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Abstract
This study investigated how autism spectrum disorder (ASD) impacts children’s ability to identify ownership from linguistic 
cues (proper nouns vs. possessive pronouns) and their awareness of ownership rights. In comparison to typically developing 
(TD) children matched on receptive language (M age equivalents: 53–56 months), children with ASD were less accurate at 
tracking owner-object relationships based on possessive pronouns and were less accurate at identifying the property of third 
parties. We also found that children with ASD were less likely to defend their own and others’ ownership rights. We hypoth-
esise that these results may be attributed to differences in representing the self and propose that ASD may be characterised 
by reduced concern for ownership and associated concepts.
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In order to become effective navigators of the social world, 
children must learn to identify ownership and adhere to 
rules that regulate interactions with property (Brown 1991). 
Identifying ‘who owns what’ is complicated by the fact that 
ownership is not a physical attribute that can be visually 
perceived (Blake and Harris 2009; Friedman and Neary 
2008). Rather, ownership is an invisible social construct 
that is usually inferred from heuristics (e.g. physical posses-
sion) or established through linguistic communication (Ross 
et al. 2015). Once ownership has been identified, humans 
adjust their behaviour according to ‘ownership rights’ that 
determine how we interact with self- and other-owned prop-
erty. Typically developing (TD) children develop the con-
cept of ownership through social interactions with others 
(Kanngiesser et al. 2015). However, learning of this nature 

can present a challenge for children with autism spectrum 
disorder (ASD) who experience difficulties associated with 
communication and interaction (APA 2013). The purpose 
of this study is to investigate how ASD impacts children’s 
ability to identify ownership from linguistic cues and their 
understanding of ownership rights.

The use of language to identify and establish owner-
ship emerges early in typical development. TD children 
use first-person possessive pronouns (e.g. “mine”) to dis-
ambiguate objects in their environment from 12 months 
(Saylor et al. 2011) and produce first-person pronouns to 
denote their ownership of objects by 18 months (Fasig 
2000; Hay 2006). By 24 months, TD children use second-
person possessive pronouns when referring to objects 
(e.g. “yours”) and are capable of accurately identifying 
self- and other-owned property using proper nouns and 
possessive pronouns (Lewis and Ramsay 2004; Brownell 
et al. 2013). More accurate and frequent production of 
possessive pronouns is associated with more frequent 
engagement in physical altercations over toys and greater 
likelihood of sharing with others—behaviours that are 
indicative of ownership understanding (Brownell et al. 
2013; Hay 2006). When engaging in social play, toddlers 
spontaneously provide ownership information for their 
peers. Ross et al. (2015) reported that, when interacting 
with toys, the most frequent comments made by children 
aged 24–30 months concerned ownership. Children often 
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referenced ownership status when their toys were first 
introduced and when attempting to take their toys from 
friends. Thus, language plays a fundamental role in scaf-
folding children’s identification of ownership and enabling 
them to communicate their relationship to property such 
that others can behave in accord with ownership rights.

Ownership rights refer to cultural rules specifying that 
owners have the right to use and control access to their 
property. From 18 months, TD children engage in disputes 
over property access and protest against peers’ attempts to 
claim their toys (Bakeman and Brownlee 1982; Hay and 
Ross 1982). By 2 years, TD children explicitly refer to their 
ownership rights in disputes with siblings and peers (Eisen-
berg-Berg et al. 1979; Ross 1996, 2013), but they do not 
necessarily understand that others have ownership rights too 
(although see Ross et al. 2015). In Rossano et al. (2011), a 
puppet attempted to claim and dispose of objects belong-
ing to TD two- and 3-year-old participants and an experi-
menter. While both age groups protested when their own 
property was under threat, they were significantly less likely 
to defend the experimenter’s ownership rights. However, it is 
possible that the relatively more frequent protests in defence 
of children’s property were due to pre-existing preferences 
for those objects (in contrast to the experimenter’s objects) 
rather than genuine understanding of ownership rights. This 
issue is addressed by Kanngiesser and Hood (2014a) who 
tested whether TD 2- and 3-year-olds would defend owner-
ship rights when a puppet attempted to steal newly-created 
property (e.g. drawings) belonging to them and an experi-
menter. Both age groups claimed ownership of items they 
created and defended their own property rights via physical 
or verbal intervention. The 3-year-olds additionally attrib-
uted ownership to the experimenter, but rarely defended their 
rights.

To date, relatively little is known about the impact of 
ASD on children’s development of ownership understand-
ing and only a single study (to our knowledge) has exam-
ined accuracy of ownership identification in this popu-
lation. In Hartley and Fisher (2018a), TD children and 
children with ASD matched on receptive vocabulary were 
randomly assigned one of three toys to keep, before being 
offered the chance to trade for an alternative. The remain-
ing objects were then allocated to the experimenter and a 
puppet. When participants were asked to match the objects 
to their respective owners, both populations demonstrated 
highly accurate and comparable tracking of owner-object 
relationships. However, it is important to note that owner-
ship relationships were established with reference to each 
party’s name (e.g. “This toy is for Jack”) and ownership 
questions also referenced each party’s name (e.g. “Which 
toy belongs to Jack?”). Therefore, it is possible that par-
ticipants’ responding in this study was strengthened by the 

explicit associations between objects and the names of their 
corresponding owners.

It is plausible that children with ASD may experience 
difficulty identifying ownership when relationships between 
people and property are established and probed using pro-
nouns rather than proper nouns. Atypical pronoun rever-
sals (e.g. saying “I” instead of “you”, and vice versa) are a 
well-documented feature of language and communication in 
children with ASD (Kanner 1943; Luyster and Lord 2009; 
Tager-Flusberg et al. 2005). While these kinds of errors can 
be observed in TD children (e.g. Evans and Demuth 2012), 
they are a more common characteristic of speech in autism 
(Dale and Crain-Thoreson 1993; Evans and Demuth 2012; 
Overweg et al. 2018; Tager-Flusberg 1994). Tager-Flusberg 
(1994) reported that 13% of personal pronouns produced by 
children with ASD were reversed (although for lower esti-
mates, see Barokova and Tager-Flusberg 2019, and Naigles 
et al. 2016). Overweg et al. (2018) and Mizuno et al. (2011) 
observed differences in speech interpretation that resulted in 
pronoun comprehension errors in children and adults with 
ASD respectively. Studies have also found that children with 
ASD are more likely to use proper nouns to avoid using 
pronouns (Shield and Meier 2014).

Unlike proper nouns, which have a fixed referent, per-
sonal pronouns require deictic shifting—the speaker/listener 
must continuously remap the same pronoun to different 
people depending on who is speaking (Hartmann and Stork 
1972; Levinson 1983). It has been proposed that personal 
pronouns are particularly challenging for children with ASD 
because difficulties representing the self in relation to oth-
ers (e.g. Charney 1980; Hobson 1990, 1993; Overweg et al. 
2018) and/or differences in executive functioning (e.g. Dale 
and Crain-Thoreson 1993) impact their ability to understand 
or shift between different speakers’ perspectives. The present 
study is the first to examine the accuracy of children with 
ASD when interpreting possessive pronouns, which also 
require deictic shifting.

No previous studies have investigated understanding of 
ownership rights in children with ASD. However, evidence 
that ASD influences important aspects of ownership-related 
cognition could signpost potential differences in understand-
ing of ownership rights. In experiment 1 of Hartley and 
Fisher (2018a), TD children showed a clear preference for 
their randomly assigned toy and traded infrequently (dem-
onstrating a “mere ownership effect”; Gelman et al. 2012; 
Harbaugh et al. 2001) while children with ASD often traded 
for a different object that they preferred. In subsequent 
experiments, children with ASD did not over-value self-
selected toys in comparison to identical copies, or over-value 
randomly assigned toys in comparison to different other-
owned toys or identical copies. These findings suggest that 
ownership-induced connections to the self do not irrationally 
bias how children with ASD evaluate objects, indicating the 
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absence of an extremely robust cultural phenomenon that 
influences both the psychology of identity and economics 
(Belk 1988, 2000). Across two experiments in Hartley et al. 
(2020a), TD children perceived items belonging to famous 
owners (e.g. Winnie the Pooh’s honey jar) to be more valu-
able than similar items belonging to non-famous owners 
(e.g. my mum’s cookie jar). By contrast, children with ASD 
matched on receptive vocabulary did not over-value items 
with special ownership histories, but their valuations were 
moderated by object qualities unrelated to ownership (e.g. 
material value and newness). Together, the results of these 
studies suggest that children with ASD evaluate objects via 
an unusual strategy that prioritises material qualities over 
ownership history; they appear to be more concerned by 
what an object is rather than whom it is associated with.

Hartley et al. (2020a) propose that because ownership is 
a cultural convention (Kanngiesser et al. 2015; Sparks et al. 
2016), decreased social motivation and social-cognitive dif-
ficulties that characterise ASD may reduce the frequency 
and quality of interactions through which children learn 
ownership norms (APA 2013; Chevallier et al. 2012). Fur-
thermore, early differences in self-other understanding (Lind 
2010) may reduce the psychological importance of property 
ownership to children with ASD (Hartley and Fisher 2018a; 
Hartley et al. 2020a). Children with ASD can have difficulty 
encoding and retrieving personally experienced events and 
information (e.g. Bruck et al. 2007; Goddard et al. 2007) 
and show reduced awareness of emotions and mental states 
(e.g. Ben Shalom et al. 2006; Hill et al. 2004; Silani et al. 
2008; Williams and Happé 2010). Thus, for children with 
ASD, associating objects with the self and others may not 
elicit the myriad ownership-induced cognitive biases that are 
observed in TD children (Cunningham et al. 2013; Gelman 
et al. 2012; Kahneman et al. 1991). If children with ASD do 
not derive value from abstract relationships between people 
and objects, we may expect to observe diminished under-
standing and adherence to ownership rights as well.

The objective of this study was to examine ownership 
identification from linguistic cues and understanding of 
ownership rights in children with ASD. In one task, children 
were presented with sets of objects—one object belonged 
to the child and two objects belonged to other owners. In 
some trials, ownership relationships between objects and 
owners were stated and tested using proper nouns (e.g. “This 
is Nina’s lunch box.” and “Which lunch box is John’s”?). In 
other trials, ownership relationships were stated and tested 
using possessive pronouns (e.g. “This pencil case is yours” 
and “Which pencil case is mine?”). Based on prior evidence 
that children with ASD can have difficulty comprehending 
pronouns (e.g. Overweg et al. 2018), we predicted that they 
would be less accurate than TD children when identify-
ing ownership based on possessive pronouns. However, 
we expected the groups to achieve similar accuracy when 

identifying ownership based on proper nouns (see Hartley 
and Fisher 2018a). In another task based on Kanngiesser and 
Hood (2014a), children created new objects (e.g. drawings) 
with two experimenters. One experimenter then attempted 
to claim ownership of all of the objects. Due to their reduced 
concern for ownership history (Hartley and Fisher 2018a; 
Hartley et al. 2020a), we anticipated that children with ASD 
would be less likely to protest in defence of their own and 
others’ ownership rights than TD children. Importantly, the 
results of this research will advance theoretical understand-
ing of how ASD affects a crucial foundation of social-cul-
tural cognition.

Method

Participants

Par t icipants  were 18 children with ASD (M 
age = 11.37  years, SD = 3.27, range 6.17–17.08  years) 
and 19 TD children (M age = 3.88 years, SD = 0.53, range 
3.08–4.67 years) recruited from specialist schools, main-
stream schools, and preschools. Samples were closely 
matched on receptive vocabulary as measured by the British 
Picture Vocabulary Scale (BPVS; Dunn et al. 1997; ASD M 
age equivalent = 4.64 years, SD = 1.49, range 2–6.83 years; 
TD M age equivalent = 4.39  years, SD = 1.06, range 
2.83–6.08 years), t(35) = 0.60, p = .55. All children with 
ASD were diagnosed by a qualified educational or clinical 
psychologist using standardised instruments (e.g. Autism 
Diagnostic Observation Scale and Autism Diagnostic Inter-
view-Revised; Lord et al. 1994, 2002) and expert judgement. 
Diagnoses were confirmed via the Childhood Autism Rating 
Scale 2 (CARS; Schopler et al. 2010), which was completed 
by each participant’s class teacher (ASD M score: 36.14; TD 
M score: 15.00). Children with ASD were significantly older 
than TD children t(35) = 9.85, p < .001, d = 3.20, and had 
significantly higher CARS scores, t(35) = 13.78, p < .001. 
All procedures performed in this research involving human 
participants were in accordance with the ethical standards of 
the institutional and national research committees. Informed 
consent was obtained from parents/caregivers prior to chil-
dren’s participation.

Materials

Stimuli for the ‘owner identification task’ included a variety 
of objects that belonged to the participants, plus different 
examples of the same objects that belonged to a male experi-
menter and a female experimenter. Six items belonging to 
each child were identified prior to testing, and the experi-
menters each sourced six items of the same type. While a 
minority of children with ASD required the use of unique 
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items (e.g. small differently-coloured tins of Vaseline), the 
following items were common across many children: lunch 
box, shoe, hat, school bag, book, toy, jumper and drinking 
bottle.

Stimuli for the ‘ownership rights task’ included pens and 
paper, playdough, and a brightly-coloured box with remov-
able lid.

Procedure

Participants were tested individually in their own educa-
tional settings and were accompanied by a familiar adult. 
Children were reinforced throughout the session for attention 
and good behaviour, but did not receive feedback concerning 
their performance in the tasks.

Owner Identification Task

There were two within-subjects conditions delivered on dif-
ferent days: Naming and Pronoun. Half of the participants 
in each sample received the Naming condition in the first 
session, followed by the Pronoun condition in the second 
session approximately 1 week later. The other half of the 
participants in each sample experienced the two conditions 
in reverse order.

Children sat at a table opposite two adult experimenters 
(one male, one female). Each session began with the experi-
menters introducing themselves and inviting the child to play 
(e.g. Hello [child’s name], my name is John and this is my 
friend Nina. Let’s play a game!”). Children then completed 
three trials. In each trial, one experimenter presented one of 
the six pre-identified items belonging to the child (e.g. a blue 
lunch box), plus two other examples of the same type of item 
that belonged to the experimenters (e.g. a green lunchbox 
and a yellow lunchbox). Wherever possible, the experiment-
ers’ items were gender neutral in terms of their colour and/
or design, so owner-object matching could not be facilitated 
by awareness of social stereotypes. Children were allowed to 
explore the items for a few seconds before an experimenter 
placed each object in front of its owner and verbally stated 
the object-owner relations. These verbal statements differed 
between conditions. In the Naming condition, each owner 
was named explicitly (e.g. “This is [child]’s lunch box, it 
belongs to [child]. This is John’s lunch box, it belongs to 
John. This is Nina’s lunch box, it belongs to Nina.”). In the 
Pronoun condition, owners were referenced using possessive 
pronouns (e.g. “This is your lunch box, it belongs to you. 
This is his lunch box, it belongs to him. This is my lunch 
box, it belongs to me.”). The order that object-owner rela-
tions were highlighted was randomised across participants. 
An experimenter then placed the three items in the middle 
of the table (locations—left, middle, centre—were counter-
balanced) and asked the participant to identify the owner 

of each object. These questions varied between conditions. 
In the Naming condition, the owners for each object were 
named (e.g. “Which lunch box is John’s? Which lunch box 
is Nina’s? Which lunch box is [child]’s?”). In the Pronoun 
condition, the owners were referred to using possessive 
pronouns (e.g. “Which is yours? Which is hers? Which is 
mine?”). The order of questions was counterbalanced across 
participants. Children responded by verbally or gesturally 
indicating which of the three items belonged to the stated 
owner. An experimenter then removed the objects from the 
table and initiated the next trial with different objects.

Ownership Rights Task

Children sat at a table opposite two adult experimenters 
(one male, one female). The craft-making materials were 
located in a box next to the table (neither experimenter 
indicated ownership of the materials at any time). Based on 
Kanngiesser and Hood (2014a), this task was delivered in a 
single session and involved two stages in a fixed sequence: 
1. Warm-up, 2. Test stage.

Warm‑Up The session began with the experimenters intro-
ducing themselves and inviting the child to play (e.g. “Hello 
[child’s name], my name is John and this is Nina. Let’s 
play a game!”). Children then completed two warm-up tri-
als to establish whether they would intervene if one of the 
experimenters behaved strangely. Experimenter 1 presented 
a small cup and stated their intention to “drink a cup of tea”. 
Experimenter 1 then pretended to drink from the cup upside 
down for about 30 s while stating “I’m drinking a cup of 
tea!”. If the child spontaneously corrected this odd behav-
iour, Experimenter 1 thanked the child and demonstrated 
the appropriate action. If the child did not spontaneously 
intervene, Experimenter 2 verbally encouraged the child to 
correct the unusual behaviour (e.g. “You should tell Nina 
if she is doing something wrong!”). Following the child’s 
intervention or the expiration of approximately 30  s, the 
second warm-up trial was administered. This followed an 
identical format, except Experimenter 1 pretended to brush 
their teeth using the handle of a toothbrush rather than the 
bristles.

Test Stage Following the warm-up trials, Experimenter 1 
placed a brightly-coloured box next to them on the table, 
stating that the contents of the box belonged to them (e.g. 
“This is Nina’s box. I always keep my things in this box. 
Everything in this box belongs to Nina!”). Children then 
completed two trials that involved drawing pictures or creat-
ing models from playdough (order counterbalanced across 
participants). At the start of each trial, Experimenter 2 pre-
sented the craft materials (playdough or paper and colouring 
pens) and suggested that all parties use them to create some-
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thing (e.g. “Let’s all make/draw something! [Child] can 
make/draw something, John can make/draw something, and 
Nina can make/draw something!”). The child and experi-
menters then used the craft materials to draw a picture or 
make a model for approximately 1 min. The experimenters 
ensured that their creations were visually distinct from the 
child’s creation and from each other. Experimenter 2 then 
asked Experimenter 1 “what do you think of these draw-
ings/models?”. Experimenter 1 pointed at one of the three 
drawings/models and stated “I really like this one! I want to 
keep it and put it in my box and never give it back.” After 
waiting for a few seconds, Experimenter 1 repeated their 
intention (“I love this one! I am going to take it and put it 
in my box and never give it back!”). Experimenter 1 then 
picked up the identified model/drawing and slowly moved 
to place it in their box. Experimenter 1 then repeated this 
behaviour until they had tried to claim all three of the newly-
made objects. If the child protested against Experimenter 
1’s attempt to claim an object, the object was left on the 
table. Verbal and nonverbal behaviours were categorised as 
a protest. Children could protest physically by retrieving an 
object from Experimenter 1 and possessing it for at least 
10 s. Alternatively, children could protest verbally with or 
without explicitly referencing ownership (e.g. “no”, “don’t 
do that”, “I really like that one”, “you can’t have mine”, 
“that belongs to him”). After Experimenter 1 had attempted 
to claim each object, the three objects were placed in the 
middle of the table and Experimenter 2 asked the child to 
indicate the appropriate owner for each object (Ownership 
Questions; e.g. “Who should keep this? Point to who should 

keep this.”). We coded whether children attributed owner-
ship to the person who made the object. After the partici-
pant had responded to these questions, the second trial was 
administered following the same format using the alternate 
crafting materials.

Results

Owner Identification Task

In both the Naming and Pronoun conditions, children were 
scored out of three on trials involving identification of their 
objects, identification of objects belonging to the male 
experimenter, and identification of objects belonging to the 
female experimenter (see Fig. 1). These data were entered 
into a 2(Population: TD, ASD) × 2(Condition: Naming, 
Pronoun) × 3(Owner: Child, Male Experimenter, Female 
Experimenter) mixed ANOVA.

Significant main effects of Owner, F(2, 70) = 9.61, 
MSE = 0.28, p < .001, ηp

2 = .22, and Population, F(1, 
35) = 9.47, MSE = 1.20, p = .004, ηp

2 = .21, were quali-
fied by a significant Population × Owner interaction, F(2, 
70) = 6.00, MSE = 0.28, p = .004, ηp

2 = .15. Bonferroni-
adjusted pairwise comparisons showed that TD chil-
dren (M = 2.89) and children with ASD (M = 2.78) did 
not differ in accuracy when identifying objects belong-
ing to them (p = .32). However, children with ASD were 
significantly less accurate than TD children when iden-
tifying items that belonged to the male experimenter 

Fig. 1  Mean accuracy for typi-
cally developing (TD) children 
and children with autism 
spectrum disorder (ASD) in the 
Naming and Pronoun conditions 
of the owner identification task. 
Error bars show ± 1 SE. All bars 
significantly exceeded chance 
(0.33) at p < .01
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(ASD M = 2.31; TD M = 2.84; p = .003) and the female 
experimenter (ASD M = 2.11; TD M = 2.82; p = .004). 
A repeated measures ANOVA revealed a significant 
effect of Owner for children with ASD, F(2, 34) = 8.53, 
MSE = 0.25, p = .001, ηp

2 = .33. Children with ASD iden-
tified objects belonging to them with significantly greater 
accuracy than items belonging to the male experimenter 
(p = .016) and the female experimenter (p = .008), which 
did not differ in accuracy (p = .70). There was no effect of 
Owner for TD children (p = .47), indicating no significant 
differences in accuracy when identifying items belonging 
to them, the male experimenter, and female experimenter.

The omnibus ANOVA also detected a borderline 
Population  ×  Condition interaction, F(1, 35) = 3.93, 
MSE = 0.80, p = .055, ηp

2 = .10. Given our a priori 
hypotheses, we proceeded to deconstruct the relationship 
between Population and Condition, though note that the 
comparisons should be treated with caution as the inter-
action was marginally significant. Bonferroni-adjusted 
pairwise comparisons showed that the accuracy of chil-
dren with ASD (M = 2.59) and TD children (M = 2.81) 
did not differ in the Naming condition (p = .24). How-
ever, TD children (M = 2.89) responded with significantly 
greater accuracy than children with ASD (M = 2.20) in 
the Pronoun condition (p = .002). While TD children did 
not differ in accuracy between the Naming and Pronoun 
conditions (p = .56), children with ASD tended to respond 
with greater accuracy in the Naming condition than the 
Pronoun condition (p = .058).

Ownership Rights Task

Eighteen TD children corrected the experimenter’s unusual 
behaviour on at least one warm-up trial (94.74%) in com-
parison to 11 children with ASD (61%), a significant dif-
ference, χ2(1, N = 37) = 6.17, p = .013. These data suggest 
that that children with ASD were less likely to correct the 
experimenter’s erroneous behaviour, but they do not neces-
sarily reflect children’s willingness to defend their own and 
others’ ownership rights. Indeed, corrective behaviour dur-
ing the warm-up did not significantly correlate with protest 
behaviour in the subsequent test trials for TD children (all R 
values < .27, all p values > .27) or children with ASD (all R 
values < .29, all p values > .24).

Children were scored out of two corresponding to the 
number of trials on which they protested against an experi-
menter attempting to claim ownership of the child’s objects, 
their own objects, and objects belonging to the other experi-
menter (see Fig. 2). These data were entered into a 2(Popula-
tion: TD, ASD) × 3(Owner: Child, Experimenter, “Thief”) 
mixed ANOVA.

Significant main effects of Owner, F(2, 70) = 8.51, 
MSE = 0.22, p < .001, ηp

2 = .20, and Population, F(1, 
35) = 4.70, MSE = 0.77, p = .037, ηp

2 = .12, were quali-
fied by a significant Population × Owner interaction, 
F(2, 70) = 4.43, MSE = 0.22, p = .015, ηp

2 = .11. When 
the thief attempted to claim the child’s object, TD chil-
dren (M = 0.79) were significantly more likely to protest 
than children with ASD (M = 0.17; p = .021). When the 
thief attempted to claim the other experimenter’s object, 
TD children (M = 0.63) tended to protest more often than 

Fig. 2  Mean number of protests 
made by typically developing 
(TD) children and children 
with autism spectrum disorder 
(ASD) in the ownership rights 
task. Error bars show ± 1 SE
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children with ASD (M = 0.17; p = .063). Protest frequen-
cies did not significantly differ between TD children 
(M = 0.05) and children with ASD (M = 0.06) when the 
thief claimed ownership of their own object (p = .97). For 
children with ASD, protest frequencies did not signifi-
cantly differ between the three owners. By contrast, TD 
children were significantly more likely to protest when 
then the thief attempted to claim ownership of items 
made by the participant (p = .007) and the experimenter 
(p = .017) than the thief’s own items.

Children were also scored out of six corresponding to 
the number of ownership questions answered correctly 
(three per trial; see Fig. 3). These data were entered into a 
2(Population: TD, ASD) × 3(Owner: Child, Experimenter, 
“Thief”) mixed ANOVA.

The results revealed a significant main effect of 
Owner, F(2, 70) = 6.80, MSE = 0.21, p = .002, ηp

2 = .16. 
Children identified objects belonging to them (M = 1.81) 
with significantly greater accuracy than objects belonging 
to the thief (M = 1.45, p = .011) and marginally greater 
accuracy than objects belonging to the other experi-
menter (M = 1.48, p = .056). The main effect of Popula-
tion was also significant, F(1, 35) = 6.22, MSE = 0.78, 
p = .017, ηp

2 = .15, indicating that TD children (M = 1.79) 
responded to ownership questions with significantly 
greater accuracy than children with ASD (M = 1.37).

Discussion

This study investigated how ASD affects children’s ability 
to identify ownership from linguistic cues and their under-
standing of ownership rights. The ownership identification 
task revealed that children with ASD responded less accu-
rately than TD children when ownership relationships were 
stated and probed using possessive pronouns. Children with 
ASD were also less accurate at identifying the belongings of 
third parties. The results of the ownership rights task showed 
that children with ASD were less likely to protest in defence 
of their own and others’ ownership rights than TD children. 
Both populations reliably identified each party as the owner 
of the items they created, but children with ASD were less 
accurate at assigning ownership on this basis than TD chil-
dren. Together, these findings suggest that children with 
ASD are less accurate at tracking owner-object relationships 
when ownership status is not explicitly stated with reference 
to proper nouns and they may have reduced sensitivity to 
breaches in ownership rights.

As predicted, children with ASD were significantly less 
accurate at identifying owner-object relationships when 
they were required to comprehend possessive pronouns 
(e.g. mine, yours). This finding suggests that previously 
documented difficulties using and comprehending personal 
pronouns (e.g. I, you; e.g. Tager-Flusberg 1994) may impact 
on children’s understanding of ownership. It is likely that 
difficulties associated with personal and possessive pronouns 
share the same underlying cause. Differences in representing 

Fig. 3  Mean accuracy on 
ownership questions for typi-
cally developing (TD) children 
and children with autism 
spectrum disorder (ASD) in 
the ownership rights task. 
Error bars show ± 1 SE. Stars 
above columns indicate where 
performance was significantly 
more accurate than expected 
by chance, indicated by the 
dotted line (*p < .05; **p < .01; 
***p < .001)

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

Child's object Other experimenter's object "Thief's" own object

P
ro

p
o
rt

io
n
 C

o
rr

ec
t

TD ASD

***

** *

***
*** ***



4234 Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders (2021) 51:4227–4238

1 3

the self in relation to others (Overweg et al. 2018) and 
executive functioning (Dale and Crain-Thoreson 1993) may 
impair deictic shifting—the ability to dynamically remap 
pronouns to different referents depending on who is speak-
ing. For example, a lunchbox belonging to Jack could be 
referenced using “mine”, “yours”, or “his”—words that can 
also refer to different objects belonging to other owners. By 
contrast, children with ASD demonstrated broadly compara-
ble accuracy to TD controls when identifying belongings via 
proper nouns. Proper nouns do not require deictic shifting 
and have fixed relationships with referents (e.g. a lunchbox 
belonging to Jack is always and only “Jack’s lunchbox”). 
This one-to-one mapping reduces referential ambiguity and 
facilitates cross-situational associative learning, which is a 
strength in ASD (Foti et al. 2015; Hartley et al. 2020b; Roser 
et al. 2015).

Children with ASD were also less accurate than TD con-
trols at tracking relationships between other people and their 
property. This finding contrasts with the results of Hartley 
and Fisher (2018a), which showed that children with ASD 
could identify the property of others with ceiling-level accu-
racy. The samples in the two studies were similar in terms of 
chronological age and language comprehension, so it seems 
unlikely that the disparity is due to demographic variability. 
However, there are two important methodological differ-
ences that could be influential. Firstly, in Hartley and Fisher 
(2018a), the three objects in each set were visually distinct, 
clearly contrasting on both shape and colour (e.g. a whistle 
shaped like a bird vs. an eraser shaped like a zebra vs. a 
multi-coloured slinky). In our ownership identification task, 
the three objects in each set belonged to the same category 
(e.g. three differently-coloured lunch boxes) and thus shared 
similarities in global shape. It is possible that the ability of 
children with ASD to identify owner-object relationships 
benefits from greater perceptual discriminability in addition 
to the use of fixed reference terms. Secondly, in Hartley and 
Fisher (2018a), children with ASD may have paid closer 
attention to the objects that did not belong to them because 
they were offered the opportunity to trade for them. Given 
that children with ASD often traded their randomly assigned 
item for a preferred alternative, it is likely that they studied 
each of the objects and this encoding may have facilitated 
their subsequent owner-object matching. Conversely, in our 
task, children with ASD may have been less attentive to 
the other-owned objects because they lacked instrumental 
motivation to study them closely.

Also in accord with our predictions, children with ASD 
were less likely to protest in defence of their own and others’ 
ownership rights than TD children. While neither group pro-
tested when the thief attempted to claim ownership of their 
items, only the TD group demonstrated awareness of owner-
ship rights by blocking attempts to claim non-owned prop-
erty. The results of our TD sample (M age = 3.88 years) were 

broadly consistent with those generated by Kanngiesser and 
Hood’s (2014a) sample of 3-year-olds (M age = 3.50 years) 
in their similar task. Our TD participants were approximately 
10% less likely to defend their own ownership rights (39.5% 
vs. ~ 50%), but approximately 10% more likely to defend 
the ownership rights of a third party (31.5% vs. ~ 20%). The 
absence of protests in the ASD group cannot be attributed 
to a failure to map owner-object relationships; like the TD 
group, children with ASD reliably assigned objects to own-
ers based on investment of creative labour at above-chance 
rates (see Kanngiesser and Hood 2014b; Kanngiesser et al. 
2010). One possibility is that the ASD group were aware 
that owners’ rights were being violated, but they were unmo-
tivated or unwilling to intervene. However, casting doubt 
on this hypothesis, nearly two-thirds of the ASD sample 
demonstrated willingness to correct the thief’s erroneous 
behaviour in the warm-up game and it is surprising that they 
did not at least defend their own rights (as TD 2-year-olds 
do; Rossano et al. 2011).

Alternatively, it may be that the ASD group did not 
believe that ownership conferred the right to control access 
to their created objects, so the thief’s actions were not con-
sidered to be a transgression. Previous research has demon-
strated that, in stark contrast to TD controls, children with 
ASD do not display robust effects associated with owner-
ship. For example, children with ASD do not prefer their 
objects merely due to ownership (Hartley and Fisher 2018a) 
and they do not over-value authentic items belonging to 
famous owners (Hartley et al. 2020a). These effects have 
been linked to reduced concern for abstract relationships 
between people and property. According to the ‘extended-
self hypothesis’, establishing ownership forges a connec-
tion between a person and an item, transforming the item 
into a physical marker of their identity (Belk 1988; Hood 
et al. 2016). In turn, an abstract trace of the self transfers to 
the object (Argo et al. 2008). This mentalistic connection 
to property explains why self-owned possessions are more 
memorable, desirable, and judged to be more valuable than 
similar non-owned items (Cunningham et al. 2013; Gelman 
et al. 2012, 2015; Kahneman et al. 1991). However, early 
differences in developing a psychological sense of self (Lind 
2010), coupled with difficulties engaging in social learning 
through interactions (APA 2013), may affect the psychologi-
cal influence of ownership and the development of associ-
ated concepts. Consequently, autistic development may be 
characterised by reduced awareness of ownership rights and 
decreased sensitivity when these are breached.

Importantly, differences in ownership understanding 
could have implications for children’s ability to navigate 
the social world. The lack of protests in defence of owner-
ship rights aligns with previous evidence that children with 
ASD are more accepting of a partner’s unfair behaviour in 
resource-sharing games (e.g. Hartley and Fisher 2018b; 
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Sally and Hill 2006). These traits may increase children’s 
vulnerability to bullies exploiting their lower concern for 
property ownership. For example, children with ASD could 
potentially be at increased risk of property theft if they do 
not understand their ownership rights or actively defend 
them. Moreover, lack of awareness that others have own-
ership rights could lead children with ASD to unwittingly 
interact with non-owned property without invitation. Fail-
ure to conform with ownership norms may result in chil-
dren with ASD being perceived as ‘different’ by their peers 
(Humphrey and Lewis 2008; van Roekel et al. 2010), hin-
dering their formation and maintenance of positive interper-
sonal relationships (Bauminger and Kasari 2000; Chamber-
lain et al. 2007). The findings from our owner identification 
task suggest that caregivers and teachers ought to be mindful 
of the language they use when communicating about owner-
object relationships with children with ASD, favouring the 
use of proper nouns (e.g. “Did Nina take John’s pencil?”) 
rather than pronouns (e.g. “Did you take his pencil?”) to 
increase the likelihood of comprehension. It is also impor-
tant to note that our experimental tasks were highly-struc-
tured and ownership-relevant information was extremely 
salient. Thus, it is possible that between-population differ-
ences would be more prominent if participants were required 
to independently infer connections between people and prop-
erty through observation of naturalistic behaviour.

We recommend that future research expands the explora-
tion of how ASD affects children’s understanding of own-
ership. Awareness of how ownership influences behaviour 
and feelings towards objects can help children predict and 
understand others’ actions and emotions in social situations 
(Pesowski and Friedman 2015, 2018). It has been hypoth-
esised that these aspects of ownership cognition may be 
related to children’s development of Theory of Mind (Rochat 
2011). While some recent evidence suggests that Theory 
of Mind does not support TD children’s identification of 
owner-object relationships (McDermott and Noles 2018; 
Rochat et al. 2014), deficits in mentalising associated with 
ASD could potentially contribute to differences in under-
standing ownership rights, and other as-yet-unstudied facets 
of ownership cognition, that play important roles in social 
interaction. It is also currently unknown how ASD impacts 
children’s identification of ownership via non-linguistic 
cues, such as possession and social stereotypes (Friedman 
and Neary 2008; Malcolm et al. 2014), or understanding of 
ownership transfer (e.g. buying and gift giving; Blake and 
Harris 2009). Additionally, our finding that children with 
ASD show reduced sensitivity to ownership rights could 
have implications for their understanding of bodily rights. 
In typical development, understanding of ownership rights 
and bodily rights are related (Van de Vondervoort et al. 
2017; Van de Vondervoort and Friedman 2015)—it has been 
hypothesised that they both depend on the principle that 

people have autonomy over things that are theirs and that 
the former may stem from the latter (Neary and Friedman 
2014). Thus, if children with ASD do not understand their 
own and others’ rights over objects, they may also display 
differences in their awareness of rights associated with bod-
ily contact, potentially increasing their risk of victimisation 
(see McEachern 2012; Mandell et al. 2005). Further research 
investigating these aspects of ownership understanding in 
ASD could play a valuable role in highlighting psychologi-
cal mechanisms that contribute to children’s behavioural dif-
ficulties associated with communication and interaction, and 
potentially identify targets for intervention.

Of course, we must address the limitations of this study. 
Firstly, it is possible that the observed between-population 
differences were related to general limitations in cognitive 
functioning in the ASD sample or differences in experience 
(the ASD group were significantly older than the TD con-
trols). We acknowledge that including a sample of children 
with delayed intellectual development matched to children 
with ASD on non-verbal intelligence and chronological age 
would have eliminated this issue. Secondly, it is possible that 
children with ASD did not protest against the thief’s behav-
iour in the ownership rights task because they were an adult, 
and thus perceived to be an authority figure. However, this 
limitation may be mitigated by the fact that most children 
with ASD were willing to correct their erroneous behaviour 
in the warm-up game and the protest rates of our TD par-
ticipants were similar to those reported by Kanngiesser and 
Hood (2014a) who employed a puppet as the thief. In addi-
tion, previous studies have reported that children with ASD 
are increasingly accepting of behaviour that breaches social 
norms when playing games with a puppet (e.g. Hartley and 
Fisher 2018b). Nevertheless, it would be valuable for future 
research to analyse how children with ASD interact with 
owned and non-owned property in naturalistic interactions 
with parents and siblings (O’Brien et al. 2020; Ross 2013). 
Finally, due to the novelty of this research, we recognise that 
further studies are required to replicate our findings, address 
our limitations, and provide further insight into relationship 
between differences in ownership understanding and behav-
ioural features of ASD.

In summary, the present study reports the first evidence 
that children with ASD are less accurate than TD children 
when mapping relationships between people and their prop-
erty. In particular, children with ASD have difficulty iden-
tifying ownership based on possessive pronouns and they 
may struggle to keep track of others’ belongings. We also 
showed, for the first time, that children with ASD are less 
likely to defend their own and others’ ownership rights. We 
hypothesise that these results may be attributed to differ-
ences in representing the self and propose that ASD may be 
characterised by reduced concern for ownership and atypi-
cal development of associated concepts, such as ownership 
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rights. Our findings inform broader understanding of social-
cognitive differences associated with autism and highlight 
the possibility that children with ASD could face problems 
in social situations that require understanding of ownership 
rules.

Acknowledgments We wish to thank the children, parents, and staff at 
Little Learners Galgate Nursery (UK) and Hillside Specialist School 
and College (UK). This project was supported by an internal ‘Pump 
Priming’ grant awarded by Lancaster University Department of Psy-
chology to the first author.

Author Contributions Calum Hartley contributed to Conceptualiza-
tion, Methodology, Formal Analysis, Writing – Original Draft, Writing 
– Review & Editing, Visualization, and Supervision. Nina Harrison 
contributed to Project Administration, Investigation, Writing – Original 
Draft, and Writing – Review & Editing. John J. Shaw contributed to 
Project Administration, Investigation, Writing – Original Draft, and 
Writing – Review & Editing.

Compliance with Ethical Standards 

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of 
interest.

Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attri-
bution 4.0 International License, which permits use, sharing, adapta-
tion, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long 
as you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, 
provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if changes 
were made. The images or other third party material in this article are 
included in the article’s Creative Commons licence, unless indicated 
otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in 
the article’s Creative Commons licence and your intended use is not 
permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will 
need to obtain permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a 
copy of this licence, visit http://creat iveco mmons .org/licen ses/by/4.0/.

References

American Psychiatric Association (APA). (2013). Diagnostic and sta-
tistical manual of mental health disorders (5th ed.). Washington 
DC: Author.

Argo, J. J., Dahl, W. D., & Morales, A. C. (2008). Positive consumer 
contagion: Responses to attractive others in retail contexts. Jour-
nal of Marketing Research, 45, 690–701. https ://doi.org/10.1509/
jmkr.45.6.690.

Bakeman, R., & Brownlee, J. R. (1982). Social rules governing object 
conflicts in toddlers and preschoolers. In K. H. Rubin & H. S. 
Ross (Eds.), Peer relations and social skills in childhood (pp. 
99–110). New York: Springer.

Barokova, M., & Tager-Flusberg, H. (2019). Person-reference in autism 
spectrum disorder: Developmental trends and the role of linguistic 
input. Autism Research. https ://doi.org/10.1002/aur.2243.

Bauminger, N., & Kasari, C. (2000). Loneliness and friendship in 
high-functioning children with autism. Child Development, 71(2), 
447–456. https ://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00156 .

Belk, R. W. (1988). Possessions and the extended self. Journal of Con-
sumer Research, 15, 139–168.

Belk, R. W. (2000). Are we what we own? In A. Benson (Ed.), I shop 
therefore I am: Compulsive buying and the search for self (pp. 
76–104). London/New York: Jason Aronson.

Ben Shalom, D., Mostofsky, S. H., Hazlett, R. L., Goldberg, M. C., 
Landa, R. J., Faran, Y., et al. (2006). Normal physiological emo-
tions but differences in expression of conscious feelings in chil-
dren with high-functioning autism. Journal of Autism and Devel-
opmental Disorders, 36, 395–400. https ://doi.org/10.1007/s1080 
3-006-0077-2.

Blake, P. R., & Harris, P. L. (2009). Children’s understanding of owner-
ship transfers. Cognitive Development, 24, 133–145. https ://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cogde v.2009.01.002.

Brown, D. E. (1991). Human universals. New York: McGraw-Hill.
Brownell, C. A., Iesue, S. S., Nichols, S. R., & Svetlova, M. (2013). 

Mine or yours? Development of sharing in toddlers in relation 
to ownership understanding. Child Development, 84, 906–920.

Bruck, M., London, K., Landa, R., & Goodman, J. (2007). Autobio-
graphical memory and suggestibility in children with autism 
spectrum disorder. Development and Psychopathology, 19, 73–95. 
https ://doi.org/10.1017/S0954 57940 70700 58.

Chamberlain, B., Kasari, C., & Rotheram-Fuller, E. (2007). Involve-
ment or isolation? The social networks of children with autism in 
regular classrooms. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disor-
ders, 37, 230–242. https ://doi.org/10.1007/s1080 3-006-0164-4.

Charney, R. (1980). Pronoun errors in autistic children: Support for a 
social explanation. International Journal of Language & Commu-
nication Disorders, 15(1), 39–43. https ://doi.org/10.3109/13682 
82800 90113 69.

Chevallier, C., Kohls, G., Troiani, V., Brodkin, E. S., & Schultz, 
R. T. (2012). The social motivation theory of autism. Trends 
in Cognitive Science, 16, 231–239. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.
tics.2012.02.007.

Cunningham, S. J., Vergunst, F., Macrae, C. N., & Turk, D. J. (2013). 
Exploring early self-referential memory effects through owner-
ship. British Journal of Developmental Psychology, 31, 289–301. 
https ://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12005 .

Dale, P. S., & Crain-Thoreson, C. (1993). Pronoun reversals: Who, 
when, and why? Journal of Child Language, 20(3), 573–589. https 
://doi.org/10.1017/S0305 00090 00084 85.

Dunn, L. M., Dunn, L. M., Whetton, C., & Burley, J. (1997). The Brit-
ish Picture Vocabulary Scale (2nd ed.). Windsor: NFER-Nelson.

Eisenberg-Berg, N., Haake, R. J., Hand, M., & Sadella, E. (1979). 
Effects of instructions concerning ownership of a toy on preschool-
ers’ sharing and defensive behaviors. Developmental Psychology, 
15, 460–461. https ://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.15.4.460.

Evans, K. E., & Demuth, K. (2012). Individual differences in pronoun 
reversal: Evidence from two longitudinal case studies. Journal of 
Child Language, 39(1), 162–191. https ://doi.org/10.1017/S0305 
00091 10000 43.

Fasig, L. G. (2000). Toddlers’ understanding of ownership: Implica-
tions for self-concept development. Social Development, 9, 370–
382. https ://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00131 .

Friedman, O., & Neary, K. R. (2008). Determining who owns what: Do 
children infer ownership from first possession? Cognition, 107, 
829–849. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j/.cogni tion.2007.12.002.

Foti, F., De Crescenzo, F., Vivanti, G., Menghini, D., & Vicari, S. 
(2015). Implicit learning in individuals with autism spectrum dis-
orders: A meta-analysis. Psychological Medicine, 45(5), 897–910. 
https ://doi.org/10.1017/S0033 29171 40019 50.

Gelman, S. A., Manczak, E. M., & Noles, N. S. (2012). The nonobvi-
ous basis of ownership: Preschool children trace the history and 
value of owned objects. Child Development, 83, 1732–1747. https 
://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01806 .x.

Gelman, S. A., Frazier, B. N., Noles, N. S., Manczak, E. M., & 
Stilwell, S. M. (2015). How much are Harry Potter’s glasses 
worth? Children’s monetary evaluation of authentic objects. 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.45.6.690
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.45.6.690
https://doi.org/10.1002/aur.2243
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00156
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-006-0077-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-006-0077-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2009.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2009.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579407070058
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-006-0164-4
https://doi.org/10.3109/13682828009011369
https://doi.org/10.3109/13682828009011369
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2012.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2012.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjdp.12005
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900008485
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000900008485
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.15.4.460
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000911000043
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0305000911000043
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9507.00131
https://doi.org/10.1016/j/.cognition.2007.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0033291714001950
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01806.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2012.01806.x


4237Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders (2021) 51:4227–4238 

1 3

Journal of Cognition and Development, 16, 97–117. https ://doi.
org/10.1080/15248 372.2013.81562 3.

Goddard, L., Howlin, P., Dritschel, B., & Patel, T. (2007). Autobio-
graphical memory and social problem-solving in Asperger syn-
drome. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 37, 
291–300. https ://doi.org/10.1007/s1080 3-006-0168-0.

Harbaugh, W. T., Krause, K., & Vesterlund, L. (2001). Are adults bet-
ter behaved than children? Age, experience, and the endowment 
effect. Economic Letters, 70, 175–181. https ://doi.org/10.1016/
S0165 -1765(00)00359 -1.

Hartley, C., & Fisher, S. (2018a). Mine is better than yours: Inves-
tigating the ownership effect in children with autism spectrum 
disorder and typically developing children. Cognition. https ://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cogni tion.2017.11.009.

Hartley, C., & Fisher, S. (2018b). Do children with autism spec-
trum disorder share fairly and reciprocally? Journal of Autism 
and Developmental Disorders, 48, 2714–2726. https ://doi.
org/10.1007/s1080 3-018-3528-7.

Hartley, C., Fisher, S., & Fletcher, N. (2020a). Exploring the influ-
ence of ownership history on object valuation in typical devel-
opment and autism. Cognition. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogni 
tion.2020.10418 7.

Hartley, C., Bird, L.-A., & Monaghan, P. (2020b). Comparing cross-
situational word learning, retention, and generalisation in chil-
dren with autism and typical development. Cognition. https ://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cogni tion.2020.10426 5.

Hartmann, R. R. K., & Stork, F. C. (1972). Dictionary of language and 
linguistics. New York: Wiley.

Hay, D. F. (2006). Yours and mine: Toddlers’ talk about possessions 
with familiar peers. The British Journal of Developmental Psy-
chology, 24, 39–52. https ://doi.org/10.1348/02615 1005X 68880 .

Hay, D., & Ross, H. (1982). The social nature of early conflict. Child 
Development, 53, 105–111. https ://doi.org/10.2307/11296 42.

Hill, E., Berthoz, S., & Frith, U. (2004). Brief report: Cognitive pro-
cessing of own emotions in individuals with autistic spectrum dis-
order and in their relatives. Journal of Autism and Developmental 
Disorders, 34, 229–235. https ://doi.org/10.1023/B:JADD.00000 
22613 .41399 .14.

Hobson, R. P. (1990). On the origins of self and the case of autism. 
Development and Psychopathology, 2(2), 163–181. https ://doi.
org/10.1017/S0954 57940 00006 87.

Hobson, R. P. (1993). Autism and the development of mind. London: 
Eribaum (Lawrence).

Hood, B., Weltzien, S., Marsh, L., & Kanngiesser, P. (2016). Pic-
ture yourself: Self-focus and the endowment effect in preschool 
children. Cognition, 152, 70–77. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogni 
tion.2016.03.019.

Humphrey, N., & Lewis, S. (2008). ‘Make me normal’: The views and 
experiences of pupils on the autistic spectrum in mainstream sec-
ondary schools. Autism, 12, 23–46. https ://doi.org/10.1177/13623 
61307 08526 7.

Kahneman, D., Knetsch, J. L., & Thaler, R. H. (1991). Anomalies: 
The endowment effect, loss aversion, and status quo bias. The 
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 5(1), 193–206. https ://doi.
org/10.2307/19427 11.

Kanner, L. (1943). Autistic disturbances of affective contact. Nervous 
Child, 2(3), 217–250.

Kanngiesser, P., & Hood, B. (2014a). Young children’s understanding 
of ownership rights for newly made objects. Cognitive Develop-
ment, 29, 30–40. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogde v.2013.09.003.

Kanngiesser, P., & Hood, B. (2014b). Not by labor alone: Considera-
tions for value influence use of the labor rule in ownership trans-
fers. Cognitive Science, 38(2), 353–366. https ://doi.org/10.1111/
cogs.12095 .

Kanngiesser, P., Gjersoe, N., & Hood, B. M. (2010). Transfer of prop-
erty ownership following creative labour in preschool children 

and adults. Psychological Science, 21, 1236–1241. https ://doi.
org/10.1177/09567 97610 38070 1.

Kanngiesser, P., Rossano, F., & Tomasello, M. (2015). Late emergence 
of the first possession heuristic: Evidence from a small-scale cul-
ture. Child Development, 86, 1282–1289. https ://doi.org/10.1111/
cdev.12365 .

Levinson, S. (1983). Conversational structure. In S. Levinson (Ed.), 
Pragmatics (pp. 284–370). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press.

Lewis, M., & Ramsay, D. (2004). Development of self-recognition, 
personal pronoun use, and pretend play during the 2nd year. 
Child Development, 75(6), 1821–1831. https ://doi.org/10.111
1/j.1467-8624.2004.00819 .x.

Lind, S. E. (2010). Memory and the self in autism: A review and 
theoretical framework. Autism, 14, 430–456. https ://doi.
org/10.1177/13623 61309 35870 0.

Lord, C., Rutter, M., & Le Couteur, A. (1994). Autism Diagnostic 
Interview-Revised: A revised version of a diagnostic interview for 
caregivers of individuals with possible pervasive developmental 
disorders. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 24(5), 
659–685. https ://doi.org/10.1007/BF021 72145 .

Lord, C., Rutter, M., DiLavore, P. C., & Risi, S. (2002). Autism Diag-
nostic Observation Schedule (WPS edition). Los Angeles: Western 
Psychological Services.

Luyster, R., & Lord, C. (2009). Word learning in children with autism 
spectrum disorders. Developmental Psychology, 45(6), 1774–
1786. https ://doi.org/10.1037/a0016 223.

Malcolm, S., Defeyter, M. A., & Friedman, O. (2014). Children and 
adults use gender and age stereotypes in ownership judgments. 
Journal of Cognition and Development, 15(1), 123–135. https 
://doi.org/10.1080/15248 372.2012.72854 5.

Mandell, D. S., Walrath, C. M., Manteuffel, B., Sgro, G., & Pinto-
Martin, J. A. (2005). The prevalence and correlates of abuse 
among children with autism served in comprehensive commu-
nity-based mental health settings. Child Abuse & Neglect, 29, 
1359–1372. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiab u.2005.06.006.

McDermott, C. H., & Noles, N. S. (2018). The role of age, theory of 
mind, and linguistic ability in children’s understanding of own-
ership. PLoS One, 13(10), e0206591. https ://doi.org/10.1371/
journ al.pone.02065 91.

McEachern, A. G. (2012). Sexual abuse of individuals with dis-
abilities: Prevention strategies for clinical practice. Journal of 
Child Sexual Abuse, 21, 386–398. https ://doi.org/10.1080/10538 
712.2012.67542 5.

Mizuno, A., Liu, Y., Williams, D. L., Keller, T. A., Minshew, N. 
J., & Just, M. A. (2011). The neural basis of deictic shifting in 
linguistic perspective-taking in high-functioning autism. Brain, 
134(8), 2422–2435. https ://doi.org/10.1093/brain /awr15 1.

Naigles, L. R., Cheng, M., Rattanasone, N. X., Tek, S., Khetrapal, 
N., Fein, D., & Demuth, K. (2016). “You’re telling me!” The 
prevalence and predictors of pronoun reversals in children 
with autism spectrum disorders and typical development. 
Research in Autism Spectrum Disorders, 27, 11–20. https ://doi.
org/10.1016/j.rasd.2016.03.008.

Neary, K. R., & Friedman, O. (2014). Young children give priority to 
ownership when judging who should use an object. Child Devel-
opment, 85(1), 326–337. https ://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12120 .

O’Brien, Z. K., Cuskelly, M., & Slaughter, V. (2020). Social behav-
iors of children with ASD during play with siblings and parents: 
Parental perceptions. Research in Developmental Disabilities, 
97, 103525. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2019.10352 5.

Overweg, J., Hartman, C. A., & Hendriks, P. (2018). Children with 
autism spectrum disorder show pronoun reversals in interpreta-
tion. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 127(2), 228. https ://doi.
org/10.1037/abn00 00338 .

https://doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2013.815623
https://doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2013.815623
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-006-0168-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-1765(00)00359-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0165-1765(00)00359-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-018-3528-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-018-3528-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2020.104187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2020.104187
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2020.104265
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2020.104265
https://doi.org/10.1348/026151005X68880
https://doi.org/10.2307/1129642
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JADD.0000022613.41399.14
https://doi.org/10.1023/B:JADD.0000022613.41399.14
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579400000687
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579400000687
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362361307085267
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362361307085267
https://doi.org/10.2307/1942711
https://doi.org/10.2307/1942711
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2013.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12095
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12095
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610380701
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797610380701
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12365
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12365
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00819.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2004.00819.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362361309358700
https://doi.org/10.1177/1362361309358700
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02172145
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016223
https://doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2012.728545
https://doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2012.728545
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chiabu.2005.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0206591
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0206591
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2012.675425
https://doi.org/10.1080/10538712.2012.675425
https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awr151
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rasd.2016.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rasd.2016.03.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12120
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ridd.2019.103525
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000338
https://doi.org/10.1037/abn0000338


4238 Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders (2021) 51:4227–4238

1 3

Pesowski, M. L., & Friedman, O. (2015). Preschoolers and toddlers 
use ownership to predict basic emotions. Emotion, 15(1), 104–
108. https ://doi.org/10.1037/emo00 00027 .

Pesowski, M. L., & Friedman, O. (2018). Using versus liking: Young 
children use ownership to predict actions, but not to infer prefer-
ences. Journal of Experimental Child Psychology, 169, 16–29. 
https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2017.12.007.

Rochat, P. (2011). Possession and morality in early development. 
New Directions for Child and Adolescent Development, 132, 
23–38. https ://doi.org/10.1002/cd.294.

Rochat, P., Robbins, E., Passos-Ferreira, C., Oliva, A. D., Dias, M. D. 
G., & Guo, L. (2014). Ownership reasoning in children across 
cultures. Cognition, 132, 471–484. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.
cogni tion.2014.04.014.

Roser, M. E., Aslin, R. N., McKenzie, R., Zahra, D., & Fiser, J. 
(2015). Enhanced visual statistical learning in adults with 
autism. Neuropsychology, 29(2), 163. https ://doi.org/10.1037/
neu00 00137 .

Ross, H. S. (1996). Negotiating principles of entitlement in sibling 
property disputes. Developmental Psychology, 32, 90–101. https 
://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.32.1.90.

Ross, H. S. (2013). Effects of ownership rights on conflicts between 
toddler peers. Infancy, 18, 256–275. https ://doi.org/10.111
1/j.1532-7078.2012.00121 .x.

Ross, H., Friedman, O., & Field, A. (2015). Toddlers assert and 
acknowledge ownership rights. Social Development, 24(2), 341–
356. https ://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12101 .

Rossano, F., Rakoczy, H., & Tomasello, M. (2011). Young children’s 
understanding of violations of property rights. Cognition, 121, 
219–227. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogni tion.2011.06.007.

Sally, D., & Hill, E. (2006). The development of interpersonal strat-
egy: Autism, theory-of-mind, cooperation and fairness. Journal 
of Economic Psychology, 27, 73–97.

Saylor, M. M., Ganea, P. A., & Vasquez, M. D. (2011). What’s mine 
is mine: Twelve month-olds use possessive pronouns to identify 
referents. Developmental Science, 14, 859–864. https ://doi.org/1
0.1111/j.1467-7687.2010.01034 .x.

Schopler, E., Van Bourgondien, M. E., Wellman, G. J., & Love, S. 
R. (2010). Childhood autism rating scale CARS-2 (2nd ed.). Los 
Angeles: Western Psychological Services.

Shield, A., & Meier, R. P. (2014). Personal pronoun avoidance in 
deaf children with autism. In W. Orman, & M. J. Valleau (Eds.), 
Proceedings of the 38th Annual Boston University Conference 
on Language Development (pp. 403–415). Somerville, MA: Cas-
cadilla Press.

Silani, G., Bird, G., Brindley, R., Singer, T., Frith, C., & Frith, U. 
(2008). Levels of emotional awareness and autism: An fMRI study. 
Social Neuroscience, 3, 97–112. https ://doi.org/10.1080/17470 
91070 15770 20.

Sparks, S., Cunningham, S. J., & Kritikos, A. (2016). Culture modu-
lates implicit ownership-induced self-bias in memory. Cognition, 
153, 89–98. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogni tion.2016.05.003.

Tager-Flusberg, H. (1994). Constraints on language acquisition: Stud-
ies of atypical children. Hillsdale, NJ: Laurence Erlbaum.

Tager-Flusberg, H., Paul, R., & Lord, C. (2005). Language and com-
munication in autism. In F. Volkmar, A. Klin, R. Paul, & D. J. 
Cohen (Eds.), Handbook of autism and pervasive developmental 
disorders (3rd ed., pp. 335–364). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Van de Vondervoort, J. W., & Friedman, O. (2015). Parallels in pre-
schoolers’ and adults’ judgments about ownership rights and 
bodily rights. Cognitive Science, 39(1), 184–198. https ://doi.
org/10.1111/cogs.12154 .

Van de Vondervoort, J. W., Meinz, P., & Friedman, O. (2017). Chil-
dren’s judgments about ownership rights and body rights: Evi-
dence for a common basis. Journal of Experimental Child Psy-
chology, 155, 1–11. https ://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2016.10.007.

van Roekel, E., Scholte, R. H. J., & Didden, R. (2010). Bullying among 
adolescents with autism spectrum disorders: Prevalence and per-
ception. Journal of Autism and Developmental Disorders, 40, 
63–73. https ://doi.org/10.1007/s1080 3-009-0832-2.

Williams, D. M., & Happé, F. (2010). Representing intentions in 
self and other: Studies of autism and typical development. 
Developmental Science, 13, 307–319. https ://doi.org/10.111
1/j.1467-7687.2009.00885 .x.

Publisher’s Note Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1037/emo0000027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2017.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1002/cd.294
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2014.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1037/neu0000137
https://doi.org/10.1037/neu0000137
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.32.1.90
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.32.1.90
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7078.2012.00121.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7078.2012.00121.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/sode.12101
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2011.06.007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2010.01034.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2010.01034.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470910701577020
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470910701577020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2016.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12154
https://doi.org/10.1111/cogs.12154
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2016.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10803-009-0832-2
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2009.00885.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-7687.2009.00885.x

	Does Autism Affect Children’s Identification of Ownership and Defence of Ownership Rights?
	Abstract
	Method
	Participants
	Materials
	Procedure
	Owner Identification Task
	Ownership Rights Task
	Warm-Up 
	Test Stage 



	Results
	Owner Identification Task
	Ownership Rights Task

	Discussion
	Acknowledgments 
	References




