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PREFACE *

Sesame ftreet was shown on <Israelyr television in the fall

and winter 0fj19?]-72. When 1t became known that Sesame Street waé

about to be broadcast, the curiosity of researchers at the Hebrew
Universitf of Jerusalem arose bpcause the broadcast provided

. unigque oppbrtunity to Study th szfects of a highly sophisticated
television program on televisign-unsophisticated childref. The |

study was 1mitiated under trem&pdous time and financial pre55ure§[

\'
d out without the devotion of

and 1t would never have been carr

Lewis Bernstein, Sol Eaglstein, rah Maive, Allen Mintzberg, .

Rachel and [lana Finkelstein, and L& Welner.

A9
5 4 "

The Children's Televisioh Workfhop (CTW) could at that .

i) time provide us only with moral encoufagement and we were {and

- L)

are) thankful for that. At times. we neede& that encouragement

very badly. Sincextéﬂ had no real connectign with the study, 1t

!
is therefore not responsible for the present report.

We are also thankful to Ne'om1 Biran for transtating the

original report from the Hebrew.

Jerusalem
June, 1974
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\ -hypothesized, woul

v | tested af the end of the broadcasting season. Abdut half ‘the

- ~ N he mo

| ’

)

,!-]- K f -t ' »

! . f
\-SUMMARY OF FINDINES

- 1
\ The program of Sesamé-Street was brought to Israel in th \ z
% _fall of 1971, -Forty of its first shoggfﬁ e_broadcasé twice a'\ . \.
\ week in the five months broadcasting seasor starting Novéﬁher N \ ’. \
' and ending in April 1972. \ - ) o \ \ |

. ) v L
Since the program was neverideSjgned {or a television-

! H o '
unsophisticated iudience like Israeli childrén, we decidéd to
sy . /
investigate its e ﬁg&;s on children in two fields: the original
ggal areas, and the a KIBP media-]itericy. The latter, it was

be affected by the pfogram's presentation for- \

-

matis which were extremely novel for Israeli children and hence

psychologically deﬁanding,fb’fxxx- . .

"?hn\nroject consisted of a'field study ighwhich 93 kinder-

garten (KG)\;ﬁd\224 secoqd:and third grade chi?&ren were preté%ted,
f ~ 5 . : ¢ -

tested for amount of- exposure during the season,\and then‘post{“’

. N " ‘i‘
"children were of lower §ES (LC), and half of middle class (MC) _ \
homes . ¢The KG sample wasialso randomly ijided intp two groups. '/
ers of one group w

re gncour§ged to;jp-obse ve the shows [
d

with the17 children each ti ihey w%re air.

~

The other group

. 'was left ito view the p dgram s it pleased. f
f ’

ILe project congif d allso of small group observations in,
' !

//”' which mfasures of attention'and inattention to the program's. |
1 - “ N il

5




¥

e S

L] A

segmentslar well as activ%-partic'patiqn 1n\it were takgn.

: SR
. The pré- and postt t batte }/for WG thildren sisted of
e1ght tg’ts 0r1g1ha11y des§gned by ETS, such @s the Test of

Clasg{ficat1pn, Parts of the Whole, Numbay Mafiching, and the 1ike

Exposure to the prograf was measured on Six occa§1ons /
i

L'dur1ng the broadcast1ng seasony Measures were taken oOn ‘1ewing,

\

enjoyment and comprehension of Y¥heé show aired on a pkeqeding day.

These were supplemented by a 12 1tem Sesame Street TestL,bertainf

. f
ing to major sequenceés shown in the program during the seakon.

; . o
The test was administered togethef with the posttests.

A1l tests were individually administered by.traineﬁ

;e;EDnneI in the KG, and group admihistered in the schOo]E;

Six children of each age and 3ES sub-group took part.

| .
the small group: observations. The children observed four shows
(in four weeks intervals) in groups of ;ixa Their behavior was
recqfﬁed by dix observers on a minute-to-minute basis./

-
The absence of an adequate no &esame Stneet control grou?/

requ1red that step-wisg regression analyses be*performed on the
data. Such analyses provided for the‘predmct1on of pdsttest
variance by the measures of exposure, after contro1]1ng for

(pa tia 11ng out} those portions of khe variance whiCch were
{ .

\‘ .
SRR

/#_4

~ . ! . ]II . .r'.
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,3EUQQEStﬁng that at the beginning of the}season children watthed,

-

accbunted the various backgfound dnd pretest measures.

Thus, the "net" contrlbutlon of exposure. to posttest var1;“ne coula
be studied, and\

parallel groups (e.g., KG LC w1th-KG MC) cou]d*be_
compa ed‘gn size of posttest variance attrqutabie to exposure. .
) I i ) ) . 'A’ . ' - ‘r" o “ '

Y
..i ! -

1. Findings on EXposure . . b
/ The measures of viewing, enjoxfent and comprehénsion be-
’ o v
came increasingly 1nterc0rre1ated as the season prbgressed, - o L

‘the show and enjoyed it qithout‘necessﬁrily comprehending it.

£
'___..-""

P
The measures were more strongly interrelated among-hc than amohd H
L chi]drEn This suggests that the 1atter, a]though n&t' 3
s1gn1f1cant1y 1ess expd%ed had d1ff1cu1t1es comprehend1ng the
program _ ‘ . " B S

-

I . Y . *

Age was pos1t1vely corre1ated w1th f1éw1ng, enjoyment and
‘g’&

Hcomp ehension tn the LC group but hardT§ at all in the ME Qrbup

Simil rly, father's 0ccupet10na1 Ievel ‘wWas correlated w1th A

. confirm the expecjat1on tha;Ethe program was rather demand1ng

i

comprehension 1n\the KG gr up. These two f1nd1ngs tend to

#

and that Younger and lower S7ch,1'ldren had more d1ff1cu]ty in

adjusting o the novel formaqs of- the program. \'
% !
i

Jhare was a general chrease in the amount of viewing
\

\t reperted bx the ch11dren as/1he seeson progressed (from 56% who +

|
ent1r& Show a1red on a preced1ng day

c1a1med to have watched the

\

n the beQIﬁﬂﬂng of the Season, t0\32% 1n the end) LC ch11dren

N

rted out l1ew1ng the shew less ghan MC ones, but as time

\ . R
\ . .I.
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passed, they becam heavier viewers and finally viewed more than

-l

MC children. The same affern appeared with the KG group as

compar%? with the schogl group.. Enjoyment, likewfée, decregsed
/Zially en

[ . - N
graduaily, and as with lviewing/ LC and KG childrerf, who\jni

the shows less than olddr and MC children, ended pp pvertaﬁing them.

Comprehénsion of

but it improved with time) MC and scheol children were found to \
comprehend the show¢ better than Kh}hnd'LC children, but t
manifested a fharp decrease in cornpr;eheﬁsion (ip factgardeé.reas
gf_viewing and attentloanue appareﬁtly to‘boredom)-whjle fheré

was an increase in comprehgnsion Ry KC and LC children. -

In genéra1, then, a2xposure\to the program was heavy while

. comprehension stayed behind. The xvgra]T pattérn is one of |

gradual loss of interest in the program on the side of older and

1 . ) ¥
MC children and an increase in viewing, enjoyment and comprehen-

sion by KG and LC children. e -

.The small group observations of attention, inattention and
active-participation showed a general increase in active-partici-
. —— * . , .,

Datisn‘and a decrease in jna}tention to the shows' segments:x\
AN

This appgrent1y refikcted th¢ children's increagéd familiarity ) \
with thﬁ.program's figures énd formats. ‘A more detailed anafYSfS
showed that while Grade’,3 MC gﬁildrén becom gradualli)}éss
actively involved in the show, G-3 LC children increased\éheir
Active invoiv:}ent. Thus, tgg\sma11 group observat{ons replicated
tﬂéxgindinﬁs'ba;bd on the peﬁisﬁﬁ$ mkaﬁurements of exposure\

Joyed

e shows was quite poor in the beg%::\g ; a
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o o " An analygds was conducted to distinguish between the more
// . interesting (ad%ive-participation gaining) and bo;ing (inattention
\ 9ainifg) Segme;%st After'sdme further analyses we reached the
' / ) conclfision that segments\witp a strong didacti¢ component Jr
/‘ segﬁfnts whose critical~information is on t g sguhd track are the
; botfng ones. On the other hand, a strong/Aisual component with
/ ' much vi?ﬁz? variaﬁqq;ty and the abSég:; of direct teaching are

.
; ) typicat of the interesting segments.
: l b‘ e \

‘9\ . - "
: 2. Findings on the Program's Effects om K6 Children

-

The data were analyzed as described above by the method of -

step-wise rggresﬁién with 38 fixed order of entered variables, o -\m
- j J ‘_’,.-"’/ J
- -, After 21:9% to 53.7% of the pos ,Ests' variance (depending/
f~’on the spegific ﬁest) were -partialled out, it was/found that

exposure to the program accounted for another 3.8% t6 13.3% of
Co et e .

the variances. The smallest effect] of exposure was on scores of
. . the Test of Relational Coﬁcepts, and the largest on scores of

the Test of Parts of the Whole. ' .

There were systematic differences between the tests on
- 7 \HWhiph LC children gained the most and those on vhich MC gained
' o \\ - e '
the most frﬁf the program. The former gained more on the various *
™~ ~ Matching tests while the latter gained more on the tests of ot
™~ h ) ,
. €lassifitation and Parts of the whole. It was hypothesized that

T~

\

! The terms “effect” or "gains” ‘age used here for simplicity
of reporting. We are fully awar®that accounted for variance
does not necessdrily imply a casual relationship. \

- , ,

—
yen

A




A

the Matching tests call mare upOn visual-discrimination and

analysis, suggesting thg; LC children learn more in that ‘area.
On'the other hand, the Tests gf Classification_and Parts of the
Whole require more synthe;is and abstraction, aP area in whi&h

MC children excel. ,,f//
. [ A

We reasoned that‘if this wag the case, and if ana]ysi§

\

precedes syntbefis, as often clgimed, then early achievements

in ana}¥s$§'5h0u1d prédiet Tayer achieveTents n synthesiss but
not vice versa. (rossed-lagged-panel analyses of correlations
between pre- and posttest’achiefeméﬁtg upheld this hypothesis.
Thus, we could tentatively conclude that LCIchildren Bain more in
,//the area of visual analysis and discrimination because it 1s
hierarchi¢ally more basic than s}nthesis. MC children are more
suséeptibﬁe to changes in the area of synthesis and abstraction,

having mapifested an adejuate (bu} not 0pt1mqli prior mastery of
ana1y51s ; ‘/ _ '
/ L )
3. Findings on the Encpuragement of Mother J
The enc0uragemeq} of mothers to co-observe th:\:hbws Qith

their children had an overall moderate effect on patterns of

exposure, It had a particularly bro}bqqzqeffect on the amount

of the LC ch11dren 5 enjoyment of the program. [t had hardly

any effect 0n M ch11dren

Encouragement affected posttest scores of LC children when
exposure was not held constant. When exposure was partialls:nfut,

encouragement did not adcount for posttest variance, suggesting .

that the effect of encouragement on achievements was indirect?

t

J = N T
15
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. Y _
it affected exposure, which in turn accounted for achievements.
/
This, However, was the case mainly with LC children. From among

the various components of exposure, it was enjoyment which was

most affected.

-

Thus, as it turned out, the ‘encouragement of mothers had

ma1n1y an affective influence 1nasmuch as it inCreased ‘the LC

’

children's enjoyment ‘and consequen¢1y their posttest achievements.

//;nofher finding was that while in the Non-Entouraged group,
SES Qas a strong predictor of posttest scores,Nfls powerfwas
substantially reduced in the ﬁpcouﬁégement group. There, the
gap between LC and}hc bhildreﬁ was dramatie£1ly reduced. It was
concluded that the endouragement pf mothers to €o-observe the

pf/gram with their KG childrpn makes the LC (but not the MC)"

children gain more and henc¢ be mb‘g similar in their achievements ///,
: 4 ‘

. | : /

4, Findings on the Progkam's Effects on School Children

to MC children.

. The test battery for the schoq] thildren consisted mainly
L ’ i
of. media-literacCy tests and only two tests of the 0r1glna1 ggpl

areas were retained (Cla551f1cation and Parts of the Whole).

A

Unliké the KG group, no large differences were found betggen‘
- LY

the&?hitial achievements of 'LC Snd MC children. However, SES i

became a differentiating faétor with respect to exposure.and to

posttest aChievements. As Pas found “1n the ana]ygis of the expo- ' \““~\
sure and attention data. LCichi1dren viewed and enjoyed the program

somewhat more than MC childdem. HOwever, MC children still knew




\x

more of the program's contents, as measured by the Sesame Street
Test, tRan LL ones. MC children were a{so the ones to‘frofit
more f}om £he program in all areaslbut on Field Independence;

In this ;ea, which is known to require analysis, LC children
benefited slightly mare. ‘Indeed, crossed-]agged-papg] analysis
of cd?re]ations reconfirmed our hypothesis as to who gains mofe

in what, area.
/
N L

;. School children, generally, were more affected by the ™

o .
Wfogram than KG children. They also viewed the program more and

domprehended it better thap/ﬁb;children. It was also fourd that
! ! : .
their achievements were féss contingent upon prior knowledge and

home baEF;'round factors thah thsef;:;f KG children, a]'lé,wing them
/ . [

apparently to pe/more suscepfible to external stimuigtion.

e

! i

Achievements in media-literacy were affected by exposureé

’ >

to the program, butfto a lesser extent than achievements in the

original goal areas. While media-iiteracy scores were not

“associated with scores in the goal areas at the éutset, they

became more strongly correlated at the end of the season,
This Was the case among the heavy viewers, but not among the
light viewers, §u§§e§ting that learning the contents of Sesame

Street was related to smprevement in media-Titeracy.
< . ~ oy

-

N\
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BACKGROUND CONSIDERATIONS

1! Introduction

The original version of Sesame Street, designed at the

time for American preschoolers, capitalized on televiewing

habits and information‘processing ski1le which were characte

istic of the American TV generation‘ The.program was therefone
‘never intended to be transferred to' non-English Speaking countr1es
whose populati ns,.like Israeli children, are only slightly '\
familiar w1th jlleV1s10n, and completely unfamiliar with the ‘
American style of cOmmerc1al 11ke teTevision. The few programs

they tch are q;UaI]y old fashioned, and without the familiar
LN “

erican oneimin e/spots shown between the programs.
3
s

When, inh spite 0{\::eee limitations, Sesame Street was

-brought to Israel, a numbeMof questions were rawsed witha . .

on Israeli children.. In f:%t,

respect tongf potential e‘feq\

the introdug:?en of the program prowided a rather unique\bgpor-
tunity for the inveetidatiOn of the effegts of a'highly

- sophisticated program on children who are anything but media-

literate. ' .

» s

2. Media-Literacy, Skills qnd_KnowIedge‘
~
e L -
Media-literacy may be conceived, of as the mastery of
: 4
mental skills which are needed for the extraction and processing

of information conveyed in coded form, Such code§, or let us call




e

-10- . . )

/ ' o
them presentation formats, lcal upon mental Akills 1n'wh02

s

absence conveyed coded information could n t{be properly

extracted and.processed. ;

No doubt&that the medium of television in general, and the

American style of commercial-like program, in particular, conveys

i
1 -

messages through very specific (ofiten rather unine) presentation

formats. Take for instance the rapid, mosaic-1ike s$ructure of

a typical Sésame'Street show. It resembles neither the format of

feature films, ndr even that of more traditional television
programs for children. It would, therefore appear reasonable to
assume that it takes some previous experiencerwith such television

formats, or at least some prior mastery of the relevant mental

skilfs,.to be able to comprehend a, Sesame Street show. This is
not meant to impiy that ather enfflonmental agents do not culti-
vate simildrxqs?tal skills. ;; as cross=Cultural regeércs
impliesﬂ thelexpos e to mgdia may b; a dominant {not exclusive)

agdent in the cuItivatioﬁ of'média-literacy skills. "
N .
Media-Viteracy sgills may vary with respect to their =
transfer value, or generalizability. They may range fﬁqm
highly specific skills whoSe so]g function is to aid in the
extraction of information from a particular medium, to skills
which,‘ﬁnce aCQuired; serve in many different capacities and
contexts. It is in the lat}er sense that media-literacy is
dealt with here. As Olson (1973) indicates, performing an act

of, say, drawing a chair, may teach both about chairs (know-

ledge) as well as about drawing in general {skill). Similarly,'
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one could claim that performing the acts of extracting information
and meaning from a coded medium presentation both teaches the

conveyed knowledge 4ipng improves the skills of extracting
that knowledge.-

However, for such learning to take ptace, the stimuli
must ehéender some measure of novg};; (e.g., Day & Berlyne, 1971}.
Presumably, to acquire knowledge, this novelty must be contained
in the content of the presented materials; but to deve}aphﬂsgtal

skills, novelty ought to be entailed in the presentation formats.

 Whgn ‘Sesame Street was initially planned and structured, the

\ ex?gsh \ .

> .deration so that the program's formats would not-entail too much
novelty for them. On the contrary, th; program was expected to

capitalize upon teﬂevis{on-related,mentél skills rather than to

" shape or cultivate new ones. h N }f

s

Novelty of presentation fOrmats/wLé, perhaps, the most /

" salient feature characterizing Sesame Street when it was 1ntr6du€gd

!

Israeli children. This .is. not to saf'that the proéﬁam‘s contenﬁ-‘
_ did not‘entéii any novelty for Igraeai presChoolers; indgedzivf -
did. However, content material Such as numbers, relational B
concepts, body parts, cfasse;, and the like, are universally &~ "
bart of preschool education. Thus , no fivé-year-o]d in either °

v

the U.S. or Israel is completely unfamiliar with such knowledge. .

The more striking novelty an Isragli child could be ‘expected to

face when encountering Sesame Street was in the formats in which

those contents were presented.

\ a0 _’ . ot

y N u ; . .’ -
ng skills of American- preschooters-were taken into consi- } \
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In 1ight of the above we hypothesized that exposure of\

Israeli children to Sesame Street would lead to (1% the acquisi%L'

‘tion of the presented knowledge, as well as (2) the development

* .
» of specific media-literacy skills. However, the acquisition of

the knowledge in the -intended instru;tional'goalihreas of the

prograﬁ could be exﬁected to depend, to some exteat,‘on con-
“current improvements in med1a 11teracy skills. Without the

latter, little knowledge cou]ﬂ be extracted and processed from

M,

the program. We would therefore expect the two to develop hand

. in hand. , \ \

3. Mechanisms of Skill Learnind

How do media-Titeracy skills develop? What are the

 f
components of "exposure" which ensure such cognitige‘modifications?
Previous experiments {Salomon, 1972; 1974) suggest that at least

two mechanisms, theh correspond to functions of television or

film formats, may account for changes in media-literacy.
1 " . . -

- A L 1

One type of presentation format calls upon, or aétivates,

specaf1c skIJ]s without which meaning can not be extracted.
" For. 12/2ance showing a ser1e;_of seeming]y unrelated segments
NL11 tend to act1vate in the viewer processes wh1ch relate the,
///’/;egments to-one another. Similarly; a presentation which moves
) ‘abruptly and frequently from c]ose -up to long-shats will require
the viewer to activate mental processes which re]ate Ihe blown-up
segments to the view of the broader long-shot. When such skills
are repeatéd]y act1vated and lead to the extract1on of meanIng,

thus reinforcing the act, gradua7-4mﬁrovements in the mastery of
Ll . ‘
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the skills can be expected. p | l

As our research has shown,fsuch 1mprorements do not take ' !
place un1form]y in all learners. For activation of & skill /
necessitates the existence of some initial a]theugh less than |

' opt1ma1) mastery of tpat skill. How elseicpuld it be activated?
ftﬁthus is both theoret1ca11y expecned as we11 as emp1r1ca]]y
supported by our findings, that on]y 1earners H*thg1n1tia11y -

gmoderate mastery of such a skill show skill 1mpr9vements as a o ~~.:

Ty,

result of exposure to media formats which a¢tivate skills.’

The second.{unq{ion that formats can accomplish is that of

modellng a skill exp]1c1tly, or as we have termed the process,
supplanting it. For instance, a format may Show very exp11c1tly v -
a transformation in space (e.g., mov1ng around an prect shoq1ng
its many .appearances), thus explictt]y'perforﬁtng an operation
for the viewer which he ought to execute*govertlf on his own;'

Such supalanting appafently allows i@itation and interna]iaatibn
to take place.‘ As has been shown, learning takes place mainﬁy by
Jearners who initially master poorly the menta] skill so/éode]ed.
Better skilled learners on ;hg other hand fee] "spoon f G " .

Moreover, the very expl1c1t modeling tends to interferg with their

already existing mastery oj the skill. ’

\

Examining Sesame Stregt, we,f}ﬁd.that a gooqd many novel

F

. d .
presentation fbrmats are used. Some, such as discgntinuity of
segments or abrupt shifts erm a close-up to a long-shot, may
activate skills. Others, su¢h as zooming in ahd ogt, moving :

around objects, and the 1jkejwou]d probably tend te supplant

—
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skills. [ Ilght of this, we expectdd initially better-skilled

. children to become more med1a 11tera;L in skills which are

actluated q__]e the tess skilled ones would improve in skills

which are Supp]anted : ‘

. _ 4. Learning in the program's original goal areas

Differential effects of Sesame Street were expected to occur
not only in the area of media-literacy but also in the instruc-
. .. tional goal area# of knowledge. The American eoaludtioﬁ projects
. of Sesame Street! (Ball & Bogatz, J9%0:.Bogatz & Ball, 1971) did
- | : not deal {«}'(ﬁ Such differentidl] eff?-c;;s;/ Rather, their focus

was o fﬂe:extent-to which the program'siobjectives were attained

) i
,4\\ - in general.. Such an evaluatlonais nosi eal]y applicable to the

s1gned ﬂsi,f”? Israe}i

present\ study as “the program was not ﬂ

// . populatign, / ObV1ously, Israeli ch1¥ﬂ en could learn something, ~ - .
but one"oﬂld be hard~ pressed to de& rmine whether ‘this 1nd1cates \ €
; .
"much“ or-"Tittle! learning D1§regard1ng absolute leve]s of o

ning, it would stiT} be/desdrable to ask whof1earns m0re,

X | ]
and _in which goal areas? Since,the instructional contents of -

. the program are universal, findings about diffé'e"tiif effects //
could be of a jeneralizhble nature. * / ) ~ /

Indeed. a !1Ch and variable prognaﬁ such as Sesame Street

\ may a]low d1fferent children to ben It,vﬁ'dlfferent areas. !

/ gpder?n may profit more in area® ih which they are already

kriowledgeable, or fhey may pfofit more in areas in which their

deficiencies are largest. Alternatively, improvements may take

-
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' a model.

!

place in areas which are hierarchially more basic than others.
“The present study provided a unique opportunity to_examine thése -
possibilities, . w7

5. External Intervention

If nove]ty is the most salient characteristic of Sesame
-Street in- ISrae], then one.would expect the show to be quite
demanding Messages which are presented through yet unfamiliar
formats may not be‘we11 comprehended lef1cu1tles of this
_sort would be man:fested mainly by children hith relatively poor

1nl£1a1 mastery of the necessary media-1iteracy skills, or of

the baslc\knoNIe e ‘of which the .new know]edge is to be added T

f

y therefore enJoy)he program less as the season \

/

Wou1d}it then make a difference if externa! intervention .

or both. They

progresses .and/ decrease their amount of viewing.

is lntroduced? More spec1f1cp]1y, would the presence of mo;hers,

.who co-qbserve the program thh their children, lead to ane

v1ew1hg, better cOMﬂrehen51oh and to more 1earn1ng?

L/
&

dursec (19?3) has shopn thatico—obserbationnby:mothers
jncreased the degfee to which five-year-oids were'inf!uenced by -

Other studles have shown that mothers who were tralned

N

to tutor thglr chr]dren enhanced their qh1ldreh s 1earnﬁng

: However even untutored co-observing mothers could make a

fdwfference, partlcularly if enJoyment and comprehenslon of the

program are. expected to be cruc1a1 for. 1earnﬁng to take places

24
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6. The Major Questioﬁ; of yhe Study -

' ] /\\ x'
In 1ight of the above discussions,'the following three

© major questions were asked:

1) Does1exposure to the program enhance the development
of specific skills related to media-1iteracy?

2) | Who learns more and wh6ﬂ1earns_1éss in what goal
areas of the program?

3) What are the effects of encouraging mothers to co-

observe the program with theif children?

ngwering these questions required a rather'elabofate
researtﬁ design as well as the gathering of a large quantity of =
data. [T e data also allow us to answer additioéaI secondary
ques?/o s such as: Who watched’the program more aﬁd who watched

less

]
L

How are viewing, enjoyment and comprehension interrelated?

3 How
A , .
do- patterns of attention to the program’'s segments change over

they change with increasing exposure to the program? How
*

4 e? ;Hﬁgt[mak S a segment "interesting" and what makes it
i
- “Yoring"? Whith of the various manifestations of “exposure" is

,  the one:which’ contributes most to learning?

L) / .
< | ’ r‘

1. | \
.
Syt '
ML A
_—
| - (L3 - i
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. was’ broadcast a]l over

v RESEARCH DESIGN - = -t
, ) ' . . ’ .
To answer the questions mentioned above and to gathér the
additional necessary data, two studies were conducted: a field
study (N=317) in which thé effects of the ﬁrogram were examined,_
and small group observations (N=36) in which attention patterns

to, program segments were recorded.
! b ) '
. 1. The Field Study . i

-

a. General Description i

3

»

A stﬁdy such- as the present on% prksents certain'prob]ems
wh{ch are Qifficult_td overcome via a tr;ditiona] experimental
desigh' Since the stu}y concerned a television program which S
the country it st difficult, if not

1mposs1b1e to find an adequatp contro] group which would not be
the resu]t of se'If-se]ectJiOlq '\:It Was @n]y impossible to’ form
an art1f1c1a] d1v1sion of : exper1mentﬁ subjects" and "control

. |

subJectsf 51nce we could not prevent ch1ldren from watching the j’

progranl. Even if we' were able to do so, we would prebably have
/

" found out, as was found out by Bogatz & Ball (19?1) that

“control subjects” sneak out and manage to watch the- program
despite the prohib1t1on. . .

i Specific statistical methods, however, allow us to

evercome this d}fficulty. If one wishes to talk about changes g

in knowledge and skills which are pre§umed to bé‘assocjéted

20
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validity, since
.\\{ y

/

with program viewing, theh each chiid's level of exposuré to the
program can bf measured andkzhe aegrge to which exposure is

related to later achievemen® can be computed. Actually we have

a situation whe@ﬁ}the independent variable {expdsure) has valups
distributing over a wide range: from %Qtal non-exposure, through
many levels of partial exposure, to tota) exposuréjfbxgach and N

.
every broadcast. In this respeE\\we ‘have an advantage oveF the

'/r

traditional experfﬁental design in which subjects are divided
1nt roups of "Yiewers" and "non-viewers." The traditional
mEthod uSuaIii\avoids looking into differences within ;athapne

of the groupss.whereas here they are taken into account.

~

.“‘

But here 15 1n‘bhls method a certain threat to 1nterna1

s c\¥ta1n] possible that children who are
¢ Y

mﬁFE\giposed to the‘P?Bgram are also those with a higher initial
Jevel 0?\Ski11 and'knowledgé.°.Their highe; scores at the end of
the program's season may in fact be the restlt of their initial
achievements rather than the result of their exposdre to the -
program. - The statistical method of multiplg~regression allows

us to partial out the contributions of background and initial
achievement variables, thus measuring the “net" contributjoaJof
exposure to the measured achievement and skills at the end of the

season (Cohen, 1968}. In other words, with this method it is

- possible to specify the amount of "“influence® (in terms of common

"net" variance) that exposure to the program has on achievement
and skills, having partialled out the contribution of the initia)

achievements dnd skills. Ne -
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The method of multiple regression alJowﬁ for the measure-

meﬁthi\ill those backgroundfa;g initial achievement variables -
which may a¢count for some sizable amount of posttest variance.
Once parfﬁalled.out, and the claim of "other things being equal" -
statistically satis§ied (to an extent), the major independent
variable can be entered. Its contribution to posétest variance

!

can then be examined.
In view of the above, the field study was done in three

stages: . S o . '

étage ]; (PRETEST). The determination andemeasurement
of background variables like]y to be related
to viewing, initial achievgménts; and skill
mastery before the onset of the prodram.

Stage 2: (EXPOSURE). Continuous measurement of children's

_exposure to the program, done OR six occasions

during the broadcasting. season.

Stage 3: {POSTTEST). Measuremeﬁi of achievements and

skill mastery at the end of the broadcasting

Season. r

b The Subjects
The subjects in the field study were 371 kindergarten,

s€cond and third grade children from the Jerusalem area. About
414 5% the children were of lower SES (LC) and the remaining 59%
"were middle class (MC).« The sampling of the children was - '
aCCom;nghed_in'the following way. From all the neighborhoods

in the Jerusalem area four were chosen: two of them were lower

. 28‘ .
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class, low income neighborhoods, while the other two were we]]-‘

to-do mddle class ones. From each such neighBorhood oné local

kindergarten and one school were randomly.selected, thus providing

. us with a.total of four kindergartens (2 LC and 2 MC), and four
schools. From each school one G-2 and one G-3 classroom was
\\\\ selected, thus providing us with two LC Grade-2 classes, two MC
G-2 classes, two'LC Grade-3 classes and two MC G-3 classes.
Of the 371 children who were pretested we were able to
secure all the data pertaining to the two subsequent stages from
’ 317 chﬂdren.2 The overall sample and its division according
to age and SES is presented in Table 1. -
Table 1: Division of Children in the Field
Study According to Age and SES
' LC MC TOTAL
KG |+ 50 43 93
6-2 v 40 66 106
6-3 B ¥ 76 ns
Total 132 185 317

. )
2 Examination of the data of the children who were not available
~ for later testing did not.suggest any bias of the remaining
sampie. .' - | ceo

R | 29
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“¢. The Encouragement of Mothers3

A1l the children in the study watched the program
voluntarily\in their homes. However, to examine the effects of
mother ¢o-ob ervatién, approximately half the mothe}s bf the KG

\\\ | children were urJEd to wakch the program together with their
children. The mothers H'spe enﬁouragement group were gathered
twice during the broagéast{\g season: once at the beginning and
a second time'@;lf way through the seasocn. - Duringithese
‘meetings the instrpétionaI.QOals of the program were explained
and the mothérs were urged'to watch with their children whenever
the program was broadcasted. Mothers complained later on that
co-observing the program w{th their chi]dﬁgn'interfered with
daily routine and homemaking, thus indicating that they complied
, with our req9é5£. No other measures of amount of co-observagian
were taken as we did not wish to introduce any 5331t102?1

$ .

. extraneous variables, such as observers at home.

L]
L]

The encouragement group consisted o% 50 children and the
! noﬁ-encouraged‘of 43. The two groups were divided approximately

- in half according to SES..
' ¥

#

' 2. . Small Group Observations

Although exposure was measured on six different occasiens,

a more detailed account of attention patkerns and chahges thereof

»

#

3 This part of the'study has been reported.in more detail in a
separate paper to be obtained upon request from the author. .

| 30
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was desired. Itjwas expected that the recording of attention
patterns a changed over time would shed some additional '
Tight on the findings of the field study. It was also expected )
that ‘some insight would be gained into the more interesting 3nd

the Tess interesting segments of the program.

Toward these ends Eix children were randomly sampled frop
every age and SES group (J=36). These children were invited to
watch the program ip ‘groups of six on four oqcasions four week
apart. The KG Ehildren Were invited to watch the shows in
. private homes near their kindergartens, while the\school |

children did the viewing in the TV rooms of their respective

L

schools,

During the broadcast each of six trained observers noted
the behavior of one of the six children. Dbservers recorded on
special reﬁarding sheets the behavior of the chiI&ren in three
categories: ’ ‘

a) Attention: The child observes the screen. .

b) “Imattention: The child turns around,.talks to

another childt walks around, looks into a book, etc.

c) Active participation: The child cheers, sings with

a performer, responds to guestions in the program,

1ngH§ aloud, provides advicesto figures on the

screen, and the like. _ .

Recording of these behaviors was done on a mingte-to-

minute basis. One additional observer simultaneously recorded

31 ' \




-23- - .

the minute-by-minute floﬁ of televised segments, §h+%e two -~ —

other observers rated the quality of within-segment knglish to

Hebrew translation.

.
-
e
-
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MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS
\

1. Measurement Instruments Used in the Field Study -éE'
co N

a. Background Da{;

. D;ta on the f0110wingcvariab1es were collected on all
childreﬁ participatihg in the field study® age, father's and
mother's country of origin, father's occupation, father's and
mother's level of education, parents’ knowledge of English,
number of children in the: family, the child’'s general é&p05ure
fo movies, his ekp05ure to newscasts on TV, and his exposure to

inétructional TV broadcasts.

"

1
Most of the information was collected through question-

naires sent to the parents by the kindergarten and school teachers.
Some data were taken out of each child's file in school or KG.

b. Data on Exposure

- As previously stated, the children's exposure to the
program was measured on Six different 0ccasions with three-
week intervals between them. The measures were taken on a day

following the broadcasting of a show.

Three factors defined exposure to the program: the
instrumental factor ( actual amount of viewing), the affective
factor (enjoyment of the‘bgpgram),'and the cognitive factor

(comprehension and recall of the content). Exposure was thus
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measured by viewing, enjoyment, and' ¢omprehension. In addition,
: i
a fourth measure was taken, consisting of a 12-item multiple-

choice test, administered at the énd of the season togetier with ,
. AN ¢
the posttests. I:is was_the Sesame Street Test pertaining to

A
the after-the-season recalll of salient contents of the program.

Measurement in the KG's was done by personal interview in
which each child was asked about the amount of viewing of the
program he did the previous day, and how much He enjoyed what He
saw. The children ga&e their answers by pointing to one of four
circles: the first one nearly empty, the second half filled, the
third 75% fitled, and the fourth completely full ("I watched a
little." "I watched half the time,” “T watched mosg of the time,"
"1 watched all the time"). In answer to the question of enjoy-
ment of the program, the child pointed to one of three faEes: a
happy, indifferent,or sad face. Measurement of compyehension
was done by 4 to 6 specific multiple-choice &%ntent questions
(see Appendix 1a). Questiong on the end-of-the season §§§EE§
Street Test were taken from amongst the ﬁjhprehension items

{see next section).

In a special questionnaire given to the parents,\?imi1ar
to the one given to the children, the parents were asked about
the amount Of program viewing their children did the previous
day. The correlation between the parents' and the children’s

answers was .72.




-

c. TJests for KG
As previously mentioned {see chapter "Research Design"),
testing of KG children emphasized the achievements in the original ' *
/63t areas of the program. The tests in this area were taken from{
a battery compiled by ETS (Ball/& Bogatz, 1970} as part of their
j evaluation of the ihstructional/ effectiveness of fhe'program.
Some of tTe test items were changed or deleted for technical or
linguisticireasons. A1l the tests were given individually by /
—skilled examiners. Two tests (Field Indeﬁendence and Prdering of
Pictures) were assumed to measuré skills related to media-Titeracy,
rather than achiévements in the original goal areas. The tests

were as follows {number of items and Cronbach-Alpha reliadbility

- J coefficients were presented in Table 2).%

{1) Test of Letter Matching {origin: ETS)

R

In the 1est children were asked to identify a speéific
English letter 'out of three similar incorrect ones, by matching
it with a given standard letter. Although this test deals with

English letterss it mgasures in fact the ability to make visual

discriminations.

(2) Test of Number Matching (Origin: ETS)

Out of three alternative groups of drawn objects, the
child had to choose one in which the number of items was' identi-

cal to the one in a given-picture.

h 4 Tests which were adopted from the ETS battery are not given in
the appendix.’ Only jtems of new tests, developed by us, are
exemplified in the appendices.

* | 35
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(3} Test of Picture-Number Matching (Origin: ETS)
The child had,to indicate the number of objects appearing
t
“in a picture (“There are three turtles here") by counting or by

general impression.

/ —_
i /
(4) Field Independence Test (“Embedded Figures") :

This test was adopted to measure one's ability to identify

i
I

figures empedded in a complex dispiay: It was assumed that certain
presenJLtion formats qf;the program call upon f;.e., activate) ) 7
} such a skill. In particular, we have identified’numerous instances
in which a partitular display, rather rich in detail, was Shown
followed by a close-up of a detail. The connection between the
two was left to be fohnd by the viewpr. Tﬁé fest wés therefore ‘ b
taéen as measuring one aspect of media;%iter;cy. JOHr’féZF wgs
based on items from Witkin's Children's Embedded Figure Test.
[for technical feasons, the items were without ;slor. Instead, S

' we had shadings -0f lines to give.aifferent hue&.

(5) Test of Relational Concepts (Origin: ETS)

The child pad to poinﬁ to a picture which expressed a

relationship statkd by the examiner. The items dealt with con-

v
cepts of size, plage, amount, and distance. ok

(6)‘ Test of ClaLsificgtiOn (Origin: ETS)
The chi]J wds pres;nted with 3 piEtUres and an empty sp;ce T

next t0 them. Out|of 4 additional picures he had to choose the

ones which would fit the empty\spa;e. The correct matching was -

based on class identification. The last items in the test were P




- Ve

basically similar to some of the items on the Raven Matrices Test. !

.JI‘ ’ . . i I '

(5) Test of Parts_of the Whole (0}1gin: ETS) .

J"!'

‘The child was presented with a picture of an object

. separated into its components, and out of four alternatives he

had to choose the picture showing the whole object.

(8)" Test of Ordefing of Picéures . . . /
' The child was presented with 4 separated single pictures,

" - had to order them in a logical way and relate the story they ' ~

-t

* tell. Any logical story was accepted as a correct one. The test *C
was considered as Measuring a skill related to mediayliteracy.. A
It was hypotheSide that the mosaic-like and discontinuous nature

<
of the program/ma activate processes of relating discrete elementsr

along some logich lines.

~ Y
P (9) TJest of Sesame Street
- xﬁ\\__ .This test was only éiven at the end ‘'of the season and was
F )

designed to measure the child's acquaintance -with the proTinent '

contents shown on the program. This test came, therefore, %0
supplement the rest of the program's exposure measures

(Appendix 1b).

P -~

As p}qyiously stated, all tests jincluding the expesure
| questionnaires) were administered individually by our examiners.
gEach examiner arrived at the KG one day before the day of testing,

and stayed at the KG that whole day without testing anyone. Only

the next day did she start testing children in a relatively quiet

corner of the KG.




. %nd the others going around, helping out and watching over the'/

Table 2: A Summary of Data on KG Tests .

-

.Number of items Ckonbéch- Number of jtems Créig;ch-
at the beginning Alpha at the end of  AlpH§

“The iegt of the seasdn -Re1i§bi&ity the season ReliabiTity
‘1. Letter Matching f" 5:. | .39 : 8 .85 ‘
2.  Number Matching . ) ]1 | U .61 . 11 ":81
3. Picture-Nmeer ) : o

Matching ' 15 .59 ?5 .74

4, Fie]d"Indepeﬁcence i{8 /{ A 8 - .69
S.IRelﬁéional Concepts 8 .39 i 8 37
6. Classification 18 .83 18 .85

7. Part; of the Whole 10 3 10 .82
8. Picture drder%ng 3 60 :3 | .61
9. Sesame Street ¢ - - 12 .87

d. Tests for School Children
. / : .
M contrast’ to KG, all tests and questionnadres for school-
children .were group-édministered. Four examiners participated

in the administration of the tests, one reading the instructions

"

3

Fhi1dren. . . .

| N
\ The emphasis in the testing of school children was on the

1

mgdia-]iterqcy measures; however, twohtests (the first two below)

pdrtained t&;the original goal areas of ghe program.

|l

The tzxts were' as fo)lows (number of fteMs and rél%ability

L

cdefficients are preéented in Table 3). /
1 - t : v / ?

ks

|
| ,
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" . formats of the program.

12) Test of Classification (Origin:

-30-

j])' Test of Parts of the Whole (Origin:. ETS)

Identica] to the one employed in KG. "
ETS) N

« ° ldentical to the one employed in KG.

A1l of the following tests were related to aspects of
media-11teracy, hypcthesized to be affected by the special !

i

(3) Field Independence Test Embedded Figures)

\Id::tica'l/w/he one employed in KG. .

(J} Testof Ordering of Pictures

Simit\} 0 the test given in KG. The school child was
given 4-5 printed pictyres arranged randomly on One page. Thé

- chi!d had to 1ndicate their logical orﬂer. but was not required

to relate the story behind the p1etures (see Appendix 2a).
/ f |

" -(5) - Test of Points of View '

The child was given a pfcture of. a landscape and had to
choose out of 4 a]ternative?fﬁow that same 1andscape would
1ook from antther point of View ("How +0u1d the satlor on the

boat see the shore?") (3ee Appendix 2b),
. N

"It was hypothesized that childfen'? ability to visualize

soijebody else's point of view could improve as a result of

their exposure to one of the program's formats which supplants

the act of going around an object. Children were expected to ,

imitate this and be able to internalize the action.
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|
(6} Test of Figure and Ground

He had to enumerate (in writing) "everything he sees\In the

The child was glven a drawing composed from many details, o *ﬁi
drawing." Among,those he had to identify also the to®d] f\gure . )

. o

k|

{
{for example, the number "5" which was composed of a flag, a rod
and a sick]e)‘anr'this identification hé received an extrm t L-

score {see Appendix 2c). ’ N

- !
<7,

This test was assdmed'ta measure another med{a-literaey
; related skiil. It wes.hypothesized th&t‘éxposure tb many acts o g
of 200 ing in and out on ebjects supplants the Process of singling - -
out a omponent while not losing the view of the whole array;

-

thus xplicitly showing the whole and a compohEHt of it in close’
/v
proximity. S 4 -

(7) Test of Close-up - Long-Shot h o f

The child was givea picture in which Shp detail was
enlarged, drawn as tf it werd a "cldse-up," and had to iéentify
/,ﬂ”Out of 4 a]ternat1ves the picture in. which the complete obJecb .
appeared.(as 1f a "long-shot"}. Four 1tem were given in this
manner while four others mere giveg 1n the opposigﬁfhay:‘ h “long-
.shot" picture was given ahd the child had to idenfify'a'piéture
showing a detail included in the picture which -looks.like a

" “clese-up" {see Appendix 2d).

I(S) Test of Sesame Street

This testlwas 1dent1ca1 to the one given to KG. As

previously stated, )t was given °n1Y.§£ the end of the season.

! /
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Table 3: A Summary of Data on Grade-School Tests

Number of jtems Cronbach- Number, of items Cronbach-
at the beginning Alpha at the end of Alpha
The test %f the season Reliability the season Reliability
1. Parts of the
Whole 10 74 10 .91
A 1 .
2. Classification 18 .84 18 L .82
3. Field Independence 8 .53 8 .78
4, Picture Ordering 4 .3} ' 4 ' .57
5. Points of View .3 .45 3 .62
6. Figure and Ground 5 .72 s 65"
7. Close-up - Long
Shot 8 53 ~ 8 .60
8. Sesame Street - . - 12 .87

-

Observations in Small Groups

The surement of three behaviors (attentive, inattentive
and active participation), was described earlier. Interv{ewer

reliability on a pre-test in which six viewers participated was
.84.

41




-33-

- RESULTS

The findings of the study are reported in the following
or&er. First, we present the findings describing the subjects’
program viewing patterns-and the changes Qithin the patterns
during the broadcasting season. These are ?o]]owed by the
findings d;escribing'patterl_'ls of attention (viewing in smalV’
groups) and their changes ové: time. Following thé%e, we review
the figdings which deal with the program's e%fects as they were

“investigated in the field-study.

-

1. Exposure to the Program

A¢ mentioned earlier, Fhe extent of program viewing by
-the subjects was méésu;ed by six questionnaires, individually
administered in the KG, and group administered in G-2 and G-3.
In each qﬁestionnaire the children were asked to reply as to
‘ta) their amount of viewing Bf the program presented the‘day
before {"How much did you watch the program,” (b) their
extent of enjoyment of the show (”1f you saw the program; how

much did you enjoy it"},and (c) comprehension of the program

by means of 4-6 multip]e-che+CE’Eantent questions.
FY : N

-a, The Relationship between Viewing, Enjoyment angd

- oo

= . Comprehension

» L . .
.-\"\h\’ . The three exposure measures, as®they were measured on

-4




-34-
six different occasipns, are highly intercorrelated with each
other (Table 4). It is important to note that these inter-
correlations generally increase over time. This is especially
moticeab]ef\n the correlétiﬁns between viewing and comprehension

land between enjoyment and comprehension.

“Table 4: Imtercorrelations between Viewing,
Enjoyment and Comprehension on Six
‘Different Occasions {(N=333)

"Viewing Viewing "Enjoyment
and and , . and ..
Uccasiop Enjoyme Comprehension Comprehension
R ST - s .49*
11 .88* { 62% 61%
11 Lo 2+ T
v 91* J25% .74% .
N .89* T | T .
vI- .90 "6 774 ’
. . .

* P00

LY

\

. It becomes evident from these changes over time that |
v )
at the beginning of the season appareéntly much viewing took
place twoéether_uith a great deal of enjoyment,.without much
comprehension of tﬁe presented content to accompany them.
‘% \‘
» : .

. As the broadcasting season went on, relationships
beiween giewihg and enjoyment on the one‘hand,tand compreheh~

Ll

sion of the presented content on the other, became stronger.

-43
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] ) " . #
'Thus there 1s evidence to support our initial assumptjon that ' _ ]
the program was initially demanding. Moreover, it becomes clear
that evgﬁ a.lot-of program viewing is not enough to ensure
comprehension of the content. Comnrehension comes apparéutiy,
‘ onT}léftér a period of adjusgmert. ~

When'the subjects are divided into the lower SES (LC)
and ‘the midﬁie-cigss {MC )s groups, we find s¥stematié differences
betﬁeeﬁ them. Co}felations between viewing andlcohprehensiﬁn on
each occasion are qilittlg lower ip the LC than in the MC group

. {Table 5). An both groups the correlations becomg higher over

time, ‘but the difference between the grobqﬁ remains.

[
~ . -

These differences suggest that while viEklng of the . -~

program was associated with its comprehension‘rather early in - - )
the MC group,.it took time of adjustment for the 1C group.
The latter watched and enjoyed the program but comprehended it

“to a lesser extent.

S
-
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- - Table 5: Intercorrelations between Viewing,
Enjoyment and Comprehension on Six
Occasions, Among LC and MC

, ) Viewing Viewing - Enjoyment
) and and and
Qccasion Enjoyment .  Comprehension Comprehension
I M , . 85* .55* 52%
oL .86* 4T .50%
I MC . .90* . 5 73%
- LC .86™ .h3w _G4*
ClI1 M 1% v .83+ .78*
LC v, Q0™ B2* .67
v M L92* . .85% - .B4*
LC oo .80* ' .65* . .65*
v K o , .88% . . .B2* L78*
. LC .90% - ’ .b2* - .64*
[
NI MC .89% .85* .84*
il LC 91 .66™ 70
* P<Z.01

Another differenc; between the LC and the MC groups is
fgund in the correlations between the different exposure
measures beyond the six occasions. For example, we find that
th; corqel?tiOn between viewing of the program in December

: . and viewing in February, is .41 (P<z .01) in the LC group,
while it is only .08 among MC; in the LC the correlation
be}ueen comprehension at the beginnfﬁﬁ of February and compre:
hension in March is .40 (P=< .01), but only .06 in the MC

grdup; the correlation between enjoyment in January and

enjoyment in February is .37 in the L (P«<<.01), and only

: | 45
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0.7 in the MC group, and so on. It seems that there is much
more consistency among the LC than among the MC. LC viewers
who watch at one time will alsp tend to watch at a different
time, and those enjoying the program at one time will tend to
enjoy it at another time. There is less consistency among the
MC. The MC child watching at one time will not necessa?i!y
watch at a second time, etc. However, when watching the program, -

MC children comprehend it better then LC.

Another interesting point is the correlation between
the children's ages and their overall mean scores of viewing,
_enjoyment and comprehension of the program. Among the LC
there are consistent positive correlatioqs between age and the
above mentioned variables, while among MC these correlatiohs
are much lower {see Table 6).

w

Table 6: Correlations between Mean Viewing,
Enjoyment and Comprehension Scores
. with Age, Among LC and MC

i

.

LC MC Difference
e N

Age and®overall .

mean Viewing L Ag** L22% P .05 .

Age and overall .

mean Enjoymegt Q2K .009 P .01

Age and overall -

mean Comprehension .bB*¥ 3 R - P .05

* P 05 (7_

¥k

P .01
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While age contributes to the LC child's exposure to the
program. 1t does Mot ‘contribute much to that of the MC child.
This provides further support for the assumption that the
program was rather demanding, creating difficulties especially

for the LC yoﬁnger ¢hild. .

-

The intercorrelations between the father's occupation
and the comprehension measures reveal still another pattern of

special interest. Usuél]y there is some relation between the
—
father's occupationa1 Tevel and the number of books in the

house, the family's income, housing conditions etc.

Table 7: Correlations betweemn Father's
Occupational Level and Comprehension
Scores on Six Occasions in the
Different Age Groups

Occasion KG G-2 . G-3

I : .23% L 24%* T

II ' L 33%% 2% .30%*

111 . 28% 3 .08

N

IV .34 .07 , 4

v K . st A2
VI L28%x .02 J .07

Overall Comprehen- . ‘ '

sion Mean Score - L45%* -.09 , -.24*

* Pg.0S

P .01
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We find that in theg beginning of the season, father's
occupation is relaféd to comprehension in all age groups
(Tqb]e 7). However, whereas for KG children the correlation
stays put as the program progresses, it disappears in the older
age groups. In ther words, among the older children, home
background ceases to play a role in the comprehension of the
program as time passes. Thus, younger children whose fathers
have highe; occupations appear to have aﬁ initial aﬂvantagé over
those whose fathers have occupations somewhat lower'bn the
scale. fﬁ#s is the case for all chi]drén'in the béginning of
the season while it remains so later on only fdr_the iaféroup.

The difference between the age groups is especially
noticeable in the Qorre]atiop between the father's occupation and

the overall comprehension mean score. Among.KG children the *

il

. correlation is .45 (P<.01), among G-2 it is -.09 and among G-3 -
. , :

it is -.24 (Pg.05). This finding and the correlations between
ageﬁhnd viewing, enjoyment and comprehension that were found

- -
to be higher among the LC, provide evidence (although not

conclusive) that the prograﬁ was indeed highly demanding.

Thus, older children or children who come from homes whose
general educational level is higher,‘appear to have a relative

advantage. Tﬂey_cemprehend'the content of. the program earlier

-than younger children or children with a poorer educational

background. g s : i

In summary, we find that the relations between viewing

and comprehension, and the relations between enjoyment and

48




comprehension - tend to become Stronger as exposure to the show
accumuiates. But the increase is more profound in the MC than
in the LC group. Among the latfer. viewing and enjoyment have
A weaker tie with comprehension than among the former. TherLC
group, whfch on the average does no} watch the show less or

r

enjoy it less, éomprehends it less well than the MC group.

In contrast.to that, the relations between the measures
beyond the different measuring occasions are stronger in the LC

group than among the ﬂC: The forﬁéf appear td be more systematic

in their exﬁosurg to. the program, while the latter are less

systematic. It was also found that among the LC the ¢hild's

age has & much greater contribution to the comprehension of the
show, than aﬁgng MC. Among the latter, we found that children
of diffe}ent_ages tend to be exposed to the program to a similar
extent: We also found that among KG ehildren the father's
occupation has a greater contribution to the comprehension gf
the show than among G-2 children, and: even more o than among
G-3 children. This provides evidence that the show is very

demanding on small children and on lower SES ones.d

b. Viewing the'Program-

Based on the children]s reports on the six measuring
occasions, we. find that on the average only 9% of the children

did not watch the program at all, while 49% said they watched

. . . _ i .
the entire program. However, over time, there was a general

downward trend in viewing: from 56% who viewed the whole program

-
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in the beginning to 37% toward the end.of the ;eason. In

contrast te that, there was an ugward trend (from 17% to 32%)

in the percentage of viewers who watchéd oﬁ1y"a quarter of

each broadcast (see-Table 1 in Appendix 3). This ‘provides - . —
evidence that the pragram called upon mental brocpéses in youndér O

and LC children who were not initially skilled with these Processes.

Within this overall downward trend, two spei:ifit pat/terné

emerge. LC children who, in the beginning, watched the program

less than MC children, begah exceeding'thé 1q;ter as, the séasoﬁ
progressed. Toward the end of the seasﬁq there were more MC
children who dia not watch the show at all or only a quarter of
it than LC childrén (46% and 39% respective1y5. At that time
there were also more LC children than MC ones who watched the
entire show or three quarters of it (56% versus 49%, as detailed
in Table 2 in Appendix 3). ~

¢. Enjoyment from the Program

On the average. the percentage of children who énjoyed
the program was larger than the percentage of non-enjoyers
(56 versus 30% respectively). This average pergent qf cpildreh
Fnjoying the program is similar to the percentaée reporting

having seen the entire program. and the overall correlation

. &
'between the two is .66. *> ‘

There was a gradual decline in the percentage of

children who enjoyed the program (see Table 4 in Appendix 3): .
from 62 who enjoyed Efﬂ‘:ﬁraf "very much" ‘at the beginning of
0{
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fhe season to 46% at the end. The decline in enjoyment '{s

somewhat sharper’ among the MC than aﬁong the LC children

(amqng the former: a decrease from 63% who enjoyed the show

very much at the beginning to 40% who enjoyed it very much at

the end; among the latter: from 61% at the beginning to 54% at
the end). We also find that while at the beginning of th

* season KG children enjoyed the show less than 6-2 and 6-3 ones,

the former eiceeded the latter at the end of the season (see

Tables 5and 6 in Appendix 3).
‘ )
The findings on enjoyment are very much in agreement

[3

with the findings on viewing, confirming the generhl trend:

younger children and LC children see less Ef the program and

enjoy it léss at the beginning of the season; QUt after a

‘period of adjustment the ahount of viewing and the amount’ of
. -

enjoyment increases over that of the older and MC children.

decline on both variables:

+

Therq is, however, an overall

-

d.. Comprehension of the Program's Content

s

':On'the aQerage, the percentage of children qho could
no%;answe;_more than one -questions Was 3?.5%. This pércentdge
is re?&ti%ely high considering that the percentage of children
'whq did not watch the program (according fo their'awn rébort!)
was on thq aveéage 6n1y 9%. (The program rematined basica]];
'}n its béig%nai English-language wersion with a minimum of
explanatory naération in Hebrew. This too may accodnt for the

low rate of comprehension of the program's content.} The
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average percent of children who were able to answer all of the
" questions in the questionnaires was 37%. This average percent is
low in comparison fo 49% of the children who claimed to have seen

-

the entire program.

’
f’ In general, there was a slight decrease in the percentage : ’
of children who could answer all of the content Questions toward

the middle of the season, but thé-peécentage inéreased again

toward the e:md (see Table 7 in Appendix 3). At the end of the |

season 34% of the children (compare with 17% in the beginning)

were able to answer all of the content Questions.

During the whole season, MC children showed better
comprehension of the program than LC children® But among the !
MC there was a substantial decrease in comprehension scoresS
(similar to the decrease in amount of Qiewing and enjoyment),
while there ;as a systematic increase among the LC children.
At the end of the season tae initial gap between the two groups

was greatly reduced (see Table 8 yn Appehdix 3).

Stmglar changes appeared among the different age groups.
KG children comprehended the program's content-to 3 lesser extent
than 6=2 and G-3 children at the beginning of the season. However

- " comprehension of KG children improved gradually toward the end

5 This should not,Be.erroneous§y interpreted. The decrease
in comprehension scores implies a decline in attention to
the program's shows and a 1oss of interest in its contents.
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’ ___-----i---------lIIIIIIllIIII;IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIJ




of the season, while the scores of the latter decreased (Table 9

in Appendix 3).

There is pdditiona1\evidence for the existence of these
contrasting trendg to be found in the comparison of ;he dbmprehen-
sibn changes among LC éhi}dren of different age groups.with those
of MC children {see Table 1q in Appendix 4). Among MC KG
children there was 2 marked decrease in the percent who were able
" to answer all of the content questions (from 50% to 30% while.
among ihe KG LC there was no similar decrease. In G-2 there was
an increase in the program's comprehension:by the LC but @

decrease among the MC. There were similar differences in G-3.

Examining the overall results of viewing, enjoyment and
compéehension it becomes evident that MC children adjusted
faster to the program's requirements than L& children. fhe
former viewed mo;e, enjoyed more and comprehended more. However,
as the season progressed the pattern changed. MC children |
became less systematic.viewers {(hence the drop in their compre-
hension scores), and enjoyed the program less and less. This
shift is particularly evident in MC G-2 and G-3 children. [t
appearﬁ'that as these children adjusted to the novel formats
of the program, its content ceased to interest them. They
seem to have discovered that the content was too cﬁildish for

thern.6 Hence the decline in their viewing and enjoyment. LC

6 This should come &s no surprise. After all, a middle class 8
year o0l1d could not continue to be excited about a program which
teaches him elementary material he had mastered three or four
years earlier.

. LY
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A

l

children, in contrast, had a longer period of adjustment.
Once adjusted, they bacame systematic viewers, enjoyed the

program and comprehended it relatively well.

2. Attention to the Program's Segments.

!
a. Changes OQver Time

As stated previousTy,.changes in children's qttention '
to show segments were recordgd by personal observations. Sig
children were chosen from each age.and social cléss group and i
were invitéd to watch the‘proﬁram in groups of six on four .
occasions auring the season. The obégrveré;récorded.the
children's behavior on every single minute'of_each show, and
noted‘phree mutua]]f exclusive behaviors: attention, active-

participation, omainattention. .

Inattentive behavior constitutéd a relatively large
proportion of time in_the beginning of tﬁq broadcasting season
(23.9% of the time on the first'pbsérvation more than half the
children were inattentfvé; see. Table 8). £ the seagon
progressed inattention gave way to active-ﬁarticipatioﬁl Th{s
shift came as mo surprise, since no.active psrticipéfion ‘coutd
take place in stimuli which were too novei and not Squicient]y’a

. N . N . "
understood. With increased exposure, familiarity increased .and

viewing of the program became mgre active. "Table 8 shows the

percent.of minutes in each of the four observations where more ,

than half the children displayed active participation or

inattention. . "
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.Table 8: Percent of Minutes of Each Show in Which
More than Half the Children Displayed
Activefparticipation or Inattention

st . 2nd 3rd 4th
Observation : Observation Observation Qbservation
IActive Inatten~ Active Inatten- Active Inatten- Active Inatten-
Partici- tion Partici- tion Partici~ tion Partici-. tion
jpation - pation . pation pation
10.35% 23.9¢ 15.4% 13.7% 16.8% 9.8% 18.5% 9%

As can be seen, the percent of minutes in which more
than half the children displayed inattention decreased from 24%
to 9% while the percent of minutes in which more than half the
children participated actively in the show rose from 10.3% to

18.5%

A detailed analysis by age and social class (Table 9)
reveals that drops in inattention in the KG age group were mggF '
gronounced among MC than among LC children. In the latter "

'group, the changes weﬁg‘1ess stable and more haphazard. Changes
in active participation revealed the opposite pattern. LC
increased .their active participation more steadily than MC. In
Ja-2 the patterns of bo@h LC and MC are quite similar. However
the most §%riking difference in attention patterns is found
among G-3 children. Both MC G-3 as well as LC children displayed
a drop ¢n‘inattention, but it is more pronounced among the LC,
while most-moderate among the MC. Even more important are the

change§ in active-participation. among LC G-3 children there

5o "




was a steady and dramatic rise 1n active-participation, whilé

there was @ dramatic decrease in active-participation among

the MC. Apparently MC G-3 children revealed a behavior that L0

can be explained as 10§s of involvement in the program already

in the first half of the broadcasting’season, while LC 6-3

children continued to be involved more actively,

Table 9: Attention on Four Observations by Age and
. Soclal-Class (in percent of minutes of
each show)
Ist 2nd 3rd _, 4th
Observation Observation Observation Upservation
Active Inatten- Active Inatten- Active Inatten- | Active Inatten-
Partici- Wtion Partici- tion ‘Partici~ tion Partici- tion
pation pation pation pation
L.C KG 10.6 23.3 _12.0 19,5 12.5 1 23.4 21.8 9.0
rC i 1.7  46.5 19.1 24.4 5.7 17.3 18.7 8.3
C'G_2 5.0 21.2 9.7 2.3 15.7 18.0 23.5 6.8
C -13.1  16.5 10.3 23.9 17.0 - 19.0 27.0 21.0
63 11.4 29.6 0.9 5.9 32.1 5.9 42.0 5.0
20.5 9.3 20.4 6.4 18.2 5.5, 8.4 4.0
‘ : S
' " ( ,
tIt seems from these comparisons that there were twg opposing-
trends: lower SES children at all ages increased their active-
) . . -
participation in the program, while the MC, 8-9.year 0ld’
displayed a growing loss of involvement in it, at least as
displayed by their active-participation in its‘segmeﬁts. Yét
the‘]oés of involvement was not matched by growing inatten@ioﬁ.
Q . 56 )
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. This confirms qur cerc lusions as presented in pur discussion of

the djffgrenééﬁwjn yféwind, enjoyment and compreﬁens?onf

b. Interesting and Boring Segmefits

Only segments to.which more than50% Of'the children

o

reacted inattentively or with active-participation gn more'thaﬁ

%

two‘dbcasions nge'cons}dered as "boring" or “interesting." For‘
> éxamp]e, a segMent was presented six times during the 12
broadéists in which we observed the children. If at least two
] presentatfqgf'of'this qé&menf produced inattention among more
“thaﬁ 50% of the viewérs_v it was identified- as” "boring,” and 3s "inter-’
eﬁting" if it produced active-participation. In such a way .
tpe following 11fsegments ware sinéled out: songs, geometric
%orms, tetter soqnds, stories, Jepny's drawingé, films, $he
numbers 1-10, single numbers; Solomon Grundy; Etnié and Bert,

Bud and Jim.

In Table 10, we present‘the number of times each of
these segments was shown in the program sample we investigated,
and the percent of tiﬁes,i? produced in more than 50% of the
children inattention or qctife-part?cipatioﬁf In order to
assure that this analysis was reliable, all 12 broadcasts
(observed at four different times) were randomly divided into
two Qa1ves. The computations were first done on the first-
Iha]f and then on the second one. If significant differences,
in terms of active-participation or inattention which a segment

produced, were found between the two halves - we would have had

o1




to take that segment out since its effect was not systematic.

On the other hand, if there was no difference between the two
halves - it could be claimed that the segmen£ had a sysiematic
effect. For this reason‘1? values were computed for every .
comparison,_thus turning it into a hypothesis testiné procedure.
In all the comparisons,‘ﬁz values were very low or insigni-
ficant, thus indicating that our identification of "interesting"
and "boring" segments ;as sufficiently reliable. (Table 10, see.

Page 50).

o

From this analysis it can be learned that the number of
segments which systematically prodcued inattention was greater
than the number of segments which produced systematic active-
.participation. |

[ 5(
What are the criteria by means of which "interesting”

segments differ from "boring" ones? First, let us examine the
factor of repetition. It seems that ;he frequency of repetition
has no relationship to inattention.'”The Spearman Rank-Order
Correlation between the number of tikes a segment was presented
during the season and the percent of t}mes it produced inatten-
tiom is .10, a low and insignificant correlation, In contrast -
there seems to hg a negative cbrre]ation between the number of
times a segment is presehted.and the percent of times it produces
active-partficipation. The Rank-Order §orre]ation between the
two is -.50 (not significant}. One should be cautious in drawing
quick generalizations from this since the segment sample wa

. .

“rather small (1) segments). it can only be said that there*is
.

o8 -~




-50-

Table 10: A Description of the Segments Which \
Aroused Inattention or Active-
Participation on More than Two

OQCEBiOns

S -\

No. of times active

: No. of times inattention participation took
No. of times took place in more than place in more than
The Segment Presented . half the children half-Lhe children
Songs 42 13 2
(31%) ( 5%)
Geometric Bbrms 18 7 2
' (38%) (11%)
Letter Sounds 82 ' N 7
. (13%) ) i ( 8%)
Stories : 8 6 . 2
. {75%) . (25%)
’ ) .
Jenny's . , .
Drawings 10 7 0
(70%) ‘ .
Films 36 14 7 -
: (39%) : - (198)
Single Numbers 50 11 5
: (22%) : , {10%)
Numbers 1-10 34 S 0o . s
' . . . “ 1153%)
Solomon Grundy 4 ' 0 - 4
' . (100%)
Ernie & Bert 26 0 L 14
: {54%)
Bud & Jim 26 o : 13
‘ ) (50%)

W] |
;Q-a




no clear relationship between the number of times a segment is
presented and the amount of interest or boredom it produces, °
although there is the possibility that less frequently s hown

segments produce more involvement.

-

A more detailed investigation of the'"interegtinﬁ" and
the "boring" segments dispelled the fear that the real factér
of differenhiation.was the quality of the Hebrew translation.
There were segments which were translated adequately (films)
but produced inattention, while other segments, equally well
translated, produced much active-participation (for example,-
Ernie andlBerf), and vice versa. It is also difficult to claim
that the differentiating factor was previous familiarity with ~
the content. There were some segments whose contenf was not
new yet they were boéing (geometric figures) or 1ntér95ting
(numbers 1-10), and there wereaother segments whose content was
new t0 the child and they were boring (letters) or 1nféres£ing

(Ernie and Bert).

It seems that the main'differentiating factor was the

" method of presentation: Segments which contained a direct

s

didactAC (instructional) element increased inattention.” This

is true for all of the discussed segments except for the Songs
segments which were boring although not direct instruction.

For these segmenté, and these alone, it is'possiﬁle to say that
they caused boredom gince they were completely unknown to the

children. . ‘

U9
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It #s possible to differentiate between the “boring"
and “interesting" segments by means of an additional criterion,

namely: the independence of the visual aspect of ihe segment.

thnever the critical”part of the information was in the sound-
tratk, tbere was much more inattention than when the critical
part of the information was visual. Similarly, when the
crjtica]dinformatiOn was visual, there was more actjve-
participation ‘than in segments in which the critical information
was verbal.” This should be seen from the viewing child's point
of‘vi;w.‘ He could extract meaningful informat}on (whether it
was the infor$ation the producer had in mihd or not) from the seg-
ments he saw such as Bud pnd.Jim's, Ernie's and Bert's,

Solomon Grundy's, qﬂd the numbers frmn‘? to 10, without having
to follow the verbal talk on the sound-track. On the other
hand, almost all of the segments which were characterized as ,
"boring" h;d Tittle visual variability while most of the
information to be extracted was part of the verbal explamation.
The one excgption was the Letter Sounds segments, where there
was much visual variaﬁflity and yet - inattention. Indeed, of
all.of the “boring"-segments; this was the one in which the

percent of inattention was the Towest.

3. The Program's Effect on Children: The Field Study

As mentioned earlier, the main purpose of the study was
¢
to examine the interrelationships between exposure to the program

and the changes that occur in the children's skills and knowledge.
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More specifically, we wanted to investigate the effects that

\i\sxposure had on achievements in the intended goal areas of the

program, as well as on skills which we hypothesized to be related
to media-ﬁiteracy - skills which could be affected by the

presentation formats of the program.

The tests for kindergartens stressed especially the
former area and only two tests pertaining to media-literacy were
included in the battery. In contrast, in our examination of
school children we stressed especially the media-literacy area
and included only two tésts of the intended goal areas. All in
all, there were three jdentical tests for KG and school chi]drgn:
Classification, Parts of the Whole, and Field Independence.
Within the KG jnvestigation, we manipulated an additiona)
independent variable, namely encouraging mothers to watch the
program with their children. Half the KG children (1nciuding

LC and MC) were assigned to the mother-encouraged condition.

a. A Note on Data Analysis

Analysis of the data presented a number of difficulties
which were discussed in the chapte; on research design. As
mentioned earlier, wé chose to analyze the data by the method
of multiple regression (with forced order of variables) through
which we were able to isolate, or partial-out the contribution
of the background, initial achievement and skill variables to
the variance of any one of the dependent variab]es\ Once the
contribution of all the background, initial achievement and
skill variables was partialled out, i became Possibie to egamine

62
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the additional or “net" contribution of exposure to the program AW
to tﬁe variance‘ef any chosen dependent variable. This method |
is preferred to the compaﬁisoﬁ of pre- and pgsttest ﬁean SCOres.
First}y, difference scores are known for their doubtful re]iabi;b
]ity\(Cronbgcﬁ & Furby, 4970). Secondly, it is possible to
expect chaﬁges in test §c0qes‘fo take place from one occasion

to aqothqr five months later that are not relateﬁ to exposure

\ to the program. On the other hand; we were only interested in

. those changes which couﬁd be'attributea, statistically, to the

main ihdepeqdbnt‘Variable of the study: - exposure to the program.

" We élso comﬁared within each age group the 25% of the
children who watched ihe program the most (the'upper viewing
.quart11é, 04)’with the 25% of the children who watched the‘leastik; p
(the lower viewing quartile, d]).’ It is obvious that these two
groups.are not similar to each other - neither at the beginning
of the_geason nor aE{the end of it. It is to be expected that
chi]dren.wh&xchgbse to be heavy viewers of the program will be

‘ diffe;ent in many respects from:children who do not view it.
Therefore, we th&se to use the method -of multiple regression
in order to isolate the influences of the background, initial
achievements and skills, and compute the respective predicted
posttest means as fuhctions of the amount of exposure to the

program.

* One has to be cautious in interpreting the findings
based on stepwise regression analyses. The "net" amount of

variance in any given dependent variable which is extlusively
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accounted for by amount of exposure, depends to an extent On the
amount of variance which is partialled but due to background,
inftial achievement and skill variables. Therefore, there is
much more meaning to the relative contributions to the variance
when groups are compared, and less so to the absolute contribu-
tions. If,-for example, we find that exposure to.the program
contributes in group 'a' to 20% of the variance of a given final
test, while in group 'b' the comparable contribution reaches
only 8%, then we can see who was more and was less “"affected”

by exposure to the program.

The absolute percent of accounted for variance in each
one of thé groups is contigent upon the amount of Variance
isolated previously.‘ This amount is influenced by the number
of background and achievement varia[ﬂes an’zed by the various
steps of the multiple regression. If some variables were
excluded the overai] variance accounted for would be smaller,

whereas if some variables were added the averall variance

accounted for could be greater.

A seéqnd point to be remembered when interpreting the
findings is that "effect" here means the amount of variance of
any posttest that can be accounted for by the differences in
exposure to the program. We are not_dealing here with the
number of achievement-ﬁoints the children scored as a result

-

of viewing the program but with the strength of the relationship

between exposure and posttest achievement. Larger portions of

posttest variance which are attributable to exposure {other

. 64 '
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' posttests; Each one of these measures could contribute to the
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‘ thing$ -made statistically to be part equal) are interpreted as

indicating stronger effects of exposure to the program.j

Exposure to the program was measured by four measures.
Three of them were used on éix occasions during the broadcasting
season: the amount of viewing of the program, the amouﬁt of its
‘enjoyment, and conteng\comprehension tHe day after a show was

aired. The fourth measure was a test (Sesame -Street Test) that

was administered at the end of the season wifh all the other

"

wvariance of a posttest. These contributions are partially

overlapping. .Thenefore we caﬁ combine the non-overlapping
contributions of these four measures to the variance ef each
posttest. But.ihis kind of combination i5 allowed, or possible,

only when there are intercorrelations among the four measures.

Table Ii shows the intercorrelations between the four’
exposure meaures separately for each of'the groups in the

field-study. - (See Pdge 58). . ’

The correlations with the Sesame-Street test scores.

were rather important to us. In most of the groups and sub-
groups_there weré significant corre]atidns between comprehen-
éion of the program's content the day after its broadcast and

scores.on the Sesame-Street test. Oﬁly G-3 classes,uere an

exception to this. In general, the correlations in KG were
» . ‘

.higher than the corre1a§ions in the g}ade school sample. They

¥

were especially hight among LC KG children and especially low

in G-3.

i 65
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On the basis of -these correlations we reached the
conclusion that the non-overlapping contributions of the
exposure measures eould be combined, in Ehe-kindergartens but

not in the grade school sample.

66
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Table 11: Intercorreiations Among thé Four
Exposure Measures in the Various
Sub-Groups of the Field Study .

_ _ Sesame
Viewing Enjoyment Cqmprehension . Street Test

i

KG: General (n=93)

1. Viewing - .105 . 265% .230%
2. Enjoyment - - - 479%* L419**
3. Comprehension - . - - 617
KG: Children without . -
Encouragement (n=44}) .
- 1. Viewing - .640%* .622%* ,399%*
2. Enjoyment - - C470%* ©.362*
3. Comprehension - -, - . H60**
KG: Encduraged group
L {n=49)
. . 1. Viewing - .016 .200 . 345*
2. Enjoyment - - . 345* .225
3. Comprehension - - - 244,
KG: Low SES (n=50) '
AR 1., Viewing - 667** C 473 . 468**
2. Enjoyment - - .516** L432%*
3. Comprehension - . - Co- .599**
KG: Middle Class (n=43) '
1. Viewing - -.069 .294%* 10
2. Enjoyment - - .282 . .238
3. Comprehension - T - 471
School: General (n=224) B
1. Viewing -  655%* 22 .062
2. Enjoyment - - L 392+ 012
3. Comprehension - - - 79*
' . - .
*p £.05 **p £, 0]
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. Sesame .
Viewing Enjoyment Comprehension.  Street Test
School: G-2 (n=106)
1. Viewing ) - .685%* . .156 04
2. Enjoyment - - -.343*? .078
3. Comprehension - - - . 352%*
School: G-3 {n=118)
1. Viewing - L623%* . 342%* .081
2. Enjoyment -. -v> - . 482%* -.063
- 3. Comprehension - - - -.049
School: Low SES (n=94)
1. Viewing - \ L B3b** LTTEF 307 **
2., Enjoyment .- - . 2B9** .199
3. Comprehension - - - - L 322%* -~
School: Middle Class ’
' (n=130).
1. Viewing - ,396%+ ,053 -.075
2. Enjoyment |, - - . .038 .0587
3. Comprehension - - . - L1
*P £.05 ,
**PL,01 " .
.
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b. The.Effectﬁ of -Exposure to the Program on KG Children

The mean pretest and posttest scores of the LC and the
MC KG children are presented in Table 12. As it can be seen,
there are substantial initial differences‘betﬁeen the two groups
(a1l differences are statistically significant, P<L.05) in favor

.of the MC group. Similar differences can be found in the posttests.

4, .
vy
= Table 12: Mean Pretest and Posttest Scores of
. LC and MC Kindergarten Children
.
- . Pretest ' Posttest

Cow SES Middle Class)  Low SES Middle Class

_(N=55} (N=48) I (N=50) (N=43) ,

X ) X ) D) X sD
Letter Matching 3.04 .1 3.81 1.05 ! 4.76 2.19 5.27 , 2.20
Picture-Number : ‘
Matching 8.98 1.75 | 10.76 0.98 § 10.53 2.15 | 11,23 2.65
Number Matching | 2.94 1.19 7.36 1.18 4.07 1.32 8.04 1.98 ,

v - V4
Field- ) 1 ‘
Independence 3.35 1.77 5.03 1.75 5.58 . 1.95 6.74 1.42
Parts of the ‘ . ‘ . “//f
Whole 4.00 2.33 6.12 2.04 | 5.91 2.23 7.42 3.27
Relational : -
.Concepts 4.27 133 5.7 0.93 § 5.43  1.40 6.37 1.04
Classificatton 6.64 3.98 | 10,16 3:.44 | 8.81 4.44 13.66 2.72 .
4
Ordering of "1"" .
Pictures 0.84 0.95 1.81 1.02_| 2.07 1.39 1.81 0.79
‘Sesame Street ' 2 . ‘ -
Test - - - - 3.33 2.94( ~ 7.09 3.50
+ " .

. | [ :
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{1) Did the Program Have an Effect on the Children"'s ‘Achievement?’

=% . In order to examine the effects that exposure to the
program had on posttest scores, all KG chT]drgn*were first diviﬁed

into four viewing quartiles. The effects of background-and

initial (pretest) achievement were isolated and for each one of
_the two extreme quartiles - heavy and light Qieweré'-'gred+cted

means (i.e., the means éxpected on the basis of the regression ‘

.

equation) of achievement scores were caﬁputéd. These are presented

w 0 Table 13.

L

Table 13: Predicted Boéttesi‘MeanSrfor the Two
Extreme Viewing Quartiles

'
!

Predicted  Predicted
ngzi ﬁgewindjizgggi‘sﬁewing Contribution of
. Quartile . ‘Quartile Exposure ’
The Test (N=23) .  (nN=23) . R® _ Sy.x F p
Letter Matching 1,43 14.68 488 1.64  11.09 <£.01
Number Matching 1.55 8.60  .406  1.32 5.43 <,05
Picture-Number 12.68 14.94 572 0.79 1.60 -
Matching
Fleld Independence  4.81 5.33 .32 1.2 042 -
Parts of ‘the Whole' ~  2.12 14.84 306 ‘2.56 6.26 <.05
s Re]éti;h\l‘ponéepts 6.76 7.01 397 1.0 0.06 -

Classification - '6.09 22.04  .735  2.45 9.86 <.01
Picture Ordering 1.26 ~0.53 .59  0.75  1.31 . -

-

70,
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It can be seen from the table that after background,
initial achievement and skill scores were partialled out, heavy
viewers'(Q4) outperformed 1ight viewers (Q1) on nearly all
posttests. This is to say that when'the two groups are statis-
tjca]]y made equal and only amount of viewing left to differen-
tiate between them, tHere appear differences hetween the

» predicted mean posttest scores of the two QUartileg. These

- differences are significant in four out of the eight tests.

This comparison, revqgling as it may be, excludes, in
fact, half the children. Analysis of the contribution of
exposure to the program to posttest péiformange when all of the
KG children are considered is presented in Table 14. This table
presents the posttest variance accounted for by background and
pretest §cores {first three columns) as well as their total
contribution when added up {fourth celumn}., After the contwi-
bution of these factors has been partialled out, exposure was
entered and its additiqpai contribution to the posttest variance
was tested for significance. (Table 14, see Page 63).

/

L

The overall amalysis, based on all of the children,

yields a picture similar to that which was pro‘ by the -

ok
comparison of weighted means. But the present analysis provides

more detail. ' . ]
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Table 14: Amount of Posttest Variance Accounted
for by Background, Initial Achievement
and Exposure for A1l KG Children (N=93)

Variance Source Other Contribution of
accounted back- Al Exposure |
for‘on e , ground pre- Total
) SE var%ables tssts
‘ R +R +R RZ +R? F P
Viewing 4.6% 49.0% 5.0% 58£%
Enjoyment 6.3 -18.9 17.3 42.5
' Comprehension | 13.4 17.3  16.6 47.3
Sesame Street | 24.6 7.2 1.7 44.5
Test )
. .
Matching of 0 2.7 19.2 21.9 5.2% 4.7 £L.05
Letters )
Matching of 8.7 13.2 12.6 34.5 11.8 14.26 <L.01
Numbers .
Picture-Number] 13.2 6.6 22.7 42.5 7.8 9.84 < .01
Matching - '
~-Field 3.2 3.2 15.5 21.9 4.0 3.6 .05
Independence
Parts of the 0.7 8.8 11.8 20.3 13.3 7.12 /<‘.01
Whole
Rational n.3 11 7.2 396 3.8 453 <.05
Concepts :
Classification 24.7 4.7 24.3 53.7 8.4 ~12.95 .01
Picture 35.9 7.1 8.8 51.8 1.4 2.45 -
Ordering
/ [
-
- 72
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It can be seen that exposure iccouhted for signifiomnt
portions of pdsttest varjance in all the intended goal areas.
The biggest contribution” that exposure h§d was to the test of
Parts of the Whole aja"to Matching Numbers} fn contrast, we do
not find that exposure to the Program conf;ib{ted significantly ‘-
ta per?ormance on tﬁe test of Pi;ture Ordering. Equ5ure to
the pProgram had some contribution to the variance of the Field
Independence test, but was not found to be significant at ‘
the required level. A§ previously stated, these two latter
tesis were supposed to m§a9ure components of the children's
medi;-!itéraCy. The absenae'of effect on performance on these

two tests evidently shows that exposure to the program, even

though it was psychologically demanding, did not change the

‘-o
gkills which he' hypothesized to be affected by thé presentation
formats of the medium. . 3
> , .

{2) Who Was M;}e and Who Was Less Affected? In Which Areas?
The socio-econom;c background of the children, other
background factorss and e;pecially the initial achievement
scores had large effects on posttest achjevement scores, as can
be seen in Table 14. Therefore, it was found necessary to
separate between LC and MC children in order to measure the
contribution that exposure to the Program had on each of the
groups. Table 15 presents the multiple regression analyses of

the data on MC (N=43} and LC children (N=50) ately. (Table
15, see Page 65).
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Table 15: Amount of Posttest Variance Acceunted for
' by Background, Initial Achievement and
Exposure for Each SES Group at KG Age -

~

: . A1l back- All . Contribution of
Variance Source ground Pretests- Total Exposure
Accounted of variables 2 5 2 ~

. foron . . .\ Variance RZ . +R R +R F
Viewing MC 22.4% 26.4%  48.8% - T
- LC 37.4 26.1 63.5 ' Coo
Enjoyment  MC 17.3 52,7 70.0 ..
P LC ~ 26.0 232 . 49.2
Comprehension.  MC. 29. . 459 4.9 ¢
_ LC 37, : 22f3 . 65.9
. d 3 \
Sesame Street MC 12.6 43.9 61.5 j

s LC 2.2 257 459 ‘ .

Letter Matching  MC, 14.8 %0 508 43w - 106 4
LC 26.7 21.1 (f,,~4?.3 .16, 5.40
Number Matching * MC - 38.2 16.6 54.8 ©  11:0~  3.50%

I LC 25.2 1.3 . . 56.5 17.8 °  7.30*

. Picture-Number MC 141 . 46.8 60.9 10.1 4.76*
Matching € - 168 . 452 .62.0  14.0  5.20% .|
Field M. . .37 284 32.1 9.6 s,
Indepehdence LT 5.3 28.5  .44.8 5.1 2.20
Parts of the Mc T o100 - T 7.8 3.8 18.3 %.90%
Wholé LC 20.9 27.6 48.5 6.6 3.60

*Relational M T 6.1 39.1 55.2 4,2 . 2.10
Concepts ’ - LC 6.9 °  26.4 - 43.3 17.7 . 80
Classification = MC 307 24.3 54.4 4.3 6.90%"
3 L 8.2 52.3 - 60.5 9.2 4.80*
Pictufe Ordering MC = . 29.1 0'28.9 . 58.0 7.4 3.0
: Le 14.0 21.3  41.3 5.3 2.10
* pl .05
: : 74
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Ct R Comparing thé.coﬁtributions of exposure to posttest

] performance of the MC and the LC groups, we find that in the
tests of Letter Matching, Number Mafﬂhing, Picture-Number Match-
ing, and Rel%tional Concepts, exposure to the program accounted
for more of the posttest variance-among the LC. The opposite

‘j% the case in the tests of Parts of the Whole and in Classifi-

cation, where exposure to the program-accounted for a larger
portion of the variance among the MC. * This finding is somewhat
surprising since it is rarely the case that, other factors

{he]d constants LC children benefit more than MC ones {Katzman,

1973}. )

/ Examination of the mean scores and the reschtive
standar& deviations makes yhe possibility of a ceiling effect
unlikely. That is, the po§:1b11ity that MC children Lecg{ved

‘ too high scores to allow for further improvements was ruled

\J
unlikely. Thus, for example, the mean posttest score of /the

MC group was 5.27 (Sb: 2.2Q) on the test of Lettér Matchi:E;
while thé maximum could be a score of 8; their mean Number
Matching score was 8.04 (SC: 1.98) out Ef a possibie score
of‘T]; and a mean sEore of 6,37 (SD:-1;04) on the test of

Relational Concepts, out of a possible score of 8.

‘ B
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It is thus intriguing to ask Whether there might be a
profound difference between the goel areas in which the LC group
was moré affected a"gompared with tﬂé areas in whjch the MC
group was more affeited. In other words, are there some
un&erlying pSyspoydg[cal differences between the tests of Parts
of the Whole and Claksification on whiﬁh MC profited more and

the other tests on which LC gained more?

A somewhat . intuitive examination of the tests suggests
that the different tests of Matching; as well as the test of .
Relational Concefts, require an analytic approach, caIling for
differentiation gnd (hart]y, at least) visual discrimipation.
On the other hand, the tests of Parts o}‘the Whole and Classifi-
cdtion appear to require an approach of symthesis,  that is, -
combining elements and abstracting a new entity on’ the basis of

the new combination.

If indeed these are the factors differentiating between
the two types of tests, then on the basis of a taxomonic-
’?\‘ﬁﬁecarchica] view of skills (Bloom, 1956; Kropp and Stoker, i
1966) we could hypothesize that improvements in the area of
synthesis need to be contingent upon é[jgg_achievements ip‘the
area of analysis. It follows that children who have reached an
nitial mésfery of amalytic skills ghou]d be ab]; to imﬁrove in
the area of synthesis. On the other hand, children Qith 1n1tia11y.
poor mastery of analytic skills should improve first in the area . |

of analysis. Thus, we would expect early achievements on tests

which require analysis to predict later achievements on tests -

ERIC . s 76
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qof synthesis bﬁt not vice versa, i.e., early achievements in

synthesis should hot 5reqict later performance on éhalytic tests.

This hypothesis. can be tested by means of the crossed-
1agged corre]é&ion panel. Pre- and posttest achievements on
both types of/tes;s_are intbrcorﬁé]ated and the magnitude of '
these correla%ions is then examined. (See Eiﬁpre 1, Page 69).

v The ‘tests of §1assifi€ation and Parts 6f the Whole were ‘
considered to represent the area of §ynthe;}s while the other
tests were considered'as tests'of_ana]yt1C‘andadﬁscriminat}on.

ability. © ST N

Exam{nati+n'of the correlations on the diagonals makes

it evident thét.ﬁrediction from early mastery oflanalytic'ski11s

to 1ater mastery of s}n;hesis‘is far,bgtter than pre&iifion in

the opposite direetion. For instagggg.pretest scores on the

Number Matching test [assumeq_to be a test of visﬁai ana]ysisf

corréiated .41 {P<<.01) with Classification posttest sgofés.

However, pretest C]g;sifjcation scores correlated only ;.02 with
‘Number ﬂgtching posttesg scores. Tﬁus we.Seem to have'evidence

to.support c]aims'fhgt (a)’the tests pertain apparently to two

c]agsqs.of abilitie§;.56§sibly'4 analysis and synthesis, and

(b) hasteﬁy }n.xhe area of synthesis 1§ contingent upon prior

mastery in the area of amalysis.

717
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Crossed-Lagge& Corre]atizi Panel of

Figure 1:
Pre- and Posttests of Analysis and
Synthesis (N=93) _
* -
Posttest Classi- Letter Classi- ) Number
{(May) fication .20* __ Matching fication .26 Matching
51w -.05 _51%% .05
Pretest Classi- Tk "Letter -— (Classi- 14 Number
{November) fication < Matching fication Matching
Picture
jonal .
Posttest Classi- " Eglzngg Classi- Number
{May ) fication .34 . fication Matching
21
N4 —
. 46*1 - 51* T
L5 xx A .35%x :
: ) . i Picture
Pretest Classi- -S50**  potational Classi- inxx  Number
(November) ..fication Concepts | fication Matching
'\\ 1+
Posttest  Part & Létter Part & Number-
(May) Whole Matching 4 *, Whole 65** __ Matching
. N\
N \. [
0 -.05 0 26* ) ~.05
Pretest Part & -, 2g%% Letter _ Part & .- o ~. Number
{Novemper) Whole Matching Whole -27** 1 Matching
-
78 '
o N
-
‘ +
i .
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_?f@ure 1 (cont'd.)

¥ '
. . _ Pictured ~° . " Rela-
_ Posttast « Part &% ’ Nymbers ' Part & tional
* (May) Whole 22* - Matching . Whole _ .14 Concept s
& .
L] . ‘b
0 J46r* .
. - 0 . 35%*
. . . 25*
Pictures ol RgTa-
Pretest Part & - 28%* Numbers Part & -, 20% tional
(November) Whole Matching Whole Copcepts -
. Fipld o Field .
Posttest Indlepen- © Classi- Indepen- Part &
(May) - dence 34**  fication dence - 22* Whole

. #gx* jg]* ﬁz BO** , 2B** ' .20*
' X /X
Field ) Field

Pretest Indepen-  ,23*x Classi-" | Indepen-  -.20%* Part &
(November) dence fication . = ' dence . ‘ Whole
* p<.05 .
o p 01

“In 1ight of the above one c3q better understand Le

children, whose initial mastery was rel on all tests
.(Tab'l‘e 1\), benefited mo‘rle in one area while MC children profited
more in anotﬁer.. ;iﬁzé'MC children have started out with a
reTatEVely high level of mastery in the analytic area, they
. could be affecééd b}'the program ih the area ofaéyntﬁgsis. LC -
v Ehilﬂren, on{tﬁé»othgﬁ hand, needed éo improve in their analytic
ab?[ities.béfore:exposure to the'program could }mprove their

abilities of éynthesjs:

7Y .
u, . - .




Street had differential effects. Each child gained from the

. program in anﬁoreo in which his deficiency (i.e., relatively
v oL .

- children in areas measured-by the tests of Classification and

" pleased.

-7 N

It 1s reasonable to conc]uoe that exposure to Sesame

poor mastery) was more basic. Hence the stronger effect on LC
chi]dron in areaé measured by the tests. of Matching and the

test of ﬁe]étionaIIConceptS, and the stronger effect on MC ‘

"

Parts of the Whole.

(3) - The Effect of Encourading the Mothers

As previously stated, the KG ¢hildren ﬁere:divided into
two groups: one group of children (two kiodergartenS' one of
lower class children and oné of m1dd1e c]ass ch11dren) whose
mothers were enpouraged to co -observe the program w1th their
ch11dren, and a second group (identically composed) - whose

mothers Were not encouraged, thUS watch1ng the program as they_

1t was hypothesized that children whose.mothers were -
co-observing the program with them would not only watch the

programmore but would also benefit more from it. Table 16

1

present the amoungfof posttest variance accouﬂted for by

encouragement of mothers after partiall1ng out the effect of

background variables _and 'imtﬁal éch1evements separate]y for ’

t

MC and LC ch‘lldrqn/
o«




-72-

L]

As hypothesized, encouragement of mothers contributed
to the amount of exposure to the program. but this contribution
was only significant in the LC group (8.6%). In the MC group
it was very small. Similarly, encouragement of mothers '
contributed impressively to the enjoyment of the LC children

{23.6%) ané somewhat less to. their comprehension of the program's
content (651%), but not to the enjoyment and comprehension of

. the MC children. For them, exposure to the program, enjoyment

"frpm it and comprghension of its content were not affectéd by
the ;Ez\uragement given to their mothers.

v rAside from the effect of encouragement on the exposure’

patterns of LC, one should notice the nearly total absence of,

any posttest variance accounted for di}ectlx by mothers'

encourggément. The only éxception is Field Independence, where

encouragement made a significant difference for MC but not for

LC children. (Table 16, see Page 73). “

If encouragement did not have a direct effect on
learning beyond its effects on the amount the LC children were

exposed to the program, it had an indirect effect on them

inasmuch as it made their socjal class affiliation become less

significant-a predictor, as shown in Table 17 (see Page 74),

i

-"b
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Table 16: Amounts of Posttest Variance Accounted
for by Mother's Encouragement After
Controlling for Background and Initial - ¥
Achievement Variables

<+
Ll 1 I
. Total Group Among Middle C1a552 Among Low SES3
Variance (N=93) (N=43) %N=50)
accounted .
foron ... R F R P R F
Viewing 2.6%.  3.04 3.5%  1.63 . 8.6% 8.92%%
Enjoyment - 7.0 9.63 0.3 0.22. . 1 23.6 25.20%*
Comprehension 3.4 4.95+ 0.4 0.32 5.1 6.28+
‘Sesame Streef Test 6.2 9.50** 2.7 1.65 6.3 3.68
Letter Matching . 4.2 4.20% 7.7 3.72 : 0.9 0.61-
Number Matching 1.0 7 7 1.4 0.1 0.03 0.2. - 0.17
. . ¥ -
Picture-Number - '
Matching 0.1 0.18 1.8 0.90 0.8 0.96
Field Independence 9.1 9,40%* 13.0 5.17* 5.7 3.25
Parts of the Whole 0 0 0 0 5.4 - 3.42
Relational Concepts 2.2 2.74 | 1.9 0.88 0 0
Classification . 0.5 0.86 0 'R 2.1 1.85
Picture Ordering 1.7 2.62 %+ MO0 0.04 " 0.2 0.10
% ' . S |
* PL.0OS 1 A1l encouraged children in comparicon
. with all not-encouraged ones.
** P 0] ' . . .
Cd 2 Comparison betweenf the MC encouraged
L and MC not-encouraged: 1

3 Comparison between LC encouraged-and
LC not<encouraged. ’

!’\ . .
. )

LT |
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. Table 17: Amounts of Exp—o?ﬁre and Posttest
e " . Variance Accounted for by 'SES
. . \ " Differences in the Encouraged and . &*, _
. -’ 3 Not-Encouraged Grodps . . -
» : ‘ . ' S~ ,
L Encouraged Group -Npt-Encouraged Group
. ;o : (N=50) : (N=43)
‘ ‘ LS N A ;
Viewing - _ 3.5% 2.21 27.6% - 16.00**
$ . ‘ . -
: Ca Enjoypent . 0.8 [’}\Q? - 19.4 10.12%*
.Compreh'ensit)n_ - - ‘5.5 ' Z?EY\H_/ 31.2 | 19.01%+
SésameStreet Test ~ 31.2 . 21.30** T 25,7 14.53%*
- Cota LT LT LA | ‘ .
. Letter Matching 43 - 232 . . 126 6.06*
T lumber Matthtig 12:9 6.65 ' . 6.5 12.95
AL W )
: Picture- ro o . T
; Matchi 0.9 0.45 34.0 21 . 65**
EpFweld lndependence 21,7 © - R4 L 0.2 - 0.06
Parts of the wnole . 3.6 178 0.1 0.02
. . T )
Relational Concept‘ 5,6 2.8Q 19.8 10.36%*
«  Classification 16.5 , © 9.29% .. 365 . . 24.19%+
« Pitture Ordering 28.7 . 1897%% 440 T 33020
. ' e ;
’ B \
— £ L N : = P - . ’
* PL.05 oo L '
|l _( C ey . . A & . \
1 3 * L .
" - }340] J " . o
r ! :, T ) . .
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"Jarge portions of posttest varlance in

T

-
-

Examinatioh of the’amounts of posttest variances accounted-

fof by SES differences in the eacouraged and not-encouraged groups

shows a differential pattern. While SES aqcounted for retatively.
\zﬁe not-encouraged group.
it accounted for f%r less varlancb in the encouraged group. Thus,
e.g., whereas SES differences accounted for 36.5% of the Classi-
ficatfon test variance in the not-encouraged group, it accounted
for only 16l5% in the entouraged group. The same patteen can be
seen in mdse other tests. The only exception is the Field Inde-
pendence Test, where encouragement accentuated SES differences in

favor of the middle cliass. This had been noted in Table'16,

and will be discissed later. ' ’

“With respect to most of the posttest measures, one finds

that encouraging mothers attenuates rather strikingly the

predictive power of SES. It appears as if the ps}chofdgica]

<orrelates of SES differences become either completely irrele-

' . -
vant Qr at teast far less relevant when mothers are encouraged

. ‘- 3 -' -. - » ' ) \
to co-observe the program with their children. s

Generally:ﬁ. the encouragement of mothers had a
relatively strong but indirect effegt on' the féarninﬁlof the LC,

but not the MC group.” This efﬁect Was mediatéﬁ‘by the modes of
“exposure to the program Encouraged LC ch11dren y1ewed mdre Qf )
. t)ne (rogram and knew more of 1ts messages. Héwever. the.

comp nent of exp05ure which was most strongly and d1rectly '

-

affected by mothers encouraqement wﬁs the ch1ldren s enjoyment’

of the program. Indeed enJoyment was a s1gn1f1cant contributor

-

-84
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- to learning in the LC, but not in the MC group. While enJoyment

correlated non- s1gn}f1cant1y with posttest measures in the MC
group {median r = .15; range from ~.09 to .29), it corre1ated

much higer in the LC group (median r = ,36; range from .20 tp
.66). Moreover, whereas ehjoyment corre?ated only moderately

with the other measures in the not-encouraged LC group {median

= ,28), it correlated far higher in the encouraged LC group
{median r = ,48). \nithin the MC group no such differences were
found. It 1s warranted to conclude that while enjoyment makes
little difference for MC children, it is*of much importance to

LC ones.

It seems, then, that the encouragement of mothers had
mainly an affective influence, which was neg]igibﬂe}1n 3/9/11
group gut very-functional for the LC children. Fon them,
apparently, enjoyment, hence posidive affect, ﬁay be very

conducive for benefiting from a program such'as Sesame Street.

It makes them benefit‘nearly as much, and sometimes more. than
MC childrens\ This f1nd1ng is ip keepung with Berlyne' s {1969)
finding concerning the increased pleasantness of-a st1ﬂu1us

with the decrease in i1ts ambiguity or complexity.

'Yet, there is the question as to why only LC child}en
benefited from mothers Eo-observing in terms of increased
enjoyment and _comprehension of the show while MC children did
not. A possible answers though one for which no direct evidence

is available, is that MC children watch.television with their

- b
1

\

9

. Qi |
a,‘ N ! 5 ‘ }.' .

)

mothers quite frequently ipyway ang hence no change of.situation
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and social atmosphere wasQexperienced by them when mothers
complied with our requést. Indeed, their mean viewing, enjoyment
and comprehension scores were significantly higher than those

of the LC children, even without tht addition of co-observing
mothers. But this could not account for the fact that their
Fie]d_lhdependence scores (unlike these of LC) were directly

affected by the co-observation of mothers.

We may, however, safe]y'assume that the encouraged
mothers of all children were active co-observers and aided the
children to structure the messages and attend to particular

r)

elements in the proéram.'»This was quite.liké}y,'redundant for

the MC but not for the LC children with regard to ali measures

but Field Independence. Here, the mothers' behavior of singling

out specific elements in fhe program may have provided unplanned

for, incidental training which may have manifested ¥tself in the

children's performance on a test which measured a similar
capability. Since this test measures a cognitive style rather-

than a particular and more easily modjfiable skill, it would be

' possible to hypothesize that it i& the initially less field

dependent child, observing a program with a more analytically

oriented mothér, who benefits more from her paticipation in

this area. \ \
L. . \

(4) Summar _ - : \
The first questign we wanted to answer was: does eXposure

to the program affect.the kindergarten phi]drén's achiﬁvements?

89
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Comparison of the posttest scores of heavy viewers (the upper

viewing quartile) with the scores of light viewers {the lower

« viewing quartile), after partialling out the background variables
and initial achievements, rqxga]s that the ;:EBram had 2@ substan-
tial effect on four out of the eight areas inéestigated. A more
detailed investigation based on all of the KG children reveals
that exposure to the program héd'a significI

the variance of six out of the eith.tests. A1l of the areas

nt contribﬂtion to

which were affected by exposure to the progdram were from amondst
the driginal goal areas. On the other hand, the measures which
we subsumed under media-literacy (Picture Ordering Test and ‘

Field Independence) were not at all affected. \
-+

The second question we asked was who was more affected
by exposure to the program, and in which areas? Our analyses :
indicated that SES was a stroqi predictor. Indeed, examination
of the LC and the MC groups indicated that the program had

_ dikferentia] effects. LC were affected more in those areas
whicﬁ'seemed to require an analytic approach to stimuli,
’,\ .whilte the MC children were more affected in those areas which
we think require more an approach of synthesis. In order to
test this hypothesis, x; examined .the possibility that early °
J ]

achievements on analytit tests condition later achiedements in

\
tests which require, apparently, an approach of synthesis, but
not the reverse. On the basis of correlational analyses, the
hypothesis was confirmed: achievements on tests such as’Letter '

~®™Matching, Number Matching; and Relational Concepts (assumed th
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be analytical) adequately predicted posttest achievements on

the tests of Classification and Parts of the Whole (assumed to
require skills of synthesis). We did not find high correlations "
-in the opposite direction. Hence, we contluded that the ’
suggested diffgrentiatibn between the two types of tests was
reasonably valid. It was gonsequéntly concluded that LC

children benefited more in yhe angJytic area, since mastery of

it is prior c;ndition to improvement in the area of synthesis. .
MC children profited"mOré in the area of Synthesfs, since their
initial mastery of anaJ&sis was sufficient to allow improbement

1

in synthesis.

Jhe third queétioh we presented was concerngd with the
effect on the amount of learning from thé‘progEam of ‘enéouraging
‘mothers to co-observe the‘progr&m ﬁith their chi]drenf‘§
Encouragement of mothers was not found to affect the amount of
viewing done by the MC children but &iq affect the amount of
éxposure of the LC children. The effﬁct on the children's
enjoyment from the program was especial]y_sa]ient: Excourage-
@ent of mothers did not have a direct effect on achievements,

‘ except¥ on Field Independence, in which mainly MC children

\ were affected. OQ the other hana,’we found that encouragement
of mothers had an indirect effect on achievements, inasmuch as
it substantially reduced the predie ive or differentiating
power of SES differences.- The gver:preseni differences between

the LC and the MC chi\dren were dramatically attenuated in the

encouraged group. The gap between these two groups remained a




« . . .
strong predicfor‘in'the group of children who watched voluntarily,

without mothers' encouragement. .

c. The Effects of the Proaram on Grade-School Children

Tﬁe mean pretest achievement scores of LC and MC school
children are presented in Table 18. It should be noted that the T
s%hoo] children's scores are not necessarily higher (in two cases tﬁey arel °
& ' even Io‘uer) than the scores of the KG children, whén compared on | |
the identical tests.‘ However, the different testing conditions .
may account for this anoma]y} while the KG children were tested ) N\
indiv%dual]x, the gere-school children were tested in‘gggggg.

. -
.

t/.
‘Table*18: Mean Pretest and Posttest Scores
of LC and MC School Children

PRETEST POSTTEST

‘. 4 Low SES ~ Widdle Class Low SES Middle (lass
T, (N=82) (N=142) (N=82) (N=142)*
\ ) X sp © X SD X I

{
Parts of the Whole! 7.43 2.10 7.60 1.88 8.18 1.94 8.45. 1.60

Classification 7.5 2.9 | 7.73 2.73 | 9.91 2.76[ 10.95 " 2.79
Field Independence| 5.15 ~1.48 | 5.46 1.30 | 2.30  1.56| 6.67 1.35

Ordering of R

Pictures 0.79 0.84.1°1.13, 0.80 1.30 . J.05 1.72 +1.13
Points of Yiew .21 0.90 | 1.48% 0.84 ["1.34 0.87| 1.90 0.92
Figure & Ground | 1.62 1.32 2.81 1.26° 2.70 1.4 3.06 1.59
Close-up - Long . o -, . '
Shot 313 0.9 2.78 1.78 3.60 ].Ji 4.16 1.15
Sesame Street. |¥ - . - - 3.40| 8.85 3.3

%
-




=gl -

As seen inTable 18, the MC children score somewhat
.o higher on the pretest than the LC children, although the dif-
ferences are not significant excePt‘for two tésts: Orderfng of
Pictures and Figure and Ground. But the%efﬁﬁftB%Enegef,elgheegh-I
significant,are quite small. There are_somewhat‘ie}geh R
. differences betheen the LC and MC scores in the posttests, a

point to which we will return later on.

LY
4

(1) Did theé Program Have an Effect on the Children's
Achievements and Skills?

-

AT tests, except for the tests of Classﬁlcatwn and
Parts of the Hhoie,pert&1ned, as we hypothesized to media-
literacy. The following analyses therefore present mainly the

. Pprogram's effects on this particular domain of skills.

As with the KG sample, heavy viewers (upper quertiIe)
were compared on the posttest scores with light viewers (lower
quartile), after all other measured sources of variance had
been partidlled out. }heﬁpredicted.posttest means of the two
quartiles are presehted in Table 19. As can be seen, there were
* significant differences between heayy and light viewers on all
tests. ﬂposure to the proqram accountecﬂ for the Ia"gest j?ortwne '
of variance on the- tests of élassificat1on, C]ose-dg - Long-Shot
“wy and Parts of the Whole. It actounted for swal]er_amounts of

posttestezariance on the remaining tests.

' :
) T .

' 90
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Table 19: Predicted Posttest Means for the _
Two Extreme Yiewing Quartiles - - —

in Schools
N - . ) "Predicted Predicted % of Standard The Signifi-
- - : Mean of  Mean of  Variance  Error of cance of the
. ‘ . Lower Upper Attributed Predic- Differnece
The Test Viewing  Viewing to ‘tion Between the
. : Quartile ?ﬂertile Exposure Quartiles
(N=56) £56) R2 (Sy.x) °F P
v Parts of the Whole 12.17 19.60 9.1% 2.11 5.23 L .05
' . Classification 17.64~  29.90  11.6 2.51 8.57 £ .01
Field Independence = 7.0 11.31 7.8 1.27 4.52 < .05
Ordering of Pictures 1.76 ° 3.09 6.7 0.85 4.80  <.05
Points of View 3.8 583 Yo - 0.83 4280 .05
Figure & Ground . 1.0 17 7.9 1.24 5.86 < .05
) _ Close-up - Long-shot  5.47 10169 9.9 1.3 . 559 < .05
R .
2
Jl I | Multiple'ﬁegression analysis based on the whole school

. sample (N=224) is presented in Tab]e 20. . In this analysis the -
Kur measures of exposure are entered separately .since their

. 1ntercorre1at1ons were rather Jow ln*comparison to what-was
found in the KG_Eamplei(spe Table 11)+ !
Lo . .
The first thing-to note is that the socio-economic '

, Q\g backgrpuﬁd of the chi]dreq.had a ij;tantial negative
contribution to Ehe variance of enjoymeez'(-19%) and to the

- varmance of comprehensipn of the program’s content (-22.3%)..

- | | \ o h.!-“
| - B B

h A
[y
-
t
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Table 20: Amount of Posttest Variance Accounted for by Back-
- ground, Initia)l Achievement and Expdsure for All
School Chi]dren (N=224) -
Variance\ Source Back- " . . -
of test. : ground : . Contribution of Exposure Measures -
account, SES & Total T C . Sesame Street
for Pretest " Viewing . Enjoyment  Comprehension Test
- R%. +R?2 ER?Z  w? F w2 F % w2
Viewing -1.8% 6.3% .8.1%{, ' s
En joyment -19.0 6.8 ''25.8..33.1% 165.47%%
|comprehens jon_ 22.3 9.7 320 | 4.0 12.98%% | 1.3% 440 &
o [sesame Street Test | 5.5 J2.4 17.9 |- 1.7 4.40% | 0.9 2.33 [6.6% '18.35% ,
o . - . . . ‘ B
Parts of the Whole 0.5 8.6 - %1 | 0.5° 1.14 -0.2 -0.50 | 1.7 = 2.52 | 21.8 65.59*w*
“[Classification . 3| 3.2 13.6° 16.8.| -0.1" - 0.28 1.7, 4.02¢|0.3 0N 21.6  72.94%** :
“ 2R : S ‘
Field Independence 1.5 19.8 2163 -0.5 1.22 1.7 4.70* | 1.5 4.04* 5.6 16.60%%F .
[ordering oF Pn:turesﬁ .3.2 20,0 23.2 | -0:2 - 0.27 |.-2.5 6.68%40.5 1.4 [ TEG 17.26%
Points of View 8.4 8.8 17.2 | -1:3 3.0 pP-0.1 0.16 [0.1 " 0.01-{ 9.2 26.03%**
. Fi'qure. & Ground 1.2 208 22.0 | -0.3 0.66 |-0.1 ,0.18 {©.4 _ 0.88 Tito 33.76% %>
Close-up - Long-shotl 46 12.1 16.7 | -1.2 3.02 0.T 0.09 0.1, 0.24. 231 3B.16%*
. R . “ . - ' L3 . = ‘_ i
. * pPL.05 .
**  Pg.0] , . ]
UM P00 ‘ " < .
—— :! ¥ .
L 3 s “ ]




SES accounted also for only a small portion of the Sesame streetl
Test variance (5.5%). Thus, the pattern of relationships
between SES and exposure in the school sample differs marked]y
from the pattern in the KG sampie While in KG, MC children
viewed the program more, enjéyed it more and recalied.;t better;
the OppOSlte was true in the school sample. This is very nuch
in keeping with findings reported ear11or {section ) of this
chapter) which showed that while exposure of older MC ch11dren
'dec11ned?sharp1y as the season. progressed, that of Le ch11dren
did not. Thelformer, it was suggested, became fatigued with the

prograﬁ, whoseyyessages appeared to be too childish for them.

The second point to note relates to tne contribution of
exposure to the variance of the tests. After patialling out
_ the contr1but1ons of the background variables and 1n1t1a1
achievements, it becomes eV1dent that exposure (or more specifi-

cally, the scores on the ‘Sesame Street Test) contr1buted

substantia]ly to the variance of three tests:: Parts of the Whole
"~ {21.8%), Classification (21.6%) and Ciosefop - Long-shot (23.1%).
EXposUre‘accoonted somewhat less for thﬁ.variance of the test of
Figure and Ground (711.0%), It accounted for smaller portions of

] v

. tf'ne variance of the remaining tests

i

In general it is Aossibié'to state that the ‘program’'s
effect i$ stronger in the intended goal areas (Classification,

and Parts of the Whole) and somewhat less so in the areas of

media-Titeracy\ The oniy exception is the Close-up - Long—shoﬁv.é'

LJ

gy , .

\

&
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test: 23.1% of its variance s attributable to exposure to the
program. Otherwise, it appears that ‘exposure to the program
accounted for Tess variance on the media-literacy tests than on

the tests of the intended goal areas.

L]
i
i

Finally, it is worth comparing the ambunt of posttest

A

variance attributable to exposure in the school sample with
that {n the KG sample, with regard tq two common testg: ’
Ciaséification and Parts of the Whole. ﬁhi]e exposure accountéd
for only 8.4% of the €lassification variance in KG, it accounted
for 21.6% in the schoo]sﬂ‘ The respectjv? figures for the Test
of Paé;s of the Whole are']3.3% and 21.8%. Does this mean that

the program taught the school -children more than the KG ones? -

It should‘Be noted at the outset that the total amount
of ‘!r1anCE of these tests accounted for by background and
pretests in KG is far Jarger than in the schools (53.7% vs.
16.8%_for Classification, Wd 20.3% vs. 9.2% for Parts of the
Whole}. This suggests that Posttest performance of KG children
1s much mQre contihgeng upon their background and prior achieve-
ments: uhﬁ]e in the schools thesé relationships are far weaker.
Thu;, the posttest performance of the school children, being ’

less influenced by home environment, prior knowledge and the

1ike, appears to be more ‘fluid and more responsive tg external

1
[

[

“stimulation. ‘\,‘ \

Nevertheless, it appears to us that comparis@ns between

the gains of KG and school children should be made with caution.

| o




There might be some statistical artifact to account for the

large discrepancies between the gains of the two samples.
- -

% (2) Who Was More and Who Was Less Affected?- In Which Areas?

k - N

Separafb_regression analyses for the Lé'énd the MC groups
are presented in Table'21. 'On the whole, exposure to the prograf®
had sigﬁificqht effects on both groups, with fhe excepiion of the

¢ Figure and Ground test where the LC children were not affeqted‘
) at a1l by exposire. It can be also seen that the effects, of

. exposure 6nrthe media-literacy tests were smaller than their effects

on theﬂintendeg goal areas.”
A |
. ., \ N , \

The most important poiht to note is that the ﬂt children
- appear to be affected more strongly bylexposure than the LC ones.
Thus, e.g.; while exposuré accounted for 21.3% of the Close-up -
Long-shot tés; in the MC broup. it accounted for ohlylfz.Z% of
the variance in the LC group. This difference cannot be explained.
by different distrigutions of scores in the two groups., a§ the

standard deviations are surprisingly similar.

- . - *
] N ,




Tab]e-211 - Amount of-Poéttest Varjance Accounted for by Background
Initial Achigvement and Exposure for Each SES in Schools

r

Variance Source of Back-- - ) L )
of test variance ground . . Coptribution of Exposure Measures -
— accounted £ and Viewing Enjoyment COTprehension Sesame Street Test
for Pretest-
€R2  4R° F A R F +R F
. A i,
Viewing .- MC - | . »
T LC "jljz'u'g% s
Enjoyment?.—— CMC 16.9 | 94%  15.85%* ’
LC 24,9 | 55,0 . 175.56%** -
-+ / .
Comprehension MC 20.5 0.2 <0.27 0% 0
LC 28.4 8.8 8.95** | 0.9 0,42 |
Sesame Street Test MC  16.6 |- 0 - O 1.5, 2.30 | 1.0 18.90%*
- LC 28.5 | 9.6 9.96%* | -2.4° - 2.54 4.3  4,78* |
Parts of the Whole MG 10.3 | -0.2 0.37 'l 1.5 206 | 0.9 1.23 26.5% 52.61%k*
e ‘ LC 25.6 |. -0.4 0.34 -1.3 1.09 r.1. 0,97 1.1 19.06*%
Classification *' MC . 13.4 0.2 0.34 0.2 0.28 | 0.1 0.17 30,6  66,76%**
) : Lc-  30.1 | -0.4 0.38 -2.5.  2.32 1.0 0.39 12.9 . 14,67**
Fi&Td Independénce . MC+  33.8 0 .0 0.5  0.95 0.4 0.68 6.7 13,78%*
. . “LC .24.5-4—=P73 . 0.26 -0.8 ~ 0.66 1.4 1.19 - 9.7 g, 3g%~
.Ordering of Pictures MC 23.4 | 0 0 -1.4 2.3 | 1.0 1.59 9.8 . 18.45%*
[ L 3444 | -0. : ~1.8 -1.82 a.1 0.03 4.8 5.02*
Points of*View M 148 | -l 0.4 Q59 | 3.2 4.93% | 12.0 . 21.27%
ER Lc-  20.9 { -2., -1.3 1.10° |. -0.5 0.35 8.7 - 7.98%
Figure & Ground MC 29.9 | Zo. 170 0lo7 [-33 6.01% |45 3a.27a
. LC -~ " 27.7 0. -0 o0.01.{ o - o.ot 3.7. 3.33
Closé-up - Ldng-shot MC ~ 19.0 ' -1, 1.0 T 8es | 2.2 o003 21,3 45 208
ny LC 28.8 | -0.1 0.1 0,10 ! © 0 12,2 12.65**
* Pg.05 ** PL.01 *** Pg.00] -
- ’ -t (’,i’/—
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" The only test on which LC seem to have benefited
more, relative to their Tower starts), was the Field Independence
Test. This brings forth our prévious hypothesis according to
which LC gain more in areas of analysis {particularly visual

. analysis), while MC benefit more in areas of synthesis and .~ -

abstraction.

t

To examine whetheé_tﬁis hypothesis is also suppOrté&
in the school sﬁmple, a c;ossed-laéged pane) correlétion
anaiysis was performed. It was expgctqutﬁs befére, that since
-anajysis preceeds‘synthesisf early achievements.in the former

" should predict later achievements in the latter, but not in @he’

opposite order. Field Independence, known to be an'analytic test,-

was intercorrelated with scores on the testé of Classification and
Parts of the Whole {assumeéd to pertain to synthesis) at two points
in time. The analyses are presented in Figure 2.
r
Figure Z: Lrossed-Lagged €orrelation Panel of

Pge- and Posttest of Analysis, and
Synthesis (N=224)

»~,
. Field Field

Posttest Classi- . - Indepen- Part & . Indepen-
(May) fication _,39**  dence . . Whole 5** dence

’ . -03 *-33**\

’ ~ g+ Field Field
Pretest Classi- Indepen- "Part & Indepen-
(November) ~ fication . dence. Whole dence

P01
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each SES group gains more.

Still another difference between the LC and MC childrerm -
relates to the amount of.variance accounted for by initial '
achievement and background factors in each posttest. We
systemat1cally find that more of the variance is accounted for
_ by these variables im the LC than in the MC group The on1y
exception +is the Field Independence test where»there is a

" stronger relationship between background and posttest in the MC

grogp. Thi§ is also the only test on which the LC benefited

;;o;\eirosure to Sesame Street More th he "MC.

Jt becomes evident that as the contribhtion of back--

ground variables to posttest scores decreases, tne contribution
o¥ exposure to those scures tends to increase. Tnis‘is on'
first sight, only a statist1ca1 art1fact Act&}lly, it suggests
‘" a rather important and profound difference. First, it should be.
" noted that no such_difference betneen Ld‘and MC was found 1n the
_KG data Second, there is no q‘;dence to suggeét that while the
amount ‘of variance accounted for by one source decreases, that
andther source becomes necessarily a more significant predictor.
Nor is it the case that the LC groop 13 either more heterogeoeou&

or.more homogeneous from the outset when compared with the MC :

~group. Thus we cannot avoid the conclusion thatlbacngound

98 .
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variables predict.posttest scores of KG children better than .
for s&hoo] children, and' that among the latter postte%t scdées'

'of LC are more contingent ‘upon their backgvound than the LY

achjevements of MC children. 7
‘ >
A similar finding was reported by McCandless and "
Roberts (1972). Their study was conducted on 443 7th graders -
in the U.S. Inifia]-ski1],me;sures ;ere found to be highly - .

‘correlated with later achievements in their iC sanple (r = .?4)3
while no such correlation was.fgund in their MC group. (r'= .20).

" These findings'could explain the widening gap betweeq the
"information poor" and the ?info}mation rich" (Katzman, 1973), .
which can be evidenced repe;ted1y in ITV and ETV studies. It
appears’as.a general rute that older and more'well-to-do .
children are aore syscbptib]é to educational stimutation than
‘younger and less well-to-do ones. The latter's achievementﬁn
are more strongly bound by their background and prior achieve-
ments.

(3) How Much Was Media-Literacy Affected by the Program?
As we have ﬁbinted out a]ready}'media-Iiteracy was
affected to a lesser extent’than the achievements in the ! ’

original goal areas. Since gaims from the program’'s content
were hypothesized to be related toﬁimprovements in media-

literacy, we examined the relations betwéen them as they

changed over time. It was reasonable to hypothesize that while

99




. the broad&asting of the program, they shoull become str0ngly/}

group of light viewers. . Co. \

‘testing. g , (

There .is an inchease in the corre]ationg‘in'both viewing

‘—

it'was not essentiel for the two areas to be interrelated beforg ‘

—_—

[

v 4 §
associated at the end of the.season. Such a change should,

however, ¢ccur in the group of heavy viewers but ' not in the

L

-

Tables 22 and 29 present the correlations between ;he
tests iq the intended goal areas {(Parts of the atole and
Classification) and those Pertaining to media-literacy. Each
tab]? presents the correlatigns within the light-viewing group
(upper triangle) and the heavy-viewing g}dhp (Tower triangle).
Table 22 (see page’ 92, pertains to the pre-broadcasting testing,

while Table 23 (see page 93) pertains to the post-broadcasting

L ]

. »
» -

By and large, the correlations between the two areas of

concern before the braadcasting of the program are quite low.

The pattern changes significantly after the broadcasting season.

quartiles. However, the increase im the heavy-viewing graup

is far more salient than in the light-viewing group {median '
correldtion of all the tésté with the goal areés is .56 in the
former and .29 in the latter). It-tth afpears, as expected,
that much exposure to the program makes learning of the’

prqgram's content closely related to media-Titeracy.

Another question related gp-improvements in media-

literacy is ‘coficerned with the psychologi¢al mechanisms through - .
) L4 .
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Table 22: Intercorrelations Among the Pretest
Measures- in Lower and Upper Viewing
Quartiles } .
i
1 2 3 a4 . 5 6 7
. . o
1. Parts of the Whole . - -.29* - 02 .04 9 .08 - 27*
2. Classification  “-.06 1613, -y .08 .07
3. Field Independence .17, 29% . L0** .24 27* {.12
4. Ordering of -.02 .9 .18 - 05 .12 .01
Pictures : .
5. Points of Yiew - -.24 -_'TIO‘—— " .04 .03 - 16 .ZBf’
"6, Figure. Ground -3¢ .30% .28¢ .07 .26* < - 3%
7. Close-up - -.20 -.10 .13 .21 31 .23 -

L

- Noie: Ss in the lower viewing dhartile appear in the upper
" triangle: N=56; 55 of the upper viewing quartile
appear in the lower triangle: N=56,

* P05 S, . i ' .

** pe O
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3

: ““Intercorrelations Among the Posttest
Measures in Lower and Upper Vigwing
Quartiles -

102

/'-
v ~
. 1 2 3 .4 s 6 7
1. Parts of the Whole - 48%% L 29%  25% * 25% 24 3g%x
LS 1 '.
.2. Classification 1 el - .22 TL37xx Q6% 3 . 32*
3. Field Independence .64** .56** - . .24 .28* .15 218
4. Ordéring of L46** 5g** ;54** - .32* 27 .hgxx
LPictures ‘ i
5. Points of View , .52%*  .45%%x  G6xx  40%x 4 - 6 L4
6. Figure & Ground  .35%%  .4G**  .45%x  g0*x - gakx . Q6%
. : N
7. Close-up - AL | LA TN ) Ll T L L B Lo L B 1L -
Long Shot ‘
Note: Ss in the loﬁér viewIng quartile appear in the uppet ‘
. triangle:. N=56; Ss of the upper viewing quartile
' appear in the lower triapgle: N=56.
. ™
* P05 .
< ¢
" opg.0] L R
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o which‘expo;ure to Sesame Street may haye affected media-literacy
skiI?s: As di;cussea in thé dpening chgpter of this report,
. two kjnds of meéhaniSms were hypothesize& to operate. ‘Skills
may have beenqcalled-upon, or activated, and refnforcéd, while
. other skills may have been overtly modeled, or sugp1anted,
;ii?wing for imitation and internaiigﬁtion. We Hypoth?size&
s that those skills which were ﬁeasuréd by the tests af Picture
ol Ordering, C]ése-un - Long-shot ana Fieid Lndependence were
activated'sylthe p}ograﬁ's television formats. Viewers with
_ dﬂeqdate 1ﬁit1al masterx of these skills should be able to
_ further improve in them.. In contrast, skills measured by the
\ C tests of Pqints of View and.Figure and Groqd-éére assumed to
. - be explicitly modeled or suEElanted by the pqogram‘s formats
and hence mainly the poor initial scorers should improve in them.
Iﬁitia]Ty more capable viewers'shoulﬁ not imp;0ve.in thése
_— areas, thdk zero or negative corré]atiqns would.gp expected .

. between initial and later mastery of ‘the supplanted skills.

Table 24 presents the correlations of each test with
itself (pretest correlated with posttest), sepafﬁte1} for the

b
heavy and 1ight wiewing quartlies. -




¥ Table 24:
“ _Identical Posttests in the'Two
Extreme Viewing Quart1Teg

Among Subjects in<
the Lower Viewing

Correlations between Pretests and

¥/

Among Subjects in °
the Upper Viewing

* Quartile Quartile
(N=55) (N=55) »
Skills Which Were "Activated": ‘
Ordering of Pictures | .23" 5 .46** .;
’ C]oselupkl Long shot .03 | .33 / -
F1eld lndependenég .24 36**
Skilfs Which Were “"Supplanted: _ " / |
Points of View N _ 01
Figure & Groynd: . 29*% -. 40** “
5 . =

* P05 ¢ .
mop<ol | e

; . ‘ .

. ) ¢,
A% it becomes evident from the table, correlations I ¢
Y, betw;;n pre- and posttest‘in the light viewing quartile were
relatively low, in fact 1ower than expectedq on both types of
tests. This is not the case in the heavy v1ew1ng QUart1les
* There, .tests of skills which were 21leged to be activated by the
program's formatgu correlateﬁ pdsitively-with themselves'over C <
. ' .time, thus ind}cating that those who had better. initial mastery-

. 11so had better Wastery five months later. On the other hand,

the correlations between the tests of supplanted skills were
v
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Zero or negés;;e, replicating previous findings (Salomoﬁ;
1972). It thus appears that hildren with initially poor
_ mastery benefit more when exposed to an expl%cit model that !
supplants a siill, while children with initially f;ir mastery
either fail to benefit or‘even suffer a loss &uéﬂ evidently,

N , o )
to interference. We should, coufse, be careful in reaching

hasty conclusions on thé basis of these‘;ata, since'éhe

differentiation between what was "activated” and whatjwas

"supplanted” was not the result of a controiled manipulation .

but the result of impressions only. MNonetheless, it seems

that the findings support the hypothesis“nd are-in accordance . .
\ with what was found iq earlier controlled studies. .

/. t- .
(4) Summary ’ ' .
) School childreq. were affected by exposure to the

-

i . « . ' .
prOQrgm.iq the original goal areas of achievement as well as- Ly
tn the aréa_of media-11teracy. Gemerally, the school children “\\

- . - ’
gained more than KG ones, but a comparison between the two

ik

samples may be $lightly mis}eading'due to differences in the -«

itésting‘pr0cedarés. . ‘ ) C ‘ -
ﬁmong the school.children, MC gained more than LC ones
except for in F;;Tq Independence in which LC seem to have “
Fainéd sTightly more. 'Aqditionai analyses tepded to provide
- fyrther suppor} of our hypothesis1accord1ng to which LC
J’ _children gained more in the area of visual analysis while MC

ones gain more in the area of synthesis.

. - {*—‘ | s A\

1> : i
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‘lThe school children were ﬁore.sprongly affected in thd
intended goal a}eas than in the area of media-literacy.” There '
is evidence to support the hypothesis that improﬁements in the,
goal areas, ;hich are based on the program's hontent,'become
more closely associated ;{th improvements in media-literacy
= which result from exposure to the program's formats. Further-
morez it was found that children with initially poor mastery |
of media-literacy. skills benefit more when skills are expiicit]y

‘modeled or supplanted by the.prbqram's formats, while those with

better initial mastery benefit more when skills are called upon,

ofhactivated.
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DISCUSSION AND CONSLUSIONS -

’_/ ]
~ Generally, it was found that exposure to §ésame Street S -
" differentientially affected children's achievements in the originally

intéhded goal areas and, to a somewhat lesser extent, skill

mastery in the area of media-literacy.

The first question which needs to be asked about the

- findings is whether it was in fact exposure to the program

« which contributed to the.J;riance of the tests or whether
~there were other factprs involved. This question is important )
in jigﬁt of the.major statistical method used to analyse the
data. It i3 even more important in light of the fact that among

- the measur€s of exposure, it was the Sesame Street Test which

accounted for the largest portions of pésttest variance. The
othqr measﬁ?es of exposure {viewing, enjoyment and comprehension)
taken on six occasions during the broadcasting sedSon, contri-
buted moderately to the KG‘posttest, and hardly at all to the’

»

posttests of the school children. ° ’ ,

The Sesame Street Test included 12 multiple choice -

items pertaining to sa]ieﬁi segments which appeared in the 40

shows over the five months broadcasting season. There was a A e SN

. 25% chance of correctly answering by quessing. A ch{]d who
guessed could feceive a score of ‘only three points without even
watching the prﬁgram. It would be rathér impossible to obtain
a.highe; score on the test without ever watching the program.

-

4
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It therefore stands to reason that the test was a fair.measure

of one's recollections of what was shownh on the screen.

-

Still, it is the-eige that Sgs&ﬁe Street Test scores

correlatgd between - 59 (in the Eg) apd .47 (in the MC) with X
. overall comprehensiop scOrés in the KG samp\e, E@t only .}? and

.41 reSpective?ytin the school sample. The'answe; to this is

to ‘be found in the data on the consistency of viewing. The™

oldér the_child;én. ppq,]eﬁfmeonsfﬁtent‘their viewing of the ‘;

program, parficulhriy ;mongxthe MC. ﬂU‘gradé school childreq;
 became, as we Have seen,. less %onsisfent and more haph;zard ‘

viewers, as the season progressed. Still, their overall
comprehension of the program exceeded that of younger chi]drgn.
Thus, no wondér that the cgrre]ations'between Sesame'Sfreé&

Test score?emd periodic gompf‘-eh&nsion scores were Tower in the
) : ! N

schools than in the KG. ‘These lowered correlations do not ime1y,”

4
-

however, that the Sesame Street Test was less valid in the

schools.

"3
. Moreover, the gesame Street Test was not a measure of

the sheer amount of t%me devoted to viewing the pnogfaT. Rather:
it was ;\measure of ;hét the chi]d recal led ffom the prﬂgram:

a memory factor was tapped by the tegt. The fact that'ﬁcores

on this test correlated between .16 and .43 Qith pretest
achievements further indicates that the test pertained to

-“intelligent viewing of the program rather than to the amount

-

~

108




-100-
of viewing time.7 It is interesting to note in this respect
that while the measure of viewing contributeﬁ only a little
2 ) - -+t0 posttest vartance, ft‘wa; }he measure of intel}igent viewing
which contributed the most. Indeed, the program Qa; very :
demanding due, mainly, tolits novel formats, thus a110wiﬁg‘?he :
4 . _ cthild who viewed the prograﬁ more intelligently to gain from
& more. . ° .

~ It may be concluded that perhaps the most important

]

factor in learning from a program such as Sesame Street is.not’

the actual time spent watching it but rather the intelligent
process "of viewina. This appears to be especially pronounﬁfd.
in schools where time speq} at the s%iien or enjoyment of the
haterial had little effect. In comp§}1 ¥ enjoyment of KG
children had some effect on’learning Eq;co es, particularly
when no out§ide encouragement was given./ Enjoyment. turns out
to be a rather important factor for L& KG children. It loses

"®tts importance when a child grows older.
- (.

-
- -

Another question arising from the findings is concerned
with the size of Qajns made by the different age groups. How
can we explain the finding whereby the program's effects increase
éccdrding to the age of the children?_ Egamination.of the overal)

means of viewing, comprehensiom and scores ©n the Sesame Street
r

. {

. .
7 The variance common to the Sesame Street Test and ‘the pretests
was, of course, partialled out in our regression analyses.

smf >
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Test sefM to provide the answer. The overall mean viewiqa scores
of .KG children is 3.2, that of G-2 is 4.1, and that of G-3 is
4.6. The mean comprehension scores are 1.65, 3.6, and 3.9,

respectively. The mean scores'on the SesamefStreef Test are

5.13, 7.65 and 8.26 in the sqm; order. Thys, it can be seen that
viewing, and especially intelligent viewing increases with age.
- If if was exposure to the prograﬁ which, as expected, ;oﬁtributed
}o.achievementé, then it becomes evident that the 61der childrer

who watched more'a1so.gafﬁed more.
. . | ,

‘Moreogyér, Q;’haVe also foynd that achievements of younger
and of Tower SES children are more strongl} tied to thejr backs
ground -and prior achievements than the achievements og o%der and

of higher SES children. Achievements .which are highly depéndent

- on ﬂackgrﬁundafactdrs and on prior achievements are apparently
: . :“f more stable and less susceptible to external stimulation. -
- ' Néver;héslgss, we find in certain subtesq greater gains foé the -
t LC groups tﬁan'for the MC groups. - Expostre t; the program, in
j. those cases, agceunts kor more poéflest variance among theILC
; R than among the MC. | )

‘Sesame Street, it wa$ observed, was rather Jémapding to

’Israeii children due, agparent]y, to #ts npvél bresentation

formats. It was hypothesized that its comprehension and the

learning of its contents must 90 hand in.hand with imﬁroved )
media-literacy. Such improvements were observed in school |

children-and hardly at all in the KG group. fThis'should come
)

o . ' 110
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1

as no surpriee.- The media-literacy tests employed -in KG were

of skills which we assumed to be called upon, rather than
supp]aﬁted' py.the-program'S.formats. Skills which were assuﬁed
" to bé overtly supplanted were not dealt with in KG. Some fair
initial mastery of a skill is needed to a1low'its improvement
when called upon. However, KG children had rather poor initial

mastery of these skills, suggesting that their exp]ic?t

supplantation would be-more efféctive.

! -

.

One conclusion which emerges from the study is that a

-progrqm such as Sesame Street when transferred to a less

-

te1evas1on experxenced culture, may turn out to be highly

*
1

demanding due to the novelty of its formats, Novel formats
call upon mental skills with which the less television-wise
viewers may not be equipped. Thus, the ones to gain most from
the program are the older and initially better able viewers.
Bet thef may not be the infended target populatien, nor the

ones who Should profit must from such a Program.

A second conclusion is that between contents and
fonnats of a program there may be a mismatch, Dart1CU1ar1y
when transferred to a culture for which it was never deS1gned

While the contents of Sesame Sireet fit universa11y the age of

presghoo]ers. its formats turn out to be more apPropriate for
older chiidren. Yet, once the older children succeed in
mobilizing the mental skills needed. for the processing of the

novel formats, they find out that the contents transmitted by

111
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these formats are far too simple of even too childish for them.

However, although the demands placed bythe né@e] formats

LAY

give an ﬁnitigl advantaée to older and better able children’,
younger and less able ones gFadualiy‘get adjusted to them.
Getting adjusted means becoming'better'aﬁ]é to master the

necessary elements of media-1iteracy, required by the*program's

formats. A demanding program such~as Sesame-Street may, when

transférred to other cultures, be initially less effective‘iﬁ““*-
v - C )
teaching its intended contents, but could over time lead to improved

media-literacy, and to congommitant gains in educationaljpbjectives.

Media-literacy, as we have observed, can be improved,

&

although it is not easily done. It may-take much exposure to

beth ski]i-supp]ant?ng and skil]}activafing_fonmats to {ntroduce

9hénges in media-literacy. This may turn out to be as desirable

an outcome as acquiring sﬁecific knowledge inasmuch as it enables

i

children to .make better use of te]eviéion and possibly other

8

L
visual media. Indeed, it was found in the study that improvements *

in the knowledge goal areas went hand in hand w1’th changes in

media-1{teracy. - N

Finally, we turn to the differential effects of the
~

‘program on LC and MC children. The fact that LC children's

-
*

. 8 In a controlled experiment, one group of second graders saw
. efght Sesame Street shows. When compared to control groups,
it.was found that the children in the Sesame Street group
far exceeded the others in their ability to learn from an
unfamiliar science film.
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scores were mere strongly associated with exposure on some
posttests could be interpreted as resulting from a ceiiing
reached by the M( children. This, however, did not seem to be
the case (see tables of pre- and &9§tipst ﬁgans). We have
suggested.a distinction between the kind; of tests on which
each grouﬁ g;ined more. Thus, it was speculated that while LC
children gain more on-analytic aAd visual disgrimination tests,

‘MC children gain more on tests of synthesis and abstraction.

. Correlational analyses indicated that the two types of %esfs

are, #pparently, hierarchicgtly ordered.

This does nof mean, however, that LC profited more. ‘on
the whole, than MC children. Rather, it suggests that MC
“chi]drgn have reached 2 reasonable level of mastery in the
anai}tic and discrinfination area, thus allowing them to improve
more in another, hierarchically higher order set of skilis. A
possible conclusion one can draw is Eﬁat'the program can be

simultaneouﬁly effective for audiences of varying edecational

< evels, such that substantial gains can be achieved by both

LC and MC children. It should be noted that nb gap has been
!
‘closed between LC and MC children: while the former has improved

in an hierarchically lower-order area. It thus appears that’

Sesame Street allows each SES group to g92in in intellectual areas

that best complément their initial level of,master§.
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APPENDIX 1: “EXPOSURE

Sample of Exposure Questionnaire

Appendix la-
1. Did you watch the television program "Sesame Street" yesterday?

L]

i yes

2. How much time did you spend watching the program?
!

HH].LLL“L

’ L
Watched a Watched Watched Watched
little half the most of all of
time the time the time
3. If you saw the "Sesame Street” program, how much did you
enjoy 1t? '
*
L ] *
I did not I eﬁjoyed it I enjoyed it
' enjoy it. a little. a lot.
. -
. . P
) 1i5
; ‘ )




Con‘nt Questions:

1. What did Kermit the frog talk-about?,

d

B.
c.

d.

rg

. Eyes !

Cars
Hair

Football.

»”

2. What did the child do in the movie?

a.
_b.
C.

d.

3. What did Bu& and Jim do yesterday in the program?

Ride on a bicycle
r
Draw pfctures
Played with his friends.

Worked on a fishig®rboat.

<
He counted the pumber of fingers on his legs

a. Played on a seesaw

b. Nailed a nafl on 'the wall
~ C. Made q_ﬁépe plane

d. Prepared a meal.

e
4. How did B‘
. a.

b. Looked in a book

c. Asked Mr. Hooper.

d. Counte& half a dozen eggs.

-/\‘

A

Eird find out how much is theé aumber 6?
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Appendix 1b: Tedt of Sesame Street
N "
1. Mr. Hooper’ has a store where he sells:-
a. Shoes Y [, o — ' . -

» b. <{ameras

£

c. Candy#nd food

d. Animals

3

2. The fat clown bought the thin clown a picture as a present

but suaaénTY““aTSCOGE?ed

. \
a. Toy
b. Bicycle v e
c. Mirror ]
d. Broom -
4
3. The English letter "0" looks like:-, *
s p e e A .
b, 0 ’ v
c. S
M. W
4. -One’time the -two clowns tried fo ﬁutFiﬁto bokes two pairs of:-
B "‘
a. Gloves e ,
ot o/
b. Socks
\
c. Eye-glasses
d. Shoes -
e
\ .

that *it was not a picture but a:-

et

-




v

\ o ) -
5. Big Bird ;5 always sad because:-
. ‘.a. He doesn't like to wash‘in a tub C
,k ,~ b. They don't give him icé-cream =~
™ c. He is lardég cluméy aqd hits things
. d. Paint was spilled an him . g . .
6. Théoéwo clowns walked in the street with a lot of umbrellas;
‘ when it started to rain they:- . ' ! *
r a. Forgot t; open the umbrellas x | .
. b. Hit each other with the umbrellas ’
BN -c.‘ Gavexéhe umbrellas to -other people
+d. Opened the umbrellas but did not hold them>gver their heads ¢
N\
. 7. Oscar lives in a:- .
a. Cellar
) b. Garbage Can ‘ )
c. Bath Tub
d. Candy Store : f ' ' '
é. , The two clowns, Bud and Jim, had diffituﬂtiés_hanging a picthre \“-~ﬁ\:\
¢ . of a bird becauge:- !

a. The nail was too small

I“ .
b. They held the nail the wrong way
¢. They did not have a hammer

™

d. They were not strong enough




-3- . ] ' ..

9. Every time they presezi\numberh in the.program, at'the end:-

a. Mr. Hooper appears and hands out candy

~ b. Balloons go up to the sky :
: ‘ .
c. A baker with cakes falls down the stairs

d.. A dog barks a few times

- “10. Oke time the clown tried to play:- ~
‘ Football '
' . . On the seesaw
c. Follow the leader

d. H?de and Seek

11, The English letter "S" looks like:- '

. a. E . .
* b, 0 ’

c. S ] . ‘

d. W

}2. One day the thin clown brought home a ngw ironing: board.
How did the two clowns get it into th;‘EOUSe? .
a. They broke the walls
b. They brought it in through the window
. ) c. They brought it in through the chimney

d. They took the ironing board back to the stoge.

r
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Instruct?ons to child: "Here are a few pictures which tell a story.

But they aré in a confused order. What should the proper order be.?"

%

Appendix 2a: Test of Ordering of Pictures

7 ¢ ~—
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Appendix 2b: Test of Points of View
. -
Instructiohs to child: "Look at the -upper most picture. Think
t ‘
of the-sailor on the boat. How would the sailor on the boat see ,
the shore?" )
;LB 4
4 WA
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Appendix 2c: Test of Figure gnd Ground

e

Instructions to child: "This picture entails many‘things. '

Write down everything, large or small, you can see in this

drawing"._

»
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Appendix 2d: Test of Close-up - Long-shot
Instructions to child:- "Look at the upper picture. It is a
detail of something larger that appears in one of the four

pictures below., In which one of them"?. 4

.
* L
El - ' .
- . .
¥
B




APPENDIX 3

AMOUNTS OF VIEWING, ENJOYMENT, AND COMPREHENSION = .

Table No. 1: Amount of Viewing on Six Different

Occasions {in percents}

Viewed Viewed Viewed'
About a About . About Viewed
bDid not - Quarter Half of Three the
_ View of tje the Quartersg  Whole
+  The at all Broat- Broad- ‘of the Program
S Occasion : cast cast Broadcast
1 6 17 - 7 - 14 56
e 1 "8 15 5 14 58
Il 1 16 6 15 . 52
v n - 17 7 14 51, !
y 7 28 so7 20 38 '
) 10 32 .5 16 Y
Overall -~ 9 21 B 1" 49

Mean




Jable No. 2: Amount of Viewing of LC and MC Children
son Six Occasions (in Percents)

“Viewed
Viewed Viewed About Viewed
. About a About Three the
— s Quarter Half of Quarters Whole
Did ‘not of the the of the Pro- .
The View Broad- Broad- Broad- gram
Occasion at all cast cast cast —_
. | LC 4 23 5 16 52
MC 7 14 8 13 58
/ . .
11 LC 4 1{&” 6 15 59
MC 10 4 4 14 58
I[I1 LC *¢ 6 20 4 17 83
MC 16 13 . 6 1 51
LG 6 20 8 15 51
MC 15 15" 6 13 51
v LC g 35 " 13 37
MC 9 23 4 25 39
VI LG B 31 5 13 43
MG 12 34 . 5 17 32

(A%
Y
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Table No. 4: Amount of Enjoyment on Six

Occasions (in percents)

”
l N
The occasion Did Not Enjoy .Enjoyned A Little Enjoyed Very Much
I ‘ 22, ‘ . 16 ﬂ 62
I1 - 23 10 ) 67
11 28 13 . - 59
v - 29 11 * e
v . © 5 /f ' 50 -
VI . 42 12 . 46
\ ¥
OVERALL N *
MEANS 30 13 - 57

1271 ‘




The Occasion

Table No. &:

Did Not Enjoy

Amount of Enjoyment on Six-Occasions

of LC and MC.Children (in peakents)

L]
-”

Enjoyed A Liit]e Enjoyed Very Much

r

13

I . L 26 61
MC 19 18 63
II L * 20 12 68
MC 24 10 66
11 LC 25 14 61
MC 29 . N 59
Iv L 26 13 61
MC 30, 1 59
v LC 38 16 46
f MC 32 15 53
VI LC 37 g 54
MC 26 14 - a0
L*]
r
-
) &ig 1338

A
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Table No. p: Amount of Enjoyment on Six Occasions

&+

-

of KG, 6-2 and G-3 Children (in percents)

Enjoyed Very much

The Occasion: 0id Not Enjoy

Enjoyed a Little

I KG 24 19 ! 57
6-2 23 17 60
6-3 18 - 14 : 68

i1 K6 26 15 59
6-2 21 10 69
6-3 21 ) 7 72

11T K6 33 N 12 55
6-2 22 16 62
6-3 28 11 61

IV K6 26 15 59
6-2 32 9 ¢ 59
63 27 11 62

-

v KGa 35 14 51 -
6-2 30 12 58
6-3 39 21 40

Vi K6 4] 7 52
6-2 39 14 47
G-3 47 13 40
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Table No. 7: Comprehension on Six Different
Occasions {in percents?}

The Answered ] 2 3 g
Occasion Correctly . . . Question Questions Questions Questions
1’ 39 22 22 17
I1 32 22 16 30
111 31 11 9 49
Iv 35 7 - 8 50
v\ 41 9 8 a2
Vi a8 8 10 34
Overall
Mean 37.5 + 13 12 37
J \ o
] g)‘
%
o
130
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Table No. 8: Comprehension of LC and MC Children
on Six Different Occasions (in
) percents) i
The ‘\Qrswered 1 2 3 4
. Occasion\ Correct. Question Questions Questions Questions

I+ L 51 26 17 6

MC 30 17 27 26

Il LC 35 . 37 19 9

, MC 30 11 15 a6
111  LC - 30 ' 20 13 37

MC Y 31 4 7 58

1V LC 37 12 12 39

- MC 33 3 5 59

v . LC 51 . 12 11 26

MC - 34 5 ) 5 - 56

VI LG a6 13 9 T3

MC 49 3 11 37




Table No. 9: 'Comprehension of KG, 6-2 and 6+3-
Children on Six Differbnt Occasions

(in percents)

Answered , - _

The Correctly... 1 2 3 : 4
Occasion Question Questions Questions Questions
i T T

1 KG 58 , 28 9 5 .

6-2 37 23 28 12

G-3 27 12 28 35

1 KG 34 0 13 23

G-2 6 - 21 ™ 17 26

G-3 26 17 <17 40

I11- KG 40 TN U 24

G-2 2 ‘ 8 5 Y

- " 6-3 28 3 10 . 59
\,

IV K6 43 13 13 31

-2 33 4 7 56

G-3 28 6 4 62

VK6 " 48 8 11’ 13

G-2 34 7 7 52

G-3 42 9 6 43

VI 4KG 54" 10 14 22

{ . 2 42 5 g8 . 45

* 6-3 - 50 6 8 \ 36

. 132
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Table No. 10: Comprehension on Six Different
Occasions by SES and Age (in™
percents) * ’
A
L]
2 Y - .
.Ans_wered ; . :
Correctly... Question Question * Question Question
The 1 2 3 4
Occasion LC NC R T L
I K6 66 - 48 29 27 5 14 .01
G-2 51 28 28 20 13 38 g 14
, 6-3 32 23 18 8 39 21 11 48
' ' ‘ ' } - ) "J
] I K6 < 3% 34 r3§ 20 20 S 9 41
S 6-2 43 32 36 12 13 20 9 . 37,
N, " 6-3 . 26> 25, 39 4 26 13 8 58
11l K6 36 45 3% 5 14 14 14 36
6-2 28 22 13 5 4 5 5. 67
6-3 24 31 5 1 21 4 50 62
j 7
IV KG C 82 32 14 N 14 1 20 46
G-2 28 37 6 1 13 4 53 58
6-3 26 30 16 o0 8 1 50 69
b i
V KG 54 41 11 5 6 5 ‘19 50
6-2 55 21 9 5 2 11 34 63
6-3 42 42 18 6 6 0 ° 26 52
VI KB 55 48 16 7 13 16 16 30
6-2 38 45 9 3 "6 9 43 43
6-3 39 55 16 1 5 10 39 33
\ 11
5
. rd
r ]
Q 5 1 3'3
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