=HSNARC a3, Bo]Al7] ﬁﬂrH J&%‘é% ARz 3k Jo|XT| 02| dlEH
918l VNS ZHA|of 4| SNARC &1+ oJu]sh= VNS 2H4|9] Cl} 7 Zeko] dAojzEo] dial] e HHSNARC £k, Fol3l7]
Table 5. Correlation matrix in TD group
Variables of interest VNS_C1_RT VNS_C4_RT WILR_S WILR_F Matrix_S Matrix_A
REVT_R =271 -.269 128 127 097 174
REVT_E -.480* -.449* 389 254 013 016
PRES_R -322 -.384 259 3% A470% .498*
PRES_E -545*% -572%* -.059 324 094 143
VNS_C1_RT - 971%** -220 -.367 -378 -.228
VNS_C4_RT - -199 -410 -406 -.288
WILR_S 482* .502* 454*
WILR_F 302 293
Matrix_S 828***

TD=typically developing children; REVT_R=Receptive vocabulary; REVT_E = Expressive vocabulary; PRES_R=Receptive language; PRES_E =Expressive language; VNS_C1_
RT=Visual number search_C1(1, 2, 3 left]_Response Time; VNS_C4_RT=Visual number search_C4(7, 8, 9 right)_Response Time; WLR_S=Word List Recall_Sentential or-
der condition; WLR_F=Word List Recall_Free order condition,; Matrix_S=Matrix_Symmetric condition; Matrix_A=Matrix_Asymmetric condition.

*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001.
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Table 6. Correlation matrix in LD group

SNARC &9} o] 317] &3} ¥

FHAT - 428 9

Variables of interest VNS_C1_RT VNS_C4_RT WLR_S WLR_F Matrix_S Matrix_A
REVT_R -168 -057 456 126 258 462
REVT_E -519*% -509 549* 347 201 246
PRES_R -304 -104 302 032 189 481
PRES_E -.754%* -.696%* 381 165 089 194
VNS_C1_RT .835%** -393 -274 A77 -.085
VNS_C4_RT - -.528* -549* -059 -116
WILR_S 820%** 488 .562*
WLR_F 437 381
Matrix_S .149*

LD =Language Delay; REVT_R=Receptive vocabulary; REVT_E=Expressive vocabulary; PRES_R=Receptive language; PRES_E=Expressive language; VNS_C1_RT=Visual
number search_C1(1, 2, 3 left)_Response Time; VNS_C4_RT =Visual number search_C4(7, 8, 9 right)_Response Time; WLR_S =Word List Recall_Sentential order condition;
WLR_F=Word List Recall_Free order condition,; Matrix_S = Matrix_Symmetric condition; Matrix_A =Matrix_Asymmetric condition.

*p<.05, **p<.01,***p<.001.
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