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Within the extensive literature on the role of educationalmedia in children's learning and the factors influencing
that learning, the possible impact of media literacy remains unexamined. The present study examines the influ-
ence of media literacy on learning from television and hypermedia environments. In a sample of 150 children
with a mean age of 5.33, a computer-based test was used to assess media literacy, and recognition and inference
questionswere used tomeasure learning. The influence of intelligence,media usage, and socioeconomic status as
independent variables was also assessed. Hierarchical regression analyses showed that media literacy was a sig-
nificant predictor of learning from media, even when controlling for other relevant factors such as intelligence.
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Ever since television and computers became widely available to a
broad public, researchers have examined their effects on children's de-
velopment. Both of thesemedia have given rise to concerns based on as-
sumptions or evidence of their negative influence on children's
development in the suppression of other activities (Cantor, 2012;
Koolstra, van der Voort, & van der Kamp, 1997) or in creating a disposi-
tion to aggressive behavior (Bushman & Huesmann, 2012). However,
other research, focusing on the educational impact of media, suggests
that well-designed and age-appropriate educative media can impart
knowledge (e.g., Mares, Sivakumar, & Stephenson, 2015; Tamim,
Bernard, Borokhovski, Abrami, & Schmid, 2011). Aside from the charac-
teristics of educational media that influence learning, researchers have
also examined personal characteristics of learners such as demo-
graphics, age, and gender (for an overview, see Kirkorian & Anderson,
2008). The present study examines the effect ofmedia literacy as anoth-
er personal characteristic that has not to our knowledge been examined
to date.

1. Media literacy

Definitions of media literacy change often as existing technologies
evolve and new technologies appear (Guernsey & Levine, 2015). Such
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definitions usually include competencies like accessing, understanding,
analyzing, and evaluating media messages; creating media messages;
participating; and reflecting (e.g., Hobbs & Moore, 2013; Rogow,
2015). In the current article, we will depend mainly on Potter's (1998,
2013) concept of media literacy, as it adopts a developmental perspec-
tive. According to this conception, children between the ages of 3 and
5 years develop the so-called “rudimentary skills” of media literacy. Be-
tween 5 and 9 years, children begin to develop critical evaluation skills,
which become ever more important in adolescence and adulthood,
when “advanced skills” are acquired. Rudimentary skills relate to the
fundamental capability to read media symbols, to recognize the pat-
terns those symbols create, and to ascribe meaning to those patterns.
We (Nieding & Ohler, 2008) encapsulated these abilities in the term
media sign literacy (“Mediale Zeichenkompetenz”) (p. 382), proposing
that this is the most important aspect of media literacy development
in young children.

1.1. Development of media sign literacy

The first milestone in the development of media sign literacy (MSL)
is the ability to use symbols. This ability is closely linked to other devel-
opmental markers such as understanding of intentionality, mental
states, cultural conventions, and iconicity (Namy & Waxman, 2005).
The understanding that symbols (e.g., pictures or films) refer to some-
thing other than themselves is referred to as representational insight
(DeLoache, 2002). International comparative studies have shown that
this capability is not innate but is based on experience of pictures;
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infants inWestern cultures show earlier understanding of the represen-
tational nature of pictures than children who have had no previous ex-
perience of pictures (Callaghan, Rochat, & Corbit, 2012;Walker,Walker,
& Ganea, 2013). The way in which infants grasp at photographs as if
they were objects (e.g., DeLoache, Uttal, & Pierroutsakos, 1998) is fur-
ther evidence that infants do not yet understand that photographs are
representational. By the age of 18 months, however, children rarely
grasp pictures in this way; instead they begin to point and attempt to
talk about the represented objects (Uttal & Yuan, 2014). However, the
child's understanding of the representational nature of photographs is
not fully developed at 18 months, as they have yet to learn exactly
how photographs relate to their referents. Even 3-year-olds still make
errors in this regard, believing for instance that photographs taken in
advance will change if the represented scene changes (Donnelly,
Gjersoe, & Hood, 2013). Similarly, 3-year-olds assumed that popcorn
would spill out of a televised popcorn bowl if the television was turned
upside down (Flavell, Flavell, Green, & Korfmacher, 1990). These and
other results show that the development of representational insight fol-
lows a similar course for video as for still images; while 9-month old in-
fants try to grasp objects on the screen, between 15 and 19 months of
age, they will instead begin to point at the screen (Pierroutsakos &
Troseth, 2003).

Note that our concept of media sign literacy is related to what
DeLoache called “symbolic sensitivity”—“a general expectation or read-
iness to look for and detect the presence of symbolic relations between
entities” (DeLoache, 1995, p. 112). Evidence for the connection between
MSL and symbol reading comes from a longitudinal study (Nieding et
al., 2016), which showed that children's MSL at age 4 years predicts
their competence in precursors of reading and writing as well as
mathematics—skills that rely heavily on the understanding and manip-
ulation of symbol systems.

However, our conception also encompasses more complex symbol
systems such as formal features and early skills of critical evaluation,
such as the reality-fiction distinction, as outlined in the following
sections.

1.1.1. Understanding formal features of television
Viewing films and related media requires an understanding of the

visual production and editing techniques characteristic of such symbol
systems. Because film's formal visual features (Rice, Huston, & Wright,
1986) are often used to compress time and space or to emphasize cer-
tain information, comprehension of such features is a crucial compo-
nent of film literacy. This facility has become increasingly important as
the pace of editing in modern formats accelerates, even in children's
programs—for instance, the editing pace of Sesame Street increased
from 4 cuts per minute in 1977 to 8 cuts per minute in 2003 (Koolstra,
van Zanten, Lucassen, & Ishaak, 2004).

Understanding of editing techniques develops significantly between
the ages of 3 and 7 years (Smith, Anderson, & Fischer, 1985). At first,
children learn to comprehend the so-called first-order editing rules
(“matching the position” and “matching the movement”; d'Ydewalle
& Vanderbeeken, 1990), which incur relatively low-level cognitive de-
mands, as they are fairly close to natural perception. In the next step,
children come to understand second-order editing rules, related to spa-
tial relations (e.g., movement or viewing direction in dialogue scenes).
Finally, rules relating to the continuity of actions (flashback, flash-for-
ward, cross-cutting1 etc.; third-order editing rules) are understood.
These findings are supported by eye movement data for film cuts
(Munk, Rey et al., 2012) and by children's re-enactments of film se-
quences (Munk, Diergarten, Nieding, Ohler, & Schneider, 2012; Smith
et al., 1985).

Understanding of formal features is closely linked to children's level
of cognitive development. For instance, understanding zoom shots
1 This technique establishes action occurring at the same time in two different locations.
The camera cuts away from one action to another, suggesting simultaneity.
depends on an understanding of physical conservation as described by
Piaget (1974), in which preoperational children (usually below the
age of 7 years) have difficulty in understanding that a certain quantity
will remain the same despite adjustment of the container or of apparent
size. This understanding is also required in zoom shots, as an object ap-
pears bigger when shown in close-up. Children classified as
“nonconservers” (second grade and lower) in a classical Piaget conser-
vation task mistook a candy bar in a television close-up as larger than
one in amore distant shot (Acker & Tiemens, 1981). Similarly, an under-
standing of panning shots (i.e., sideward shifts of scene) seems to be re-
lated to visual workingmemory capacity in pre-school children (Pittorf,
Lehmann, & Huckauf, 2014) and their comprehension of spatial rela-
tions in dialogue scenes relates to spatial perspective-taking ability
(Comuntzis-Page, 2005).

1.1.2. Distinguishing reality and fiction and different program formats
Even 2-year-olds have someunderstanding thatwhat they see on TV

does not usually influence the real world; for instance, they will have
more difficulty imitating behavior seen on television as compared to a
live demonstration (Hayne, Herbert, & Simcock, 2003). However, the
ability to distinguish reliably between reality and fiction does not fully
develop until about the age of 11 years. Children's theories about reality
and fiction in television develop in parallel with more general fantasy-
reality judgments (Mares & Sivakumar, 2014). In making this distinc-
tion, children's errors go both ways; young children often believe that
fictional events are real, but they can alsomistake real events as fictional
(Woolley & Ghossainy, 2013). This erroneous skepticism can pose prob-
lemswhen children are required to learn from televised content (Mares
& Sivakumar, 2014). In attempting to distinguish between real and fic-
tional content, children refer to different program formats (Wright,
Huston, Reitz, & Piemyat, 1994). For instance, 4- to 6-year-old children
understand that cartoons are fictional (Downs, 1990), and these can
subsequently be distinguished from formats such as Sesame Street.
Eventually, news can be discerned from children's and adults' shows
(Wright et al., 1994).

1.1.3 Computer literacy
As well as television, children now become accustomed to com-

puters and tablets early in life, and these become increasingly important
from about the age of three years (IeneMieneMedia, 2012, cited in Bus,
Takacs, & Kegel, 2015). Touchscreen devices are also popular with chil-
dren, and theirfinger-based interface allows very young children to per-
form simple tasks (Neumann &Neumann, 2014). Speed and accuracy in
tapping and dragging improves significantly between 3 and 6 years of
age (Vatavu, Cramariuc, & Schipor, 2015), and children's skill in using
pointingdevices (e.g., the computermouse) has been shown to improve
continuously in terms of speed and accuracy between the ages of 4 and
12 years (Joiner, Messer, Light, & Littleton, 1998).

A longitudinal study by Saçkes, Trundle, and Bell (2011) revealed
that gender had a significant influence on computer literacy develop-
ment, such that boys showed a larger growth in these skills compared
to girls. While socioeconomic status and availability of a computer in
the home were unrelated to the development of these skills over time,
both predicted children's initial computer skills, suggesting that access
is relevant for the development of computer skills in early childhood.

2. Learning frommedia

Across the wide range of computer-assisted learning materials, re-
search has broadly confirmed their effectiveness (Fletcher-Flinn &
Gravatt, 1995; Tamim et al., 2011). For instance, one training study con-
firmed that Head Start children who used educational software over a
period of 6 months performed better on their school readiness tests
than children following a standard Head Start curriculum (Li, Atkins, &
Stanton, 2006). Similar positive effects of computer-based training
were reported for precursors of reading (Mioduser, Tur-Kaspa, &
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Leitner, 2000) and mathematical skills (Räsänen, Salminen, Wilson,
Aunio, & Dehaene, 2009). Recent research on apps has also found posi-
tive outcomes, for instance, in relation to vocabulary learning (Chiong &
Shuler, 2010).

Positive effects have also been demonstrated for educational televi-
sion, as in the benefits of watching Sesame Street and similar educational
shows confirmed by several studies and in several countries. These ben-
efits extend to cognitive outcomes such as literacy and numeracy, learn-
ing about the world, and social development (Linebarger, 2015; Mares
& Pan, 2013; Mares et al., 2015; Penuel et al., 2012). There is also evi-
dence that children can acquire long-term domain-specific knowledge
by watching films about certain (mostly scientific) topics (e.g., Michel,
Roebers, & Schneider, 2007). This line of researchhas also examined fac-
tors influencing the efficiency of learning from media. Although the in-
fluence of MSL on learning from media has not yet been studied,
research has examined other influencing factors, as will be outlined in
the following section.
2.1. Factors influencing learning from media

Based on cognitive load theory (Sweller, 1988) and evidence of
children's limited working memory resources (Koppenol-Gonzalez,
Bouwmeester, & Vermunt, 2012), Fisch's (2000) capacity model spec-
ifies characteristics of both the film and of the learner that influence
how effectively children will learn from educational television. Accord-
ing to this model, children's comprehension of content depends on how
demanding the program is and how efficiently children allocate their
cognitive resources. It is a central proposition that the distance between
narrative and educational content should be minimal—that is, the edu-
cational content should be closely embedded in the narrative to reduce
cognitive load.

Aladé and Nathanson (2016) tested several of the viewer character-
istics proposed by Fisch'smodel. They found support for the influence of
prior content knowledge, verbal reasoning and short-term memory on
children's learning from educational television. Knowledge of formal
features, a further viewer characteristic in Fisch's model, has not yet
(to our knowledge) been empirically tested.

With regard to demographic variables, gender does not influence
learning from computers (Roblyer, Castine, & King, 1988). In the case
of learning from television, gender seems to exert an indirect influ-
ence through identification with the main character, according to
the main protagonist's sex (Calvert, Strong, Jacobs, & Conger,
2007). Age is also relevant for learning from media, though interest-
ingly in different directions: while younger children (preschool and
kindergarten) gain more than older children and adults from com-
puter-based instruction (Fletcher-Flinn & Gravatt, 1995), the oppo-
site is true of learning from television. Older children learn better
from television, which can again be explained by younger children's
difficulty with the reality-fiction distinction (Mares & Sivakumar,
2014) and their shorter attention span (Krcmar & Fudge Albada,
2000).

Learning from hypermedia environments is a special case of
learning from computers. Hypermedia environments include pic-
tures, videos, and text, configured in a web of links and nodes
(Schwartz, Andersen, Hong, Howard, & McGee, 2004). This design
requires the learner to create a mental map of the system, which in
turn demands skills of visual imagination (Tran & Subrahmanyam,
2013). Users also need to be able to remember which routes they
have already explored and to plan where they should search next,
entailing increased cognitive load. Student characteristics such as
higher workingmemory capacity can compensate for the higher cog-
nitive demands of hypermedia learning (DeStefano & LeFevre, 2007).
Metacognitive skills and experience of hypermedia texts have also
been identified as factors influencing success in hypermedia learn-
ing (Schwartz et al., 2004).
3. Purpose and design of the present research

In the present study, we examined the effects of media sign literacy
on children's learning from an educational film and a hypermedia envi-
ronment. We assumed that children with more developed MSL would
gain more from media-based learning tasks. This hypothesis is based
on the fact that everymediumuses a particular symbol set—for instance,
television uses montage, sound effects, and camera parameters; com-
puter software uses icons, interactive controls, sound effects, and ani-
mations. To use educational media, the learner must process all these
symbols, using the requisite cognitive capacities. For this reason, we as-
sume that previous knowledge of these symbol systems (that is, MSL)
renders processing less demanding, freeing more cognitive capacity
for processing of educational content. The findings of two studies from
our workgroup support the view that MSL is an important predictor of
children's processing of film, as children with high MSL scores were
found to be better in processing filmic montage techniques (Munk,
Diergarten et al., 2012) and in understanding protagonists' emotional
states (Diergarten & Nieding, 2015).

To measure MSL, we used a self-designed online test, with tasks in-
volving the various kinds of media commonly used by young children.
To analyze comprehension and knowledge acquisition, we also devel-
oped two media-based learning tasks with corresponding recognition
and inference questions. We did not measure children's previous
knowledge of the topics, as this would have had the disadvantage of ac-
tivating and inducing knowledge via the pre-test (Viteri, Clarebout, &
Crauwels, 2014), making it difficult to compare the results to natural
media use settings. Due to the lack of baseline scores, we could not es-
tablish whether children's scores owed to comprehension of previously
known information or to newly acquired knowledge that could actually
be described as learning. For this reason, we refer here to both compre-
hension and knowledge acquisition in respect of observed knowledge
scores.

The first task included a 6-minute film clip about sugar production;
the second involved a hypermedia learning interface related to people,
animals, plants, and architecture in various countries. Because our par-
ticipants were not yet able to read, the user interface was implemented
using pictures and corresponding audio files. The questionnaire includ-
ed recognition and inference questions to be answered immediately fol-
lowing completion of each task.

To control for other factors of possible relevance, we also assessed
children's intelligence, their media usage behavior (i.e., duration and di-
versity), and their family's socioeconomic status. Hierarchical regres-
sion analyses were performed to assess each factor's impact on
comprehension/knowledge acquisition.

4. Method

4.1. Participants

A total of 150 children (70 girls, 80 boys) with a mean age of 5.33
(SD= 0.55; range: 4.42 to 6.33) participated in the study. The children
were recruited through the daily newspapers and by contacting local
daycare centers in the area of Chemnitz and Würzburg, Germany.
German was the native language of all participants. Only children
whose parents had given their written consent participated in the study.

4.2. Material

4.2.1. Media sign literacy
The individual level of MSL of the participants was assessed by an

online test developed by the authors (Nieding et al., 2016). The test
measures knowledge of media sign systems of various kinds (e.g.,
film/TV, computer interfaces, picture books, and comics) in children be-
tween the ages of 3 and 6 years. The test comprises ten subscales (nine
computer-based and one non-computer-based; see Table 1 for short
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descriptions and example questions). For further information about this
test, the pilot study, and the method of choosing items and subscales,
see Nieding et al. (2016).

For the computer-based subscales, the children were given in-
structions by an animated tutor (a lip-synchronous animated
monkey). Participants then had to choose an appropriate answer
from several forced-choice alternatives, using a computermouse. To en-
sure that all participants could interact properly with the program, each
child received brief computer mouse training before the test. Response
times were recorded, but these did not influence children's scores, as
responses were coded only as right or wrong for scoring purposes.

The tenth subscale measures children's comprehension of filmic
montage with a method introduced by Smith et al. (1985). Participants
were asked to reconstruct animated films using Playmobil dolls after
watching five film sequences produced by the authors involving differ-
ent montage techniques, such as flashbacks, point-of-view shots, or si-
multaneity of action. Pilot studies identified the five selected films as
best for confirmation of montage comprehension in children aged be-
tween 5 and 8 years (Munk, Diergarten et al., 2012). Following presen-
tation of each sequence, the child was asked to re-enact the film, using
all the characters and other material shown in the video. This recon-
struction was then rated in terms of montage comprehension.

Themain scores of all tenMSL subscaleswere divided by thenumber
of their items, and a total scorewas calculated from these quotients. The
sumwas then divided by ten, yielding a main score ranging from 0 to 1.
4.2.2. Intelligence
Participants' nonverbal intelligence was measured on a shortened

version of the Culture Fair intelligence test (Cattell, Weiß, & Osterland,
1997), using the two subscales Classification and Matrices. The former
measures ability to classify figural objects; in each trial, participants
Table 1
Subscales and examples of the media sign literacy test.

Subscale Example

1) Ability to differentiate between TV
realism and fiction

Real wedding vs. staged wedding: “In
which one of these films did the man
and the woman really get married?”

2) Ability to differentiate between
several filmic genres

Differentiation between fiction, news,
and advertisements: “Which one of the
three is not an advertisement?”

3) Ability to match a presented voice
with its corresponding character in
audio books

Voices of dwarf, fairy, bear, wizard etc.
“Click on the picture of the character
that was speaking.”

4) Ability to detect emotions in comic
faces

Manga figure with happy, sad or bored
facial expression: “Which one of these
persons is happy?”

5) Visual portrayal of different
characters' perspectives

Landscape scenes from the perspective
of animals of different sizes (elephant,
tiger, and ant): “Was this photo taken by
the tiger, by the elephant, or by the
ant?”

6) Ability to understand the narrative
continuity of film stories

Anticipating how a story continues by
choosing one of three pictures after
watching a short film sequence: “Which
picture shows how the movie would
continue?”

7) Knowledge about the symbolic use of
colors in everyday settings

Traffic lights, water taps: “Which one of
these traffic lights has the right colors?”

8) Symbolic understanding of maps Symbols for lakes, mountains, or towns
in maps: “Show me the mountain on
this map.”

9) Knowledge of computer user
interfaces

Pictograms such as an X symbolizing the
exit function: “Where would you click if
you wanted to exit the game?”

10) Comprehension of filmic montage
(not computer-based)

Flashback, point-of-view shot,
simultaneity of action cut; child is
presented with all puppets and material
shown in the film and asked “Can you
show me what happened in the film?”
were shown five objects and had to identify the odd one out. The time
limit for the 12 trials was 5 min.

The Matrices subscale requires participants to recognize rules and
patterns. In each of the 12 trials, an incomplete pattern was shown,
and the child had to choose one of five pictures that would fit this pat-
tern. Time was limited to 7.5 min.

The total score of the two subscales was divided by 24 (the
maximum possible score), resulting in a score ranging from 0 to 1.

4.2.3. Knowledge acquisition from educational film
We used a 6:44 minute clip of the popular German TV program for

children between 3 and 13 years, Die Sendung mit der Maus (The Pro-
gram with the Mouse). The show typically consists of educational films
and cartoons. The films are short documentaries (about 5 to 10 min in
length) that explain the production or operation of everyday objects.
The film clip used in the present study was a typical example of these
educational films, explaining the production of sugar from sugar beet.
This film was selected because of its proven suitability for studies of
learning from educational TV, as previously confirmed by Michel and
colleagues (e.g., Michel et al., 2007).

In the first 30 s of the film, an elderly man who typically introduces
the educational segments in this show is seen drinking a cup of coffee
and spooning some sugar into it. He briefly describes the different
ways of producing sugar, and the film then goes on to show how
sugar beets are harvested, transported to the sugar factory, washed,
sliced, boiled, and centrifuged. The film concludes by showing different
end products such as sugar cubes and rock candy.

After viewing the film, a questionnaire with 18 items was read to
participants in a forced-choice format, with three options for each
item. The questions were of two types: recognition questions and infer-
ence questions. The ten recognition questions related directly to infor-
mation provided in the film clip (e.g., “What color is a sugar beet?—a)
brown; b) green; or c) red”). The eight inference questions referred to
facts that had not been explained directly but could be answered by
drawing conclusions or from general knowledge (e.g., “Why are there
side slits on the cooking pot?—a) because light is needed for cooking
sugar; b) so that you can see how far the cooking process has advanced;
or c) because it looks better”).2 The two types of questionwere present-
ed in mixed order. Each correct answer scored 1 point. The total score
for each scale was divided by 10 or 8, respectively, and end scores
ranged from 0 to 1.

4.2.4. Knowledge acquisition from hypermedia environments
We created a hypermedia environment specifically for the purposes

of the present study. Designed as a hierarchically linked hypertext and
presented on a computer, it was programmed using Adobe Flash and
ActionScript in combinationwithMDMZinc authoring software. Naviga-
tion involved a computer mouse and buttons with symbols commonly
used in computer interfaces (e.g., a house to return to the start page; a
hand with forefinger pointing to left or right to navigate back or for-
ward). Because it teaches about people, animals, plants, and buildings
in different parts of the world, the environment was called Discover
the World.

Navigation is possible on four levels. The first level presents the four
main categories (people, animals, plants, and buildings/architecture).
Clicking on one of these categories leads to the second level, which pre-
sents a set of three or four sub-categories (for example, the category an-
imals includes bear, whale, penguin, and kangaroo). The sub-categories
are presented as pictures, with an arrow pointing to the location of
each item on a world map (e.g., typical habitats). Choosing a sub-cate-
gory leads to a third level, which provides general information about
the chosen item (e.g., “Kangaroos live in Australia. They carry their
babies in a pouch.”) and invites the user to click on a button depicting
2 The film scene and the questions were presented in German, as all the participants
were Germans.
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a magnifying glass for further information (e.g., “If you want to know
how kangaroos move about, click on the magnifying glass”). Clicking
this button leads to a fourth level, providing more detailed information
(e.g., “If the kangaroowants tomove fast, it jumpswith its hind legs and
uses the tail for balance. It can jump as fast as a car driving in the city.”).
All items are presented using pictures and text, simultaneously accom-
panied by prerecorded audio files of a female narrator.

Before testing commenced, a five-minute long exploration phase
allowed the child to explore the software on their own. Then, partici-
pants were presented with eight search tasks to ensure that each child
worked through the complete hypermedia environment. For that pur-
pose, they were shown eight screen shots of single pages to search for
in the program.

As in the case of the educational film, a questionnaire was read to
participants after they had finished exploring. This contained 20 items
in a forced-choice format, with three options. Again, the questions
consisted of recognition (12 items) and inference questions (8 items).
An example of a recognition question would be “How fast can a kanga-
roo jump?—a) like a car in the city; b) like a tiger on hunt; or c) like a
bicycle on the street.” An example of an inference question would be
“Why is Neuschwanstein Castle not inhabited by a king?—a) because
the castle is very old; b) because the king lives in a different castle; or
c) because Germany doesn't have a king.” As explained above, each cor-
rect answer scored 1 point, and both scales were divided by their max-
imum possible total for a final score ranging from 0 to 1.

4.3. Parent questionnaire

4.3.1. Duration and diversity of media usage
Parents were asked to complete a questionnaire relating to their

child's media experience. The questionnaire asked about the types of
media their child was exposed to in their everyday environment (in-
cluding television, cinema, computers, books, comics, newspapers,
magazines, audio books, and radio) and the duration of their daily
media usage. Parents had to indicate at which hours of the day the
child usually used one of those media. From these data, we calculated
one score for diversity of used media and one for duration of media
usage.

4.3.2. Socioeconomic status (SES)
Parents were not asked directly about their SES (e.g., yearly income)

because of prior experience that many parents refuse to answer this
question. Instead, we asked both parents to state their profession, and
SES was then estimated using the Magnitude Prestige Scale (MPS)
(Wegener, 1985), a validated measure that is highly correlated with ac-
tual SES (Hadjar, 2004). TheMPS consists of a list of professions and as-
signs a prestige score to each, ranging from 20 (lowest ranked
profession) to 186.8 (highest), based on representative surveys
(Wegener, 1988). In our sample, scores ranged from32.9 to 186.8 for fa-
thers and from 42.1 to 186.8 for mothers.

4.4. Procedure

Each child was tested individually in two sessions in a quiet room of
the laboratory. The parentwas allowed to accompany the child andwas
asked to sit at the rear of the room. During the first session, the parent
was asked to fill out the parent questionnaire. In the first session, the
child completed the online MSL test and the intelligence test. The aver-
age total time for this sessionwas approximately 50min. Because that is
a long time for a young child to sit still and concentrate, we included a
break between the two tests and made sure that the child moved
around during this time, with an opportunity for free play and a drink
and snack.

In the second session, the participant first watched the educational
film and answered the questionnaire. After a break like that in the first
session, the childwas presentedwith the hypermedia interfaceDiscover
theWorld, followed by the relevant questionnaire. The average duration
of the second session was approximately 40 min.

5. Results

5.1. Correlations

All skill variables and diversity of media use were highly correlated
with age, as might be expected in a study involving small children. For
that reason, all other correlations were calculated as partial correlations
controlling for participant age. Table 2 presents an overview of these
correlations. With the exception of the hypermedia inference scale, all
comprehension/knowledge acquisition scales correlated significantly
with each other and with intelligence and MSL. Hypermedia inference
was correlated only with film recognition. Parents' SES was correlated
with recognition scores for both film and hypermedia environment.
The two measures of media usage were correlated only with each
other and with age (only diversity of media use), but not with any
other measure.

5.2. Knowledge acquisition from film and hypermedia

Descriptive statistics showed that participants answered more than
half of the questions correctly on each scale: film recognition:M = .67
(SD = .22); film inference: .59 (.19); hypermedia recognition: .52
(.19); hypermedia inference: .60 (.17). Table 3 gives an overview of
the means and standard deviations of all scores.

Because they dealt with different topics, ANCOVAs were calculated
separately for film and hypermedia, as a comparison would risk con-
founding content and medium. The two types of scores (recognition
and inference question scores) were entered as within subject factors
and age as covariate. For the educational film, an ANCOVA revealed a
significant main effect of age on correct answers, F(1, 148) = 27.82,
p b .001, ηp

2 = .16; the main effect of question type on correct answers
was not significant (F b 1). Age did not significantly moderate the
main effect of question type (F b 1). For the hypermedia environment,
the ANCOVA revealed a significant main effect of both age, F(1,
148) = 38.42, p b .001, ηp

2 = .21, and of question type on correct an-
swers, F(1, 148)=9.40, p= .003, ηp

2= .06. Age significantlymoderated
the influence of question type, F(1, 148) = 7.03, p = .009, ηp

2 = .06.
To examine the interaction of age and question type for hypermedia

scores, we divided the children's data into two groups (younger and
older) using a median split. The cut-off point for the median split was
5.25 years, and themean ages of the two groupswere 4.83 and 5.83, re-
spectively. t-tests revealed that older children had significantly higher
scores for both types of hypermedia questions as compared to younger
children: hypermedia recognition: t(148)=−5.70, p b .001; hyperme-
dia inference: t(148)=−2.64, p=.009. The difference between hyper-
media recognition and hypermedia inference was not significant in the
group of older children, t(74) = −1.24, p = .219, but in the group of
younger children, t(74)=−4.75, p b .001, hypermedia inference scores
(M= .56, SD= .17) exceeded hypermedia recognition scores (M= .44,
SD= .16). Further t-tests showed no significant effects of sex, either in
any of the recognition and inference scores or in the intelligence and
MSL scores.

5.3. Influences on comprehension/knowledge acquisition

A hierarchical regression analysis was calculated to assess whether
intelligence or MSL explained more of the variance in comprehension/
knowledge acquisition scales. The first block included the age of the par-
ticipants; in the second block, MSL and intelligence were added as var-
iables for a stepwise regression. The model parameters are indicated in
Table 4.

In relation to film recognition, age alone predicted 12% of the vari-
ance. Addition of MSL in the second model increased the explained



Table 2
Partial correlations between intelligence, media sign literacy (MSL), the 4 questionnaire scores, socioeconomic status of the parents and duration and variety of media usage. The corre-
lation of age is partialled out of all correlations; correlations with age are shown in the bottom row.

MSL I F-R F-I H-R H-I SES F SES M DuMu DiMu

Intelligence (I) .30⁎⁎⁎

Film recognition (F-R) .37⁎⁎⁎ .37⁎⁎⁎

Film inference (F-I) .29⁎⁎⁎ .25⁎⁎ .38⁎⁎⁎

Hypermedia recognition (H-R) .31⁎⁎⁎ .17⁎ .43⁎⁎⁎ .33⁎⁎⁎

Hypermedia inference (H-I) −.09 .03 .23⁎⁎ .11 .07
Socioeconomic status father (SES F) .07 .09 .18⁎ .02 .24⁎⁎ .01
Socioeconomic status mother (SES M) .06 .07 .23⁎ .09 .27⁎⁎⁎ .09 .48⁎⁎⁎

Duration of media use (DuMU) .12 .04 .07 .02 .03 −.04 .00 .02
Diversity of media usage (DiMU) .06 .15 .13 .13 .16 .09 .17 .08 .26⁎⁎

Age .33⁎⁎⁎ .23⁎⁎ .35⁎⁎⁎ .33⁎⁎⁎ .46⁎⁎⁎ .22⁎⁎ .08 .00 .08 .31⁎⁎⁎

⁎ p b .05.
⁎⁎ p b .01.
⁎⁎⁎ p b .001.

Table 4
Model parameters for hierarchical regressions analyses.

Variable B SE B β p R R2 Δ Change in R2

Film – recognition
Model 1 Age 0.01 0.00 .35 b.001 .35 .12
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variance to 24%, and addition of intelligence in the third model added
another 7%, yielding a total of 31% explained variance. The results for
film inference scores were similar; MSL was added as the second vari-
able and intelligence as the third, explaining an additional 7% and 3%, re-
spectively, for a total of 21% explained variance. The age of the
participants accounted for 21% of variance in hypermedia recognition
scores;MSL added another 8%, for a total of 29%. Intelligence did not sig-
nificantly add to the model. With regard to hypermedia inference
scores, age was the only included factor, explaining 5% of the variance.

In conclusion, it would seem that MSL plays an important role in
children's comprehension and knowledge acquisition from film and hy-
permedia, explainingmore of the variance than intelligence. Drawing of
inferences from media content was influenced by MSL and intelligence
for film but not for the hypermedia environment.

6. Discussion

Themain finding of our study is that media sign literacy is an impor-
tant factor in explaining individual differences in children's ability to
comprehend and learn from media. Our interpretation of this finding
is that childrenwith highMSL aremore proficient in processing and op-
erating the symbol systemsused bymedia—for example, in understand-
ing sound effects and visual features like montage in the educational
film or, in case of the hypermedia environment, understanding symbols
that guide navigation and the cognitive challenge of navigating through
several levels of the hypermedia environment without losing orienta-
tion. For this reason, children with high MSL use less cognitive capacity
in processing and working with the medium, leaving more remaining
capacity for processing the educative message.

This interpretation is generally consistent with Fisch's (2000) cogni-
tive capacity model, which proposes that children's comprehension of
educational television depends on their allocation of working memory
Table 3
Percentage of male and female participant; means and standard deviations of age, media
sign literacy, intelligence, the 4 questionnaire scores, and socioeconomic status of the
parents.

% M SD

Sex
Male 53.33
Female 46.67

Age (years; months) 5.33 0.55
Media sign literacy .62 .11
Intelligence .36 .15
Film recognition .67 .22
Film inference .59 .19
Hypermedia recognition .52 .19
Hypermedia inference .60 .17
Socioeconomic status father 83.39 36.07
Socioeconomic status mother 2.23 33.79
resources, which in turn depends both on features of the film and on
the child's characteristics; among the latter is the child's knowledge of
the formal visual, auditory, and sequential features that organize well-
formed audiovisual texts. While this part of the model has not yet
been empirically tested, our results align with this assumption. Howev-
er, we extend Fisch's statement by arguing that, beyond knowledge of
formal features, other components of MSL are of importance in
predicting comprehension of educational television and educational
hypermedia.

It is important to emphasize that MSL relates not only to recognition
of information explicitlymentioned in the educationalfilm or hyperme-
dia but also to the child's ability to draw further inferences about the ed-
ucational film's topic. This confirms Ohler's (1994) assumption that
media literacy helps to build more profound situation models and rep-
licates our recent finding (Diergarten & Nieding, 2015), that children
with high MSL are better able to draw inferences about a protagonist's
emotional state in movies and audio books. As the protagonist's emo-
tional state was never mentioned in the stories, participants had to
make these inferences by further processing of the story's content.
This echoes the findings of the present study, as in both cases, MSL pre-
dicted both the processing of explicitly stated information and the abil-
ity to go beyond this content by making inferences.

With regard to the questionnaire relating to hypermedia content,
MSL predicted the scores for recognition but not for inference. For the
latter, age was the only predictor included in the model, and MSL and
Model 2 Age 0.01 0.00 .23 =.004 .49 .24 .12⁎⁎⁎

MSL 0.71 0.15 .37 b.001
Model 3 Age 0.01 0.00 .19 =.011 .55 .31 .07⁎⁎⁎

MSL 0.55 0.15 .29 b.001
Intelligence 0.41 0.11 .27 b.001

Film – inference
Model 1 Age 0.01 0.00 .33 b.001 .33 .11
Model 2 Age 0.01 0.00 .23 =.004 .43 .18 .07⁎⁎⁎

MSL 0.48 0.13 .29 b.001
Model 3 Age 0.01 0.00 .21 =.009 .46 .21 .03⁎

MSL 0.39 0.14 .23 =.005
Intelligence 0.23 0.10 .18 =.029

Hypermedia – recognition
Model 1 Age 0.01 0.00 .46 b.001 .46 .21
Model 2 Age 0.01 0.00 .36 b.001 .54 .29 .08⁎⁎⁎

MSL 0.50 0.12 .30 b.001
Hypermedia - inference
Model 1 Age 0.01 0.00 .22 b.01 .22 .05

⁎ p b .05.
⁎⁎⁎ p b .001.
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intelligence did not explain additional variance. One possible explana-
tion of this result is that participants may rely heavily on previous
knowledge in answering the inference questions. This hypothesis is sup-
ported by our finding that inference scoreswere higher than recognition
scores in the hypermedia questionnaire. It is worth noting that we did
not find this pattern in thefilm questionnaire, where recognition and in-
ference questions did not differ significantly. We assume that previous
knowledge was less important in the film questionnaire, as the film fo-
cused on a very specific topic (sugar production), of which participants
were unlikely to have detailed knowledge. By comparison, the hyperme-
dia questions touched on information that ismore in linewith children's
usual interests, such as animals. This remains an assumption, however,
as we did not assess the children's previous knowledge. There may
also be media-specific reasons that account for these differences
between recognition, inference and the use of previous knowledge.
However, given that the two media presented different topics, we
must refrain from interpretations concerning modality effects.

Controlling for the age of the participants, partial correlations re-
vealed a correlation between intelligence and MSL, replicating another
of our work group's findings (Nieding et al., 2016). Our interpretation
is based on the fact that MSL and intelligence share a mutual source,
as both require the ability to interpret andworkwith symbols. In partic-
ular, nonverbal intelligence tests such as those employed in our studies
require operations as classification of figurative objects and recognition
of patternswithin these objects. Although the intelligence andMSL tests
drew on different symbol sets, the underlying skills—that is, themanip-
ulation of internal representations and cognitive organization of the
interplay of internal and external representations—are familiar and
therefore explain shared variance.

Family socioeconomic status (SES)was correlatedwith both types of
recognition scale but not with either the inference question scales or
any other scale. A simple explanation of the correlations between SES
and recognition might be that children from high-SES families had
greater prior knowledge of the taught topics. As we did not assess
children's baseline knowledge, this possibility cannot be excluded.
However, given that SES was correlated only with recognition scores
but not with inference scores, we think it unlikely that previous knowl-
edge is the essentialmoderating factor. Asmentioned above,we assume
that inferences depend more heavily on previous knowledge than rec-
ognition, as the inferenceswere not explicitlymentioned in the learning
material (e.g., the knowledge that Germany does not have a king in
answering the question “Why does no king live in Neuschwanstein
Castle?”). As only the recognition questions were correlated with
SES, another explanation must be sought for this correlation. An alterna-
tive hypothesis follows from thefinding that high-SES parents are known
to regulate their children'smedia usagemore extensively by choosing ap-
propriate content, co-viewing, and discussing the content, as compared
to lower-SES parents (Natsiopoulou & Melissa-Halikiopoulou, 2009).
For that reason, children from high-SES families may be more accus-
tomed to educational programs and would therefore be more likely
to expect learning content than children who mainly consume enter-
tainment media. Parental co-viewing is also known to have beneficial
effects on children (Robb & Lauricella, 2015), which may also be
reflected in the identified correlation.

Duration and diversity of media usage were correlated with each
other but not with the comprehension/knowledge acquisition scales.
Although this result aligns with Aladé's (2013) finding that there is no
connection betweenmedia use and knowledge acquisition from educa-
tional TV, one should keep in mind that our media use scores are based
on parent estimates and might therefore be distorted by both estima-
tion errors and social desirability effects (Ennemoser, 2008).

6.1 Limitations and future directions

In future research onemight assess previous knowledge before chil-
dren are presented with the educational media. That would help
distinguishing between comprehension of previously known informa-
tion and newly acquired knowledge. However, one has to bear in
mind that such an assessment introduces other problems, as a pre-test
would activate children's knowledge of the subject and other learning
processes beyond those assumed to occur in naturalmedia-based learn-
ing settings (Viteri et al., 2014).

The hypermedia environment may also diverge from children's
natural experiences with educational software and apps. While use
of our program was not unlike knowledge acquisition through In-
ternet research, this activity is probably quite rare among younger
children, and educational software or apps for children of that age
usually require less navigation. However, we believe that while
those programs differ greatly in terms of handling, learning pro-
cesses should be similar once the program is opened.

Another shortcoming of the present study is that the four question-
naires used to obtain recognition and inference scores for eachmedium
all contained different questions, resulting in a confounding of question
difficulty, educational content, and medium. Future research should
employ a between-subject design, presenting the same content in filmic
and hypermedia environments, and using the same questionnaire to as-
sess knowledge acquisition and inferences to properly support claims
about which medium is more effective for learning. To address ques-
tions of causality, this design might usefully be incorporated in a train-
ing study, comparing children who have received lessons in MSL with
those who have not. Additionally, while the present study focused on
MSL's influence as a sub-set of media literacy skills that are relevant in
early childhood, future researchmight assess the influence of media lit-
eracy in a wider sense, including subscales to measure explicit knowl-
edge about media and critical evaluation.

6.2. Conclusion

Despite its limitations, the present study contributes to the literature
on children's learning from electronicmedia. One unique element of the
study is that it examines both children's recognition and their ability to
infer additional information. It also addsmedia sign literacy to the list of
salient children's characteristics, which has not been assessed in prior
studies. The construct of MSL as an important aspect in children's com-
prehension of and learning frommedia was also supported, underlining
the importance of media sign literacy in early education. While media
literacy is part of standard school curricula in many countries
(Andersen, Duncan, & Pungente, 2004; Buckingham, 1998), the results
of this study suggest that teaching of media (sign) literacy should start
even earlier, in preschool and kindergarten years. As outlined in the the-
oretical discussion above, elementary school children still struggle to
understand certain aspects of television, many of which are closely
linked to developmental immaturities. Teachers should be aware of
the difficulties children face when learning frommedia—as for instance
in their possible skepticism about the reality of the presented informa-
tion (Woolley & Ghossainy, 2013)—and should prepare their students
accordingly for media learning sessions. Beyond teaching application-
specific aspects of media literacy, such as use of a computer mouse or
the difference between educational and entertainment media, we sup-
port the idea that the fundamental ability to read media symbol
systems—that is, MSL—should form an essential part of early media
education. In a previous longitudinal study, we found that MSL
among 4-year-olds was a significant predictor for precursors of reading
and mathematical skills two years later (Nieding et al., 2016), lending
additional support to our claim that MSL is an important topic for
early education.

Acknowledgements

This research was conducted as part of a research project on media
literacy financed by the German Research Foundation (DFG-FKZ: OH
101/3-1 and SCHN 315/35-1).



40 A.K. Diergarten et al. / Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology 48 (2017) 33–41
References

Acker, S. R., & Tiemens, R. K. (1981). Children's perceptions of changes in size of televised
images. Human Communication Research, 7(4), 340–346. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.
1468-2958.1981.tb00580.x.

Aladé, F. (2013). What preschoolers bring to the show. The effects of cognitive abilities and
viewer characteristics on children's learning from educational television. (Unpublished
master's thesis) Ohio State University Retrieved from https://etd.ohiolink.edu/ap/
10?0::NO:10:P10_ACCESSION_NUM:osu1366286271

Aladé, F., & Nathanson, A. I. (2016). What preschoolers bring to the show: The relation be-
tween viewer characteristics and children's learning from educational television.
Media Psychology, 1–25. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2015.1054945.

Andersen, N., Duncan, B., & Pungente, J. (2004). The Canadian experience: Leading the way.
Retrieved from http://jcp.proscenia.net/publications/articles/Canadian_Experience.
pdf

Buckingham, D. (1998). Media education in the UK: Moving beyond protectionism.
Journal of Communication, 48(1), 33–43. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.
1998.tb02735.x.

Bus, A. G., Takacs, Z. K., & Kegel, C. A. T. (2015). Affordances and limitations of electronic
storybooks for young children's emergent literacy. Developmental Review, 35, 79–97.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2014.12.004.

Bushman, B. J., & Huesmann, L. R. (2012). Effects of violent media on aggression. In D. G.
Singer, & J. L. Singer (Eds.), Handbook of children and the media (pp. 231–248) (2nd
ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Callaghan, T. C., Rochat, P., & Corbit, J. (2012). Young children's knowledge of the repre-
sentational function of pictorial symbols: Development across the preschool years
in three cultures. Journal of Cognition and Development, 13(3), 320–353. http://dx.
doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2011.587853.

Calvert, S. L., Strong, B. L., Jacobs, E. L., & Conger, E. E. (2007). Interaction and participation
for young Hispanic and Caucasian girls' and boys' learning of media content. Media
Psychology, 9(2), 431–445. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15213260701291379.

Cantor, J. (2012). Themedia and children's fears, anexities, and perception of danger. In D.
G. Singer, & J. L. Singer (Eds.), Handbook of children and the media (pp. 215–230) (2nd
ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Cattell, R. B., Weiß, R. H., & Osterland, J. (1997). Grundintelligenztest Skala 1 (CFT 1) [Cul-
ture free intelligence test, scale 1] (5. Auflage ). Göttingen: Hogrefe.

Chiong, C., & Shuler, C. (2010). Learning: Is there an app for that? Retrieved from
http://www.joanganzcooneycenter.org/publication/learning-is-there-an-app-
for-that/

Comuntzis-Page, G. (2005). Children's comprehension of visual images in television. In K.
Smith, S. Moriarty, G. Barbatsis, & K. Kenney (Eds.), LEA's communication series. Hand-
book of visual communication. Theory, methods, and media (pp. 211–223). Mahwah,
NJ: Erlbaum.

d'Ydewalle, G., & Vanderbeeken, M. (1990). Perceptual and cognitive processing of
editing rules in film. In R. Groner, G. d'Ydewalle, & R. Parham (Eds.), From eye to
mind: Information acquisition in perception, search, and reading (pp. 129–139). Am-
sterdam: Elsevier.

DeLoache, J. S. (1995). Early understanding and use of symbols: Themodel model. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 4(4), 109–113. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-
8721.ep10772408.

DeLoache, J. S. (2002). Early development of the understanding and use of symbolic arti-
facts. In U. Goswami (Ed.), Blackwell handbook of childhood cognitive development
(pp. 206–226). Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.

DeLoache, J. S., Uttal, D. H., & Pierroutsakos, S. L. (1998). The development of early sym-
bolization: Educational implications. Learning and Instruction, 8(4), 325–339. http://
dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4752(97)00025-X.

DeStefano, D., & LeFevre, J. -A. (2007). Cognitive load in hypertext reading: A review.
Computers in Human Behavior, 23(3), 1616–1641. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.
2005.08.012.

Diergarten, A. K., & Nieding, G. (2015). Children's and adults' ability to build online emo-
tional inferences during comprehension of audiovisual and auditory texts. Journal of
Cognition and Development, 16(2), 381–406. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15248372.
2013.848871.

Donnelly, K. E., Gjersoe, N. L., & Hood, B. (2013). When pictures lie: Children's misunder-
standing of photographs. Cognition, 129(1), 51–62. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.
cognition.2013.06.002.

Downs, A. C. (1990). Children's judgments of televised events: The real versus pretend
distinction. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 70(3), 779–782. http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/
pms.1990.70.3.779.

Ennemoser, M. (2008). Zeitbudget und Mediennutzung [Time budget and media usage].
In W. Schneider, & M. Hasselhorn (Eds.), Handbuch der psychologie. Handbuch der
pädagogischen psychologie, Vol. 10. Göttingen: Hogrefe.

Fisch, S. M. (2000). A capacity model of children's comprehension of educational content
on television. Media Psychology, 2(1), 63–91. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/
S1532785XMEP0201_4.

Flavell, J. H., Flavell, E. R., Green, F. L., & Korfmacher, J. E. (1990). Do young children think
of television images as pictures or real objects? Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic
Media, 34(4), 399–419. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08838159009386752.

Fletcher-Flinn, C. M., & Gravatt, B. (1995). The efficacy of computer assisted instruction
(CAI): A meta-analysis. Journal of Educational Computing Research, 12(3), 219–241.
http://dx.doi.org/10.2190/51D4-F6L3-JQHU-9M31.

Guernsey, L., & Levine, M. H. (2015). Tap, click, read: Growing readers in a world of screens
(1st ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass & Pfeiffer Imprints Wiley.

Hadjar, A. (2004). Ellbogenmentalität und Fremdenfeindlichkeit. Die Rolle des Hierarchischen
Selbstinteresses [Elbowism and xenophobia. The role of hierarchical self interest.]. Wies-
baden: VS-Verlag für Sozialwissenschaften.
Hayne, H., Herbert, J., & Simcock, G. (2003). Imitation from television by 24- and 30-
month-olds. Developmental Science, 6(3), 254–261. http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-
7687.00281.

Hobbs, R., & Moore, D. C. (2013). Discovering media literacy: Teaching digital media and
popular culture in elementary school. Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin.

Joiner, R., Messer, D., Light, P., & Littleton, K. (1998). It is best to point for young children:
A comparison of children's pointing and dragging. Computers in Human Behavior,
14(3), 513–529. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0747-5632(98)00021-1.

Kirkorian, H. L., & Anderson, D. R. (2008). Learning from educational media. In S. L.
Calvert, & B. J. Wilson (Eds.), The handbook of children, media, and development
(pp. 188–213). Blackwell: Blackwell Publishing. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/
9781444302752.ch9.

Koolstra, C. M., van der Voort, T. H. A., & van der Kamp, L. J. T. (1997). Television's impact
on children's reading comprehension and decoding skills: A 3-year panel study.
Reading Research Quarterly, 32(2), 128–152. http://dx.doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.32.2.1.

Koolstra, C. M., van Zanten, J., Lucassen, N., & Ishaak, N. (2004). The formal pace of Sesame
Street over 26 years. Perceptual and Motor Skills, 99(1), 354–360. http://dx.doi.org/10.
2466/PMS.99.4.354-360.

Koppenol-Gonzalez, G. V., Bouwmeester, S., & Vermunt, J. K. (2012). The development of
verbal and visual working memory processes: A latent variable approach. Journal of
Experimental Child Psychology, 111(3), 439–454. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.
2011.10.001.

Krcmar, M., & Fudge Albada, K. (2000). The effect of an educational/informational rating
on children's attraction to and learning from an educational program. Journal of
Broadcasting & Electronic Media, 44(4), 674–689. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/
s15506878jobem4404_9.

Li, X., Atkins, M. S., & Stanton, B. (2006). Effects of home and school computer use on
school readiness and cognitive development among Head Start children: A random-
ized controlled pilot trial. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly, 52(2), 239–263. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1353/mpq.2006.0010.

Linebarger, D. L. (2015). Super why! to the rescue: Can preschoolers learn early literacy
skills from educational television? International Journal for Cross-Disciplinary
Subjects in Education, 6(1), 2060–2068.

Mares, M. -L., & Pan, Z. (2013). Effects of Sesame Street: A meta-analysis of children's
learning in 15 countries. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 34(3),
140–151. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2013.01.001.

Mares, M. -L., & Sivakumar, G. (2014). ‘Vámonos means go, but that's made up for the
show’: Reality confusions and learning from educational TV. Developmental
Psychology, 50(11), 2498–2511. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038041.

Mares, M. -L., Sivakumar, G., & Stephenson, L. (2015). Frommeta tomicro: Examining the
effectiveness of educational TV. American Behavioral Scientist advance online publica-
tion http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002764215596555

Michel, E., Roebers, C. M., & Schneider, W. (2007). Educational films in the classroom: In-
creasing the benefit. Learning and Instruction, 17(2), 172–183. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1016/j.learninstruc.2007.01.005.

Mioduser, D., Tur-Kaspa, H., & Leitner, I. (2000). The learning value of computer-based in-
struction of early reading skills. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 16(1), 54–63.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2729.2000.00115.x.

Munk, C., Diergarten, A. K., Nieding, G., Ohler, P., & Schneider, W. (2012a). Die kognitive
Entwicklung des Verständnisses filmischer Montagetechniken bei Kindern als ein
Kernbereich der Medienkompetenz [Cognitive development of children's under-
standing of television production techniques – A main aspect of media literacy].
Zeitschrift für Entwicklungspsychologie und Pädagogische Psychologie, 44(2), 81–91.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1026/0049-8637/a000063.

Munk, C., Rey, G. D., Diergarten, A. K., Nieding, G., Schneider, W., & Ohler, P. (2012b). The
cognitive processing of film cuts of 4- to 8-year-old children – An eye tracker exper-
iment. European Psychologist, 17(4), 257–265. http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/
a000098.

Namy, L. L., & Waxman, S. R. (2005). Symbols redefined. In L. L. Namy (Ed.), Symbol use
and symbolic representation: Developmental and comparative perspectives. Emory sym-
posia in cognition (pp. 269–277). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Natsiopoulou, T., & Melissa-Halikiopoulou, C. (2009). Effects of socioeconomic sta-
tus on television viewing conditions of preschoolers in northern Greece. Early
Child Development and Care, 179(4), 407–423. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
03004430701189044.

Neumann, M. M., & Neumann, D. L. (2014). Touch screen tablets and emergent literacy.
Early Childhood Education Journal, 42(4), 231–239. http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/
s10643-013-0608-3.

Nieding, G., & Ohler, P. (2008). Mediennutzung und medienwirkung bei kindern und
jugendlichen [Media use and media effects in children and adolescents]. In B.
Batinic (Ed.), Medienpsychologie (pp. 379–400). Heidelberg: Springer.

Nieding, G., Ohler, P., Diergarten, A. K., Möckel, T., Rey, G. D., & Schneider, W. (2016). The
development of media sign literacy – A longitudinal study with 4-year-old children.
Media Psychology, Accepted author version posted online: 13th of July 2016, http://
dx.doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2016.1202773

Ohler, P. (1994). Kognitive Filmpsychologie. Verarbeitung und mentale Repräsentation
narrativer Filme [Cognitive film psychology: Information processing and mental repre-
sentation of narrative films]. Münster: MAkS.

Penuel, W. R., Bates, L., Gallagher, L. P., Pasnik, S., Llorente, C., Townsend, E., ...
VanderBorght, M. (2012). Supplementing literacy instruction with a media-rich in-
tervention: Results of a randomized controlled trial. Early Childhood Research
Quarterly, 27(1), 115–127. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2011.07.002.

Piaget, J. (1974). The construction of reality in the child. New York: Ballantine Books.
Pierroutsakos, S. L., & Troseth, G. L. (2003). Video verité: Infants' manual investigation of

objects on video. Infant Behavior & Development, 26(2), 183–199. http://dx.doi.org/
10.1016/S0163-6383(03)00016-X.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1981.tb00580.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1981.tb00580.x
https://etd.ohiolink.edu/ap/10?0::NO:10:P10_ACCESSION_NUM:osu1366286271
https://etd.ohiolink.edu/ap/10?0::NO:10:P10_ACCESSION_NUM:osu1366286271
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2015.1054945
http://jcp.proscenia.net/publications/articles/Canadian_Experience.pdf
http://jcp.proscenia.net/publications/articles/Canadian_Experience.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.1998.tb02735.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.1998.tb02735.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dr.2014.12.004
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2011.587853
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15213260701291379
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0055
http://www.joanganzcooneycenter.org/publication/learning-is-there-an-app-for-that/
http://www.joanganzcooneycenter.org/publication/learning-is-there-an-app-for-that/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep10772408
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep10772408
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0959-4752(97)00025-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2005.08.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.chb.2005.08.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2013.848871
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15248372.2013.848871
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2013.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2013.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pms.1990.70.3.779
http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/pms.1990.70.3.779
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S1532785XMEP0201_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/S1532785XMEP0201_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08838159009386752
http://dx.doi.org/10.2190/51D4-F6L3-JQHU-9M31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0135
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-7687.00281
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-7687.00281
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0145
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0747-5632(98)00021-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781444302752.ch9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781444302752.ch9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1598/RRQ.32.2.1
http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/PMS.99.4.354-360
http://dx.doi.org/10.2466/PMS.99.4.354-360
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2011.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jecp.2011.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15506878jobem4404_9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15506878jobem4404_9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1353/mpq.2006.0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0185
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2013.01.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0038041
http://dx.doi.org/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2007.01.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2007.01.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1365-2729.2000.00115.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1026/0049-8637/a000063
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000098
http://dx.doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000098
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03004430701189044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03004430701189044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10643-013-0608-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10643-013-0608-3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0240
http://dx.doi.org/
http://dx.doi.org/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0250
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ecresq.2011.07.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0260
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0163-6383(03)00016-X


41A.K. Diergarten et al. / Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology 48 (2017) 33–41
Pittorf, M. L., Lehmann, W., & Huckauf, A. (2014). The understanding of pans in 3- to 6-
year-old children. Media Psychology, 17(3), 332–355. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/
15213269.2014.912586.

Potter, W. J. (1998). Media literacy (1. Auflage ). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Potter, W. J. (2013). Media literacy (6th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Räsänen, P., Salminen, J., Wilson, A. J., Aunio, P., & Dehaene, S. (2009). Computer-assisted

intervention for children with low numeracy skills. Cognitive Development, 24(4),
450–472. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2009.09.003.

Rice, M. L., Huston, A. C., & Wright, J. C. (1986). Replays as repetitions: Young children's
interpretation of television forms. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 7(1),
61–76. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0193-3973(86)90019-5.

Robb, M. B., & Lauricella, A. R. (2015). Connecting child development with technology. In
C. Donohue (Ed.), Technology and digital media in the early years. Tools for teaching and
learning (pp. 70–95). New York: Routledge.

Roblyer, M. D., Castine,W. H., & King, F. J. (1988). Assessing the impact of computer-based
instruction. Computers in the Schools, 5(3–4), 11–147. http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/
J025v05n03_02.

Rogow, F. (2015). Media literacy in early childhood education. In C. Donohue (Ed.), Tech-
nology and digital media in the early years. Tools for teaching and learning (pp. 92–103).
New York: Routledge.

Saçkes, M., Trundle, K. C., & Bell, R. L. (2011). Young children's computer skills develop-
ment from kindergarten to third grade. Computers & Education, 57(2), 1698–1704.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.03.011.

Schwartz, N. H., Andersen, C., Hong, N., Howard, B., & McGee, S. (2004). The influence of
metacognitive skills on learners' memory information in a hypermedia environment.
Journal of Educational Computing Research, 31, 77–93. http://dx.doi.org/10.2190/
JE7W-VL6W-RNYF-RD4M.

Smith, R., Anderson, D. R., & Fischer, C. (1985). Young children's comprehension of mon-
tage. Child Development, 56(4), 962–971.

Sweller, J. (1988). Cognitive load during problem solving: Effects on learning. Cognitive
Science, 12(2), 257–285. http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15516709cog1202_4.

Tamim, R. M., Bernard, R. M., Borokhovski, E., Abrami, P. C., & Schmid, R. F. (2011). What
forty years of research says about the impact of technology on learning: A second-
order meta-analysis and validation study. Review of Educational Research, 81(1),
4–28. http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/23014286.

Tran, P., & Subrahmanyam, K. (2013). Evidence-based guidelines for the informal use of
computers by children to promote the development of academic, cognitive and social
skills. Ergonomics, 56(9), 1349–1362. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2013.
820843.

Uttal, D. H., & Yuan, L. (2014). Using symbols: Developmental perspectives. WIREs
Cognitive Science, 5(3), 295–304. http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/wcs.1280.

Vatavu, R. -D., Cramariuc, G., & Schipor, D. M. (2015). Touch interaction for children aged
3 to 6 years: Experimental findings and relationship to motor skills. International
Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 74, 54–76. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.
2014.10.007.

Viteri, F., Clarebout, G., & Crauwels, M. (2014). Children's recall and motivation for an en-
vironmental education video with supporting pedagogical materials. Environmental
Education Research, 20(2), 228–247. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2013.
771734.

Walker, C. M., Walker, L. B., & Ganea, P. A. (2013). The role of symbol-based experience in
early learning and transfer from pictures: Evidence from Tanzania. Developmental
Psychology, 49(7), 1315–1324. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029483.

Wegener, B. (1985). Gibt es Sozialprestige? [Is there something like social standing?].
Zeitschrift für Soziologie, 14(3), 209–235.

Wegener, B. (1988). Kritik des Prestiges [Criticism of prestige]. Opladen: Westdeutscher
Verlag.

Woolley, J. D., & Ghossainy, M. E. (2013). Revisiting the fantasy–reality distinction: Chil-
dren as naïve skeptics. Child Development, 84(5), 1496–1510. http://dx.doi.org/10.
1111/cdev.12081.

Wright, J. C., Huston, A. C., Reitz, A. L., & Piemyat, S. (1994). Young children's perceptions
of television reality: Determinants and developmental differences. Developmental
Psychology, 30(2), 229–239. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.30.2.229.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2014.912586
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2014.912586
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0280
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cogdev.2009.09.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0193-3973(86)90019-5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J025v05n03_02
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J025v05n03_02
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0305
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2011.03.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.2190/JE7W-VL6W-RNYF-RD4M
http://dx.doi.org/10.2190/JE7W-VL6W-RNYF-RD4M
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0320
http://dx.doi.org/10.1207/s15516709cog1202_4
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/23014286
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2013.820843
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00140139.2013.820843
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/wcs.1280
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2014.10.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhcs.2014.10.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2013.771734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13504622.2013.771734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0029483
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0193-3973(16)30197-6/rf0365
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.30.2.229


 

 

  

  

� مقا�، از �ی  �
ه مقا�ت ا �� ن سايت شده �� ��ه فاراي �� در  PDFكه #� فرمت  ميباشد ��

ان قرار � ايل ميتوانيد #� 6يک �� روی د3ه های ز��  گرفته است. اختيار -, عز�� از در صورت :�

اييد:سا�� مقا�ت  � استفاده :�   ن<�

  

  

  

  

  

  

  
  

  

  

ه شده از  �� � مقا�ت �� �
 ه فا ؛ مرجع جديد�� �� ت معت<� خار�B سايت �� �# ,Dن  

http://tarjomefa.com/
http://tarjomefa.com/%D8%AF%D8%A7%D9%86%D9%84%D9%88%D8%AF+%D9%85%D9%82%D8%A7%D9%84%D9%87+isi+%D8%A8%D8%A7+%D8%AA%D8%B1%D8%AC%D9%85%D9%87+%D8%B1%D8%A7%DB%8C%DA%AF%D8%A7%D9%86
http://tarjomefa.com/%D8%AC%D8%B3%D8%AA%D8%AC%D9%88-%D8%A8%D9%87-%D8%B1%D9%88%D8%B4-%D8%AA%D8%B1%D8%AC%D9%85%D9%87-%D9%81%D8%A7
http://isidl.com/

	The impact of media literacy on children's learning from films and hypermedia
	1. Media literacy
	1.1. Development of media sign literacy
	1.1.1. Understanding formal features of television
	1.1.2. Distinguishing reality and fiction and different program formats
	1.1.3 Computer literacy


	2. Learning from media
	2.1. Factors influencing learning from media

	3. Purpose and design of the present research
	4. Method
	4.1. Participants
	4.2. Material
	4.2.1. Media sign literacy
	4.2.2. Intelligence
	4.2.3. Knowledge acquisition from educational film
	4.2.4. Knowledge acquisition from hypermedia environments

	4.3. Parent questionnaire
	4.3.1. Duration and diversity of media usage
	4.3.2. Socioeconomic status (SES)

	4.4. Procedure

	5. Results
	5.1. Correlations
	5.2. Knowledge acquisition from film and hypermedia
	5.3. Influences on comprehension/knowledge acquisition

	6. Discussion
	6.1 Limitations and future directions
	6.2. Conclusion

	Acknowledgements
	References


