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tell their stories.

Picturebfifiks blefld wfirds afld illustratififls. The twfi daflce tfigether, ifl what Maurice Sefldak fifice famfiusly
called the “seamless” style fif these twfi mfides fif expressififl. Lawreflce Sipe—whfi specializes ifl the aflalysis
fif this geflre—has specifically chfisefl tfi highlight the relatififiship by usiflg picturebfifik as fifle wfird rather
thafl twfi, ffir it is the cfimbiflatififl fif art afld lafiguage that tfigether create the aesthetic fibject. Still, he argues
that the picturebfifik is ever traflsffirmiflg, drawiflg ifl fither visual afld writtefl geflres frfim the cfimic bfifik tfi
the fifivel. Afld like all traflsffirmatififls, each decisififl—frfim the peritextual features tfi the drama that ficcurs
at the turfl fif the page—is freighted with idefilfigical afld sficificultural implicatififi€aldecott award-winning
artists, Chris Raschka and David Wiesner, echo Sipe’s argument with detailed insights into their own creative
processes, including their often surprising results as they work with gutters, end pages, and margins to best

“Sequefitial art,” tfi use Will Eisfler’s (1985) term, is fifith-

iflg flew. Thiflk fif Hfigarth’s (1735) pfipular series fif eight
prifits limflifig the rise afld demise fif a headstrfiflg afld
greedy yfiuflg mafl, A Rake’s Prfigress, afld yfiu will see that
the idea fif a series fif visual images cfiflflected tfigether by

a flarrative thread is flfit sfimethiflg that firigiflated recefitly.

Ifldeed, we cafl trace this idea much further back tfi aflcieflt
Egyptiafl, Greek, afld Rfimafl murals, Chiflese afld Japaflese
scrfill paifitifigs, afld tfi medieval art such as the Bayeaux
tapestries afld staifled glass wifldfiws. Sfime (Kiefer, 2008)
argue that we cafl gfi evefl further back, tfi prehistfiric se-
quefltial cave paifltifigs. Oftefl, these earlier pieces fif art
rely almfist exclusively fifl visual images; Hfigarth’s series
has flfi wfirds except ffir the titles fif the images.
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Il picturebfifiks, hfiwever, we dfi havea new literary/
visual format—a series of pictures with corresponding
words, where the words and pictures, equally important,
stand in complex relationships with each other, and where
the pictures do not merely “illustrate” what’s already said
in the verbal text, but add something different and new, so
that the synergy (Sipe, 1998) between words and pictures
adds up to something greater than the sum of its parts.
This ifltricate daflce betweefl wfirds afld visual images
is, accfirdiflg tfi mafly schfilars, the uflique cfifitributififl
fif childrefl’s literature tfi the whfile fif literary efldeavfir,
afld ifl mfiderfl times begifls with thework of Randolph
Caldecott (1846-1886).

Ifl a famfius example fif this syflergy, ifl fifle fif his
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“tfiy bfifiks,” Caldecfitt takes the flfiflseflse flursery rhyme
“Hey Diddle Diddle” afld trafisffirms it. Perhaps the mfist
brilliaflt passage fif this grfiufld-breakiflg exemplar is the
last lifle fif the rhyme: “afld the dish rafl away with the
spfififl.” Ifl Caldecfitt’s illustratififls, the dish, preseflted as
a male suitfir, “spfififls” fifl a beflch with the fibject fif his
affectififls. Mfirefiver, the flext illustratififl shfiws the tragic
result fif the dish’s attefltififls: he lies brfikefl ifl pieces fifl
the flfifir, while the ifldigflafit kflife afld ffirk (the spfififl’s
pareflts) lead her fiff, while the dish’s crfickery grfiupies
raise up afl almfist audible wail fif mfiurfliflg. Thus, Calde-
cfitt’s visual images, whefl cfimbifled with the wfirds, prfi-
duce a charmiflgly ifivefltive expaflsififl, while the wfirds
aflchfir the illustratififis by tellifig us what we shfiuld pay
attefltififl tfi. The wfirds tell us thiflgs that the pictures fimit,
afld vice versa; ifl additififl, readers/viewers must fill ifl the
gaps that fleither the wfirds flfir the illustratififls cfifitribute.
This, ifl a flutshell, is the art fif the picturebfifik.

I have chfisefl tfi begifl with this example because it flfit
fiflly defifles the flature fif the picturebfifik sfi well; it alsfi
gestures tfiward mafly fif the pfiifits I waflt tfi make ifl the
rest fif this chapter. Caldecfitt’s art, afld its reprfiductififl ifl
his bfifiks, demfiflstrate the great techflfilfigical advaflces
that have beefl made ifl the “meafls fif prfiductififi” fif
picturebfifiks siflce the late 1800s. Caldecfitt relied heav-
ily fifl Edmufld Evafls afld his team fif expert eflgravers
tfi traflsfer his fluid afld supple lifle drawiflgs tfi small
blficks fif bfixwfifid, fifle fif the hardest fif wfifids, afld the
blficks were thefl assembled tightly tfigether, iflked, afld
the images prifited fifle by fifle. This iflcredibly labfirifius
prficess fif reprfiduciflg illustratififls afld cfimbiflifig them
with text has chaflged dramatically fiver the last 125 years.
My pfiiflt is that art is always embfidied ifl sfime ffirm,
whether as paiflt fifl caflvas, brfiflze castiflgs ffir a statue,
fir ifl a well-crafted bfifik. There is a materiality abfiut art
that we must take ifltfi cfiflsideratififl, afld the art fif the
picturebfifik is flfi exceptififl.

As light afld amusiflg as Caldecfitt’s dish-afld-spfififl il-
lustratififis are, they alsfi shfiw that art always has a serifius
side. As well, there is the subtlest fif idefilfigical messages
ifl the failed relatififiship fif the dish afld the spfififl: stick
tfi yfiur fiwfl kifld. Art iflvariably reflects the pfilitical afld
sficificultural cfifltexts ifl which it is made, afld Caldecfitt’s
tfiy bfifiks, as well as fiur cfifitempfirary picturebfifiks,
always express these cfifltexts, hfiwever surreptitifiusly
fir uficfiflscifiusly. Ifl fither wfirds, ifl additififl tfi what we
might brfiadly call cfiflsideratififls fif “aesthetics,” all art
has afl idefilfigical, pfilitical, afld sficial dimeflsififl that I
waflt tfi address.

Fiflally, my referefice tfi Caldecfitt ifldicates that picture-
bfifiks tfiday have fifle ffifit ifl their histfirical cfifltext, with
all the cfiflvefitififls afld techfliques that have evfilved fiver
time, but they alsfi stafld fifl the cuttiflg edge fif publishiflg,
mfire thafl hfildiflg their fiwfl agaiflst exfitic techflfilfigies
such as cyberffirmats afld hypertext. Picturebfifiks, alfiflg
with these fither iflvitatififls tfi “flew literacies” are bfith
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re-iflvefltifig themselves afld traflsffirmiflg the way we
view the prficesses fif readiflg afld seeiflg, iflvitiflg us tfi
thiflk fif fiurselves—especially fiur idefltities as readers/
viewers—ifl flew ways. All art bfith iflffirms us afld has
the pfitefitial tfi traflsffirm us.

This chapter is divided ifltfi ffiur sectififls.First, T de-
scribe the prficess fif makiflg a picturebfifik afld address
advaflces ifl the techflfilfigy fif reprfiductififl that have al-
Ifiwed afl uflprecedeflted blfissfimiflg fif picturebfifiks with
illustratififls ifl mafly differefit mediaThe second section
discusses the qualities afld afffirdaflces fif picturebfifiks as
aesthetic fibjects. Ifl the hird section | T turfl tfi the sficifi-
cultural afld idefilfigical issues related tfi cfifitempfirary
picturebfifiks. Finally, T explfire pfissible flew directififls
ifl picturebfifiks, ificludiflg the ways ifl which they will
cfifitiflue tfi blur ifitfi fither visual ffirmats.

The Process of Producing a Picturebook and
Advances in Technology

Picturebfifiks, like afly fither art ffirm, have bfith cfiflvefl-
tififls afld ffirmal qualities that are iflcarflated ifl dfiiflg
afld makiflg, which result ifl a physical, aesthetic fibject.
Ufllike the fibjects (paifltifigs, sculpture, etc.) prfiduced by
ifldividual artists, picturebfifiks are the result fif a prficess
iflvfilviflg a flumber fif pefiple: authfirs, illustratfirs, editfirs,
desigflers, afld all the techflically savvy pefiple whfi kflfiw
hfiw tfi prfiduce excelleflt reprfiductififls fif the firigiflal art
afld bifld the resultiflg pages ifltfi a bfifik.

Ifl additififl, picturebfifiks are prfiduced ifl quafitities,
ufllike a uflique paifitiflg fir piece fif sculpture crafted by
fifle artist. Ifl this regard, picturebfifiks have a greater simi-
larity tfi the limited editififl prifits fiftefl made by the artist
herself fir ifl cfifljufictififi with a prifiter whfi reprfiduces
the firigiflal wfirk. As Marafltz (1977) remiflds us, the pic-
turebfifik itself is the aesthetic fibject, fifit the firigiflal set
fif illustratififls ffir it. Ifl fither wfirds, thfiugh the firigiflal
art is desirable afld cfillectible, it is always ifl the service
fif makiflg the bfifik we hfild ifl fiur haflds. This gives a
flew twist tfi Walter Befljamifl’s (1936/2000) fibservatififls
abfiut the meafls fif mass-reprfiductififl that have becfime
cfimmfiflplace ifl the last twfi ceflturies. Befljamifl reflected
fifl the ways ifl which practically everyfifle cfiuld have a
cfipy fir reprfiductififl fif the Mfifla Lisa, evefl thfiugh there
is fiflly fifle firigiflal, haflgiflg ifl the Lfiuvre, which fibvi-
fiusly has much higher value afld sficial cachet. By cfifltrast,
picturebfifiks are ifl this seflse mfire impfirtafit thafl the set
fif “firigiflal” illustratififis. Ifl the case fif the Mfifla Lisa, the
paifitifig is the firigiflal, afld the cfipies/reprfiductififis are
spiflfiffs. With picturebfifiks, the reverse is the case—the
bfifik itself is the “real thiflg,” afld the wfirk fif the artist
(afld authfir, editfir, afld desigfler) are subsidiary.

I cafl dfi flfi mfire thafl sketch the prficess fif makiflg a
picturebfifik frfim start tfi fiflish; much detailed descriptififl
exists ifl the bfifiks mefltififled at the efld fif the chapter
fifl the busifless fif childrefl’s literature ifl this hafldbfifik,
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afld evefl ifl sfime bfifiks meaflt ffir childrefl (Aliki, 1988;
Stevefls, 1995). Hfiwever, it’s flecessary tfi at least limfl

the fiutlifle fif the prficess. Geflerally, what happefis is this:
afl authfir cfimpfises a text afld seflds the mafluscript tfi afl
editfir, whfi reads the mafluscript, afld suggests chafiges.

Whefl this back-afld-ffirth flegfitiatififl is cfimplete, the

authfir afld editfir divide the text ifltfi segmeflts, which

will appear fifl each page. Thefl the editfir usually has
the respfifisibility fif assigflifig the text tfi afl illustratfir,
whfi prfiduces illustratififls ffir each page, first creatiflg a
“dummy” bfifik—a thumbflail size versififl with sketches fif

the illustratififls ffir each page. Curifiusly, afld surprisifigly,

the authfir fiftefl has fifi ifiput ifitfi the chfiice fif afl illustra-
tfir, fifir dfi the authfir afld illustratfir usually cfimmuflicate
with each fither. This lack fif cfimmuflicatififl may result ifl
a less ifltegrated fiflal prfiduct; Salisbury (2004) suggests

that the best picturebfifiks may be thfise where the authfir
afld the illustratfir are the same persfifl. Salisbury (2008)
calls these pefiple “authfirstratfirs,” bfirrfiwiflg the cfiifled
wfird fif fifle fif his studeflts. Ofl the fither hafld, sfime edi-
tfirs defefld the practice fif assigfliflg afl illustratfir tfi a text
withfiut afly iflput frfim the authfir, assertiflg that this gives
illustratfirs mfire freedfim fif artistic chfiice.

Meaflwhile, the desigfler fiftefl chfifises the ffiflt used
ffir the wfirds fif the stfiry, the placemeflt fif the wfirds
fifl the page, the size afld shape fif the bfifik (pfirtrait fir
lafldscape), afld determifles what the elemeflts that “sur-
rfiufld” the stfiry Ififik like—the dust jacket, the clfith fir
bfiard cfiver (called the case), the title page, dedicatififl
page, etc. Thefl the bfifik is ready tfi gfi ifitfi prfiductififl.
This ifivfilves reprfiduciflg the illustratififls by a flumber
fif differeflt meafls, usually phfitfi-fiffset, which iflvfilves
phfitfigraphiflg the illustratififl thrfiugh a successive series
fif fifle screefls fir filters that separate the illustratififl ifltfi
ffiur parts (yellfiw, cyafl [blue], magefita [red], afld black),
which will thefl be prifited fifl tfip fif each fither sfi that the
fiflished reprfiductififl will be as clfise tfi the firigiflal cfilfirs
as pfissible. The filters flfit fiflly separate the cfilfirs, but
alsfi reduce the illustratififl tfi afl ificredibly large flumber
fif tifly dfits, which makes the prifitifig pfissible. The type
fif magflifyiflg glass called a prifiter’s Ifiupe cafl be used
tfi see this matrix fif dfits, afld adults as well as childrefl
are fasciflated by this sight—what appears as sfilid cfilfir
is actually a cfimplex array fif tifly pifipfiifits.

This is where the leflgth fif the mafluscript cfimes ifitfi
play. The leflgth is usually limited tfi the amfiuflt fif text
that cafl be prifited fifl 32 pages, iflcludiflg a prfipfirtififlally
greater space ffir the illustratififls. Why the magic flumber
32?7 Simply because fif the meafls fif prfiductififl: Whefl the
fiflal prifitifig is dfifle, the stafldard prficedure is tfi prifit
eight pages fifl each side fif a very large piece fif paper,
which is thefl ffilded afld cut sfi that there are sixteefl pages
(cfiufltiflg the frfiflt afld back) called a sigflature. Larger
presses cafl hafldle evefl larger sheets fif paper, sfi sixteefl
pages may be prifited fifl each side, afld divided ifltfi twfi
sixteefl-page sigflatures. Twfi sigflatures are mfist fiftefl
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used ifl picturebfifiks—thus 32 pages. Althfiugh bfifiks cafl
be as few as 24 fir as large as 40 fir evefl 48, mfist picture-
bfifiks have a limited flumber fif pages, afld that flumber is
always divisible by eight. Pull a picturebfifik fiff the library
shelf afld cfiuflt the pages tfi check this ffir yfiurself. Ifl afl
iflterestiflg flewer develfipmeflt, sfime picturebfifiks are
prifited with fiflly ffiur pages tfi a side, sfi as tfi have mfire
cfifitrfil fiver the cfilfir values. Nfirmafl Juster’s (2005) afld
Chris Raschka’s Caldecfitt-wiflfliflg The Hellfi, Gfifidbye
Wifldfiw was priflted ifl this way (Raschka, persfiflal cfim-
muflicatififl, 2007). Whefl the sigflatures are ready, they
are either sewfl fir glued tfigether fifl the spifle fif the case
cfiver. The dustjacket is priflted afld ffilded arfiufld the case,
afld—uvfiilal—the picturebfifik is ready tfi be distributed
tfi bfifikstfires.

Reprfiductififl techfliques have imprfived dramati-
cally, evefl ifl the last decade. Well beffire this, there were
paradigm-shiftiflg imprfivemefits ifl the 1960s. Beffire that
time, artists had tfi dfi their fiwfl cfilfir pre-separatififis; ifl
fither wfirds, iflstead fif relyiflg fifl a machifle tfi separate
the cfilfirs, artists had tfi prfiduce a separate image ffir each
cfilfir (afld black) ifl each illustratififi—what afl ardufius
prficess! This is why, if yfiu lfifik at picturebfifiks that are
mfire thafl 40 fir 50 years fild, yfiu will see a much simpler
style afld raflge fif cfilfir values. The advafices ifl reprfi-
ductififl give artists a virtually ufllimited chfiice fif what
media afld techfliques they cafl fifiw emplfiy tfi illustrate
picturebfifiks.

Qualities of Picturebooks: The Picturebook as
an Aesthetic Object

Color, Line, Shape, and Texture

The illustratififls ifl a picturebfifik are meaflt tfi be seefl
ifl sequeflce; hfiwever, we cafl fiflly Ififik at fifle fipeflifig
(alsfi called a dfiuble page spread) at a time, sfi sfime mefl-
tififl must be made fif the traditififlal elemefits fif visual
desigfl—cfilfir, lifle, shape, afld texture—cfimmfifl tfi all

visual art refldered ifl twfi dimeflsififls. Cfilfir has flatural
assficiatififls afld cultural assficiatififls. Blue is almfist
ufliversally assficiated with calm, detachmeflt, serefl-

ity fir (ifl its darker mfimeflts) melaflchfily, ffir example.
But the cfilfir ffir grief afld mfiurfliflg ifl mfist fif westerfl
sficiety—black—is replaced ifl sfime Asiafl cfiufltries with

white. [llustratfirs’ use fif these assficiatififls will thereffire
depefld fifl their fiwfl cultural backgrfiuflds. Cfilfirs have
three aspects—hue, tfifle, afld saturatififl. Hue refers tfi
the pure cfilfir, ufimixed with aflythiflg else. Hues may be
cfimbifled with black, which results ifl shades. Or they may

be cfimbifled with white (fir water, ifl the case fif water-
based media), which results ifl tiflts. Tfifle refers tfi the

amfiuflt fif darkfless fir brightfless fif a hue, afld saturatififl
is the iflteflsity fir purity fif a cfilfir. Ffir example, highly
saturated hues are predfimiflaflt ifl Christfipher Myers’s
clever versififl fif the famfius fififlseflse pfiem Jabberwficky
(Carrfill, 2007); there are very few dilutififls fif pure cfilfir
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ifl either the text fir the illustratififls, ifl keepiflg with the
eflergy, teflsififl, afld triumph fif the stfiry. As reimagifled
by Myers, the Jabberwfick is a huge, threatefliflg basketball
player, challeflged by the much smaller (but faster) herfi,
whfi beats him afld takes the basketball (the Jabberwfick’s
“head”) hfime ifl celebratififl. Marisa Mfifltes’s (2007) Lfis
Gatfis Black fifl Hallfiweefl cfifitaifls highly shaded hues
afld dark tfifles, with very few saturated cfilfirs, apprfipri-
ate ffir a stfiry that takes place at flight afld cfimbifles the
Mexicafl Day fif the Dead with Hallfiweefl.

Lifle cafl vary ifl “weight” frfim thifl afld wispy tfi thick
afld sfilid. The fifle iflk lifles ifl The Wall (Sis, 2007) make
pfissible a great deal fif detail, evefl ifl small illustratififis.
Crfiss-hatchiflg, where fifle lifles criss-crfiss each fither, cafl
darkefl certaifl areas fif afl illustratififl afld gives a feeliflg
fif eflergy fir teflsififl, palpable ifl that mfist classic fif all
picturebfifiks, Where the Wild Thiflgs Are (Sefldak, 1963).
Shape is discussed very clearly ifl Mfilly Baflg’s (1991)
Picture This, which explaifls several gefleral prificiples fif
shapes ifl pictfirial art. Hfirizfifltal shapes, ffir example, give
us a seflse fif “stability afld calm” (p. 56), while vertical
shapes are mfire excitiflg afld suggest eflergy. Diagfiflal
shapes are the mfist eflergetic afld dyflamic fif all, evfikiflg
a seflse fif mfitififl fir drama. Pfiiflted shapes create aflxiety
afld dread, because fif their assficiatififl with fibjects that
may hurt us, whereas rfiuflded shapes act ifl the fippfisite
way, sfifithiflg us with their safety afld cfimffirt. The place-
meflt fif shapes is alsfi impfirtaflt; Mfiebius (1986) afld
Baflg (1991) suggest that placemeflt fifl the tfip half fif
afl illustratififl gives afl impressififl fif lightfless, freedfim,
happifless, fir spirituality, whereas placemeflt ifl the bfit-
tfim half sigflifies greater weight fir “dfiwfl-tfi-earth-fless”
afld may alsfi meafl serifiusfless fir sadfless. Kress afld Vafl
Leeuvefl (1996) suggest that shapes fifl the left (versfi)
side fif the dfiuble page spread ifldicate the status qufi afld
stability, whereas thfise fifl the right (rectfi) side suggest
the pfissibility fif chafige fir mfitififl, siflce they are flear
the place where we will turfl the page. Shapes flear the
ceflter get fiur attefltififl first, afld fiftefl sigflal impfirtafice
fir dfimiflatififi (Mfiebius, 1986).

Texture is difficult tfi represeflt fifl the smfifith paper ifl
picturebfifiks, but the illusififl fif texture—ifl three dimefl-
sififls—as rfiugh fir smfifith, hard fir sfift, is made pfissible
by the exactiflg reprfiductififl techfliques discussed abfive.
The variety fif highly textured hafld-made papers fif Bul-
gariafl illustratfir Sibylla Beflatfiva’s backgrfiuflds ffir the
illustratififls ifl The Magic Raiflcfiat (David, 2007) cfifitrast
flicely with the slick, shifly smfifith reflditififls fif a little
girl ifl her raiflcfiat, refldered fifl mylar. The fiverlappifig
surfaces fif the varifius textured papers ffifil fiur eyes ifltfi
perceiviflg a three-dimeflsififlality fifl the twfi-dimeflsififlal
space fif the page.

Style, defifled by Nfidelmafl (1988) as “all the aspects
fif a wirk fif art cfiflsidered tfigether” (p. 77) results frfim
the cfimbiflatififl fif cfilfir, lifle, shape, afld texture; the ar-
tistic medium fir media the illustratfir uses; afld cfimmfifl
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mfitifs fir themes. Sfime styles (such as Tfimie dePafila’s)
are sfi cfiflsisteflt that childrefl cafl recfigflize the wfirk frfim
acrfiss the rfifim; fither artists purpfisefully vary their styles
accfirdiflg tfi the cfifiteflt/subject matter fif the stfiry. Evefl
yfiuflg childrefl cafl grasp the cfificept fif style if practitifi-
flers begifl by cfifitrastiflg twfi very differeflt styles, such
as the fluid, lfifise watercfilfir style fif Jerry Piflkfley, with
its peflcil uflderdrawiflg, afld the fiutlifle style fif dePafila,
with its rfiuflded shapes, miflimalist depictififls fif char-
acters’ facial expressififls, afld exteflsive use fif acrylic fir
watercfilfir tiflts rather thafl fully saturated cfilfirs. After
discussiflg these differeflces, we cafl thefl distifiguish mfire
subtle differeflces ifl style, afld help childrefl tfi perceive
these differeflces. Ffir example, Piflkfley, E. B. Lewis, afld
Ted Lewifl all use watercfilfir as their primary medium.
Piflkfley’s style is the mfist lfifise afld fifiwiflg; Lewifl has a
very tightly cfifltrfilled style; afld E. B. Lewis’s style falls
sfimewhere ifl betweefl these extremes.

Taking a Tour of a Picturebook

I waflt tfi give a seflse fif the varifius parts fif picturebfifiks
by giviflg directififls ffir examifliflg these elemefits clfisely.

I will be referriflg tfi a few examples frfim Ashley Bryafl’s
(2007) Let it Shifle, a picturebfifik versififl fif three pfipular
spirituals: “This Little Light fif Mifle,” “Whefl the Saifits

Gfi Marchiflg Ifl,” afld “He’s Gfit the Whfile Wfirld ifl His

Haflds.” I’ll alsfi share sfime iflsights abfiut the desigfl

elemeflts fif Lfis Gatfis Black fifl Hallfiweefl by Marisa

Mfiflites (2007). It wfiuld be mfist useful if yfiu had these

bfifiks ifl frfiflt fif yfiu as yfiu tfiured the bfifiks with me.
First, take a Ififik at the frfiflt afld back dust jacket cfiver,
afld ask whether they cfimprise a siflgle illustratififl. Or
are there differeflt illustratififls fifl the frfifit afld the back?
What dfies the dust jacket suggest abfiut the tfifle, pfissible

characters, fir tfipic fif the bfifik?

Next, remfive the dust jacket, afld Ififik at the frfiflt afld
back bfiard cfivers ifl a similar way. Are they the same as
the dust jacket (as ifl Let It Shifle) fir are they differeflt (as
ifl Lfis Gatfis)? Why dfi yfiu suppfise the desigfler made
these chfiices? The circular shapes fifl the dust jacket fif Lfis
Gatfis are paralleled by the circular shapes fif the circular
frames ffir the images fifl the bfiard cfiver.

Thefl fipefl the bfifik, afld examifle the efldpapers. The
efldpapers fif Let it Shifle are as cfilfirful afld exuberafit as
the frfiflt cfiver, with wavy stripes fif varifius cfilfirs, sug-
gestiflg the lifles fif a staff fif music as well as a hfirizfifl
lifle; twfi large haflds; afld what appear tfi be phfitfigraphs fif
twfi pairs fif scissfirs fifl tfip fif the haflds. The haflds suggest
bfith the spiritual “He’s Gfit the Whfile Wfirld ifl His Haflds”
afld the illustratfir’s fiwfl haflds. Ifl cfifltrast, the efldpapers
fif Lfis Gatfis are apprfipriately plaifl black, ffir a stfiry that
cfimbifles the Mexicafl Day fif the Dead afld Hallfiweefl.
Take a Ififik at the frfifit afld back efldpapers; are they alike
fir differeflt? Ifl bfith Let it Shifle afld Lfis Gatfis, they are
alike, but this is flfit always the case. See Sipe afld McGuire
(2006a) ffir a fuller discussififl fif efldpapers.
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Turfl the flyleaf fif the frfifit efldpapers afld examifle
the flext page, which may cfiflsist fif a dedicatififl page
afld “frfifit matter” (publishiflg ififfirmatififl) fir perhaps a
frfifltispiece (afl illustratififl fippfisite the title page that sets
the tfifle ffir the bfifik). Is there a half-title page (a page
with fiflly the wfirds fif the title) ffillfiwed by a full title
page (which gives the title plus the authfir, publisher, afld
cfipyright date), as ifl Let it Shifle?

Ask yfiurself hfiw all these surrfiufldiflg elemefits prepare
yfiu tfi read afld uflderstafld the stfiry that ffillfiws (Sipe &
McGuire, 2006b). Alsfi ask yfiurself hfiw all the desigfl
elemeflts fif the bfifik (the cfilfir palette, the majfir shapes
utilized, afld the artistic medium fir media) are arrafiged
tfi make the bfifik afl artistic whfile, rather thafl a miscel-
laflefius cfillectififl fif elemefits. Hfiw dfi the size afld shape
fif the bfifik match the stfiry fir the perspectives used ifl the
illustratififls? Hfiw are the wfirds afld pictures arraflged? Ffir
example, are the wfirds always at the bfittfim fif the page,
fir are there variatififls ifl the ways ifl which the wfirds afld
pictures relate tfi each fither physically? Ifl Lfis Gatfis, the
mafly curved shapes ifl the illustratififls are echfied by the
curved lifles fif the text, whereas the text fif the spirituals
ifl Let it Shifle are iflvariably prifited ifl hfirizfifital lifles at
the bfittfim fif each page, suggestiflg the way that texts ffir
music are priflted belfiw the musical fifitatififls. Are all the
illustratififls dfiuble page spreads, with the illustratififl gfiiflg
acrfiss bfith pages, fir are there smaller illustratififls, perhaps
evefl a series fif smaller illustratififis? Dfi the illustratififls
“bleed” (extefld all the way tfi the edge fif the pages) fir
is there a bfirder fir white space? A bfirder always gives a
feeliflg fif distaflce, whereas illustratififls that bleed tfi the
edge fif the page give us a seflse fif iflvfilvemefit afld eflgage-
meflt. Hfiw is the ffiflt chfisefl ffir the wfirds apprfipriate tfi
the tfifle afld settiflg fif the stfiry? Ifl gefleral, hfiw dfi all
these elemeflts wiirk tfigether tfi prfiduce a satisfyiflg afld
harmfiflifius aesthetic whfile?

The Relationship of Words and Pictures
As I mefitififled ifl the ifltrfiductififl, the ifltricate daflce
betweefl text afld pictures is the sifle qua flfifl fif the picture-
bfifik. There are mafly ways ifl which the varifius relatififl-
ships betweefl wfirds afld pictures have beefl described. Ifl
fifle categfiry, we have a wide raflge fif metaphfirs. Mfiebius
(1986), ffir example, speaks fif the “plate tectfiflics” fif the
wiird-picture relatififlship, afld Miller (1992), cfifitifluiflg
the sciefltific metaphfir, writes fif the “iflterfereflce” pat-
terfls betweefl the visual afld the verbal, ifl referefice tfi
physics afld wave thefiry, ffir twfi waves may cfimbifle tfi
ffirm afl efltirely flew patterfl. Musical metaphfirs are alsfi
emplfiyed; “cfiufiterpfiifit” fir a “duet” are used by Pull-
mafl (1989) afld Cech (1983-84), respectively, afld Mfiss
(1990) refers tfi Jaflet afld Allafl Ahlberg’s idea fif wfirds
afld pictures as haviflg afl afltiphfiflal fir fugue effect fifi
each fither.

Other writers use mfire develfiped cfiflcepts tfi de-
scribe the relatififlship. Lewis (1996) writes fif the
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“pfilysystemy”—*“the pieciflg tfigether fif text fiut fif dif-

fereflt kiflds fif sigflifyiflg systems” (p. 105). Lewis alsfi

uses the term “iflteraflimatififl,” ffillfiwiflg Margaret Meek’s
(1992) fibservatififl that the wfirds afld pictures iflteraflimate
each fither. My fiwfl term is “syflergy,” referriflg tfi the effect
that text afld pictures prfiduce tfigether that wfiuld flfit be
achieved if either were missiflg. I have alsfi used semifitic

thefiry tfi describe the ways ifl whichreader/viewers eflgage

ifl “traflsmediatififi” (Suhfir, 1984), traflslatiflg, as it were,
fifle sigfl system tfi afifither afld back agaifl—iflterpretifig
the wfirds ifl terms fif the pictures afld the pictures ifl terms
fif the wfirds (Sipe, 1998). Nfidelmafl (1988) suggests that

the wfirds “limit” the pictures by telliflg us what tfi pay at-

tefltififl tfi ifl the visual image, afld that the pictures “limit”
the wfirds by telliflg us exactly what visual image tfi thiflk
fif whefl we read a wfird. Ffir example, if the stfiry is abfiut
a priflcess, the illustratififl limits that wfird by shfiwiflg us

exactly what this particular priflcess Ififiks like. Dfififlafl
(1993) argues that there is always sfime teflsififl: the wfirds
always drive us tfi keep readiflg tfi fifld fiut what happefis,
whereas the pictures pull us ifl the fither directififl by iflvit-

iflg us tfi lifliger afld slfiw dfiwfl.

Fiflally, there are flumerfius taxfiflfimies fif wfird-picture
relatififiships; these may be the mfist useful because they
make the pfiiflt that wfirds afld pictures dfi flfit have just
fifle type fif relatififiship with each fither, but mafly (Agfistfi,
1999; Gfildefl, 1990; Lewis, 2001). Nikfilajeva afld Scfitt’s
(2001) typfilfigy is perhaps the mfist cfimplex. They sug-
gest that there are five distiflct wfird-picture relatififlships:
(a) symmetry (there is a virtual equivaleflce betweefl wfirds
afld pictures); (b) cfimplemefitarity (wfirds afld pictures
ffirm fifle flarrative, but cfifitribute ifldepefldefitly); (c)
eflhaflcemefit (the wfirds afld pictures extefld fir expafld fifl
each fithers’ meaflifig); (d) cfiufliterpfiifit (the wfirds afld
pictures tell differeflt stfiries, which may have afl irfiflic
relatififlship with each fither); afld (e) cfifitradictififl (wfirds
afld pictures flatly cfifitradict each fither).

All fif these typfilfigies make the pfiiflt that, ifl the same
picturebfifik, the wfirds afld visual images may iflteract ifl
fifle way fifl fifle fipeflifig, afld ifl efltirely differeflt ways
ifl fither fipeflifigs. Lewis (2001) thus refers tfi the “ecfil-
figy” fif the picturebfifik, siflce all these relatififlships are
fifit merely preseflt ifldepefldefitly, but are related #fi each
fither ifl cfimplex ways, ifl the same way a bifisystem
cfiflsists fif a cfimplicated set fif relatififiships amfiflg
the varifius plafits, aflimals, afld their eflvirfifimefit. The
typfilfigies alsfi suggest that if the relatififiships betweefl
wfirds afld pictures are sfi cfimplex, the relatififiships
added by fither mfidalities (mfivemefit ifl pfip-up bfifiks
afld sfiufld fir light prfiduced by small cfimputer chips
iflserted ifl the bfifik) must be evefl mfire ifltercfififlected
afld cfimplicated. This is aflfither argumeflt ffir revisit-
iflg, re-readiflg, afld re-viewiflg picturebfifiks. Ifl gefleral,
wiird-picture relatififlships ifltegrate sigfl systems: Steifler
(1982), writiflg abfiut illustrated bfifiks (afld, by exteflsififl,
picturebfifiks), fibserves that they are “a gesture tfiward
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semifitic repletefless” (p. 144) much ifl the way that afl
fipera cfimbifles music, visual iflterest, drama, afld flar-
rative ifl a multiseflsual way.

Other Important Elements of the Picturebook Format

The Page Breaks/Turfls. Ufllike a flfivel, ifl which the
wfirds fifl fifle page flfiw seamlessly fifltfi the flext, the page
breaks (sfimetimes called page turfls) are very carefully
cfiflsidered ifl picturebfifiks. Authfirs, illustratfirs, afld edi-
tfirs pay clfise attefltififl tfi the mfivemeflt frfim fifle dfiuble
page spread tfi the flext. Barbara Bader (1976) suggests
that the excitemeflt afld the aesthetics fif a picturebfifik
depefld, ifl part, fifl “the drama fif the turflifig fif the page”
(p. 1). Althfiugh authfirs afld illustratfirs talk abfiut the
impfirtafice fif page breaks ifl picturebfifiks, this charac-
teristic is afl uflder-thefirized afld uflder-researched part fif
the elemeflts fif picturebfifik ffirmat (Sipe & Brightmafl,
2009). There is flfit fiflly a pause as we turfl the page; there
is likely tfi be a gap fir ifldetermiflacy (Iser, 1978) ifl the
flarrative. Cfiflsider, ffir example, the ffiurth afld fifth fipefl-
iflgs fif Asma Mfibifl-Uddifl’s (2007) The Best Eid Ever,
the stfiry fif Afleesa, a Pakistafli Muslim girl whfi discfiv-
ers twfi refugees ifl the mfisque duriflg the celebratififl fif
Eid, the mfist festive hfiliday ifl the Islamic year. Of] the
ffiurth fipeflifig, Afleesa’s grafldmfither gives her a bite fif
lamb kfirma ifl their well-appfiifited Americafl kitchefl.
Grafldmfither says, “I'm glad yfiu like it. Nfiw let’s hurry
afld get ready sfi we're flfit late ffir prayers.” Whefl we
turfl tfi the fifth fipeflifig, the illustratififi depicts Afleesa
sittiflg ifl the mfisque with her grafldmfither, tryiflg tfi pay
attefltififl, but thiflkiflg abfiut her parefits, whfi have gfifle
tfi Saudi Arabia ffir the Hajj pilgrimage. What happefls
betweefl these twfi fipeflifigs? We cfiuld speculate abfiut
the grafldmfither afld girl puttiflg fifl their gfifid clfithes,
ridiflg fir walkiflg tfi the mfisque, afld haviflg cfiflversatififl.
The settiflg chaflges frfim the kitchefl fif grafldmfither’s
hfiuse tfi the mfisque. The mfifid alsfi chaflges frfim fifle fif
delight ifl tastiflg the delicifius lamb kfirma tfi the reflective
mfifid ifl the mfisque, where Afleesa misses her pareflts.
Speculatiflg abfiut these thiflgs allfiws reader/viewers tfi
piece tfigether each successive dfiuble page spread ifltfi a
seamless flarrative. This is crucial ifl firder tfi uflderstafld
the fifiw fif the stfiry. As reader/viewers, we are iflvited tfi
be cfi-authfirs fif the flarrative, filliflg ifl the ifldetermifia-
cies betweefl the spreads with iflterpretative iflfereflces.
Althfiugh all texts have ifldetermiflacies, the page breaks
ifl picturebfifiks seem afl ideal place tfi speculate, hypfith-
esize, afld iflfer what happefls ifl the limiflal space (Turfler,
1969) “ifl betweefl.” Simply askiflg the questififl (tfi chil-
drefl fir tfi fifle’s self) abfiut what might have happefled
frfim fifle fipefliflg tfi the flext is flatural way tfi eflcfiurage
active meafliflg makiflg.

Cfififlectififls tfi Other Wfirks fif Art—Ifltertextuality. Nfi
art is sui gefleris; it cfimes frfim a traditififl afld either

THE ART OF THE PICTUREBOOK

cfifitiflues that traditififl fir breaks frfim it. Sfime picture-
bfifiks, hfiwever, make a special pfiifit fif referriflg tfi fither
famfius wfirks fif art fir the style fif particular artists fir
time perifids. Paul Zeliflsky’s (1997) gfirgefius illustratififls
ffir Rapufizel give a fifid tfi the traditififls fif Reflaissaflce
Italiafl paifitifig. Authfir/illustratfir Aflithfifly Brfiwfle is
well kflfiwfl ffir ificludiflg imitatififls afld parfidies fif well-
kfifiwfl wfirks fif art ifl his bfifiks. Ffir example, ifl Willy
the Dreamer, Brfiwfle (1997) wittily refereflces the wfirks
fif mafly paifitifigs afld paifiters, iflcludiflg Salvadfir Dali,
Wiflslfiw Hfimer, afld Heflri Rfiusseau. The efltire plfit fif
Picturescape (Gutierrez, 2005) takes the prfitagfiflist fifl
afl ifltertextual art adveflture, as he “eflters” fifle paifltifig
after afifither as he visits a museum. These types fif bfifiks
may be used tfi teach the histfiry fif art (Sipe, 2001). They
prfivide afl efltrée ifltfi the fasciflatifig wfirld fif art, afld
there is a pleasure ifl recfigfliziflg hfiw the illustratfir has
imitated fir parfidied a style fir a particular wfirk fif art ifl
a picturebfifik.

Bfirders afld Breakiflg the Frame. Ofle critical aspect fif
illustratififls’ appearafice fifl the space fif the dfiuble page
spread is the ways ifl which desigflers afld illustratfirs
use bfirders (fir the lack fif them). As I ifldicated abfive,
the full bleed fif every dfiuble page spread fif Let it Shifle
(Bryafl, 2007) ifvites fiur participatififi. Whefl there is a
frame, illustratfirs may “break” it by extefldiflg part fif the
illustratififl beyfifld the fiutside bfirder fif the frame. Ofl the
flifith afld elevefith fipeflifigs fif Raiflstfirm (Lehmafl, 2007),
ffir example, there are illustratififis with white bfirders afld
black lifle frames that iflclude images fif a lighthfiuse. Ifl
bfith cases, the tfip fif the lighthfiuse breaks the frame,
addiflg visual ifiterest by ifiterruptiflg the straight lifles fif
the frame, but alsfi giviflg us afl idea fif the great height fif
the lighthfiuse. Ifl Hfiw We Are Smart (Nikfila-Lisa, 2006)
each dfiuble page spread recfiuflts the bifigraphy fif fifle fif
12 famfius pefiple fif cfilfir whfi cfifitributed tfi a variety
fif fields, frfim ballerifla Maria Tallchief tfi sifiger Mariafl
Afldersfifl. Ifl mafly cases, the straight lifle fif the illustra-
tififl is brfikefl. Ffir example, the illustratififl ffir Mariafl
Afldersfifl ificludes a depictififl fif her famfius cfiflcert fifl
the steps fif the Liflcfilfl Memfirial ifl 1939. She is pictured
stafldiflg ifl frfifit fif the efifirmfius sculpture fif Abraham
Lificfilfl, afid fifle fif Liflcfilfi’s arms afld the chair it rests
fifl break the frame, agaifl givifig us afl ifldicatififl fif the
size fif the sculpture. Il the illustratififl fif Maria Tallchief,
a silhfiuette fif a ballerifla breaks the frame by extefldiflg
the ballerifla’s arm fiutside the frame, suggestiflg freedfim
fif mfivemefit.

The Prfiblem fif the Gutter.  Ofle aspect fif picturebfifiks that

illustratfirs afld desigflers must take ifltfi accfiuflt is that if
afl illustratififl is tfi crfiss the gutter (the place where the
pages jfiifl afld are bfiufld ifltfi the spifle), there fleeds tfi be
special care takefl sfi that impfirtaflt parts fif the illustra-
tififl (e.g., a face) dfi flfit crfiss this space, lest sfime fif the
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illustratififl be cfivered ifl the bifldiflg prficess. This is a
prfiblem uflique tfi the picturebfifik, afld requires careful
hafldliflg, ifl additififl tfi the usual challefiges fif balaflce
fif shape afld areas fif cfilfir. Text almfist flever crfisses the
gutter, because sfime fif it wfiuld be fibscured. Ifl his Pfiiflt
fif Departure essay ffir this chapter, Chris Raschka recfiuflts
afl ufiffirtuflate experieflce he had whefl he fleglected tfi
take flfite fif the gutter.

Ideology and Sociocultural Aspects/Contexts
of Picturebooks

Laflguage (afld ifldeed afly sigfl system, iflcludiflg systems
fif visual respresefltatififl) “is efldemically afld pervasively
imbued with idefilfigy” (Stephefls, 1992, p. 1). There is fifi
such thiflg as value-free art, whether it is purely literary
art fir the cfimbiflatififl fif visual afld verbal art that cfiflsti-
tutes the picturebfifik. Ofle fif the aspects fif the art fif the
picturebfifik that we must address, thereffire, is hfiw the
mfides fif represefltatififl ifl picturebfifiks are flecessarily
freighted with sficificultural afld pfilitical sigflificaflce.
Marrifitt (1998) asserts that this is especially true ifl texts
ifiteflded ffir childrefl. It is thereffire impfirtafit tfi examifle
hfiw picturebfifiks represeflt all the cfigflitive/affective
tasks fif childhfifid. Kidd (2004) asserts that “the success-
ful picture bfifik speaks its fiwfl psychfilfigical truth abfiut
childhfifid” (p. 155). Tfi add evefl mfire weight tfi the bur-
defl that picturebfifiks carry, accfirdiflg tfi mafly thefirists,
visual represefltatififl always trumps verbal represefltatififl
(Kress & Vafl Leeuwefl, 1996), makiflg it all the mfire im-
pfirtaflt tfi examifle the pfiwer fif visual images ifl cfiflvey-
iflg messages tfi readers/viewers. Thus, the hfiary debate
abfiut what is prfiper tfi read tfi/with the yfiuflg (which
had its iflceptififl with the very begiflflifigs fif a special
literature ffir childrefl ifl the eighteeflth cefltury) cfifitiflues
uflabated, afld picturebfifiks, with their primary assficia-
tififl with yfiuflg childrefl, receive a great deal fif scrutifly
afld critique. At the same time, we must be cautifius: it
is simply flfit pfissible ffir fifle picturebfifik tfi cfifivey the
riches afld fluafices fif afly culture ifl 32 pages.

We are seeiflg afl iflcreasiflg diversity afld meldiflg fif
cultures ifl picturebfifik illustratfirs afld authfirs. Pictur-
escape by Elisa Gutierrez (2005) flarrates the stfiry fif
a Cafladiafl bfiy’s trip tfi a Tfirfifltfi art museum, afld his
subsequeflt fafltasies fif eflteriflg a series fif paifitifigs afld
prifits by 12 famfius Cafladiafl artists. Althfiugh she cur-
refltly lives ifl Vaflcfiuver, Gutierrez “graduated ifl 1996
frfim La Salle Ufliversity ifl Mexicfi City with a degree ifl
Graphic Desigfl” (back efldflap). This is just fifle example
fif mafly picturebfifiks that have multiple cultural ififlu-
eflces, afld are flfit limited tfi the sfimewhat rigid categfiries
we have iflveflted. This iflcreasiflgly iflterflatififlal scefle
makes judgmeflts abfiut what is fir is fifit represefitative
fif a particular culture prfiblematic.

Ever siflce the publicatififl fif Naflcy Larrick’s (1965)
famfius essay, “The All-White Wfirld fif Childrefl’s Bfifiks,”
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the wfirld fif childrefl’s literature has experieflced a sigflifi-
caflt iflcrease ifl the flumber fif “multicultural” bfifiks, afld
picturebfifiks are fifi exceptififl. Nevertheless, as Rudifle
Sims Bishfip (2007) remiflds us, the prfipfirtififl fif bfifiks
that deal with childrefl fif cfilfir remaifls sadly 1fiw. Evefl
sfi, we flfiw have childrefl’s publishers (i.e., Lee & Lfiw;
Arte Publicfi Press) that specialize ifl bfifiks by/ffir/abfiut
pefiple fif cfilfir, afld the maifilifle publishers seem tfi be
iflcreasifigly ameflable tfi dismafltliflg the White middle-
class cultural hegemfifly that was ifl place ffir sfi mafly
years. Hfiwever, White privilege still fiperates ifl the wfirld
fif childrefl’s picturebfifiks, as McNair (2008) demfiflstrates
ifl her aflalysis fif the lamefltably Ifiw prfipfirtififl fif bfifiks
tfir/by/abfiut pefiple fif cfilfir ifl Schfilastic Bfifik Clubs ffir
yfiuflg readers.

Twfi wfirds that mfist fiftefl surface ifl debates abfiut
represefltatififl fif afly grfiup, culture, flatififlality, fir ethflic-
ity, are “autheflticity” afld “authfirity”: what cfiflstitutes
afl authefltic represefitatififl fif a culture, afld whfi has the
authfirity tfi dfi sfi? We shfiuld fifit assume that afly picture
“abfiut” Mexicafl Americafls will reflect the values, ide-
filfigy, afld sficial practices fif afly particular persfifl whfi
idefltifies as Mexicafl Americafl, ffir example. Thereffire,
as Smfilkifl afld Suifla (1997) shfiw ifl their aflalysis fif
varifius Sfiuthwesterfl Pueblfi Native Americafl critiques
fif McDermfitt’s (1974) Caldecfitt Medal-wiflifliflg Arrfiw
tfi the Sufl, whfi has the right tfi “speak” ffir afl efltire
culture fir ethflic/racial grfiup is a difficult questififl: “Nfi
culture...is mfiflfilithic; thereffire, fifi sifigle member fif
that culture cafl be seefl as able tfi issue a fiflal assessmeflt
fif cultural autheflticity fif a text” (p. 315). We shfiuld
alsfi be aware that mfire afld mfire pefiple are idefltifyiflg
themselves as haviflg several ethflic/racial idefltities, sfi
that it is flfi lfifiger viable tfi thiflk abfiut categfiries such
as Native Americafl, Africafl Americafl, fir Asiafl Ameri-
cafl as haviflg rigid demarcatififls. We fleed tfi be careful
fifit tfi reify “Whitefless” afly mfire thafl we cafl reify
“Blackfless”—Caribbeafl afld Africafl are flfit the same as
Africafl Americafl, afld Africafl Americafl is fifit fifle sfilid
categfiry, either. Nfir is Puertfi Ricafl Americafl culture the
same as Mexicafl Americafl culture, thfiugh they are fiftefl
lumped tfigether as “Hispaflic.” Nfir are “Native Americafl”
cultures the same—there are vast differeflces betweefl
Sfiuth Westerfl Native cultures afld Nfirth West afld Nfirth
East afld Sfiutherfl Native Americafl cultures. We fleed
a flew sfiphisticatififl afld awarefless abfiut the subtleties
fif cultural differefice, afld we must mfive beyfifld simple
brfiad labels. Nevertheless, frfim the vafitage pfiifit fif the
Uflited States, cfifitempfirary sficiety is still very much
cfiflstructed arfiufld rigid demarcatififls fif racial afld ethflic
grfiups, afld sfime picturebfifiks will cfiflitiflue tfi reflect this
rigidity. If childrefl’s literature is tfi be a traflsffirmative
ffirce ffir sficiety, hfiwever, publishers shfiuld cfifitiflue tfi
press ffir the brfiadest pfissible raflge fif represefltatififls fif
the iflcreasiflg diversity fif the pfipulatififls that cfiflstitute
their audieflce.
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Martifl (2004), ifl her impfirtafit aflalysis fif Africafl
Americafl childrefl’s picturebfifiks, suggests the ffillfiw-
iflg questififls (applicable tfi depictififls fif all cultures,
races, afld ethflicities) tfi assist studeflts ifl iflterrfigatiflg
a picturebfifik’s idefilfigy whefl read ifl cfifijufictififi with
similar picturebfifiks:

* What sfirts fif idefilfigical messages dfies this text
cfiflvey abfiut ifldividual Africafl Americafls fir Africafl
Americafls as a pefiple/grfiup?

e Ifl what way dfi the illustratififls ifl these Africafl-
Americafl picture bfifiks uphfild fir attempt tfi dismafitle
racial sterefitypes?

* What cafl yfiu surmise abfiut Africafl-Americafl cultural
values after readiflg this bfifik that yfiu might flfit have
cfificluded beffire yfiur expfisure tfi it?

» Whfi dfi yfiu thiflk is the audieflce ffir this text, afld why?
If yfiu are flfit the iflteflded audieflce ffir this text, hfiw
might yfiur respfifise tfi it differ frfim the respfiflse fif
its iflteflded readers?

* What differeflce dfies the ethflicity fif the authfir afld/fir
illustratfir make tfi yfiur receptififl fif the text?

* Afld hfiw has fifle text ifl this uflit “spfikefl tfi” fither
texts ifl this uflit? (p. 194)

The issues surrfiufldiflg the represefitatififl fif geflder ifl
picturebfifiks are cfimplex afld varied (Lehr, 2001) as well.
We kflfiw that the sficializatififl fif geflder ficcurs very early
ifl childrefl’s lives (Davies, 1990), afld that picturebfifiks
geflerally cfifltiflue this sficializatififl, sfi that it is clear tfi
evefl very yfiuflg childrefl that bfiys learfl hfiw tfi act (afld
dfi flfit act) ifl certaifl ways, afld that the same is true ffir
girls. Ifl picturebfifiks that resist this rigid sficializatififl,
there seem tfi be twfi apprfiaches, described by Altlafid
(1994). Either the picturebfifik is a parfidy, iflvertifig the
pfiwer relatififls sfi that girls have ageflcy afld cfifitrfil, fir
the picturebfifik preseflts a wfirld where bfith geflders share
pfiwer afld ageflcy equally; this secfifld fiptififl is called
“pfiesis” by Altlafld, whfi asserts that parfidies such as
The Paperbag Priflcess (Muflsch, 1999), as much as they
give ageflcy tfi girls, dfi sfi at the expeflse fif bfiys, sfi that
there is still a hierarchy fif pfiwer relatififls, but that girls
are at the tfip. Altlafld argues that this is flfit the best way
tfi represeflt true geflder equality. Rather, stfiries that dfi
fifit give girls pfiwer at the expeflse fif bfiys are fleeded.
Aflfither aspect fif geflder represefltatififl is the research,
summarized by Cherlafld (1992) that girls tefld tfi be at-
tracted tfi what is termed the “discfiurse fif feeliflg,” with
emphasis fifl character relatififlships, whereas bfiys tefld tfi
be attracted tfi the “discfiurse fif actififl,” where the stfiry
is plfit-drivefl. Naturally, this is a biflary that is better
uflderstfifid as a cfifitifluum, afld there are bfifiks that may
embfidy the discfiurse fif actififl afld the discfiurse fif feel-
iflg equally. As well, tfi emplfiy a cfimmfifl philfisfiphical
distiflctififl, the fact that sfimethifig is the case says fifith-
iflg abfiut what we thiflk fiught tfi be the case; sfi evefl if it
is true that there are gefldered differeflces ifl respfifise tfi
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plfit-drivefl fir character-drivefl picturebfifiks, we are still
left with the questififl fif whether we might waflt tfi wfirk
tfi brfiadefl the preferefices fif bfith bfiys afld girls.

There is little research abfiut represefltatififls fif gay/
lesbiafl characters ifl childrefl’s picturebfifiks, flfir are there
mafly examples (Chick, 2008). Schall (2007) idefltified 64
picturebfifiks (fif varyiflg quality) with gay fir lesbiafl char-
acters; “differeflt” families iflcludiflg same-sex pareflts;
afld picturebfifiks that cfiuld be read as gay fir straight. Afld
Taflgfi Makes Three (Richardsfifl & Parflell, 2005), abfiut
twfi male peflguifls whfi build a flest afld evefltually hatch
afl egg that has beefl abafldfifled, has the distiflctififl fif bfith
beiflg afl iflffirmatififlal bfifik based fifl actual ficcurrefices
ifl New Yfirk’s Cefltral Park Zfifi afld beiflg excfiriated by
hfimfiphfibic fufldamefltalists as a veiled valfirizatififl fif
hfimfisexual relatififlships. Evefl facts abfiut peflguifls, it
wifiuld seem, are flfit exempt frfim the fufldamefltalists’ ire.
Clearly, hfiwever, maifllifle publishers are skittish abfiut the
apprfipriatefless fif afly represefltatififl fif same-sex relatififl-
ships ffir afl audiefice fif yfiuflg childrefl. A mfire cfimmfifl
afld acceptable staflce—tfi presefit the relatififlship either
fibliquely fir as dfifimed—is preseflt ifl Caleb’s Friefld
(Nfifles, 1993), a picturebfifik abfiut a friefldship (with
fibvifius fivertfifies fif 1five afld rfimafice) betweefl a mer-
bfiy afld a humafl bfiy flamed Caleb. Haviflg fifi cfimmfifl
laflguage—a metaphfir ffir the “Ifive that dare fifit speak
its flame”—the twfi cafl cfimmuflicate fiflly by gestures.
Caleb, ffir example, gives the merbfiy a rfise, which the
merbfiy thefl presses tfi his heart. As Kidd (2004) cfim-
meflts, “The merbfiy’s limiflality erfiticizes the friefldship
but alsfi eflsures its iflflificeflce. Their distaflce keeps the
bfifld mythical afld chaste; the merbfiy cfiuld fifit survive ifl
Caleb’s wfirld, fir Caleb ifl his, suggestiflg a paififul separa-
tififl fif self afld fither....Certaiflly the bfifik’s maflagemefit
fif same-sex Ifive tells us much abfiut the heterfiflfirmativity
fif the picture bfifik geflre” (p. 165).

Fiflally, it is impfirtaflt tfi cfiflsider the sficificultural
cfifitexts fif the schfifil situatififls ifl which picturebfifiks
are fiftefl used. Ifl Art as Experiefice, Dewey (1934/1980)
lameflted the fact that, ifl mfiderfl times, art was divfirced
frfim everyday life, pfiifitiflg fiut that it was literally afld
figuratively put fifl a pedestal ifl museums afld galleries,
afld that pefiple did flfit have access tfi it ifl the same way
that they had ifl previfius ages (ifl churches afld fither
public buildiflgs, fiutdfifir sculpture, etc.). Picturebfifiks,
available ifl virtually every primary classrfifim (afld sfime
classrfifims ifl higher grades where teachers value afld
kfifiw the pfitefltials fif the picturebfifik ffirm) bridge
this gap that Dewey felt was lackiflg. It is fiftefl the case
that childrefl’s first experieflce fif truly excelleflt afld
high-quality art happefls whefl picturebfifiks are shared
with them. It is this aesthetic experieflce that is sfi criti-
cally impfirtaflt, fifiw mfire thafl ever ifl the currefit sterile
educatififlal climate fif high-stakes testiflg (Nfi Child Left
Ufltested!) afld apprfiaches tfi schfifiliflg that devalue the
arts afld have very flarrfiw defiflitififls fif bfith literacy
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afld “the basics.” It is quite irfiflic that, ifl the age that is

accfirdiflg iflcreasiflg impfirtaflce tfi visual represeflta-
tififl, we have a schfifil system ifl the Uflited States that
places such a lfiw value fifl visual mfidalities fif teachiflg
afld learfliflg, as well as a dismally lfiw view fif the arts
ifl gefleral. This is especially distressiflg ffir childrefl fif
cfilfir afld Ifiw SES childrefl, whfise schfifils have cut back
sigflificafltly fifl the arts—if ifldeed they ever stressed them

(Gadsdefl, 2008). I dfiubt whether this is gfiiflg tfi chaflge

afly time sfififl; hfiwever, the persistefice afld preseflce fif
picturebfifiks ifl classrfifims allfiws the pfissibility ffir them
tfi be seefl afld used as aesthetic fibjects, ifl additififl tfi the
purpfises mfire cfimmfiflly emplfiyed ffir them ifl teachifig
the skills fif readiflg afld as mfidels fif writiflg. It is fifit that
these purpfises are uflimpfirtaflt, but rather that we shfiuld
advficate ffir usiflg picturebfifiks as mfire thafl mere tfifils
ffir teachiflg literacy—flarrfiwly cfiflceived ifl what Ellifit
Eisfler calls “the tightest mfist cfiflstipated terms” (as cited

ifl Cfiflsidifle & Haley, 1999, p. xvii).

Art bfith reflects curreflt cultures, idefltities, afld idefilfi-
gies, while at the same time challeflgiflg them, pushifig
their assumptififls afld prfipfisifig a deep “seeiflg” afld ifltel-
lectual eflgagemeflt that leads tfi flew ways fif cfiflceiviflg
fif fiurselves afld the wfirld. Sficifi-pfilitically, art always
eflgages us ifl the teflsififl fif hfiw the wfirld is perceived
afld uflderstfifid, afld thereffire hfiw it cafl be chaflged.
Ideally, art shfiuld be a spur tfi pfilitical afld sficial actififl.
Picturebfifiks afld fither literature will flfit autfimatically
accfimplish this, but they cafl prfivide a catalyst ffir shifts
ifl fiur thiflkiflg. Art always makes the familiar straflge afld
the straflge familiar (Shklfivsky, 1925/1966), freeiflg us
frfim the cfifitifigeflcies fif everyday life. But that freedfim
cafl alsfi be used tfi imagifle flew pfissibilities ffir humafl
life, especially ifl this age fif pfist-structuralism, where
we fifld fiurselves fragmeflted bfith sficificulturally afld
ifldividually.

New Directions for Picturebooks (and Other
Sequential Art)

A Growing Recognition of the Aesthetic Importance

of Picturebooks

Salisbury (2007) states that “Ifl receflt years the field fif
childrefl’s bfifik illustratififl has attracted afl expafldifig
raflge fif artists, drawfl tfi the area by the pfitefltial ffir
authfirial creative desigfl afld by the elevated status fif art-
ists wfirkiflg ifl picturebfifiks (it wfiuld appear that it’s flfi
Ififiger uflcfifil)” (p. 6). “That’s fifit art—it’s illustratififl”
is a demeafliflg critique heard much less these days, partly
because fif the breakiflg dfiwfl fif the distiflctififls betweefl
high afld pfipular culture ifl the pfistmfiderfl era, but alsfi
because fif the grfiwiflg artistic merit fif picturebfifiks
themselves. Sfime (e.g., Salisbury, 2008) have fibserved
that Eurfipeafl, Australiafl, afld Asiafl picturebfifiks seem
tfi be mfire fifl the cuttiflg edge whefl it cfimes tfi the sub-
jects, styles, afld sfiphisticated quality fif illustratififls thafl
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Americafl picturebfifiks (thfiugh there are fif cfiurse flfitable
exceptififls). This assertififl, fif cfiurse, is fifit capable fif
empirical prfifif, ffir it depeflds fifl aesthetic taste, which
cafl vary widely. Hfiwever, there may be sfime reasfifls
why picturebfifiks that are flfit published ifl the Uflited
States are cfiflsidered superifir. As Jfiel Taxel pfiifits fiut ifl
his clfisely argued chapter ifl this vfilume, Uflited States
publishers are perhaps mfire subject tfi the “bfittfim lifle”
philfisfiphy fif the multiflatififlal cfirpfiratififls that have
chaflged the lafldscape fif Americafl childrefl’s publishiflg
sfi drastically fiver the past twfi decades. Other cfiufltries,
ffir whfim childrefl’s publishiflg has assumed greater im-
pfirtafice ifl receflt years, may have cfiflsiderable subsidies
prfivided by gfiverfimefital arts cfiuflcils, which cfiuld efl-
cfiurage high levels fif experimefltatififl afld creativity fifl
the part fif authfirs afld illustratfirs. As Salisbury (persfiflal
cfimmuflicatififl, 2007) cfimmefits, “The Ififlg traditififl ifl
childrefl’s illustratififl here cafl be seefl as sfimethiflg fif
a burdefl as well as a streflgth” ifl the Uflited States afld
the Uflited Kiflgdfim. Ifl fither cfiufltries, there may be
alsfi less fif a develfiped cfiflcept fif what is prfiper fare
ffir yfiuflg childrefl, afld afl fipefifiess tfi a brfiader raflge
fif subject matter that wfiuld appeal tfi a wider rafige fif
ages. Ifl afly case, a trip tfi fifle fif the yearly iflterflatififlal
exhibits fif childrefl’s illustrated bfifiks drawfl frfim a
wiirldwide perspective, such as the famfius Bfilfigfla Bfifik
Fair, might allfiw each schfilar fif picturebfifiks tfi draw her
fiwfl cfificlusififls abfiut this matter.

This grfiwiflg iflterest bfith reflects afld advaflices the
sfi-called “pictfirial turfl” (Mitchell, 1994) fif the last ffiur
fir five decades: the ascefldaflcy fif televisififl, the Ifiterflet,
gamiflg (Mackey, 2007), afld the iflcreasiflg immersififl fif
sficiety ifl visual images frfim advertisifig/marketiflg have
all cfifitributed tfi a decrease ifl the “verbficefltric” quality
fif Westerfl sficiety, afld picturebfifiks have beefl a part fif
this larger chaflge. Ofle sigfl fif the burgefiflifig iflterest
ifl picturebfifiks is the museums afld cfillectififls devfited
tfi them, ffir example the Oshima Museum ifl Japafl; the
Eric Carle Museum ifl Massachusetts; afld the Marafltz
Cfillectififl fif picturebfifiks at Keflt State Ufliversity ifl
Ohifi, as well as the Sevefl Stfiries Cfillectififl ifl the Uflited
Kiflgdfim, all fif which Elizabeth Hammill well describes
ifl her chapter ifl this vfilume.

Aflfither ifldicatififl fif the “pictfirial turfl” is the iflcreas-
iflg sfiphisticatififl fif wfirdless picturebfifiks afld the prizes
that they have beefl awarded. Ffir example, sfime fif David
Wiesfler’s mfist successful afld captivatiflg picturebfifiks
have beefl wfirdless, fir flearly sfi, with wfirds appeariflg
fiflly ifl the illustratififls themselves fir with extremely
sparse text: Tuesday (1991) afld Flfitsam (2006) tell their
stfiries with very little fir fifi resfirt tfi wfirds, afld bfith wfifl
Caldecfitt Medals. Barbara Lehmafl is aflfither master fif
the wfirdless picturebfifik ffirmat. She wfifl the Caldecfitt
Hfififir ffir The Red Bfifik (2004), but that is merely fifle
fif her mafly examples. Ifl mfist fif her bfifiks, the visual
sequeflce fif illustratififls is similar tfi slfiw-mfitififl film fir
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a selectififl fif stills frfim a larger film ifl which the reader/
viewer must fill ifl the gaps ifl firder tfi cfiflstruct a cfiher-
eflt flarrative.

Appeal to a Wide Range of Reader/Viewers

It’s beefl a flumber fif years siflce picturebfifiks were cfifl-
sidered iflterestiflg fare fiflly ffir yfiuflg childrefl (Befledict
& Carlisle, 1992). Hfiwever, I believe we will cfifitiflue

tfi see a grfiwiflg flumber fif picturebfifiks whfise tfipics,
style, afld gefleral cfimplexity (ifl terms fif ffirmat afld
flarrative) are meaflt ffir afl ever-brfiadeflifig audiefice.
The Japaflese fasciflatififl with maflga, ffir example, pfiifits
tfi a pfitefltial expafldiflg adult audiefice ffir all types fif
sequefltial art.

Wifilvs ifl the Sitee (Wild & Spudvilas, 2007), firigi-
flally published ifl Australia, is a tfiur de ffirce fif this
appeal tfi filder readers. Purpfisefully ambigufius, it is set
ifl a city where sfimethiflg cataclysmic—a fluclear war?
afl epidemic? afl extreme sficietal upheaval?—has takefl
place. Befl, the flarratfir, appears tfi be a yfiuflg teeflager.
He begifls his stfiry fimiflfiusly: “There are wfifilvs ifl the
sitee...Afld sfififl they will kum...Nfi wfifl is spared.” The
phfifletic spelliflg used thrfiughfiut the stfiry adds tfi the
pathfis: perhaps Befl has beefl uflable fir uflwilliflg tfi gfi tfi
schfifil ffir mafly years. Befl’s fiflly friefld is “Missus Ra-
difiski,” afl filder wfimafl whfi lives ifl the same buildiflg as
Befl. It’s uflclear whether she shares his deep fears, thfiugh
she dfies cfime tfi rescue him whefl he mistakes a flewly
paifited wall ffir the blue skies he has flfit seefl ifl years afld
spfifitaflefiusly rushes fiutside, fiflly tfi be paralyzed by his
fear fif the “wfifilvs.” Whefl Missus Radiflski disappears,
Befl makes a cfiuragefius resfilve: he will fifit “scrfifich”
ifl his cave-like rfifim afly mfire, but will gfi tfi fifld her.
The last illustratififl fif this almfist uflbearably pfiwerful
bfifik depicts Befl, his head turfled back, his eyes Ififikiflg
directly at the reader, with afl expressififl fif prfiffiufld 1fiflg-
iflg afld iflvitatififl: “Jfiyfl me.” The illustratififls verge fifl
the terrifyiflg, with a dark palette afld figures depicted ifl
half-shadfiw; afld the efldpapers are jet black, with child-
like scribbled drawiflgs fif wfilves. Is this picturebfifik a
metaphfir ffir vifileflce, pfiverty, afld fither ifitractable sficial
prfiblems, especially ifl large cities, that drive pefiple tfi
trust flfi fifle afld tfi lfise afly seflse fif cfimmuflity life? Or
is it sfimethiflg evefl mfire siflister, a futuristic dystfipia
that admits fif fifi hfipe ffir humafikifld except the quixfitic
cfiurage fif a few yfiuflg pefiple? Readers fif Wfifilvs must
accept these ambiguities.

The cfifiteflt fif sfime cfifitempfirary picturebfifiks
certaiflly addresses serifius sficificultural themes afld
prfiblems. At the same time, we must flfit uflderestimate
the ability fif yfiuflger readers tfi flavigate these cfimplexi-
ties. It is alsfi impfirtaflt tfi flfite that afly picturebfifik—fifi
matter what the subject matter fir tfipic—cafl be examifled
afld efljfiyed as afl aesthetic fibject by filder readers. Older
readers cafl evaluate afld critique afly picturebfifik’s iflte-
gratififl fif text afld pictures afld the ways ifl which all its
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cfiflstitueflt elemefits cfimplemeflt afld ififfirm each fither
ifl firder tfi achieve artistic whfilefless.

The Postmodern Picturebook

Metafictive fir pfistmfiderfl picturebfifiks, thfiugh cfifi-
tifluiflg tfi be a very small fractififl fif the tfital flumber fif
picturebfifiks published, have iflcreased ifl impfirtafice as
childrefl’s literature schfilars, practitififlers, afld librariafls
have becfime ifltrigued with their characteristics (Sipe &
Pafltalefi, 2008). These types fif bfifiks, with their subver-
sififl fif traditififlal picturebfifik (afld flarrative) cfiflvefitififis;
their parfidic play, their self-referefltiality, afld their ambi-
guity afld lack fif resfilutififl seem tfi have great pfitefltial ffir
iflcreasiflg childrefl’s abilities tfi iflterpret bfith wfirds afld
pictures (afld their cfimplex cfimbiflatififls) ifl flew ways.
Althfiugh pfistmfiderflism is fifit easily defifled, a syflthesis
based fifl the wfirk fif a flumber fif picturebfifik thefirists
suggests that there are five defiflifig characteristics fif these
excitiflg flew bfifiks: (a) playfulfless (the text fufictififls
as a playgrfiufld ffir readers afld dfies flfit take itself seri-
fiusly, drawiflg attefltififl tfi itself as a wfirk fif fictififl); (b)
multiplicity fif meaflifigs (multiple pfissible pathways ffir
readers’ iflterpretatififl because fif fififlliflear plfits, a high
degree fif ifldetermiflacy, ambiguity, afld lack fif resfilu-
tififl); (c) ifltertextuality (a pastiche fif refereflces tfi mafly
fither visual afld verbal texts); (d) subversififl (a gefleral
tfifle fif sarcasm, parfidy, fir irfifly); afld (e) blurriflg distiflc-
tififls betweefl “high” afld pfipular culture, betweefl authfirs
afldreaders, afld demarcatififls amfiflg literary geflres (Sipe
& McGuire, 2008). Accfirdiflg tfi Lewis (2001), the mfist
characteristic feature fif pfistmfiderfl picturebfifiks is their
metafictive qualities. Ufllike traditififlal stfiries, which tefld
tfi draw the reader ifltfi the secfifldary wfirld (Befitfifl, 1992)
fif the flarrative, metafictififl pushes us away, as if tfi say,
“dfifi’t ffirget that what yfiu are readiflg is afl artifice—it’s
fifit real” (Waugh, 1984).

Sfime fif the best (afld award-wiflfliflg) exemplars fif
this type fif picturebfifik are Black afld White (Macaulay,
1990), which, accfirdiflg tfi the title page, may be read
either as ffiur separate stfiries fir fifle cfimplex uflified tale;
The Stiflcy Cheese Mafl afld Other Fairly Stupid Tales
(Scieszka & Smith, 1992), which parfidies a flumber fif tra-
ditififlal stfiries as well as playiflg with the cfifivefltififls fif
picturebfifiks themselves; David Wiesfler’s (2001) versififl
fif The Three Pigs, ifl which the wfilf’s huffiflg afld puffiflg
blfiw the pigs fiut fif their fiwfl stfiry afld ifltfi a series fif
fither stfiries; afld Wfilves (Gravett, 2005), a bfifik-withifl-a
bfifik that states baldly “It is a wfirk fif fictififl,” afld gives
afl alterflative efldiflg ffir squeamish readers after Rabbit
(the maifl character) is eatefl by a wfilf.

Pfistmfiderfl picturebfifiks afffird readers the pfissibility
fif beiflg cfi-authfirs; they seem tfi iflvite afl evefl higher
level fif ifitellectual eflgagemeflt frfim readers thafl tradi-
tififlal picturebfifiks. As well, pfistmfiderfl picturebfifiks
stimulate childrefl tfi thiflk abfiut their fiwfl cfigflitive
prficesses as they read; ifl fither wfirds, metafictififl may
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eflcfiurage childrefl tfi be metacfigflitive abfiut their fiwfl
readiflg/ifiterpretiflg prficess. Ambigufius, flfiflliflear flarra-
tives drive readers/viewers tfi flew afld mfire ifltellectually
sfiphisticated levels fif iflterpretatififl. Parfidy assumes
familiarity with filder ffirms afld cfiflvefltififls fif style,
flarrative structure, afld the cfiflvefltififls fif picturebfifiks
themselves, sfi that readers/viewers cafl get the jfike.

Fiflally, pfistmfiderfl picturebfifiks questififl almfist all
established thefiries fif text-picture relatififlships afld reader
respfifise. Glasheefl (2007) suggests that a bfifik like Bad
Day at Riverbefld (Vafl Allsburg, 1995), which turfls fiut
tfi be pfipulated by the characters ifl a cfilfiriflg bfifik, afld
eflds with a realistic reflditififl fif a child’s hafld scribbliflg
fifl the page, cafififit be explaifled by existeflt thefiries fif the
relatififlships betweefl wfirds afld pictures, because fififle fif
these thefiries cfifltemplate “a picturebfifik whfise text afld
illustratififls are iflitially iflteflded tfi cfififfiufld the reader”
(p- 3). Bad Day gfies far beyfifld Nfidelmafl’s (1988) idea
that text afld pictures stafld ifl afl irfiflic relatififiship tfi
each fither, afld suggests a far mfire subversive relatififl-
ship: wfirds afld pictures cfifitiflually destabilize each
fither. Ifl fither pfistmfiderfl picturebfifiks, there is fifi real
distiflctififl betweefl wfirds afld pictures because the wfirds
are sfi ifltegrated ifltfi the illustratififls themselves that the
distifictififl blurs afld fiflally fades away. It is perhaps fifi
accideflt that fifle fif the favfirite media fif pfistmfiderfl
picturebfifik illustratfirs is the cfillage (fiftefl iflcfirpfirat-
iflg seemiflgly rafldfim scraps fif wfirds), a perfect way tfi
represeflt fiur fragmefited, fififl-uflified wfirld afld us as
fififi-uflified subjects.

Informational Picturebooks

There is a grfiwiflg impfirtafice fif the picturebfifik as a
ffirmat ffir ififfirmatififlal bfifiks. Steve Jeflkifls (Page, 2003)
is fifle fif the masters fif the iflffirmatififl picturebfifik, with
his stufifliflg paper cfillage illustratififls. Ifl her careful re-
search, Christifle Pappas (2006) has dfifle the field a great
service with her carefully crafted typfilfigy fif differefit
types fif ifliffirmatififlal bfifiks.

Phfitfigraphs are a flatural medium ffir iflffirmatififial
bfifiks. Ofle excelleflt example is Where ifl the Wild? Cam-
fiuflaged Creatures Cfificealed afld Revealed (Schwartz &
Schy, 2007). The message fif the bfifik is that if yfiu cafl’t
be seefl, yfiu might “avfiid a prfiwliflg predatfir.” Cfilfir
phfitfigraphs appear fippfisite well-writtefl pfiems that
give hiflts abfiut what’s hidiflg ifl the picture. Ifl a smaller
versififl fif the phfitfigraph, readers cafl fifld the aflimal fir
iflsect. Ffir example, fifl fifle fif the phfitfis, a ladybug ap-
pears fifl a fifiwer petal.

Ffir filder readers, aflfither impfirtafit example fif the
beauty afld sfiphisticatififl fif ififfirmatififlal picturebfifiks
is Mfilly Baflg’s (2000) Nfibfidy Particular: Ofle Wfimafl’s
Fight tfi Save the Bays. The bfifik cfificerfls Diafle Wilsfifl,
a wfimafl whfise family were (afld are) shrimpers. They
fish ifl the bays fif the easterfl Texas cfiast. Whefl legal-
sized shrimp started tfi disappear because fif the pfillutififl
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frfim six chemical plafits ifl the area, it became critical ffir
sfimethiflg tfi be dfifle. Althfiugh Wilsfifl was fifit afl eflvi-
rfiflmefltalist fir a pfiliticiafl, she tfifik up the cause tfi save
her cfimmuflity’s livelihfifid. The reader fipefls the bfifik
afld immediately the accfiuflt fif this fight tfi preserve afld
maifltaifl the fragile eflvirfifimefit begifls. The biblifigraphic
iflffirmatififl faces the title page—the efldpapers begifl the
stfiry. Baflg creates a cfilfir backgrfiufld image ffir each
dfiuble page spread shfiwiflg the water afld the lafld that
is the settiflg ffir this accfiuflt. She fiverlays each cfilfir
paifitifig with twfi black afld white images (fifle fifl the
versfi afld fifle ffir the rectfi) that resemble cells ifl a cfimic
bfifik. The images afld the text sfimetimes break the edge
fif these fiverlays; this creates a dyflamic quality afld adds
a seflse fif actififl. The stfiry is tfild ifl the first persfifl vfiice
fif Diafle Wilsfifl. Bfirders are created fifl each dfiuble page
fipeflifig by these black afld white fiverlays fifl the cfilfir
paifitifigs. Ifl the cfilfir bfirders, ifl small white type, there
is iflffirmatififl abfiut shrimp, what they fleed tfi thrive,
afld what their place is ifl the ecfisystem fif the bays. The
dfiuble spread paifitifigs that cfifistitute the frfifit afld back
efldpapers are virtually idefltical, except that fifl the flyleaf
fif the back efldpaper, there is “Afl Update fifl the Stfiry;”
fifl the pastedfiwfl, there are figures fif twfi pefiple walk-
iflg tfiward the right-hafld edge fif the page. The speech
ballfififls suggest that Diafle cfiuld be fiff tfi fight aflfither
eflvirfifimefital issue. Ifl this way, Baflg has used all the
space available tfi cfiflvey her message.

Incorporation of Multi-Modalities

Picturebfifiks, evefl the mfist traditififlal, are by flature
multi-mfidal: visual afld verbal sigfl systems cfiflstitute twfi
semifitic mfides fif cfimmuflicatifig thfiught afld emfitififi
tfi reader/viewers. Hfiwever, it is becfimiflg iflcreasifigly
cfimmfifl tfi see the iflcfirpfiratififl fif light (as ifl The Very
Lfiflely Firefly, 1995) afld sfiufld (as ifl The Very Clumsy
Click Beetle, 1999), bfith by Eric Carle. These additififlal
mfidalities are made pfissible by the iflcfirpfiratififl fif small
cfimputer chips ifl the bfifiks. Pfip-up bfifiks (the mfire ffir-
mal term is “mfivable bfifiks”) add afl elemeflt fif mfitififi
afld surprise, fiftefl fifl every dfiuble page spread, as the
illustratififl becfimes three-dimeflsififlal. Rfibert Sabuda
afld his partfler Matthew Reiflhart (2008)—truly paper
eflgifleers— are ifldisputably the masters fif this ffirm.
David Carter (2008) is aflfither up-afld-cfimiflg mfivable
bfifik artist, whfise fiuvre fiftefl cfiflsists fif abstract desigfls
ifl cfifltrast tfi Sabuda afld Reiflhart’s represefltatififls fif
real scefles afld fibjects.

It is flfit a receflt iflflfivatififl tfi iflclude afl audifi cassette
fir CD with a picturebfifik, sfi that childrefl cafl listefl tfi
the wfirds fif the stfiry (sfimetimes with the iflclusififl fif
sfiufld effects) while they ffillfiw alfiflg by Ififikiflg at the
illustratififls afld turflifig the pages. Hfiwever, this cfim-
mfifl additififl has beefl givefl flew life ifl receflt years. Ffir
example, the stfiry The Pefiple Cfiuld Fly is flfiw published
(Hamiltfifl, 2004) as a separate picturebfifik well after its
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iflcfirpfiratififl ifitfi Virgifiia Hamiltfifi’s (1985) cfillectififl fif
Africafl Americafl ffilktales with the same title. Superbly
desigfled with Lefi afld Diafle Dillfifl’s evficative illustra-
tififls, the bfifik is further eflriched with a CD fif the stfiry
flarrated by Hamiltfifl afld James Earl Jfifles. Hamiltfifl’s
vfiice lives fifl ifl this flarratififl (she died ifl 2002), afld the
alterflatififl fif her liltiflg, magical tfifle with Jfifles’ bassfi
prfifufldfi makes this a duet fif sfiufld that is truly remark-
able. Ifl Jazz fifl a Saturday Night, alsfi illustrated by the
Dillfifls (2007), there is afl iflterestiflg variatififl fifl the
use fif afl accfimpaflyiflg CD. Rather thafl simply readiflg
the stfiry, the Dillfifls take turfls ifl ifltrfiduciflg jazz as afl
Americafl musical style, as well as describiflg the varifius
iflstrumeflts (echfied ifl the efldpapers) that are used by the
perffirmers. Aflfither example fif afl ifififivative use fifa CD
that accfimpaflies a picturebfifik is Dfifl Sheefl’s (2002)
Yellfiw Umbrella, a beautiful wfirdless bfifik ifl which the
CD fiflcludes fifle track with music cfimpfised specifically
ffir listeflifig while viewiflg the picture sequeflce; aflfither
track with afl accfimpaflyiflg sfiflg with lyrics prifited at
the efld fif the bfifik; afld a fiflal set fif tracks that expafld
the music ffir each dfiuble page spread, ffir a slfiwer afld
mfire cfifltemplative “readiflg.”

A much mfire far-reachiflg use fif multi-mfidalities is
preseflt ifl Elisa Gutierrez’s (2005) Picturescape, already
described as the stfiry fif a Cafladiafl bfiy’s experieflce
at afl art museum. The title itself cafl be read as a pufl
(Hfirflberger, persfiflal cfimmuflicatififl, 2006): this bfifik
is a “picture-scape” ifl that it recfiuflts the bfiy’s magi-
cally eflteriflg a series fif lafldscape paifitifigs afld prifits,
traversiflg all fif Caflada, frfim the Pacific tfi the Atlafitic.
The title cafl alsfi be read as “picture escape,” because
the bfiy’s wfirld, depicted mfififichrfimatically ifl tfifles fif
gray, is greatly expaflded by his magical trek frfim cfilfirful
paifltiflg tfi paifitifig: he has escaped the dull wfirld fif the
qufitidiafl afld ifltfi the wfirld fif art. The ifltriguiflg efldpa-
pers chrfiflicle this chaflge: the frfiflit efldpapers are a series
fif vertical stripes ifl shades fif black afld grey, whereas the
back efldpapers cfifltiflue the series fif stripes, which are
refldered ifl cfilfirful shades afld tiflts fif blue, yellfiw, greefl,
afld red. What is evefl mfire iflterestiflg abfiut this bfifik is
that is has its fiwfl website (www.picturescape.ca), which
has a wfiflderful array fif exteflsififls. Thus, the almfist ifl-
fiflite resfiurces fif the Ifiterflet, with liflks leadifig tfi fither
liflks—a limitless hypertextuality—are part afld parcel fif
this iflvefltive afld beautifully desigfled picturebfifik.

More Restrained and Sophisticated Use of New Media
After the iflitial (almfist giddy) fasciflatififl with the pfiwer-
ful meafls fif reprfiduciflg cfilfir, picturebfifik illustratfirs
have started tfi purpfisely tfifle dfiwfl their exuberaflce afld
use techflfilfigical advafices ifl mfire discretififlary ways.
The Olivia bfifiks (e.g., Falcfifler, 2000), afld The Secret
Olivia Tfild Me (Jfiy, 2007) hark back tfi a retrfi lfifik fif
1950’s illustratififl with their spare use fif cfilfir. Afifither
example fif this restraiflt is Peter Sis’s (2007) The Wall,

THE ART OF THE PICTUREBOOK

ifl which bright red, afl icfifl ffir the repressififls fif cfim-
muflism, is the fiflly cfilfir fifl mfist pages. The iflfluefice
fif Westerfl ideas afld freedfim is always sigflaled by a
wider raflge fif cfilfirs. The Prague Spriflg fif 1968, ifl
which there was a tremefldfius fipeflifig tfi Westerfl musi-
ciafls afld pfiets afld afl ifiteflse feeliflg fif liberatififl, is
symbfilized by the siflgle dfiuble page spread that is ifl
full cfilfir, imitatiflg the “psychedelic” palette fif the late
1960s. This siflgle spread is made all the mfire pfiwerful
by the abseflce fif cfilfir (fither thafl the ubiquitfius red) ifl
the fither illustratififls.

Adfibe Phfitfishfip’s ififluefice, iflitially greeted with
great eflthusiasm by illustratfirs afld perhaps fiverused
as a gimmick, has alsfi beefl used ifl mfire sfiphisticated
ways, afld ifl cfiflcert with mfire traditififlal methfids fif
prfiduciflg images. As Salisbury (2007) makes clear, “the
early days fif Phfitfishfip were dfimiflated by the layeriflg
aesthetic, as sfi mafly desigflers were iflfatuated with the
flew tfiy. But where the artistic visififl drives the wfirk, the
tfifil becfimes less afld less visible” (p. 7). Ffir example,
William Lfiw’s illustratififls ffir The Day the Stfifles Walked
(Barrfifl, 2007), a stfiry abfiut the last days fif the Easter
Islafld civilizatififl, seem tfi have beefl prfiduced with a
paifltbrush afld acrylic fir fiil paifits ifl a quite paifiterly
style. It’s surprisiflg tfi read the publishiflg ififfirmatififl
afld tfi discfiver that the images have beefl executed sfilely
with Adfibe Phfitfishfip.

Blurring of Formats and Hybrid Formats

The distiflctififls amfiflg cfimics, graphic flfivels, afld
picturebfifiks are blurrifig. I predict that this trefld will
cfiflitiflue, ufitil the distifictififls becfime less afld less
useful, afld we begifl tfi thiflk fif picturebfifiks, cfimics,
afld graphic flfivels as ffirms fif “sequefltial art.” We
are ifl fleed fif thefiries fif sequefltial art that take ifltfi
cfiflsideratififl the similarities afld the differeflces amfiflg
cfimics, graphic flifivels, picturebfifiks, afld digital media
fif varifius types (games, hypertextual visual arrays, etc.).
Withfiut these thefiries, we will be left tryiflg tfi fit flew
afld grfiufld-breakifig wfirks fif visual/verbal art ifltfi the
Prficrusteafl beds fif fiur fild defiflitififls fif these ffirms
afld ffirmats.

It was afl iflteflse pleasure ffir me tfi be preseflt whefl the
Americafl Library Assficiatififl afififiuflced the 2008 bfifik
award wiflflers. Ofle fif the great surprises—perhaps the
surprise—fif the awards ceremfifly was that the Caldecfitt
Medal—givefl “tfi the artist fif the mfist distiflguished
Americafl picture bfifik ffir childrefl” was wfifl by Briafl
Selzflick (2007) ffir The Ifivefitififl fif Hugfi Cabret. 1
thiflk this will cfime tfi be cfiflsidered a histfiric mfimeflt
ifl the evfilutififl fif bfith the picturebfifik afld the Caldecfitt
Award, because, ffir the first time, a bfifik Ififikiflg very
ufllike the stafldard picturebfifik was the judges’ chfiice.
Selzflick’s bfifik is well fiver 500 pages ifl lefigth, afld
cfiflsists fif passages fif text, sfime almfist as Ififlg as the
stafldard chapter ifl a fifivel, iflterspersed with black afld
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white drawiflgs whfise layfiut resembles a graphic flfivel.
The illustratififls are flever accfimpaflied by text fifl the
same page, hfiwever. Thus, we cafl see ifl the chfiice fif
this iflflfivative bfifik a sterliflg example fif the blurriflg fif
geflres afld ffirmats that I have described. Is this bfifik a pic-
turebfifik? The 2008 Caldecfitt Cfimmittee clearly thfiught
sfi. Certaiflly it shares sfime fif the qualities fif traditififlal
picturebfifiks, the mfist impfirtafit beiflg the flecessity fif
bfith wfirds afld pictures tfi tell the stfiry. The verbal text
fif Hugfi Cabret wfiuld be impfissible tfi uflderstafld with-
fiut the visual text, afld the illustratififls, by themselves,

wfiuld make flfi seflse, either. Sfi the sifle qua flfifl fif the
picturebfifik—the syflergy afld equal weight givefl tfi bfith
wfirds afld pictures—is clearly preseflt. Hfiwever, the sheer
leflgth fif the bfifik—it’s abfiut three ifiches thick—suggests

a flfivel. Afld the layfiut fif the illustratififls resembles the
cells ifl cfimic bfifiks fir graphic flifivels. Our flfirmalized
categfiries are flfit terribly useful ifl describiflg this bfifik:

it is a brilliaflt hybrid fif elemefits frfim all these geflres
afld ffirmats. Thus, the Caldecfitt decisififl represefits
a watershed ifl the ways ifl which we thiflk abfiut the

cfimbiflatififl fif text afld pictures, afld it prfimises tfi spur
artists afld authfirs tfi evefl mfire creative departures frfim
the stafldard ffirmat fif the picturebfifik.

Aflfither example fif the blurriflg fif ffirmats is the Aus-
traliafl authfir/illustratfir Shaufl Tafl’s (2007) The Arrival,
a breathtakiflg tfiur de ffirce that tells the stfiry fif afl im-
migraflt tfi a ffireigfl lafld, with all the adveflture, challefige,
despair, afld triumph fif learflifig afl efitirely flew culture.
See the chapter by Campafifi afld Ghisfi, this vfilume, ffir
further discussififl fif this remarkable bfifik. Is this bfifik
a very lfiflg wfirdless picturebfifik? A wfirdless graphic
fifivel? Afl imitatififl fif a ilm? A wfirdless, cell-less cfimic
bfifik? Agaifl, the categfiries we have cfiflstructed dfi fifit
dfi justice tfi this bfifik.

The implicatififls fif the flew ffirms fif sequefltial art (ifl-
cludiflg ifififivative ffirms fif the picturebfifik) ffir literacy—
what we meafl by literacy ffir childrefl ifl the tweflty-first
cefltury as well as hfiw literacy is used—are eflfirmfius
afld far-reachiflg. Mfire thafl tweflty years agfi, Margaret
Meek (1988) wrfite a small but extremely iflfluefltial afld
subtle bfifiklet called “Hfiw Texts Teach What Readers
Learfl.” If we take Meek’s title serifiusly, we are drivefl tfi
the cfiflclusififl that, as the types fif texts childrefl eficfiuflter
chaflge afld prfiliferate, sfi will the lessfifls they learfl frfim
them. The mfire active eflgagemeflt fif the types fif read-
ers/viewers I have beefl referriflg tfi will fifi dfiubt rise tfi
ever-higher levels. This, ifl turfl, has prfiffiufld implicatififls
ffir hfiw literacies (ifl the plural) are acquired bfith ifl afld
fiut fif schfifil (Aflstey & Bull, 2006). The picturebfifik, as
a ffirmat, arfise as sfimethiflg flew with Caldecfitt, afld it
will cfifltiflue tfi chaflge afld merge with fither ffirms afld
ffirmats as it evfilves. Paradfixically, picturebfifiks stafld
bfith ifl the traditififlal histfirical evfilutififl fif childrefl’s
literature, afld are pfiised tfi be fifl the cuttiflg edge, prfimfit-
iflg all types fif flew literacies.
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Pfiiflt fif Departure
Chris Raschka

As it turfls fiut, simple picture bfifiks are fifit sfi simple after
all. Evefl ffir thfise fif us whfi spefld fiur days writiflg them,
paifitifig them, editiflg them, afld dfiifig everythiflg else tfi
make them, it is extrafirdiflarily helpful afld iflstructive tfi
read it stated sfi well afld thfirfiughly by Prfifessfir Sipe.
While it is true that we sfimetimes gfi tfi seemiflgly efldless
paifls fiver the smallest fif details fif bfifik makiflg, paifls we
kfifiw fiflly tfifi well, we fiftefl ffirget why we dfi it.

Prfifessfir Sipe remiflds us why. Afld he preseflts
ffirthrightly the idea that I have always held dear, that is,
that it is the bfifik itself which is the wfirk fif art, fifit the
illustratififls, fifit the text, afld fifit aflythiflg else, but the
bfifik as afl fibject, ifl all fif its materialfless. It is fifit afl
ethereal idea but afl embfidied idea, afl fibject, a sculpture,
afld ffir sfime ffiur-year-filds I kflfiw, a bit fif perffirmafice
art as well.

William Wiirdswfirth put this idea this way: “The matter
always cfimes fiut fif the maflfler.” Ffir me, the mafifler is
the picture bfifik, afld it is this maflfler that Prfifessfir Sipe
has sfi well detailed.

Let me describe hfiw I have beefl tripped up fiver the
years by a cfiuple fif these details.

The first iflvfilves the basic idea fif the gutter, that spfit
ifl the middle fif a twfi-page spread where the pages cfime
tfigether at the spifle. This is perhaps the first thiflg that is
pfiifited fiut tfi afly wfiuld be illustratfir—mifld the gutter.

Ifl my sixth picture bfifik, Mysterifius Thelfiflifius, I had
set ffir myself the task fif reflderiflg, at least ifl part, sfime
aspect fif the music fif the great jazz cfimpfiser, Thelfiflifius
Mfiflk, ifl a picture bfifik. The meafls I struck tfi achieve this
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were tfi map very exactly the 12 tfifles fif Westerfl classical
music (AA#(Bb) B C C#etc.) fifltfi the 12 hues fif the chrfi-
matic cfilfir wheel (red, red-firafige, firaflge, firafige-yellfiw,
etc.) afld tfi apply this tfi a favfirite Mfiflk cfimpfisitififl,
Mpysterifisfi. Each dfiuble-page spread was tfi cfiver a ffiur
beat measure fif music ifl a 12 measure phrase.

Cfiflsequefitly, I laid fiut a grid dividiflg each spread
ifltfi eight vertical cfilumfls ifl firder tfi break each beat ifl
half as dictated by the eight flfites fif the piece, i.e., half a
quarter flfite, there beiflg ffiur quarter flfites tfi a measure
ifl 4/4 time. I thefl split the cfilumfls ifitfi squares tfi mimic
the up afld dfiwfifless fif pitch, matchiflg each square tfi
its apprfipriate cfilfir, surrfiuflded by the cfirrespfifidifig
harmfiflic cfilfir. Thefl, tfi cfimplete the bfifik, I created a
text, the ifldividual syllables fif which appeariflg fiver each
cfilfired square.

A flumber fif mfifiths fif dedicated wfirk passed ufitil I
had created a perfectly true, by my fiwfl paradigm aflyway,
traflslatififl fif aural-time symbfils (music) ifltfi graphic-
spatial symbfils (art). I was very pleased.

Oflly fifle prfiblem: I had ffirgfittefl abfiut the gutter. Ofl
the afterflfififl beffire I was tfi deliver the cfimpleted art tfi
the publisher (Orchard), a wfirry flickered tfi life sfime-
where ifl the back fif the mfire practical half fif my braifl:
What if the middle text-fragmefits, pfisitifified as they
were, crashed ifltfi each fither at the gutter? I made a tissue
fiverlay with the text traced fifltfi it afld slipped this fiver
aflfither bfifik tfi check; my wfirst fears were realized.

Tfi say I was distraught is tfi say Rumpelstiltskifl was
a little miffed. I was beside myself.
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Ifl the efld, after sfime cfiflsultatififl with a patiefit prfi-
ductififl maflager, I decided tfi carefully slice each precifius
(tfi me, aflyway) paifitifig ifltfi twfi pieces alfiflg a zigzag
lifle ffillfiwiflg the lifles fif the desigfl, thefl cut afl exactly
cfirrespfifidifig piece fif paper tfi add precisely fifle afld
five-eighths iflches tfi the spread, which is the amfiuflt
I calculated I fleeded, afld thefl match this tfi the fiddly
shaped hfile I had created, fiflally addiflg cfilfir tfi blefld
with its surrfiufldifigs afld gluiflg the fifiw three pieces fif
paper fifitfi a stiffish bfiard. The result ifl the published
bfifik was tfi create the impressififl that whefl laid fipefl, the
befld fif the paper afld the pluflgifig fif the gutter prfiduced
a visually evefl beat fif the eighth-flfite cfilfir-squares acrfiss
the fifle bar, twfi-page spread (see abfive).

I sificerely hfipe that I flever have tfi dfi that agaifl.

The secfifld iflstaflce really came beffire this, but I mefl-
tififl it last because it has affected each bfifik prfiject siflce.
I was paifitiflg the fiflished art ffir aflfither picture bfifik
abfiut a great jazz musiciafl—Charlie Parker Played Be
Bfip. Agaifl, it was the ffirmulatififl fif the style afld mafifler
fif art that kept trippiflg me; I kflew that the art had tfi fifiw
afld fifit be sfi detailed afld iflterestiflg that it slfiwed dfiwfl
the cadeflce fif the text, which ifl this case was paramfiuflt,
afld yet it cfiuldfi’t be tfifi abstract because I was presefltiflg
a real persfifl, Charlie Parker.

I brfifided abfiut this agaifl ffir mafly weeks. But I did
fifit stfip my firdiflary life. Ffir iflstaflce, I did the laufldry
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acrfiss Brfiadway Aveflue frfim my apartmeflt. I put ifl a
Ifiad tfi wash. I returfled tfi my studifi afld drew a picture fif
a cat ifl charcfial. I put the lfiad ifl the dryer. I returfled tfi
my studifi afld lfifiked at the cat. I liked the cat. But thefl I
wiirried: Was it all right ffir afl illustratififl, the drawiflg fif it
aflyway, tfi take fiflly the time it takes ffir a riflse cycle?

I decided—Yes.
Thaflk yfiu, Larry, ffir yfiur wfirk, which makes my fiwfl
seem a little less silly.
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Pfiiflt fif Departure
David Wiesfler

Prfifessfir Sipe gives a wfiflderfully thfirfiugh fiverview fif
the wfirld fif the picturebfifik. I wfiuld like tfi draw attefl-
tififl tfi fifle aspect fif the picturebfifik that is sfi fibvifius
as tfi be takefl ffir grafited—its leflgth. The brevity fif the
picturebfifik lets childrefl easily hfild the cfimplete stfiry
experieflce ifl their miflds. The limited leflgth alsfi lets me,
as afl authfir afld illustratfir, have a visififl fif the bfifik as a
whfile ifl my mifld thrfiughfiut the creatififl prficess.

Whefl I am writiflg afld desigfliflg a bfifik, I am simulta-
flefiusly wfirkiflg fifl the layfiut ffir the efltire bfifik afld fifl
ifldividual dfiuble page spreads. Each spread must cfiflvey
a specific piece fif the stfiry. It must alsfi mfive readers tfi
the turfl fif the page afld set up their reactififl tfi the flext
spread. Dfi I waflt tfi build suspeflse at the page turfl? Dfi
I waflt readers tfi be surprised whefl they see what’s fifl
the fither side? Dfi I waflt them tfi laugh? Because there
are sfi few pages ifl a picturebfifik, the act fif turflifig
thfise pages is fifle fif the mfist impfirtaflt cfiflsideratififls
ifl creatiflg fifle.

I must have afl fiverarchiflg desigfl ffir the spreads tfi
wiirk withifl. T try tfi cfime up with a layfiut that is visually
elegaflt afld has a direct relatififiship tfi the stfiry. Ifl my
bfifik Sectfir 7, the stfiry takes place ifl twfi lficatififls—
fifl the grfiufld afld high ifl the sky at the Sectfir 7 Clfiud
Dispatch Ceflter (where the clfiuds get, via blueprifits,
the assigflmeflts ffir the ffirmatififls they make each day).
The first afld fiflal fifle-third fif the bfifik take place fifl the
erfiufld, ifl the real wfirld. The middle third takes place ifl
the sky, the fafltasy wfirld.

I waflted each place tfi have its fiwfl Ififik afld feel. Ifl
the earthbfiufld sectififls, the images fifl each page are cfifl-
taifled withifl a rectaflgle surrfiuflded by a three-quarter-
iflch white bfirder. The rectaflgle cafl be a siflgle image fir
divided ifltfi smaller paflels. Whefl the stfiry mfives ifltfi the
sky, the ffirmat chaflges tfi full-bleed dfiuble page spreads,
i.e., the pictures fifiw extefld all the way tfi the edge fif the
paper. Sfime fif these spreads have afl iflset rectaflgle that
is a siflgle image fir divided ifltfi smaller paflels.
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Framiflg the images ifl the earthbfiufld sectififls with a
white bfirder puts the stfiry at a distaflce. The reader is fib-
serviflg the actififl frfim fiutside. Whefl the stfiry mfives ifitfi
the fafltasy wfirld, the frame is remfived. As the pictures ex-
pafld tfi the edge fif the page afld beyfifld, the reader is drawfl
ifltfi that wfirld afld made a part fif it. It is a simple but effec-
tive way tfi visually separate the twfi realities fif the stfiry.
The desigfl fif a picturebfifik cafl eflcfimpass flfit fiflly the
pages where the stfiry takes place, but alsfi the cfiver, the
title page, the efldpapers, afld evefl the bifldiflg. Appar-
efltly these thiflgs have a flame, the peritext. Whfi kflew?
They cafl be used ifl mafly ways tfi help set up the stfiry fir
add iflvitiflg fir cfimplemefltary imagery. I had afl idea ffir
the title page fif Sectfir 7 that I was really excited abfiut.
The stfiry is wfirdless, sfi the fiflly text that fleeded tfi be
typeset was the title, my flame, the publisher’s imprifit,
afld the cfipyright material. It ficcurred tfi me that I cfiuld
avfiid usiflg afly type at all by makiflg the ififfirmatififl fifl
the title page part fif a picture. If I made the title page a
clfise-up view fif a blueprifit—Ilike the fifles the clfiuds
used—I cfiuld draw all the text as part fif the art: My flame
wfiuld be listed as the architect, the cfipyright material as
buildiflg specs, etc.

Sectfir 7 is 48 pages Ififlg afld cfifitaifls a Ifit fif cfimplex
imagery. My drawiflg ffir the title page was alsfi very
cfimplex. There was a Ifit ffir the eye tfi absfirb. Ifl fact,
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there was tfifi much ifl the cfifltext fif the rest fif the bfifik.
The eye fleeded tfi lafld ifl a simpler, quieter place beffire
eflteriflg ifitfi the ifltricacies fif the stfiry. Sfi, iflstead fif the
bluepriflt, the title page became a simple fleutral-tfifled
backgrfiufld, with the few flecessary wfirds typeset ifl a
classic ffifit. I Ifived the cfiflcept fif the blueprifit, but it
didfi’t serve the visual fifiw fif the bfifik.

Had I chfisefl tfi make Sectfir 7 lfiflger—a graphic flfivel,
say—1I cfiuld have used that blueprifit title page. I wfiuld
have had the rfifim tfi surrfiufld it with blaflk pages tfi create
a cushififl ffir the eye. A Ififiger bfifik allfiws ffir the fuller
explfiratififl fif picture elemeflts afld flarrative taflgeflts. But
ifl a picturebfifik the authfir afld artist must pare a stfiry
dfiwfl tfi its essefltial elemefits. It is the cfiflcise flature fif
the stfirytelliflg that is uflique tfi picturebfifiks. Ofle fif the
hardest parts fif creatiflg a picturebfifik is decidiflg what
tfi leave fiut, my bluepriflt title page beiflg a case ifl pfiifit.
I am fiftefl heartbrfikefl abfiut fimittifig great images fir
sequeflces that, ifl the efld, were fifit cefltral tfi the stfiry
fir did flfit mfive the stfiry ffirward.

I thiflk fif the picturebfifik as a kifld fif Chiflese taflgram
puzzle. Like thfise puzzles, a picturebfifik has a few basic
elemeflts that have tfi fit tfigether perfectly tfi reveal their
simple, precise shape. Whefl I am wfirkiflg, I strive tfi reach
the pfiifit where there is flfithiflg I cfiuld take away frfim
the stfiry afld there is fifithiflg I fleed tfi add.
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