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2 An examination of factors th.at
affect young children’s learning
and transfer from picturebooks

Patricia A. Ganea and Caitlin F. Canfield
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et al. 1999; Troseth and DeLoache 1998). For example, children around the
age of 2 have difficulty using objects symbolically if those objects have other

conventional uses, because it is difficult for them to represent both the object’s

symbolic use and its conventional use (Tomasello ez al. 1999). It has also been
shown that highly salient and interesting objects can be more difficult for chil-
dren to understand and use as representations of something else (DeLoache
1995, 2002). The more children’s attention is focused on the object itself, the
less likely they are to appreciate the symbolic relation between the object and its
referent.

The dual representation requirements for pictures are reduced because pic-
tures are generally less salient as objects in themselves. This should make it easier
for children to use them as sources of information about the world compared to
other symbolic objects (i.e. scale models) (DeLoache 2002). Nevertheless,
although pictures may be less salient as objects in themselves, they have many
physical characteristics (different types of images, sizes, colors, textures) that can
influence the extent to which children use them symbolically. Thus, a second
factor that can play a significant role in children’s learning from symbols involves
the physical characteristics of the symbol. Picturebooks form a unique symbolic
medium, in that the things they represent can vary from real-world objects, to
imaginary entities, and even to other symbols, such as letters and numbers. This
added layer of representational complexity should make considerations about
the characteristics of the symbolic medium even more important. For example,
encouraging children to play with books that have tabs to pull out letters might
not help them learn the abstract symbolic content depicted in the book, such as
letters or numbers. Symbols that are too interesting in themselves as objects may
not function as good teaching tools with young children.

In this chapter, we present research examining young children’s learning
from their interactions with picturebooks. In particular, we will summarize
rescarch showing that some characteristics of picturebooks may facilitate learn-
ing better than others. We will begin with a summary of research examining
children’s understanding of the symbolic nature of pictures.

Learning from picturebooks

American toddlers and young preschoolers spend hours engaged in joint pic-
turebook reading with parents and others (Rideout ¢z /. 2003). There is sub-
stantial evidence supporting the general benefits of picturebook reading
(DeBaryshe 1993; Sénéchal and Cornell 1993; Sénéchal and LeFevre 2001:
Teale and Sulzby 1986; Whitehurst ¢z a/. 1994; Whitehurst and Lonigan 1998).
For example, children who spend more time in picturebook interactions as pre-
schoolers and young toddlers know more about reading when they go to
school. Shared book reading contributes to children’s knowledge about print,
from their initial insight into the difference between words versus pictures (Bia-
lystok 1995; Sulzby 1985) to actually learning to read (Adams 1990; Mason
1980). Furthermore, book reading interventions with cducationally at-risk
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children have also shown that picturebook reading can le:ad to an 1m:reas; 41n
children’s concept of print and expressive \r{)cabula.r_v (Wht‘tchgrs:t .?r ;;!.h19 | 1
as well as in their participation in the picturebook interaction (Crain-Thoreson
: McNeill and Fowler 1999). . _
llmi\fl)(?;clrggg;)xtam question that has recently been systcn}atlcally cx.ammcfi
has to do with content information young children take away ‘trom t!1‘cse 1;1rer:.;
tions. What do children actually learn abqut .rhe real world from ’plttl]ll‘{:: )0{0 82
[t they were to hear about a novel kind of ammal.— a zebra, for example f— rr(t)::
a picturebook, would they recognize the real animal when §tc111‘c;rh(?nih 0? B
first time? More importantly, would they apply to the real animal what they ha
- 1 e book:?
ILJ[;:;‘(ZHT:?HI:II educators assume that very young children .cxtcnd w'ha‘lt thlli}:
learn from picturebooks to the real world, but this assumption dcscr»c::. to! (,f
systematically examined. In the research L:cporth here, we present a rev l;\-\ E
\-qung children’s learning and generalization of information from P{ctur;' oc‘) s
to real entities. Pictures are symbols that common]‘y represent entities th:.it can
be encountered in the “real world”, and recent studies !1a\-'c Sh(“’W"I that ¢ t1ldrf:r1
as young as 18 months of age undcrstar}d that. a lal‘)cl given to ;1 p;(:)tg ;: :'Pr:r e;;i ]::.
a real object, rather than to only the picture itself (Ganea ir a - s T] i
and Carey 2004). This means that if a child hcars the word “ball durifrftgds a;::(
book n:aéiing in relation to the book, the child undclrstar.lds that th(;( W %}; ire ;rs
to both the real object and the depiction of thc. ob]cc‘t in the boo‘ . This in lf
cates that the child has achieved an understanding of the fcfcrcnt:ail natlurc, ;l)
pictures; she or he realizes that the picturc,‘as a symbol, is relate 9to a rTgh_—
world referent, and is not solely an artifact in itself (DeLoache ez al. 1999). ; is
also indicates that the child understands that words_refcr to collccptflal“g‘{tl
cgories that include more than the singular referent with which tfwy at;.hafbc?gl.
.a;t:d at the time of labeling (Gelman and Waxman 2009). In the case o ,t?l'll‘lg
a word in relation to a picture, the child realizes t]‘li.i[ the word can also refer to
a three-dimensional instantiation of the dc[}ictcd (}b.]cct. . ‘
Although children’s understanding of the rcfc.rcntlall relation rbxc:m-cfc;‘!f a
picture and its referent seems to be in place early in their .sc'cond yga; of ;I
their ability to extrapolate information from symbolic dtplCT_lL:lDS ot ;n’ ;‘c
counterparts can be disrupted (Ganea et al. 2009:). Be]ow,‘we ff,\a:ﬁlr.mfwr a:ﬂn(:;
tures of picturebooks affect how likely young Chll.dl‘(:l‘l are to_flpp}}l info mre‘ "
from the picturebook to the real world. Dlﬂ‘lﬁ‘l‘lSlOlle on WlllL;I the plc'(uf }:; !
children’s books vary include (1) their level of realism; {2) the natu.r_c Is) .t 61;
relation to their referent (i.e. whether real or fa}rltasy entities arcﬂdcplttcccll)l, zims
(3) the presence of “manipulative™ clcmcnt‘s (tcam.rcs such as flaps and lever
that children can manipulate to interact physically \f’lth the bot.}k). ’
We will focus on two general kinds of information thfit ‘Uhlldl’l:’.]) presuma 'I} y
are exposed to in picturebooks. One im-'n]\*c.s gftncral mfurmalnon :;l?()tllt nc
world, such as names for objects, properties of uh_|ccts, and mlmhcptua_mhl}rm.\
tion, The second involves more abstract information, such ;15.|11hu'nl'.lf|‘c.:n .Ilhtllll
letters and numbers, The general goal of the research reviewed here was to
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1du1t1r}r features 'of picturebooks that improve or impede the extent and accu-
racy of young children’s learning and generalization from them.

Pictorial vealism

The pictures in children’s books can vary enormously in how realistic they a
ranging from highly realistic color photographs to simplified and schcin 'Ij_ti:,
drawings to highly distorted and less realistic cartoons. In a study lookin ﬂ‘C
young children’s learning from picturebooks we examined whether young ?‘h":t
dren would {mm equally well from these different types of picturcz W}i:a: l'-
were mostly interested in was the extent to which pictorial realism \’\lf;)l_ﬂd ff“'c
how well children generalize information to the real world. o
To answer these questions, we taught 15- and 18-month-old children a novel
name for a novel object in a naturalistic picturebook interaction. We then asse \-ii
ho“.! well they extended the label to the real object, as well as how well thc" -
C%’a]lztdj[ht.‘ label to a novel exemplar of the object (Ganea et al. 2008) ):f?cn_
kinds of books varying in pictorial realism were used in the study 'Fach b:;ok “‘F "
made up of either highly realistic color photographs, realistic Loinr drawin s“as
a::rJI{)n:d cartoons of the objects. The same six familiar objects wcré de ictcdg;;‘n('lf
in cach. bq)k, and the same two novel objects were depicted four timf:iT Durin th
namra?hsnc picturebook reading interaction, the experimenter drew r.hc: a:hilté’a
attention to each picture and talked about each depicted object. She bri ﬂst
dtzscr1bc:d1 and labeled one of the novel objects with a novel name (“‘Ibook thisui:s .
bh.r:kc:t.”bec, a blicket. It’s shiny and goes round and round. Yéah ,rhat's :
b:{uket. ). She also desgri.bcd the other novel object, but she never ’namcd it
(“Look at this! Wow, this is white and has two strings. Yeah, look at this!”)

‘Three tests were administered. The first sought to determine \vh;‘t}{cr th
children actually learned the label. For this test, we showed them the pictures Ef
the two novel objects and asked them to “show the blicket”. Both tlic 1?;% (ii
the 15-month-olds overwhelmingly chose correctly, indicating they had le and
the novel label from the brief picturebook interaction. Thus, the cf f;‘t'i“c
rcn'wmbcrcd the novel object that was labeled during the pictilrcbno‘it”' o
action. "!'his indicates that children as young as 15 months can I.cammtcr'
111f0rr:nal:10n from picturebooks. There was no difference in performance it &
function of the three types of pictures. =

Our primary interest concerned the next test, in which we showed children
the two novel objects in real lite. We wanted to find out whether they w Ili
extend the label they had learned from the picturcbook to the real ob';ct Olui (~
1.8jmonth—olds extended the label to the real object in ﬂl three pi':t]urc‘u:n:t
d1t1911§. For the 15-month-olds, only the children who had inrcractcd with the
realistic books (ones with photographs or drawings) extended the label to tl L
real referent. The 15-month-olds in the cartoon condition failed to c‘xt nd wi -]L
th(’:}i had learned from the book to the real object. e

l«urt_hv:r1 we wanted to see whether the children would generalize the label to
a new instance of the object differing by a single feature from the ul:ic:'l Llh-:l

Factors affecting youngy childven’s learning a7

they had seen depicted. When shown novel exemplars from the same category
of objects (same kind of object but differently colored), the 18-month-olds who
had seen the photographs or realistic drawings generalized the label to the new
exemplar, but those who had seen cartoons did not. The 15-month-olds gener-
ally failed to generalize the label they had learned from the picturebooks to the
novel exemplar of the target object, regardless of which kind of pictures they
learned the name from.

This study establishes that picturebook interactions can be an effective means

of teaching new information to very young children. Both the 15- and
18-month-olds in this study readily learned a novel name for an unfamiliar
object from a very brief picturebook interaction. This research supports the basic
assumption made by parents and educators alike that very young children do
learn from picturebook interactions (van Kleeck 2003). It is important to note
that in this study the objects were depicted alone on the page and that the back-
ground was blank. Books for young children come in a variety of arrangements
and it would be important to examine whether children learn equally well from
other types of carly books that show objects grouped together on a page or
against more detailed backgrounds, or showing objects from the same or a dif-
ferent category. Kiimmerling-Meibauer and Meibauer (2011) provide an
insightful analysis of the structure of books for children between 0 and 3 years
of age that could be used as a guideline in experimentally testing what types of
early books facilitate conceptual development in young children during shared
picturebook reading.

The research discussed also reveals the importance of physical similarity
between symbol and referent for young children’s exploitation of the relation
between them. Generalization of the novel name from the picture to the refer
ent occurred more reliably from more realistic photographs and drawings than
from less realistic cartoons. The importance of using more iconic pictures 10
teach children new information has also been illustrated in other studies with
toddlers. Simcock and DeLoache (2006) found that 18- to 30-month-old tod-
dlers can better imitate a sequence of actions with novel objects if itsis portrayed
i1 books with realistic photographs than if it is portrayed in books with line
drawings. Thus, the pictorial realism effect does not seem to be limited to learn-
ing a particular type of content, but rather the nature of pictures can have a
general influence on children’s ability to take away information from the pages
of 2 book. In terms of practical implications, this research tells us that if we want
children to apply the information they learn from picturebooks to the real
world, we need to consider the nature of the pictures in the book. The results

presented here indicate that picturebooks with realistic pictures provide better
support for generalizing information from the pictures to the real world.

Recent studies with younger infants show that even at 13 months of age,
infants have the ability to transfer information across symbolic media. Keates ef
al. (2014) presented 13-, 15, and 18-month-olds with picturebooks that
showed and described an adult interacting with a target object that displayed a

non-obvious property (i.e. the object lit up when touched). The adult was also
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shown interacting with a hontarget object, one that did not have a nonobvious
property. When presented with the real referents and new exemplars of real ref-
erents (the same objects in a different color), children in all age groups trans-
ferred the nonobvious property to the target object — that s, they attempted the
specific action that was depicted in the book to trigger the non-visible property
of the object. This study indicates that young children not only can learn prop-
erties of objects from a pictorial representation of the object, burt also can gener-
alize that information to the general category of real objects.
The above studies indicate that children’s referential understanding of pic-
tures emerges carly in life and that, despite some limitations in transter from
pictures to the real world, children understand that a basic function of pictures
is to refer to something other than themselves. An important issue to consider is
whether children’s ability to generalize information they encounter in picture-
books to real objects is dependent on exposure to symbolic media early on in
life. Experience with representational media can vary widely across cultures and
it is important to examine whether children growing in different cultural set-
tings would display a similar pattern of learning and generalization from picture-
books. Recent findings from a study conducted with children from a rural
village in Tanzania who had no prior exposure to pictures indicates that lack of
exposure and interaction with symbolic media may lead to significant delays in
learning and generalization from picturebooks (Walker ez al. 2013; see also Cal-
laghan ez al. 2012). In this study, children who had no prior pictorial experience
were not able to generalize a label for a novel object tfrom a photograph to the

real world until nearly a year after this skill develops in children with rich
picture-symbol exposure.,

Fantasy pictures and language

A common feature of pictorial depictions in children’s books is their fantastical
nature. Infants and young children are exposed to a variety of pictures that
depict reality in a distorted, fantastical way. For example, animals in children’s
books are commonly depicted wearing clothes and are portrayed and described
as engaging in human-like activities (e.g. pigs building houses, bunnies going to
school, dogs driving cars). Even inanimate entities, such as trains, cars, and
lamps, are anth ropomorphized: they are often depicted with faces and emotions,
and are endowed with the ability to talk, laugh, and think. To what extent do
picturebooks illustrating and describing nonhuman creatures and physical arti-
facts as intentional beings affect what children take away from pictures and apply
to the real world? In other words, do young children assume that what is
depicted in fantasy picturebooks applies to reality?

Previous rescarch has shown that pictures can have a strong effect on chil-
dren’s beliefs about reality. Research with older children has shown that 6-year-
olds believe in illogical transformations depicted in pictures even when they
contradict events that they themselves had observed in the

real world
(O'Connor et al. 1981 ). We expect this effect to be even strong,

er for younger
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children who have limited knowledge about the nature .of the relation bt:twc;‘tn
pictures and the referents they depict. Is children’s ablhfy to learn and trans ‘c§
new information from picturebooks to the rca} world affected by the: f;ntasmal
nature of pictures in books and by the type of language used to describe actua
Vents i vorld?
. Lil}tlbnl:a t;ca‘l. (2011) varied the type of language .used in pi{:tl‘erbOOkS to 'tZaCh
preschool children about color camouflage in ammal‘s. In thls.study, chil rcg
were read a story about color camouflage in frogs; ha%t of the children were read
picturebooks with realistic pictures and language, while the thcr half were rea
books with realistic pictures and intentional language. In thlS‘I.a{tﬁl' }clnndlhnc?r;,
the language used to describe the animals was a‘nthmpomorphized (the .ammt;s-
had names and they were described in intentional terms). After hc:;nng ! ;
story, children were able to apply the concept of color cal.nou‘ﬂ;ge W cnfat;sozk
about photographs of a novel animal (buttl:.rﬂlcs), rc.gard]f:ss oft c.ty[;)(c:1 oft 0
they saw. For example, when asked to indicate which of two depicte ar.11m.1 5
would be more likely to fall prey to a predatory bird, 3- and 4-year-old chlldr'cz
correctly selected the animal whose color did not I‘[‘]atCh‘ the backgroml]d By :
years of age, they were also able to provide appt;opnatc factual explarlano;s’an :
transfer their new knowledge to live anir:}als. ((_xant:‘a et al. ?01]). jfhc -y ;a‘r
olds justified their choice by explicitly referring to information encountere 1fn
the book about color camouflage. For example, when asked to choose a.sari
place for a live animal to live in, they considered whether the color of the anima
: t displays. .
Il‘azﬁilfzg ::‘;1515 stfdy‘ seems to indicate ‘that the type f’f illu:;trlatlonvs anthar:;
puage used in picturebooks makes little dlﬂ'cr.cnc:: in chlldn?n. s n:;cl;rt;ng, : l; :
not entirely the case. Anthropomorphized plct.urcbooks elicit ::i i i‘rerz ,ticl‘; ;
cqually important, limitation in childrcn’s' Ieammg.. When teste rnr}n a::ias(b :
clements of books in addition to factual mformatlf)n, 4—. and 5-vear-olds hl.]—
not 3-year-olds) are more likely to also transfer fantastical, anthropomorph}a..
characteristics to real animals when they have been ex;mrsed to 'anthropor‘r‘::)rp 1;:
stories than when they have been exposed to rtf,ahsnc stories (Ganed” et : .
2014). Thus, although features such as the illustrations and typc' .olf d{a.nguagci1 re(?
not prevent learning in voung children, when they portray the wor din az u =
alistic manner they may play into children’s {ia:iural anthropomorphic tendencie
i i may impart incorrect knowledge.
dmt‘::;j::?dsz:}llcazgucf (2014) looked at what p.icturcb(:ok clcmcnts‘most
influence children’s learning of facts about novel animals. They tested c]fi]drc.n
from three age groups: 3-, 4-, and 5-year-olds. In the ﬁ‘rst‘ st'udy, an L.XP-CI"I‘;
menter read three picture storybooks that contained r‘callst“lc l]lLlStl‘at.l()]‘lS .lnd
cither realistic or anthropomorphic language to each child. Each book unparl:(i1
factual information about a different novel animal. Aﬁ:::‘r cach hoc::k wias rca.-,
the experimenter left the room to “find ic next book™, and a sci.nm ‘iy‘cp?crl\
menter showed the child a photograph of the animal ;u.ld asked them .L?.“fwl"_“
about the animal in the photograph. The second experimenter (.'Illll"l'l;'!hlf.lh‘l.{ 1.1.,\t1
she was asking about the real animal, saying, “Look! 1 have a picture of a rea
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cavyl Can you help me answer some questions about this real cavy? Do cavies
cat grass?™ and continuing on with additional questions, The questions included
factual questions from the books, factual questions that were not in the books,
and anthropomorphic questions. Children in both conditions were asked the
same questions.

The results of this study, Study 1, indicated that, as in previous studies, chil-
dren did learn from the picturebooks, regardless of whether they heard realistic or
anthropomorphic language, Although children performed at chance levels in
answering the factual questions that were not found in the books, children in all
three age groups were significantly above chance in correctly answering the factual
questions from the books. Thus, children in both book conditions learned new
facts from the books, However, both 4- and 5-year-olds were more likely to
answer anthropomorphic questions incorrectly, attributing human-like character-
istics to the animals, if they heard the anthropomorphic stories, Three-year-olds
attributed anthropomorphic characteristics to animals regardless of story type.

To determine whether illustrations, in addition to language, play a role in
children’s learning, Study 2 used the same procedure as Study 1, but with half
the children hearing picturebooks with realistic language and anthropomorphic
illustrations, and the other half of the children hearing books with both anthro-
pomorphic language and illustrations, The results of this study expanded on
those found in Study 1, indicating that illustrations also play a role in children’s
learning: children had difficulty transferring the new facts from the story to the
real world if the picturebook th ev read contained both anthropomorphic illustra-
tions and anthropomorphic language.

Taken together, these studies show that the types of books voung children
are exposed ro affect their conception of reality. The children who had heard
anthropomorphic lan guage were more likely to say that animals in the real world
can have human-like characteristics than were children who were ex posed to the
realistic books. Thus, just as realistic pictures allow infants to generalize labels to
novel objects, realistic picturebooks enable preschool children to accurately
incorporate the factual information they are exposed to in the books into their
conceptions of the real world,

Fantastical illustrations and language may also affect children’s ability to
transfer more complex information to the real world. In another study, after
hearing a story abour a child who used a tool to obtain a toy that was out of
reach, 4-year-old children were able to apply that solution when faced with a
similar problem and provided with the necessary equipment (Richert er af.
2009). However, children were more likely to do so when the story from which
they learned the solution was realistic. This is true when problem solutions are
demonstrated in a simple framework, as well as when they are embedded in a
more complex story context, as would be typical of commercial children’s books

(Richert and Smith 201 1).

Further, Walker e a/ (2014) have demonstrated that children learn and
transfer causal information better when the information is presented in a story

context “close” to the real world  that is, one more similar 1o reality < than in a
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context that is more dissimilar to the real world. For instance, children wer
‘ i ing a certain
more likely to link a cause and effect (e.g. sneezing from sme]hn% a ;.lc -
flower) for an experimenter’s behavior if they first heard about the tat.;f e
. . . - - - . e a
tion in a story about a boy who participated in realistic activities (cl.g‘ aving
- c nce
picnic) than after hearing about a boy who had a more fantastical experie
(c.g. conversing with a tree). . ‘ -
Collectively, these studies indicate that young children are caPa::}lc of lea lorkgs
new information about the world from picturebooks, but that this learning w o
best when children are exposed to realistic stories and images. Cﬂhlldﬂ;n maynn "
i i it i in a format that they canno
g . tion when it is portrayed in a
regard content informa ‘ ray i ‘ ¢
directly relate to their own experience — that is, in a “far” fantastical conte

Manipulative books

Several books that are currently popular for young ch'ildrcn‘ltéljl‘l‘m the ;:t::::f;ll':
of “manipulative” books. These are books that invite Ch-ll en t(:‘nptém]m,s
interact with them, through elements S!.:lCh as ﬂaps to !ltt, dials to tuc &: -
to feel, tabs to pull, and so on. Also mcl.udcd in this can;glolry arh QECE ‘:E:_
books incorporating pseudo—thrce—dimenswna.l elements. th lei-g }hc\, o
ments may make a book interesting and engaging to young cl 1 cl:n, Ty
not be ad‘vantagcous for learning. The extraneous mam'pulatn‘-c t:dcn";‘ foémin Y
actually distract children from the relevant conte.nt matcrzal.flr‘mtlca 1o . ]iéin;
on Icaér‘ling new information from the book, children may oc..ub]otr'lvi °8 L
the flaps and pulling the tabs. To the extent that the mar'llfu anrdermim th;
engage children, they may alsi distract children, and thus might u
sachi of these books. '
IL‘1¥1(;11§:§;12225:}1C effect of manipulative fic;;‘urcs 0;11 1130{;&-’ \:;1]3212?;21]_?];2
1 ks, Chiong and DeLoache (20 taught 30- ;
'.r\r!:]l?a[‘;lz?{l)ctt’crs using one of three alphabet books. One CU!;]{“CI’FI&l II;:;;)E(,;E
ABC Book (Izawa 1971; plain book), was chosen bc.fcax.lse o lt;os{;r;P alﬁyi, e
the other book, First Concepts ABC (Graham ar.ld Pmmr.lgtolrll’ o : rlrii“ EOOk
tive book), was chosen because of its complexity. SPCCIﬁ.CE.l ¥ . c‘lplctm o
showed letters that were consistent in size, color, and position. .aL; S
paired with one picture (i.e. A for apple). In contrast, t.hcr nlanngll:t:{\)trou‘:h
incorporated manipulative features such as flaps to lii‘t,. s}?my -ma;‘-miavm Uthﬁ;
and tabs to pull, and it contained a great deal of \-'anatlo.n in disp y 1%,1. e
clements on the page. For instance, it had letters that varlc.d in size, 1;0 rh; o
position, and each letter was paired with as many as thrcc.T diﬂcrtnt]pu.tu (e fti“;
T for twin, tire, and truck). The third bf_lOk was a t\\fo—dm:lcns;)onsi( Cf[)-?;f o
manipulative book, obtained by scanning thf: manlpl.ﬂat:vc. aobo .k min,m e
book contained most of the visual elements of the manipulative book, S
ipulative features, N ' .
ﬂl‘l:.‘:Il:illltlilr‘:nL\m‘c first tested on their priurl letter knuwlmlgc: ?Il';(,:l:l, n:. a :l:::'\,lh
istic picturebook interaction, the experimenter lfu.ly.ll.l L|‘II.I.ILL1'|.“ (::hiuh .
letters, Children were then given a letter identification task | q
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four target letters were shown and they were asked, “Can you show me the
letter ___ »»

The results showed that children who interacted with the plain book and the
2D book version performed significantly above chance level on the letter identi-
fication task, whereas the children in the manipulative book condition did not,
Also, the children who interacted with the plain book recognized significantly
more letters than the children who interacted with the manipulative book,
These results suggest that young children learn better from books that present
information in a simple format. The results further suggest that manipulative
clements can distract young children from the relevant material and thereby
hinder their learning.

A similar negative effect of manipulative features on children’s learning has
been found for the learning of facts and labels about real animals from picture-
books. Preschool-aged children were better able to recall facts about real animals

from picturebooks that did not contain manipulative features (Tare ez al. 2010).
These findings suggest that manipulative elements in books draw the child’s
attention away from the information to be learned. The elements in the manip-
ulative book that were used in these studies did not directly involve the Jetter
(e.g. the flap to lift or shiny texture to feel was next to or around the letter) or
the fact to be learned. Would manipulative clements designed to draw children’s
attention to the to-be-learned information enhance learning?

For example, teachers in Montessori preschools use sandpaper letters to teach
the alphabert, having children trace the letters with a finger. In this case, the
manipulative element (e.g. the sandpaper) is incorporated into the letter itself,
Here, the manipulative feature js intended to draw the child’s attention to the
letter, thus possibly facilitating learning (Lillard 2005).

To test this possibility, Chiong and Del.oache (2012) conducted a second
study in which 30- to 36-month-olds interacted with an alphabet book contain-
ing either sandpaper letters or regular printed letters. The alphabet books were
very simple; cach contained large alphabet letters accompa
Half the children in each book condition were
letters, and the other half were asked to trace the target letters with their finger.
Following the book reading, the children were given a letter identification task,
Children in the sandpaper book condition performed significantly above chance
levels on this task. However, the results showed no si
formance between the children who interacted w

per book, or between the children who traced versus pointed to the Icttcrs;
Thus, the sandpaper book did not seem to hinder children’s learning. Further-
more, although the children who traced with the sandpaper book did not learn
significantly more letters than the children in the other groups, they were the
only group to perform above chance on the letter identification task. This sug-
gests that a manipulative element that draws children’s attention to the relevant,
to-be-learned information might actually facilitate learning,

The above findings suggest that manipulative features that highlight the
information to be learned through symbolic media can |

nied by one picture.
asked to point to the target

gnificant difference in per-
ith the plain versus the sandpa-

Ve A positive impact
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T I 1 Ur-
m children’s learning. Recent touch-screen technology prowsl.es the ‘opl:;‘ea
: . . e . 3 -
tunity for researchers and educators to consider a wide variety of 1nt€r;ct1w{ s
| i 7  which to present education
> ; ; 5, contingent events) by which 1
rures 50111'1(13., mov ClTlCl'ltb._. co o : «
ntc:ri(al to young children. It is important that we investigate what types of :ea
1< ' : : , o
tures offer the best support for children’s learning. A recent stud}‘ uszrl1g e )
tronic books shows that books in which the animations and mtcragn-c e ;r:l;ns
inc i ! crstanding of those
ighli ords increased children’s under
served to highlight target wi ! ' d 3
words after repeated exposure, even when no adult aided in the children’s bo
' ions 5 2014). .
interactions (Smeets and Bus o . .
Together, these studies have important implications for t:rlcddcmg];l ofl c:h;)l
, ; ildren should be
or educational purposes. Books for young ¢ '
dren’s books for educationa : you . o
eresting and engaging, but should not incorporate features that distract chil
1 3
dren from the information provided.

Parent intevaction style

I, :
Another topic that deserves more attention is how difterent typc:sl ccl)f b?oics aﬁc.tc
i ir chi Children’s learning
i i g ead books with their children.
the manner in which parents r ; ‘ ; . ‘ ¢
g ave with their parents
is 1 : ; type of interaction they
from books is influenced by the ty : e D
ing i _ti i apter 6; Rohlfing
in pic : tions (Blewitt, this volume,
in picturebook reading interac ' : 1
et 53 this volume, Chapter 5; Sénéchal et al. 1995). How dges t>hc presence o
mani;)ulativc features affect parent—child picturebook l:mtcraatlops. P
Chiong (2008) asked mothers ot 30- to 36-month-olds to rea e an
p ers o e
ferent alphabet books with their child. Of the three booksf: one \\a'irt 08 e
1 i ive features. Two o
its simplicity ther two for their manipulative fe ‘ .
i jorns described earlier
i 1 ive, were the same as the ones des
books, plain and manipulative, | . :
t("hiongp and Deloache 2012). The third book (embedded) dlsplayc? h;)gl:y
. ithin pi “or ex “0O” was the body
] ithin pictures. For example, the 3
‘omplex letters embedded wit il
t f arr; ostrich, and the “H” was part of a house where the sides of the h;{)use
(3] A . :
were the sides of the letter. The mothers were asked to read all three boo s as
they naturally would at home, in a counterbalam{cd ordt(:ir. . e
] ses i ; res of vocalizations and the manne
The analyses involved measu : : the t ‘ ;
both the mothers and the children interacted with the dlfﬁrmtt) abEc-:thT of th:
. i i : >ty f book influencec
i lative elements, etc.). The type o
books (letter, picture, manipu ment The o il
to their children. For instance,
how mothers read the books : _ j
i > likely t to the letters an
[ 2 1 they were more likely to poin :
interacted with the plain book, ] kel R
/ = nteracted wit
i ' cled the letters more than when they i
sictures, and they also labele X ‘ Wi
:hc man,ipulative or the embedded books. Thus, mothers tt,n_d}::d kt]o fmt.hus o
: 1 i i ' the other twc
- infi ith the plain book than wit ;
on the relevant information wi i ‘ ' U v
books. The analyses involving children’s behaviors showed :sutmlar pi:ith a2
: i 1 : *tte ctures w
5,4 v vocalized most often about the letters and pi
results, in that they vocalizec . \ R
hi interacte - st with the manipulative book, \
ai Children interacted the most wi .
e 5 ifted the flaps in the book. Thus,
i i its extrancous clements or lifted the flaps
either pointed to its extrancou ; | R -
1gain llhc type of book can alter the aspects of the book that the child is focu

ing on,
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This study suggests that books that contain extraneous features can change
the nature of shared book reading and may lead both young children and their
parents away from the main information of the book. As was shown in the study
described here, parents tend to draw less attention to the relevant information
in the book and the children tend to focus on interacting physically with the
book. This combination can lead to a diminished focus on learning.

Improving preschoolers’ learning from picturebooks

Although children’s learning from picturebooks during the preschool years
seems tenuous, they do, nevertheless, absorb a great deal of information
through book reading. This is true both in controlled settings, in which
researchers have created or selected picturebooks that include simple stories and
involve specific features, as in many of the studies discussed above, and in typical
parent—child reading interactions with commercially available picturebooks that
may contain more complex storylines and use various physical and story cle-
ments that may make learning more difficult. How do children overcome their
limitations? How are they able to apply concepts learned in a distracting and
fantastical framework to their own real-world experiences? It turns out that
there are several ways we can address the limitations stated above and aid chil-

dren’s learning, and that many of these things are naturally involved in many
picturebook interactions.

Pavental input

Children’s learning and transfer of information from picturebooks can be aided
by parental input during book-reading episodes, especially when parents provide
information outside of the text. For instance, children learn better from picture-
books when they are asked questions during reading interactions (Blewitt e# al.
2009; Blewitt, this volume, Chapter 6), and when a parent or other reader
points to relevant pictures and adds brief explanations (Brett er al. 1996;
Sénéchal ef al. 1995). One specific way in which parental talk can enable chil-
dren to understand that story elements relate to a “kind” or richly structured
category is through the use of generics.

Generic noun phrases refer to kinds in an abstract sense, drawing attention to
characteristics of a whole category rather than the individuals that are part of
that category (e.g. “Birds fly”). By 4 years of age, children grasp the nature of
generic noun phrases and are able to make generalizations about categories
from these statements (Hollander ¢# al. 2002). Thus, when parents use generics
during picturebook interactions, children can interpret these statements as con-
veying general knowledge about the world. This may enable transfer of know-
ledge in young children, because it indicates that the generic information is true
not just of the picturebook character but of all animals, people, or artifacts in
that category. Both mothers and children are more likely to use generics and
refer to categories when talking about symbolic representations ol objects, such
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as pictures, than when interacting with objcct§ thcrpsclvc;s (Gclman et al. 2{){}5);
T'his may be especially true of the representations io‘und in p:cturc:book‘s. In one
study of maternal speech during picturebook reading, 92 percent of mothers
;\f(‘;duccd at least one generic noun phrase (Pappas and Gelman 1998). Irl.tcrcst—
ingly, while mothers’ nongeneric phrages tended to closely match thC‘pLCtlerS
they looked at — for instance, using a singular noun \»jrhen only one animal was
pl'ti‘SCl‘lt on the page — their generic phrases seemed independent of the page,
and were almost always plural in form. Gelman and others have suggested that
these “errors” actually indicate that such generic noun phra'scs refer to an
abstract whole category, and not to a specific instance or to an instance present
in the current environment (ibid.).

Context
In addition to the types of input that parents provide, the t_\"pcs of picturcbut?k
interactions that children experience can enhance Fheir learning. Preschool chil-
dren often hear picturebooks read in a variety of contexts: pr§sch001 tn:achhcrs
may read books to an entire class, children may participate in story-rcadl.ng
gr(;ups at their local libraries, and they may havc one-on-one |ntcra¢,tt10n:c. ‘w1tJI1
|§arcnts and others in which a picturebook is read with no other distractions.
Such one-on-one interactions seem to aid learning and transfer of knowledge.
Children are better able to apply to the real world knowledge and problem solu-
tions embedded in fantastical stories when they hear the stories one-on-one
iche smith 2011).
(lﬂ;‘};lccncaor;fciﬁ:ivhich )information is learned and lfm:r on retrieved can affc.ct
young children’s successful acquisition of knowlc?dgc in other ways as well. Chl;]—
dren tend to perform best when the context in \J\-fl'llch tvhcy have to use the
knowledge in question is similar to the context in which thr?y learned the
information. Context is especially important in very young chlldr.cn. (.RO\-'CC'
Collier and Dufault 1991), and contextual cues — created by both limiting a‘nd
varying the learning context — may enable young preschoolers to geng_rallzz
what they have learned to new situations or category rr‘lcmbers‘ (Goldenberg ar?
Sandhofer 2013). This context can include the physical environment, as chil-
dren do better when tested in the room where they had read the P:cturcbook,
but also the similarity between the pictorial depictions and Fhmr real-world
counterparts. For instance, toddlers are more likely to generalize and transfer
information from highly iconic images (photographs) that share more featturcs
with the real-world referents than from less iconic images (cartoons) (Ganea
et al. 2008 ). ‘ ‘ ‘
Finally, one of the best ways to improve chlld_rcn’s‘ .h:arnmg fmmb p{cttl.rc—
books is‘thrnugh repetition. In younger toddlers, repetition cnh.ances imitation
of novel actions (Simcock and DeLoache 2008) and word lcarmpg {Horst, this
volume, Chapter 9; Schafer 2005). Hearing the same story n1t1!t1plc times even
aids learning in 3-year-olds. Cornell and colleagues (1988) found that lmt.h,
testing and rereading help children at this age remember story events, and they
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argue that both of these effects stem from additional learning, rather than thy

prevention of forgetting, Repetition of the same story also enhances preschogl
children’s recall and retention of new words. Even when children hear and see |
new word-object association the same number of times in different reading con.
texts (ie. reading three different books that feature the same word-object
pairing), they do not perform as well as they do after repetition (Le. hearing the
same story three times) when tested on those new words (Horst er al. 20112
Horst, this volume, Chapter 9), Thus, it seems that, of all contextual aids,
repeated presentation may serve to enable children’s learning

and transfer of
information best.

Throughout the preschool vears, children can learn a variety of information
from picturebooks, They can learn basic facts and concepts, as well as morcjl
complex ideas, such as causal information and theories, i
age children can take this information and apply it to the real world — both to
the specific animals and events they have learned about, and to novel instances
that they have never encountered before. Althoy gh this learning is evident even
when stories do not accurately depict the world, it js stronger when the child i
learning from realistic contexts, and can get thrown off track by too much dis-

lative features, However, the good news is that we can facilitate and enhance

children’s learning, and even hel P them to learn in contexts in which it is us ually
more difficult.

Conclusions

The goal of this chapter has been to argue that in order to use picturebooks
cffectively to teach children, we need to consider what children know of the
nature of the symbols, and what kinds of symbols to use and how. As research
illustrates, children sometimes fail to acquire information from the picturebooks

teaching young children, but we carefully need
to consider how thejr physical characteristics may influence what children take
away from them, Asg illustrated by the research reviewed here, by the end of
their second year children can already acquire new information about the world
from picturebooks. They can learn novel words, novel properties f‘m"nl*rjt:crs,
and novel actions. They can also learn abstract information, such as information
about letters, However, certain kinds of picturebooks better facilitate their learn-
ing and generalization from books. We have shown, for instance, that children
learn and generalize better from books that have more realistic pictures, such
photographs and realistic drawings, than from less realistic books cont
cartoons. We have also shown that children e
are simple than from books that have

a8
aining
arn letters better from books that
alog of exciting physical features, Finally,
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3 What the child can learn from
simple descriptive picturebooks

An inquiry into Lastwagen/ Trucks
by Paul Stickland

Jorg M etbauner

Introduction

Simple descriptive books for children between the ages of Z‘e{nd 3 are cj;l':ut:}i
not the focus of picturebook research, let alone tl‘lc focus of hterar}i ;tl;{ ic ;ﬁ’ H
instance, there is no article on descriptive books in the recent 'Ofcif?r - an -:::1’
of Children’s Literature (Mickenberg and Vallone 2011_). This 1&.‘1'n :. arp L. o
{rast to the huge interest these books may arouse in ch{ldtjcn. It is a l:o 'm Lf g
trast to the important historical contribution th?lt dcscrlPuvc blooks ave Vnnl"lt
1o children’s literature in general. Arguably, Wbs: smm.c{lmm f’zcrm (Th.c fia‘ll"lt:
World, 1658) by Johannes Amos Comenius is one c.»t the first worka‘;l L.“l,
dren’s literature (Fassbind-Eigenheer and Fassbind-Eigenheer 2002). ‘ hy i.ll.
most adult scholars — with the notable exception of researchers engaged %;11(‘]1&.
children’s literature—education interface — neglect the study of these hfmk:ls.. .“
reasons are obvious. From their point of view, these book.s do m):1 ul)l'{t.‘un‘..::
interesting story, the pictures merely Feprcscnt everyday O-Ii:?:;tsf and t 1.|. ;‘?:l,;m
ent joy they may trigger is a superficial and songwbat trivi pu;nol‘mln. i
worth pursuing. But these attitudes are only prl:]l‘ldlC’CS‘ At lcast~ .roml t 'I.'LI. poil §
of view of a cognitive theory of picturebooks, this view scems comp etely mis

puided (see Kiimmerling-Meibauer and Mciba}ucr 2013). . It

In their excellent review of Nonfiction L:t.-:mtmre fm’ Chddrm-,‘ efer anc

Wilson (2011) point out that there is a lack of sophisticated rc?carc,h mt(; :-u:r!-.
fiction literature: not only do we find much conceptual cOnﬁlle}‘l, but '.";;.l’: Ilh
also a lack of serious analysis of single nonfiction chts. I would ]]‘kC )tu alc c ‘.1 1.?1-
embedding into theories of literary dcvclupmc‘:nt is r‘xea.rly n?ncnstfnt‘, 1;.-..1;.|,sl:
nonfiction literature is typically separated from hction literature and thu
X in-depth research.

uL:];;dlt([:'jli‘:{r:::;lrllin;g,—fz—;cihamt:r and Mr:ih;lu‘cr (2005, 2011), we ;1rg,uc th;“lt:.‘lrb:_

concept books — that is, wordless books for the very young tl?at ?Imw‘ .“n y |nlt. .
tures of everyday objects — arc very impurt.nnt \\-'hcln it un'fu.# ttllli 1 1|L.
understanding of early literacy. And the same 1s true with rcsl.“.:'?: }111; T”“F:-:}
descriptive books like the one I am about to .1In-.'.l.\_fzc in mprf detai ‘k. “i i‘n. l-l..
distinction between early-concept books and simple descriptive books, then, I
that only the latter contain text.



