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Abstract 

In settings where information gathering is important to determine what happened, the ability 

to elicit a narrative about past experiences is important. To date, adults with limited 

expressive language have not been the focus of research when recalling past experiences in 

response to open-ended questions. The current study examined how adults with limited 

expressive language responded to open-ended questions about a recent experience. Baseline 

assessments were completed with 49 adults (with average sentences of 5 words or less). They 

were then interviewed about a personal experience using exclusively open-ended questions, 

followed by open-ended and directive questions about a staged event. Their interviews were 

coded for mean length of utterance, number of different words, and six dimensions of the 

Narrative Assessment Profile. The results of correlational and regression analyses indicated 

that adults with limited expressive language are able to give some event-related detail in their 

narratives, however there was wide variability in narrative quality. Their mean length of 

utterance was stable across different events. Findings suggest that interviewers who need to 

question adults with limited expressive language might consider first engaging the 

interviewee in brief open-ended dialogue about an unrelated topic to get a sense of the 

interviewee’s communication ability.   

Keywords: Practice narratives, minimally verbal adults, limited expressive language, 

narrative quality, interview, narrative, questioning, complex communication, open-ended 

questions, rapport 
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The Ability of Adults with Limited Expressive Language to Engage in Open-ended 

Interviews About Personal Experiences 

People’s abilities to produce narratives of their personal experiences has myriad 

benefits including improved ability to communicate with health providers (Pennebaker, 

2000), enhanced socio-emotional wellbeing (Bohanek & Fivush, 2010), identity construction 

(Hibbin, 2016), meaning-making and integration of experiences, and relationship building 

(McAdams, 2008). Indeed, story-telling about personal experience is fundamental to many 

aspects of human life (McAdams, 2008). Being able to recount one’s experience is also 

important during activities that rely on information sharing, such as investigative 

interviewing and therapy.  

The sharing of personal experience is supported by expressive language (Nippold, 

2007). As such, adults with limited expressive language may be disadvantaged in these 

activities. A person with limited expressive language can be defined as any individual who 

uses sentences of approximately five words or less, with or without cognitive impairment 

(Hus Bal et al., 2016). Adults with limited expressive language are a heterogeneous group 

who demonstrate a range of complex conditions such as neuro-developmental disorders (e.g., 

autism spectrum disorder, cerebral palsy), traumatic brain injury, and acquired language 

disorders like aphasia (Speech Pathology Australia, 2013). Their vocabulary is typically 

smaller and more basic than their verbally fluent peers, and expressive language difficulty is 

often–but not always–coupled with intellectual disability (Marrus & Hall, 2017).  

The broader research literature suggests that those who seek information from adults 

with limited expressive language can aid their verbal reports through effective questioning 

that combines open-ended with specific questioning approaches (Agnew & Powell, 2004; 

Bearman et al., 2019; Cederborg et al., 2012). When eliciting information from this 

population, interviewers frequently rely on specific questions; however, such questions 
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heighten the risk of error due to interviewer bias and respondent suggestibility (Bull, 2010; 

Gudjonsson & Joyce, 2011). Yet, open-ended questions alone may yield limited detail when 

expressive language is limited (Agnew & Powell, 2004). Open-ended questions are 

considered appropriate for people as young as four years of age with typical expressive 

language ability (Lamb et al., 2003; Sternberg et al., 2001). Open-ended questions are 

defined as any question that elicits an elaborate response and does not specify what 

information is required (Lamb et al., 2018). In contrast to open-ended questions, specific 

questions do not encourage elaborate responses and do indicate to interviewees what 

information is being sought. We distinguish two main categories of specific questions: cued 

recall (i.e., wh- questions, such as who, where, when) and closed (yes-no and other option-

posing questions). Open questions are considered superior to all other types because they 

allow respondents to express themselves in their own words, they do not suggest what 

answers should be given or what information is important (Foddy, 1993), and they elicit more 

accurate responses about remembered events (e.g., Sutherland & Hayne, 2001). 

Relatively few studies have devoted attention to the complex issue of conducting 

verbal interviews with interviewees with limited expressive language. Lloyd and colleagues 

(2006) investigated the broader challenge of including people with expressive language 

difficulties in qualitative interview research. They note that the voices of this population are 

quite absent in the literature because most qualitative interview studies have included 

articulate individuals. This injustice leads to marginalization and the making of this group 

invisible. Concerns include that the responses of participants with limited expressive 

language may not be completely accurate or credible, researchers may have difficulty 

interpreting meaning from their narratives or might imbue the responses with their own 

biases, and that they will provide limited answers when asked open-ended questions. These 

sentiments largely echo those from the field of investigative interviewing, where interviewers 
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assume that interviewees (of any age) with limited verbal skills will require specific questions 

to share their experiences (Bull, 2010). 

Yet, in settings where information gathering is important to determine what happened, 

eliciting a narrative is crucial. In interviews with children, interviewers often provide young 

interviewees with practice in providing narratives in response to open-ended prompts about a 

neutral or fun event from the past (Lamb et al., 2018). There are two overarching benefits of 

practice narratives. First, they help to build rapport between the interviewer and interviewee 

because it establishes a process of interaction where the interviewee knows that (s)he will be 

listened to (Roberts et al., 2011). Second, when delivered correctly, practice in responding to 

open-ended prompts may (by nature of the exercise) improve narrative proficiency. For 

example, children provide more information in response to the initial prompt after raising the 

topic of concern if they have first participated in an open-ended rapport-building phase 

(Sternberg et al., 1997).  

The ability to respond to open-ended questions about personal experiences likely 

generalizes across various types of events, which would suggest that there may be a role for 

practice narratives in investigative interviews with adults with limited expressive language. 

The present study had two main aims: a) to examine the quality of participants’ practice 

narratives in order to provide evidence that people with limited expressive language can 

respond effectively to questions that encourage them to provide narrative information, and b) 

to investigate the extent to which communication generalized across different events for 

adults with limited expressive language.  

The Current Study  

We examined the personal recounts of a recent fun event from a subset of adults with 

limited expressive language who had participated in a larger memory study about a staged 

event (Bearman et al., 2019). Before being questioned about the staged event, all participants 
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were asked to talk about a recent fun experience in response to unscripted open-ended 

questions (i.e., practice narrative). We analyzed these ‘practice’ narratives for their linguistic 

properties (i.e., mean number of words per utterance and number of different words used), as 

well as the narrative quality of their reports. Narrative quality was assessed using the 

Narrative Assessment Profile (Bliss et al.,1998), which was originally developed to evaluate 

a number of dimensions of narrative skills of individuals with severe communication 

challenges, and has previously been used with children with specific language impairment 

(Miranda et al., 1998). Narrative Assessment Profile dimensions included: topic 

identification, topic maintenance, event sequencing, referencing, explicitness, and 

conjunctive cohesion. These dimensions are particularly relevant to eliciting reliable 

information about past events. Narrative quality is important in investigative interviews 

because it is associated with better comprehension among listeners (Newman & McGregor, 

2006). Thus, mastery of these dimensions would be associated with a better overall recount, 

which is crucial during investigative interviews.   

In addition to assessing the participants’ performance on the practice narratives alone, 

our second aim was to examine the associations between the linguistic and quality measures 

derived from the practice narrative with those obtained from the substantive phase of the 

interview (i.e., performance when talking about the staged event) and with baseline measures 

of verbal and nonverbal ability. We expected that there would be a strong positive correlation 

between the mean length of utterance measured when participants were describing a 

personally-relevant event and when they were recalling a laboratory staged event. We further 

predicted that interviewees’ ability to generate meaningful personal experiences (as 

demonstrated by the NAP and number of different words used) would be strongly related to 

their ability to respond to open-ended prompts about the staged event. The presence of these 

relationships would indicate that investigative interviewers could use the practice narrative 
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phase as a preliminary means of assessing an interviewee’s communication ability. We 

further predicted that baseline measures of verbal and nonverbal ability would be associated 

with performance in the practice and substantive phases.  

Method 

Participants 

Participants were involved in a larger study testing the effectiveness of various 

interviewing protocols on the ability of adults with limited expressive language to recount a 

set of staged activities (Bearman et al., 2019). They were recruited via the leadership of 

disability care homes, brain injury support services, speech pathology groups, and disability-

supported workplaces in one state of Australia. These professionals were asked to nominate 

individuals in their care who they perceived to have very limited expressive language. 

Some participants from the larger study were excluded from the current investigation: 

all individuals who were interviewed using visual aids alongside the questioning, as well as 

five participants who did not complete the narrative practice phase because they wanted to 

speak immediately about the staged laboratory event. The present subsample included 49 

adults with limited expressive language, aged 18 to 74 years (M = 46.39, SD = 14.34; 47% 

female). They demonstrated a range of disabilities including traumatic brain injury, stroke, 

cerebral palsy, Down syndrome, intellectual disability, and autism. All individuals with 

personal and guardian (where appropriate) consent participated. Participation was voluntary 

and participants were free to withdraw their consent at any time (none withdrew consent). 

The research was approved by the university’s human research ethics board. 

Materials and Procedure 

Baseline assessments. All participants completed an initial assessment session in 

which their verbal abilities were assessed to confirm that they indeed demonstrated limited 

expressive language. Participants were asked to describe three four-part narrative sequence 

cards (Black Sheep Press, 2012) and were required to tell a story with each set of cards. 
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Reponses were transcribed and analyzed using Systematic Analysis of Language Transcripts 

software (SALT; Miller et al., 2017). Consistent with SALT coding conventions, utterances 

were defined as independent clauses (subject + verb) with their associated dependent clauses 

(e.g., because…, while…, when…). In addition, incomplete clauses in response to a question 

were also considered an utterance. Their baseline mean length of utterance (MLU-baseline) 

was measured in number of words. A non-verbal IQ assessment was administered using 

Raven’s coloured progressive matrices (Raven, Raven, & Court, 1998). The test contained 

three sets of 12 items, for a maximum score of 36.  

The interview. Individual interviews were conducted with each participant 

approximately one week after the baseline assessment session by a single interviewer who 

had extensive experience in asking open-ended questions to a range of interviewees. 

Interviews comprised two phases: a practice narrative phase in which the interviewer sought 

information about a recent and pleasant personal experience, followed by the substantive 

phase where she asked participants about a set of staged events (Bearman et al., 2019). The 

practice narrative phase is the focus of the current study.  

The interviewer commenced the practice narrative with the following prompt: “Tell 

me something fun you have done recently.” To pursue the account, the interviewer used 

open-ended follow-up prompts such as, “Tell me what happened the last time you did 

[event],” “What happened then?” and “Tell me more about the part where [previously 

disclosed detail]”. The only other prompts used were minimal encouragers (e.g., “Mmm-

hmm,” “Uh-huh”); backchannel utterances that indicate the speaker should continue. The 

practice narrative was terminated when no new information was being elicited and/or the 

participants indicated they could remember no more.  

The practice phase was immediately followed by a substantive phase where the 

interviewer questioned the participants about one or more instances of a repeated staged 

event. The staged events comprised a set of scripted activities (e.g., listening to music, having 
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a snack). Participants in the current subsample were interviewed either with open-ended 

prompts followed by cued recall prompts, or in an intermixed fashion where open-ended and 

cued recall prompts were alternated. More details can be found in [Bearman et al., 2019].  

Coding. All interviews were audiotaped, transcribed verbatim, and de-identified. 

Participants’ practice narrative phases were entered into Systematic Analysis of Language 

Transcripts software (Miller et al., 2017) to automatically generate the following measures of 

microstructure: number of utterances, mean length of utterance in the practice phase (MLU-

practice), mean length of utterance in the substantive phase (MLU-interview) and number of 

different words used during practice (NDW) to measure semantic diversity. In addition, the 

practice narratives were coded to measure narrative quality using the Narrative Assessment 

Profile (NAP; Bliss et al., 1998). Participant responses to the interview were coded in each of 

the following six NAP categories; (i) topic identification referred to the extent to which 

participants’ labels for the past personal event specified the event (e.g., “fun day” versus 

“wedding”); (ii) topic maintenance related to how well the individual’s narrative remained on 

topic or to a central theme; (iii) event sequencing associated with the narrative sustaining a 

chronological or logical order; (iv) explicitness if the individual’s narrative was informative 

or could be understood by a lay listener; (v) referencing related to whether the narrative 

involved the identification of individuals, features, and events before pronouns are used to 

refer to them, and (vi) conjunctive cohesion to describe whether the individual used words or 

phrases that linked utterances and events (e.g., ‘and then we did [event]’).  Participants 

received a score out of three for each of the categories; (0) not evident, (1) some evidence, 

and (2) mastered. Examples of two transcripts and final coding sheets are provided in 

Appendix A.  

Reliability. The first author coded all transcripts. For reliability purposes, 15 

transcripts (20%) were also coded by a second coder otherwise unassociated with the 

research and blind to the study purpose. Cohen’s Kappa was used to calculate inter-rater 
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reliability across all of the Narrative Assessment Profile dimensions, number of different 

words, transcription of words, and utterance segmentation (to generate MLU). Reliability was 

0.85 or greater for all measures.  

Results  

Preliminary Checks and Data Screening 

 First, we screened the data for statistical assumptions, missing values, and outliers. 

One participant had been unable to complete the Raven’s Progressive Matrices due to 

physical restrictions, so we replaced the missing value with the variable mean. Several 

variables were positively skewed by the presence of between two to five outliers above the 

mean (number of utterances per prompt in practice, number of different words in practice, 

and MLU-interview). We examined the correlations among measures with and without the 

outliers. The outcomes were largely the same, but a few significant associations were 

dropped when we removed the outliers. Accordingly, to be conservative, we elected to 

remove these seven participants from subsequent analyses, thereby creating a more 

homogeneous sample of adults with limited expressive language.    

 Next, we assessed whether there were any differences in the narrative variables across 

interview protocol. Even though the practice phase was conducted identically across the two 

interview protocols, we wanted to ensure that the groups had been comparable at baseline. 

None of the 9 comparisons were significant at a corrected alpha of .005; ts ≤ 2.10, ps ≥ .042, 

Cohen’s ds ≤ .60, thus interview protocol is not considered further. 

Analytic Plan 

 Our goals with this project were twofold: 1) to describe overall narrative performance 

in a sample of adults with limited verbal ability who were interviewed about a personal 

experience using exclusively open-ended prompts, and 2) to examine the associations 

between the linguistic and quality measures derived from the practice narrative with those 

obtained from the substantive phase of the interview (i.e., performance when talking about 
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the staged event) and with baseline measures of verbal and nonverbal ability. In the first 

section of the results, we provide descriptive characteristics of performance, and in the 

second section, we present correlations and a regression analysis predicting average MLU 

during the substantive portion of the interview.  

Describing Participants’ Performance 

The descriptive statistics illustrate wide variability across most of the measured 

variables (Table 1). Although the MLU in all phases indicates that the participants gave very 

brief responses (approximately 3 words per utterance), the average number of different words 

they used in their practice interviews was nearly 30. This means that with continual open-

ended prompting, participants with limited expressive language provided new, relevant 

information. With regards to the NAP, participants demonstrated mastery on some elements 

but difficulties were also observed. Most were able to give a useful label for the topic being 

discussed. Being able to maintain that topic throughout the practice phase, being informative 

(explicitness), and using appropriate referencing to people, places, and objects showed 

moderate levels of competence (i.e., a score of 1), and event sequencing and conjunctive 

cohesion were clearly the most difficult.  

Relationships Among Language Measures 

Table 2 shows the correlations among the measures at the initial assessment (non-

verbal IQ and MLU-baseline), participants’ spoken language measures during the practice 

narrative (MLU-practice, number of different words, total NAP, number of utterances per 

interviewer prompt), and MLU for the substantive phase. None of the individual NAP scales 

were correlated with any of the MLU measures (ps ≥ .071) so these are not discussed further. 

Further, the number of utterances per prompt was associated only with the number of 

different words used during practice.  

As can be seen in Table 2, MLU at all three timepoints were correlated with one 

another. This pattern suggests that the participants’ expressive language was stable regardless 
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of whether they were describing a concrete visual stimulus (i.e., the picture cards), recalling a 

past personally-relevant event, or recalling a past staged event. Non-verbal IQ was 

moderately to strongly correlated with MLU at all time points as well. This finding is 

reflective of the fact that limited verbal ability is frequently associated with other cognitive 

impairments (Marrus & Hall, 2017). Interestingly, the number of different words used during 

the practice narrative was associated with MLU at all timepoints and non-verbal IQ. Like the 

MLU measures, however, it was unassociated with any of the NAP scales (ps ≥ .057).   

Finally, to assess the degree to which early interview assessments could predict MLU 

during the substantive phase of the interview, we entered the variables that significantly 

correlated with MLU-interview (non-verbal IQ, MLU-baseline, MLU-practice, and number 

of different words in practice) as predictors in a multiple linear regression analysis. Given 

that there were significant correlations between all of the predictors (and in particular, a very 

high correlation between MLU-baseline and MLU-practice) a stepwise variable selection 

procedure was used to avoid issues with multicollinearity. The final model was significant, F 

(2, 39) = 41.43, p < .001, with an R2 of .68. There were two significant predictors:  MLU-

baseline (p < .001) and number of different words in practice (p =.02). Holding all other 

variables constant, participants’ interview MLU increased by .57 words for each one-word 

increase in their baseline MLU. The slope for NDW was more modest; holding all other 

variables constant, for every one-word increase in the number of different words, there was a 

.02 word increase in the MLU at the interview.  An examination of the residuals revealed that 

they did not violate the assumptions of independence, homogeneity, or normality.  

Discussion 

In the present study, we found that adults with limited expressive language were able 

to produce personal narratives in response to open-ended questions with at least some degree 

of detail. Mean length of utterance was highly stable within individuals regardless of whether 

they were narrating in response to a visual stimulus (i.e., baseline assessment), talking about 
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a personally meaningful experience, or reporting about a staged event. Significant predictors 

of MLU-interview were MLU-baseline and the number of different words used in practice. 

These findings indicate that professionals tasked with gathering information from adults with 

limited expressive language may find it helpful to engage them initially in open-ended recall 

for an unrelated topic (either using visual cards or eliciting a practice narrative). There were 

no significant associations between the narrative quality dimensions (e.g., topic 

identification, topic maintenance, event sequencing) and measures of expressive language. 

The lack of relationships here indicates that the ability to produce narratively coherent 

accounts was unrelated to the number of words per utterance. In other words, brief responses 

did not necessarily lack narrative quality. Prior work with children has shown that narrative 

quality tends to be enhanced when interviewers use open-ended questions (Snow et al., 

2009), and narrative quality is associated with a comprehensible, logical account (Paul, 

2001).  

Non-verbal IQ was associated with language productivity in all interview phases, but 

not with narrative quality. These findings suggest that expressive language difficulties, but 

not intellectual disability, may underlie the challenges in recounting personal narratives in 

this sample. This finding appears in contrast with prior literature, which has found that 

individuals with intellectual disability have difficulty producing detailed and complete 

narratives (Agnew & Powell, 2004; Brown et al., 2012). The contrasting results could be due 

to the fact that previous studies have not measured both intellectual and verbal functioning 

for their participants, and thus, individuals with intellectual disabilities may have also had 

communication difficulties that were not documented. 

Findings from the present research should be interpreted in light of several 

limitations. First, we were unable to judge the accuracy of participants’ practice narratives; 

however, past research has shown that open-ended questions are likely to produce accurate 

descriptions of past events from interviewees (Agnew & Powell, 2004; Lamb et al., 2018).  
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Second, the interviewer was relatively unfamiliar with participants, and some reluctance from 

participants to share personal experiences may have impacted on the results. These results 

therefore may not demonstrate the optimal performance of the present sample, but they 

should nonetheless generalize to situations where professionals (e.g., doctors, nurses, and 

police officers) would be unfamiliar with the interviewee when trying to elicit accurate 

information about events during investigations.  

Despite its limitations, the current study is unique in that it focused on adults with 

limited expressive language and explored only high-quality open-ended questions during a 

practice phase with this cohort. When delivered correctly, practice in responding to open-

ended prompts may improve the amount of information reported in subsequent interview 

phases (Sternberg et al., 1997; Whiting & Price, 2017). Professionals (e.g., speech 

pathologists and carers) working with individuals who have limited expressive language 

should be incorporating these types of questions in everyday interactions. This task could be 

achieved through a practice narrative or with story picture cards. By utilizing open-ended 

questions when interviewing adults with limited expressive language, we may provide them 

with greater access to the justice system and a greater quality of life.  

Importantly, interviewers may be able to use MLU during early interview phases as a 

potential indicator of expected performance when discussing the topic of concern. While 

open-ended questions should be the default, some experts have suggested that interviewers 

might aid interviewees with communication challenges even further by scaffolding their 

narrative accounts with some directive questions (e.g., “Where did [the event] happen”) and 

pairing these with open-ended ones (Bearman et al., 2019; Hershkowitz et al., 2012; Lloyd et 

al., 2006) 

The present research supports the notion that the ability of adults with very limited 

expressive language skills to respond to open-ended questions generalizes across event types. 

The findings also add weight to the argument that people with limited expressive language 



OPEN QUESTIONS AND LIMITED EXPRESSIVE 15 

are able to provide narrative accounts when questioned effectively. Indeed, experts have 

intimated that one reason we know little about peoples’ subjective experiences of various 

conditions that inhibit their communication is due to our inability to question them in ways 

that permits them to express themselves (Lloyd et al., 2006). This sentiment echoes ones 

made by developmental psychologists who suggest that what children can tell us about their 

experiences is largely attributable to the quality of our questions (Brown & Lamb, 2015). 

From a practical standpoint, the current study suggests that engaging adults with minimal 

expressive language in a brief open-ended interview about an unrelated topic prior to 

discussing substantive issues may be a helpful way to gauge communication ability.   
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Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics for Performance and Narrative Measures 

 
 Minimum Maximum Mean (SD) 
Raven’s Progressive Matrices 4.00 35.00 15.05 (8.16) 
MLU-baseline 1.06 5.75 3.05 (1.26) 
MLU-practice 1.00 5.67 3.22 (1.13) 
NDW practice 8.00 73.00 28.88 (14.90) 
NAP total (max 12) 0.00 11.00 4.95 (2.79) 
Prompts in practice 4.00 35.00 15.36 (7.22) 
Utterances in practice 3.00 39.00 14.69 (8.03) 
Utt/Prompt in practice 0.32 3.40 1.13 (.72) 
MLU-interview 1.27 5.75 2.67 (1.14) 
    
NAP Subscales No evidence Some evidence Mastered 
Topic Identification 6 2 34 
Topic Maintenance 8 18 16 
Event Sequencing 20 12 10 
Explicitness 9 20 13 
Referencing 14 26 2 
Conjunctive cohesion 37 4 1 
Note: MLU = mean length of utterance, NDW = number of different words used, NAP = 
Narrative Assessment Profile, Utt/Prompt = number of utterances produced per prompt 
asked.  
Note: NAP subscales: number represents frequency of participants observed 
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Table 2 
 
Correlations Among Performance and Narrative Measures 
 

 Raven’s MLU-baseline MLU-practice NDW Practice NAP Practice Utt/Prompt 
MLU-interview .38* .79** .71** .62** .06 < .01 
Raven’s - .49** .42** .51** < .01 .10 
MLU-baseline  - .76** .54** .13 -.02 
MLU-practice   - .68** .24 .02 
NDW Practice    - .16 .33* 
NAP total     - .05 

* p < .05 
** p < .01 
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Appendix A 

Examples of Narratives and Coded Transcripts 

Example narrative and coded transcript 1 

(Examiner prompts in capitals) 

TELL ME SOMETHING FUN YOU’VE DONE? 

(Um, ) see the Christmas lights. 

WHAT DID YOU DO THERE 

I looked around 

MHM 

WHAT ELSE HAPPENED? 

I looked around with Margaret 

YEP 

(Um) went a walk with the dog 

YEP 

Um I don’t know what else 

THAT’S OKAY. TELL ME MORE ABOUT THE PART WHERE YOU WENT FOR A WALK 

WITH THE DOG 

To the park 

MHM 

And look around 
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Narrative 

Assessment Profile 

element 

0-absent /no 

evidence 

1-some evidence 2-yes 

Topic ID   2- Christmas lights 

Topic maintenance 

(are utterances on 

topic) 

 

 1 not clear if the dog 

walk was connected 

to the Christmas 

lights 

 

Event sequencing 

(are the events in 

chronological order) 

 

 1- some sequencing- 

to the park 

 

Explicitness (can we 

understand the 

narrative? Is it 

elaborate? Is there 

description, action 

and evaluation) 

 

 1- some action, walk 

dog to the park 

 

Referencing (Is there 

individuals, features 

and events?) 

 

 1 (the dog) 

Who is Margaret 

 

Conjunctive cohesion 

(Is it linked? Does 

the individual use 

conjunctions, such as 

‘and then’?) 

 

0 – No evidence of 

appropriate use of 

conjunctions 
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Example narrative and coded transcript 2 

SO NOW I WANT YOU TO TELL ME SOMETHING FUN THAT YOU’VE DONE 

RECENTLY  

Okay, well on a Monday night  

YEP 

I go to lawn bowls 

YEP 

Thursday nights I go to basketball to play eagle farm 

MHM 

And Tuesday nights I go to Brooklyn park 

MHM 

On Saturdays I go see crows play at the Adelaide oval 

OKAY I WANT YOU TO TELL ME WHAT IS THE FIRST THING YOU DO WHEN GO TO 

LAWN BOWLS 

Go there and I play 

YEP 

Straightaway 

YEP 

We are told to start 

YEP 

I play bowls and then I play basketball 

WHAT DO YOU DO WHEN YOU PLAY BOWLS 

I put the bowl down near the jack 

YEP 

Get as close as I can 
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MHM 

And yeah 

GOOD AND WHAT DO YOU DO WHEN YOU PLAY BASKETBALL 

Yep I play basketball I shoot goals I run hard 

MHM 

When we win I am happy 

THAT’S GOOD 

Then after that I come home, have tea, I come home and have tea at home 

MHM  

And then I um, then on Saturday night this week I will be going to see crows and Essendon play 

MHM 

And I hope the crows win because now we are on top 

ITS STILL EARLY DAYS YET 

And I do football tips here at work 

MHM 

Jane and I go out for tea, out for tea sometimes 

MHM 

And I’ve been with Jane for three years 

YEP 

Her and I go out together, we live together, we do things together, we clean the unit together, 

enjoy time together, she goes home and stays for Easter, and might do something for Easter 

MHM 

Sunday what we do, then enjoy the weekend and go to the football watch the crows play 

YEP 

Watch the other games on TV 
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MHM 

And go to bed after that and sleep 

 

Narrative 

Assessment Profile 

element 

0-absent 1-some evidence 2-yes 

Topic ID   2- lawn bowls 

Topic maintenance 

(are utterances on 

topic) 

 

 1- does talk about 

each category for a 

bit before changing 

 

Event sequencing 

(are the events in 

chronological order) 

 

 1- some sequencing 

for bowls, we are 

told to start, I put 

the bowl down near 

the jack, get as close 

as I can 

 

Explicitness (can we 

understand the 

narrative? Is it 

elaborate? Is there 

description, action 

and evaluation) 

 

  2- explains multiple 

activities in quite 

good detail 

Referencing (Is there 

individuals, features 

and events?) 

 

  2- Jane and I go out 

together, we live 

together, we’ve 

been together for 

three years 
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Conjunctive cohesion 

(Is it linked?  Does 

the individual use 

conjunctions, such as 

‘and then’?) 

 

 

 1- some 

conjunctions, after 

that I come home 

and have tea 

(doesn’t always use 

though) 

 


