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T
he

dom
ain

of
narrative

is
often

assum
ed

to
be

the
first

extended
discourse

genre
accessible

to
young

children,
and

a
natural

m
ode

for
representing

and
rem

em
bering

inform
ation.

U
ltim

ately,
how

ever,
children

m
ust

m
ove

beyond
narrative

to
include

other
genres

w
ithin

their
com

petency,
such

as
explanation.

F
urtherm

ore,
narrative

and
explanation

share
a

num
ber

of
features

thatm
ight

lead
one

to
expect m

ore
or less

parallel developm
ent.W

e
studied

the
occurrence

of
narrative

and
explanatory

sequences
of

talk
during

m
ealtim

es
in

31
lo

w
incom

e
fam

ilies
w

ith
preschool-aged

children.
N

arrative
and

explanatory
se

quences
constituted

approxim
ately

equal
percentages

of
the

total
talk,

but
explanatory

sequences
w

ere
m

uch
briefer

and
m

ore
frequent

than
narrative

sequences.
E

quivalent
m

easures
of

narrative
and

explanatory
talk

show
ed

m
oderate

correlations,
suggesting

that
fam

ilies
that

engaged
in

one
type

of
discourse

also
engaged

in
the

other;
this

suggestion
w

as
confirm

ed
by

the
finding

that
a

large
proportion

of
explanatory

utterance
w

ere
also

parts
of

narratives.
A

s
3-

and
4-year-olds,

children
participated

m
ore

com
petently

in
narrative

than
in

explanatory
discourse,

though
they

requested
m

any
explana

tions
at

all
ages.

(D
iscourse

G
enres;

E
xplanation;

D
evelopm

ent)

In
his

book
A

ctual M
inds,

Possible
W

orlds,
B

runer
(1986)

posited
tw

o
m

ajo
r

m
odes

o
f

thinking:
paradigm

atic,
w

hich
uses

form
al

logical
an

d
scientific

d
e

scription
and

explanation;
and

narrative,
w

hich
deals

w
ith

intentions
an

d
action

and
the

consequences
of

intentions
and

action.
W

hile
the

p
arad

ig
m

atic
m

ode
attem

pts
to

“transcend
the

p
articu

lar
by

higher
an

d
higher

reaching
fo

r
ab

stratio
n

”
(p.

13),
the

narrative
m

ode
attem

pts
to

em
phasize

the
p
articu

lar

R
equests

for
reprints

should
be

sent
to

D
iane

E
.

B
eals,

D
epartm

ent
o
f

E
ducation,

C
am

pus
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and
locate

it
in

tim
e

and
place.

T
hese

tw
o

m
odes

are
played

out
in

different
sorts

o
fdiscourse

genres
such

as
stories

(for
narrative

thought)
and

argum
ents

(for
paradigm

atic
thought),

and
have

different
criteria

for
w

ell-form
edness.

T
he

dom
ain

o
f

narrative
is

often
assum

ed
to

be
the

first
extended

discourse
genre

accessible
to

young
children—

an
assum

ption
reflected

in
the

ubiquity
of

storytelling
and

storybook
reading

in
interactions

w
ith

children
just

starting
to

talk,
as

w
ell

as
in

the
alm

ostexclusive
use

o
f

narrative
in

early
literacy

curricula
(see

P
appas,

1993a).
F

urtherm
ore,

narrative
has

been
identified

as
a

natural,
untrained

w
ay

o
f

thinking
and

rem
em

bering,
in

contrast
to

paradigm
atic

or
analytic

thinking
(B

runer,
1986).

D
oes

the
ubiquitous

use
of

narrative
w

ith
young

children
reflect

the
fact

that
narratives

are,
in

fact,
the

easiest
genre

for
children

to
understand

and
to

produce?
If

so,
how

do
children

m
ove

beyond
narratives

to
participation

in
other

extended
discourse

genres,
such

as
ex

p
lan

a
tion

or
argum

entation?
C

onsiderable
research

has
been

done
on

the
developm

ent
and

display
of

narrative
by

N
elson

and
her

colleagues,
w

ho
looked

at
a

variety
o
f

narrative
genres

(M
cC

artney
&

N
elson,

1981;
N

elson
&

G
ruendel,

1986;
N

elson
&

S
eidm

an,
1984);

by
P

eterson
and

M
cC

abe
(1983)

and
B

am
berg

(1987),
w

ho
charted

the
linguistic

resources
children

use
in

narrative;
and

by
S

lobin
and

collaborators
(B

erm
an

&
S

lobin,
1994),

w
ho

studied
several

different
la

n
guages.

O
n

the
other

hand,
rather

sparse
w

ork
has

been
done

on
the

develop
m

ent
of

nonnarrative
discourse

genres.
F

o
r

exam
ple,

relatively
little

attention
has

been
paid

to
the

developm
ent

o
fexplanatory

discourse,
w

ith
the

exception
o
f

the
descriptive,naturalistic

w
ork

o
f

B
arbieri

(in
press;

B
arbieri,

C
olavita,

&
S

cheuer,
1990)

and
B

eals
(1991,

1993).
S

om
e

additional
developm

ental
w

ork
on

explanation
has

focused
entirely

at
the

sentence
level

(e.g.,
on

the
use

of
term

s
like

because
and

so;
B

loom
,

L
ahey,

H
ood,

L
ifter

&
F

iess,
1980;

D
o
n
ald

son,
1986;

H
ood,

1977;
H

ood
&

B
loom

,
1979).

N
arratives

and
explanations

share
a

num
ber

o
ffeatures

that
m

ightlead
one

to
expect

m
ore

or
less

parallel
developm

ent.
B

oth
are

structured
form

s
of

extended
discourse

around
a

specific
topic

that
require

form
ulation

of
a

g
en

eral
goal

and
control

over
interutterance

cohesion
m

arkers.
B

oth
require

the
participants

to
talk

about
topics

outside
o
f

the
“here

and
now

”:
objects

and
events

in
other

places
and

tim
es.

B
oth

form
s

occur
naturally

w
ith

considerable
frequency,

and
are

characterized
by

collaborative
m

ultiparty
participation

structures.E
xposure

to
both

discourse
form

s
relates

to
early

m
arkers

of school
success,

such
as

vocabulary,
skill

in
giving

form
al

definitions,
and

story
co

m
prehension

(B
eals

&
S

m
ith,

1992;
B

eals
&

D
e

T
em

ple,
1993

a).
F

urtherm
ore,

kindergarten-aged
children

show
no

greater
difficulty

rem
em

bering
and

retell
ing

inform
ation

first
encountered

in
expository

form
than

in
narrative

form
in

children’s
books

(P
appas,

1993a).
T

he
distinction

betw
een

narrative
and

explanation
is

unclear.
S

om
e

scholars
have

claim
ed

that
explanation

is
not

a
separate

genre
b
u
t

a
prim

ary
function

of
narrative.

F
or

exam
ple,

K
em

per’s
w

ork
on

narrative
structure

(1984)
em

phasized
the

causal
(and

intentional)
relationships

found
in

stories
that

people
tell.

A
ccording

to
K

em
per,

stories
lay

out
events

and
actions

in
term

s
o
f

the
purposes,

intentions,
and

feelings
ofthe

storyteller
through

the
use

of tem
poral

and
causal

connectives.
T

his
view

w
ould

im
ply

that
narratives

w
ould

contain
lots

of causal
and

intentional
explanations.

O
chs,

T
aylor,

R
udolph,

and
S

m
ith

(1992)
studied

the
use

of
narrative

as
a

form
o
f

problem
solving

in
fam

ily
m

ealtim
es.

F
am

ily
m

em
bers

co-narrate
stories,

and
in

the
process

use
and

polish
the

social,
cognitive,

and
linguistic

skills
that

underlie
scientific

and
other

scholarly
discourse.

T
his

collaboration
around

narrative
supports

theory
building

am
ong

speakers,
not

unlike
the

w
ork

done
by

scientists.
E

ven
m

ore
extrem

e
view

s
exist;

som
e

consider
all

form
s

o
f

expression
to

be
a

type
of

narrative
(e.g.,

G
allas,

1993;
H

opkins,
1993).

F
urther

com
plexity

is
introduced

by
the

recognition
that

narrative
itself

is
not

a
single

genre
but

a
fam

ily
o
f

genres.
H

eath
(1983)

distinguished
four

narrative
genres:

accounts,
recounts,

eventcasts,
and

stories.
H

icks
(1993)

argued
that

narrative
m

ust
be

seen
as

a
set

of
social

discourses
that

are
linked

to
activity

structures;
the

im
plication

of
this

view
is

that
there

are
no

universal
characteristics

com
m

on
to

all
narrative

form
s.

S
im

ilarly,
B

arbieri
(in

press;
B

arbieri,
C

olavita,
&

Scheuer,
1990)

and
B

eals
(1991,

1993)
have

identified
num

erous
types

of
explanatory

discourse
that

vary
by

form
and

function
in

everyday
conversation.

W
hat

is
the

relation
betw

een
use

of
narrative

and
explanation?

A
re

they
really

tw
o

separate
kinds

of
discourse?

D
o

these
tw

o
types

o
f

talk
follow

sim
ilar

developm
ental

trajectories?
Ifexplanation

is
a

crucial
elem

ent
o
fn

arra
tive,

then
explanation

m
ust

develop
prior

to
or

concurrent
w

ith
narrative.

H
ow

ever,
if

narrative
is

the
m

ore
natural

or
accessible

w
ay

of
representing

inform
ation

as
B

runer
(1986)

claim
ed,

then
children

should
have

m
ore

diffi
culty

m
astering

the
rules

governing
good

explanations
than

those
governing

good
narratives.

O
ne

m
ight

also
expect to

find
m

ore
parental

attention
focused

on
m

odeling
or

scaffolding
explanatory

talk,
and

m
ore

explicit
instruction

devoted
to

explanatory
talk

in
classroom

s.
A

side
from

the
argum

ents
of

w
hich

form
is

easier
or

m
ore

accessible
to

children
is

the
issue

of
general

discourse
developm

ent.
B

ecause
o
f

the
features

that
narrative

and
explanation

share,
w

e
m

ight
expect

to
find

som
e

evidence
of

developm
ent

of
som

e
general

discourse
ability.

F
or

this
study,

w
e

have
chosen

to
look

at
naturally

occurring
discourse

as
our

source
of

data,
rather

than
attem

pt
to

elicit
specific

form
s.

T
his

gives
us

the
opportunity

to
see

how
,

in
everyday

conversations,
preschool-aged

ch
il

dren
and

their
fam

ilies
engage

in
the

use
of

explanatory
and

narrative
talk.

In
this

article,
w

e
have

tw
o

aim
s.

F
irst,

w
e

present
som

e
basic

descriptive
data

on
the

natural
occurrence

of
narrative

and
explanatory

talk
during

fam
ily

m
eal

tim
es

and
on

the
relative

frequency
w

ith
w

hich
young

children
are

exposed
to
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or
involved

in
these

types
o
f

talk
(S

tudy
1).W

e
then

com
pare

the
participation

patterns
that

ch
aracte±

e
narrative

and
explanatory

talk,
focusing

particularly
on

children’s
involvem

ent
in

these
tw

o
genres

(S
tudy

2).
W

e
exam

ine
the

frequency
w

ith
w

hich
each

genre
occurs,

the
relations

betw
een

the
genres,

and
the

patterns
of

participation
by

m
others

and
children

w
ithin

them
in

order
to

dem
onstrate

som
e

of
the

com
plexities

of
the

developm
ent

of
narrative

and
explanation.

M
E

T
H

O
D

S

T
he

data
analyzed

for
this

study
w

ere
collected

in
the

context
o
f

the
H

om
e-

S
chool

S
tudy

o
f

L
anguage

and
L

iteracy
D

evelopm
ent

(Snow
&

D
ickinson,

1987;
Snow

,
D

ickinson,&
T

abors,
1989),

a
longitudinal

study
o
fchildren

from
low

-incom
e

fam
ilies

w
ho

are
being

follow
ed

from
the

age
of

three
through

their
early

elem
entary

school
years.T

he
aim

ofthe
study

is
to

identify
the

kinds
ofhom

e
and

school
language

environm
ents

thatpredict
later

literacy
develop

m
ent

and
school

success.
A

m
ajor

hypothesis
of

the
study

is
that

extended
discourse

skills—
that

is,
skills

at
tasks

such
as

telling
a

story
or

giving
an

explanation—
grow

out
of

experience
participating

in
co-constructed

n
arra

tives
and

explanations
at

an
early

age.

S
ubjects

C
riteria

for
inclusion

o
f

fam
ilies

in
the

study
included

low
incom

e
(as

d
eter

m
ined

by
eligibility

for
H

ead
S

tart
preschool

placem
ent),

attendance
by

the
target

child
at

a
preschool

program
by

age
four,

and
exclusive

use
o
f

E
nglish

in
the

hom
e.

S
ixty-four

percent
(n

=
27)

of
the

children
in

the
first

cohort
of

42
w

ere
C

aucasian,
and

the
rem

aining
36%

percent
w

ere
A

frican
A

m
erican

(14)
or

H
ispanic

(1).
T

he
fam

ilies
represented

a
w

ide
range

of
constellations;

about
half

w
ere

single-parent
fam

ilies,
and

the
target

children
typically

had
older

an
d

/o
r

younger
siblings.

S
ubjects

w
ere

visited
at

hom
e

once
a

year
from

ages
3

to
5

years
to

collect
sam

ples
o
fconversation

betw
een

m
other

and
child.

A
t

the
end

o
f

the
visit, the

experim
enter

left
a

tape
recorder

and
a

blank
tape

w
ith

the
m

other
and

requested
that

she
record

w
hat

she
considered

to
be

a
typical

m
ealtim

e
w

here
the

w
hole

fam
ily

w
ould

be
present.

A
pproxim

ately
70%

of
these

tapes
w

ere
returned

to
the

researchers.
F

o
r

this
study,

w
e

exam
ined

the
m

ealtim
e

transcripts
obtained

from
three

hom
e

visits
w

hen
the

children
w

ere
3,

4,
and

5
years

old.
T

his
corpus

includes
m

ealtim
es

from
31

fam
ilies

w
ith

32
target

children
(one

fam
ily

had
tw

ins
w

ho
w

ere
both

subjects
o
f

our
study).

A
fter

the
first

hom
e

visit,
27

m
ealtim

e
tapes

w
ere

returned.
A

nother
27

w
ere

returned
after

the
second

hom
e

visit,
and

21
tapes

w
ere

returned
after

the
third

visit.
E

ighteen
fam

ilies
returned

all
three

tapes,
and

another
8

fam
ilies

returned
tw

o,
so

th
at

w
e

had
developm

ental
data

on
27

children
(one

fam
ily

returning
all

three
tapes

w
as

the
fam

ily
w

ith
tw

ins).

T
ranscription,

C
oding,

and
A

nalysis

A
ll

m
ealtim

e
conversations

w
ere

transcribed
into

com
puter

files
follow

ing
the

guidelines
o
f

C
odes

for
the

H
um

an
A

nalysis
o
f

T
ranscripts

conventions
for

analysis
by

the
C

hild
L

anguage
A

nalysis
(C

L
A

N
)

softw
are

available
through

the
C

hild
L

anguage
D

ata
E

xchange
S

ystem
(C

H
IL

D
E

S
;

M
acW

hinney
&

Snow
,

1990).
T

able
I

presents
a

sum
m

ary
o

f
the

length
o

f
the

m
ealtim

e
transcripts.

T
he

average
length

o
f

the
m

ealtim
es

w
as

fairly
stable

over
tim

e
in

term
s

ofnum
ber

o
f

utterances
and

m
inutes,

generally
around

400
utterances

and
20

mm
long.

T
he

m
ean

length
of

tu
rn

—
a

rough
m

easure
o
f

com
plexity

of
all

participants’
contributions

as
w

ell
as

their
ability

to
hold

the
floor—

also
rem

ained
at

approxim
ately

6
w

ords
per

turn
over

this
period.

F
am

ily
m

em
bers

did
not

contribute
to

conversations
equally

(see
T

able
2).

M
others

w
ere

the
biggest contributors,

accounting
for

about
40%

ofall
talk

on
average,

follow
ed

by
the

target
children,

w
ho

accounted
for

approxim
ately

30%
o
f

the
talk.

F
athers,

w
hen

present,
w

ere
relatively

infrequent
speakers

on
average.

W
e

w
ere

particularly
interested

in
tw

o
genres

o
f

discourse
that

occurred
in

the
m

ealtim
e

conversations:
narrative

and
explanation.

A
narrative

w
as

defined
by

the
presence

o
f

at
least

tw
o

tem
porally

sequences
events

(L
abov,

1972),
either

past
or

future
(present

tense
eventcasts

w
ere

excluded).
T

he
narrative

began
w

here
the

topic
o
f

the
narrative

w
as

introduced
and

ended
w

hen
the

topic
changed.

G
enerally,

narrative
talk

in
these

conversations
consisted

of
fam

ily
m

em
bers

recounting
the

events
in

w
hich

they
par-

T
A

B
L

E
1

S
um

m
ary

of
M

ean
M

ealtim
e

L
engths

(R
anges)

A
ge

V
ariable

N
um

ber
of

utterances
439.3

410.1
397.2

(67—
909)

(23—
903)

(17—
675)

T
im

e
(m

inutes)
19.6

20.9
17.8

(2.7—
47.4)

(1.6—
46.6)

(2.9—
29.5)

W
ords

per
turn

(M
L

T
)C

6.06
6.30

6.13
(3.32—

8.54)
(2.84—

11.30)
(4.54—

9.90)

a
=

27.
b

=
21.

C
M

ean
length

o
f

turn.
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B
rother:

B
rother:

M
other:
E

m
ily:

M
other:

M
other:

B
rother:

M
other:

M
other:•

B
rother:

M
other:

w
here?

w
hat

tim
e?

I
have

to
leave

in
tw

enty
m

inutes.
w

here?
and

I
have

to
take

a
show

er
yet.

w
e’re

going
to

church!
tw

enty
m

inutes?
ukhum

.
hurry

up.
I

don’t
think

w
e’re

going
to

m
ake

it
M

om
.

w
ell

hurry
up!

M
other:

so
did

you
tell

D
addy

about
the

little
girl

on
the

slide
at

the
playground?
yeah.
yes

he
did.

and
I

said
to

him
“geez

that
w

as
an

excellent
safety

m
ove

that
you

m
ade

there.”
put

the
brakes

on
huh?

before
you

got
to

the
end.

she
w

as
just

a
little

tiny
kid

and
said

“D
avid

w
ait

w
ait!”

huh?
but

they
stopped.

yeah
that’s

rightyou
didn’t

stop
but

you
grabbed

the
sides

of
slide

so
you

w
ouldn’t

go.
she

w
as

just
a

tiny
kid

and
she

w
asn’t even

aw
are

or
anything.

m
m

hm
.

she
w

as
just

barely
able

to
w

alk
huh?

E
xam

ple
2:

E
m

ily,
age

3

M
other:

guys
hurry

up.
M

other:
w

e
got

to
go

soon.

2.
E

xplanations
of

intentions
behind

requests
or

com
m

ands

M
other:

I
said

stop
the

banging.
M

other:
that

isn’t
to

be
played

w
ith.

M
other:

it’s
to

eat
w

ith.

3.
E

xplanations
of

intentions
behind

questions
or

statem
ents

M
other:

I
told

you
you

should
have

stuck
w

ith
the

leftovers.
M

other:
they’re

tastier
today

than
they

w
ere

yesterday
huh?

4.
E

xplanations
of

internal
states

M
other:

are
you

afraid
to

dunk?
D

iane:
no.

M
other:

w
hy?

D
iane:

because
I’m

a
big

girl.
M

other:
oh

you’re
a

big
girl.

T
A

B
L

E
2

C
ontributions

to
M

ealtim
e

C
onversations

by
P

articipants

P
ercentage

o
f

U
tterances

C
hildr

A
ge

(
Y

ears)
S

peaker
n

M
ean

M
inim

um
M

axim
um

3
M

other
27

42.9
15.9

70.5
C

hild
28

31.4
12.8

53.2
F

ather
14

13.8
0.9

36.5
O

ther&
’

—
11.9

—
—

4
M

other
27

43.4
16.0

74.9
C

hild
28

33.4
16.2

62.1
F

ather
11

16.9
3.6

24.3
O

thersa
—

6.3
—

—

5
M

other
21

39.7
5.9

64.0
C

hild
22

31.6
7.3

47.1
F

ather
9

11.4
2.9

24.5
O

thersa
—

17.3
—

—

M
1

other
participants

com
bined.

ticipated
(see

E
xam

ple
1)

and
m

aking
plans

for
future

activities
in

their
lives

(see
E

xam
ple

2).

E
xam

ple
1:

D
avid,

age
4

E
xplanatory

talk
w

as
defined

as
talk

that
m

ade
explicitsom

e
logicalco

n
n
ec

tion
betw

een
objects,

events,
concepts,

or
conclusions,

or
a

request
for

such
a

connection.
Specifically,

nine
types

ofexplanations
w

ere
defined

(B
eals,

1993).
T

hese
are

listed
below

w
ith

exam
ples:

1.
E

xplanations
of

intentions
behind

actions

M
other:

w
hat’s

the
spoon

for?
Z

enia:
huh?

M
other:

sherbet?
pineapples?

D
avid:

F
ather:

F
ather:

F
ather:

M
other:

D
avid:

M
other:

M
other:

F
ather:

M
other:
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5.
C

ausal
explanations

K
evin:

sure
have

a
big

belly
ache.

M
other:

you
drank

your
m

ilk
too

quick?
K

evin:
no.

K
evin:

K
evin:

M
other:

K
evin:

I
think

I
ate

[/1
had

too
m

u
c
h
...

I
think

I
ate

it
too

fast.
you

ate
your

favorite
m

eal
too

fast?
yeah!

6.
D

efinitions
and

descriptions

w
hat’s

your
highness

m
ean?

huh?
som

ebody
w

ho’s
really

really
im

portant.
a

queen
and

a
princess

or
som

ething.
o
r...

or
a

king.
I

think
it’s

a
king.

7.
E

vidential
explanations

8.
P

rocedural
explanations

M
other:

you
add

a
little

w
ater

and
you

shake
it

up.
C

onrad:
is

that
how

you
m

ake
it

M
om

m
y

[/J
that’s

how
you

m
ake

it?
M

other:
that’s

how
you

get
it

to
go

w
hen

it’s
all

stuck
to

the
sides.

9.
E

xplanations
of

the
consequences

o
f

one’s
actions

M
other:

I
said

if
you

w
anted

to
stay

in
the

kitchen
you

had
to

rem
ain

quiet.
B

rother:
okay

okay!
(he

leaves
the

room
)

ST
U

D
Y

1

T
he

p
u
rp

o
se

of
S

tudy
1

w
as

to
describe

the
frequency

of
explanatory

and
narrative

talk,
the

shape
of explanatory

and
narrative

exchanges,
and

the
w

ays
that

explanatory
and

narrative
talk

relate
to

each
other

w
ithin

m
ealtim

e
c
o
n

versations.

F
requency

of
E

xplanatory
and

N
arrative

T
alk

T
able

3
presents

average
proportions

of
talk

from
m

ealtim
es

found
in

each
discourse

type,
the

num
ber

of
segm

ents
o
f

each
discourse

type,
the

m
ean

num
ber

of
total

utterances
w

ithin
each

category,
and

the
average

length
in

utterances
of

each
segm

ent
(num

ber
of

utterances
over

num
ber

o
f

segm
ents).

It
is

im
portant

to
note

that,
except

w
hen

the
target

children
w

ere
4

years
old,

fam
ilies

tended
to

engage
in

as
m

uch
explanatory

talk
as

narrative
talk,

su
g

gesting
that

both
form

s
are

of equivalent
interest

and
im

p
o
rt

to
these

fam
ilies.

B
oth

the
num

ber
of

utterances
in

the
segm

ents
of

narrative
talk

and
the

percentage
of

narrative
talk

(num
ber

of
narrative

utterances
divided

by
the

num
ber

of utterances
in

the
w

hole
m

ealtim
e)

decreased
betw

een
ages

3
and

4,

t(22)
=

2.39,p
<

.026
for

utterances,
t(22)

=
2.68,p

<
.034

(t
tests

are
used

throughout
rather

than
analyses

o
f

variances
as

only
18

fam
ilies

returned
all

three
tapes). H

ow
ever, both

of these
m

easures
rebounded

at
age

5
back

to
their

age
3

levels
(although

none
of

these
changes

w
as

significant).
T

he
drop

in
num

ber
o
f

narratives,
narrative

utterances,
and

proportion
o
f

narrative
talk,

and
subsequent

rebound
to

earlier
levels

at
age

5
is

an
in

terest

ing
turn

of events.
It

is
not

clear
w

hy
this

drop
occurred.

O
ne

possible
ex

p
lan

a

tion
for

this
decline

and
recovery

is
that

m
others

requested
narratives

less
frequently

w
hen

their
children

w
ere

4
years

old,
and

hence
these

children

produced
few

er
narrative

utterances.
A

nother
explanation

is
that

children
at

‘In
order

to
test

the
reliability

of
explanatory

segm
ent

identification
rules,

15
(20%

)
of

the
transcripts

w
ere

independently
coded

for
presence

of
explanatory

talk
by

tw
o

raters.
U

sing
C

ohen’s
kappa

statistic,
interrater

reliability
on

w
hether

or
not

each
utterance

w
as

part
of

an
explanatory

segm
ent

w
as

com
puted.

R
eliability

w
as

in
the

substantial-agreem
ent

range
(K

=

.741).
R

eliability
w

as
established

for
narrative

segm
ents

w
ith

a
som

ew
hat

sim
pler

procedure.
T

w
o

raters
independently

identified
a

total
of

96
segm

ents
of

narrative
talk

in
22

transcripts

(30%
),

of
w

hich
they

agreed
on

91,
for

an
interrater

agreem
ent

of
94.7%

.

E
ach

transcriptw
as

coded
for

the
presence

ofsegm
ents

ofnarrative
talk

and
segm

ents
of

explanatory
ta

lk
.

1
T

he
G

E
M

program
of

C
L

A
N

(M
acW

hinney,
1991)

w
as

used
to

extract
narrative

and
explanatory

segm
ents

for
further

analysis.

K
urt:

K
urt:

M
other:

M
other:
K

urt:
M

other:
M

other:

K
arin:

M
other:
K

arin:
K

arin:
M

other:
K

arin:

Sally
had

gym
today.

Sally
had

gym
?

uhhuh.
(be)cause

I
saw

her
com

ing
out

o
f

gym
.

oh
did

you?
m

m
hm

.
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T
A

B
L

E
3

F
req

u
en

cy
an

d
L

ength
of

E
x
p
lan

ato
ry

and
N

arrativ
e

S
eg

m
en

ts
for

E
ach

A
ge

G
ro

u
p

A
ge

3
4

5

V
ariable

n
M

n
M

n
M

P
ercentage

of
segm

ents
E

xplanatory
27

17.3
27

15.3
21

12.5
N

arrative
27

15.4
27

8.6
21

19.3
N

um
ber

of
segm

ents
E

xplanatory
27

16.9
27

15.0
21

13.9
N

arrative
27

3.85
27

3.23
21

4.10
N

um
ber

of
utterances

E
xplanatory

27
78.4

27
64.0

21
53.4

N
arrative

27
72.1

27
40.0

21
74.1

L
ength

in
utterances

E
xplanatory

27
4.69

26
4.12

21
3.60

N
arrative

23
17.7

21
12.7

21
15.8

age
4

seem
ed

to
lose

interest
in

perform
ing

personal
event

stories.
In

the
age-3

narratives,
m

others
often

had
children

retell
an

event
to

no
particular

au
d
i

ence.
A

t
age

4,
it

appears
that

these
children

w
ere

less
interested

in
rehashing

an
event

that
they

knew
the

audience
(the

m
other)

already
knew

.
It

is
also

possible
thatthe

drop
at

age
4

w
as

sim
ply

an
artifact o

four
m

odest
sam

ple
size.

It
is

also
interesting

to
note

that
although

the
num

ber
of

explanations
w

as
m

uch
greater,

t(26)
6.06,p

<
.001

for
age

3,
1(26)

18.37,p
<

.001
for

age
4,

t(20)
=

6.52,p
<

.001
for

age
5,these

segm
ents

are
m

uch
shorter

than
narratives,

((26)
=

6.08,p
<

.001
for

age
3,

1(26)
=

4.66,p
<

.001
for

age
4,

t(20)
=

6.83,
p

<
.001

for
age

5.
T

hese
differences

are
indicative

of
the

difference
in

structure
betw

een
the

tw
o

discourse
types.

E
xplanations

tended
to

be
brief

interchanges,
w

hereas
narratives

consisted
of

m
ore

extended
co

n
versations,

occurring
less

frequently
than

explanations.
T

he
decline

in
am

ount
o
f

narrative
talk

at
age

4
resulted

in
differences

betw
een

the
am

ount
of

explanatory
talk

(w
hich

rem
ains

the
sam

e)
and

the
am

ount
o
f

narrative
talk

at
age

4.
T

here
w

ere
m

ore
explanatory

utterances
by

all
speakers

as
com

pared
to

narrative,
1(26)

=
3.31,

p
<

.003,
and

a
larger

proportion
of

explanatory
talk

as
com

pared
to

narrative
talk,

1(26)
4.26,

p
<

.001,
at

age
4.

T
he

use
ofthese

tw
o

genres
in

m
ealtim

e
conversations

w
as

not
independent.

T
h

e
r

w
ere

m
any

correlations
betw

een
equivalent

m
easures

of
the

different
types

at
the

sam
e

age.
T

able
4

displays
som

e
o
f

the
m

ore
notable

correlations.
T

here
w

as
a

pattern
o
fpositive

correlations
betw

een
equivalent m

easures
in

the
tw

o
genres.

T
his

suggests
that

there
m

ay
be

som
e

sim
ilarities

in
em

phasis
or

T
A

B
L

E
4

C
o

rrelatio
n

s
B

etw
een

E
q
u

iv
alen

t
M

easu
res

of
N

arrativ
e

an
d

E
x
p
lan

ato
ry

T
alk

at
th

e
S

am
e

A
g

e

A
ge

and
p

V
alue

C
om

parison
3

p
4

p
5

p

P
roportion

of
talk

in
segm

ents
—

—
.499

.008
—

—

N
um

ber
of

segm
ents

.679
.001

.453
.018

—
—

N
um

ber
of

discourse
utterances

.643
.001

.614
.001

—
—

A
verage

length
o

f
segm

ent
.454

.029
—

—
.494

.023
P

roportion
of

talk
w

ithin
segm

ent
x

C
hild

.916
.001

.576
.005

.713
.001

C
hild’s

M
L

T
w

ithin
segm

ents
.657

.001
—

—
.754

.001
M

other’s
M

L
T

w
ithin

segm
ents

—
—

.495
.023

—
—

N
ote.

M
L

T
=

m
ean

length
of

turn.

style
w

ithin
fam

ilies
in

the
use

o
f

the
tw

o
genres.

F
am

ilies
that

do
a

lot
of

one
kind

o
f

talk
at

m
ealtim

es
tend

to
do

a
lot

o
f

the
other

kind
as

w
ell.

T
he

m
ost

striking
correlations

w
ere

found
betw

een
the

proportion
of

each
type

o
f

talk
for

the
target

children.
C

hildren
w

ho
w

ere
responsible

for
a

large
proportion

o
f

narrative
talk

w
ithin

the
fam

ily
tended

to
contribute

a
large

proportion
o
f

explanatory
talk

as
w

ell,
and

vice
versa.

T
hese

strong
asso

cia
tions

indicate
th

at
there

are
m

any
sim

ilarities
in

the
ability

to
narrate

and
the

ability
to

explain.

O
verlap

B
etw

een
N

arrative
and

E
xplanation

In
this

corpus
o
f

m
ealtim

e
conversations,

it
is

not
at

all
unusual

to
find

talk
that

is
classified

as
b
o
th

explanatory
and

narrative.
S

peakers
often

em
bed

an
explanation

in
a

narrative
or

em
bed

a
narrative

in
an

explanation,
as

in
the

follow
ing

conversation
betw

een
B

rad,
his

m
other,

grandm
other,

and
g

ran
d

fa
ther.

T
he

discussion
begins

w
ith

plans
to

go
to

the
“fish

store”
w

hen
the

problem
o
f

a
thunderstorm

com
es

up.
S

everal
explanations

are
given

for
the

cause
o
f

thunder,
including

angels
bow

ling,
M

om
m

y
vacuum

ing,
and,

m
ore

scientifically,
“energy

in
the

clouds.”
T

hen
B

rad
narrates

an
event

about
a

thunderstorm
from

his
ow

n
past

(“x
x

x
”

=
uninteffigible

speech).

E
xam

ple
3:

B
rad,

age
3

B
rad:

I
w

ant
(to)

go
to

the
fish

store.
M

other:
w

ell
you

can’t.
M

other:
it’s

raining.
B

rad:
did

you
see

the
fish

m
an

go
hom

e?
B

rad:
I

w
an(t)

(to)
go

to
the

fish
store.
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I
don’t

know
.

I
don’t

know
w

hat
tim

e
they

close.
m

aybe
w

e
could

put
on

our
rain

coats.
do

you
got

a
rain

coat?
no

but
I’ll

w
ear

som
ething.

M
a.

I’ll
let

M
om

m
y

use
m

y
um

brella.
no.
if

[I]
if

she
has

.
.

.
(thunder

cracks)
m

m
m

.
thunder.
thunder.
m

m
m

.
w

e
can

[7]
w

e
can

run
to

the
fish

store.
then

w
e

can
run

back
hom

e
w

ith
our

feet
like

[I]
like

[I]
like

[I]
like

I
alw

ays
do?

and
[I]

and
so

[I]
so

the
thunder

w
on’t

get
us

right?
right.
you

know
w

hat
the

thunder
is?

yeah.
thunder

and
lightning.

yeah.
and

the
thunder

is
w

hen
uh

the
angels

are
upstairs

b
o
w

l
ing.

G
randm

a:
and

that’s
one

of
them

just
got

a
spare.

M
other:

B
rad

should
get

out
his

B
erenstain

B
ear

alm
anac

and
let

M
a

read
it

and
that’ll

tell
her

w
hat

thunder
is

huh?
m

m
hm

.
tells

[I]
all

about
thunder

and
that’s

the
energy.

w
hy

should
[I]

w
hy

should
he

be
brought

up
on

a
different

story
than

you
people

w
ere?

because
[I]

that’s
because

xxx
M

om
m

y
vacuum

ing
it.

that’s
the

energy
huh?

thunder
is

caused
by

energy
in

the
clouds.

yeah
[I]

yeah
but

[I]
but

one
day

I
w

as
sleeping

in
m

y
bed

for
[I]

for
a

long
long

tim
e

and
thunder

and
lightning

cam
e

from
outside

and
I

w
as

trying
to

(sneezes).
M

other:
oh

bless
you.

B
rad:

and
I

w
as

trying
to

find
som

ething
th

at
w

as
yellow

outside
in

the
dark

all
by

itseffi
B

rad:
and

it
cam

e
out.

and
it

w
as

thunder
and

lightning
and

I
hided

from
it.

hm
m

.
hm

m
.

and
you

hided
from

it?
yeah.
w

here’d
you

hide?
under

your
blankets?

no
under

m
y

covers.
under

your
covers?

are
you

gon
(t)a

eat?
like

[I]
like

[I]
like

w
hen

I
w

as
sleeping

and
I

w
as

xxx.
do

you
alw

ays
pull

the
covers

up
over

your
head?

yeah?

T
his

transcript
represents

a
good

exam
ple

o
f

the
w

ays
that

the
tw

o
genres

interact
w

ith
each

other
in

everyday
conversation.

N
arrative

seem
s

p
red

o
n
ti

nant
in

the
planning

of
the

trip
to

the
store,

then
yields

to
explanation

in
describing

possible
sources

of
thunder,

then
takes

over
again.

T
able

5
displays

the
average

num
ber

of
utterances

per
transcript

that
w

ere
narrative,

explanatory,
and

in
overlapping

segm
ents.

A
pproxim

ately
10%

of
all

utterances
in

the
conversations

w
ere

classified
as

both
narrative

and
explanatory

in
nature

at
ages

3
and

4
2

Interestingly,
at

age
4,

w
ith

the
drop

in
num

ber
of

narrative
utterances

overall,
alm

ost
all

of
the

narrative
utterances

(94%
,

37.7
of 40

on
average)

w
ere

also
considered

ex
p

lan
atory

in
nature,

com
pared

to
59%

(37.7
of

64
on

average)
o
f

the
explanatory

utterances
that

w
ere

also
found

in
narrative

talk.
A

s
w

e
m

entioned
earlier,

A
ge

G
enre

3
4

N
arrative

72.1
40.0

E
xplanation

78.4
64.0

O
verlap

48.9
37.7

F
ull

transcript
439.3

410.1

2O
v
erlap

data
w

as
not

available
for

the
age-5

m
ealtim

es
at

the
tim

e
of

publication.
W

e
suspect

that
the

percentage
of

overlapped
utterances

at
age

5
w

ill
be

closer
to

the
age

3
levels,

due
to

the
rebound

in
am

ount
of

narrative
talk

after
the

age-4
m

ealtim
es.

W
e

anticipate
only

sm
allchanges,

as
num

erous
other

analyses
have

uncovered
few

significant differences
across

ages
in

discourse
m

easures
in

m
ealtim

es.

M
other:

M
other:

M
other:
B

rad:
M

other:
B

rad:
G

randm
a:

B
rad:

B
rad:

G
randm

a:
B

rad:
M

other:
G

randm
a:

B
rad:

B
rad:

B
rad:

M
other:

G
randm

a:
B

rad:
B

rad:
G

randm
a:

G
randm

a:

B
rad:

G
randm

a:
M

other:
G

randpa:
B

rad:
G

randpa:
G

randpa:
B

rad:
G

randpa:
G

randm
a:

B
rad:

G
randpa:

G
randpa:

G
randm

a:
M

other:
G

randpa:
G

randm
a:

B
rad:

G
randpa:

G
randpa:

B
rad:

T
A

B
L

E
5

A
verage

N
um

ber
of

U
tterances

per
T

ranscript
in

E
ach

G
enre
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P
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T
A

B
L

E
6

P
ercen

tag
es

of
E

xplanatory
C

ateg
o

ries
W

ithin
Full

T
ran

scrip
t

and
W

ithin
N

arrative
(A

ges
3

and
4

C
om

bined)

E
xplanation

F
ull

W
ithin

T
ype

T
ranscript

N
arrative

Intentional/action
26

37
Intentional/com

m
and

23
14

C
ausal

18
18

Internal
states

13
11

D
efinitional/descriptive

7
11

m
any

narrative
researchers

take
the

view
th

at
narratives

serve
an

explanatory
function,

inform
ing

the
listener

of
the

causes
o
f

events
and

the
intentions

behind
people’s

actions.
T

he
large

am
ount

o
f

overlap
found

here
w

ould
su

p
p
o
rt

the
contention

th
at

narrative
and

explanation
are

not
m

utually
exclusive

genres.
W

e
analyzed

the
m

ealtim
e

narratives
for

the
type

o
f

explanations
that

occurred
w

ithin
them

(see
T

able
6).

Intentional
explanations

o
f

actions
a
c

counted
for

one
quarter

o
f

m
ealtim

e
explanations

overall,
but

w
ithin

n
arra

tives
they

w
ere

even
m

ore
pervasive:

they
accounted

for
m

ore
than

one
third

of
the

explanations.
T

his
confirm

s
K

em
per’s

(1984)
and

B
runer’s

(1986)
assertions

that
one

of
the

m
ajor

functions
o
f

narrative
is

dealing
w

ith
hum

an
intention.

A
lthough

intentional
explanations

of
com

m
ands

w
ere

very
frequent

in
overall

m
ealtim

e
talk,

there
are

relatively
few

of
these

e
x

planations
w

ithin
narrative.

T
his

is
not

surprising,
because

w
e

w
ould

expect
there

to
be

few
er

com
m

ands
w

ithin
narrative.

C
ausal-

and
internal-state

e
x

planations
occurred

at
fairly

equivalent
proportions

both
w

ithin
narratives

and
in

the
full

transcripts.
T

here
w

as
a

som
ew

hat
larger

proportion
of

d
efi

nitional/descriptive
explanations

in
narratives,

perhaps
reflecting

the
need

to
provide

setting
or

orientation
m

aterial
to

the
listener.

It
appears

that
the

tw
o

genres
m

ay
serve

sim
ilar

functions
in

conversations
at

least
som

e
o
f

the
tim

e.

ST
U

D
Y

2

So
far

w
e

have
focused

m
ainly

on
the

overall
shape

and
function

of
ex

p
lan

a
tory

and
narrative

talk.
In

S
tudy

2,
w

e
exam

ine
patterns

o
f

participation
in

narrative
and

explanatory
talk.

In
particular,

w
e

look
at

children’s
p

articip
a

tion
in

and
contribution

to
the

accom
plishm

ent
o
f

explanatory
and

narrative
exchanges

at
ages

3, 4,
and

5.T
hese

analyses
are

intended
to

explore
potential

developm
ental

differences
betw

een
the

tw
o

genres.

P
articipation

by
F

am
ily

M
em

bers
in

N
arrative

and
E

xplanation

A
basic

question
is

w
hether

children
participate

as
fully

in
explanatory

talk—
w

hich
is

presum
ably

m
ore

cognitively
challenging—

as
they

do
in

narrative
talk

during
fam

ily
conversations.

T
able

7
presents

results
in

w
hich

the
child’s

contribution
to

the
narrative

and
explanatory

talk
is

differentiated
from

that
of

other
fam

ily
m

em
bers.

M
others’

explanatory
utterances

tended
to

be
quite

long.
T

he
average

turn
length

is
betw

een
10

and
14

w
ords,

indicating
th

at
explanations

require
fairly

com
plex

talk.
T

here
is

a
significant

difference
betw

een
the

m
other’s

average
turn

length
w

hen
the

child
is

3
years

old
as

com
pared

to
the

turn
length

w
hen

the
child

is
5,

1(18)
2.32,

p
<

.032.
M

others
appeared

to
increase

the
com

plexity
of

their
talk

in
explanations

as
the

child
gets

older.
T

here
is

not
a

com
parable

significant
change

in
m

other’s
m

ean
length

of
turn

over
tim

e
in

narrative
talk.

T
A

B
L

E
7

M
o

th
ers

and
C

hildren’s
P

articipation
in

N
arrative

and
E

xplanatory
T

alk
at

M
ealtim

es

A
ge

3
4

5

T
ype

o
f

T
alk

n
M

n
M

n
M

E
xplanatory
M

other
U

tterances
27

34.1
27

31.2
20

25.9
M

L
T

27
10.65

27
11.73

20
13.38c

P
ercentage

o
f

explanatory
talk

27
47.3

26
47.0

20
49.0

C
hild
U

tterances
28

21.0
28

19.2
21

14.5
M

L
T

27
5.23

26
4.95

21
6,7

3
t
,
c

P
ercentage

of
E

xplanatory
talk

28
27.0

28
28.7

20
26.7

N
arrative

T
alk

M
other
U

tterances
27

23.7
27

17.7
21

28.6
M

L
T

20
9.78

20
16.07

21
8.13

P
ercentage

o
f

N
arrative

T
alk

23
40.0

21
45.9

21
42.5

C
hild
U

tterances
28

22.9
28

12.4a
22

23.8
M

L
T

22
6.36

20
6.67

22
7.09

P
ercentage

o
f

N
arrative

T
alk

24
27.5

22
30.3

21
33.6

N
ote,

M
L

T
m

ean
length

of
turn.

asignificant
difference

betw
een

ages
3

and
4.

b
sig

fic
n

t
difference

betw
een

ages
4

and
5.

csignificànt
difference

betw
een

ages
3

and
5.
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O
ne

striking
finding

in
T

able
7

is
the

grow
th

in
the

child’s
m

ean
length

of
turn

in
explanatory

talk
betw

een
age

4
and

5.
C

hildren
used

short,
sim

ple
utterances

of
about

five
w

ords
per

turn
in

explanatory
talk

at
ages

3
and

4.
T

here
w

as
a

sizeable
jum

p
to

alm
ost

seven
w

ords
per

turn
at

age
5,

1(19)
3.52,p

<
.002

for
age

3
to

age
5,

1(17)
=

3.27,p
<

.005
for

age
4

to
age

5.
T

he
child’s

average
turn

length
in

narrative,
w

hich
w

as
on

average
six-and-a-

half
to

seven
w

ords
per

turn,
show

ed
no

grow
th

over
tim

e.
It

appears
that

explanatory
talk

w
as

m
ore

difficult
for

3-
and

4-year-olds
and

they
therefore

needed
to

keep
their

contributions
sim

ple.
In

narrative,
how

ever,
they

w
ere

capable
of

longer,
m

ore
com

plex
turns

at
these

ages.

C
onversational

M
oves

W
ithin

E
xplanatory

and
N

arrative
T

alk

In
order

to
exam

ine
the

roles
thatm

others
and

children
played, each

utterance
in

segm
ents

of
explanatory

talk
and

narrative
talk

w
as

coded
for

function
w

ithin
the

explanatory
or

narrative
sequence.

Specifically,
utterances

w
ere

coded
as

to
w

hether
the

speaker
w

as
giving

a
part

of
an

explanation
or

narrative,
or

requesting
an

explanation
or

n
arrativ

e.
3

T
able

8
presents

the
frequencies

of
each

category
for

m
others

and
children.

In
narrative

talk
w

e
see

that,
overall,

children
and

m
others

produced
roughly

equivalentnum
bers

ofnarrative
utterances; although

atage
3

children
produced

m
ore

than
m

others,
at

ages
4

and
5

they
produced

slightly
few

er.
T

his
contrasts

w
ith

explanatory
talk,in

w
hich

m
others

gave
tw

o
to

three
tim

es
as

m
any

explanatory
utterances

as
children

at
all

ages.T
he

converse
is

true
of

requests:
M

others
requested

far
m

ore
narratives

than
did

children,
w

hereas
m

others
and

children
requested

explanations
ata

fairly
sim

ilar
rate.

It
appears

that
narratives

tended
to

be
initiated

by
the

m
other

in
her

attem
pt

to
assist the

child
in

getting
a

story
told

or
a

plan
m

ade.
A

lthough
m

others
m

ade
m

any
requests

for
narrative

utterances,
they

contributed
quite

a
few

utterances
to

narratives
as

w
ell.In

explanatory
talk,m

others
did

m
ost ofthe

explaining,
but

they
w

ere
not

the
only

ones
involved

in
initiating

explanations.
C

hildren
sought

explanations
for

things
happening

at
the

table
or

som
ew

here
else

in
their

lives.
A

nother
im

portant
finding

is
that

children
asked

for
m

ore
explanations

than
narratives

in
the

average
m

ealtim
e

conversation.T
his

challenges
the

view
that

narrative
is

the
prior,

or
m

ore
basic,

genre.
If

children
are

m
ore

attuned
to

narrative,
w

hy
w

ould
they

seek
so

m
any

explanations?

3E
ach

utterance
in

all
segm

ents
of

explanatory
talk

w
as

coded
for

m
ove

category
in

15
transcripts

(20%
)

by
tw

o
coders.

C
ohen’s

kappa
w

as
.750

for
explanatory

m
ove.

E
ach

utterance
in

all
segm

ents
of

narrative
talk

w
as

coded
for

m
ove

category
in

8
transcripts

(10%
)

by
tw

o
coders,

w
ith

a
resulting

kappa
of

.664
for

narrative
m

ove.
B

oth
of

these
results

are
considered

to
be

in
the

substantial-agreem
ent

range.

T
A

B
L

E
8

M
ean

F
req

u
en

cies
of

G
iving

an
d

R
eq

u
estin

g
E

x
p

lan
atio

n
s

an
d

N
arrativ

es

A
ge

3
4

5

U
tterance

C
hild

M
other

C
hild

M
other

C
hild

M
other

n
28

27
28

27
22

21
N

arrative
O

N
13.46

10.74
8.42

10.81
12.77

14.29
R

N
0.57

2.41
0.68

1.59
0.68

3.42
E

xplanatory
O

X
5.64

14.78
5.28

14.63
5.27

11.14
R

X
2.42

2.14
2.89

3.00
1.32

2.23

N
otes.

O
N

=
giving

narrative,
R

N
=

requesting
narrative,

O
X

=
giving

an
explanation,

R
X

=
requesting

an
explanation.

ln
terg

en
re

R
elations

O
ver

T
im

e

In
order

to
exam

ine
developm

ental
links

betw
een

the
tw

o
genres,

w
e

p
er

form
ed

a
correlational

analysis
betw

een
narrative

and
explanatory

talk
m

ea
sures

over
tim

e.
Positive

correlations
over

tim
e

betw
een

explanatory
talk

and
narrative

talk
m

easures
(see

T
able

9)
m

ainly
reflected

relations
betw

een
n

arra
tive

talk
at

age
3

and
explanatory

talk
at

age
4,

and
betw

een
explanatory

talk
at

age
3

and
narrative

talk
at

age
5.

A
gain,

w
e

see,
as

w
e

did
in

T
able

4,
that

there
is

a
pattern

of
correlations

betw
een

the
am

ount
and

proportion
of

both
types

of
discourse,

length
of

the
segm

ents,
and

the
length

of
turns

by
p
artici

pants.
It

seem
s

that
fam

ilies
that

produce
a

lot
of

narrative
talk

w
hen

their
children

are
3

shift
to

being
enthusiastic

explainers
a

year
later.

O
n

the
other

hand,
children

w
ho

engaged
in

explanatory
talk

relatively
frequently

at
age

3,
and

w
ho

produced
relatively

com
plex

explanatory
talk

at
3,

did
better

in
narratives

2
years

later.
A

nd
children

w
ho

engaged
in

com
plex

narrative
talk

at
age

3
w

ere
good

explainers
2

years
later.

T
he

sam
e

children
w

ere
good

explainers
and

narrators
over

tim
e.

T
hese

findings,
together

w
ith

the
w

ithin
age

correlations
reported

previously,
suggest

that
explanatory

and
narrative

talk
draw

upon
som

e
sim

ilar
underlying

skills.

D
ISC

U
SSIO

N

W
e

have
presented

evidence
that

both
supports

and
contradicts

the
view

of
narrative

as
the

earliest
an

d
/o

r
easiest

genre
of

discourse.
O

n
the

supporting
side,

w
e

found
in

Study
1

that
fam

ilies
engaged

in
sim

ilar
proportions

of
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P
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9

T
A

B
L

E
9

S
ig

n
ifican

t
C

o
rrelatio

n
s

B
etw

een
E

q
u

iv
alen

t
M

easu
res

of
D

ifferent
G

en
res

O
ver

T
im

e

G
enre

C
orrelation

r
p

E
xplanatory

talk
at

age
4

x
narrative

talk
at

age
3

P
roportion

of
talk

in
segm

ents
496

.008
N

um
ber

of
discourse

utterances
.439

.036
A

verage
length

of
segm

ent
.510

.022
E

xplanatory
talk

at
age

3
x

narrative
talk

at
age

5
P

roportion
of

talk
w

ithin
segm

ents
by

child
.747

.001
M

other’s
M

L
T

w
ithin

segm
ents

.467
.038

C
hild’s

M
L

T
w

ithin
segm

ents
.816

.001
E

xplanatory
talk

at
age

5
x

narrative
talk

at
age

3
C

hild’s
M

L
T

w
ithin

segm
ents

.488
.047

N
ote.

M
L

T
=

m
ean

length
of

turn.

explanatory
and

narrative
talk,

indicating
som

e
parity

of
im

portance
to

the
fam

ily
conversations.

W
e

found
num

erous
correlations

betw
een

co
rresp

o
n
d

ing
m

easures
of

narrative
and

explanation.
W

e
also

found
that

explanations
w

ere
often

em
bedded

in
narratives

and
vice

versa.
It

appears
that

the
tw

o
genres

frequently
converge

in
everyday

conversation.
D

espite
the

sim
ilarities

and
correlations

w
e

found
in

m
easures

of
the

tw
o

genres,
w

e
found

that
the

shapes
o
f

the
tw

o
types

of
exchanges

w
ere

quite
different.

N
arratives

tended
to

be
less

frequent
but

longer
in

num
ber

of
u

tter
ances,

w
hereas

explanations
w

ere
m

ore
frequent

and
brief.

A
lso,

in
the

ex
am

i
nation

of
participation

patterns
ofm

others
and

children
in

S
tudy

2,
w

e
found

that
children

had
shorter

turns
in

explanatory
talk

than
in

narrative
talk

at
ages

3
and

4,
suggesting

that
they

w
ere

less
able

to
hold

the
floor

and
use

com
plex

language
in

explanations
before

the
age

o
f

5.
A

nd
although

children
w

ere
very

active
in

giving
narratives

(as
active

as
their

m
others), they

gave
only

half
as

m
any

explanations.
C

hildren
requested

explanations
as

frequently
as

their
m

others,
suggesting

that
they

w
ere

very
involved

in
trying

to
figure

out
their

w
orld

through
the

explanations
of

others.
T

hey
also

requested
far

m
ore

explanations
than

they
did

narratives.
T

he
large

num
ber

o
f

correlations
betw

een
explanatory

and
narrative

talk
suggests

that
children

develop
som

e
general

discourse
ability

or
abilities

that
involve

extending
talk

around
a

topic
and

talking
o
f things

outside
the

im
m

edi
ate

context.
T

hese
relations

m
ay

be
confounded

by
the

fact
that

they
occur

in
the

sam
e

setting;
for

exam
ple,

in
analyzing

other
data

from
these

sam
e

ch
il

dren,
B

eals
and

D
e

T
em

ple
(1993b)

found
that

there
is

no
pattern

of
co

rrela
tions

betw
een

explanatory
talk

occurring
during

m
ealtim

es
and

explanatory
talk

in
book-reading

situations.
H

ow
ever,

both
of

these
kinds

of
explanatory

talk
(in

m
ealtim

es
and

in
book-readings)

have
been

found
to

be
associated

w
ith

another
kind

o
f

extended
discourse

betw
een

these
sam

e
m

others
and

ch
il

dren—
nam

ely,
science-process

talk
elicited

by
the

presence
o
f a

m
agnet

(S
now

&
K

urland,
in

press).
F

urtherm
ore,

m
ealtim

e
explanatory

talk
w

as
negatively

correlated
w

ith
the

tendency
to

sim
ply

nam
e

objects
during

m
agnet

play
(in

stead
of

engaging
in

extended
discourse).

T
he

ability
to

talk
about

a
topic

in
m

ore
elaborated

and
com

plex
w

ays
is

an
ability

that
crosses

situations.
W

e
found

few
developm

ental
changes

in
the

participation
patterns,

g
en

erally
in

m
easures

of
explanatory

talk
betw

een
ages

3
and

5.
S

everal
of

our
m

easures
indicated

that
children

did
not

take
a

larger
share

of
the

discourse
talk

as
they

got
older,

but
they

m
ay

have
been

contributing
in

m
ore

so
p
h

is
ticated

w
ays

that
our

analyses
did

not
reflect.

In
a

m
ore

fine-grained
an

aly
sis,

w
e

m
ight

expect
to

see
changes

over
tim

e
in

the
structure

of
the

conversations.
It

is
conceivable

that
children

take
on

m
ore

of
the

resp
o

n
si

bility
for

providing
inform

ation
w

hile
explaining

or
narrating

as
they

get
older,

w
ith

m
others

progressively
w

ithdraw
ing

their
support

or
“upping

the
ante”

(N
inio

&
B

runer,
1978)

as
the

child
gains

m
ore

experience.
H

ence,
w

e
w

ould
expect

that
change

m
ight

occur
in

the
kinds

o
f

questions
the

m
other

asks
(e.g.,

open-ended
vs.

yes—
no,

questions
o
f

detail
vs.

questions
about

relations
am

ong
events,

objects,
or

concepts),
how

often
she

has
to

ask
them

,
w

hat
kind

of
inform

ation
the

child
provides

(relations
am

ong
events,

objects,
or

concepts
vs.

details),
and

how
m

uch
inform

ation
the

child
p
ro

vides
spontaneously.

A
ll

of
this

assum
es

that
the

conversational
structure

o
f

discourse
is

a
support

provided
by

adults
for

the
acquisition

of
discourse

genres.

C
O

N
C

L
U

SIO
N

In
the

study
of discourse, genre

is
a

term
that

encom
passes

the
notion

that
talk

and
text

can
take

on
different

purposes,
contents,

and
structures.

P
eople

talk
or

w
rite

about
different

topics
in

different
w

ays
to

m
ake

their
point.

A
n

im
portant

issue
in

studying
the

developm
ent

o
f

discourse
abilities,

then,
is

figuring
out

how
children

learn
how

and
w

hen
to

use
different

genres.
H

icks
(1993)

pointed
out

that
narrative

is
not

a
single

kind
of

discourse
but

“a
fam

ily
of

discourses”
(p.

127).
T

he
sam

e
can

be
said

of
explanation;

here
w

e
have

presented
a

num
ber

of different
types

o
f explanation.

D
iscourse

genres
do

not
fall

neatly
into

separate
categories.

E
ach

speech
situation

provides
new

constraints
and

opportunities
that

inform
the

choices
that

speakers
m

ake
in

producing
extended

discourse.
W

e
have

presented
a

rather
com

plex
set

of
results

in
com

paring
narrative

and
explanation

in
one

setting.
O

ne
im

portant
finding

is
that

the
distinction

betw
een

narrative
and

explanation
is

too
narrow

;
there

are
m

any
kinds

of
narrative

and
m

any
kinds

o
f

explanation,
and

these
overlap

and
interact

in
m

essy
everyday

conversations
betw

een
people.

R
ed

u
c

ing
all

form
s

of
expression

to
one

category—
narrative—

does
not

help
us
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understand
how

it
is

that
children

attain
com

m
unicative

com
petence

w
ith

m
any

different
kinds

of
talk.

If
our

interest
is

in
children’s

participation
in

extended
discourse

as
a

precursor
for

literacy
(and

ours
is),

then
the

em
phasis

on
narrative

m
ay

be
m

isplaced.
F

or
exam

ple,
w

e
have

seen
here

that
the

children
request

m
ore

explanations
than

narratives,
suggesting

greater
interest

in
explanation.

N
ew

-
kirk

(1989)
analyzed

the
em

ergent
w

ritings
o
f

young
children

and
d
em

o
n

strated
that

early
w

ritten
form

s
are

often
expositions,

explanations,
lists,

and
other

nonnarrative
form

s.
A

nd
P

appas
(1991a,

1991b,
1993a)

has
show

n
that

kindergartners
learn

as
m

uch
from

inform
ative

texts
as

they
do

from
narrative

texts,
and

that
they

typically
prefer

inform
ative

books
(1

993b)
over

narrative.
C

ognitive
developm

entalists
also

note
that

narrative
m

ay
be

only
one

o
fa

w
ide

array
of

“entry
points”

(G
ardner,

1993,
p.

184)
to

literacy
learning

(G
ardner,

1983,
1991).

C
hildren

need
to

be
facile

in
their

use
of

a
num

ber
of

discourse
genres

in
order

to
be

considered
literate.

A
lthough

scholars
such

as
B

runer
believe

that
narrative

is
prim

ary,
w

e
w

ould
argue

th
at

young
children

are
as

capable
of

and
interested

in
understanding

the
w

orld
through

other
sorts

of
genres.
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m
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m
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e
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m
o
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m

m
itm

en
t

an
d

in
the

tran
sfo

rm
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n
o
f
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goals
over
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e

w
ithin

the
co

n
tex

t
o
f

life
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and
other

influences. T
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ep
th
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h
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ry
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w

o
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I
describe

in
this

article
one

use
of

the
case

study
m

ethod
for

a
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particular
purpose:

the
investigation

o
f

exceptional
m

oral
com

m
itm

ent.
T

he
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of
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by
B

ill
D

am
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and
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com
m

itm
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