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Purpose: This study aims to explore the elements of character description grammar and their
characteristics by inductively analyzing the data of written discourse (the topic was My
Mom) of lower grade children in elementary school. Methods: The written data of 58
children in first- to third-grade as reported by their classroom teacher were analyzed. First,
after extracting description grammar elements from descriptive discourses of participants, the
data were tagged by elements. Second, T-unit, NTW, NDW, cohesive markers (lexical
cohesive markers, grammatical markers), and grammatical errors (particles, endings, spelling,
spacing, and syntactic errors) were analyzed. Third, the correlation between variables were
analyzed. Results: Ten elements were found including [favorite/hate], [experiencel,
[role/action], [appearance], [occupation], [competencyl, [personalityl, [emotion], [objective
facts], [health/power] as grammar elements for character description. From first- to
third-grade, the focus of children for character description changed. For instance, first-grade
children more frequently described [favorite/hate] and [competency] of their mother, while
third-grade students mentioned more frequently [role/behavior] and [personality] of their
mother, and [emotion] of their mother. The elements [favorite/hate] and [competency] have
negative correlation with T-unit or cohesive markers, while having a positive correlation
with grammatical errors. On the contrary, [role/action], [emotion], and [personality] have
positive correlations with cohesive markers, while having a negative correlation with
grammatical errors. Conclusions: These results show the grammar elements for character
description and how the focus of character description changes according to grade. This
information may be used as basic data for making macrostructure frames of descriptive
discourse and for evaluating the discourse comprehension strategies or character description

skills of school-aged children.
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1995; Pae & Lee, 1996). ©l= olop|€3t 87 &% &
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QLEKBal, 1980). AT, A4 T2E Fefstel olgoz 2
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Table 1. Participants' information

Grade Girl Boy Total
1% grade 8 10 18
2" grade 9 12 21
3" grade 9 10 19

Total 26 32 58
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Table 2. Variable codes

Categories Variables (codes)
Discourse T-unit (T-unit)
length NTW (NTW)
;e’“c,al NDW (NDW)
iversity
Lexical cohesive markers (CM2)
Cohesive Conjunctive ending (CM2)
markers Special semantic function auxiliary particle (CM3)
Conjunction & Indicative (CM4)
Particle error (GE1)
. Ending errors (GE2)
Grammatic .
Spelling errors (GE3)
al Errors

Spacing errors (GE4)
Syntactic errors (GE5)
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Table 3. Sample of analysis on character description elements

) Number of
Analysis sample o
proposition
My mom likes purple. [Favorite]
My mom plays piano well [Competency] 3
because (she) is a music teacher at school
[Occupation]
My mom is generous [Personality], counsels
well [Competencyl, likes to read books 5

[Favorite], is a stewardess [Occupationl,
and tells me to go to bed. [Role/Behaviorl

oo} 22 E7(tagging TFEOIHE ofuist Aol Tt
W e A Fesit B ATolN: Ashd AEs
Helea Bgo] Blwd HL WHTA s o] ool
o] desl 24 Y 90 G oo S3A 497 4
How AHgrh Igelw B7SIL (G/AFIT HAlS FHo
= @72 Zlgol Ba A5 U o B0l %ol got

& BE 48 BEA el e Bael gol o
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Table 4. Means and standard deviations of description grammar
elements according to grades and genders

Descriptive 2 grade 3" grade

elements Boy  Girl Boy  Girfl Boy  Girl

M 70 1.50 .25 .00 .09 .62

1% grade

DOl o (949) (1.069) (866 (000 (302 (916)
by M 00 .00 58 22 .00 .00
SO (000  (00) (1.24) (667) (00)  (.00)
DG3 M 110 .25 83 233 200 213
SD (1595 (463) (1.030) (1.323) (1.342) (1.246)
i M 10 50 .08 .00 27 50
S0 (316 (756) (289) (00) (467) (535)
bgs M 20 25 .08 22 27 13
SD (422) (463) (289) (441) (467) (354)
bee M 10 25 17 44 64 75
SD (316) (707) (389 (7260 (505) (.880)
gy M 170 113 58 22 64 13
SD (1.829) (1.126) (793) (441) (809 (.354)
beg M 00 .00 67 1.00 .64 75
SD - (00)  (00) (1.073) (1.225) (924 (.880)
gy M 20 62 .08 67 55 38
SD (422) (916) (289 (1.118) (522) (518)
belo M 00 13 .00 11 27 38

SD - (00) (352) (000) (333) (647) (518)

DG2=experience; DG3=role/behavior;
DGé4=appearance; DG5=occupation; DG6=personality;
DG7=competency;  DG8=emotion; = DG9=objective  features:
DG10=physical features.

DGl1=favorite;

£S Xfehd OFSO) HE0l LEKt QI8 AL 2 24 U S

1. AARE: Q2 BAF 29

2 78 §o) 25 A% ofgol I 92 Pk 7 wAt
BIE BATORA F 10719 9B W4 Y 048 29
E o4 S 0 gue 0E 2 ake Bt BREAS

¥ 59 wzd, oA 7kx] WHI(DG1, DG3, DG4, DG6,
DG7, DG8)oIA hd9] Fa3prt yepdet g Fade= A

E 5. ofF & 20| M2 OI= RAF Q4 H|W

Table 5. Comparison of character description elements according
to grade and gender

Variable SS df MS F
DG1 9.665 2 4832 8.071"
DG2 2.130 2 1.065 2.705
DG3 17.992 2 8.99% 5.926"
DG4 1.268 2 634 3.299°
Grade DG5 052 2 .026 156
DG6 2.671 2 1336 3.788
DG7 12.724 2 6362 6.030"
DG8 7.379 2 3.690 4.956
DG9 071 2 035 .080
DG10 878 2 439 2.920
DGl 1.850 1 1850 3.089
DG2 205 1 205 521
DG3 945 1 945 623
DG4 466 1 466 2.422
Gender DG5 .003 1 .003 016
DG6 461 1 461 1.309
DG7 3.298 1 3.208 3.125
DGS8 314 1 314 422
DG9 1.105 1 1.105 2.499
DG10 .180 1 .180 1.198
DGl 2.905 2 1452 2.426
DG2 428 2 214 544
DG3 13.421 2 6710 4.420'
DG4 580 2 290 1.509
DG5 207 2 103 623
Gx6G poe o3 2 037 104
DG7 117 2 .059 .056
DG8 278 2 139 .187
DG9 1.505 2 753 1.702
DG10 .001 2 .001 .004

G x G indicates interaction effect between grade and gender. The
codes of variables were indicated in the table 4.
"pK.05, "p<.01, T K001
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Table 6. Post-hoc of character description elements among
grades

Grade(I)-Grade(])
1-2 2-3 1-3

Variables

DG1
DG2 - - -
DG3 . ]
DG4 - - -
DG5 - - -
DG6 - - -
DG7 - - -
DGS8 - - -
DG9 - - -
DG10 - - -
The codes of variables were indicated in the table 4.
(.05, "p<.01, T p{.001

ME/dele] A%, 1hdAzt 28hd zF, 13hdAT} 38hd 7F
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Table 7. Means and standard deviations of microstructure

elements according to grades and genders of children

1% grade 2" grade 3" grade
Boy Girl Boy Girl Boy Girl
3.70 4.00 3.00 4.44 4.36 5.50

JOII

Tunit Y60 (414 (1128) (1.236) (1.362) ( .926)
NTw 2360 2525 2483 3767 2864 2937
(7.749)  (6.964) (9.815) (14.942) (15.680) (10.281)
\Dw 1700 1900 1875 2389 2027  22.37
(5.538) (5.425) (7.250) (8.462) (9.880) ( 7.386)
oMl 50 38 1.42 3.67 200 262
(.850) (.518) (1.443) (3.240) ( 1.868) ( 2.066)
o .90 1.63 2.50 4.00 2.55 3.13
(1.197)  (1.923) (1.567) (2.784) (3.205) (1.727)
M3 1.00 38 67 1.33 1.09 1.00
(1.333) (.744) (.492) (1.581) ( 1.446) ( 1.604)
oMd 1.10 75 .58 1.33 91 63

(994 (.886) (.669) (1225 (1300 ( .916)

The codes of variables were indicated in the table 2.

Al W Bt B2} 2 0, 99 2 feldh Aol )
o ANsg ® 8e 1 A%

B 8. sfit 0] T DA QA H|W
Table 8. Comparison of microstructure elements according to
grades and genders

Xy df MS F
Tunit 1669 200 8343 5.644"
NTW 45478  2.00 227.390 1.708
NDW 134.83  2.00 67414 1.172
Grade CM1 50.05 2.00 25.026 7.227"
CM2 40.88 2.00 20.438 4.228
CM3 138  2.00 692 442
CM4 40 2.00 .198 191
Tunit 13.06 1.00 13.062 8.836"
NTW 364.69  1.00 364.692 2.739
NDW 13441  1.00 134.412 2.337
Gender CM1 11.13 1.00 11.129 3.214
CM2 1238 1.00 12.380 2.561
CM3 .00 1.00 .004 .002
CM4 02 1.00 021 .020
Tunit 328 200  1.639 1.108
NTW 44730  2.00 223.651 1.680
NDW 3130  2.00 15.650 272
G x G CM1 14.63 200 7314 2.112
cM2 242 200  1.208 .250
CM3 406 200  2.028 1.295
CM4 3.74 200 1871 1.799

G x G indicates interaction effect between grade and gender. The
codes of variables were indicated in the table 2.
<05, "pl01, " p<001

Shdo] mE mA]LR 849] 80J3t Aol T-unit, 91324,
AofulofMrt Yepgt). of2gt Zfol7t 3hd 3t F o= 3¢
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Table 9. Means and standard deviations of grammatical errors
1% grade 2™ grade 3 grade
Boy Girl Boy Girl Boy Girl
.30 .63 .50 33 .18 .25

Error types

CEL  ( 483) (1.061) (674 (.707) (.40 ( .463)
GE2 .60 1.13 .92 33 27 .25
(.843) (.835) (.900) (.500) ( .467) ( .463)
GE3 3.70 2.63 2.75 3.11 1.36 .25
(3.498) (3.739) (2379 (3.951) (1.502) (.463)
G4 12.30 10.38 7.00 12.22 7.36 2.38
6.038) (4.274) (.618) (0.757) (4.225) (1.923)
GE5 .50 .50 .75 .89 27 .13

(.707) (.756) (.754) (.928) (647) (.354)

The codes of variables were indicated in the table 2.
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Table 10. Comparison of grammatical errors according to grade
and gender

Crmeze o & MS F
error
GE1 636 2 318 747
GE2 3.341 2 1.671 3.358
Grade GF3 62703 2 31.352 3.889"
GE4 412.103 2 206.051 6.842"
GE5 3.762 2 1.881 3.664"
GE1 081 1 .081 .190
GE2 010 1 .010 021
Gender GE3 5257 1 5.257 652
GE4 4503 1 4.503 .150
GE5 000 1 .000 .000
GE1 576 2 .288 678
GE2 2.935 2 1.468 2.950
G xG GE3 6961 2 3.480 432
GE4 270364 2 135.182 4.489"
GE5 200 2 .100 .195

G X G indicates interaction effect between grade and gender.
The codes of variables were indicated in the table 2.
"pC.05, "pC01

shdo] FaTie 2ALRE AR ZE ool UrhiAw
8o FEIE LA otk shdat 4de) Joag bt
wol 7] QoA Lhetdr.
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gtort % 28HolAIgt clote] wolx)7 E9ly] WRoltt. 1
shdolA 38hdoR sheA 2o] Zolt LA B9 BxE
7 obgier] 1 Fes14 WAom 25hd oksse] Y 057t
Solidehr} 38hdo] HA 9571 FolE AoE s,

Il BT Holslold AE b fR Holt
B e AL 9 104 B 4 S wie ol 1, 38k
A%t 25hd A 7 AaT tEel Aos shaer

— Boys
Girls

1254

Means 764

251

T T T
1 2 3

Grades

a3 1. ofEn JE0 IE Doy 2F

Figure 1. Spacing errors according to grades and genders
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Table 11. Post-hoc of grammatical errors according to grades
) Grade(I)-Grade(])
Variables 12 3 13

GE1 - - -
GE2 - - -
GE3 - - -
GE4 - -
GE5 - ) -

The codes of variables were indicated
(.05, "p<01, T pC.001

in the table 2.
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Figure 2. Structure of elements of character description grammar
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Appendix 1. Achievement of learning of participants (Korean language)
e 1% grade 2" grade _ 3" grade
Subjective evaluation Subjective evaluation RRan: s Vocabulary
90~100 4 6
80~90 6 5
70~80 18 21 4 3
60~70 2 2
50~60 3 3
BE 2 Qi DA 2 4 240
Appendix 2. Sample of analysis of character description grammar elements
{4 & {4 &
2 Avtke LSS Eotoltt A £
Az g fEdvke EEtESolea. 44 S Guk= Foit.
$9 Aokes Zheks BAS Fofolal -2 Gup=o| st
A AR & S0l A7REEd] 25U 2 guke 9 FAPYL
3548 FUHAE AN EdARH 4T Bl 59 2 duks FoiderE Ay

g 2E] oA AYE FFY

Segrte 9% ARk

d

Khels wolsin 45 ES W Azt

o Sl ofubt Fok

G BF S AFFA w4 2= e 99 vkl kg Eh

97 guke Aol gEe A, 9} Eule I oot 2l
92 gt ok, S2giul ojxel,

g Seigih Wold gy geE chdc. ABAls  Selguks @Fo) OFoltt
ok o] omAlk 9ok 304 1) ofsle} AE2 gk
Dok T, 92 dlus o] Ak

A9 9 ek wESmANYolt AHA 9 Qe ohuARobLAg
A9 sneloly 93] gk o] U] 42 o] Fobd 4 gk

88 3, HOI7HIOjE M
Table 3. Pearson correlation coefficients of variables

DGl DG2 DG3 DG4 DG5 DG6 DG7 DG8 DG9 DGIO Tunit CM1 CM2 CM3 CM4 GE1 GE2 GE3 GE4 GE5
DG1 1
DG2 -134 1
DG3 -387 -233 1
DG4 204 -119 -181 1
DG5 -.066 -.118 -056 .051 1
DG6 -.117 -151 072 .128 -.084 1
DG7 -.013 -163 -322° .081 .192 -135 1
DG8 -275* -.080 .266° .054 -.181 240 -.143 1
DG9 -.091 -.144 .058 .048 240 .096 -.094 .032 1
DG10  .107 -08 -.110 .213 -.058  .286" -.037 -.154 .18 1
T-unit -.020 -.133 370" .325 256 370" .094 327" 318 201 1
CM1 -.106 .015 .378" -.016 -.028  .072 -251 4177 .106 .104 414" 1
CM2 -078 .084 268 -076 .120 .289" -.078 403" .035 .087 456" 543" 1
CM3 -154 -.049 .329° -089 -038 ~-025 .149 277 .105 .025 311" .3100 394" 1
CM4  .027 -160 .200 -016 -.073 ~-122 .018 .243 -.032 -.002 .120 .283 345" 4717 1
GE1 337" .159 -.178 -102 -207 -.132 -038 .18 -.013 .146 .023 -012 .118 307 .123 1
GE2 439" 135 -297 -082 -086  .004 -.109 -.196 .053 -.100 -.133 -.164 .014 -229 -044 .062 1
GE3 286 .008 -.033 -201 .018 -287 -042 -.082 .063 -.057 -.055 .090 .099 .134 .221 334" 297 1
GE4  .085 -.147 .029 -.025 .172 -232 279 .073 .062 -.071 .176 .199 .108 309" .5217 .176 .075 474" 1
GE5 -040 .125 .105 -.194 -224 -170 -134 .093 .075 -130 -.131 -.009 .177 .226 .205 .230 .237 357" .160 1

DGl=favorite;
DG8=emotion; DG9=objective features: DG10=physical features; CM1=lexical cohesive marker; CM2=connective ending: CM3=special
particle; CM4=connective adverb; GEl=particle error; GE2=ending error; GE3=orthographic error; GE4=spacing error; GE5=syntactic

error.

DG2=experience; DG3=role/behavior; DGé4=appearance;

505, "p.01, T (001

DG5=occupation; DGb6=personality; DG7=competency;
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