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PRESCHOOL ER S UNDERSTANDING OF " KNOWING THAT” AND " KNOWING HOW”’

Yang Xisocong' , Twila Tardif? , Liu Quoxiong' , Fang Fuxi*
(1 Key Laboratory d Mental Hedlthy, Ingitute d Psychdogy, Chinese Academy o Sdences, Bedjing 100101 China)
(2 University d Michigan, USA)

Abdgract

72 three - to five - year - old children were asked about their krowledge gates at various points duri ng two types of learn-
ing tasks. One was a declarative knowledge task about the contents of a set of drawers and the other was a procedural knowl edge
task about how to perform sple tricks. In both tasks, subjects were exposed to the knowledge in one of two ways by seeing and
being told about it. Their underganding of ” knowing that” and ” knowing how” before and &ter being exposed to the new knowi-
edge, aswell as identifying how they learned the knowledge , were the focus of invedigation. Before accesding the new knowi-
edge, ome subjectsin each age gowp (3- ,4- , and5- year - olds) reported they " know” when they did not know a dll.
After exposure to the knowledge, children’ s understanding of ” knowing that” was better than ” knowing how.” For identifying
ources, 3 - year - olds had great difficulty , whereasolder children performed much better , with children in al age groups i den-
tifying the sources by which they were exposed to the declarative knowledge tasks better than those for the procedura knowledge

tasks.

Key words knowing that , knowing how , theory of mind, declarative knowledge , procedura knowiedge.



