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Abstract

The present research was a pilot study to determine the feasibility of using
the Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument (ENNI) to assess Korean children’s
narrative abilities. In this study inclusion of Story Grammar (SG) units (i.e., total
number and type) in Korean children’s narratives was examined. Participants
comprised 60 typically developing Korean children aged 4, 5, and 6. Each child
produced two stories from sets of pictures from the ENNI: a simple story (Al)
and a complex story (A3). The results revealed that inclusion of SG units
increased with age and showed significant linear trends for both the simple and
complex stories. Additionally Korean children more frequently included core SG
units than noncore SG units. These findings suggest that the ENNI has the

potential to be adapted and used to assess Korean children’s narrative abilities.
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Introduction

My study examined narrative abilities of young Korean children. Several
factors have led researchers and educators to recommend evaluating children’s
narrative abilities. First, oral narratives are considered to be a form of literate
language that serves as “a bridge between oral and written language styles”
(Schneider, Hayward, & Dubé, 2006, p. 224). Second, oral narratives provide
information about children’s use of language in context (Hughes, McGillivray, &
Schmidek, 1997; Schneider, 1996; Schneider et al., 2006). Third, oral narratives
are produced and heard frequently in children’s natural environments, and are
thus, an ecologically valid way to investigate children’s language development
across many cultures (Hughes et al., 1997; Koutsoubou, 2010).

These factors have led to the development of standardized tests of
narrative language abilities. However, the currently available tests are normed on
English speaking children. The Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument (ENNI)
although normed on English speaking children, has been adapted and used with
children speaking other languages (e.g., Gagné & Crago, 2010; Hayward,
Padakannaya, Rao, & Schneider, 2007).

The present research was a pilot study to examine the feasibility of using
the ENNI to assess Korean children’s narrative abilities. In this study, |
specifically examined whether the ENNI captured developmental changes in
inclusion of Story Grammar units (i.e., total number and type) in narratives

produced by typically developing 4, 5, and 6 year old Korean children.



Literature Review

Oral narratives have been defined as “an account of experiences or events
that are temporally sequenced and convey some meaning” (Engel, 1995, p. 19).
In recent years, experts from various disciplines have focused on examining oral
narratives produced by children because narratives serve as a rich source for
studying children’s language abilities (Hughes et al., 1997; Schneider, 1996;
Schneider et al., 2006; Westby, 2012). Oral narratives are produced and heard
frequently in everyday life; thus, oral narratives are considered an ecologically
valid means to investigate children’s language development (Hughes et al., 1997,
Koutsoubou, 2010). Assessment of oral narratives also provides information
about children’s use of language in context (Hughes et al., 1997; Schneider et al.,
2006). Most language tests assess language skills in isolation (e.g., vocabulary,
grammar), whereas assessment of narratives requires children to integrate a
variety of language skills (Hughes et al., 1997; Schneider et al., 2006).
Achievement in oral narrative skills also supports children’s mastery of formal
written language skills (Hayward, Schneider, & Gillam, 2009), because oral
narratives are considered “a bridge between oral and written language styles”
(Schneider et al., 2006, p. 224). Further, oral narratives have an important
contribution to academic success. Several researchers have found an association
between oral narrative abilities and reading comprehension, where the ability to
produce a well-developed story is positively correlated with reading
comprehension abilities (Feagans & Appelbaum, 1986; Griffin, Hemphill, Camp,

& Wolf, 2004; Hayward et al., 2007; Hughes et al., 1997; Westby, 2012).



These combined factors indicate that narrative assessment may reveal
strengths and needs in children’s oral language development that supports both
social and academic success. The present study considers the feasibility of
adapting a standardized test, the Edmonton Norms Narrative Instrument (ENNI),
to assess Korean children’s narrative abilities. The literature review will offer
further background regarding narrative assessments and narrative analysis; and
findings of research that examines narrative abilities of children from different
cultures, including Korea. The literature review concludes by comparing currently
used narrative assessment tools in Korea to the ENNI.

Personal and Fictional Narratives

The two most common types of narratives in children’s discourse are
personal and fictional narratives (Hughes et al., 1997). Personal narratives are
descriptions of past experiences and occur frequently in everyday discourse
(Hudson & Shapiro, 1991; Hughes et al., 1997); examples may include telling
about what happened at a birthday party, on a vacation, or at Christmas. Fictional
narratives are stories that are made up, such as bedtime stories, fairytales, and
fables (Stein & Glenn, 1979; Hughes et al., 1997). Both of these types of narrative
have been extensively studied, and used to assess children’s narrative abilities and
development (Hudson & Shapiro, 1991; Hughes et al., 1997; McCabe & Rollins,
1994).

Personal narrative assessment. Typically, in a personal narrative
assessment task, children tell what happened in a specific event from their past;

for example, a child is asked whether he or she has ever been to see the doctor. If



the child responds “yes,” the child is then asked to tell what happened during a
visit to the doctor’s office (e.g., Hudson & Shapiro, 1991; Lai, Lee, & Lee, 2010).
One drawback of personal narrative assessment tasks is that children may have
vastly disparate experiences that they recount, and some children may not have
any experiences to recount. Thus, it is difficult to compare children’s narrative
abilities within a particular age group, examine developmental growth, or develop
standardized assessment instruments (Hughes et al., 1997).

Fictional narrative assessment. Fictional narrative assessment typically
involves retelling or formulating a story. For instance, a child may be asked to
formulate a story from a series of pictures (e.g., Gillam & Pearson, 2004;
Schneider et al., 2006), or a child may first hear a story, and then be asked to
retell it (e.g., Gillam & Pearson, 2004; Stein & Glenn, 1979). In fictional narrative
assessment tasks, all children see or hear the same story, thus their stories have a
high degree of similarity, allowing for comparisons within and across age groups,
and make it feasible to develop standardized assessment tools.

For these reasons, fictional narrative assessment tasks have been used in
the development of the currently used standardized tests to evaluate children’s
oral narrative abilities (Hughes et al., 1997). Story retelling and story formulation
are the two primary methods used to elicit fictional narratives from children in
research studies and in standardized assessment contexts (Hughes et al., 1997).

Story retelling. A story retelling task involves first telling a child a story
and then asking the child to retell the story he or she has just heard (Hughes et al.,

1997; Liles, 1993). For example, an examiner says, “l will tell you a story. Please



listen carefully because when I finish the story, you will tell the story exactly you
have heard it” (Gillam & Pearson, 2004). The child then listens to the story which
may or may not be accompanied by pictures, and then retells the story.

Story formulation. In a story formulation task, a child makes up a story
following instructions given by an examiner. For example, a child may be shown
a series of pictures and told, ““I want to you to look at the pictures and tell me the
story that you see in the pictures™ (Schneider et al., 2006). Some tasks involve a
single picture, “I am going to show you a picture. | want you to look at it
carefully and think of a story to tell”” (Gillam & Pearson, 2004), and some tasks
have no picture stimuli, ““I want you to make up a story and tell it to me” (Lee,
Lee, & Schickedanz, 2006).

Narrative analysis. Children’s narratives are primarily analyzed at the
macrostructure and microstructure levels. Macrostructure analysis focuses on the
overall organization and the types of elements contained in a story. Microstructure
analysis, on the other hand, focuses on the internal linguistic structure of a
narrative. Since the focus of the present study is on the macrostructure level of
analysis, | will first briefly describe microstructure analysis, and then describe
macrostructure analysis in detail.

Microstructure. Microstructure represents the “small units within the
narrative, consisting of the underlying network of ideas put into sequences of
sentences” (Hugh et al., 1997, p. 111). Microstructure level analysis involves
examining the linguistic organization and linguistic features of narratives such as

cohesiveness and sentence structures. Linguistic cohesiveness is examined



through use of cohesive devices, such as conjunctions (e.g., and, then) and
anaphoric references (e.g., Mary is a girl. Her hair is black) (Epstein & Phillips,
2009; Shapiro & Hudson, 1991). Sentence structure may be examined in
narratives in a variety of ways; frequency of grammatical utterances; use of
subordinate clauses; lexical diversity; or length of utterances (Liles et al., 1995).

Macrostructure. The macrostructure represents the “organizational pattern
of story elements that is independent of specific content” (Hayward et al., 2009, p.
56). Macrostructure knowledge supports both comprehension and production of
stories. From a very early age, children have heard many stories that have a
similar organizational pattern (Hudson &Shapiro, 1991; Stein & Glenn, 1979;
Stein & Policastro, 1984). As children internalize this organizational pattern, it
serves as a scaffolding to assimilate information in stories (Hayward et al., 2009;
Hughes et al., 1997; Westby, 2012), and provides a framework for children to
produce a well-constructed story (Hughes et al., 1997).

Story Grammar model. ‘Story Grammar’ is a model that describes the
basic organizational pattern and necessary elements that make up a narrative
(Hayward et al., 2009; Hughes et al., 1997). Although several researchers have
suggested somewhat varied Story Grammar models (Mandler & Johnson, 1977,
Stein & Glenn, 1979; Rumelhart, 1975; Thorndyke, 1977), researchers agree on
the basic story components or units. Stein and Glenn (1979) identified seven story
grammar (SG) units: Setting, Initiating Event, Internal Response, Internal Plan,
Attempt, Outcome and Reaction. SG units and their functions in a story are

described in Table 1. Furthermore, Hayward et al. (2009) explained that an ideal



story contains all seven SG units (see also Schneider et al., 2006; Stein & Glenn,
1979; Stein & Policastro, 1984). Stories that are heard or told generally begin by
introducing characters and describing the setting, followed by an event or action
performed by the characters. The action or event then motivates the characters to
establish a goal to deal with the event. To attain the goal, the characters perform a
series of actions that end in an outcome, and an emotional response to the

outcome (Schneider et al., 2006).



Table 1

Story Grammar Units with a Description of the Function of Each Unit.

Unit Description

Settings Introduce the main characters and describe the social,
physical, or temporal context of the story.

Initiating Events | Cause a response in the main character. Initiating events
includes a change of state in the physical environment, an
action performed by characters, a character’s perception of
an external event and changes in internal physiological

states.

Internal Motivate the character to formulate a plan sequences.
Responses Internal Responses refer to the psychological state of a
character after an event, such as a character’s emotional

responses, desires, intentions or thoughts.

Internal Plans Direct the character’s subsequent behaviour. Internal Plans
consist of statements that define a character’s strategy for
obtaining a change in the situation.

Attempts Cause or lead to the resolution. The Attempt includes

characters overt actions to obtain a goal.

Outcomes Express the attainment or nonattainment of the character’s
goal, mark any other changes in the sequence of events
caused by the character’s action, and initiate or cause a

character’s reaction to the Outcome.

Reactions Refer to how a character felt, thought or acted in response to

the Outcome.

Note. Adapted from Stein and Glenn (1979)



Core story grammar units. Stein and Glenn (1979) suggested that while
not all SG units need to be included in a story, certain SG units were essential and
had to be present. These SG units are referred to as core SG units and include:
Settings, Initiating Events, Attempts, and Outcomes. Stein and Glenn found that
these SG units were not only frequently included in children’s stories, but when
children were asked to indicate the most important SG units in their stories, they
selected core SG units. Stein and Glenn proposed that core SG units appear to
convey essential story information.

Stein and Policastro (1984) validated Stein and Glenn’s supposition that
Settings, Initiating Events, Attempts, and Outcomes are essential SG units in a
story. Stein and Policastro investigated what types of information should be
contained in a story in order for a text to be labeled as a “story” by asking
children and teachers to classify a “story” from a variety of passages. Passages
consisted of different combinations of SG units. For example, one passage
contained a Setting-Initiating Event-Attempt-Outcome , while others contained a
Setting-Internal Response-Attempt-Outcome, a Setting-Initiating Event-Internal
Response-Outcome, or a Setting-Initiating Event-Internal Response-Attempt.
Stein and Policastro found that both children and teachers frequently defined a
passage as a “story” when it contained a Setting-Initiating Event-Attempt-
Outcome. Internal Responses, Internal Plans, and Reactions were not considered

necessary for a passage to be classified as a “story”.



Since the SG model appears to be a valid representation of how
individuals encode, understand, and recall or formulate stories (Schneider et al.,
2006), inclusion of SG units is commonly analyzed in the narrative productions of
children.

Developmental trends. Studies have also revealed that children’s SG
knowledge increases with age, and that children more frequently include core
rather than noncore SG units in their stories (Gagné & Crago, 2010; Hudson &
Shapiro, 1991; Stein & Glenn, 1979; Schneider et al., 2006). Stein and Glenn
(1979) analyzed the fictional narratives of 48 6- and 10-year-olds on the basis of
their knowledge of SG units. Children first heard four short stories and were
asked to retell the stories. Statements in each of the four stories were parsed into
the appropriate SG categories (see Table 1) specified by the SG model.

Both groups of children, 6- and 10-year-olds, more frequently included
core SG units (i.e., Settings, Initiating Events, Attempts, Outcomes) in their
stories rather than noncore SG units (i.e., Internal Responses, Internal Plans,
Reactions), and the total number of SG units included differed for groups. Older
children included a greater number of SG units in their stories than did younger
children, revealing an increase in SG knowledge as a function of age. A
particularly interesting finding was that older children also included more Internal
Responses in their stories than did younger children. Stein and Glenn proposed
that the increase in inclusion of Internal Responses, a noncore SG unit, indicated
that older children were more aware of the intentions or motivations of characters

than younger children.
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Similar to Stein and Glenn’s (1979) findings, Hudson and Shapiro (1991)
also revealed developmental trends with respect to inclusion of SG units in
children’s narratives. Hudson and Shapiro (1991) asked 4-, 6-, and 8-year-olds to
tell make-believe stories about particular events (i.e., a birthday party, the
doctor’s office, Halloween) without providing any picture stimuli. Children’s
stories were analyzed for inclusion of SG units. The results showed that the
number of SG units in children’ stories increased with age: 4-year-olds included
the fewest SG units in their stories; 6-year-olds included more SG units than 4-
year-olds; and 8-year-olds included the most SG units. Similar to Stein and Glenn
(1979), Hudson and Shapiro suggested that the increase in inclusion of SG units
indicated that children’s SG knowledge improved as a function of age.

Based on Stein and Glenn’s SG model, Schneider, Hayward, and Dubé
(2005) developed a narrative assessment test for children with and without
language impairment aged 4 to 9: the Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument
(ENNI). Children formulate stories based on two sets of pictures which comprise
different levels of complexity depending on the number of episodes and
characters contained in a story: the simple story (i.e., a one-episode story with two
characters), and complex story (i.e., a three-episode story with four characters).
The inclusion of SG units in children’s stories is one of the measures. The SG
scores in the children’s stories revealed developmental trends up to age 7 for the
simple story and up to age 8 for the complex story.

Schneider et al. (2006) also used the ENNI to evaluate inclusion of SG

units in stories generated by children with and without language impairment (L1).
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The LI group’s SG scores increased with age, similar to those of the typically
developing (TD) group, however, LI group scores were significantly lower than
TD group scores, with the exception of children aged 9. Gagné and Crago (2010)
compared children with and without LI and similar to Schneider et al. (2006), and
found that the SG scores of children with LI were significantly lower than those
of same-aged TD children, and older children received higher SG scores than
younger children. Kim and Pea (2004) also revealed that SG scores of children
with LI were significantly lower than those of same aged TD children.

These results converge to suggest that analysis of SG units children
include when retelling or generating a story can provide useful information about
the development of children’s narratives, and can help identify children with and
without LI.

Cultural and Linguistic Features of Narratives

A number of researchers have examined the narratives produced by
children from other cultures (e.g., Germany, France, China, India, Korea) in an
attempt to identify universal and culturally specific features of narratives (e.g.,
Gagné & Crago, 2010; Gorman et al., 2010; Han, Leichtman, & Wang, 1998;
Hayward et al., 2007; Hickmann et al., 1996; Hickmann & Hendriks, 1999; Lee et
al., 2006; Mandler, Scribner, Cole, & Deforest, 1980; Soodla & Kikas, 2010).

Linguistic feature differences, that is, features related to microstructure
analysis, have been consistently found in narratives produced by children from
other cultures. Differences include variations in connectivity and rhetorical style

(Berman & Slobin, 1994); anaphoric reference (Han et al., 1998; Hickmann &
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Hendriks, 1999; Lee et al., 2006); verb tense (Lee, Lee, Han & Schickedanz,
2011); and grammaticality (Fiestas & Pefia, 2004).

Most researchers agree, however, that macrostructure features (i.e., SG
units) appear to be universal across cultures (Gorman, Fiestas, Pefia, & Clark,
2010; Hickmann & Hendriks, 1999; Mandler et al., 1980). For example, Mandler,
Scribner, Cole, and DeForest (1980) analyzed fictional narratives produced by
speakers of Vai, a Mande language spoken in Liberia and Sierra Leone. Vai
speakers were divided into four groups according to their age, schooling, and
literacy abilities: non-schooled children (including both older and younger
children); schooled literate adults; non-schooled literate adults; and non-schooled
non-literate adults. The participants were told short folktales and then asked to
retell the story. Mandler et al. compared the SG units included in Vai speakers’
stories to those included in English speakers’ stories from a previous study
conducted by Mandler and Johnson (1977). Their results showed similarities in
the inclusion of SG units between stories of Vai speakers and those of English
speakers. Both Vai and English speaking children frequently included core SG
units in their stories and did not include noncore SG units as frequently.
Additionally, the total number of SG units included in Vai speakers’ stories
differed according to age of participants. Adults included a greater number of SG
units in their stories than did children, and older children included a greater
number of SG units in their stories than younger children. Mandler and colleagues
concluded that the SG units included in stories retold by both English and Vai

speakers were similar across cultures making it a universal feature of narratives.
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Additionally, similar to the studies of English-speaking children, inclusion of SG
units in Vai speakers’ stories increased with age for adults and children.

Soodla and Kikas (2010) arrived at similar conclusions in their study of
the macrostructure in Estonian children’s narratives. Estonian children aged 6 and
7 were asked produce a single episode story from a five-picture sequence
designed according to Stein and Glenn’s (1979) SG model. The structural patterns
of Estonian children’s narratives were very similar to those found for English-
speaking children (e.g., Schneider et al., 2006; Stein & Glenn, 1979), in which
Estonian children more frequently included core versus noncore SG units in their
story. Age comparisons between the 6- and 7-year-olds revealed that the total
number of SG units included in the children’s stories did not significantly differ,
although Settings were more frequently included in older children’s stories than in
those of younger children.

Gagné and Crago (2010) analyzed fictional narratives produced by
French-speaking children aged 7 and 9 while Hayward et al. (2007) examined
Indian children aged 7 to 9, who spoken Kannada, a language spoken in India.
The ENNI was used to assess French-speaking and Kannada-speaking children’s
SG knowledge. Procedures for the elicitation of narratives in both studies were
identical to the one described in Schneider et al. (2006). ENNI SG scores (i.e.,
total number of SG units included in children’s story) of French and Indian
children were compared to those of English-speaking children from Schneider et

al. (2005). Both French and Indian children’s SG scores increased with age,
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similar to those of English-speaking children although their SG scores were lower
than those of English-speaking children.

These results showed that inclusion of SG units in children’s and adults’
stories appear to be similar across cultures. Children and adults from other
cultures more frequently included core SG units in their stories than noncore SG
units (Mandler et al., 1980; Soodla & Kikas, 2010; Stein & Glenn, 1979).
Additionally, developmental trends for inclusion of SG units in stories were also
similar to studies conducted in English. Adults and older children included a
greater number of SG units than did younger children (Gagné & Crago, 2010;
Hayward, et al., 2007; Hudson & Shapiro, 1991; Mandler et al., 1980; Schneider
et al., 2006; Soodla & Kikas, 2010; Stein & Glenn, 1979).

Of particular interest for the current study were the Gagné and Crago
(2010) and Hayward et al. (2007) findings. These researchers revealed
developmental trends for inclusion of SG units in French-speaking and Kannada-
speaking children’s narratives using the ENNI. Their finding showed that the
ENNI captured developmental changes for inclusion of SG units of children
speaking different languages. Thus, these results lend support to the possibility
that the ENNI may be an appropriate instrument for assessing Korean children’s
narrative abilities.

Korean Children’s Narratives

At the present time, there are very few studies examining young Korean

children’s narrative skills. However, results from the few studies that have been

conducted show that Korean children’s narrative development appears very
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similar to that of children from other cultures with respect to macrostructure
analysis. For example, Pae and Lee (1996) analyzed fictional narratives produced
by Korean children aged 3 to 7. Children formulated a two episode story from a
five picture sequence designed according to the Story Grammar model. The
number of SG units included in Korean children’s stories increased with age, and
children in all age groups more frequently included core SG units than noncore
SG units. Kim and Pae (2004) examined inclusion of SG units across two
narrative tasks (i.e., story formulation, story retelling) with 5 and 6 year old
Korean children. Children first formulated a story from a five picture sequence,
after which the picture sequence was used in the story retelling task. Similar to
Pae and Lee (1996), Kim and Pae (2004) also found that Korean children included
core SG units more frequently than noncore units in both narrative tasks.

These results suggested that Korean children’s pattern of development and
knowledge of SG units appear to be similar to those of children from other
cultures (i.e., Gagné & Crago, 2010; Hayward et al., 2007; Hudson & Shapiro,
1991; Mandler et al., 1980; Schneider et al., 2006; Soodla & Kikas, 2010; Stein &
Glenn, 1979).

Narrative assessment in Korea. An issue with current narrative
assessment formats used in Korea relates to the testing instruments. For example,
Lee and Lee (2005) and Lee and Oh (2006) assessed narrative abilities of 3 to 6
year old Korean children by asking them to make up a story. The children were
not provided any stimuli, because these researchers stated that their goal was to

observe children’s natural narratives without support of topic or picture stimuli
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scaffolds. Hughes et al. (1997), however, explains that young children may have
difficulties formulating a fictional story without picture stimuli supports because

they may not know how to begin their stories. Thus, this type of narrative context
may not reveal young children’s full SG knowledge.

Pae and Lee (1996) developed a test (i.e., Pae and Lee’s Story Test) to
assess narratives produced by Korean children aged 3 to 6. Despite the fact that it
is an informal instrument and does not provide any information about the
reliability and/or validity of the instrument, it is widely used to assess children’s
narratives in Korea (e.g., Kim & Pae, 2004; Pae, Seoh, & Chung, 2009; Yun,
2008; Yeom, 2012). A significant concern in using the Story Test in the current
study related to the picture stimuli used to elicit stories from children. Pae and
Lee’s Story Test consists of two stories. Each story is depicted in a series of five
pictures, “The Swing Story” which consists of two episodes connected temporally,
and “The Ball Story” which consists of two episodes connected causally. However,
some pictures are difficult to interpret. Other pictures require children to generate
multiple SG units (e.g., Initiating Event, Internal Response, Attempt), yet.
Unfortunately, the picture stimuli do not provide sufficient information to enable
young children to interpret and include all of the SG units evaluated in their story
formulations from the particular picture. Thus, even though picture stimuli are
provided, if young children may experience difficulty interpreting the pictures in
the Story Test, this may lead to underestimates of their SG knowledge.

A narrative assessment instrument should not only reveal developmental

changes in children’s knowledge of SG but as accurately as possible reflect their
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level of knowledge. Schneider et al. (2005) assert that a story formulation task
from pictures that is designed according to a model of story knowledge appeared
to be a useful and reliable approach to assess young children’s independent
understanding of a story.

The ENNI is a story formulation task with picture stimuli similar to Pae
and Lee’s Story Test. However, ENNI picture stimuli were specifically developed
to incorporate Stein and Glenn’s (1979) SG model, and in most instances each
picture matches only one core SG unit. A comparison of the first episode of Pae
and Lee’s The Swing Story and ENNI simple story, also a single episode,
illustrations used to elicit SG information is shown in Figure 1. Additional

comparisons (e.g., age ranges, reliability, validity etc.) are shown in Appendix A.
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A comparison of the Swing Story and ENNI Simple Story illustrations

Swing Story (1996) ENNI Simple Story (2006)
—— % . =
U =  Setting Setting* v\‘
@ w g
B e =
I. i*“—wi !l
}‘ﬁé}i—_ﬁ@_ﬁgf‘ ||°
lé’t.: =2/ ¥ Initiating Event’ Initiating Event”
¢ ' Internal Response Internal Response
U \ﬁ Attempt” Internal Plan
— R
2 45
Attempt”
Outcome” Outcome”
Reaction

Figure 1. Adapted from Pae and Lee (1996) and Schneider et al. (2005). To compare
across episodes, only the first episode of the Swing Story’s illustrations are included.

“Denotes core story grammar units.
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It can be seen that the ENNI provides a greater number of pictures for an
episode than the Swing Story, 5 versus 3, to elicit SG information. Further, each
core SG unit is elicited in a separate illustration in the ENNI, whereas in the
Swing Story, separate illustrations are provided for only two of the core SG units.
Finally, the ENNI illustrations more clearly depict the characters, actions, and
character’s facial expressions. In the Swing Story, characters are seen from
behind in two of the three illustrations. This is problematic in the second
illustration in particular where children are expected to interpret the Initiating
Event (i.e., Min is not interested in watching TV), the Internal Response (i.e., Min
wants to play on the swing) and the Attempt (i.e., Min goes out). Thus, | felt that
the ENNI was more likely to elicit more of young children’s knowledge about SG
than Pae and Lee’s Story Test illustrations.

To determine the feasibility of using the Edmonton Narrative Norms
Instrument (ENNI), my study addresses two research questions:

1. Does the ENNI capture developmental changes in story grammar scores
in narratives produced by typically developing Korean children ages 4, 5, and 6?

2. What story grammar units do 4-, 5- and 6-year-old Korean children

included in their narratives?
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Methods
Participants

A total of 60 children—three groups of 20, typically developing, Korean
children aged 4, 5, and 6—were recruited for this study. Each age group was
gender balanced. Thirty-four children were recruited from a preschool and 26
from a daycare centre in Gyeonggi-do, South Korea. A ‘Parent
Information/Consent’ letter was sent to the parents of the children in classes for 4-
and 5-year-olds at these institutions (the letter—English version—is provided in
Appendix B). Many of the children in the 5-year-old classrooms turned 6 during
the school year, so the 5- and 6-year-old participants were recruited from these
classes. A total of 119 consent forms were sent, and 62 were returned. Two
children dropped out of the study—one left the daycare and another child in a
preschool class did not want to participate in the testing session.

Inclusion criteria. All participants’ language skills were screened using
the Preschool Receptive—Expressive Language Scale (PRES) (Kim, Sung, & Lee,
2007). The PRES is a language assessment tool used to analyze receptive and
expressive language skills of Korean children aged 2 through 6. The PRES was
chosen because it is very commonly used in Korea to identify young children with
language delays. The PRES manual defines a child with typically developing
language as showing less than a 12-month difference between the Combined
Language Age score (CLA; average of receptive and expressive language scores)

and the child’s chronological age. All 60 children achieved CLA scores on the
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PRES within the range defined as “typically developing.” Participant

characteristics are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2

Participants’ Characteristics

. a PRES
Chronological Age Language Development Age®
Age b Mean Mean
Group (SD) Range (SD)
R E CLAC
4 20 55.40 52-59 61.80 61.25 61.53
(2.25) (4.78)  (3.54) (3.67)
5 20 65.75 60-71 70.40 69.45 69.93
(3.64) (3.97)  (4.84) (3.72)
6 20 73.80 12-77 71.75 71.65 71.7
(1.70) (5.36)  (5.28) (5.00)

Note. SD=Standard deviations; R=Receptive language; E=Expressive language;
CLA=Combined Language Age.

 Age is expressed in months.

PEach age group is gender balanced.

‘Average of Receptive and Expressive Language Development Age

Materials

The Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument (ENNI) was used to assess
children’s narrative abilities. The ENNI is a narrative assessment tool that
provides normative data for English-speaking children aged 4 to 9 years. The
ENNI assesses children’s narrative abilities using a story formulation format. As

discussed in my literature review, story retelling and story formulating tasks are
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the two primary methods used to elicit fictional narratives from children in
standardized assessment contexts (Hughes et al., 1997). In a story retelling task
children’s memory skills may influence their retelling performance because
children are required to remember and retell the story that they have just heard.
Additionally, story retelling tasks do not reflect children’s independent narrative
abilities. In a story formulation task children make up stories based on pictures
which reduces the influence of memory skills and evaluates their independent
narrative abilities (Schneider et al., 2005).

The ENNI consists of two sets of three picture stories. The pictures are
black-and-white line drawings of animal characters drawn by a professional
cartoonist to match a script. The scripts were written by Dubé (2000) as a part of
her doctoral research and incorporate Stein and Glenn’s (1979) descriptions of
story grammar (SG) units and episodic structure. A panel of narrative experts
reviewed the adequacy of the pictures and scripts for eliciting SG units, and the
stories were revised based on their comments. Five of the six stories met the
preset criterion of 80% agreement among the panelists on depiction of SG units
and episodic structure. Two stories in Set A (Al and A3) were selected for this
study because the rate of agreement on the SG units present in these two stories
was the highest among the six stories: agreement on Al was 100% and on A3,
98.2% (Schneider et al., 2005).

Story Al is a simple story consisting of a single episode with two
characters, while story A3 is a complex story consisting of three episodes with

four characters. The pictures for the simple story (Al) and the complex story (A3)
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are provided in Appendix C and D. Table 3 summarizes the characteristics of

stories Al and A3.

Table 3

Structure and Characteristics of ENNI stories:

Simple and Complex Stories

T ary O mmoerion "
Al 1 Swimming 2 -Young female elephant 5
pool -Young male giraffe
A3 3 Swimming 4 -Young female elephant 13
pool -Young male giraffe
-Adult male elephant
-Adult female elephant

Note. From “Storytelling from pictures using the Edmonton Narrative Norms

Instrument,” by Schneider, Hayward and Dubg, 2006, Journal of Speech-

Language Pathology and Audiology, 30(4), p. 231.

Schneider et al. (2005) developed local English oral narrative norms by

collecting narratives from 377 children aged 4 to 9 in the city of Edmonton,

Alberta. The normative sample included children with and without language

impairments. Information for typically developing children in the ENNI narrative

sample is provided in Table 4.
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Table 4
Information for Typically Developing Children in the ENNI Narrative Sample

Age Language Total N Mean Age® Age®
Group  Group N Boys Age? SD Range
4 TD 50 25 55.20 2.88 48-59

5 TD 50 25 66.12 3.12 60-71

6 TD 50 25 78.72 3.48 72-83

Note. Adapted from Schneider, Dubé & Hayward (2005). TD=children with
typically developing language, SD=standard deviation.

®Age is expressed in months.

Procedure

Prior to completing testing sessions with each child, the researcher
participated in classroom activities for two hours to establish rapport. Testing
sessions took place in a separate room of the daycare centre or preschool where
the child was enrolled. Children were seen individually by the researcher. Each
child first completed the PRES, and if he or she met the inclusion criteria, a
second testing session was scheduled to complete the ENNI.

ENNI testing. Procedures outlined in the ENNI website

(http://www.rehabresearch.ualberta.ca/enni/) were followed in the present study.

Children first completed the training story, followed by the simple story (A1), and
the complex story (A3). The purpose of the training story is to familiarize children
with the story generation task. Pictures of the training story are provided in

Appendix E. The researcher held the story binder in such a way that she could not

see the pictures as the child viewed them or told the story. The ENNI instructions
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emphasize that the examiner should not be able to see the pictures because
children might omit essential story information if they think that the examiner has
knowledge of the story (Schneider et al., 2005).

Administration instructions and permitted prompts for the training story
are provided in Appendix F, and for the test stories in Appendix G. For all stories,
the researcher first showed all of the pictures so that the child could preview the
story, then went back to the beginning of the series of pictures, and the child
began formulating their story; the researcher turned the page when the child
appeared to be finished formulating the part of the story that related to that page.
Children’s story formulations for the simple and complex stories were audio-
recorded using an Apple iPod and an Edirol r-09hr recorder.

Data Analysis

All audio-recorded stories were first transcribed in Korean by the
researcher. Transcripts were then translated into English, and the translated
transcripts were scored with respect to the inclusion of the seven SG units: Setting
(Characters and Setting), Initiating Event, Internal Response, Internal Plan,
Attempt, Outcome, and Reaction. The story grammar (SG) scoring sheets
provided on the ENNI website for the simple story and complex story were used
to score each child’s stories. The SG scoring sheets specify allowable scoring
possibilities for each SG unit in the children’s stories. The three core SG units in
each story (i.e., Initiating Event, Attempt, Outcome) received a score of 2 points,
while the remaining SG units (i.e., Internal Response, Internal Plan, Reaction)

received a score of 1 point (Schneider et al., 2005). Additionally each component
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of the Setting (i.e., Character, Setting) received one point each. The maximum
possible SG score was 13 for the simple story and 37 for the complex story.
Acceptable response examples for each SG unit are provided on the scoring sheets,
and detailed scoring conventions for particular SG units are provided on the ENNI
website. Score sheets for the simple story and the complex story are provided in
Appendix H and I. Examples of SG scoring of a 4-year-old Korean child for the
simple and complex stories are provided in Appendix J and K.

Statistical analysis. All analyses were computed using SPSS 20. Analyses
of variance (ANOVA) were calculated to determine main effects and interactions
among the variables. Tukey’s honestly significant difference (HSD) test was used
for post hoc analyses.

Reliability

Twelve transcripts (20% of the total)—four from each age group —were
randomly selected to confirm the completeness and accuracy of the Korean and
English transcripts, and SG scoring. A Korean teacher proficient in both English
and Korean, who has a degree in early child education, performed the reliability
checks.

Transcript reliability. The teacher checked the audio-recorded stories
against Korean transcripts and Korean—English translations. Word-by-word
reliability for the audio-recorded Korean transcripts was calculated to be 97.5%,
and for the Korean—English translation, 98%. Instances in which audio-recorded
transcripts or Korean—-English translations differed were resolved through

discussion.
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Inter-scorer reliability. The teacher was trained to complete SG scoring
by the researcher using the scoring examples provided on the ENNI website. The
teacher then scored the English version of the simple and complex story
transcripts for inclusion of SG units. Cohen’s kappa was computed for inter-
scorer agreement on the simple story and the complex story between the
researcher and the teacher. The kappa for the simple story was 1.0, and for the
complex story .81, at p < .001. A kappa of .70 or above indicates adequate inter-

scorer agreement (Brennan & Prediger, 1981).
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Results

The present research was a pilot study to determine the feasibility of using
the ENNI to assess Korean children’s narrative abilities. In this study, inclusion of
SG units in Korean children’s narratives was examined.
Developmental Changes in Story Grammar Scores

The first research question addressed whether the ENNI captured
developmental changes in story grammar (SG) scores in narratives produced by
typically developing Korean children aged 4, 5, and 6. That is, did SG scores
increase with age?

An ANOVA was conducted for the independent variable, Age Group (4-,
5-, and 6-year-olds), and total SG scores for the simple story (A1), and for the
complex story (A3) as the dependent variables. A main effect was found with
large effect sizes®, F(2, 57)=6.04, partial n°=.18, p=.04, for the simple story, and
F(2, 57)=6.90, partial n°=.20, p=.002 for the complex story. Post hoc analysis
using Tukey’s HSD revealed that there were significant differences in the simple
and complex stories. For the simple story, 6-year-olds achieved significantly
higher scores than 4-year-olds. However, there were no significant differences
between the 4- and 5-year-olds, or between the 5- and 6-year-olds. For the
complex story, 5- and 6-year-olds received significantly higher scores than 4-
year-olds, but there was no significant difference between 5- and 6-year-olds.
Table 5 presents means and standard deviations of ENNI SG scores for the simple

and complex stories by Age Group.

! An effect size for partial n”? of.01 or less is considered small; .06, medium; and .14 or greater,
large (Cohen, 1988).

29



Table 5

Descriptive Statistics for ENNI Story Grammar scores for the Simple and Complex

Stories by Age Group
Simple Story (A1) Complex Story (A3)
G'?gjp N Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
4 20 6.20 (2.86) 20.70 (4.68)
5 20 7.65 (2.06) 25.35 (3.30)
6 20 8.65 (1.63) 24.30 (4.34)

Note. Each age group is gender balanced.

Trend Analysis

Trend analysis was also completed to determine developmental changes in SG
scores, which might not have been captured by the ANOVA model. As pointed
out by Schneider et al. (2006), trend analysis can reveal a gradual change, that is,
increases, decreases, and stabilization in group data that examination of main
effects and group differences may not. The trend analysis revealed significant
linear trends for the simple story, F(1, 57)=11.95, p=.001, and for the complex
story, F(1, 57)=7.53, p=.008. Figures 2 and Figure 3 present these increases in SG

scores by Age Group for the simple and complex stories respectively.
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Figure 2. Mean of ENNI raw scores for the simple story. The line on the top of
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ENNI story grammar scores of Korean and Canadian children.

Although not a specific research question of the present study, similar to
previous studies that examined SG scores for children from other cultures against
the ENNI normative data (see Gagné & Crago, 2010; Hayward et al., 2007), | was
also interested in examining the SG scores of Korean children to the ENNI
normative data.

ENNI SG scores for English-speaking Canadian children’s narrative are

provided on the ENNI website (http://www.rehabresearch.ualberta.ca/enni/). For
the simple story, Korean children showed lower SG scores than did same-aged
Canadian children, but achieved higher SG scores on the complex story. The
effect sizes for SG score differences between Korean and Canadian children were
calculated using Cohen’s d.? For the simple story, the effect sizes for 4- and 5-
year-olds were small (.13 and .16), and for 6-year-olds, medium (.52). For the
complex story, the effect size for 4-year-olds approached a medium effect (.43);
for 5-year-olds was large (.78); and for 6-year-olds, small (.15). The SG score
comparisons of Korean to Canadian children are shown in Figure 4 for the simple

story and Figure 5 for the complex story.

2 Cohen (1988) suggested that an effect size of .2 to .3 might be considered a small effect, around
.5 a medium effect, and .8 to infinity a large effect.
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Figure 4. Mean of ENNI raw scores of Korean and Canadian children for the

simple story. The lines on the each bar indicate the standard deviation for that bar.
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Figure 5. Mean of ENNI raw scores of Korean and Canadian children for the
complex story. The lines on the each bar indicate the standard deviation for that

bar.
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Analysis of Story Grammar Units

My second research question examined the type of SG units Korean
children included in their narratives across the three age groups. In particular, |
was interested in determining if Korean children included more core SG units (i.e.,
Setting, Initiating Event, Attempt, Outcome) than noncore SG units (i.e., Internal
Response, Internal Plan, Reaction) similar to findings in previous studies (i.e.,
Mandler et al., 1980; Schneider et al., 2006; Soodlar &Kikas, 2010; Stein &
Glenn, 1979).

Simple story. The overall pattern of SG units included in children’ stories
was similar across age groups. Children in all age groups more frequently
included core SG units as described by Stein and Glenn (1979) and Stein and
Policastro (1984) than noncore SG units. Age differences were also noted, where
fewer 4-year-olds included core SG units compared to 5- and 6-year-olds in their
simple story formulations.

Core story grammar units. While all children included core SG units in
their stories, there were some differences noted across the core SG units.

= Settings (Characters and Setting): An average of 90% of children in all
age groups included the main characters (giraffe and girl elephant) in their simple
story. In terms of the Setting, almost 90% of 5- and 6-year-olds included a Setting
(e.g., swimming pool) in their story, whereas only 60% of 4-year-olds included
Setting information.

= Initiating Event: Ninety five percent of children aged 5 and 6 and 85% of

aged 4 included an Initiating Event in their simple story.
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= Attempt and Outcome: The Attempt and Outcome of the simple story
showed identical results and a clear age trend. The number of children including
an Attempt and an Outcome increased with age (e.g., 40%, 70%, 75%) for 4-, 5-
and 6-year-olds respectively.

Noncore story grammar units. Noncore SG units were less frequently
included in children’s simple story across all age groups, but there were also
differences noted with respect to inclusion of specific noncore SG units.

= Internal Response: The Internal Response was the least included SG unit in
the simple story. None of 4- and 5-year-olds, and only 15% of 6-year-olds
included an Internal Response in their stories.

= Internal Plan: Similar to the Internal Response, few children in any age
group included an Internal Plan. However, for the children who did include an
Internal Plan, a reversed age trend was noted. Fifteen percent of 4-year-olds
included an Internal Plan, followed by 10% of 5-year-olds, and 5% of 6-year-olds.

= Reaction: Reactions in the simple story were included for the Giraffe,
Elephant, and Unknown. The ‘Unknown’ designate is used when the characters
are not specified by the child (e.g., they are happy). Approximately 50% of all
children included a Reaction of one of the characters in the simple story. Further,
20% to 30% of children in all age groups included Reactions for both the giraffe
and elephant.

Frequencies for SG units children included in their simple story are shown

in Figure 6 across the three Age Groups.
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Figure 6.Frequencies for Story Grammar Units included by Children in the

Simple Story (Al). C1= Character 1 (giraffe); C2= Character 2 (girl elephant).

Complex story. As in the simple story, the general pattern of SG units
inclusion in the children’ story remained similar, whereby children across all age
groups included core SG units more frequently than noncore units. Some of the
differences observed for specific SG units follow typical age trends whereby the
number of children including the SG units increased with age. However, similar
to the simple story, this did not apply to all SG unit inclusions.

Core story grammar units. All children included core SG units more
frequently than noncore SG units.

= Settings (Characters and Setting): Almost 90% of children in all age groups
included the two main characters (giraffe and girl elephant), Character 3 (adult

male elephant), and a Setting (e.g., swimming pool) in their stories. With respect
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to Character 4 (adult female elephant), 55% of children aged 4 specifically
introduced the female elephant in their story, increasing to 75% for children aged
5and 6.

= Initiating Events: Approximately 80% of children in all age groups included
the Initiating Events for episode 1 (epl) and episode 2 (ep2). Similarly, 85% of
the 5- and 6-year-olds included the Initiating Event for episode 3 (ep3), but only
60% of 4-year-olds included the Initiating Event.

= Attempts: There was a variant on the inclusion of Attempts across episodes.
For epl, almost all 5- and 6-year-olds (95% -100%) included an Attempt, whereas
only 65% of 4-year-olds did so. For ep2, 100% of 5-year-olds, 90% of 6-year-olds
and 75% of 4-year-olds included the Attempt in their story. For ep3, all children
(100%) included the Attempt.

= Qutcomes: Generally, a greater number of children in all age groups
included the Outcomes for epl and ep2. In particular, 100% of children in all age
groups included the Outcome for epl. For ep2, approximately 85% of all children
included an Outcome. However, children in all age groups less frequently
included the Outcome for ep3: 65% of 4-, and 6-year-olds, and 80% of 5-year-
olds.

Noncore story grammar units. As in the simple story, noncore SG units

were less frequently included in the complex story than core SG units. However,
several noncore SG units were more frequently observed in the complex story

than in the simple story.
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= Internal Response: Children in all age groups rarely included Internal
Responses in their stories. For ep2 and ep3, less than 15% of the children included
Internal Responses. For epl, however, 45% of 5-year-olds included an Internal
Response in their story, while only 25% of 4-and 6-year-olds included an Internal
Response.

= Internal Plan: Fifteen percent of 6-year-olds included an Internal Plan for
epl in their story, whereas none of 4- and 5-year-olds did so. However, there were
increases in the number of children who included Internal Plans for ep2 and ep3.
For ep2, 25% of 4-year-olds, 60% of 5-year-olds, and 45% of 6-year-olds
included the Internal Plan in their story. For ep3, 55% of 5-year-olds included an
Internal Plan, but fewer 6-year-olds (25%) included an Internal Plan than even 4-
year-olds (35%).

= Reaction: Children in all age groups rarely included Reactions in their
complex story, with exception of Reactions for Character 1 (giraffe). Less than 15%
of children in all age groups included Reactions of Character 2 (girl elephant).
None of 4-and 6-year-olds and only 10% of 5-year-olds included the Reactions of
Character 3 (adult male elephant) and Reactions of Character 4 (female adult
elephant) was included by 5% of 4- and 6-year-olds and none of 5-year-olds. The
Reactions of Character 1 (giraffe) were frequently included in the stories across
all episodes for all age groups. In epl, 65% of 4-year-olds and 85% of 5- and 6-
year-olds included a Reaction of Character 1. In ep2, 15% of 4-year-olds, and
almost 60% of 5-, and 6-year-olds included a Reaction. In ep3, 35% of 4-year-

olds, 55% of 6-year-olds, 75% of 5-year-olds included a Reaction.
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Frequencies for the SG units children included in their complex story are

shown in Figure 7 across three Age Groups and episodes.
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Figure 7. Frequencies for Story Grammar units included by Children in the
Complex Story. C1= Character 1 (giraffe); C2= Character 2 (girl elephant); C3=
Character 3 (male adult elephant); C4= Character 4 (female adult elephant);

Reaction of Uk=Reaction of Unknown.
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Discussion
Developmental Changes in Story Grammar Scores of Korean Children

I first examined whether ENNI story grammar (SG) scores would reveal
developmental increases in the narratives formulated by Korean children aged 4, 5,
and 6. The results of the present study revealed developmental changes for SG
scores across the three age groups. ENNI SG scores increased with age for the
simple and complex stories. For the simple story, children’s ENNI scores
increased with age, but a significant difference was observed only between 4- and
6-year-olds. For the complex story, both 5- and 6-year-olds showed significantly
higher ENNI scores than 4-year-olds, but there was no significant difference
between 5- and 6-year-olds, and in fact, 5 year old group had slightly higher
scores for inclusion of SG units than did the 6 year old group.

Trend analysis indicated that children’s SG scores showed significant
linear developmental trends in both the simple and complex stories revealing
gradual changes that were not captured by the ANOVA model. These results
suggested that the ENNI captured developmental changes in Korean children’s
SG knowledge similar to that of children from other cultures (see Gagné & Crago,
2010; Hayward et al. 2007; Schneider et al., 2006).

An unexpected result was the lower mean scores for 6 year olds than 5
year olds on the complex story. This result was not expected in light of the ENNI
showing developmental changes in English speaking children between 4 and 8
years of age for this story. Two possible explanations for this result emerged.

First, the result may have been influenced by the characteristics of the participants.
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For the complex story, the mean and standard deviation for 5-year-olds was 25.35
(3.30), and for 6-year-olds, 24.30 (4.34), revealing greater variance in the 6-year-
old group. Closer examination of individual participants revealed four outliers in
the 6-year-old group compared to only one outlier in the 5-year-old group. The
four outliers in the 6-year-old group received very low scores (16, 17, 18, and 18
out of 37) compared to other 6 year olds, impacting the mean for this age group,
whereas the one 5-year-old outlier who received a SG score of 19 out of 37 did
not impact the group mean as significantly. Second, recall that the 6-year-old
participants were recruited from children enrolled in a preschool class for 5-year-
olds, but had turned 6 during the year. The age range of my 6-year-old
participants was 6;0 to 6;5 whereas the 5-year-old participants age range was 5;0
to 5;11. Thus, the lower scores for 6-year-olds may be impacted by the fact I did
not have children in my sample representing the full range of ages for 6 year olds
(i.e., 6;0 - 6;11).

Although it was not a formal research question, comparisons of Korean
children’s ENNI scores to those of Canadian children for whom the ENNI was
normed revealed similarities and differences. Although both Korean and English
speaking children’s SG scores increased with age, Korean children achieved
slightly lower scores on the simple story, but achieved higher scores on the
complex story compared to English speaking children. The result for the complex
story was also opposite to the Hayward et al. (2007) and Gagné and Crago (2010)
findings. Both French and Indian children’s SG scores were lower than those of

English speaking children for the complex story. Thus, Korean children achieved
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higher SG scores than children from other cultures (i.e., French, English, Indian)
for the complex story. Differences in SG scores between the youngest age groups
(4 and 5 year olds) of Korean and English speaking children were considered
large, but small for 6-year-olds. The small difference between 6-year-olds may
again be due to the different range of ages for these groups (i.e., Korean children:
ages 6;0 to 6;5, Canadian children: ages 6;0 to 6;11).

Given the results of previous studies, this was an unexpected finding. One
explanation for this finding may be related to the status of early literacy education
in Korea. Many Korean children begin formal literacy education in preschool or
daycares at the age of 3 or 4. In Korea, daycares as well as preschools provide
literacy education due to parents demands (Choi, 2006; Hyun, Lee, & Lee, 2003;
Kim & Kim, 2007). According to the Organization for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD, 2011), in 2008, 79.8% of Korean children aged three
to five were enrolled in preschool, which is slightly higher than the OECD
average (77.3%) and much higher than the Canadian average (56.8%). In addition
to early preschool or daycare literacy education, Korean parents also enroll their
children private education in unusually high numbers. More than 80% of the
children begin private education at age 3. The highest form of private education
received was literacy education (30.6%), followed by English (11.6%), physical
education (9.8%) (Woo, Kim, Lee & Kim, 2010). On this basis, it may be
surmised that more young Korean children may be exposed to literacy education
at a younger age than many Canadian children. Thus, young Korean children may

have a lot more experience in education activities related to narratives which may
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stimulate narrative development at an earlier age and positively impact Korean
children’s oral narrative development, at least in the preschool years.

However, this interpretation needs to be considered speculative at this
time because this finding may also be due to differences in the samples within
each of the studies. Sample demographics such as family socioeconomic status,
parent education or classroom environment are known to influence children’s
language development (Lai et al., 2010; Lee et al., 2011; Schneider et al., 2006).
The English-speaking children in the ENNI sample were recruited from
preschools, daycares, kindergartens, and elementary schools across a large city.
Demographic information such as socioeconomic status and ethnic composition
were also collected. French speaking children in the Gagné and Crago (2010)
study were recruited from a large, predominately French speaking, city and
demographic information related to parental employment status (i.e., employed,
not employed) and parent education. Similar to the Hayward et al. (2007) study of
Kannada speaking children, 1 did not collect demographic information for my
Korean sample.

While the finding that Korean children obtained higher Story Grammar
scores on the ENNI complex story than children from other cultures was
interesting and intriguing, the fact that samples were not matched on factors
known to impact language development must be considered. A thorough
investigation of possible cross-cultural age differences in performance in Story

Grammar on the ENNI is needed.
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Type of Story Grammar Units Included in Korean Children’s Narratives

The second research question considered in this study was the type of
story grammar (SG) units (i.e., core versus noncore) included in narratives
produced by typically developing Korean children aged 4, 5 and 6.

Core story grammar units. The Korean children frequently included core
SG units (i.e., Settings, Initiating Events, Attempts, Outcomes) more frequently
than noncore SG units in their simple and complex stories. This result was very
similar to findings of previous studies, which examined narratives of children
from other cultures (i.e., Mandler et al., 1980; Soodlar &Kikas, 2010; Stein &
Glenn, 1979). However, there were some differences noted for inclusion across
core SG units that have also been reported in previous studies.

= Settings (Character and Setting): Korean children usually conveyed

information on Settings, including the two main characters (giraffe and girl
elephant) and a Setting (e.g., swimming pool) in their complex story (i.e., an
average of 90%), but differences were observed in their simple story formulations.
With respect to characters, more than 90% of all children introduced both
characters (giraffe and elephant). However, the Setting showed a different pattern
of inclusion. Almost 90% of 5- and 6-year-olds described a Setting (e.qg.,
swimming pool) in their story, but only 60% of 4-year-olds described a Setting.
Stein and Glenn (1979) described “characters,” which are almost always included
in children’s stories, as the “major setting,” and the setting as the “minor setting”
which was often omitted by younger children in their study. However, Korean

children in all age groups included both major and minor settings in their complex
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story, as did 5- and 6-year-olds in their simple story. Half of 4-year-olds, however,
included only a major setting in their simple story. It appeared that older Korean
children were more aware of the need to include both major and minor setting
information to provide the listener with a clear picture of the story setting than did
the youngest children in my study.

= Initiating Event, Attempt, and Outcome: The children also frequently
included Initiating Events, Attempts, and Outcomes in their stories. Stein and
Glenn (1979) explain that these three SG units explicitly relate to characters’
actions, or visible changes in physical situation, and thus convey essential story
information (see also Stein & Policastro, 1984). Additionally, the ENNI
illustrations not only clearly depict these SG units but provide separate
illustrations for each of these SG units, which may also support the young
children telling stories including these SG units. However, there was an
interesting result for inclusion of the Outcome in ep3 of the complex story.
Children less frequently included an Outcome for ep3 than for epl and ep2. Even
though the illustration (see illustration #12, Appendix D) clearly shows the female
elephant giving the airplane to the giraffe some children did not mention this in
their story. It is possible that for some children the elephant getting the airplane
out of the water is being done for the giraffe, and therefore they do not explicitly
include an Outcome in their story.

Noncore story grammar units. Internal Responses, Internal Plans and

Reactions were rarely included in Korean children’s stories which were also very

similar to findings from previous studies (i.e., Mandler et al., 1980; Soodlar
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&Kikas, 2010; Stein & Glenn, 1979). Similarly, the differences observed for
inclusion across noncore SG units in the present study have also been reported in
previous studies.

= Internal Responses and Internal Plans: Children in all age groups rarely
included an Internal Response and Internal Plan in their simple story. In the
complex story, a greater number of the 5- and 6 year olds included these units
than 4-year-olds, although the number of children was still small. Stein and Glenn
(1979) and Stein and Policastro (1984) explained that SG units related to
characters’ internal actions, thoughts, or emotions, are difficult to explicitly show
in story pictures. Additionally, Stein and Glenn (1979) suggested that older
children may include these SG units because they are more able to interpret the
intentions or motivations of the characters even if the picture stimuli do not
explicitly convey these aspects. Thus, the results in the present study appear to
follow the pattern suggested by Stein and Glenn.

In the complex story, there was an interesting result with respect to the
number of children who included Internal Plans across episodes. Children in all
age groups rarely included an Internal Plan for epl. However, the number of
children who included Internal Plans increased for ep2 and ep3 across all age
groups. Almost 50% of 5- and 6-year-olds and 25% of 4-year-olds included
Internal Plans in ep2 and ep3. This may be due in part to the illustrations (see
illustration #7 and #10, Appendix D) that more explicitly show characters’
intentions or motivations than the picture for epl (see illustration #2, Appendix

D). Another factor that may have led to higher numbers of children including an
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Internal Plan for ep2 and ep3 was that a wider range of acceptable responses for
Internal Plan in ep2 and ep3 than for epl (see SG score sheet Appendix I).

= Reactions: Korean children in all age groups rarely included Reactions in
their stories, with an exception of the Reactions for the main character, the giraffe.
Korean children focused more on the main characters’ actions, emotions, and
thoughts than on those of the other characters, which was a similar finding to
previous studies (Schneider et al., 2006; Soodla & Kikas, 2010).
Limitations of the Research

All of the children in this study attended a preschool or a daycare centre in
a major urban area of the South Korea province of Gyeonggi-do, which might
have biased the sample. Further, information on family socioeconomic status, and
parent education; factors known to impact children’s language development was
not collected, thus limiting the generalizability of the results.

In future studies, children should be recruited from a wide range of
geographical locations, and information collected on relevant social factors.
Additionally, due the fact that this study was a pilot study, the sample size was
small. Finally, an unforeseen problem was encountered with the 6-year-old group
where the full age range of children (i.e., 6;0 - 6;11) was not sampled. Thus, at the
present time, it is uncertain if the lack of significant differences in ENNI scores
for children aged 5 and 6 may have been due to the small sample size | used in my
pilot study, the limited age range within the 6-year-old group, or possibly
represent a developmental pattern specific to Korean children when using the

ENNI to assess narrative abilities.
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ENNI Potential

Nevertheless, the findings of the present pilot study are meaningful in
terms of showing that the developmental patterns of story grammar (SG) in
Korean children are similar to findings of earlier studies indicating that the ENNI
has the potential to be adapted and used to assess Korean children’s narrative
abilities. In the future, a larger sample size across a wider range of ages will be
needed to confirm these findings, and to determine clear developmental patterns
in Korean children’s narratives. A Korean version of the SG scoring procedure
and materials needs to be developed in order to increase their accessibility for
Korean teachers, speech-language pathologists, and researchers. Most importantly,
the development of Korean norms will be a valuable resource in the assessment of
children’ narrative abilities and in discriminating children with and without
language impairments. Additionally, correlations between ENNI scores and other
standardized language tests (e.g., PRES) need to be conducted to estimate
concurrent validity. It will be important to analyze Korean children’ stories at the
microstructure level (e.g., anaphoric references, conjunctions) to determine
language specific features.

Conclusion

In recent years, the value of assessing children’s oral narratives has
increased because oral narratives are considered an ecologically valid way to
investigate children’s language development (Hughes et al., 1997; Koutsoubou,
2010; Schneider, 1996), and provide information about children’s use of language

in context (Hughes et al., 1997; Schneider et al., 2006) and predict reading
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comprehension abilities (Feagans & Appelbaum, 1986; Griffin et al., 2004;
Hayward et al., 2007; Hughes et al., 1997; Westby, 2012).

The ENNI is a standardized test that has been used to assess children’s
narrative skills in English, French, and Kannada. The present research was a pilot
study to determine the feasibility of using the ENNI to assess Korean children’s
narrative abilities. This study examined developmental patterns for SG units
included in Korean children’s oral narratives. The results showed that inclusion of
SG increased with age and showed linear trends for the simple and complex
ENNI stories. Furthermore, Korean children more frequently included core SG
units (i.e., Settings, Initiating Events, Attempts, Outcomes) in their stories than
noncore SG units (i.e., Internal Responses, Internal Plans, Reactions). These
results suggested that the developmental pattern of SG units in Korean children’s
stories was similar to findings in previous studies with children from other
cultures (e.g., French, Estonian, Indian, English) (Gagné & Crago, 2010;
Hayward et al., 2007; Schneider et al., 2006; Soodla & Kikas, 2010). Most
importantly, the findings of the present study are meaningful in terms of showing
that the ENNI has the potential to be adapted and used to assess Korean children’s

narrative abilities.
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Appendix A: Comparisons between the Pae and Lee’s Story Test and the ENNI

Pae and Lee’s Story Test

Edmonton Narrative Norms
Instrument (ENNI)?

Age range 3;1-7,6/4;5-19 (SLI) 4;,0-9;11

Normative sample N/A 377 children, 60-67 per age group
size

Sample N/A Local norms from Edmonton, Alberta

rep resentativeness

Sample corresponds to Edmonton and
Canadian demographics

Children with language impairment
included

Type of task

Generation from pictures and Retell
from pictures

“The Swing Story” consists of two
parallel episodes connected in
temporal sequence

“The Ball Story” consists of two
episodes connected causally

Generation from pictures — 2 story sets
of 3 stories each, increasing in length
and complexity within the set (context
not shared)

Story pictures
(see Figure 1)

Multiple unit per picture
Unrecognizable story event

Single unit per picture
Recognizable story event

Scores available

Story Grammar
Comprehension question

Story Grammar

First Mentions

Language sample measures: MLCU,
Syntactic Complexity Index, No. of
Words, No. Different Words

Nature of scores for

Separate scoring for story elements

Separate scoring for story elements

information (Story Grammar) (Story Grammar); other aspects
evaluated in separate measures

Scoring reliability N/A Story Grammar reliability with untrained
S-LP scorers: excellent; other reliability
for other measures also excellent

Reported validity N/A All scores correlated with CELF-P or
CELF-3

Discrimination N/A All ENNI measures together:

sensitivity .80-94; specificity .94-1.0

Note. *Adapted from Schneider and Menard (2012).
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Appendix B: Parent Information/Consent Letter (English versions)

UNIVERSLIY OF Department of Educational Psychology

A L T Faculty of Education

6-102 Education North www.uofaweb.ualberta.caledpsychology Tel: 780.492.5245
Edmonton, Alberta, Canada T6G 2G5 Fax: 780.492.1318

Parent I nformation/C onsent L etter
For Data Collection

Dear Parent,

We are inviting your child to participate in a research project entitled “A preliminary
study using the Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument (ENNI) to assess narratives produced by
Korean children.” I am sponsored by the Korean Government to complete my Master’s degree
in Special Education at University of Alberta, in Edmonton, Alberta, Canada. This research is
for my Master thesis under the direction of, Dr. Denyse Hayward.

This research is important because literacy education is important in Korea. Most Korean
children begin literacy education at daycares or preschools. Children learn to tell stories before
they learn to read and write stories. Studies show that how well children tell stories predicts how
well they understand stories they read. In North America young children’s storytelling skills are
tested, so children can receive extra help because this skill is important to reading success.

In spite of the importance of storytelling skills in early childhood, in Korea, we are only just
beginning to test children’s storytelling skills. In our study, we will use a storytelling test, the
ENNI, which has been developed and used in Canada, to see if it can be used with Korean
children.

Our study will involve one-on-one testing with children. The child will complete a
language test followed by the ENNI. Children will be audio-recorded so we can score their
stories after the testing session. The testing will be completed in two sessions of 30 minutes. We
are asking for your consent to work with your child for a total of 60 minutes.

The project will be explained to your child in age appropriate terms. Your child will be
given the right to withdraw from this study at any time until the end of data collection. If your
child withdraws, any data collected from your child will be removed and not included in the
study. Please understand that participation is completely voluntary.

Your child’s participation in this study would be an important contribution. The data to be
collected is crucial in helping us investigate if the ENNI can be used as an assessment tool for
Korean children. If the ENNI can be adapted into Korean, we will be able to help children who
have language difficulties that relate to reading problems.

All evaluations will be identified by number only. No one will have acess to the
evaluations other than the principal investigator, JungYoon Lee, and her supervior, Denyse
Hayward. Consent Forms and evaluations will be stored in a locked filing cabinet in the
researcher's private research office. Electronic data will be passward protected. All data will be
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UNIVERSITY OF

Department of Educational Psychology

A L T Faculty of Education
6-102 Education North www.uofaweb.ualberta.caledpsychology Tel: 780.492.5245
Edmonton, Alberta, Canada T6G 2G5 Fax: 780.492.1318

kept for five years following completion of the research project, and then evaluations and
Consent Forms will be shredded following confidential shredding procedures in the Dept. of
Educational Psychology, University of Alberta. Electronic data will be permanently deleted.

If you are willing to have your child participate, please complete the Consent Form
included with this letter. Place one copy of the signed Consent in the enclosed envelope and
return to your child’s teacher. Thank you for your time and attention to this letter.

If you have any question, concerns, or complaints about this study or about your decision
to participate, you may contact: Principal Investigator, Jung Yoon Lee or my supervisor Dr.
Denyse V. Hayward, at the University of Alberta.

Please note:

The plan for this study has been reviewed for its adherence to ethical guidelines by a Research
Ethics Board at the University of Alberta. For questions regarding participant rights and ethical
conduct of research, contact the Research Ethics Office at (780) 492-2615.

Sincerely,

Jung Yoon Lee
Principal Investigator, B.Ed., University of Alberta

Email: ju7@ualberta.ca
Tel: 010-3125-5998, +1-780-200-8613

Denyse V. Hayward
Supervisor, Assistant Professor, Educational Psychology, University of Alberta

Email: Dhayward@ualberta.ca
Tel: +1-780-248-2019
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Department of Educational Psychology
A L RT Faculty of Education

8-102 Education North wanw uofaweb ualberta caledpsychology Tel 780402 5245
Edmenton, Alberta, Canada TBG 2G5 Fax 7804521318

Parent Consent Form

1, , have read the attached Information Letter and I consent to

my child’s participation in the study entitled “ A preliminary study using the Edmonton

Narrative Norms Instrument (ENNI) to assess narratives produced by Korean children”

I understand that any information that my child gives in the testing sessions will remain
confidential. I understand that the sessions will be audio-recorded. I understand my child will
not be identified in any way in the reporting of results. I understand that my child has the right
to withdraw from the study at any time without penalty. [ understand that I may withdraw my

child’s participation up to the end of data collection without prejudice.

Child’s Full Name

Child’s Date of Birth
(day — month — year)

Child’s School

Parent Name (please print)

Parent Signature Date
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Appendix C: ENNI Simple Story (A1) Illustrations
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Appendix D: ENNI Complex Story (A3) Illustrations
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Appendix E: ENNI Training Story Illustrations
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Appendix F: Instructions and Allowed Prompts for the ENNI Training story

Instructions to child:
I have some pictures that tell a story. First I’ll show you all the pictures
and we’ll go back to the beginning of the story, and then I want you to
look at the pictures and tell me the story that you see in the pictures. |
won’t be able to see the pictures so you need to tell me the story really

well so I can understand it. Okay?

If the child tells ““a story’”: Proceed to the first test story.

If the child is inexplicit (e.g., He’s going in there):
You say: Remember I can’t see the pictures. Can you start again?
(ONLY for the training story — do not use for the test stories)

If the child labels items in the picture rather than telling a story:
You say: You’ve told me what’s in the picture - now can you tell me a

story about the picture?

If the child again labels or says nothing:
You say: How would you start your story?

If the child has trouble getting started (e.g., says nothing, says “I don’t know”,
continues to label):

You say: Would you start “One day,” or “Once upon a time”?

If the child repeats “one day’” or ““once upon a time”” and stops:

You say: That’s right, [repeat what child said and pause].
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If the child still has difficulty:
Repeat what the child started with and add: ...there was a boy who...

[pause].

If the child still has difficulty:
Complete the sentence for the child: One day there was a boy who went
shopping. [Note: this prompt is only for the practice story — don’t use it
with the test stories.]

If the child has trouble with later pages:
You say: Then what happens in the story?
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Appendix G: Instructions and Allowed Prompts for the ENNI Test Stories

Do not ask the child questions or give any prompts other than the ones described
below. You can give neutral responses as the child tells the story such as “uh-
huh’n uoh’n “Okay”.

Instructions to child:
Now | have some more picture stories. First I’ll show you all the pictures.
Then we’ll go back to the beginning of the story, and then I want you to
look at the pictures and tell me the story that you see in the pictures. |
won’t be able to see the pictures so you need to tell me the story really

well so I can understand it. Okay?

If the child has trouble getting started:
You say: How would you start your story? [pause]

If that doesn’t work:
You say: Would you start “one day”, or “once upon a time?”

If child says ““one day/once upon a time”” and stops:

You say: “oh”, [repeat what child said]. [pause]

If child still doesn’t respond or says ““don’t know”’:

You say: What happens in the story?

If child says nothing or “don’t know”’:
You say: Look at the pictures — what do you think is happening in the

story?

71



If child still can’t get started or go on:

You say: Let’s try the next page.

TERMINATE TESTING IF THE CHILD CANNOT GET STARTED AFTER
TWO PAGES OF THE FIRST TEST STORY.

If the child mumbles or says something you don’t understand:
You say: | didn’t hear that — could you repeat that? [You can also remind
the child after s/he repeats to talk in a clear voice so that the microphone

can hear the story.]

If child wants you to label something in the picture:
You say: What do YOU think?

If child says nothing or “don’t know”’:

You say: This is your story — you get to decide. [pause]

If the child is still stuck on a label:

You say: Let’s not worry about that — tell me the rest of your story.

Any time the child gets stuck in the story:
Look at the child expectantly and wait for the child to continue. Be sure
and give the child time to respond. Don’t yield to the pressure to fill in the
silence. Only give prompts when it appears that the child is not going to
say anything. A good strategy is to repeat the last thing the child said
rather than giving more explicit help.

72



Appendix H: ENNI Story Grammar Scoring Sheet for the Simple Story

Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument
Story Grammar Scoring Sheet for Story A1

Child’s Name:

Age: Date:

Please read the section of the Manual on scoring SG units before using this sheet.

SG Unit Acceptable [child need only have one alternative per unit to get Score
credit for that unit]
Character 1 | giraffe / male / boy (or any type of animal such as horse) 0 1
[not acceptable: pronoun]
Character 2 | elephant / female / girl (or any type of animal such as cow) 0 1
[not pronoun]
Setting swimming pool 0 1
had a ball / playing with ball / want to play ball
Initiating ball goes in water/pool/sand/mud 0o 2
Event ball is in water
they see a ball
Internal one / both want to get ball 0o 1
Response elephant says, e.g., “look what happened,” “what am | going to do?”
Elephant upset / sad
[not: he/she/they want to go swimming]
Internal Plan | giraffe decides to / thinks he will get the ball 0o 1
Attempt giraffe jumps in pool / swims toward ball / tries to get ball 0 2
[not: giraffe swimming (without goal); giraffe falls in water]
Qutcome giraffe gets ball / gives ball to elephant 0 2
[not: elephant gives ball to giraffe, unless it is noted as unexpected, e.g.,
‘but instead, Elephant gets it and gives it to him’]
Reaction of | giraffe is happy / proud / smiles 0 1
Giraffe giraffe says “You're welcome”
giraffe’s teeth are chattering / giraffe is cold/wet
Reaction of | elephant is happy / is grateful / says thank you 0 1
Elephant elephant hugs the ball [not: holds/has the ball]
Reaction “they” are happy/in love 0 1
both or [code only as replacement for Reaction of Character 1 or 2; there should
unknown not be more than 2 reactions total]

Total raw score:

Standard Score:
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Appendix I: ENNI Story Grammar Scoring Sheet for the Complex Story

Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument
Story Grammar Scoring Sheet for Story A3
Child’'s Name:

Age: Date:

Please read the section of the Manual on scoring SG units before using this sheet.

SG Unit Acceptable [child need only have one alternative per unit | Score
to get credit for that unit]

Character 1 giraffe / male / boy (or any type of animal such as horse) 0o 1
(not acceptable: pronoun)

Character 2 elephant / female / girl (or any type of animal such as cow) 0o 1
[not pronoun]

Setting at swimming pool / going swimming / are playing o 1
has/is holding airplane / one asks other to play

Initiating Event G playing with airplane/making airplane fly 0 2
G shows/gives E his airplane

Internal Response | E wants / is interested in airplane o 1

Internal Plan E decides to take airplane o 1

Attempt E takes airplane / zooms airplane around / makes airplanefly [0 2
/ G gives E a turn

OQutcome airplane falls in pool / E throws plane in pool 0 2

Reaction of Giraffe | G angry/yells/stares at plane o 1

Reaction of E feels bad/embarrassed/scared / E stares at plane/says 0o 1

Elephant oops

Reaction - “they” are unhappy 0o 1

both/unknown [code only as replacement for Reaction of Character 1 or 2;
there should not be more than 2 reactions total]

Character 3 (C3) lifeguard / other elephant /other male / her father / her o 1
brother

Initiating Event C3 shows up/comes over / E sees C3/ C3 sees plane in 0 2
water / C3 asks what happened

Internal Response | E/G hopes C3 can help / C3 wants to help o 1
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Internal Plan E/G decides to ask for help/explains what happened /asks 0
C3 to get plane / lifeguard decides to try
NOT: E talks to C3 (without specifying what about)
Attempt C3 tries to get plane / reaches for plane 0
Outcome C3 can't reach plane / plane was too far/sinking 0
Reaction C1 G upset / sad / worried / cries / stares at plane 0
Reaction C2 E upset / feels bad / feels guilty / looks sheepish / 0
apologizes
Reaction C3 C3 disappointed / shrugs / says he can'’t reach it 0
Reaction of “they” are disappointed/feels bad 0
both/unknown [code only as replacement for Reaction of another
character; there should not be more than 3 reactions total]
Character 4 (C4) other lifeguard / other elephant / other female / her mother / | 0
her sister /other person
Initiating Event C4 comes over / has net 0
Internal Response | C4 wants to help / knows how to get plane / offers to help 0
Internal Plan C4 decides to try / has idea / says she will get it 0
E/G/C3 asks C4 to get it
Attempt* C4 reaches for plane / is going to get it / tries to get it 0
C4 gets plane
Outcome* C4 gives plane to G / G has plane 0
Reaction of Giraffe | G happy / amazed / excited / hugs plane / says thanks 0
Reaction of E happy / relieved / feels better / says thanks 0
Elephant 1
Reaction C4 female lifeguard relieved / pleased 0
Reaction of “they” are happy/excited / say thanks 0
both/unknown [code only as replacement for Reaction of another
character; there should not be more than 3 reactions total]
Total score:
Standard Score:

*For this story and this episode, either her attempt to get the plane or her actually getting it
qualify as the Attempt, while the Outcome is her giving the plane to the giraffe, because the goal
of the episode is to get the plane back to the giraffe.
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Appendix J: Korean Child’s Scoring Example for the Simple Story

Korean - English Transcript for the Simple Story (A1) (Male, aged 4;9,)

FZ7)8]sta 7| Hhstal 8 =1 e 8
Elephant and giraffe are playing.
Character2 Characterl

7728} 3 7] A5k w7k of 429 gl gkol &
Elephant and giraffe go to the (sea uh) swimming pool.
Setting-Loction

adAd A7] Fol oA
But there is a ball

Fol W38,

And the ball fall in.
Initiating Event

71@lo] whrhE F whg o] 8.
Giraffe falls in the sea.

2N = EE BL FHTR /1AL AHel ..
So elephant picks up the ball and takes out the giraffe.
Outcome

T - H s27]eskar 71/l o] smol o] Hle] g
(So) but elephant and giraffe’s eyes like this

T Z7)eekar 712 &Sk A Ak T
So, elephant and giraffe live happily ever.

Reaction of Reaction of

Character2 Character 1
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Note. The child received a raw score of 9 points (see score sheet on the next page).
Transcript is underlined where he received points. He was not given points for the
Attempt because he said that “giraffe fall in the sea” which is not a goal direct
action. He is given credit for Outcome because he said that “elephant picks up the
ball and takes out the giraffe”, which is logical outcome of both the giraffe and

ball that fell in the sea.
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Story Grammar Scoring Sample for the Simple Story (A1) (Male, aged 4;9)

Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument
Story Grammar Scoring Sheet for Story A1

Child’s Name: 4 B ‘O Age:“?‘ -'Cj Date:

Please read the section of the Manual on scoring SG units before using this sheet.

S$G Unit Acceptable [child need only have one alternative per unit to get Score
credit for that unit]

Character 1 | giraffe / male / boy (or any type of animal such as horse) 0 \1
[not acceptable: pronoun]

Character 2 | elephant / female / girl (or any type of animal such as cow) 0 Q:)
[not pronoun]

Setting swimming pool 0 @
had a ball / playing with ball / want to play ball

Initiating ball goes in water/pool/sand/mud 0 @

Event ball is in water
they see a ball

Internal one / both want to get ball (@ 1

Response elephant says, e.g., "look what happened,” “what am | going to do?”
Elephant upset / sad
[not: he/she/they want to go swimming]

Internal Plan | giraffe decides to / thinks he will get the ball r_(;) 1

Attempt giraffe jumps in pool / swims toward ball / tries to get ball (o) 2
[not: giraffe swimming (without goal); giraffe falls in water]

Outcome giraffe gets ball / gives ball to elephant 0 @

[not: elephant gives ball to giraffe, unless it is noted as unexpected, e.g.,
‘but instead, Elephant gets it and gives it to him’]

Reaction of | giraffe is happy / proud / smiles 0 ®
Giraffe giraffe says “You're welcome"

giraffe’s teeth are chattering / giraffe is cold/wet
Reaction of | elephant is happy / is grateful / says thank you 0 @
Elephant elephant hugs the ball [not: holds/has the ball]
Reaction “they” are happy/in love (oY 1
both or [code only as replacement for Reaction of Character 1 or 2; there should
unknown not be more than 2 reactions total]

Total raw score:

Standard-Secore:

78



Appendix K: Korean Child’s Scoring Example for the Complex Story

Korean - English Transcript for the Complex Story (A3) (Male, aged 4;9)

Z1Reka 7l eha gk vl e 7] & 2w glel 2.
Giraffe and elephant look for a toy plane.
Characterl Character 2

) )=o) v gy) gk nel e e
But giraffe shows the toy plane.
Initiating Event

7)) 23 2900 2,
And elephant wants that.
Internal Response

S =78 e DG T, kel F19 whmglol e
But elephant takes giraffe’s toy and drops it into the sea.
Attempt Outcome

g A 71 s whol 8
So giraffe is angry.

Reaction of

Character 1

o] ok A K 7} kol 2.
And then an uncle comes
Character 3 Initiating Event

712 31 o} A K 7} o 2.
And the uncle sees.

A o AR = 1|8 7] E AUl H AL gl 8.
So uncle tries to take out the plane
Attempt
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A e Il D B=a g e IRTA U R
But the plane becomes full.

e A obEvbL ol s,
S0 an aunt comes.
Character 4 Initiating Event

YA e, A obE ek 37F UhA RIS A Wlo] 4.
(And then) so the aunt is angry and gets out the plane.
Attempt

| obm ks 7Rl o] AL ThaL Flol ..
(But aunt), giraffe says thanks.

Reaction of

Character 1

1A 712 B ESHAl Ak A
So giraffe lives happily.

Note. The child received a raw score of 21 points (see score sheet on the next
page). Transcript is underlined where he received points. He received credit for all
Initiating Events and Attempts across all episodes but he did not receive points for
Outcome of ep2 and of ep3. In ep2, he said “the uncle tried to take out the plane
(Attempt),”” but the Outcome was “the plane becomes full” which is not logical
outcome of the uncle tried. In ep3, he stated that “the aunt gets out the plane
(Attempt).”” However, he omitted the Outcome, such as “the giraffe get back the
plane” or “the aunt gives plane to Giraffe”, and directly jumped to Reaction of

Giraffe (“giraffe says thanks”).
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Edmonton Narrative Norms Instrument
Story Grammar Scoring Sheet for Story A3

Child’s Name: (—\"B l 0

Ageél. ‘1 l Date:

Story Grammar Scoring Sample for the complex story (A3)(Male,aged 4;9)

Please read the section of the Manual on scoring SG units before using this sheet.

SG Unit

Acceptable [child need only have one alternative per unit
to geft credit for that unit]

Character 1

giraffe / male / boy (or any type of animal such as horse)
(not acceptable: pronoun)

Character 2

elephant / female / girl (or any type of animal such as cow)
[not pronoun]

Setting

at swimming pool / going swimming / are playing
has/is holding airplane / one asks other to play

Initiating Event

G playing with airplane/making airplane fly
G shows/gives E his airplane

Internal Response

E wants / is interested in airplane

Internal Plan

E decides to take airplane

there should not be more than 2 reactions total]

Attempt E takes airplane / zooms airplane around / makes airplane fly | O @

{ G gives E a turn
Qutcome airplane falls in pool / E throws plane in pool 0 @
Reaction of Giraffe | G angry/yells/stares at plane 0 C‘D
Reaction of E feels bad/embarrassed/scared / E stares at plane/says f@ 1
Elephant oops

.

Reaction - “they"” are unhappy (E) 1
both/unknown [code only as replacement for Reaction of Character 1 or 2;

Character 3 (C3)

lifeguard / other elephant /other male / her father / her
brother

Initiating Event

C3 shows up/comes over / E sees C3/ C3 sees plane in
water / C3 asks what happened

Internal Response

E/G hopes C3 can help / C3 wants to help
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Internal Plan E/G decides to ask for help/explains what happened /asks @ 1
C3 to get plane / lifeguard decides to try
NOT: E talks to C3 (without specifying what about)
Attempt C3 tries to get plane / reaches for plane 0 @
Qutcome C3 can't reach plane / plane was too far/sinking @ 2
Reaction C1 G upset / sad / worried / cries / stares at plane (o> 1
Reaction C2 E upset / feels bad / feels guilty / looks sheepish / @ 1
apologizes
Reaction C3 C3 disappointed / shrugs / says he can't reach it (a' 1
Reaction of “they” are disappointed/feels bad ( 0)1
both/unknown [code only as replacement for Reaction of another

character; there should not be more than 3 reactions total]

Character 4 (C4)

other lifeguard / other elephant / other female / her mother /
her sister /other person

Initiating Event C4 comes over / has net 0 @
Internal Response | C4 wants to help / knows how to get plane / offers to help @ 1
Internal Plan C4 decides to try / has idea / says she will get it @ 1
E/G/C3 asks C4 to get it
Attempt* C4 reaches for plane / is going to get it / tries to get it 0 @
C4 gets plane
re
Qutcome* C4 gives plane to G/ G has plane do

Reaction of Giraffe

G happy / amazed / excited / hugs plane / says thanks

Reaction of E happy / relieved / feels better / says thanks (b 1
Elephant 1

Reaction C4 female lifeguard relieved / pleased @ 1
Reaction of “they" are happy/excited / say thanks 0/ 1
both/unknown [code only as replacement for Reaction of another

character; there should not be more than 3 reactions total]

Total score:

Etandard-Ecore:

¢y

*For this story and this episode, either her attempt to get the plane or her actually getting it
gualify as the Attempt, while the Outcome is her giving the plane to the giraffe, because the goal
of the episode is to get the plane back to the giraffe.
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