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Abstract

Tw elve socia lly reject ed learn ing disabl ed children, egcd ~12 YCArs,

pa rt icipat ed in a a-week t ra ining programme involving either refer enti al

communication or inte rpersonal prob lem-solving. T he effects of th ose

interventi ons were compared with those of an attention control group u!ling

measures ot inter personal problem-solving, refer en tial communicat ion, socia l ad f·

concept, end socia l statue at pretreatment, post-t reat men t, and a-month follow­

up. It "': .~ pred icte d th'lt children trained in referent ial com municat ion or

interp erso unl prob lem-solving skills wou ld show improvement »peeille to the

truiue d tas k and that this would in t urn lead to improve ments in socia l sta tu!! And

socia l selr-concept. T he findings indicated that all groups showed Improvement on

bot h spea ke r and listener refere ntia l com munica tion tasks but not nil

inte rpe rsona l prob lem-solving meas ures. T his improvement , however , wns not

found to be pos it ively correlate d with im prove ments on the socia l sta tus or socinl

self-concept measures. It was concluded t hat the t raining progmm mea wI're no

mor e effect ive than the attention contro l gro up for improving learning lIislll,lI'd

ch ildren's per forman ce on meas ures or referent ial communicatio n, int erper so nal

prob lem-so lving, social self-concept, and social sta tus.
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Th e degree to which child ren are accepted by their peers has been suggested

as a major indica.tor of social adjustment [Ladd , 1085). Evid ence from

longitudinal studies has shown that II. lack of positive peer relat ions in childhood is

associated with social and psychological adjustment difficulties in adolescence and

adulthood (Cowen, Pederson, Bebigieu, hz o, & Tr ost , 1073; Rorr & Wirt , 1084).

Th is apparent link betw een early peer relations and lat er social comp etence has

led to much of the research in t his area being devot ed to understanding th e

nature of peer :lcc(·pta nce. Of pBrtic ular interest to th e present resear ch are a

number of studies which have shown two skills, referenti al communi cation and

interpersonal probl em-solving, to be related to th e degree to which children are

accepted by their peers.

Rcscurehet a have fou nd learning disabled (LD) children to be at risk for social

rejectio n by peers. O ne explanat ion for this problem concerns th eir social

inte rnet jonel slyII!. Learning disabled child ren have been found to esp erienee

proble ms in both refere ntial eommunieat ion and interpersonal probl em-solving.

Des pite evidence linking low peer accept ance witb both learning disabilities and

difficulties in referential communicatio n and interpersonal pro blem-solving skills,

causal relationships betw een th ese fact ors remain largely unexplored. ODe meth od

of gaining an understanding of these relationships is to study the erteete OD peer

accep tance of intervent ion programm es sr 'eeirically aimed at improv ing either

interp erscoel problem-solving or refer ent ial communicat ion skills,



Social StatUIi

Social status is one component of social competence rened ing the cxtt'ot to

which children ere accepted by their peers. Status refehl to .. position in a~ial

st ructure, assigned OD a.comparative basis, and accompanied by certain privilege'!l

and duties (Carter, 1074). Five different categories of ~ia.1 status in chilJreR

hve been identified in the literature. Th ey are: I) popular - highly liked and not

disliked; 2) ecntroverslal - higbly liked but also highly disliked; 3) rejeeaed - not

liked and bighly disliked (sometimes referred to as actively disliked); 4) neglected _

not liked but not disliked either; and 5) average - both liked and disliked (Dodge,

Ig83).

The peer interactions of these groups have been assessed using behavioural

observations. For example, Dodge (lQ83)found that popular grade 2 boys engaged

In high rates of cooperat ive play and social iotn adioD, shared thinp , and

exhibited low rates of verbal and physical aggression. Th ey approached peers

equally as c nee as average childreo but maintaioed the interactioos fat longer

periods of time, and were rated by peen as l oad leaders. Neglected bo, s, io

ecetreet , were shy and viewed by peers &lI socially inept. Rejected boy. engaged in

more antisocial behaviour and were generally more verbally and physically

aggressive. More speeifically, these boys used more insults and threats, excluded

peers from play, end were less willing to share. Controversial boys exhibited

prosocial bebevlcura at rat e! similar to tbat of popular boys, but also showed

aggressive behaviour at. rates similar to the rejected boys.

Using broader eetegones of behavioural observations, Landau, Milich., and

Whitt en (1084), in their study of kindergarten boys, found a significant



relationship between beh aviour al observatio ns and socia l sta tus measur es where

solitaryJ uninvolved act ivit y was found to be positively corr elat ed with ratings on

:I. negativ e peer nominati on sca le. and negatively correla ted wit h ratings on th e

Ilositiv(' peer nomination scale. Unfortun ately, positive int erac tions such as

playing togeth er were only mod estly cor related in the expected directions with

peer popularity and rejecti on.

,\ numb er of diUeren t measure s have been developed to assess social status in

ehildron. Such measu res as natur alist ic observat ion and teacher a n ti parent rntings

hnve been criticized fur tak ing t he adult' s perspect ive rather than the child's, a

pntontln l problem since adults m ay not be sensit ive to t he sa me differences in

socinl behaviour ns child ren (Carl son, Lahey, &. Neeper, Ig84). T o overcome this

problem. II variety of sociomet ric measur es have been designed in which children

are rat ed by th eir pfOl' rs.

Sociome t ric R atings

These peer-referenced measures have become t he most widely used me thod for

assessing a child's socia l stat us (Foster & Ritchey, IOj Oj. Two of th e mor e

common arc nominations and rost er rat ing scales. The most comm on socio metric

technique , peer nominatio ns, initially developed by Moreno in 1034 (Dodge, 1983),

is a limit ed choice measure yielding an ind ex of the numbe r or fri ends of :1 given

child. It is believed to be a measure of "high priorit y friendships" (Asher &

Tay tor. rg81, p.15) and involves having members of a socia l group, usually a

('h ....sroorn , fill out a quostjounaire nomin ating a certain Dumber of the ir peers

according to a specified cr iterion [Asher &.Hymel, 1981). Although the majorit y

of stud ies have only used positive nomina.tions (e.g., " Nam e th ree child ren you



especiall y like" ], negat ive sceiomet eie cr it eria (e.g., - Nllo me thr ee ehildeen j-ou

don't lik e very mueh " ] have also been emplcred. Doth positive. and nef;a.lin '

nomina t ions used in combinatio n have the ad\'a nt:Lge of allowinm; for the

di fferent iati on of eegtce ted a nd rejected childr en. In o ther words. neg ll'('lrd

child ren will receive few ratings on both measures whereas rejected children will

receive high ratings o n negative nominatio ns but low ra.tings on pnsilin·

nomin a l ions.

T he positive nom ination measu re is considered st able ove r time yirMing Il'lIl­

retest reliabiliti es of .52 over a t- yeer peri od and .42 ove r a 2. year period (A~h l'r

& Hymel, HISl ). Th e test-retest relisbilit ies for negative nomi nati ons sco res, lLq

reported by Rorr. Sells, and Colden ( IQ721, were .38 and ,.11 for I- and 2-yell.t

periods, respectively.

In cont rast to measures of high pr ior ity (riendlihips, the ros ter ra tin g su le

me asur e is believed to assess a more general aeecpte eee dimension (FM ter It.

Ritchey. 1070; Singleton & Asher, lQ77). For t his me asure, child ren are p rovided

with a list of all the child ren in a speeified group. EAch ehi ld is then I.!Iked to rate

each ot her child, by responding to such q uts tions as "Ho w much do you like to

play/ work with t his person at school!" , using a 3- or !,-point Likert scale. T his

provides an indicat ion of each ch ild's peeeeptice of C!very clASsmat e s ud prevents

tb e like lihood of some ch ildren not being chosen because th ey were momen tnrily

for gotten, which een occu r with o ther socio metric measures.

Th e most att raet ive teeecr e of this measure is its test- retest reliability. Odcn

a nd As her (1077) found a med ian corre lat ion 01 .82 lor th e "play with" sea le and

.84 lor t he · work with " scale, for third a nd fourth grade children over a 6-week



period. This high level of reliability is likely due to each child's score being an

average of the ratings obtai ned h om e large number of peers. A change in th e

rating of aile or two peers over time would thus have little enect on a child 's

overa ll score , whereas, with the nominat ion measure, where children typica lly

receive only a few positive or negat ive nominations, a gain or loss of a single

nomination would be quite dramatic in terms of the distribution of scores (Asher

&. Hymel, IgBl ). Unfortunately , the roste r rating seale alone is not capable of

dirrf'rent iat ing between neglected and rejected children because it only asks

children how much they would like to play/ work with each child and doesn't

nssoss how much they would dislike to play/ work with them. As a result , many

res earchers have resort ed to using both peer nomination and roster ra ting

1llf'IlSllrI'S when assl'~sing peer social st atus in orde r to benefit from the assets of

both and ma ke up for the disadvantages of using either one alone .

The major emphasis in research has been on the unpopular childre n

opposen to the popular ones. Th e unp opular group, made up of neglect ed and

rejected children , has been found to be het erogeneous with respect to social

impact, behaviour, and problems, not to ment ion the likelihood of differ ences in

l lwir response to social intervention programmes. A sludy by Carlson et at,

i!n~.!) examined behavioura l differences between socially accepted, rejected, an d

neglected second and fifth grade children lLS measured by positive and negat ive

peer nominat ions. Using the Ch ildren's Social Behaviours Inventory (eS BI),

which lists descriptions of social behav iours, each child was rated by their peers as

showing or not showing each particular bebaviour. An at tempt was the n made to

id('nti fy those soeinl behaviours which discrimina ted the three groups. T hose items



which differentiated rejected Irom accepted children included .. greater tendency

toward nooparticipatioo, as well as being seen as less helpful, oot willing to wait

one's turn, and less adept at explaining tbinlo'lJ to others. Rejected children were

round to dirrer rrom both accepted 'and neglected children, being viewed by peers

as more likely to refuse overtu res, to chsnge the subject in conversation, and less

likely to share. In general, they were seen as less knowledgeable abo ut how to join

in group aetivities , and less honest. Neglected chik1ren were also round to diner

Irom both rej ected and accepted children, where neglected children were seen as

less inclined to say they could beat everyone up. Th e authors concluded that

rejected children were rated by peers as being quite distinct behaviou ra lly trom

other sociometri c groups.

A distin ction between neglected and rejected children is or importance since

resear ch suggests that or these children the rejected group is at great er risk tor

later adjustment problems (Coie & Dodge, lQ83; Coie &, Kup eramidt , HI83;

French & Wa as, lQ85). Research by Coie and Kupersmidt (UI83I, using unfamiliar

peer rat ings, round that the status of rejected children showed a greater

consistency in behaviour across new situations than that or neglected children . In

other words, neglected children were found to change the ir patterns or social

interaction in new situations more readily, euggeeting their status is more

situat ionally determin ed. In contras t, the behaviour of rejected childr en WIL~ round

less likely to change, resulting in these children receiving a reject ed status in new

situatio ns as well as old. Similar results were also reported in two other studies

(Dodge, 1083; Putall az, 1083) where unfamilia r peer ratings were used.

A longit udinal study by Coie and Dodge (I Q83) of children ill grndes a to 5



also exemlned the stahility or 8OCialstatus. They round tbat popular status 'Naa

moderately sta ble over a I-yeu period . 36% or the children rated aa popular at

initial testing were rated as popular 1 year late r. This stability decreased oyer

longer time intervals, where only 28% were popular alt er a 2-year perm, 34%

arter 3 years, and 21% arter 4 years. o r ccneem ill tbe findinK: that th e ratings for

rejected children showed the greatest stability over time. Alter I year, 45% or th e

rejected childr en were still rated as rejected, 34% after 2- and 3-year periods, and

30% after 4 years. Thi s stability WlL! greater with the tilth grade group tban witb

third-graders. For the neglected children, tbeir status remained the least stable,

with 25% maintaining a neglected status arter 1 year, 27% after 2 years, 22%

after 3 years, and only 14% aner 4 years.

These studies suggest three important conclusions concerning social status.

•"irstly, they suggest that stability in the status of the rejected group appears to

h(' one explanat ion for their greater risk for later problems. Secondly, they

provide support rcr the validity or unfamiliar peer ratings in the assessment of

1iO('b.1 status . Finally, these findings shed some light on tbe causal relationship

between social behaviour and social stat us, Where, at least witb respect to reject ed

chiklren, negative interactional style predicts low status (Renshaw k Asber, 1082).

Our to concerns rnlsed by the stability of the rejected status and the increased

risk or negativ e outcome, a number of populat ions have been assessed in an effort

to examine possible over-representation in the rejected status category. One such

population has been learning disabled children.



Soc ial Status or Learnios Disabled C h il dren

T here has been much cont ro. en y in lhe lit er ature with respect to a defimitioD

of learming disabilities, although repeeted attempts by indi. iduw aad

organizations have I~ to some eonseesus. For the purpose or this study, the term

learning disabilities is de fined as:

...a het erogeneous group or disorders manifested by significant
difficulties in th e acquisition and use of listening , speaking, re&ding,
writing, reasoning or mathematical abilities. Th ese disorders are
intrinsic to tbe individual and presumed to be due to central nervous
system dysrunction. Even though a learning disability may occur
concomita ntly with other handicapping condit ions [e.g., sensory
impairme nts, ment al retardation, social a nd emotional disturbances) or
environmental iaflueuces [e.g., cultural dirrerences,
insurricientjinappropriate instructio n, psychogenic fac:tou ), it is not the
direct result of th ese conditions or influen ces jMre n It, Hammill, 1082,
p.6 ).

Perhaps th e earliest of studies examining the 50cial status or LD children,

which was used as a prototype lor later research, wu undert aken by Bryan

{1074}. Using measures of social reject ion as well as social aUrad ien (pO!liti. e and

negat ive pee r Dominations, and the -Oueee W ho· tec hnique), she compared 1.1l

and BonLD children in grades 3 to 5. Learning disabled children were define-d a.~

those childre n who had been labelled LO by the school board. had received

tut oria l assist ance, and whose performance on an intelligence test. yieldeet a

minimum score or 80. The mean percentage or negative nominat ions received by

to children (11%) W 8.'I found be signiricantly greater than the mean percentage

round [or the control group (6%). Similarly, LO children showed a signifiCAntly

lower percentag e of Dominations (4% ) tbaa control children (8%) on the social

acceptance measure.
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A percentage 01these children were then foll owed up I yea, later and a.w:ssed

U,iD~ th e same measures (Bryan, 1076). The reect u once l elin indicated tba t LO

children, iD comp arison to BonLD childre n, received s ignir~aQ tll more votes 0 0

tbe social reject ion sca le IDd sigllirica ntly fewe r 'fotes oa the lIOCi_1 attr~tioD

seale. As well. it was fou nd tba t the sta t us of those child ren previously rej ected by

their PN:'f'S rem ained s tab le eve n wheo their c lasses h a d unde r gone a ch ange or

mort' t han 7fi% of the children . H is s tud y serves to rep liu te the finding! 01 t be

origina l study by Brya n (lg74), as well as sho wing th e stabili ty of st atus ove r

lime.

Differences in the soeiel sta tus 01 LD and BonLD children has been furth er

rrport<'d with both similar age groups (Gottlieb . Gottlieb, Berke ll, &.Lev y, 1086 ),

M well :L~ with adolesce nt pop ulations (Cohen &. Zigmo nd, 1986), Pear l, Bryan,

and D on ahue ( lg8.11 re viewed the resear ch exa mining th e socia l behav io ur or L D

and nonl.D ch ildren botb in na turalist ic elessroc m sett i n~ and more st ructu red

l>xper iml'ntal situations. Ove rall t hey conc luded t hat LD ehildr e n's socia l

IH'h:l\' iour differ ed from that of nO:11.O eaild ree and tbat t hese diffe rences in

inll't :lel icmal patl l' r n~ could pl ay ll. pan in eliciting negative r ractions by pee rs ,

Wil'oN (1087 ) also revie wed t he liter a ture co mparing W and nOIiLD childreo '!

lIOtia l sb lus, o r tbe Ig studies review ed, incl uding the two pr eviously noted by

Brynn lJOH; 1078), 14 4S5essed elementary eehool children. Only Iour of th e

studiea round no dtrreeeneee be tween LD And nonLD children , which th e author

cont r tbnted to met hod ologica l shor tcomings or th e studies. Wien er {1987 j

eouclu ded (rom tbb t hnt . ... th e data in tbe lit eratur e overwhelmingly indica t ed

tbat LD ehild ree obt ain lower peer sta lus scores th an NLD InooLD ) peers in
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elementa ry schoo L · (p. 84). Th erefore, th e resea rc:h appu n to indicate that LO

ehildre n are at grut.,t risk of being socially rejected by their peen in ro mparison

to their Bonl D counter pa rts.

Given the fin ding of LO children's rej ection by peers, .., well as research by

Rosent hal (1v:"3 ) indicating tbat the means by which individuals val 'lI~ thl'm.'H"lvMI

depends greatly OD how they are valued by alben . one would expeet th at

rejection by one's peers would have quil t an imp act on the LO child's :lelf.

concept .

Self· Concept or Learning Disabled Children

A review of th e literat ure on self-concept suggests a lack of consensus lIS lo an

operational defin ition of thi s term. Bean e It. Lipk a (l QBOI de fined selr-eoneept as

• ...t be pereep n on ODe holds of oeeeelt, tot ally and with regard to ~evf' r,,1

dimensions, an d which is influenced by environmental int era.ction· (p. l) . More

speelfieally, it is A va luing process in which one makes judgments regarding

personal $.1tisfaction with roles and/or quality of performan ce. T hese evalua tions

are believed to be a (uoct ion 01 the environmental eontext in wbich th role is

played (Bean e &, Lipka , 1980).

Gi ven t bat sociomet ric rat ings indicate th at LO children are at great er ri!lk 01

being reject ed by their peen, one would abo expect tbis populat ion to he at risk

01 hav ing a lowered ectr-eoecept , at least as lar as sociR.1 st atus is concern ed. It

appea rs [10m th e liter ature that peers who are willing to re act wit h compassion to

learn ing probl ems related to cerebral pa lsy, blind ness, or dea fness are often found

to express frus tration to wards LD child ren beca use 01 th e lack 01 a discern ible

cause for t heir problem (Rosenth al, 1973).
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Several factors are believed to contribute to the development orself-concept.

Coleman and Fults (lgS2) hypothesised that in the absence of objectiv e standards

of comparison, one's selr-conce pt develops by way o f compar ing one's abilit ies

; ith those or significant others who are relativ ely simila r. Given that LD children

nrc now generally in regular classrooms, their comp arison group is likely to be

prima rily made up o f norma lly-achievi ng child ren. In fact, a Dumber of st udies

hare established a rela tionship between poor academic achievement and low se lf-

concept in LD children (Black , IQ74; Boersma & Chapman, lQSl).

However, vcry little research bas assessed that aspec t oreelf-ccneept related to

the social experience. One such study by Sobol, Earn , Bennett , and Hempbrtes

(1083) compared 7- to 12-year old LO children wit h low-accepted and h igb-

accepted nonLD child ren of the same age with respect to their social self-concept.

CntegoriZ3.tion of chi ldren int o groups of high and lo w acceptance was based on

ratings [rom R social accepta nce meas ure (Pupil Rat ing Sca le) filled out by the

child's teac her. Com parison of the low-accept ed ch ildren with the LO gro up

allowed for examinati on of th e innuence of learning di sabilit ies while contro lling

for the effects of low social acceptance. In contrast , t he use of a high-accep ted

group provided a tes t of tbe erfect of social acce ptance . A measur e of sell-concept,

taken from the Co pp ersmit h Selr-Esteem Inventory , was administered to all

children. A significant dillercnce was found on tbis m easure b etween the LD and

high-accepted (t oups but not between the LD and low- accept ed groups . Over all,

t he LO children showe d the Icwest sco res on tbis me asure, followed by the low-

accepted group. The high-accept ed group, in contr93t , showed the highest sco res.

This patt ern ot sco res was also cha racterist ic of a ll groups conce rning th eir
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expect ations of success in sceiet sit uations, based on the results of a qut!ltionnaire

devised by th e authors to assess pe rceived selr-ecmpetenee. The aut hon eoneluded

that LD children, in ge neral, expetieece lowered sod rJ eetr-ec eeept .

Ove rall. these results provide some support for tb e t bt'Ofy t hat sodel 8e1f·

eeaeept is rela ted to soci al stat us. In ligbt of t he earlier disc ussion on social sta tus,

one may bypothesize that LD children are a bighe r risk group fo r later

adjust ment problems t ban GooLD child ren. In order to ee beeee th e 5OCialst atu!I

of LO child ren as well as tha t of other children considered unpop ular by their

peers, it is importa nt to establish what factors serve to dirrerent i&te them from

popular children. A Dumber of possible explanations have been ' examined

throughout the litera t ure. Althougb a great deal of cc otrcverey remains, the

majo rity of these s t udies suppo rt th e bypothesis that soelomerne st atus iJ

reflec t ive of ebftdree 'e social int'ilract ional style, par ti cularly with respect to

ingra tiatio n tact ics (Donabue , Pearl, & Bryan , 1tJ83). T wo skills Jinkinr; soeial

sta tus and inte...u~ :,')oa l style are referential communi cation an d inte rpenenaJ

prob lem-solving.

Refe re ntial Communica tion

Th e lit erature iudiea tes a relationship between effective dyad ic verbal

comm unica t ion, as m easured by responses on a referen tia l com municat ion tA1lk ,

and p t=er popularity (Gott man, Gonzo, Nt Rasmussen, 197.'); Pu ta llaz &c Gott man,

1981; Rub in, 1972). Referent ial communicat ion refers to the ability to

communicate inform ation concerning a particular refe rent (Asher, 19791, which

may be an object, a location, o r an idea . This skill hu traditionall y been assessed

by use of th e following paradigm developed by Glucks berr; an d Krauss (UIS7).
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On e person (the speaker ) is eeked to describe a. referent o bject or pictu re so that

another person [the listener) will be able to choose the co rrect referent (rom a

group of potentia l refere n ts. Th e number of correct referents iden tified by the

lis tener p rovides a measu r e of the pair'lI communicative co m petence (PaUCI'fIOD &

Kister, IgSI). Referentia l ecmmunleeuon skills are believed to be critical tor

communication (Noel, 1080). Basic skills necessary fOt etrective re!erentia.1

communica tion include an adequat e vocabulary, efficiency in language production

or expressive langu age sk ills, and a basic understan ding and knowledge of one's

t ole as 1\ listener and spea ker .

Knowledge of t he age of acquisition of listener and spea ker skills is impo rtant

for identi fying def icits o r delays in part icular child ren as well /I.S for providing a

basis upo n which to focu s interv ent ion programmes for facilit at ing performan ce

o n these skills. T he ad equaty of both speaker and listen er roles is dependent

upon a num ber of different components which generally dev elop between the ages

of ·1and 8 yean .

The success 0 : "PI .1k <1~·';' on a retereeue l communication tlL'lk depends on their

nbillty to provide the listen er with a~equate, informative messages. Perspecti ve­

Inking, based on the assess ment of listener character istics and informational needs

(Roberts & Patterson, 1983); the identifi cation of features of a rdetent which

distinguish it from no nr ejerent e and the ability to make comparison s of

similarit ies and differences (Whitehurst &: Sonnenschein, l{l18i l{1S1)i the furthe r

uti lization of this info rmation Icr selecting appropriate message content

(White hur st & Sonn enschein, 10SI); and th e monitoring o f the suc cess and failure

of communication efforts and t be repair of communication breakdo wns (Cosgrove
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k P atterson . UI70j att tbe major component" of the speaker' s role.

T hese skilb ha ve aU been found to develop, at (ea.st in 'O rne rlldimentlt)' Iorm,

in BonLD children &found the age 01S yean. However. t hey do bot llf'('tsSariJy

develop sim ultaoeoulr . F o r example, Whih hurst and SonDenschein 1IG81) (oulld

tb at &lthou gh children be tweee t be ages of 4 and 5 yean were eble to Ip«ify

di rrerences between rerereea when eeked, tbey did no t automat ically make

comparisons on tbe rderen tial (c mrnuniCl,t ion luk. When ' ..eed with .. lisleu,'s

requl'St fo r more information, child ren or tb is age hav!! bee n found t o make some

attempt to respond, wit bout necessarily providing Any ad ditiona l information

un less the task WtL! very simple and th e feedback iden t ified specific message

de ficits {Cosgrove &. Pat te rson, 1070). M well, children At tbis age have shown

some skill in identifying t he segment or th e message that ill uninfor mative, but

o n ly some of these childr e n shew tb e ability 10 make the a ppropria te rnision! as

well (Beal k Flavell , 1082 ; Beat, 1086).

Essential to listener-ro le perrcrrneeee is the abilit y to ev aluate the adequacy of

th e speaker'! messa~('!J (kher , 1076; Peuersce, O'Brfen, Kister , Carter, i:

KotsoDilI, 1081), to utilize the inform ation eoarai ned in t he message to ( boose ' he

t a rget referent (Cosgrove &.Pa tterso n, 1977; Ironsmitb & Wb iteb u r:'Il, 10781, and

when faced with an inade quate message, to point out the ambigu ities and/or to

request more information . T hese have been shown to be acqu ired by DonLO

children, at least at a basi c level, a.'l early lS ,I years or a ge, alt ho ugh Ironsmitb

an d Whitehur st (1078) ro und tha t children cl th is age res ponded equally ofteo to

ambiguous messages as th ey d id to infor mative messages . f or 5- to 80year olds,

ju dgment 01 message a de quacy was found to be very m ueb influeeeed by the
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success or the commulliution (Singer & F1aveU, IgSl ), IDd communica tion failu re

'Was largely blamed on the listener [Robinson ~ Rob iD!IOD, IV18). As well, th e

abil ity to provide ar pro..riate listener responses spo nt&lle<lus ly . when Ieeed wit h

an inadequAte meu.gf, ap pears to derejop as la te u grade 6 (Co!.rrOye &:

r atterson, 1971j IrODsmith & Wbiteb un t, 1078). The use ot a lt HoaLive suategies

to a..o;king questions, suc:b as guesing, when reeed wilh am bi guous me:sslg~ b

bd ievel! to limit you ng child ren's co mmunica tive eflecti veness substa ntia lly. T his

51lggllstS that although .4- a nd 50f t a r old ehild reu poss ess som e or th e bsaie sk ills

need ed ror effective referent ial comm unication, they st ill rail t o appreciate tbe role

o! th e messa ge in th e commu nicatio n process.

Allbaugh extensive tl':lea r ch has led to som e unde rst anding or the d evelopm ent

of rerercol,ia l comm unicatio n skills in childre ll, a number o f Iaeto ra have been

ide nt ified which co nt ribute t o discre pu dt! ill child re n's per formance at var ious

:lgNt. The fi rst factor is th e 3ctua l complexity of t be task. R esearch employ inS

lil im ulus ar ray s which are nu merous and eompheeted or Ievc lve messa ge:!! tbat ace

on ly part i::tlly j n rocmatin~ gl'Dccally yields relati vely big h er age norms for

litl('e~fu l per forman ce th a n that employing 1e55 complex t asks (Petterse n &

Ro be eu , IOH2; Wa b o n, IQ77 ; Whitehurst .t Soeeenecbeie, 197 8).

T he second fact or :lrrcct ins performance oe a tas k is the particul ar aspect of

refer eatinl communica tion b eing te sted, since these skills de velop h ier archically,

Specilleally, perspect ive-ta k ing is the earliest skill to be a cquir ed, followed by

eom pareo n activit y Watt er son & K ister, lOSI), mak ing exh a ustive comparisons,

det ec ting bot h verb al and non verbal ambiguity (Fla vell, Spe e r , Green, .t A~gust,

ani'll ; Pat ter son, Cosgrove. &. O'Drie D, lvao l. and ti na lly providing Ieed baek, finl
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implicitly through guessing o r statiDl~ nceeompreheneice, and then explidtly .

Ther efore, a s t udy em phasizin g the de velopmen t of children', a.bility to reccgniae

that another person', state or knowled ge diners from their own will be likely to

yield di rrering results , with rega rd to th e age o r acquisition , tha n a stud y focusing

on c h ildren's ability to provide exp li cit reedbad .. wh en faced with inadequa t e

messag es.

The particular procedure used to assess a given skill is Ito third facto r

influencing performanc e on a refere ntial communication task. Some studies

att empt 10 examine children's ability to speak BDd listen independently or each

othe r . This bes been consid ered artificia l in co mparison to a reil life

com m unicative intera ct ion where feedback from the list ener e nables t he spl'ak ('r

to d ete rmine wheth er or not th e m essage was received and unde rst ood by t he

list ene r and furth er a llows t he speake r to alter the m essage in accordance wi th

this feedback (Sonnen schein, 19S6).

An addit ional pr o b lem related to the inter pretation of the find ings is that

many of the s tudies o n referen t ial com municati on have used adu lts lLS partners for

child ren rat he r tban peers. Having adults participa te in th e task may cause

child ren to feci that t hey a re not r esponsibl e when commun icat ion breakdo wn

oeeur s since children may as su me a d ults are effect ive comm u nicato rs and thus

sha re the ch ild's know ledge o f th e re ferent. Th is may result in the chi ld providing

only the most minor of details for diff erentiating the p ictur es.

As a resu lt of these factors, it is rather d ifficult to make a clea r distinct ion

between a child who bas acqu ire d referential co mmunicat ion and one w ho ha.~ not

Speci tying de velopm e ntal st a ges of skill acquisitio n is even mo re dirtic ult. From a
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hicrarebtcal perspective , however, it does appear evident that component speaking

and listening skills develop earlier t han those components involving message

evaluation [Scnnencebein & Whi tehurst , 1984b).

Devel opment or Rererentlal Communication In LD Children

Rcgardlcs!I of the methods used to assess referential communicat ion, the

literatu re on the developm ent of referential communication in LD children

appears to indicate a general delay in abilities compared to BonLD children. Th is

delay haa been found to he e.soeta ted with differences in tbe utili zation of

strateg ies tor improving perf ormance, in the choice of verbal descriptions 01

rereronts, and in information processing abilities.

Doth Noel (l ggO) and Spekrnen (HJSl) compa red 9- to ll-year old tD and

nOIlLD boys in terms of their ability as speakers to produ ce informative messages,

nod as listeners to lise message content to select cor rect referents. Although

dirrerent tasks and met hods of assessment were used, both st udies fou nd group

,IiH\'rencc-sbetween LD and nonLD children in speaker but not listener skills.

Spokman 1:\]81.', compared the performance of dyads contai ning LO and

Mn LD boys \\',1.1".dya ds containing on ly nonLO boys. Each me mber of the dyad

nltcr nnted roles 1\.5 n speaker and a listener . T he task involved a set of 16 blocks

varying in colour, size, shape, and thickness. Eight blocks were used to make each

of six geometric designs. Eac h speaker was asked to communicate to their listener

in such a way that the liste ner could construct his/ her own set of blocks in a

similar fashion. In te rms of overall speaker task success, nonLD dyads were Iouud

to per form bette r than dyad s contain ing LD children despit e equivalent use of

time and quantity of interacti on. With respect to speaker va riables, when dyad s
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involved a LO speaker and a DonLD listener, the LD speaker provided

signiricantly less task-related in formation in compariso n to dyads with a DonLD

speaker end listener. or particul ar inter est was tb e rinding that LD speakers less

frequently described the block design in terms of n gestalt compa red to DonLO

speakers. In con trast, no differences were found between LD and BonLD speaker!

in thei r ability to provide the correct and appropriate replies to their listener 's

equesta fot more information . This findiog is strengthened by similar r, sults

repor ted by Pea rl, Donahue, and Bryan (19811, with ~ to 12-year old LO

children, when listener responses were controlled by having the experimente r play

the role cl the listener.

In ter ms of listener variables, Spekma n (1981) also assessed t he performance of

LD listeners wit h either LD or DonLD speakers. T he resul ts ind icated that bot h

LD and DonLD listeners followed directions equally well, asked the same number

0: questions, and had the sa me percen tage 01 questions requesting redundant

;nlormation. However, with regard to requests lor inlormlllion , nonl.D child ren

showed a tendency to make more efficient use or their question s such t hat they

gained more new, task-relevan t and needed informat ion. The author noted thllt

both t D and nonLD children demonstr ated cer tain ~k ills rat her inconaistentl y,

suggesti ng these production pro blems are common to children whose skill is in the

carly sta ges of acquisition.

One critici sm or many st udies is in the use of dyads (or stu dying erreeuve

communicat ion. T he ditriculty with t his method is in determini ng the exact ennse

of the comm unication failure. To overcome this a lew st udies (Feagan & Short,

1986; Math inos, 1988; Noel, HISO; Pea rl et al., 19S1) have emp loyed a standa rd
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speaker, using either a child or an adult confederate, a puppet, or ta pe recordings .

To examine speaker skills, Noel (19BO)used t ape record ings of child ren who

had been instructed to describe a. series of six black and white line drawi ngs of

ambiguous and novel figures in such a way that they could be ident ified by the

exam iner. Wri tt en t ra nscripts or t he spea kers' descrip tions were then cat egorized

accord ing to content by two independent ra ters. Results showed a t rend towa rds

LD boys having slightly shorte r descripti ons tha n DonLD boys, AS well as making

different ial use or descr iption types. Fo r example, LO boys more frequentl y used

t he shap e category, referring to an object directly by shape such as, -I t's

pointed ", In cont rast, DonLD boys more etten named t he object or used a label to

describ e it such as, el t 's a hat e. It was concluded from th is that tD boys show

deficits in speaker skills On referent ial communication tasks, part icularly in t heir

lise of labeling and t he quality of their verbal descriptions. Th ese findings are

Iikl'ly related to poorer informatio n processing skills on the part of LD children.

On the listene r task , the boys were asked to listen to randomly selecte d

recordi ngs (eight descriptio ns of each of th e six ngur es) made by bot h LO and

uonl.D speakers and to choose t he appropriate pictu re to lit t he desc riptions

ginn. Altho ugh nonLO listeners were found to be slightly more accurate

respond ers than LO listeners, bot h in selecting a correct ta rget following a clear

message and in lndtcattng ambiguity following an unclear message, this differ ence

was not found to be significant. Th e major significant finding was tha t both LO

nnd nonl.D listeners were round to be less accura te liste ners when descript ions

were presented by t o versus nonLO speakers. Th is supports the findin gs o r th e

speaker tas k t hat LO speakers provide more inadeq uate messages tban nonLD
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speakers.

Common to the stu dies by Noel (19g0) and Spekman (19Sl) was the findinp;

tha t lower success and emeienc)' scores obtained by LO cbildren could be

Accounted tor by group dirrerences in th e content 01 the descriptions. Contrary to

this, II. recent study by Mat hinos (10S8) found th at although 0- to l3-year old LD

children were less efficient in their descriptions of referents in comparison to their

nonLD counterparts, their descriptions were similar in natu re to those Ior muleted

by non LD children. Th e author speculated that differences in errecrivenee were

perhaps the result of dit lerential use of strateg ies such as limiting the number of

referent-n onrejerent comparisons neede d by turning over alr eady identUicd

referents, and or ganizing and categorizing th e referen ts prior to t he ht'ginning of

t he task . T hese st rategies serve to decrease t he likelihood of making nn erroneous

cho ice and were observed to be used mor e frequ ently by nonLD children.

Feagan and Short (H1861assessed spea ker and listener skills of LO and nonLD

6- and 7-year olds ove r a 3-yea r period . Th e stud y tested child ren 's ability to

compre hend II. sequence of instr uctions for learning II. pu zzle box tas k [listener

skill) as well as their ability to communicate this sequence of instru ct ions to a

pupp et (speaker tas k). Th e d irectio ns of t he reek were read to childr en until

perfec t perf orm ance was achieved and the Dumber of tr ials to enterlon W /LS

record ed. Result s showed that non LD children required fewer trials to learn th e

task an d included mor e steps of the seque nce on their lirst trial tha.n LD children.

Bo th LO and nonLD children required fewer tri als and decreased th e frequency of

t heir erro rs over the J..yea.r period . Whe n teachin g th e task to th e puppet, nonLD

childr en were found to be more verba lly fluent , both qualitat ively and
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qua nti tative ly, a.! well as more informa tive. Both LD and bonLD children

increased t~eir ntb_1 prcduetlca over t ime and initial differences in the Dumber

of wrong d irection moves were not found a t the end or th e 3 yea r period . On e

er it ieL'lm of this stud, is related to the task employed to meas ure listene r skill.

T he leuDing or the pun le box sequence requ ired .. nu mber of component sk ills in

add it ion to adequat e Ii.,teni ng. Poorer performa nce by LD children may reflect

di fficulties wit h Doe of these component skills rath er th an inadequate list ener

:;kills.

Children's ability to reformulate their messages in response to requests tor

morc informat ion was also assessed. All children were found to provide more Dew

informa tion to the puppet and demonstrate increased sensit ivity to verba l cues of

noneomprcheneion across the 3-year period. However , nonLD children exhib ited a

mor t" dramat ic incre ase in paraphrasing ab ility by the third year. T his increase

WIL'l speculated to be a developmenta l shirt in ewereaese or the equal responsibility

0: spea kers and listeners in communication. Th e autbors suggested that deficits

or delays in rommunieatin competence by t o children may be due in part to

diff"rences in the inrormation processing ability of these children.

Th ese l'in din~ are consistent with those report ed by Noel (1980), Spekman

( IDSI), and Mathin os (1088) in showing t o children to be less effeetlve

communicators than nonLD children. However, the findings are inconsistent with

respect to difrerences in list ener versus spea ker eompeteeee. This inconsistency

may have resulted Crom differences in the complexity or the listener tas ks rrom

study to study .

Rather than an overa ll assessment of speake r and listener skills, a number of
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st udies (Donahue, Pea rl, & Bryan, 1080, Hambeeeht , 1087; I\ night.Arest , 19S4)

have examined specific component skills or referent ial communicat ion ability . For

example, role-t aking ability a nd skill at reformulating a message in response 10

requests lor cla rifica tion were assessed by Knight-Aresl (1984). She compared LD

a nd DonLD boys, aged 10 to 13 years. Th e referent ial communicatio n speaker task

requi red children to teac h th e game of checkers to the experimenter. Res ults

indicated t hat LO and oonLD boys diffe red significantly on t heir "lev el of

response to ver bal cues of confusion" (p. 241), with nonl.D boys making more

Irequent And more helpful responses th an 1.0 boys. T he author eoecluded t ha t I.D

boys evidenced more dirriculty than nonLD boys, delineating specific diUcrences in

language use a nd self-involvement between LO and nonLO boys. Th ese findings

a re supported by a more recent study by Itambrecht (1\)87) who also com pared

t he ability of 13- to IS-year old LO and nonLO boys to revise their messages

following communicatio n brea kdown. Hambrecht (HJ87) conclu ded that the lower

performance by LO children was reflectiv e of both vocabubry limitations and

egocentric ity.

Donahue et al. (11l80) examined LO children's ability to initia te the repai r of a

breakdown in comm unication and their understanding of t he conversationa l rules

necessary to under take this task. A referential communication task wa., given La

LO and nonLD children in grades 1 t hrough 8 where subjects played the role of

the listen er and t he experimenter played the role or t he speaker. Th e speaker

presented a message and asked t he listener which one of the four pictures

presented was being described. Messages were va ried in terms of informat iveness.

T he dependent va riables were th e Dumber of requests for more information and
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the Dumber of correct referent choices made by each child. Results indica.ted

both LD and younger children made fewer requests for iulctmation than bonLD

and older children when given unlnroemetive and part ially informa tive messages.

In ad dition, th e mean number of requests ma de by LD eht'd ren did DOt dill er

across th e two types 01 inadequa te messages whereas nouLD children were more

likely to make requests when messages wer e uninformative, in cont rast to

pertlally informative. Since selection 01 the corr ect referent based on inadequat e

messages is dependent on requesta tor more in format ion , it was not surprising to

rind th at LD children made fewer correct choices tha n nonLD children whe n

presented wit h inad equate messages. In contras t, LO and nonLD children did not

dine r in their ab ility to choose th e correct referent when messages wer e

informative, indicat ing that t he deficit does not lie in t heir abili ty to select th e

correct refer ent when it is clea rly speeirled. No difrerences were round wit h

respect to respo nse late ncy scores.

In an atte mpt to distinguish between a n inab ility to appraise messa ge

adequacy (linguistic deficits] and an inability to request more information Ircm a

speaker who produces an ambiguous message, a second experiment wea

conducted. In this appraisal st udy , children were given a message and asked to

jud ge wheth er anot her child (t he imaginary listener) would be able to choose th e

correct referent based on the information present ed. Children were given th e sa me

messages as in t he previous task, with the same three levels or adequacy. A

measure was again ta ken or the number or correct referent choices made by each

child.

Overa ll, th e result s showed that t his skill increased with age but that th ere



.<
was no difference in the ability of LD and nonLD children to recognize inadequate

messages. This suggests that LO children's failur e to request more informatio n

was not the result of deficits in the language comprehension skills necessary lor

accurate appraisal of message adequacy, An examination 01 LO children's

linguistic skills for request ing further iufoemat iou concern ing the message fur tber

showed they were quite capable of tbis skill. The findings 01 this study suggest

th at LO children may be unawa re or their obligation as listeners to actively work

at providin g feedba ck and requests lor furt ber information for repai ring

communication breakdown. Donabue et at (lQSO) furtber suggest that LD

children appear to show an unwillingness to assum e conversat ional responsibility

which may add to or prod uce the peer social rejection experienced by many of

these children.

Although the research has not focused specifically on dete rmining the age of

acquisit ion of particular referential communication subskills in LO children, it has

provided some insight as to how th ese childr en compare with nooLO children.

Despite methodo logical d ifferences between stud ies, the results suggest that LD

children are less proficient than thei r nonLD peers in for mulatin g 8.'1 well as

reformulating descriptions that are useful to thei r partners. One can speculat e

from the findings that the less adequate messages by LD ehildren result from

deficits in language produ ction, aod / or difficultie s in a.ssulning the perspectiv e of

their listener (Don ahu e et el., 1983).
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Referential Communication Skill. Training

From within t he framework of develo pment al stud ies examining t he na ture of

children's referent ial communicat ion skills, a nu mber of epproec hes have been

developed to elicit or accelerate referential comm unica tio n skills in ch ildren . One

app roac h, nam ely role-taking, emphasizes ma king the relat ion between speaker

and listene r roles mor e salient , which can involve confronting speakers, white in

their role, with the elrecls their message has on the listener. This is potentially

ctfcct ive for informing speakers of the dif ference between the ir position

(knowledge, situation, etc .] and th05Cof listeners, as well as showing speakers that

there is a. causal rela tionsh ip between their message and what the listener can or

docs do.

Tec hniques in role-taking have also take n the torm of having children reverse

roles trom spea ker to listener and back . This is believed to provide child ren with

the opportunity to expe rience the sit uation trom eacb role, tbus increasi ng thei r

role-tak ing ability. Similarly, the eblld-es-thlrd-parey-cbse rver meth od is

potentia lly erlecti vc in that th e rela tion betwee n speak er and listener is more

!'Mily focused on by children when they are at a n obj ective dista nce. Having

children vicariously reverse roles in t his observe r position bas also been

recommended (Asher &, Wigfield, 10S1).

Anothe r app roach to trai ning referential communication skills emphas izes t he

leaching ct comparison 3ctivity . Th is technique is believed to be effective tor

ensuring that the message genc rat cd is more highly associa ted to the referent than

it is to the ncn rerc reet , thus increasing children 's abilit y to different iate be~ween

the two (Asher & Wigfield, IgBl ). Such an approach is the refore benef icia l to bot h
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the speaker, who must produce the message, and the listener, who musl

distinguish between the referent and the nonrererents.

Throughout the literatur e on referential communication skillJltra ining, studies

have used these app roaches either alone or in combina tion with each other. Asher

and Wigfield ( lgSl) Doted in their review of training techniques tbat role-taking,

in and of itself, has not been found to be a very errecuve method fot developinl

children's referential communicat ion skills. Th ey advocate that the eomperecn

app roach has met with more success but tbat the integration of the two

Approaches is most ellective Ior younger children. Once children have acquired

the ability to make comparisons and, in tum , to recognize ambiguities in

messages, teac hing them to deal effectively with message ambiguity hAll been

round to be the most successful app roach.

More recent stu dies have employed the · conrrontat ion· spprceeh, focusing on

specific speaker or listener skills independently (Cosgrove &. Pa tterson, 1078;

Robinson &. Robinson, IQ78; Whitehurst &. Sonnenschein, U181). The training

program mes, although dirfering in specifics, generally include modelling

nppropriate behaviours and providing the child with inst ructions concerning the

use of certain skills. Typica lly, the effects or this training have been found to last

over time and tr ansfer to other tasks or the same modality (Sonnenschein &.

Whitehurst, IQ83).

A series or st udies by Sonnenschein and Whitehurst (Sonnenschein &.

Whitehurst, IQ8a, IQ84a, lQS4b; Whitehurst &. Sonnenschein, [Qal ), u ~ ing the

confrontat ion app roach, emphasized the teaching of specific rules of

communication rathe r than t raining of component skills. They employed a
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technique of describing differences between th e refer ent and its surro unding

context known a.'l the ·difr ereDce rule feedback- method (Sonnenschein &

Whit ehur st , 19S.fb, p. 1936). Children were provided with dirferent comb inat ioDs

of pereeptua; and communication instructions and feedback indicating wheth er or

Dot their messages had specified bow the referent and nooreferent differed. Th e

results of their studies suggested that combining communicat ion inst ructions (e.g.,

"T ell me about the tri angle with the sta r above it (the referent] so that I know

which triangle you are ta lking about."; Whitehurst &.Sonnenschein, 19SI, p. 132)

with perceptual feedba ck combined (e.g., "Tha t's good/wrong, you told/d id not

lell me how the trian gle with the sta r above it was different lrcm the ct hee"; p.

133), wee the most effective approach for improving performance on a referential

eommunicaticn task. Shantz (l o8t) sta ted that th is combination was successful

because it included both the goal of communication and the means to achieve it.

Shnnta and Wilson (1972) also found that providing prac tice and feedback to

7· nnd 8·y('ar clds im proved their relerent iel communicatio n skills in comparison

to control condit ions, on both description and discriminat ion tasks . Children in

the t'"p('rimeota l condition received six 3().minute tr aining sessions, where

children served as speake rs, listeners, and listener-observers. Th e experimenter

act ively questioned listeners and observers about message adequacy and

encouraged the ir cons tr uctive criticism of the speaker's messages.

Robinson and Robinson (Robinson, 1981a, 198t b) also developed a series of

eontrome tive techniques to elicit Of accelerate children's understanding or the

eommunicetive process by improving their ability to recognize communication

breakdown and the reasons frr it . Th e empbasis of these techniques was on
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explicitly questionins cbildrt D about whello and why th eir messases wtf e Dot

understood . ChildreD, 5 and 6 yean of ace, served II . peab n while the

experimenter piaYN tb e role or the (i5ttner in • tuk requiring tbe child to

provide in form ataoD to the exptr imnt.er such tbat both would t ad up with their

dolls dressed in an identical manner. Both the speaker and the listener bad •

series of garments for their dolls which varied along a Dumber of alt ribu~.

Childreo were also cat egorized &3 listener- or epeeker-blarners, based on reepoeees

to a series of "whose fault - questions. When ffie!.!lages were ambiguous, for one-

third of the children the experimenter responded with a guess, for another third

the experimenter responded by asking "which oDe!-, and for the remaining third

the experimenter responded with explicit instruelions regarding what was mis.. ing.

T he experimenter, in this last condition. made a ehoiee only after she had elicited

the missing informat ion from the child. P roviding explicit feedback wu found to

signifit anUy decrease the Dumber 01 ambiguous megtlge! given by listener·

blaming children compared to the ot her two feedbatk condittoll!l. However, no

difference was found between conditions ror children who h.cJ more adva nced

understan ding of the causes or communication breakdown [i.e ., speaker·blamer!!l.

For a mote detailed explanation see Robinson (lDSlb ).

T he types of explicit questioning used by Robinson og s t a, IgSlb) have been

documented and tested. fo r example, in the doll· dressing task. prevlously noted, a

breakdown in communication was followed by children being asked a ser ies of

• whose fault " questions:
We went wrong th at time. Whose fault was that , mine or YOll rs?

Why? Did I/ you tell you/ me properly whicb one to pick? flf the child
responds with ' ec'j, What should I/You have said? whose fault wa.. it
we went wrong! Why! (Robinson. IgSlb, p. 16g).



2.

Anot her luk involved presen ting children with .. aeries orscenarios in wbkh

some children 13k their moth ers about some item they have misplaced . T he

message t he child r;iv~ is always ambiguous and is followed by dirrerent responses

from each mother ind uding more or less explicit indicators of Dot undent.o din!!:

wht th e cbild bas asked. AIte r each reci tat ion or d ialo(Ue, th e ch ild is asked two

questions:
_ _ 'e mum knows _ _ wants a __' Does she know tb is is the

one be wanu? (pointing to a pict ure of t he item). It the child saYI DO,

he/ she is asked why Dot: "Did _ _ say enough about w':l.at be
wanted? He 5llid "Mum, have you ~eeD my _ _ please? Did be say
eno ugh abo ut what he wa nted! " If the child said no, he is then asked
· What should be have sa id! (Robinson, 19S1h, pp. 178-170).

1J~ing this line of quest ioning, th e child is informed that the ir message il'l

inndl'qu4tl'!, by sped fying the inadequacy and induding a request for help. Like

SlInm'nschein and Whit ehurst's ( lgS4bj reedback it tells t he speaker about success

or Iailu re of th eir m~:lge; lin like the ir type or feedback, it specifies th e problem

hut not th e means to solve it, s uch as making comparisons.

C'.osi":o\·e and Patt erso n (1978) compared t he effective ness o r two techniques

for improving the listener skills necessar y for rererential communication in first

gr:ldcrs . Childrl'D wert' il.'>Siglled to eith er a mode lled t raining programm e or a

planned t raining programme or bot h. In the modelled intervention , children

viewed n a-minut e videota pe of 8D adult playing a referent ial communication-type

gnmc. T he video showed the model st ating aloud when he/ she did not have

enough informat ion to choose th e appro priate reterec t , an d then asking for mor e

information (rom th e speaker, In th e planned intervention , children were given

the suggestion th at when tb ey were unsu re of t he correct referent , they should ask

qll~l ions to help them figure ou t the app ropriat e response. In ter ms or immediate
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