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LITERATURE REVIEW

Perspectives on Personal Pronoun Reversal in Children
with ASD: A Critical Review
David F. Brehme*
Personal pronoun reversal (PPR), characterised by inverse use of personal pronouns (typically first and
second person) is a hallmark of an autism spectrum disorder diagnosis (ASD; American Psychiatric
Association, 2013). This literature review examines different theories accounting for the occurrence
of PPR, in particular Kanner’s (1943) original view of PPR as echolalia, PPR as a result of impaired
understanding of discourse roles (e.g. Tager-Flusberg, 1994), and PPR due to impaired theory of mind
(Boucher, 2003). These existing theories are critiqued as overly simplistic, and the review argues that
more complex theories are required to adequately explain the available evidence on PPR.
Keywords: Personal pronoun reversal; autism spectrum disorder; theory of mind; discourse roles; echolalia;
contextual approach
Autism spectrum disorder (ASD) is an increasingly diagnosed developmental disorder in children (Fombonne,
2005; World Health Organisation, 1992). One of the core
features of ASD is significantly impaired communication (American Psychiatric Association, 2013) and these
pragmatic language deficits, in turn, may impede general
learning significantly (Loveland & Tunali-Kotoski, 2005).
This literature review will focus on a striking, frequently
described, linguistic characteristic of children with ASD
(Brock, 2011; Dale & Crain-Thoreson, 1993; Seung, 2007):
personal pronoun reversal (PPR).
PPR is characterised by the inverse use of pronouns usually first (“I”) and second person (“you”). When asking for a biscuit, for example, a child may say “You want
a biscuit” (Lombardo & Baron-Cohen, 2010, p. 393). It is
assumed that PPR is not caused by a general linguistic
impairment, as other aspects of the language of children
with ASD are not differently developed to those of neurotypical children (Seung, 2007). This raises the question:
what is the exact mechanism causing PPR? Interestingly,
while incidence rates of PPR are higher in child populations with ASD (when compared to child populations
without a diagnosis of ASD; Lee, Hobson, & Chiat, 1994;
Tager-Flusberg, Paul, & Lord, 2005), PPR is not unique to
children with ASD. More specifically, there is evidence
that young, neurotypical children (e.g. Charney, 1980;
Chiat, 1982; Chumak-Horbatsch, 2003; Loveland, 1984),
blind children and other non-typically developing children also produce PPR (e.g. Brown, Hobson, Lee, & Stevenson, 1997).
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This literature review sought to critically evaluate predominant theories of PPR in children with ASD in light of
the available data on PPR. In particular, Kanner’s (1943)
behaviourist view of PPR as echolalia, cognitive conceptualisations of PPR as a result of impaired understanding of discourse roles (e.g. Tager-Flusberg, 1994) or due
to impaired action-memory (Dunphy-Lelii & Wellmann,
2012) and the psychosocial approach to PPR as resulting
from an impaired theory of mind (Boucher, 2003) were
examined. These particular theories were chosen, as they
each have influenced how scholars have come to think
about PPR in ASD, yet, this review argues, all fail to adequately explain the available evidence on PPR.
Kanner’s Original View
The Austro-American psychiatrist Leo Kanner (1943) was
the first to provide a systematic description of what is
now termed autism spectrum disorder (ASD). In his seminal article, he reported a small number of children (all
approximately 5 years of age) with ASD who used personal pronouns in a non-normative, inverse manner. Kanner (1943) originally explained PPR as echolalia: “Personal
pronouns are repeated just as heard, with no change to suit
the altered situation” (p. 244; my emphasis). Here, echolalia can be understood from a behaviourist perspective as
simple imitation (Dale & Crain-Thoreson, 1993; Evans &
Demuth, 2011). However, several strands of evidence contradict this. First, Dale and Crain-Thoreson (1993) showed
in a sample of 30 children (aged 1 year and 8 months)
that imitativeness and PPR rates were negatively correlated. Second, case study evidence suggests that a large
proportion of PPR is non-imitative (e.g. Evans & Demuth,
2011). Third, even if echolalia could account for some
PPR, one cannot simply assume that the same underly-
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ing mechanism drives non-echolalic PPR (Lee et al., 1994).
Additionally, declaring PPR a result of imitation does not
explain why children with ASD might imitate personal
pronouns as heard (Brock, 2011). While there are some
suggestions that echolalia may have discursive functions
(Evans & Demuth, 2011), these too fail to explain why it
occurs in children with ASD to begin with. In sum, the
behaviouristic notion of PPR as simple imitation can only
explain a small proportion of the PPR evidence reported
in the literature.
Cognitive Theories of PPR
With the declining predominance of behaviourism in psychology since the 1970s, explanations of PPR in terms of
simple imitation have been increasingly rejected (Lee et
al., 1994) in favour of conceptualisations of PPR as a specific cognitive impairment. What unites different cognitive theories of PPR is an understanding of PPR as a lack
of competence to fully understand the relation between
self and others (Evans & Demuth, 2011). This, in turn,
is assumed to be interconnected with the wider social
communicative problems commonly associated with
ASD (Volkmar & Klin, 2005). According to discourse-role
theory, the predominant cognitive perspective on PPR,
what makes pronouns so complex and demanding is their
deictic nature (Lee et al., 1994). That is, the correct use
of pronouns, unlike names, depends on who produces
an utterance and to whom it is addressed. Thus, children
with ASD are assumed to produce PPR because they are
either impaired in, or lack an understanding of, the different discourse roles that a conversational context affords
(Tager-Flusberg, 1994). Discourse-role theory leads to
two main hypotheses: children may reverse pronouns
because they (a) fail to comprehend discourse roles and/
or (b) have a deficit in pronoun production/fail to perform deictic shifting.
Understanding of Discourse Roles

When conceptualising PPR as a failure to comprehend
discourse roles, one would expect that children with ASD
should misunderstand statements whose correct understanding relies on pronouns. However, Lee et al. (1994)
found little evidence of errors in pronoun comprehension
in children and adolescents with ASD, despite anecdotal
evidence of everyday errors in pronoun use in the same
participants. In a lab-based experiment comparing a total
of 50 children (mean age 15 years and 7 months) with and
without ASD (matched for both chronological and mental
verbal age), they found that children with ASD were “nearperfect” (ibid.) in answering questions such as “What are
you wearing/what am I wearing?”. Similarly, they could
correctly point to a photograph of either themselves or
the experimenter respectively, when instructed to “Point
to the picture of…” – demonstrating a good understanding
of discourse roles. In a similar piece of research, Jordan
(1989) compared pronoun comprehension of 3 groups
of 11 children (aged 3 to 10 years) matched for mental
verbal age: one group with ASD, one with intellectual disabilities and one of neurotypical children. He found no

impairment in pronoun comprehension in children with
ASD compared to the other two control groups when
asked to follow requests such as “Make the doll kiss you/
me”, strongly illustrating that PPR in children with ASD
is unlikely to be caused by an impaired understanding of
discourse roles.
Findings from research into the relationship between
spatial versus linguistic perspective-taking, however,
appear to contradict this conclusion. In both cross-sectional and longitudinal studies, Loveland (1984) demonstrated that within a group of 27 children (aged 2 years to
3 years and 3 months), the relationship between the ability of spatial perspective-taking was strongly related to the
correct comprehension of pronouns and vice versa. That
is, only children who demonstrated a good understanding of the spatial implications of different discourse roles
(i.e. “what somebody else sees may be different to what I
can see”) understood personal pronouns completely. Similar results were found by Ricard, Girouard, and Décarie
(1999) in a study of 12 English-speaking and 12 Frenchspeaking children, aged 1 year and 6 months.
At first, these findings seem to contradict the abovecited evidence by Jordan (1989) and Lee et al. (1994).
Importantly however, the children participating in the
latter studies were diagnosed with ASD – which was not
the case for the children in Loveland’s (1984) or Ricard
et al.’s (1999) samples. It may thus be the case that PPR
in children with ASD is caused by a different underlying
mechanism/deficit than in neurotypical children (Dale
& Crain-Thoreson, 1993; Tager-Flusberg et al., 2005). In
sum, while there is some evidence for PPR as impaired
comprehension of discourse roles in the general child
population, there is no evidence suggesting children with
ASD actually fail to understand discourse roles as indicated by pronouns.
Shifting Between Discourse Roles

Alternatively, PPR may be due to a problem in performing deictic shifting (Evans & Demuth, 2011). Impairment
in deictic shifting can be framed as the failure to apply
the above-discussed understanding of discourse roles and
thus shift the perspective from listener to speaker when
producing speech accordingly. Supporting this notion,
a single-subject study found PPR production to be common in a 4-year old girl with ASD with 76% of pronouns
reversed (Olive, Lang, & Davis, 2008). However, of the only
two published systematic studies of PPR production, both
have found PPR to be significantly less common. TagerFlusberg (1994) recorded six children with ASD aged 3–9
years interacting with their mothers at home over the
course of 12–26 months. While this study found that all
children produced reversed pronouns, they did so only
in 13% of all pronouns produced. Similarly, Lee and colleagues (1994) showed experimentally that only a minority of pronouns (13%) were reversed by children with ASD
when answering questions, with correctly used pronouns
frequently occurring alongside these. Thus, while there is
some evidence of common PPR in speech production in
children with ASD, it appears to only occur in a minor-
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ity of all pronouns produced. The apparent inconsistent
nature of the PPR evidence necessitates further research
into the specific conditions under which PPR occurs. In
sum, the discourse-role theory of PPR lacks support from
empirical research regarding both pronoun comprehension and pronoun production of children with ASD.
Ultimate Explanations for PPR
In addition to the lack of empirical support, discourserole theory of PPR can be criticised for failing to address
the core of the problem. Discourse-role theory can be
described as (theoretically) accounting for the proxy cause
of PPR, that is, the mechanism of how PPR occurs. However, it fails to account for the ultimate reasons behind
PPR, that is, why it occurs (Scott-Philip, Dickins, & West,
2011). Over the decades, different accounts for PPR have
been proposed; however, their common denominator is
the suggestion of a fundamentally impaired self in children with ASD. In his seminal article on ASD, Kanner
(1943) himself suggested that the children studied by him
lacked a coherent sense of self. Psychoanalytic scholars
suggested that children with ASD may have a fundamentally impaired or even absent ego, with Bettelheim (1967)
referring to the autistic child’s self as an “empty fortress”.
Children with ASD who do not refer to themselves as “I”
(as a result of PPR), classical psychoanalytic theory argues,
are seen as employing an ego defence mechanism (Lee
et al., 1994). More modern psychoanalytic theorists have
proposed that PPR in children with ASD is a result of their
impairment in identifying with others (Hobson, 2010),
also dubbed “interpersonal relatedness” (Hobson, GarcíaPérez, & Lee, 2010). However, in psychology the currently
predominant perspective regarding the ultimate cause for
PPR is impairment of the so-called theory of mind (ToM)
in children with ASD (Boucher, 2003).
A ToM perspective on PPR essentially suggests that the
social and communicative impairments of ASD are mutually connected (Tager-Flusberg, 1999) through a lack of
the cognitive domain that is ToM (Belkadi, 2006). The
appeal of ToM as an ultimate explanation of PPR lies in
its potential explanatory power, as it is also the dominant
theory explaining the wider behavioural, cognitive and
affective features associated with ASD (Boucher, 2003).
ToM is a meta-representational theory (Smith, Cowie, &
Blades, 2003) proposing that children have to learn that
other people have minds and that these are, in turn, separate and different to theirs (Baron-Cohen, Leslie, & Frith,
1985; Tager-Flusberg, 2000). Thus, a failure to develop a
(full) ToM means a lack in awareness and understanding
of the difference between (one’s) self and (that of) others
(Hobson, 2010). This is in line with the predictions of the
discourse-role theory of PPR.
Many psychologists have explained their PPR findings
in terms of an “impairment” of their participants’ ToM
(e.g. Hobson, 2010; Tager-Flusberg, 1999). However, ToM
itself is heavily contested as a concept (Belkadi, 2006, but
see also Loveland, 2001; Tager-Flusberg, 2011; Verhaeghe,
2004). The primary issue for the ToM perspective on PPR
is its claim of universality. While some evidence indicates
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that PPR occurs in all children with ASD (Tager-Flusberg
et al., 2005), if the underlying deficits were as pervasive as
the assumed impairment (or even lack) of ToM in children
with ASD, arguably a 100% PPR rate would be expected.
Whichever ultimate theory is proposed to explain PPR,
it has to account for its occurrence in only a minority of
pronouns produced in the face of apparent unimpaired
pronoun comprehension.
Recent research suggests an alternative to the ToM perspective on PPR. In a study comparing typically-developing 3- and 5-year-olds with 7-year-old children with ASD,
Dunphy-Lelii and Wellman (2012) suggested that PPR in
children with ASD may be due to an impairment in memory for actions in a way that makes it difficult for children
with ASD to “track the self versus another” (p. 221). This
action-memory deficit could account for the unequal
impairment regarding pronoun production versus pronoun comprehension: memory problems would not be
expected to impact on a child’s ability to understand discourse roles in an utterance, but could still disrupt correct pronoun production. However, this is both (a) a very
recent suggestion and thus, at the time of writing, underexplored; and (b) cannot account, like ToM, for the fact
that pronoun production is only impaired in the minority of pronouns produced. In sum, both the ToM and the
action-memory theory of PPR fail to convincingly explain
the pattern of PPR evidence available.
Criticisms of the Cognitive Theories of PPR
While this literature review so far has offered some criticism of specific PPR research studies and theories, there
are wider issues in this body of research concerning metatheory, theory, and methodology. These shortcomings in
the PPR literature not only call for caution when interpreting existing evidence, but also highlight the need for
a more complex, contextual approach to the study of PPR.
Theoretical Critique

On a theoretical level, the exact nature of ASD itself is
still a highly contentious topic, which has obvious implications for the study of PPR. Most (clinical) psychologists
understand ASD to be a “valid and well-established diagnostic category” (Volkmar & Klin, 2005, p. 5). However,
the behavioural heterogeneity witnessed in people with
ASD makes it difficult to assume a reified disorder, even if
conceptualised as a spectrum (Hyman, 2010; Waterhouse,
2013). That is, the behaviour displayed by people diagnosed with ASD may be so vastly different, even in terms
of the diagnostic core features of ASD, that it appears difficult to justify the assumption of a common, underlying
disorder. Similarly, even when two persons with ASD display the same characteristics at a certain age, these may
develop very differently over time (Gschwind & Levitt,
2007). Moreover, while today, all persons with autistic
traits are classified under the diagnostic label “ASD”, a
number of sub-types of ASD (e.g. Asperger’s Syndrome)
exist. However, there is no consensus within the literature
as to whether these subtypes differ in their use of pronouns. Thus, the generalisability of the above-discussed
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evidence is limited because the majority of studies fail to
specify which (sub-) type of ASD participants have.
An additional problem is the change in definitions of
ASD over time. Given that some of the seminal studies in
this field date back to the 1980s, when ASD was diagnosed
following the third edition of the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (DSM–III; American Psychiatric Association, 1980), the question remains whether
more recent studies (e.g. Dunphy-Lelii & Wellman, 2012),
using the DSM-IV-TR (American Psychiatric Association,
2000) actually involve the same population.
Methodological Critique

The low methodological quality of some of the existing
evidence in this field presents further problems. Although
there are a number of clinical reports of PPR available (e.g.
Kanner, 1943; Ricks & Wing, 1975), there are few experimental studies (Hobson et al., 2010). Of these, many did
not control for the presence of ASD (e.g. Dale & CrainThoreson, 1993) when investigating PPR, while others
did not have appropriate control groups (e.g. Olive et al.,
2008), limiting the validity of the available evidence. Furthermore, longitudinal studies, which could elucidate the
development of PPR in children with ASD over the course
of time, are almost completely absent from this field of
research (Evans & Demuth, 2011). In the context of the heterogeneous nature of ASD, a crucial observation emerges:
the inconclusive nature of the existing PPR research and
theory may be a direct result of the heterogeneous nature
of the population studied. Phrased differently, there may
be a number of different mechanisms underlying PPR, and
thus individuals assumed to share a common deficit may
actually have different deficiencies (Tager-Flusberg et al.,
2005). Thus, drawing conclusions based on the available
evidence appears unwise as PPR effects reported in a study
may not apply to all its participants, let alone generalise
beyond the sample studied.
Meta-theoretical Critique

The literature on PPR is also plagued with problems on
a meta-theoretical level: all studies cited so far assume
an organismic model of development, which assumes
human development to denote an actively developing
individual in a passive environment (Lerner, 2002). Yet, for
more than 20 years, evidence in favour of the competing
contextual perspective of development has been mounting (Lerner, Theokas, & Bobek, 2005). In this perspective,
development is understood to be a reciprocal, multilevel,
non-linear relationship between the person and their
environment (Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006; Lerner et
al., 2010).
Consequently, human development must be understood through an analysis of the cultural, social, political and economic systems a person is immersed in rather
than focussing on the behaviour of a single “individual”
disconnected from their environment. That is, cognition
and context must be regarded as inseparable (LivertaSernpio & Marchetti, 1997). Taking a contextual perspective means understanding phenomena as constantly

changing processes embedded in a constantly changing
world (Lerner, 2002). Such an understanding of human
development then necessitates scientific enquiry to focus
on the temporal and relational nature of a phenomenon
such as PPR (Lerner et al., 2010). A contextual approach
could thus account for change and (temporal) inconsistency in a phenomenon, as evidenced in the above-cited
literature on PPR.
Particularly problematic in the extant PPR literature is
the focus on psychological factors at the expense of contextual factors. However, the social and linguistic environment of children with ASD is likely to be dissimilar from
that of typically developing children (Tager-Flusberg et
al., 2005). Studies have shown that parents of children
with ASD adapt the complexity and style of the language
they use to communicate with their children to their perceived linguistic capabilities (Konstantareas, Zajdeman,
Homatidis, & McCabe, 1988; Venuti, de Falco, Esposito,
Zaninelli, & Bornstein, 2012). There also appears to be
a relationship between the complexity of language parents employ when talking to their children with ASD and
the latter’s linguistic development (e.g. Goodwin, Fein,
& Naigles, in press). This strand of evidence suggests a
potentially strong influence of contextual variables on
the linguistic development of children with ASD, lending
further support to calls for an ecological perspective on
ASD in general and on PPR in particular, with a focus not
on the individual but on the person-environment system
(Loveland, 2001). Taking such an ecological perspective
would mean considering that the environment may not
typically provide a good model for correct pronoun use,
precisely because of their deictic nature (Evans & Demuth,
2011). Combined with Oshima-Takane and Benaroye’s
(1989) finding that children with ASD may fail to attend to
personal pronouns when observing speech between third
parties, this could then provide a truly social explanation
of PPR.
Taking a contextual perspective would also mean
studying the “organism in relation” (Looft, 1973 as cited
in Lerner, 2002, p. 72), i.e. the organism’s relationships,
rather than the organism itself. Thus, the utility of the predominant, organismic approach to PPR (i.e. the conceptualisation of PPR as a “deficit” in the competence to use
pronouns “correctly”) seems especially questionable given
that (a) even neurotypical children may occasionally display PPR (Tager-Flusberg et al., 2005) and (b) children with
ASD do not produce PPR consistently or frequently (TagerFlusberg, 1994). A cognitive or linguistic deficit alone cannot account for the occurrence of PPR (Charney, 1980),
thus necessitating contextual, longitudinal research into
the trajectory of PPR as a relational phenomenon. In sum,
a critique of the existing PPR research and theory from a
contextual perspective highlights an unwarranted understanding of PPR as an individualised psychological deficit.
Conclusion
To date, PPR has been described as one of the key features
of ASD (Seung, 2007). While good-quality, systematic, longitudinal and naturalistic research is lacking in this field,
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the existing evidence suggests that PPR may be common
in children with ASD, yet infrequent and thus far from
being a key feature (Evans & Demuth, 2011). The (meta-)
theoretical shortcomings of the prevailing organismic
research and theory in this field have failed to adequately
explain the pattern of PPR evidence. Additionally, it has
contributed to a culture of individualised deficit-thinking
associated with PPR while largely ignoring contextual factors and explanations. Thus, the field requires new, more
complex contextual theories of PPR that can elucidate the
conditions under which PPR occurs.
References
American Psychiatric Association. (1980). Diagnostic
and statistical manual of mental disorders (3rd ed.).
Washington, DC: Author.
American Psychiatric Association. (2000). Diagnostic
and statistical manual of mental disorders (4th ed., text
rev.). Washington, DC: Author.
American Psychiatric Association. (2013). Diagnostic
and statistical manual of mental disorders (5th ed.).
Arlington, VA: American Psychiatric Publishing.
Baron-Cohen, S., Leslie, A. M., & Frith, U. (1985). Does
the autistic child have a ‘‘theory of mind’’? Cognition,
21(1), 37–46. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/00100277(85)90022-8
Belkadi, A. (2006). Language impairments in autism: Evidence against mind-blindness. SOAS Working Papers in
Linguistics, 14, 3–13.
Bettelheim, B. (1967). The empty fortress: Infantile autism
and the birth of the self. New York: The Free Press.
Boucher, J. (2003). Language development in autism.
International Congress Series, 1254, 247–253. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0531-5131(03)00976-2
Brock, J. (2011, August 19). The curious case of the reversed
pronoun. Retrieved from http://crackingtheenigma.
blogspot.com/2011/08/curious-case-of-reversed-pronoun.html
Bronfenbrenner, U., & Morris, P. A. (2006). The bioecological model of human development. In W. Damon &
R. M. Lerner (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology: Theoretical models of human development (6th ed., Vol. 1, pp.
793–828). New York: John Wiley.
Brown, R., Hobson, R. P., Lee, A., & Stevenson, J.
(1997). Are there ‘autistic-like’ features in congenitally blind children? Journal of Child Psychology
and Psychiatry, 38(6), 693–703. doi: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1111/j.1469-7610.1997.tb01696.x
Charney, R. (1980). Pronoun errors in autistic children: Support for a social explanation. International Journal of Language & Communication Disorders, 15(1), 39–43. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/
13682828009011369
Chiat, S. (1982). If I were you and you were me: The analysis of pronouns in a pronoun-reversing child. Journal
of Child Language, 9(2), 359–437. doi: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1017/S0305000900004761
Chumak-Horbatsch, R. (2003). You is I: Single-pronoun
reversal in a Ukrainian-speaking child: A case study.

35

Psychology of Language and Communication, 7(1),
57–76.
Dale, P. S., & Crain-Thoreson, C. (1993). Pronoun reversals: Who, when, and why? Journal of Child Language,
20(3), 573–589. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/
S0305000900008485
Dunphy-Lelii, S., & Wellman, H. M. (2012). Delayed selfrecognition in autism: A unique difficulty? Research in
Autism Spectrum Disorder, 6(1), 212–223. doi: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rasd.2011.05.002
Evans, K. E., & Demuth, K. (2011). Individual differences in pronoun reversal: Evidence from two
longitudinal case studies. Journal of Child Language, 39(1), 1–30. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/
S0305000911000043
Fombonne, E. (2005). Epidemiological studies of pervasive developmental disorders. In F. R. Volkmar, R. Paul,
A. Klin, & D. Cohen (Eds.), Handbook of autism and
pervasive developmental disorders (3rd ed., Vol. 1, pp.
42–69). Hoboken, New Jersey: John Wiley and Sons.
Goodwin, A., Fein, D., & Naigles, L. (In press). The role
of maternal input in the development of wh-question
comprehension in autism and typical development.
Journal of Child Language.
Gschwind, D. H., & Levitt, P. (2007). Autism spectrum
disorders: Developmental disconnection syndromes.
Current Opinion in Neurobiology, 17, 103–111. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.conb.2007.01.009
Hobson, R. P. (2010). Explaining autism: Ten reasons to
focus on the developing self. Autism, 14(5), 391–408.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1362361310364142
Hobson, R. P., García-Pérez, R. M., & Lee, A. (2010). Person-centred (deictic) expressions and autism. Journal of
Autism and Developmental Disorders, 40(4), 403–416.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10803-009-0882-5
Hyman, S. E. (2010). The diagnosis of mental disorders: The problem of reiﬁcation. Annual Review of
Clinical Psychology, 6, 155–179. doi: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.3.022806.091532
Jordan, R. R. (1989). An experimental comparison of the
understanding and use of speaker-addressee personal
pronouns in autistic children. British Journal of Disordered Communication, 24(2), 169–179. doi: http://
dx.doi.org/10.3109/13682828909011954
Kanner, L. (1943). Autistic disturbance of affective contact. Nervous Children, 2, 217–250.
Konstantareas, M., Zajdemann, H., Homatidis, S., &
McCabe, A. (1988). Maternal speech to verbal and
higher functioning versus nonverbal and lower functioning autistic children. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 18, 647–656. doi: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1007/BF02211882
Lee, A., Hobson, R. P., & Chiat, S. (1994). I, you, me, and
autism: An experimental study. Journal of Autism and
Developmental Disorders, 24(2), 155–178. doi: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02172094
Lerner, R. M. (2002). Concepts and theories of human
development (3rd ed.). Mahwah, New Jersey: Laurence
Erlbaum.

36

Brehme: Perspectives on Personal Pronoun Reversal in Children with ASD

Lerner, R. M., Theokas, C., & Bobek, D. (2005). Concepts
and theories of human development: Historical and
contemporary dimensions. In M. H. Bornstein & M. E.
Lamb (Eds.), Developmental science: An advanced textbook (5th ed., pp. 3–44). London: Lawrence Erlbaum
Associates.
Lerner, R. M., Lewin-Bizan S., & Warren, A. E. A. (2010).
Concepts and theories of human development. In M.
H. Bornstein & M. E. Lamb (Eds.), Developmental science: An advanced textbook (6th ed., pp. 3–50). London:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Liverta-Sempio, O., & Marchetti, A. (1997). Cognitive
development and theories of mind: Towards a contextual approach. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 12(1), 3–21. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
BF03172866
Lombardo, M. V., & Baron-Cohen, S. (2010). Unravelling
the paradox of the autistic self. Wiley Interdisciplinary
Reviews: Cognitive Science, 1(3), 393–403. doi: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1002/wcs.45
Loveland, K. A. (1984). Learning about points of view:
Spatial perspective and the acquisition of’ I/you. Journal of Child Language, 11, 535–556. doi: http://dx.doi.
org/10.1017/S0305000900005948
Loveland, K. A. (2001). Toward an ecological theory of
autism. In J. A. Burack, T. Charman, N. Yurmiya, & P. R.
Zelazo (Eds.), The development of autism: Perspectives
from theory and research (pp. 15–34). Mawah, New Jersey: Laurence Erlbaum.
Loveland, K. A., & Tunali-Kotoski, B. (2005). The schoolage child with an autistic spectrum disorder. In F. R.
Volkmar, R. Paul, A. Klin, & D. Cohen (Eds.), Handbook
of autism and pervasive developmental disorders (3rd
ed., Vo1. 1, pp. 247–287). Hoboken, New Jersey: John
Wiley and Sons.
Olive, M. L., Lang, R. B., & Davis, T. N. (2008). An analysis
of the effects of functional communication and a Voice
Output Communication Aid for a child with autism
spectrum disorder. Research in Autism Spectrum Disorders, 2(2), 223–236. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
rasd.2007.06.002
Oshima-Takane, Y., & Benaroya, S. (1989). An alternative view of pronominal errors in autistic children.
Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 19(1),
73–85. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF02212719
Ricard, M., Girouard, P. C., & Décarie, T. G. (1999). Personal pronouns and perspective taking in toddlers.
Journal of Child Language, 26, 681–697. doi: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0305000999003943
Ricks, D. M., & Wing, L. (1975). Language, communication and the use of symbols in normal and autistic
children. Journal of Autism and Childhood Schizophrenia, 5(3), 191–221. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
BF01538152

Scott-Philipp, T. C., Dickins, T. E., & West, S. A. (2011).
Evolutionary theory and the ultimate–proximate distinction in the human behavioral sciences. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 6(1), 38–47. doi: http://
dx.doi.org/10.1177/1745691610393528
Seung, H. K. (2007). Linguistic characteristics of individuals with high functioning autism and Asperger syndrome. Clinical Linguistics & Phonetics, 21, 247–259.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02699200701195081
Smith, P. S., Cowie, H., & Blades, M. (2003). Understanding children’s development (4th ed.). Oxford: Blackwell.
Tager-Flusberg, H. (1994). Constraints on language acquisition: Studies of atypical children. Hillsdale, New Jersey:
Laurence Erlbaum. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
BF02206853
Tager-Flusberg, H. (1999). A psychological approach
to understanding the social and language impairments in autism. International Review of Psychiatry,
11(4), 325–334. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
09540269974203
Tager-Flusbger, H. (2000). Language and understanding
minds: Connections in autism. In S. Baron-Cohen, H.
Tager-Flusberg, & D. Cohen (Eds.), Understanding other
minds: Perspectives from developmental cognitive neuroscience (2nd ed., pp. 124–149). Oxford: Open University Press.
Tager-Flusberg, H. (2011, March 15). False-belief tasks are
distinct from theory of mind. Retrieved from http://
sfari.org/news-and-opinion/viewpoint/2011/falsebelief-tasks-are-distinct-from-theory-of-mind
Tager-Flusberg, H., Paul, R., & Lord, C. (2005). Language
and communication in autism. In F. R. Volkmar, R. Paul,
A. Klin, & D. Cohen (Eds.), Handbook of autism and
pervasive developmental disorders (3rd ed., Vol. 1, pp.
335–364). Hoboken, New Jersey: John Wiley and Sons.
Venuti, P., de Falco, S., Esposito, G., Zaninelli, M., &
Bornstein, M. H. (2012). Maternal functional speech
to children: A comparison of autism spectrum disorder, Down syndrome, and typical development.
Research in Developmental Disability, 33, 506–517. doi:
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2011.10.018
Verhaeghe, P. (2004). On being normal and other disorders: A manual for clinical psychodiagnostics. New York:
Other Press.
Volkmar, F. R., & Klin, A. (2005). Issues in the classification of autism and related conditions. In F. R. Volkmar,
R. Paul, A. Klin, & D. Cohen (Eds.), Handbook of autism
and pervasive developmental disorders (3rd ed., Vo1. 1,
pp. 5–41). Hoboken, New Jersey: John Wiley and Sons.
Waterhouse, L. (2013). Rethinking autism: Variation and
complexity. London: Academic Press.
World Health Organisation. (1992). ICD-10 classifications of mental and behavioural disorder: Clinical
descriptions and diagnostic guidelines. Geneva: Author.

Brehme: Perspectives on Personal Pronoun Reversal in Children with ASD

37

How to cite this article: Brehme, D. (2014). Perspectives on Personal Pronoun Reversal in Children with ASD: A Critical Review.
Journal of European Psychology Students, 5(1), 31-37, DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.5334/jeps.br
Published: 18 March 2014
Copyright: © 2014 The Author(s). This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons
Attribution 3.0 Unported License (CC-BY 3.0), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium,
provided the original author and source are credited. See http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/.

Journal of European Psychology Students is a peer-reviewed open access journal published
by Ubiquity Press.

OPEN ACCESS

