
Original Article
Artigo Original

Rossi et al. CoDAS 2024;36(1):e20220245 DOI: 10.1590/2317-1782/20232022245en 1/8

ISSN 2317-1782 (Online version)

This is an Open Access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License, which 
permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.

Performance of preschool and 
schoolchildren on the ProNOH protocol: 

macrostructure aspects

Desempenho de pré-escolares e escolares no 

protocolo ProNOH: aspectos macroestruturais

Natalia Freitas Rossi1,2 
Ana Carolina Xavier1 

Kriscia Gobi Rosa1 
Célia Maria Giacheti1,2,3 

Keywords

Narration
Language

Child Development
Language Tests

Students

Descritores

Narração
Linguagem

Desenvolvimento Infantil
Testes de Linguagem

Estudantes

Correspondence address:  
Natalia Freitas Rossi  
Programa de Pós-graduação em 
Fonoaudiologia, Faculdade de Filosofia 
e Ciências de Marília, Universidade 
Estadual Paulista “Júlio de Mesquita 
Filho” – UNESP  
Avenida Higyno Muzzi Filho, 737, 
Marília (SP), Brasil, CEP: 17.525-000.  
E-mail: nataliafreitasrossi@yahoo.
com.br

Received: October 06, 2023 
Accepted: March 03, 20233

Study conducted at the Laboratório de Estudos, Avaliação e Diagnóstico Fonoaudiológico – LEAD, Faculdade de 
Filosofia e Ciências, Universidade Estadual Paulista “Júlio de Mesquita Filho” – UNESP - Marília (SP), Brasil.
1	Programa de Pós-graduação em Fonoaudiologia, Faculdade de Filosofia e Ciências de Marília, Universidade 

Estadual Paulista “Júlio de Mesquita Filho” – UNESP - Marília (SP), Brasil.
2	 Instituto Nacional de Ciência e Tecnologia sobre Comportamento, Cognição e Ensino – INCT-ECCE, 

Universidade Federal de São Carlos – UFSCar - São Carlos (SP), Brasil.
3	Departamento de Fonoaudiologia, Faculdade de Filosofia e Ciências de Marília, Universidade Estadual Paulista 

“Júlio de Mesquita Filho” – UNESP - Marília (SP), Brasil.
Financial support: Fundação de Amparo à Pesquisa do Estado de São Paulo (FAPESP, grant nº 2014/50909-8). 
This research is part of the scientific programme of the National Institute of Science and Technology on Behaviour, 
Cognition, and Teaching, with financial support from the National Council for Scientific and Technological 
Development (CNPq, process nº 465686/2014-1) and Coordination for the Improvement of Personnel (CAPES 
process nº 8887.136407/2017-00).
Conflict of interests: nothing to declare.

ABSTRACT

Purpose: To investigate if the narrative score of the ProNOH protocol allows for discriminating age groups, as 
well as its relation with the global coherence level of the story. The performance of preschool and schoolchildren 
on the macrostructure aspects. Methods: Participants were 97 preschoolers and schoolchildren with typical 
language development, aged between five and 12 years old, and both sexes who attended public schools. 
The “Protocolo de Avaliação da Narrativa Oral de História (ProNOH)” (Protocol for the Evaluation of Oral 
Storytelling) was applied and the narrative score in the macrostructure dimension was calculated with story 
grammar elements. These same story elements were used to obtain the global coherence level of the story, as 
proposed by Spinillo and Martins (1997). Results: A statistically significant difference was found between age 
groups, mainly between the borderline ages of 5-6 years, 7-8 years, 9-10 years, and 11-12 years. Positive and 
statistically significant correlations were found between the narrative score and global coherence and age, as 
well as between the narrative score and global coherence. Conclusion: The protocol proved to be useful for 
identifying the repertoire of typical story grammar elements as an objective measure that differs in oral narrative 
across age groups. The results also indicate that the narrative score can provide an idea about the global coherence 
of the story, although this value does not replace a specific analysis.

RESUMO

Objetivo: Investigar se o escore narrativo obtido por meio da aplicação do “Protocolo de Avaliação da Narrativa 
Oral de História (ProNOH)” permite discriminar os grupos etários estudados, bem como sua relação com o nível 
de coerência global da história. Método: Participaram 97 pré-escolares e escolares com desenvolvimento típico 
de linguagem, entre 5 e 12 anos, ambos os sexos que frequentavam escola pública. Foi aplicado o “Protocolo de 
Avaliação da Narrativa Oral de História (ProNOH)” e calculado o escore narrativo na dimensão macroestrutural 
a partir dos elementos estruturais previstos no modelo da gramática de história. Esses mesmos elementos foram 
usados para obter o nível de coerência global da história, segundo proposta de análise de Spinillo e Martins 
(1997). Resultados: Diferença estatisticamente significante foi encontrada entre os grupos etários, principalmente 
entre as idades fronteiriças de 5-6 anos, 7-8 anos, 9-10 anos e 11-12 anos. Correlação positiva e estatisticamente 
significante foi encontrada com a idade e o escore narrativo e a coerência global, bem como entre o escore 
narrativo e o nível de coerência global. Conclusão: O protocolo mostrou ser útil para identificar o repertório 
de elementos típicos da gramática de história na narrativa oral como uma medida objetiva que diferenciou a 
narrativa oral de grupos etários. Os resultados indicaram ainda que o escore narrativo pode ser uma medida 
norteadora do nível de coerência da história, apesar deste valor não substituir uma análise específica.
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INTRODUCTION

The oral narrative is one of the discursive skills and represents 
one of the most complex levels of language organisation with 
its cognitive scheme of mental representation, with rules and 
structural elements that are peculiar and confer specificities that 
allow distinguishing a conversation from a narrative, as well as 
distinguishing the different types of narrative; autobiographical 
or story(1).

The story-type narrative is constituted by structural elements 
typical of story grammar, which are considered part of the 
macrostructure aspects of the narrative. The macrostructure 
dimension can be considered the cognitive, executive component 
that is responsible for the general organisation of the plot, 
for sustaining the theme, and for maintaining information 
throughout the narrative to constitute a logical and coherent 
plot. In turn, the microstructural dimension can be considered 
the dimension of a linguistic nature, which comprises the 
phonology of words, the organisation and syntactic complexity 
of utterances, vocabulary, as well as the use of cohesive 
resources. Both macro and microstructural aspects have 
been adopted in studies as indicators of the development of 
storytelling skills(2-4).

Children with deviant language development may have both 
comprehension and storytelling difficulties(5,6). The effects of 
cognitive-linguistic impairments on narrative skills in these 
children are described as heterogeneous and variable depending 
on the etiology and other related factors(7).

In Language Development Disorder (LDD), the changes seem 
to be more centred on the microstructural aspects of narrative(5). 
On the other hand, impairments in the macrostructure of the 
narrative have been quite explicit in cases where language 
difficulties are associated with genetic syndromes that occur 
with Intellectual Development Disorder (IDD), as well as in 
Autism Spectrum Disorder (ASD), as pointed out in a review 
study(7) and Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD)(8,9).

Oral storytelling has been considered an important link 
between oral and written language skills due to the sharing of 
cognitive processes that subsidise language modalities, such as 
executive functions(10).

In addition to executive functions, the oral storytelling task 
also reflects the integration of structural components of language 
(e.g., morphosyntax, phonology) and content (semantics), which 
are applied in functional communication (pragmatics), managed 
by the typical structural elements of story grammar(10).

Regarding the methods of investigating performance in oral 
narrative, it is possible to find different proposals for collection 
and analysis in the literature. The use of a sequence of images to 
elicit stories, mainly through books, is considered a favourable 
resource, since it helps in the elaboration of the narrative scheme 
of the story and allows the evaluator, to some extent, a certain 
control of the content being narrated, which is not possible in 
personal narratives(11,12).

Among the most cited picture books in the literature as 
a resource for eliciting narrative, the book “Frog, where are 
you?”(13) is widely referenced. Its structure is advantageous for 
cross-cultural studies, since it has only illustrations, without 

writing, with a level of complexity sufficient for an analysis of 
important aspects in narrative studies, such as temporal, causal, 
and spatial relationships between events(14). The book “Frog, 
where are you?”(13) has an internal organisation that favours the 
organisation of complex levels of the narrative story scheme 
and allows for the analysis of different age groups, including 
adults(14,15).

This book(13) has been used both in studies conducted with 
individuals with typical and atypical language development(4,16) and 
also used as part of protocols to propose a system for analysing 
narrative performance, based on macro- and microstructural 
elements(17-20).

The scarcity of specific and standardised sequential images 
to investigate oral storytelling is a reality in the Brazilian 
clinical and research scenario. In this context, the “Protocol 
for the Evaluation of Oral Storytelling (ProNOH)”(19) was 
developed as a systematic proposal for analysing the macro and 
microstructural aspects of the narrative elicited from the book 
“Frog, where are you?”(13). The protocol presents instructions 
for analysing narrative performance through a score assigned 
by the evaluator based on the typical story elements, which 
allows for determining the narrative score, which is generated 
from the macro-structural dimension and criteria related to the 
microstructural aspects, thus constituting a tool that can be used 
both for evaluation purposes and for therapeutic monitoring 
(evolution) of narrative skills(19).

Therefore, the present study aimed to investigate whether 
the narrative score obtained through the application of 
the “Protocol for the Evaluation of Oral Narrative History 
(ProNOH)”(19) allows discrimination against the age groups 
studied, as well as its relationship with the level of global 
coherence of the story.

METHODS

This study is part of a broader project approved by the 
Research Ethics Committee of the Universidade Estadual 
Paulista “Júlio de Mesquita Filho” (UNESP) - Câmpus de Marília 
(process no. 1105/2014; 5.391.347). Parents and/or guardians 
authorised the children’s participation by signing the Informed 
Consent Form (ICF),

The sample consisted of 97 participants (47 males and 
50 females) aged between five and 12 years (M=8.46, SD=2.34), 
attending kindergarten to primary schools (1st to 6th grade) 
of three public schools in a municipality in the interior of the 
State of São Paulo.

The inclusion criteria adopted were as follows: (a) no previous 
history and/or persistent language/learning disorders, as well as 
syndromic medical conditions, psychiatric and/or neurological 
disorders; (b) no sensory disorders (auditory and/or visual); (c) 
attending public and regular education; (d) having been indicated 
by the teacher as a student with adequate school performance. 
Table 1 summarises the frequency distribution by age group 
and sex of the participants.

The oral narrative was collected and analysed for macrostructure 
aspects using the book “Frog, where are you?”(13) and according 
to the instructions and criteria for analysis and scoring proposed 
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in the “Protocol for the Evaluation of Oral Narrative History - 
ProNOH”(19).

The average time spent using the protocol was: (a) 3.5 to 
5.0 minutes for the narration; (b) 50 minutes for transcribing 
the narrative and; (c) 30 minutes for assigning the scores and 
summing the partial and global scores of the narrative.

To obtain the narrative score, scores were assigned according 
to the presence of information distributed in five structural 
story categories as follows: setting, theme, plot, challenges, 
and resolution, as proposed by Rossi, Rosa and Giacheti(19) as 
well as the partial and global score was determined.

To classify the level of global coherence of the story, the 
proposal by Spinillo and Martins (1997)(21) was adopted to 
analyse the global coherence of the story, and it considers 
the structural elements as indicators of coherence, the same 
previously identified to establish the narrative score by the 
ProNOH protocol. The items analysed to establish the level of 
coherence were: the maintenance of the characters throughout 
the narrative; the theme maintenance around the main event 
and secondary events that articulate with the main event; and 
the relationship between the narrated events connected and 
the characters, with the presence of an outcome that ends and 
concludes the story concerning the main event. Based on these 
factors, the stories were categorised into four increasing levels 
of complexity (Level 1, Level 2, Level 3, and Level 4), which 
inform the degree of overall coherence of the story.

Statistical analysis

Descriptive statistics were analysed to obtain the mean, 
standard deviation, and 25th, 50th, and 75th percentiles of 
the partial and global narrative score. In the case where the 
Shapiro-Wilk normality test indicated that the data adhered 
to normality, the test of equality of means was performed to 
verify possible differences between the means in the Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA) with one factor with multiple comparisons. 
Post-hoc analysis of multiple comparisons was conducted 
with Tukey’s test when the ANOVA result indicated statistical 
significance (p<0.05).

Pearson’s correlation statistical test was used to investigate 
the possible correlation of the narrative score (total score) with 
age and the level of global coherence of the story.

The significance level adopted in the study was 0.05%. 
Data analysis was performed using the Minitab 1.6 programme.

RESULTS

Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations, and percentiles 
of the narrative score of the age groups from five to 12 years 
established from the ProNOH in the macrostructure aspects.

A statistically significant difference was found in the comparison 
of the narrative score means in the age groups using ANOVA 
(F=95.21; p<0.000). The post-hoc analysis using Tukey’s test 
showed a statistically significant difference between the borderline 
ages of 5-6 years, 7-8 years, 9-10 years, and 11-12 years, with 
the following mean representations: 5 years < 6 years = 7 years 
< 8 years = 9 years < 10 years = 11 years > 12 years (Figure 1).

The frequency distribution of the classification of the overall 
coherence level of the story (Table 3) indicated that the lowest 
coherence level (Level 1) was only found in the five year old 
age group. The majority of the six-seven years old participants 
showed Level 3 of coherence. The eight years old group was 
equally divided between level 3 and 4 and above nine years old, 
the majority presented level 4 of overall coherence.

Pearson’s correlation test found a statistically significant and 
positive correlation between age and narrative score (r=0.880 and 
p=0.000) and between age and overall narrative coherence level 
(r=0.786, p=<0.001). Figure 2 shows the distribution of narrative 
score and level of coherence as a function of age.

Table 1. Distribution of the sample in age groups

Age group Frequency
Gender (%)

Male Female

5 13 4 (30.7) 9 (69.2)

6 12 9 (75.0) 3 (25.0)

7 13 8 (61.5) 5 (38.5)

8 12 7 (58.3) 5 (41.7)

9 11 3 (27.3) 8 (72.7)

10 11 3 (27.3) 8 (72.7)

11 12 5 (41.7) 7 (58.3)

12 13 8 (61.5) 5 (38.5)

Figure 1. Narrative score (total score) in ProNOH-macrostructure 
aspects in the age groups
Caption: (*) p<0.05 in the comparison between the age group in the post-hoc 
analysis by Tukey’s test
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Table 2. Means, standard deviations, and percentiles of the age groups in ProNOH-macrostructure aspects

Age

5 years 6 years 7 years 8 years 9 years 10 years 11 years 12 years

Scenario Mean 2.5 3.4 4.0 4.6 4.6 5.2 5.7 6.0

SD 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.9 1.0 0.7 0.9 1.0

Percentile 25 2.0 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Percentile 50 2.0 3.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 5.0 5.0 6.0

Percentile 75 3.0 4.0 4.5 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.7 7.0

Theme Mean 0.9 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

SD 0.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Percentile 25 0.5 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Percentile 50 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Percentile 75 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Plot Mean 1.6 3.7 4.7 4.7 5.2 5.7 5.5 6.3

SD 0.6 0.9 0.7 0.8 1.2 0.6 0.5 1.1

Percentile 25 1.0 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 5.5

Percentile 50 2.0 4.0 5.0 4.5 6.0 6.0 5.5 6.0

Percentile 75 2.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 6.0 6.0 6.0 7.0

Problem-
solving

Mean 0.8 1.1 1.1 1.3 1.6 2.0 2.0 2.0

SD 0.4 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0

Percentile 25 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Percentile 50 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Percentile 75 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

Challenges Mean 2.2 4.8 4.2 5.4 5.4 6.0 6.0 7.5

SD 0.4 1.0 0.7 0.9 1.1 0.8 0.9 0.9

Percentile 25 2.0 4.0 4.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0 6.0

Percentile 50 2.0 4.5 4.0 5.5 6.0 6.0 6.0 8.0

Percentile 75 2.5 5.7 5.0 6.0 6.0 7.0 7.0 8.0

Linguistic 
markers

Mean 0.38 0.41 0.69 1.16 0.45 0.81 0.75 0.4

SD 0.50 0.51 0.63 0.83 0.68 0.60 0.45 0.6

Percentile 25 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.25 0.0 0.0 0.25 0.0

Percentile 50 0.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0 1.0 1.0 0.0

Percentile 75 1.0 1.0 1.0 2.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

Total 
(Narrative 

score)

Mean 8.5 15.4 16.8 19.2 19.4 21.8 21.9 24.1

SD 1.8 1.8 1.3 1.4 2.4 1.6 1.5 2.2

Percentile 25 7.0 14.0 16.0 18.0 18.0 21.0 21.0 22.0

Percentile 50 8.0 15.0 16.0 19.0 18.0 22.0 21.5 23.0

Percentile 75 10.0 16.7 18.0 20.0 21.0 23.0 23.7 26.0

Caption: SD = Standard Deviation

Table 3. Frequency of coherence levels found in the age groups

Age group
Coherence level

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4

5 years (N=14) 11 3 0 0

6 years (N=12) 0 2 10 0

7 years (N=13) 0 0 13 0

8 years (N=12) 0 0 8 4

9 years (N=11) 0 0 4 7

10 years (N=11) 0 0 2 9

11 years (N=12) 0 0 1 11

12 years (N=13) 0 0 0 13
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Pearson’s correlation test also found a statistically significant 
and positive correlation between the narrative score and the 
level of global coherence of the story (r=0.888; p=0.000). 
Figure  3 shows the distribution of the narrative score as a 
function of the participant’s level of global story coherence.

DISCUSSION

This study aimed to investigate whether the narrative 
score obtained through the application of the “Protocol for the 
Evaluation of Oral Storytelling (ProNOH)”(19) allowed the age 
groups studied to be discriminated, as well as its relationship 
with the level of global coherence of the story. This protocol was 
proposed to systematise the oral storytelling elicitation resource 
and the analysis of story elements, thus proposing a scoring 
system that would allow the performance in oral storytelling 
to be objectively measured from the macro and microstructural 
aspects. In this study, the data obtained are specifically focussed 
on the macrostructure aspects.

Regarding the performance of preschoolers and schoolchildren 
in the 5-12 age groups, it was found that in the “scenario” element, 

the attribution of proper names to the characters (boy, dog, and 
frog) was more common in the stories narrated by schoolchildren 
from 8-9 years old. Also, younger children under eight years 
old, especially preschoolers, had more difficulty perceiving the 
existence of a temporal passage in the story that is represented 
by various graphic elements such as the “moon”, which can be 
seen through the bedroom window (scenes 1 and 2), the boy 
and the dog sleeping in bed (scene 2) and the absence of the 
“moon” element with the light entering the room (scene 3). 
It is noticeable in the illustration of scene 3 that the lightness 
is represented by the decrease of the shading on the wall where 
the window is arranged.

Regarding the item “theme”, it was found that although the 
children in the 6-7 age group were able to identify the existence 
of a problem or complication in the story, making the initial 
event explicit, they had difficulty mentioning the existence of 
an internal plan of the main character (the boy’s decision to look 
for the frog) to solve the problem. The proposition of a plan of 
action, as well as the use of linguistic elements that make this 
plan explicit (“the boy decided to look for the frog”), was more 
present in the narratives of groups 8-9 years and especially from 
10 years onwards.

The succession of temporally organised actions (represented 
in scenes 4 to 18 of the book) that show the character’s various 
attempts to solve the problem constitute the plot of the narrative. 
In analysing this item, it was possible to observe that the number 
of actions narrated by the children was different in the age groups. 
Qualitatively, it was also possible to identify differences between 
the groups. The main differences were seen in the linguistic 
organisation of the narrative when narrating these actions and 
in the child’s ability to designate the consequences (success 
or failure) for each of these actions (e.g., the boy looks for the 
frog inside the boot, but it was not there).

When narrating the actions that constitute the plot, the 
younger children used statements with a simpler structure and 
more restricted in the use of cohesive elements to demarcate 
temporality and causality between the narrated actions. 
The children in the 5-year-old group presented more descriptive 

Figure 2. Distribution of the narrative score and level of story coherence according to the age of the participants
Caption: (*) p<0.05. Pearson’s correlation test

Figure 3. Distribution of the narrative score according to the level of 
global coherence of the participants’ story
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narratives and the main temporal cohesive element used was 
“there” and “after” (e.g., the boy called the frog there he looked 
for it in a hole). Such elements have also been described as part 
of the cohesive resources used by children of narrative schema 
acquisition age(22).

In turn, students aged 8 and over were able to use syntactically 
more complex statements with cohesive elements that demarcated 
the causality between the actions narrated, also exposing a 
consequence for each attempt to solve the problem (“the boy 
called the frog loudly, but he did not hear the frog. Then he saw 
a hole very close to there and decided to see if the frog was 
inside, but he didn’t find the frog there either). Causal relations 
represent a central component in the representational model of 
narrative schemata, and mastery of this conceptualisation is an 
important marker of narrative development(23).

A characteristic observed in the oral narrative of the group 
from the age of 10 was the ability of the students to linguistically 
and temporally organise a scene in actions experienced by more 
than one character (simultaneity of actions) and to retrieve 
information from previous scenes (previous sheet) to give 
meaning and continuity to the scene being narrated, without 
necessarily going back to the previous page (e.g., “the boy was 
looking for the frog in a hole inside the tree. Meanwhile, the 
dog was still standing in the tree that had that bees’ hive, and 
suddenly the hive fell to the ground and the bees started coming 
out in droves to sting the dog. The boy was so busy looking for 
the frog in the hole in the tree that he didn’t even realise what 
was happening to the puppy). Another characteristic was the 
ability to express the simultaneity of events, which is indicative 
of the ability to use more complex mental schemas. The ability 
to represent temporal schemas is honed throughout the child’s 
cognitive and language development and is what also allows 
the elaboration of more elaborate and complex narratives, 
consisting of multiple episodes(24).

Still regarding the actions, it was also proposed to score the 
actions that represent the challenges of the story (“challenges” 
item). The challenges represent the obstacles faced by the main 
character in favour of solving the problem. These obstacles 
allow the narrator to create sub-episodes within the narrative, 
configuring a more complex narrative structure(15), which justifies 
the fact that we found a higher score in this item for groups 
aged 10 and over.

Regarding the conventional linguistic elements for opening 
and closing the story, no statistically significant differences were 
found between the age groups investigated. It was possible 
to observe that older students, especially those aged 10 and 
over, used more efficient ways to linguistically organise the 
information in the scenario to introduce it without the need for 
a linguistic element to demarcate this opening (e.g., John and 
his dog were in the room watching the pet frog inside the glass 
jar”). On the other hand, the younger ones, mainly five-year-old 
preschoolers and 6-7-year-old schoolchildren, often introduced 
the story by identifying the characters and the objects that made 
up the scene (e.g., The boy was sitting with his dog. There was 
a frog in the jar”).

Another characteristic observed more frequently in the 
group from 8-9 years old was the beginning of the story by the 

initial event. In this regard, it should be noted that the narration 
was preceded by the visual reading of the book so that the 
children had the opportunity to mentally construct the story to 
be subsequently narrated orally. At the time of visual reading, 
linguistic markers are not necessary. The identification of the 
scene that informs the problem of the story and that brings the 
initial event (complication) is a fundamental element since it is 
the initial event that determines the understanding of a whole 
sequence of images a posteriori(25). When the child was asked 
to narrate the story orally, even though the book was used as 
a support, this prior mental representation may have favoured 
the suppression of the typical linguistic markers of opening 
story narratives, causing the child to be directed to the starting 
point of the story.

An interesting finding was how preschoolers and schoolchildren 
used linguistic markers of closure, depending on the type of 
outcome presented (problem-solving). In narratives with an 
outcome closely related to the problem, observed from the age 
of 8-9, schoolchildren were able to use these markers during 
a more elaborate linguistic organisation without a temporal 
demarcation in the statement to signal the end of the story (“John 
took one of the frog’s little children with him and everyone 
was happy”), while preschoolers used these linguistic markers 
separately from the outcome, as an explicit temporal marking 
of the end of the story (e.g. “The boy found the frog. And the 
end”), without jeopardising the coherent ending of the story.

Although unusual, the coherent opening or closing of a 
story can come without its conventional linguistic markers, 
without compromising comprehensibility by the listener, as in 
the aforementioned example, which may justify the fact that 
many participants did not use such linguistic elements in the 
narrative but achieved higher levels of overall coherence. It is 
worth mentioning that the classification system of the level 
of coherence proposed by Spinillo and Martins(21), adopted in 
this study, considers as part of the analysis criteria the factor 
“comprehensibility”, i.e., whether the opening or closing is 
closely related to the narrated events. Although the scoring 
system mentions conventional linguistic markers as part of 
the characteristics to be observed in the narration, they do 
not influence the decision of the classification of the level of 
coherence.

In addition to investigating performance, the present 
study aimed to analyse the effect of age on the narrative score 
established through the ProNOH in macrostructure aspects. 
The results showed that the narrative score of the five-year-old 
group was lower and statistically different from the six-year-
old and seven-year-old groups. The seven-year-old group had 
lower and statistically different means compared to the means 
of the eight- and nine-year-old groups and the nine-year-old 
group had lower and statistically different means from the 
10- and 11-year-old groups, which, in turn, did not present a 
statistically significant difference between them. The difference 
found occurred in the comparison between the average of the 
11-year-old groups (lower) concerning the 12-year-old group. 
Thus, it is noted that the narrative score was a more sensitive 
measure to differentiate narrative performance from five to six 



Rossi et al. CoDAS 2024;36(1):e20220245 DOI: 10.1590/2317-1782/20232022245en 7/8

years old, from seven to eight years old, from nine to 10, and 
from 11 to 12 years old.

The most significant difference was found between the narrative 
scores of the borderline age groups from five (preschool) to six 
years old, which denotes important gains in the mastery and 
organisation of the structural elements typical of story grammar 
in this age group, also enabling more complex levels of narrative 
from the early school years onwards(12,20,21). The findings in 
the literature show divergent data concerning the presence or 
absence of more marked differences in the mastery and use of 
the typical macrostructure components of story grammar among 
children aged five to 12 years, but there is a certain consensus 
that the preschool period, between four and five years old, is 
the one that presents the most significant changes(26).

In the analyses carried out on the correlation between the 
narrative score, the level of coherence, and age, the narrative score 
tended to increase with increasing chronological age, especially 
from five to six years old, when level 2 of coherence became 
predominant. Successively, level 3 becomes predominant from 
the age group of seven until level 4, which is the most complex 
level of global coherence of the story, becoming predominant 
from 11 and 12 years old.

A similar finding was found for the level of global coherence 
of the story since older students, also with more education 
level, presented more complex levels of story organisation, 
corroborating previous studies that highlighted that age and 
education are important factors in learning and mastering the 
narrative story scheme(20,21,27,28).

The correlation analysis conducted to investigate whether 
the narrative score would correlate with the level of overall 
story coherence showed a positive relationship between these 
two measures, indicating that the highest narrative scores were 
also those with the highest levels of coherence (Level 3 and 
Level 4). The system for analysing the level of overall story 
coherence was proposed in this study as a complementary 
research method to verify whether the presence of structural 
and linguistic story elements, represented by a narrative 
score, could also reflect the organisation of these elements 
in the narrative.

It is well established in the literature that the typical structural 
elements of the narrative story schema are relevant as part of 
the coherence factors of the narrative and that, when viewed 
together with the organisation of the narrated events, this 
set of factors plays an important role in establishing overall 
coherence(21,26,27,29,30).

Evidently, the set of elements listed in the ProNOH does not 
exhaust all the aspects inherent to the story narrative scheme 
inscribed in the macrostructure dimension; therefore, other 
forms of analysis are necessary that allow the evaluator to access 
information of another magnitude about the story narrative.

This study has limitations that should be considered, including 
the number of subjects in the sample and the wide age range 
studied, which implies the need to expand the sample so that 
reference values can be provided for the macrostructure aspects 
of the ProNOH. Therefore, the scores presented here constitute 
an important parameter for the use of the ProNOH but still 
require further studies.

Despite the limitations pointed out, this study contributes to 
an area still lacking in Brazil, which is the availability of tools 
with collection criteria and a scoring system of oral storytelling 
for use in the context of narrative language research in the period 
of language acquisition and development.

CONCLUSION

The proposed scoring system proved to be a useful tool 
to investigate the repertoire of typical story elements in oral 
storytelling of children aged between five and 12 years, since 
the overall narrative score measured and differentiated the 
performance of children belonging to different age groups 
(5 years<6-7 years<8-9 years<10-11 years<12 years).

Although the use of typical story elements in the narration 
does not ensure the establishment of a coherent story, it can 
be said that the analysis of the narrative score including 
the story elements used seems to give important directions 
to the evaluator about the coherence of the story, since the 
analyses of the data pointed to the positive relationship 
between the results coming from the two systems of analysis 
of the narration - global score and level of global coherence 
of the story.

Indeed, given the complexity of the task of writing a story 
and considering the number of variables that can influence 
performance in this task; social, educational, and neurobiological, 
it is known that a single instrument as a means of measurement 
does not exhaust all the aspects that subsidise this cognitive, 
linguistic and social activity in all its dimensions; and it does 
not exhaust all the possibilities of analysis that are possible 
through a sample of oral narrative.

REFERENCES

1.	 Hughes DL, McGillivray L, Schmidek M. Guide to narrative language: 
procedures for assessment. Eau Claire, WI: Thinking; 1997.

2.	 Gillam RB, Pearson NA. TNL: Test of Narrative Language. Austin: Pro-ed; 
2004.

3.	 Justice LM, Bowles RP, Kaderavek JN, Ukrainetz TA, Eisenberg SL, Gillam 
RB. The index of narrative microstructure: a clinical tool for analyzing 
school-age children’s narrative performances. Am J Speech Lang Pathol. 
2006;15(2):177-91. http://dx.doi.org/10.1044/1058-0360(2006/017). 
PMid:16782689.

4.	 Petersen D, Gillam S, Gillam R. Emerging procedures in narrative assessment: 
the index of narrative complexity. Top Lang Disord. 2008;28(2):115-30. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.TLD.0000318933.46925.86.

5.	 Gillam SL, Olszewski A, Squires K, Wolfe K, Slocum T, Gillam RB. Improving 
narrative production in children with language disorders: an early-stage 
efficacy study of a narrative intervention program. Lang Speech Hear Serv 
Sch. 2018;49(2):197-212. http://dx.doi.org/10.1044/2017_LSHSS-17-0047. 
PMid:29621800.

6.	 Pauls LJ, Archibald LMD. Cognitive and linguistic effects of narrative-
based language intervention in children with Developmental Language 
Disorder. Autism Dev Lang Impair. 2021;6:23969415211015867. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1177/23969415211015867. PMid:36381534.

7.	 Favot K, Carter M, Stephenson J. The effects of oral narrative intervention 
on the narratives of children with language disorder: a systematic literature 
review. J Dev Phys Disabil. 2021;33(4):489-536. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
s10882-020-09763-9.

8.	 Zenaro MP, Rossi NF, Souza ALDM, Giacheti CM. Estrutura e 
coerência da narrativa oral de crianças com transtorno de déficit de 

https://doi.org/10.1044/1058-0360(2006/017)
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/16782689
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/16782689
https://doi.org/10.1097/01.TLD.0000318933.46925.86
https://doi.org/10.1044/2017_LSHSS-17-0047
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29621800
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/29621800
https://doi.org/10.1177/23969415211015867
https://doi.org/10.1177/23969415211015867
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/36381534
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10882-020-09763-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10882-020-09763-9


Rossi et al. CoDAS 2024;36(1):e20220245 DOI: 10.1590/2317-1782/20232022245en 8/8

atenção e hiperatividade. CoDAS. 2019;31(6):e20180197. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1590/2317-1782/20192018197. PMid:31778423.

9.	 Jepsen IB, Hougaard E, Matthiesen ST, Lambek R. A systematic review and 
meta-analysis of narrative language abilities in children with attention-deficit/
hyperactivity disorder. Res Child Adolesc Psychopathol. 2022;50(6):737-
51. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10802-021-00871-4. PMid:34807333.

10.	 Fisher EL, Barton-Hulsey A, Walters C, Sevcik RA, Morris R. Executive 
functioning and narrative language in children with dyslexia. Am J Speech Lang 
Pathol. 2019;28(3):1127-38. http://dx.doi.org/10.1044/2019_AJSLP-18-0106. 
PMid:31200604.

11.	 Vretudaki H. ‘Tell me the whole story’: moving from narrative comprehension 
to narrative production skills. Eur Early Child Educ Res J. 2022;30(6):949. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2022.2098991.

12.	 Mäkinen L, Loukusa S, Nieminen L, Leinonen E, Kunnari S. The 
development of narrative productivity, syntactic complexity, referential 
cohesion and event content in four-to eight-year-old Finnish children. First 
Lang. 2014;34(1):24-42. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0142723713511000.

13.	 Mayer M. Frog, where are you? New York: Dial Press; 1969.
14.	 Berman RA, Slobin DI, editores. Relating events in narrative: a crosslinguistic 

developmental study. New York: Psychology Press; 2013. http://dx.doi.
org/10.4324/9780203773512.

15.	 Reilly J, Losh M, Bellugi U, Wulfeck B. “Frog, where are you?” Narratives 
in children with specific language impairment, early focal brain injury, 
and Williams syndrome. Brain Lang. 2004;88(2):229-47. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1016/S0093-934X(03)00101-9. PMid:14965544.

16.	 Souza MSL, Cáceres-Assenço AM. O vocabulário e as habilidades 
narrativas se correlacionam em pré-escolares com desenvolvimento 
típico de linguagem? CoDAS. 2021;33(6):e20200169. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1590/2317-1782/20202020169.

17.	 Reilly JS, Bates EA, Marchman VA. Narrative discourse in children with 
early focal brain injury. Brain Lang. 1998;61(3):335-75. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1006/brln.1997.1882. PMid:9570869.

18.	 Coggins TE, Friet T, Morgan T. Analysing narrative productions in 
older school-age children and adolescents with fetal alcohol syndrome: 
an experimental tool for clinical applications. Clin Linguist Phon. 
1998;12(3):221-36. http://dx.doi.org/10.3109/02699209808985223.

19.	 Rossi NF, Rosa KG, Giacheti CM. A narrativa oral de história no 
contexto da avaliação da linguagem: proposta de protocolo dos aspectos 
macro e microestruturais. In: Giacheti CM, editor. Avaliação da fala e da 
linguagem: perspectivas interdisciplinares em Fonoaudiologia. Marília: 
Oficina Universitária; 2020. p. 273. http://dx.doi.org/10.36311/2020.978-
65-86546-87-3.p273-292.

20.	 Gardner-Nebletti N. What predicts oral narrative competence among 
African American children? Exploring the role of linguistic and cognitive 
skills. J Speech Lang Hear Res. 2022;65(8):2931-47. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1044/2022_JSLHR-22-00002. PMid:35914022.

21.	 Spinillo AG, Martins RA. Uma análise da produção de histórias coerentes por 
crianças. Psicol Reflex Crit. 1997;10(2):219-48. http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/
S0102-79721997000200004.

22.	 Dadalto EV, Goldfeld M. Características comuns à narrativa oral de 
crianças na pré-alfabetização. Rev CEFAC. 2009;11(1):42-9. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1590/S1516-18462009005000013.

23. Westby, C. 21st century literacy for a diverse world. Folia Phoniatr Logop. 
2004;56(4):254-71.

24.	 Forman H. Events and children’s sense of time: a perspective on the 
origins of everyday time-keeping. Front Psychol. 2015;6:259. http://dx.doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00259. PMid:25814969.

25.	 Cohn N. Visual narrative comprehension: universal or not? Psychon Bull 
Rev. 2020;27(2):266-85. http://dx.doi.org/10.3758/s13423-019-01670-1. 
PMid:31820277.

26.	 Lindgren J. Comprehension and production of narrative macrostructure in 
Swedish: A longitudinal study from age 4 to 7. First Lang. 2019;39(4):412-
32. http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0142723719844089.

27.	 Ralli AM, Kazali E, Kanellou M, Mouzaki A, Antoniou F, Diamanti V, et al. 
Oral language and story retelling during preschool and primary school 
years: developmental patterns and interrelationships. J Psycholinguist 
Res. 2021;50(5):949-65. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10936-021-09758-3. 
PMid:33515178.

28.	 Adlof SM, McLeod AN, Leftwich B. Structured narrative retell instruction 
for young children from low socioeconomic backgrounds: a preliminary 
study of feasibility. Front Psychol. 2014;5:391. http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/
fpsyg.2014.00391. PMid:24847295.

29.	 Gonçalves F, Dias MGBB. Coerência textual: um estudo com jovens e 
adultos. Psicol Reflex Crit. 2003;16(1):29-40. http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/
S0102-79722003000100005.

30.	 Pessoa APP, Correa J, Spinillo A. Contexto de produção e o estabelecimento 
da coerência na escrita de histórias por crianças. Psicol Reflex Crit. 
2010;23(2):253-60. http://dx.doi.org/10.1590/S0102-79722010000200007.

Authors’ contribution
NFR and CMG were responsible for the conception, design of the study, and 
writing of the article; NFR was responsible for data collection and analysis; 
ACX and KGR were responsible for analysing the data and writing the article.

https://doi.org/10.1590/2317-1782/20192018197
https://doi.org/10.1590/2317-1782/20192018197
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31778423
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10802-021-00871-4
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/34807333
https://doi.org/10.1044/2019_AJSLP-18-0106
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31200604
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31200604
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350293X.2022.2098991
https://doi.org/10.1177/0142723713511000
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203773512
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203773512
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0093-934X(03)00101-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0093-934X(03)00101-9
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/14965544
https://doi.org/10.1590/2317-1782/20202020169
https://doi.org/10.1590/2317-1782/20202020169
https://doi.org/10.1006/brln.1997.1882
https://doi.org/10.1006/brln.1997.1882
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/9570869
https://doi.org/10.3109/02699209808985223
https://doi.org/10.36311/2020.978-65-86546-87-3.p273-292
https://doi.org/10.36311/2020.978-65-86546-87-3.p273-292
https://doi.org/10.1044/2022_JSLHR-22-00002
https://doi.org/10.1044/2022_JSLHR-22-00002
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/35914022
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-79721997000200004
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-79721997000200004
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1516-18462009005000013
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1516-18462009005000013
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00259
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.00259
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/25814969
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-019-01670-1
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31820277
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/31820277
https://doi.org/10.1177/0142723719844089
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10936-021-09758-3
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33515178
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/33515178
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00391
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2014.00391
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/24847295
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-79722003000100005
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-79722003000100005
https://doi.org/10.1590/S0102-79722010000200007

