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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to investigate the qualédeatures of the
stories produced by children, adults and older [ge@pth a special
focus on sentence structures, the emergence of stuits, Mean
Length of Utterance (henceforward MLU) and evakmmtianguage.
Participants are 60 children from 3 to 5-year-oBi%,adults from 20
to 30-year-olds and 60 older people who are 60ced. Data were
collected by using Mercer Meyer’s (1969) textleggyse book Frog,
where are you?which depicts the events that take place whitmyn
and a dog are in search of a missing frog in cgsite.

Results showed that there are significant diffeesndn the
qualitative features of the sentence structureywed by children and
other two groups in the usage of connectives. Altfivadults and the
older participants show similar features in the my@ece and quality
of story units as they are defined by Labov andéfgéty (1967), the
narratives produced by children render significéifferences both
quantitatively and qualitatively. Regarding MLU, they are in other
narrative components, children are different frohe tother two
groups. The mean length of sentences in adultslestds longer than
those of children and olds and the sentences peadbg adults are
more complex than those of both olds and childfdhof the three
groups use evaluative language in their narratitéswever, the
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amount and quality of the evaluative language diffeccording to the
age of the participants.

Keywords: narrative; age and narrative; MLU; nawetcoherence;
evaluative language

1. Introduction
Narrative construction is closely related with thealities of the
narrator regarding cognitive qualities (Ayhan Akéoe 1988;
Berman and Slobin 1994; Fang 2001; Noh and Stine-d#o 2009;
Ozcan 2005); social qualities (Labov 1972; Nicolgpa 1996); the
quality of whether the narrator is monolingual dlingual (Akinci
1999; Aarssen 1996; Uchikoshi 2005) and text owmiunal
(Peterson and Dodsworth 1991; Sah 2013) qualifigseonarrators.

The relationship between cognitive potentialsstthe age of the
narrator and narrative production, especially ofing children, has
been studied by various researchers. Almost all tbése
developmental studies investigated the change an‘rtarrativeness’
quality with increasing age of the narrators. Thmdihgs of such
studies reveal that the quality of narratives, ey on the basis of
storiness, increase with increasing age. Aksu-Kakbwen Stutterheim
(1994) investigated how simultaneity of events inaarative text is
achieved by children at the ages of 3, 4, 5 anéa®sy They found that
older children use Turkish simultaneity encodinfixak -Erken, -Ip,
-ArAk and -DI (see Kornfilt 1997) more often and irarious
functions while younger children tend to constraithple sentences
instead of complex ones by removing these affixeamf the
environment. The fact that younger children dogutstruct complex
sentences is not the sole outcome of the lingupstidiciency of the
child but it also reveals that the child’s concafization of the
temporal positioning of the events is not the samdhose of older
ones (Roberts et al. 2015).

As for the social basis of narrative constructittre answer to the
following question will help to set the relationtiveen narratives and
society. What doemy storyrefer to? It may refer to the story | wrote
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or my autobiography. When the latter is in consitlen, the modifier
my loses its limitation to the first person singuamce the speaking
cannot construct his or her own story in isolatieapecially if the
story contains thether as well. Thus, stories (as a type of narrative)
are produced in a social setting which shapes #reative and is
shaped by it. Labov (1972) studied narratives @intger of death” in
vernacular English to have an insight into the reatf social world of
the local Black people by driving them into the ldoof narrative.
The personal experiences of the participants infaha of narrative
rendered more valuable data than if collected wotiser, in a face-to-
face interview. Labov (1972) shows that the idgrit the individual
at micro level and that of the community at maawel are built
through the content and the form of the narratieesitted to the
external world.

In relation to text processing qualities, Ackerm&piker and
Glickman (1990) conducted research on how sengitiVieren are to
topical discontinuity in judging story adequacyfiith-grade children
and college students. They discovered that sevanelds, the
youngest participants in the study, are sensitivéopic continuity.
This means that the mentioned sensitivity must bfactor in the
production of narratives as well.

Bilingualism is another factor which has been givaportance by
the researchers in the investigation of how twormre languages
known influence the construction of stories. Bermamd Slobin
(1994) carried out a crosslinguistic study to corapthe narrative
productions of Hebrew, English, Spanish, German dmukish
children. They found out that the typological featiof the language
spoken by children are a factor in the “rhetoristyles” of the
produced narratives.

To the best of our knowledge, the study whichdsest to the one
we have designed is McLean (2008). McLean invest@yaarrative
identity in two groups: late adolescents and the @ver 65) by
collecting data giving interviews to elicit the paipants’ life stories.
The research rendered results showing that ther® iguantitative
difference between the two groups regarding sedfievonnections.
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In terms of coherence, the older group producedembematic
coherence than younger ones while younger onesupedd more
stories representing change.

Narrativesproduced by adult narrators (Rossiter 1999; Baundr a
McAdams 2004; McAdams 2008) or by adolescents (&eésn, Jack
and Hayne 2010) have become, generally, the focagemtion of the
researchers in the fields of education and psydgyolm have an
insight into either the learning styles of adultstieir personality
traits. In all of the mentioned studies, the foofishe research is on
how individuals reveal facts about themselves bydpcing
narratives.

The focus of this study in your hand is laid inthhahe
narrativenesgquality of the texts produced by young childredullts
and older people, and the narrative constructioalityu of the
mentioned age groups rather than how narrativeygtazh functions
in the personality, learning styles or any othaitsrof an individual.
The primary aim of this study is to investigate thalitative features
of the stories produced by children, adults anceolgeople with a
special focus on sentence structures, the emergafheéory units,
Mean Length of Utterance and evaluative language.

2. Methodology

2.1. Participants

Participants are 60 children from 3 to 5-year-oB¥,adults from 20
to 30-year-olds and 60 older people who are 60 awer. The

participants were chosen totally randomly with@king SES, gender
and educational background into consideration.

2.2. Data collection and processing

Data were collected by using Mercer Meyer’s (1968jdless picture
book, Frog, where are youawhich depicts the events that take place
while a boy and a dog are in search of a missiag fin countryside.
Each subject was given the book in a reserved raatwas asked to
go through the book before she/he was asked ttthellstory” in the
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book. Then she/he was asked to tell the story ah suway as she/he
would tell it to someone who had never seen thaupicbook. Data

were audio recorded and then were transcribed byréisearcher.
Twenty per cent of the data were transcribed by traoscribers as
well to check the reliability of the transcriptiodgreement was 100%
on the linguistic units under the focus of thisdstuBy going through

the whole data, the linguistic units under the @i study were

coded manually by highlighting them in differentars.

2.3. Data analysis

The transcribed and coded data were analyzed afigity by seeing
each linguistic unit under consideration in relatio the immediate
linguistic and discursive environment to determihe nature of the
unit. Along with qualitative analysis, the data wealso analyzed
quantitatively to support the qualitative findings.

3. Findings

3.1. Sentence structures

The literature shows that various features suchredativization

(Keenan and Comrie 1977), passivization (Puckicd9®0reporting

(Goodell and Sach 1992) are used in the analysisesitence
structures. The criterion for the comparative asiglyof sentence
structures produced by the participants of thiglstis the usage of
connectives in their narratives.

3.1.1. Children

It is observed that the sentences children prodootain temporality
encoding conjoining unitsDIgIindA (wher) and—ErkEn (while) and

temporality or manner encoding unitsErEk and —Ip but the

frequency of the usage of connectives is signiflgdower compared
to the emergence of the same structures in adults @lder

participants’ narratives. Most of the sentencesipced by children
are simple ones in that they do not contain lintiisonnectives
which specify a set of sentential units as oppasdte other units in
the same clause or phrase or a whole sentenc€l{3ee
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1)

Cocuk gor-u-yor-u-m.

child see- buf.- Prs.Prog.-buf.-1.sg.

| see a child (boy)

Kurbaa gor-u-yor-u-m.

frog see-buf.-Prog.-buf.-1.sg.

| see a frog.

Kopek gor-i-yor-u-m.

Child see-buf.-Prog.-buf.-1.sg.
| see a dog.

Cocuk kurbga-y-1 izli-yor.
child/boy frog-buf.-Acc. Watch-
Prs.Prog.3.sg.

The boy is watching the frog.

Cocuk uyku-y-a dal-ngi
child sleep-buf.-Dat. dive-Ev.Past
The boy has fallen asleep.
Karde-i 0 da uyu-y-a-ma-ml
brother-3.sg. he too sleep-buf.-Abil.-Neg.-
Ev.Past
His brother, he could not sleep, either.
Kurbaa kavanoz-dan ¢ik-1yor.
frog jar-Abl. get out-Prs.Prog.
The frog is getting out of the jar.

(Age: 05;00)

Protocol (1) demonstrates a narrative text produogds-year-old
children. The only conjunction the extract contam®A in Kardes-i

0 da uyu-y-a-ma-mt This conjunction functions to coordinate two
sister linguistic elements (two nouns constitutiagsubject or an
object) rather than coordinating two clauses otesaes which would
make the sentence a complex one.

3.1.2. Adults

The sentence structure in adults’ narratives besocaeplex. They
use both coordinating and subordinating conjunsti@nd extra
explanations to make their text clear (Protocad).(2)

)

Yava-c¢a kavanoz-dan ¢ik-1yor

slow- MAdv. jar-Abl. Get out-Prs.Prog.

(it is) getting out of the jar slowly
ve

and

pencere-den glari atlayp

window-Abl. outside jump-Vbl.Con;.

jumping out of the window
gidiyor.
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Go-Prs.Prog.
(it is) going
Kagiyor yani. (That is, it is escaping)

As Protocol (2) reveals, the conjunctieacoordinates two successive
events to construct a text in Labov’s terms. Thidakconjunction-Ip

is used to give clues about how the act of “gettingj’ is achieved.
The protocol also renders implications which ra#ietiow adult
narrators takethe other” into consideration by an extra explanation;
“that is, it is escaping”.

3.1.3. Older people

The qualitative analysis of the sentence strucpwogluced by older
participants showed that their sentences are gt meich different

from those of adults, while they differ significnfrom the sentences
produced by children (Protocol (3)).

®)

Fakat bu arada ¢izme ve ygtm alt-lar-1-na balarak

But meanwhile boot and bed-Gen. under-Pl.-Acc. 3osk-MAdv.
But, meanwhile, looking thereabouts under the betfitlae boot,
George kurbga-nin nere-de aflug-u-nu Gren-mek iste-r.
George frog-Gen. Where-Loc be.Nom.-Acc learn-Inan/3.sg.
George wants to learn where the frog is.

The older participant produced Protocol (3) usdftEk, Turkish
converb encoding the manner of action, to conrfexttwo sentences
to raise these two sentences to textual level.ndminalizer—DIK is
used to construct an affirmative sentence contgiaimuestion in the
deep structure. The comparative quantitative aisaly@n be seen in
Figure 1 clearly.
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Figure 1. The usage of connective linguistic eleméy three age groups

The older participant who produced Protocol (3pdusErEK,
Turkish converb encoding the manner of action, donect the two
sentences to raise these two sentences to texadl. | The
nominalizer —-DIK is used to construct an affirmative sentence
containing a question in the deep structure.

It is seen in Figure 1 that the emergence of ¢#mepbral units-
DIgIindA and—Erkenand temporality or manner encoding uriESEk
and —Ip is relatively low in number. Children also difffnrom the
other two groups in terms of the frequency of theegence of each
unit. While -DilgindAis the most frequent in adult narratives and it is
the second most frequent one in old participantsratives, this
temporality encoding unit is the least frequenthildren’s narratives.
What is more significant in Figure 1 is the deceeabthe number of
the connectives in older participants’ narrativédthough older
participants’ usage of the mentioned units is nfogquent compared
with those of children, the number of the unitsyth@oduce is
significantly low relative to the ones producedduajults.

The linguistic structures in Figure 1 have diffegrdunctions.—
DIgIindA and—-Erkenalways function to encode temporality. However,
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—ErEk and-Ip have the potential of encoding both temporalitg an
manner.

(4)

Kurbaga kavanoz-dagikip

frog jar-Abl. Get out-Ip

kac-mg

run away-Ev.Past

The frog escaped getting out of the jar.

In (4),—Ip is used to encode temporality since the \@k{get out) is

a punctual verb; wherlp is agglutinated to a punctual verb, it
encodes the successive occurrence of two eventsngporal plane.
When it is agglutinated to a durative verb, it ete®the simultaneity
of two events (5).

©)

Cocuk otur-up kurbga-ya bak-my
Boy sit-Ip frog-Dat. Look-Ev.Past
The boy sat and watched the frog.

The immediate act of sitting is not durative bu trerbsit in (5) is
durative because the boy’s sitting is continuingdger the same time
period of watching=—Ip can be replaced byErEk without any change
in meaning. So, in this contextErEk is the same as-p in
functioning to encode either temporality or manner.

The qualitative analysis of the data showed thatusage of the
above mentioned structures render differences dompto the age of
the narrator.
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Figure 2. The usage of connectives to encode teatifyoor manner

Parallel to the frequency of the temporality andnme encoding
structures, they reveal qualitative differences nvheed by different
age groups. While children use these units morentmde manner
than temporality, as Figure 2 demonstrates, adaltsl elder
participants use them more to encode temporality.

3.2. Story units

As it is defined by Labov (1972), a well-formedrgtgontains certain
units that are closely connected to one anotherthen basis of
coherence and cause-effect relations. These umis abstract
orientation attempts resolution reaction and coda where each unit
contains some elements suchtl@sproblem, hercand psychological
and physical changi the hero (see Ozcan 2011). The narratives of
the three age groups were analyzed both quanétativand
gualitatively in terms of the emergence of theseystinits.
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3.2.1. Children

The quantitative analysis of the narratives produdy children
showed that the proportion of the participants vgmoduced well-
formed and goal directed stories is lower compaoetoth those of
adults and older ones. The qualitative analysiswshehat their
narratives usually contain the description of tieupes in here-and-
now context in the utterances suchhage, | can see a frog, there is a
boy, there is a doggtc. Thus, their narratives do not contain the majo
story units mentioned in sub-section 3.2. It isoatdbserved that
although children’s narratives reflect their goakdtedness attitude,
this attitude is not as firm as in the ones produme adults and older
ones.

3.2.2. Adults and older narrators

The analysis of the narratives produced by adultsad participants
shows that they do not differ much regarding therg@nce of story
units in Labov’s definition. In his definition, therientation section
contains the story problem. A narrator’'s mentiorting loss of frog is
an important remark that the narrator is awarehef groblem, and
thus the protagonist is to strive to solve the fmwb In children’s

narratives only 18.3% of the children conceive e tnissing of the
frog as a problem to be solved while 90% of adatid 86.6% of older
narrators make clear that they are aware of thélgmn Although

83.3% of the children mention that the boy anddbg finally find the

frog, this mentioning does not constitute a reaflacsince these
children do not mention attempts as ‘problem sa@\aetivities’. Only

one of the children mentions that the boy becoraspy when he
finds the frog. Sixty per cent of the adults ar@dwof the old

participants mention that the boy becomes happy Upaling the

frog.

3.3. Mean Length of Utterance-words (MLU-w)

Mean Length of Utterance (MLU) is a measure thaisisd to have an
insight into the linguistic proficiency of an inddual. It is calculated
in two ways: The number of the words used is dididg the number
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of the utterances produced. This type of MLU isvam@as MLU-w,
wherew stands forwords The other way of calculation of MLU is
done by dividing the number of morphemes by the memof the
utterances and this type of MLU is shown as MLUwhgrem stands
for morpheme

We prefer MLU-w in our study because it is desiybe identify
the textual and discursive abilities of three ageupgs rather than
morphological development of young children (seet&a et al.
2015).

5
4.48 4.41
3.64

4

3 I

5 mMLU
1 -

0 -

Children Adults Older Participants

Figure 3. Mean number of words in the narrativexipced by three age groups

The MLU values for each age group are given in k&gl It is seen
that children’s utterances contain fewer words carag to those of
adults and older participants while older partioiga MLU value is

lower than those of adults.
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3.4. Evaluative language
Labov (1972) defines narrative as “a series of tnalpy ordered
events whose importance is highlighted throughwatan” (p. 361).
Evaluative language reflects the attitude of theatar towards one
narrative event relative to other events. Thushermthan being a
simple recapitulation of temporally ordered evetits, narrative gains
its originality with what the narrator feeds in it the form of
attitudinal elements. These elements imply thatrfweator takes the
audience into consideration; the narrator is awhat the audience
needs to be enlivened in the course of mutual mtimhuof a story.

How are evaluative devices identified in a navei A typical
evaluative utterance “involves explicit referenae the feelings,
thoughts,and intentionsof the story characters” (Drijbooms, Groen
and Verhoeven, 2016: 2).

The narratives produced by three age groups weatyzed in
terms of evaluative language they contain.

3.4.1. Children

The quantitative analysis of the emergence of sitdrances shows
that 21.6% of the children produced evaluative legg in their
narratives.

It is observed that a great majority of the navest elicited from
children are mere perceptual descriptions of tlemes they see in the
book rather than being referential to inferred aitens, intentions or
cause effect relations (Protocol (4)).

(4)

Sincap o kdpeye bakiyo./The squirrel is lookinghat dog.
Arikovanini dgurmis kdpek. /The dog dropped the beehive.
Ondan sonra arilar da ona saldiriyo. /And therbtres attack at him.
Kbpek de o gaca tirmaniyo ¢ocuklan birlikte. /And the dog isntding up the tree
together with the boy.
(Age: 05;00)

Q)

Sincap onun seslerini duysiirhe squirrel has heard his voice.
Yardim etmek istergi /He wanted to help (him).



The Age of the Narrator and the Qualities of therhlave ... 169

Ama o kadar boyuyla yardim edemegiBut he couldn’t help because he was too
short.

Ayrica gici de yetmezmiWhat is more, he is not strong enough (to help).

(Age: 05;00 The same child as the one who predi{4))

Both protocols (4) and (5) were produced by the es&ryear-old
child. While (4) is an example for a perceptualBsdriptive extract
from the narrative of the child, (5) is an extradtich reflects the
evaluative attitude of the narrator. The utterartdeswanted to help
him, But he couldn’t help because he was too shodWhat is more,
he is not strong enough (to helgje not the cases, situations which
appeal to none of the five senses of the narrdtwy are not
perceptual. These utterances reflect the infereméethe narrator
about the intention of the hero and the narratoeisonal feelings and
ideas about the hero.

3.4.2. Adults and elder participants

Almost all of the adult and elder narrators useal@ative language in
their narratives, though the quality of the evalatanguage shows
idiosyncratic differences.

(6)

cocukla kurbza dsarda kagilasiyorlar.
cocuk kurbgay! ¢ok seviyo

ve

eve goturmek istiyo

ve

bir kavanozun igine koyuyo.

kdpei ile birlikte kurabgayi aliyolar,
eve getiriyorlar.

sonra ¢ocukla kdpek saatlerce kugdma seyrediyolar.
nasil zipladiina falan bakiyolar.

sonra ¢ocgun uykusu geliyo

ve

¢cocuk uyuyo kopayle birlikte.

bunu firsat bilen kurlga cani sikiliyo.
dsariyasdyle bir gezintiye ¢cikmak istiyo.

ojg_x_._.j(g_"‘m o0 TD
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English translation:

a the boy and the frog meet outside
b the boy likes the frog very much
c and
d he wants to take (it) home
e and
f he places (it) into a jar
g the boy and the dog, together, take the frog
h (they) bring (it) home
i then the boy and the dog watch the frog for hours
i they look at the frog to see how it jumps
k then the boy feels sleepy
I and
m the boy sleeps together with his dog
n the frog, who makes use of this opportunitygased
o] (it) wants to enjoy a walk outside
(Age: 24)
7
a kahramanimiz biey disiinmektedir /our hero is thinking about something
b bu arada ¢ok segidkopesini ¢agirir/meanwhile he calls to his dog which
he loves very much
c bir kavanozu vardir/he has a jar
d onu incelemesini ister. /he wants (the froggxamine it
e o da bir dglince icindedir /and he is thoughtful
(Age: 60)

As the protocols (6) and (7) reflect, adults and glarticipants
produce narratives containing evaluative languddee comparative
analysis reveals that the evaluative language Umsechildren is
different from that of adults and old participamtsthat these two
groups involve evaluative language in the orieatatpart of the
narrative and they maintain the usage of it inrés of the story. This
means that evaluative devices function as the devaf coherence
throughout the story.

It is observed that adults and older participagits not show
significant differences in the usage of evaluatiVenguage
quantitatively and qualitatively.
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4. Conclusions and discussion
Developmental studies show that the acquisitiostifctural features
of language is complete around the age of 9 althahg semantic
framework of words may still overlap in some cazed with literacy,
it continues till the end of formal education (usparound the age of
20 for BA education) in average individual. Thediimgs of this study
reveal that development of textual qualities ofglasage continues to
develop even after the age of 30s in individualsleylas Birdsong
(2009) states, development in vocabulary, regisnai neologism,
slang and idiomatic expressions does not have dnstte in first
language acquisition. Table 3 shows that old narsatproduce
narratives containing more words compared to adatig children.
Using more words to utter the same thing (the spitteres inFrog,
where are you?does not only require the possession of more svord
in the mind of the narrator but the narrator mustenthe ability to
connect and align these words in an appropriatéegbiso that they
can contribute to the macro coherence of the fd#ttough the ability
to use cohesive devices reaches to a significanfic@ncy to
contribute to the understanding of narrative steteis (Peterson and
Dodsworth 1991) around the age of 5, the attainnoérthe use of
coherence devices is complete at pretty later agass, while adults
and elder narrators produce longer texts whichcarerent regarding
content and structure, children participated irs tsiudy lag behind
them in the production of long, coherent narratives

In the recapitulation of actual past events or stagting a
narrative based on the pictures available to theddiate vision of the
narrator at the time of the production of narratithe use of
evaluative language is crucial since it is the asaf evaluative
language which adds original features to a naeatixt rather than
just uttering the events in the way and in the teraporder they
happen. The relevant literature (Drijpooms, Groew &erhoeven
2016; Peterson and Biggs 2001) reveals that childse evaluative
language in the recapitulation of emotional navesti Contrary to
their findings, this study demonstrated that thengest participants
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of this study use little evaluative language wigiteducing narratives
based on the picture book we used to collect data.

Although children at the age of five are competanmnhorphology,
phonology and social bases of language to the exktmry can be
compared to older age groups, it is observed tiet lag behind the
older age groups regarding text organization. Thi&ans that the
linguistic elements that are acquired may not warkhe same way
they work in older ages if they are not fed by dbga competence.
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