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Abstract
Adults with intellectual impairments experience frequent communication breakdown in
their everyday interactions. This can result from impairment of the linguistic skills
required for effective communication and/or difficulties dealing with non-verbal
information. Problems also exist, however, in the way that some non-impaired speakers,
such as care providers, approach these communicative episodes. This thesis investigates
communication in young adults with intellectual impairments with three different
communication partners. These were a care provider, a student and a peer with intellectual
impairments. Student partners were previously unknown to the main participants and not
experienced in communicating with people with intellectual impairments. Communication
structure and process are investigated according to the number of words and turns used to
complete a co-operative problem-solving task and the types of conversational acts used by
speakers and listeners. Non-verbal communication is investigated through the use of one
non-verbal signal, gaze, during the task dialogues. An intéractionist approach is taken to
communication, where outcome or success is viewed as a product of the collaborative
efforts of speakers and listeners. Communication is seen as multi-modal and involving the
exchange of information via the verbal and non-verbal channels. The results show that
when both parties were intellectually impaired performance was poorest. More
surprisingly, dyads including a student partner communicated more effectively and
efficiently than where the partner was a carer. One reason for this may be that carers used
more complex, open questions to introduce new information into the task, and these were
distracting rather than useful. Overusing open questions may be problematic for this
population and less effective at establishing shared understanding than where listeners
check their own interpretation of previous messages, a strategy preferred by student
partners. Non-verbal signals can help to ease constraints on communication by providing

interlocutors with feedback information on the levels of mutual understanding.
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Introduction

Research on communication in adults with intellectual impairments

‘Mentally handicapped people should be given the opportunity to live a life as
similar in nature as possible to that of others, with similar rights and

responsibilities’. Nirjie, 1992, p91.

Adults with intellectual impairment experience frequent communication breakdown.
Surveys looking at the prevalence of communication disorder among this population
suggest that between 33% - 89% of individuals experience some difficulty in
communicating (Blackwell, Hulbert, Bell, Elston, Morgan, Robértshaw and Thomas, 1989,
van der Gaag and Dormandy, 1993). This can result from difficulty encoding and
decoding verbal and non-verbal signals or dealing with pragmatic aspects of
communication. However, the development of effective communication skills is
influenced by a number of factors along with those concerning the ability to process
information. These include environmental features, such as the opportunities to engage
with other speakers and listeners and to practise communication skills (e.g. van der Gaag,
1989b). The level of support provided by more proficient communicators, especiaily care
providers, is another contributor to the level of communicative success achieved by
individuals, as is the expectations of conversational partners (e.g. Cullen, 1988).
Therefore, developing communication skills that can be used flexibly in different
communicative situations can involve both situational and individual features. This

introduction presents an overview of the areas of study and of the thesis.

A number of changes have taken place over recent years in the way that services are

provided for people with intellectual impairments. This has been marked by a shift



towards approaches that place increased focus on the functional requirements of
individuals, the people who support them and the ways in which they interact (Emerson,
Caine, Bromley and Hatton, 1998). Greater emphasis has been placed on self-
determination, choice, empowerment and principles of social inclusion (e.g. Brown and
Gothelf, 1996), and of involvement in the planning and development of services by users
themselves (Mattison and Walden, 2001). These developments evolved from the concepts
of normalisation first outlined by Nirjie (1969) and Wolfensberger (1972), and
operationalised in terms of O’Brien’s (1987) five service accomplishments. These
highlight the importance of ensuring that individuals are supported in making choices that
affect their life and are encouraged to develop skills and attributes that are functional and
meaningful in their own everyday situation. It was hoped that this would lead to increased
self-advocacy, widened participation within society and greater access to community based
facilities. Underpinning these stated aims is the notion that individuals are provided with
opportunities to develop effective communication skills and to maximise their
communicative abilities so that they can fully realise their potential within the community.
Most recent government initiatives focus on rights, independence, choice and inclusion as
key principles in the development of services for people with intellectual impairments, so
that greater access might be gained to education, training and empldyment (Valuing
People; Department of Health, 2001). It is important, then, that we also recognise the role

of communication skills in allowing individuals to exploit these opportunities.

Much of the research looking at issues relating to communication and social inclusion has
taken a functional approach to language use, in terms of the emphasis placed on exploiting
available communication resources and how these might be developed and maintained by
environmental factors (e.g. Butterfield, Linfoot and Arthur, 1994; Butterfield and Arthur,
1995). A functional approach targets the linguistic and non-verbal signalé used by

speakers and listeners as a vehicle for communication in their own everyday environment.



This represents a shift away from more traditional language programmes which tended to
focus on form and content and much less on the ways that individuals might use their
linguistic repertoires during conversation (Owen, 1991). Assessment of individual needs
takes account of the communicative functions that are served by initiations, how these are
used in a given situation and with whom interactions take place (Owings and Guyette,

1982).

Communication has a strong interpersonal element (Butterfield and Arthur, 1995).
Therefore, establishing effective skills will also depend on the opportunities provided for
individuals to collaborate as speakers and listeners with different communication partners
(e.g. Mittler, 1979; Cullen, Whoriskey, MacKenzie, Mitchell, Ralston, Shreeve and
Stanley, 1995), and how sensitive these partners are to communicative needs (e.g.
Stillman, Williams and Linam, 1997). Overestimating comprehension skills can lead to
mismatches in the support made available by care providers and individual’s
communicative abilities (Bartlett and Bunning 1997), leading to reduced opportunity and
fewer means for expressing personal choice. For example, Bradshaw (2001a, b) reports
that individuals with intellectual impairments are often in environments where information
is not adapted to their communication needs and that this can create barriers to their
participation in exchanges (McConkey, Morris and Purcell, 1999a; McConkey, Purcell and
Morris, 1999b; Purcell, Morris and McConkey, 1999). Mismatches can occur in the mode
of communication used by care providers and those most suited to client needs, such as the
overuse of verbal and under use of non-verbal means of communication, and the level of

complexity of carer utterances (McConkey et al, 1999a, b; Bradshaw, 2001b).

Despite a vast amount of research in this area (Myers, Ager, Kerr and Myles, 1998), it is as
yet unclear what factors determine how successfully individuals are able to become

included and/or valued as contributing members of a community (Brinton and Fujiki,



1993). One frequently reported influence on quality of life is the development and
maintenance of social relationships with peers and community members (e.g. O’Brien,
1987; Markova, Jahoda, Cattermole and Woodward, 1992). It follows, then, that factors
influencing communicative effectiveness will impact on how successfully individuals are
able to interact with those around them. These can include individual’s own attitudes and
beliefs (e.g. Leudar and Fraser, 1985; Kernan and Sabsay, 1997), society in general (e.g.
Mittler, 1979; Lindsay, 1986; Leudar, 1997), and those providing care on a daily basis (e.g.
Cullen, 1988; Bartlett and Bunning, 1997). It has long since been recognised that living in
a community setting is a necessary but not sufficient guarantee of participation in society
(e.g. Cheseldine and Jeffree, 1981; Cattermole, Johoda and Markova, 1988; Cullen, 1988;
Mirenda and Iacono, 1990; Cullen et al, 1995; Emerson and Hatton, 1996; Myers et al,
1998). Even where increased participation has been reported in comparison to hospital
based adults, the use of community faciljties such as pubs, banks and cinemas remains low
(Allen, 1989). Simply ‘being there ... is no guarantee of having interpersonal contact with
other people using these services and getting to know them’ (Markova et al, 1992). So
opportunities to practise communication skills with a range of different speakers and
listeners may be restricted and/or difficult to access (McConkey, Naughton and Nugent,
1983; The Same as You, Scottish Executive, 2000; Department of Health, 2001). It
follows that the majority of communicative encounters experienced by adults with
intellectual impairments will be with those assigned as care provider and/or other service

Uuscrs.

Care providers, therefore, are a key factor in assisting individuals to exploit available
communication opportunities (Hastings and Remington, 1994; Myers et al, 1998), and their
own resources. Research has shown that this raises a number of concerns. Care workers
have been found to overestimate the comprehension abilities of individuals with

intellectual impairments (e.g. Law, Brown and Lester, 1994; Bradshaw, 1998; Purcell et al,



1999) and experience difficulty adjusting their communication style to meet client needs
(e.g. Stillman et al, 1997). Further, interactions have been reported as brief (Markova et al,
1992), leaving little or no opportunity for developing effective skills, and taking little or no
account of the individual’s ability to process verbal information or his/her preferred means
of communication (e.g. McConkey et al, 1999; Bradshaw, 2001 a, b). For example,
Bartlett and Bunning (1997) compared the number of information carrying words (ICWs)
used by care providers and level of understanding in a group of adults with intellectual
impairments. ICWs are those that encode meaning and need to be understood if messages
are to be responded to appropriately. So, for example, the request ‘pass me Jokhn'’s cup’
contains two ICWs, where the speaker supports his/her utterance with a gesture of :
receiving, such as an outstretched hand (making the request to ‘pass me’ somewhat
redundant). One measure of language comprehension is therefore the number of ICWs that
an individual can understand in any given utterance (Knowles and Masidlover, 1982).
Bartlett and Bunning (1997) found that staff consistently overestimated the comprehension
abilities of individuals, particularly during informal interactions. They propose that
making conversations more concrete e.g. using pictures or symbols to emphasise key
words, may facilitate carers to engage with their clients at a level more appropriate to their
needs. Bradshaw (2001b) reports that almost half (44.6%) of carer communication acts
fell outwith the understanding of people with intellectual impairments. This was because
carer communication acts (e.g. questions and giving information) were overly complex and

abstract.

There is a critical need then for research looking at how communication partners might
influence the communicative effectiveness of adults with intellectual impairments. In
particular, it is important that ways are found for looking at the communication style of
care providers and the strategies they use during interactions so that assessment can be

made of how this might differ from ‘naive’ interlocutors.



This thesis seeks to investigate the effectiveness of communication in young adults with
intellectual impairments as a function of partnership. Communication partners were a care
provider, a student and a peer. These three partnership groups were chosen as they allow
for investigation of communicative effectiveness where a) partners have more
sophisticated communication skills than the main participants and may attempt to support
interaction i.e. carer x participant and student x participant interactions. This provides for
direct comparison of the strategies that develop during interactions with a carer and a naive
(student) partner and how effective they are at achieving communicative success, and b)
this level of support is not available, i.e. during peer interactions. Peers were adults with
intellectual impairments that were invited to take part in the study by the main participants.
Communication success is measured in terms of the performance on a co-operative
problem solving task and the strategies that develop between speakers and listeners. The
thirteen young people that took part as main participants were of mixed aetiology and
ranged in age from 20.01 ys — 34.03 ys. No individuals had been diagnosed with Down’s
syndrome. A pragmatic or functional approach is taken to analysing communication sfyle.
This involves looking at the communication acts that are used by speakers and listeners
and the functions that they serve. Communication is regarded as collaborative, involving
the shared contributions of each interlocutor, and where outcome is a product of combined
effort. It involves use of both the verbal and non-verbal channels, and so a brief
examination is also made of one form of non-verbal signal, gaze, and how this is

influenced by changes in communication partner.

It is proposed that changes in partnership influence the communication strategies that
develop between speakers and listeners and that this in turn affects communicative success.
Specifically, it is proposed that the communication style adopted by partners has a
profound influence on the communication effectiveness of young adults with intellectual

impairments and their ability to contribute equally during conversations, and that this



results from listener expectation rather than simply the language abilities of the main
participants. It is proposed that non-impaired partners (carer and students) help to support
interactions by contributing a higher number of words and communication acts than the
main participants, and that this leads to a more successful outcome than where scaffolding
is not available i.e. during interactions with a peer. This is because earlier research has
shown that speakers with more sophisticated conversational skills can scaffold interactions
with younger listeners (e.g. Ninio and Snow, 1994; Abbeduto, Weissman and Short-
Meyerson, 1999) and those with an acquired language disorder (Anderson, Robertson,

Kilborn, Beeke and Dean, 1997), so that it increases the likelihood of success.

This thesis reports on one area of language use, referential communication, and the ways
that speakers and listeners co-ordinate their verbal and non-verbal contributions towards
achieving shared goals. Conversations are analysed using Conversational Games Analysis
(Kowtko, Isard and Doherty-Sneddon, 1991), one of a family of coding schemes based on
the functional use of language. The ways that interactions are structured depend on the
strategies that develop between speakers and listeners, how they attempt to establish

mutual understanding and negotiate misunderstanding and communication difficulties.

Non-verbal communication is investigated in two ways. First, analysis was undertaken on
gazing patterns that were established between the main participants and each of their three
communication partners during the communication task. This provides one measure of the
level of non-verbal communication during interactions. Second, assessments are made of
the informational value of non-verbal signals that were exchanged between speakers and
listeners during the course of conversations. Here two groups of naive non-impaired
participants (students) attempted to replicate the outcome of task procedures with a) access
to visual and verbal information or b) verbal information only. Explanation is provided for

the reported outcome measures.



Part 1 of the thesis discusses theoretical issues relating to language and communication and
focuses in particular on pragmatic elements of language use. It selectively reviews the
literature on language and communication skills in typically developing people before
moving on to look in detail at the ways that conversations are managed during interactions.
Part 2 of the thesis addresses issues relating to language and communication skills in
people with intellectual impairments. The section begins with a review on the
development of language skills in children and adults with intellectual impairmeﬁts. Here
the main focus is again on language use and so a number of issues are discussed that
influence communicative success, including context or environmental features and

individual’s communication history.

Part 3 outlines the issues addressed during piloting. This describes the tests that were used
during assessment procedures. These were measures of social cognition (theory of mind),
language skills, motor co-ordination skills and the use of specific phrases (same/different)
by the experimenter during the instruction phase of the task. This section of the thesis also
outlines the aims and objectives of piloting procedures in terms of the development of a
modified task based on the Map Task, originally devised by Brown, Anderson, Shillcock
and Yule, (1983). These modifications were then carried forward to the main study, which

forms the central focus of the thesis.

Parts 4 and 5 provide detail of the empirical studies. Part 4 describes the participants and
procedures that were used to investigate communication in young adults with intellectual
impairmenfs. Findings are presented from analysis on the Map Task (Brown et al, 1983)
and the structure and content of interactions. Here one dialogue coding scheme,
Conversational Games Analysis (Kowtko et al, 1991) is used to look at the ways that
speakers and listeners collaborate during interactions and the ways that they attempt to

establish mutual understanding. Part 5 investigates the use of non-verbal signal during the



Map Task. Non-verbal communication was examined in three short studies that looked at
a) face processing skills, b) levels of gaze and c) third party discrimination of non-verbal
information. Finally, the thesis is concluded with a discussion of research findings and
how these extend and complement current understanding of communication in young

adults with intellectual impairments.

The specific questions addressed during the current research are as follows:

la).  Does partnership influence the communicative effectiveness of young adults with
intellectual impairments?

1b)  If so, how was this influenced by the communication strategies that develop
between speakers and listeners?

2. Are individuals with intellectual impairments aware of the communicative needs of
their partner and how might they adapt their communication style to meet these needs?

3a)  Does partnership influence the level of use of the non-verbal channel by
interlocutors?

3b)  Can evidence be found to support the use of non-verbal signals during information

exchange and how might this influence outcome?

These questions and findings from earlier research allow us to generate a number of

hypotheses. These are as follows:

1. Conversational partners will influence the effectiveness of communication in
individuals with intellectual impairments.
2. Partnership will influence the communication strategies that develop between

speakers and listeners. It is predicted that:



2a)  The communication style of carers and naive (student) partners will differ and this
will influence success.

2b)  Carers and students will attempt to support interactions with the main participants

and this will lead to a more successful outcome than where scaffolding is not available i.e.

during peer interactions.
3. Non-verbal signals will provide an additional channel through which interlocutors

can access the processes of communication.
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Part 1: Review of the literature on the development of language and

communication skill in typically developing people
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Chapter 1. An introduction to issues relating to language and communication

1.1. What is communication?
‘Communication is a process involving two information-processing devices.
One device modifies the physical environment of the other. As a result, the
second device constructs representations similar to representations already

stored in the first device’. Sperber and Wilson, 1986, p1.

In its broadest sense, then, communication is the transfer of information between two or
more entities and is designed to produce some change in the state of the receiver. But
statements such as those outlined above capture only part of what we consider as truly
human interaction. Questions remain around the content and intentionality of
communicative episodes, and how this is encoded and decoded by speakers and
listeners. A more generally accepted definition of communication involves
intentionality of speaker messages and the recognition of this by listening parties (e.g.
Schiffer, 1972). It alerts us to the possibility that it may be possible to describe ‘optimal
communication proficiency’, and that this is in some way measurable (van der Gaag and
Dormandy, 1993). What then would be described as effective communication skills and
how does this relate to the context of human interaction? This chapter outlines
language and communication in typically developing people and explores how these are

utilised by speakers and listeners to maximise communicative success.

Human communication involves the conveyance of thoughts, assumptions, beliefs and
meaning between two or more individuals. It involves the encoding of some verbal
and/or non-verbal message a speaker has in mind and its subsequent interpretation by
listening partners. Communication is in essence both a social and a cognitive activity

(Shatz, 1983) as it necessarily takes account of a speaker’s ability to recognise the
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communicative needs of their partner, and listener ability to recognise and interpret
communicative intent. Understanding of messages therefore ‘presumes some
compatibility between the internal representation of senders and receivers’ (Shatz, 1983,

p843) and alignment in their mental frames of reference.

In describing communicative effectiveness, van der Gaag and Dormandy (1993) find it
useful to distinguish between communication, language and linguistic communication,
as follows. They suggest that communication involves ‘the expression, interpretation
and negotiation of meaning involving interaction between two or more persons in
context’ (p18), via verbal and/or non-verbal cues. Context describes the situational
features surrounding the utterance of a message including location and the relationship
between speakers and listeners. Interpretation of messages is governed to a greater or
lesser extent by a listener’s familiarity with their communication partner and his/her
knowledge of the world. So communication is a collaborative process and is influenced
by environment and/or context such as the purpose of an interaction. Language is
described as a set of ‘semantically interpreted well-framed formulas’ (p 19) that carry
the representative, cognitive and semantic content of utterances. Van der Gaag and
Dormandy (1993) lend support to the proposition put forward by Sperber and Wilson
(1986) that language acts as a tool for the processing and memorising information, and
that activities involving the use of language are essentially cognitive rather than
communicative (Bates, Benigni, Bretherton, Camaioni and Volterra, 1979). So
language is used to encode mental entities during the production of utterances and this
is distinct from the act of communicating. Finally, van der Gaag and Dormandy (1993)
bring together the structures used to encode intentions and internal representations with
the meaning of utterances in their description of linguistic communication. While
acknowledging that the meaning derived from an utterance in context may not

necessarily concur with its semantic-syntactic structure (e.g. Searle, 1975; Bates, 1976),
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they suggest that utterance meaning is nevertheless formulated within a linguistic
framework. Even where utterances are ambiguous, such as in ‘the assassin watched his
victim eat lunch through a key hole’, alternative interpretations of speaker meaning can
clearly be derived from the linguistic code. Therefore, in order to realise the intentions
and internal representation conveyed in speaker messages, listeners must also be
equipped with the necessary linguistic formulas to decode utterance meaning according
to cultural and social norms. Listeners may also take account of non-verbal and non-
linguistic features such as changes in intonation and patterns of gesture (e.g. McNeill,

1985).

It is possible then to consider language and communication as separate entities within a
framework of human interaction, while at the same time acknowledging their close and
complex relationship in verbal communication (Shatz, 1983; Sperber and Wilson,

1986).

1.2. Language and communication.

‘Language and communication are often seen as two sides of a single coin’ (Sperber and
Wilson, 1986, p172), inextricably linked in spoken forms of communication. Evidence
suggests, however, that it is both possible and useful to consider language and
communication as separate entities, especially in relation to developmental aspects of
interaction (e.g. Prutting and Kirchner, 1983; Anderson and Boyle, 1994; Doherty-
Sneddon, 1995) and for specific adult groups (e.g. Rondall and Lambert, 1983;
Merrison, Anderson and Doherty-Sneddon, 1994; Anderson, et al 1997). ‘That humans
have developed languages which can be used to communicate is interesting, but it tells
us nothing about the essential nature of language’ (Sperber and Wilson, 1986, p173).
Bierwisch (1980) proposes that there are three possible reasons for considering

language and communication separately. These are that 1) language is not used
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explicitly for communicative purposes, 2) communication may take place without the
use of words and 3) language and communication operate by different rule systems. He
suggests that the intention and internal representations behind speaker utterances
(Searle, 1975) act as a link between socio-cognitive functioning and linguistic theory,
and describes this as the ‘communicative sense’ of language use. This then embraces
both the social aspects of verbal communication that are used to communicate speaker
meaning and the syntactic-semantic structures that encode these representations in

speech (Sperber and Wilson, 1986).

Evidence to support this separation is found in both the developmental and adult
literature. For example, children with a pragmatic language disorder can be found to
display relatively intact and sophisticated linguistic systems and yet are unable to
communicate effectively (Prutting and Kirchner, 1983). Similarly, Blank, Gessner and
Esposito (1979) report on a three year old child, John, who’s measurable verbal ability
was within the accepted range for children of a similar age but was almost entirely non-
communicative. His linguistic productions were rarely appropriate to the context of
interactions either as an initiation or in response to a previous utterance. Blank et al
(1979) concluded that John was unable to use his linguistic knowledge for the purposes
of communication and that his spontaneous verbal productions were modelled on

utterances previously initiated by his parents.

Conversely, evidence has also been presented where communicative effectiveness far
exceeds that of measurable linguistic ability in both children (e.g. Fey and Leonard,
1983) and adults. For example, relatively intact communication skills have been
reported in adults with aphasia despite impairment in various aspects of linguistic
functioning (Merrison et al, 1994; Anderson et al, 1997). These authors found that

adults with aphasia were able to develop compensation strategies that allowed them to
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exploit their available verbal and non-verbal repertoires and communicate most
effectively. Though not all individuals were equally successful in developing these
skills, those that did were able to maximise their communicative potential within a

fairly limited range of linguistic structures.

Anderson and colleagues (e.g. Anderson and Boyle, 1994; Anderson, Clark and Mullin,
1994; Anderson, 1995) propose that effective communicators are those with an
awareness of the subtleties of the interactive process and who show willingness to
collaborate with their partner towards establishing shared understanding. Development
of these skills continues alongside but independent of linguistic ability and with varying
degrees of success, even in typical adult communicators. They found that typically
developing children and some adults display interactive skills well below those
predicted from general linguistic ability. Therefore, communication proficiency can

reflect a fairly broad range of interactive proficiencies in any given population.

One difficulty with attempting to treat language and communication separately,
however, is that it may obscure similarities and overlaps between them (Shatz, 1983).
Nevertheless, doing so highlights the distinction between skills that develop during
language acquisition and those that are conducive to communicative success or
effectiveﬁess. This in turn throws light upon those situations where disparity is found in
linguistic and communicative ability and illustrates that proficiency in one area does not

guarantee success in another.

1.3. Linguistic, non-linguistic and non-verbal communication
Individuals make use of an array of communication signals when encoding and
decoding utterances. Where a message is spoken, this will include the syntactic-

semantic and paralinguistic features of speech, such as intonation stress and rate. Non-
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verbal signals provide an additional source of information, both to initiators of an
interaction and listening partners (e.g. Argyle, 1988). The communicative value of non-
verbal information can vary, however, according to the context of an interaction and for
different speaker/listener groups (e.g. Doherty-Sneddon, Anderson, O’Malley, Langton,
Garrod and Bruce, 1997). For example, younger children and people with intellectual
impairments may rely more heavily on non-verbal signals to encode and decode
information (e.g. Goldin-Meadow, Wein and Chang, 1992; Doherty-Sneddon, 1995;
McConkey et al, 1999). This may be because non-verbal signals are cognitively less
demanding for interlocutors than linguistic alternatives (Goldin-Meadow et al, 1992;

Doherty-Sneddon and Kent, 1996).

Nevertheless, visual signals play an important role in helping to establish mutual
understanding (e.g. Clark and Brennan; Boyle, Anderson and Newlands, 1994) and
provide speakers and listeners with feedback on levels of mutual understanding, e.g.
head nods and changes in facial expression (e.g. Feyerseisen and deLannoy, 1991).
This is described more fully in Part 5 on non-verbal aspects of communication. Boyle
et al (1994) report that more words and turns are required to secure communicative
success where visual signals are not available (audio-only condition) in comparison to
face-to-face interactions. Similarly, where visual signals are attenuated i.e. during
video-mediated communication, listeners seem less confident about the progress of
interactions and rely more heavily on verbal feedback mechanisms than those engaged
in face-to-face conversation (Doherty-Sneddon et al, 1997). So these authors suggest
that constraints on establishing mutual understanding are eased by non-verbal signals,

and that this in turn influences the communicative style of speakers and listeners.

Not all agree with this ‘added-value’ approach. Some discussion around the relative

value of non-verbal signals in comparison to linguistic alternatives considers them
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‘weak’ in comparison to linguistic alternatives (Sperber and Wilson, 1986). According
to this view, non-verbal signals lack the precision and complexity of linguistic
descriptions and therefore are more open to misinterpretation. Further, because they are
constrained to the ‘here and now’ of ongoing discourse, non-verbal signals also lack the
flexibility of linguistic alternatives (van der Gaag and Dormandy, 1993). While it is
true that the interpretation of non-verbal cues can be influenced by a number of factors,
such as cultural norms (e.g. Argyle, 1988), it should be remembered that linguistic signs
are also arbitrary in the way that they assign meaning to entities (e.g. Bloom and Lahey,
1978; Lahey 1988). Therefore, the distinction between words and non-verbal signals is
not as precise as might be at first considered (Feyerseisen and deLannoy, 1991). For
example, Kendon (2000) suggests that gestures might be used to strengthen speaker
.meaning where the verbal form can be interpreted in more than one way. He refers to
hand movements associated with the telling of a children’s story so that the listener
might gain a clearer understanding of differences in attribution of the word ‘sliced’.
Here, non-verbal information in the form of a gesture provides the context in which to

interpret the verbal expression (Kendon, 2000).

1.4. Chapter conclusion

Effective or proficient communicators need to take account of the communicative needs
of listening partners so that they might recognise the intention and meaning encoded
within the linguistic framework of speaker utterances (e.g. van der Gaag and Dormandy,
1993). Communication proficiency can vary, however, from one individual to another
and is distinct from the development of language. Measures of linguistic ability
therefore hold no one-to-one relationship with communication success and take no
account of the collaborative efforts of speakers and listeners. Linguistic, non-linguistic,
contextual and non-verbal cues provide a vast array of information during

communication and this can be used by interlocutors to establish mutual understanding
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(e.g. Clark and Schaeffer, 1987). These important aspects of communication and
language use will now be explored more fully on the development of language and

pragmatic skills in typically developing people.
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Chapter 2. Review of the literature on pragmatic development and language skills.

2.1. An introduction to language development

Language is a code system where information, ideas and meaning are encoded in arbitrary
and systematic ways (Bloom and Lahey, 1978; Lahey 1988; van der Gaag and Dormandy,
1993). Language is arbitrary in that the relationship between words and the referent is
entirely symbolic. It is conventional because individuals speaking a common language
agree that certain forms of lexical items correspond with meaning when formulated in a
particular way. Lexical items, therefore, are mental representations of topics, events or
propositions and combine with various syntactical structﬁres to encode meaning between
speakers and listeners. This chapter begins with a brief outline of the development of
language skills in typically developing children following a framework described by
Bloom and Lahey (1978; Lahey 1988), before moving on to look in more detail at
pragmatic aspects of communication. Pragmatics, or the way that language is used in
context, is central to how communication is investigated in the thesis and so is dealt with in

detail in a number of the following sections (Sections 2.1.4, 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4).

Most research looking at early language acquisition has sought to investigate two main
themes: how children come to acquire knowledge about words and how they acquire
knowledge about how words combine to form meaningful utterances (Altmann, 1997).
Bloom and Lahey (1978; Lahey, 1988) propose that language develops through the
interaction of content, form and use on the one hand, and a child’s ability to recognise their
own resources and communicative needs on the other. They argue that the intersection of
these three major components of language goes on to define language knowledge, which in
turn determines not only the form of speaker utterances but also the level of skill attained

by language users. Language content, form and use are first defined as outlined by Bloom
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“and Lahey (1978; Lahey, 1988) before description is provided of the ways they interact in

normal language development.

2.1.1 The content of language

Words are not, in themselves, meaningful; it is only through their association with the
context of an utterance or communicative event that meaning can be assigned (Bates, 1976;
van der Gaag and Dormandy, 1993). Nevertheless, words, or lexical items; make up the
building blocks of all verbal expression. Bloom and Lahey (1978; Lahey, 1988) describe
meaning as the content of language that is encoded in various lexical forms and is
represented linguistically through the semantic relationship between words. There are a
number of ways in which meaning, or the semantic property of words, can be expressed.
These are outlined by van der Gaag and Dormandy (1993) as follows: first, a word
acquires meaning through its relationship with various other entities in the world and
comes to be regarded as a label for that item e.g. a house or a tree. This is its referential
meaning. Second, word meaning can be thought of in relation to the concepts or semantic
categories it encodes. Some concepts may be simple in that they involve a one-to-one
relationship with referent items (e.g. THING, such as dog, daughter), whereas others may
include two or more concepts and their arguments, suéh as EVENT, which describes
actions and happenings (Jackendoff, 1983). Finally, meaning can be encoded through the
relationship of words to one another. This includes the use of synonyms (e.g. stop and
cease), opposites (e.g. hot and cold, small and large), and where the meaning of one word

is included in that of another, such as dog/animal, sparrow/bird.

Children learn about the content of language through generalising what they know of
individual topics and the way they relate to one another. Therefore language content can
be described as a taxonomy for categorising topics, actions and relationships between

utterances, and rules for relating these to one another and new information (van der Gaag

21



and Dormandy, 1993). Children and language learners develop these taxonomies through
the interaction of their own knowledge of objects and events in the world and contextual
factors. So learning about the meaning of words is also influenced by the child’s
communication environment. This is important as it acknowledges that language
development is affected by features external to the child as well as internal cognitive

processes.

2.1.2 The form of language

Language form describes the phonological, morphological and syntactical features of
utterances and the ways they combine during speech. Form is the means of connecting
sound or signs with meaning, and represents this through the combination of different
lexical items and semantic-syntactic relations (Bloom and Lahey, 1978; Lahey, 1988). So
language form involves the various syntactic features of speech and the ways they combine
during discourse. Language form involves the following (Bloom and Lahey, 1978; Lahey,

1988):

1) The kinds of words used to encode meaning e.g. substantive (e.g. car) and relational
(e.g. big) words.

2) The semantic — syntactical relationships between word combinations i.e. the
arrangements of words according to the meaning relationship between them. For
example, ‘the dog bit the boy’ and ‘the boy bif the dog’.

3) Phonology and phonetics — the systems and sounds that occur in language.

4) Morphological inflections i.e. features that indicate time, affixes and number (e.g. un-,
—s, -ed, -ing)

5) Suprasegmental prosody i.e. differences in pitch, stress and intonation that indicate and
differentiate meaning in an utterance (e.g. to contrast between declarative and

interrogative forms).
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So language form accommodates the purpose of an interaction (language use) and the
meaning to be conveyed (language content) through the realisation of rules that allow
linguistic units to be combined in a number of ways according to the requirements of the
speaker. Further, it provides description for the realisation that no one-to-one relationship
exists between the meaning of words and their semantic category or field. So we find that
items from different semantic fields (e.g. EVENT, QUANTITY) may include several
different items from the same syntactic category, such as nouns (EVENT: arrive;

QUANTITY: more; and PLACE: home) (van der Gaag and Dormandy, 1993).

2.1.3 Language use

This refers to 1) the goals or functions of language users and 2) the influence of context on
the choice of linguistic and non-linguistic items. Therefore language use is influenced by a
number of contextual features such as the relationship between speakers and listeners (e.g.
Wilkes-Gibbs and Clark, 1992; Boyle et al, 1994) and the purpose of an interaction (e.g.
Cohen, 1984, Clark, 1985; Ninio and Snow, 1996). This necessarily includes reference to
the ability of speakers to infer the needs of their listener and to adapt their communication
style in order to meet these requirements (e.g. Bradshaw, 2001a, b). Language use, and
through implication, communicative success, is also influenced by how effectively
speakers and listeners are able to perceive the context of an interaction (van der Gaag and
Dormandy, 1993) and deal with the underlying cognitive representations in utterance form,
such as ambiguity, inference and synonyms (Pinker, 1994). So use takes account of all
parties to a conversation, the context of interactions and ways in which they interact. It
follows then that context, or communication environment, might influence the types of
communication act performed by interlocutors (e.g. requests and statements) but also the
opportunities to practice them during interactions (e.g. Markova et al, 1992). This is
important, as earlier research has shown that communicative competence or effectiveness

can be affected by the demands placed upon an individual to communicate (van der Gaag,
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1989b). So situations that fail to promote language use may also lead to the development

of communication skills less effective at taking account of listener needs.

Form is also influenced by other events. This includes whether a referent is physically co-
present (e.g. ‘the book on the table’ or ‘it is over there’) and/or has been previously
mentioned (e.g. Johnson-Laird and Garnham, 1980; Clark and Wilkes-Gibbs, 1992;
Anderson and Boyle, 1994), or is contingent upon a previous initiation (Sacks, Schegloff
and Jefferson, 1974). These areas are looked at in more detail in discussions on pragmatic

communication (Section 2.2).

2.1.4 Language development: The- integration of content, form and use

Bloom and Lahey (1978; Lahey, 1988) propose that language knowledge develops through
the integration of content, form and use and that this guides behaviours of verbal
production and comprehension. Language knowledge is the framework of rules for
assigning sound (or movements associated with the production of speech) to meaning in
messages, and for pairing sound and movement or movement and meaning to various
communicative situations. They argue that children learn to induce these rules through
practice and exposure to everyday language use (Bloom, 1983), and that this in turn shapes
and influences their own mental framework. This can be represented diagrammatically as

shown below in Figure 1.

Figure 2.1. The Intersection of Content, Form and Use in Language (Bloom and
Lahey, 1978). LK. =Language Knowledge



Language develops through a two-way interaction of a child’s current working model of
language knowledge and the practice of producing and understanding utterances. The
child’s capacity to develop this knowledge begins with their pre-linguistic behaviours
(cries, vocalisations, smiling, gazing) and these progressively assimilate and adapt towards
adult representations of linguistic and pragmatic use (e.g. Bates, Camaioni and Volterra,
1975). This learning process is usually scaffolded by a sensitive adult and only gradually
taken over by the child exclusively (Shatz, 1983). Developing the necessary skills to
become an effective communicator, such as establishing mutual understanding (Clark and
Marshall, 1981), however, can take much longer to acquire (e.g. Anderson, Clark and

Mullin, 1994; Anderson, 1995: Doherty-Sneddon, et al, 1997).

According to a number of studies (e.g. Shatz, 1983; Ninio and Snow, 1996), what appear
as early precursors of conversational patterns (e.g. turn taking) may be more clearly
understood as parental scaffolding of infant behaviour towards adult-like interactions.
Without this scaffolding i.e. during peer interactions, patterns of turn alternation do not
appear until the child is around 3 years old (Ninio and Snow, 1996). These authors
propose that during the early stages of development children are able to map their
utterances appropriately on to certain intentions, such as saying ‘bye bye’ when leaving,
but that these are not intentional episodes of informational exchange. Parental scaffolding
then maintains the structure of ongoing discourse rather than focussing on the transfer of
propositional (information carrying) knowledge or development of effective
communication skills (Shatz and O’Reilly, 1990; Anderson et al, 1994). This has
important implications for the current research as it suggests that more proficient
communicators have a key role in influencing the direction of conversations. Here it is
predicted that care providers and students will attempt to scaffold interactions with the
main participants and that this will lead to a more successful outcome than where support

is not available (peer interactions). It may be the case, however, that certain forms of
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scaffolding are more effective at supporting interactions and that this will increase
communicative success. For example, effective scaffolding may involve providing
conversational structures that readily facilitate and monitor levels of shared understanding
while not removing the communicative initiative from less proficient interlocutors. This
then would allow individuals to maintain the communicative lead during interactions

within a framework aimed at establishing and maintaining mutual understanding.

Children learn language within social systems and according to cultural norms. So
language use also involves learning how language functions within society (Golinkoff and
Gordon, 1983). Within the domain of pragmatic language use there are a number of
features that relate to how words are linked within the context of their communicative
environment. These refer to the conversational acts performed by speakers (Austin, 1962;
Searle, 1969), the functions these acts serve in meeting communicative needs (e.g.
Halliday, 1970, 1975), understanding the conversational implicature of speaker messages
(Grice, 1975), and the use of contextual information for coding and decoding speaker
messages (e.g. Halliday and Hasan, 1976). These will be described more fully in Section
2.2 on pragmatic language use, but are referred to here in relation the model outlined by

Bloom and Lahey (1978; Lahey, 1988).

Inherent in the notion of communicative success is the ability to judge what should be said
to whom in a given situation and the behaviours concomitant with these communicative
acts. This involves taking into account preceding situational events and what is intended to
follow the production of an utterance i.e. the signalling of intent in performatives and
embedded presuppositions (Grice, 1975; Bates, 1976). So individuals need to learn the
words and structures that are associated with the expression of language content and form.
Language use, therefore, has to do with the pragmatic choice, or alternation, of language

forms based on the context of communicative event
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Bloom and Lahey (1978; Lahey, 1988) describe that children come to learn the situational
constraints that govern the use of alternative forms of language, and the relationship
between form and content, by the beginning of their third year. This then allows them to
communicate more flexibly according to the demands of the situation and according to

~ how utterances should be constructed. That these messages are tailored to meet the needs
of the listener has been a matter of debate. For example, Piaget (1926, 1959) observed that
children tend to talk in ‘collective monologues’ rather than adapting their communication
style to take account of listening partners. This compares to a number of studies that have
found that pre-school age children are able to adapt their messages according to the
perceived needs of the listener (e.g. Shatz and Gelman, 1973), such as when talking to
younger or naive/informed listeners (Pemer and Leekham, 1986). Taking account of
listener needs represents a major accomplishment in the development of effective
communication skills and is investigated in the current research in relation to the way that
the main participants might adapt their communication style in line with communication

partner requirements.

As aresult of the child’s increasing ability to infer the needs of their listener and tailor
their messages to address these needs, he/she can enter into conversations with
communication partners and respond appropriately to speaker initiations. This involves
putting into place a number of rules associated with language use such as turn-taking (e.g.
Sacks et al, 1974), comprehension monitoring (Clark, 1996), initiating repairs (e.g.
Schegloff, Jefferson and Sacks, 1977), and maintaining the coherence of the conversation
by relating what has been said across sentence boundaries and speaker turns (Halliday and
Hasan, 1976). Bloom and Lahey (1978; Lahey, 1988) find that children begin to learn
these rules towards the end of their third year and use them to construct messages and
maintain conversations. Learning these skills is crucial to the development of

communicative effectiveness and they depend on the child’s ability to infer mutual
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knowledge with their listening partner. Monitoring of self and other’s understanding,
however, continues to develop over a number of years (e.g. Lloyd, Boada and Forns,

1992). So by around four years of age, most children relate their utterances to prior
initiations and respond appropriately to (simple) adjacency turns such as question and
answer sequences. Around this time they also learn to adapt the form of their utterances
according to the point of view of participants and in relation to the context of conversations
e.g. the use of I/you, this/that, and a/the. These skills continue to develop over a number of

years and become closer in construction and style to adult like forms.

The remainder of this chapter discusses pragmatic aspects of communication, a major
focus of the thesis. This involves looking at the ways language is used in everyday
conversation and the features that constrain speakers and listeners in the process of

establishing mutual understanding.

2.2. Pragmatics

Pragmatics has to do with ‘how language is used in the process of communication’
(Perkins, 2000, p9), and relates language form (signs) to the interpretation of speaker
meaning. Morris (1938) was one of the earliest writers to distinguish between syntactic
structures (form), semantics (content) and relationship of signs to interpreters, and to
suggest no one-to-one relationship between language form and what it represents. Simply
knowing the sounds, forms and meaning of language does not inform us about how it may
be used (Clark & Bly, 1995). For that we must refer to the context of the interaction, the
goals that individuals hope to achieve and the wider communicative environment (Cohen,
1984). This section outlines the ways that meaning and intention are encoded in speaker
messages and the ways that interlocutors collaborate towards achieving communicative

SuUcCCess.
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2.2.1. Speech acts

Speech acts are basic linguistic units performed by speakers and listeners according to
certain rule-governed behaviours (Searle, 1969). They refer to actions performed by the
utterance of words in combination with speaker intention and sentence context. This
includes acts such as warnings and promises. The notion of speech acts, or illocutionary
acts, as a unit of analysis was first introduced by Austin (1962) in his seminal paper on the
functions that language perform in everyday linguistic encounters. Austin (1962)
differentiated between linguistic acts that describe or make a statement about something
(constantives) and those that are performative in nature, i.e. where the utterance itself is
part of the action being enunciated. For example, in uttering the words ‘I give and
bequeath my watch to my brother’, Austin (1962) claims that speakers engage in the
performative act of the bequest, and that this is distinct in nature from the act of uttering
words (the locutionary act) and referring or predicating. He outlines certain features that
are necessary for the felicitous completion of performative acts and proposes that where
these can not or have not been met acts are incomplete or insincere. So recognising

communicative intent is important in the performance of speech acts.

Illocutionary acts, then, can be identified independently from the production of the words
(locutionary act) and the act of predicating and referring. Austin (1962) distinguishes
further between the outcome or consequence of an illocutionary act and the intention, or
force, behind speaker utterances. This, he termed the perlocutionary effect. To illustrate

with an example from Austin (1962, p101):

Action 1 Locutionary act (he said that) ‘he said to me ‘shoot her’’.
Action 2 Illocutionary act (he argued that) he urged me to shoot her.
Action 3 Perlocutionary act (he convinced me) he persuaded me to shoot her/he got

me to shoot her.
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Intrinsic in the notion of these categorical procedures is the realisation that listeners may or
may not choose to abide by the speaker’s intention, or may fail to recognise the
illocutionary force behind the speaker utterance. Equally, listeners may respond in a
manner that was not intended by the speaker i.e. where he/she has misinterpreted the
speaker’s intention. It might be expected, therefore, that recognising and responding to
speaker intent would be determined in part by the interlocutor’s previous communication
history. Individuals with intellectual impairments provided with occasion to initiate and
respond to illocutionary acts, such as asking questions and giving information, have
previously been shown to be more likely to develop and use pragmatic skills than where

fewer opportunities were available (van der Gaag, 1989b).

Searle (1969, 1975) builds on Austin’s (1962) work and proposes a speech act theory
based on the functional use of language. Like Austin, he distinguishes between the
utterance of words (the utterance acts), their reference to predicating and referring (the
propositional act) and the actions performed by words as they combine in context with
speaker intention and sentence content (the illocutionary act). Importantly, Searle (1969)
goes on to broaden the definition of the perlocutionary effect to include the notion of
meaning. He proposes that listeners should be able to recognise the meaning of (i.e.
understand) the speaker’s intention in order to respond appropriately to his/her intent.

This, Searle (1969, p47) refers to, as the illocutionary effect:

‘the speaker (S) intends to produce an illocutionary effect (LE.) in the hearer (H) by means

of getting H to recognise S’s intention to produce LE.’.

So this takes into account the ability of listeners, albeit in passive manner, to recognise the
meaning behind speaker messages as well as the speaker’s intention to produce a response.

Responsibility is more clearly focused on the speaker role to produce utterances that signal
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intent so that listening partners may co-operate as communicative partners. The current
research adopts a more collaborative approach towards identifying meaning and intent and
regards co-ordination between speakers and listeners as a central tenent of effective
communication. Here it is proposed that interlocutors establish meaning, or mutual
understanding, through reference to their common beliefs (Clark and Brennan, 1991) and
that they use this information to construct and interpret speaker messages. This

collaborative approach is described more fully shortly (Section 2.3).

Searle (1969) identifies necessary and felicitous conditions for the indication of
illocutionary force and the successful completion of speech acts. These relate to the
propositional content of messages, the context of the interaction and speaker intention, and

can be illustrated as shown below.

1. Propositional Content  that the proposition can be identified from the rest of the
utterance and predicates some future action.

2. Preparatory Condition  that the context is suitable for the initiation of the speech act.

3. ’Sincerity Condition the speaker believes that he/she can perform the act.

4. Essential Condition that the speaker intends to perform the act.

So in the case of an assertion, the preparatory condition would be that the speaker has
evidence for the truth of a given proposition and it is not clear to him/her that the hearer is
aware of this. The sincerity condition stipulates that the speaker should believe the
proposition to be true, and finally, that the proposition represents a true state of affairs
(essential condition). By separating the grammatical structure of the sentence from the
actions they perform, Searle (1969, 1975) demonstrates the functional role of language in
transmitting speaker intention (the illocutionary force) and its influence on the response of

communication partners (the illocutionary effect and/or perlocutionary effect). This is
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important as it underpins the way that speech acts are used by interlocutors to signal intent.
Dialogues produced during the current study are coded according to the communicative
intent or goals of speakers. Details of the coding scheme, Conversational Games Analysis
(Kowtko et al, 1991), are discussed shortly (Section 2.4) and outlined in more detail in
Chapter 8 on the analysis of dialogues. The point here is that it is assumed that speech acts
produced by the current participants abide by the sincerity condition of Searle’s
illocutionary force. That is, for example, that where a speaker requests feedback from
his/her partner, it is assumed that the interlocutor sincerely requires the information, and
believes that asking for feedback is an expression of the desire to elicit a response. This in
turn implies that the reason for making the request is necessary and appropriate to the

context of the interaction (Preparatory condition).

Finally Searle (1975) provides a taxonomy for classifying speech acts according the
illocutionary point of the speaker initiation. This takes into account the way that the
propositional content of messages relates to the context of the utterance and the underlying

feelings and states motivating speaker productions. These are as follows:

1. Representatives: statement about the truth of the proposition or speaker’s opinion
e.g. predict, suggest.

2. Directives: attempts by the speaker to get the listener to perform some act in
accordance with the directive, e.g. a request, advise, command.

3. Commissives: commits the speaker to some future course of action e.g. shall,
intend, promise.

4. Expressive: expresses some state (feelings and attitudes) specified in the
sincerity condition of the act e.g. apologise, welcome.

5. Declaratives: makes a statement that brings about some alteration in the state of

affairs, e.g. ‘you’re fired’, ‘I resign’.

32



By classifying speech acts in this manner, Searle (1975) demonstrates that the same lexical
items can be used to represent different illocutionary points, or purpose of the illocution,
according to their syntactical structure. For example, the verb ‘to advise’ can take the form
of a directive in ‘I advise you to leave’, or as a representative in the utterance ‘passengers
are advised that the train will be late’ (Searle, 1975). Equally, the same illocutionary act
can be performed using different words. The research reported here makes use of the
distinction between the illocutionary point of speech acts by coding dialogues according to
the underlying motivations or goals of speaker intention. This takes account of the way
that words combine to form different types of speech acts, how they are used during

interactions and the response of listening partners.

2.2.2. Referring as a speech act

It is assumed that individuals entering into a conversation will co-operate towards
achieving some shared purpose or mutually accepted outcome. Therefore speaker and
listener contributions should link in some way so that coherence is maintained and
information can be grounded (Clark and Schaefer, 1989; Anderson, 1995). One axiom for
guiding this process is that of collaborative effort (Clark and Wilkes-Gibbs, 1986), that is
that contributors will collaborate their verbal and non-verbal exchanges towards

establishing commonly shared goals.

One of the principle functions of language is to allow for the exchange of information
between speakers and listeners. It is important, then, that listeners are able to identify and
decode referring expressions that are embedded in speaker utterances. One of the
problems encountered by interlocutors is that there is no one-to-one relationship between
objects and their referring expressions (Glucksberg and Krauss, 1967): much depends on
the context of an interaction (Bates, 1976) and the level of knowledge assumed to be

shared between speakers and listeners (e.g. Cohen, 1983). For example, speakers may
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shorten the length of an utterance with experienced listeners (e.g. Wilkes-Gibbs and Clark,
1992) or swap from definite to indefinite referring expressions when discrepancies in the

level of assumed shared knowledge are exposed (Anderson and Boyle, 1994).

Searle (1969) proposes two general principles for the performance of propositional acts,
while recognising that not every occurrence of a referring expression necessarily signals
the performance of an act. These state that ‘there should be one and only one object to
which the speaker’s utterance of the expression applies’, and that ‘the hearer must be given
sufficient means to identify the object from the speaker’s utterance of the expression’
(Searle, 1969, p82). This places responsibility for the successful completion of referring
acts on the ability of speakers to encode referring expressions so that this may be decoded
by communication partners. A more collaborative or interactive approach (e.g. Clark and
Wilkes-Gibbs, 1986), however, would highlight the interplay between speakers and

listeners in their mutual attempt to co-construct understanding.

Searle (1969) suggests that certain conditions must exist for the successful use of reference
so that whenever a speaker utters a referring expression in the presence of a listener the act
of referring occurs. These state that in formulating their utterances, speakers should
provide sufficient information for their listeners so that they can pick out and identify the
description of an object from the surrounding context of an utterance. As such, this can
provide a useful index on the development of cognitive skills (Shatz, 1978) and pragmatic
language ability (Lloyd et al, 1992) as children often produce ambiguous messages (e.g.
Whitehurst and Sonnenschein, 1978; Asher and Wigfield, 1981). One such condition
provides for the use of implicature (Grice, 1975) in the construction of speaker messages
and suggests a more active role for listening partners. This proposes that listeners should
be able to infer speaker intention even where it is not explicitly stated during the course of

an utterance. Principles outlining the use of conversational implicature are discussed more
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fully in the following section on indirect speech acts. According to Searle (1969), speakers
take into account the fact that listeners can recognise their intention to uniquely identify
objects and can use this information along with the context of an utterance to decide on
referent identity. Listeners must reason with the actions of speakers so that they are able to
respond appropriately to initiations. They must decide when the illocutionary force behind
an utterance was object identification, how this should affect their response and when to

act (Cohen, 1985).

So according to Searle (1969), although the (propositional) act of referring and predicating
is not strictly collaborative in nature, it nevertheless takes into account the active
participation of both speakers and listeners and the communicative context of an
interaction. Further, requests for identification may be encoded indirectly in speaker
messages so that listeners must take into account the surface structure of speech and rules

for relating utterances to their communicative context (e.g. Bates, 1976).

2.2.3. Indirect speech acts and implicature

Communication goals can be achieved through a number of illocutionary devices and one
of these is implicature or indirect speech acts. These are illocutionary acts where the
illocutionary force indicator for one type of act (e.g. a question) is uttered in performance
of an additional type of illocutionary act, e.g. a request for action. In performing an
indirect speech act, speakers in