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1. Introduction.
. .

..Tn.the*summer-of 1968, Children's=Television. Workshop (CTW) began

planning the show thatwas

television -- Sesame Street.

months, the drat
/

to be an* innovation in educational-
In November, 1969, and for the next six

series of the show was.telecast. Educational TeSting

Service (pTs) undertook the task of.evaluating that first series.

The, report on the evaluation 'of the first, year of Sesame Street

stated that the
4

show had achieved many of its goals. It also stated

,

that, "basically the,largegains occurred in those areas that were

directly, taught.'
,1

what was of unanswered concert then was what the

effects of Sesame Street would be .on viewers when they-subsequently
.

That,Is, would there be a typehad their first school experiences.

of transfer effect from the shOw such that viewers, having gained
,0f

from thiSAviewing experienqp, would have enhanced performances' in their

%
first, year in school. The second year evaluation effort attempted to

answer this'question. Childr,en who Were at home` in the first year Of

Sesame Street were followed Into school (nurtery school, Head Start,
z

,'.kindergarten, or firsgrade) in the second year. , The following

"description of this follow-up is taken.from our second year. renor:
2

I

Ball, S. and Bogatz, G. A. The First Year of Sesame Street: An Evaluation;

Educational Testing Service, Princeton, New Jersey,' October 1970, p.WW.6.

%
,et

2
Bogatz,. G. A. AU Ba11, Sr The Second Year of Sesame ScE...__LCEILiEL2115,

Evaluation. Volume a, .Educational Testing Service; Princeton, New Jersey,

November.- i971, pp175-176.
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1

."The.procedure Used was to have teachers rank all the children
in their ciaps:on a number of criteria. The rankings of'the few'.

children who were subjects of this study were then abstracted,. The"

-:. teacherS did not know which children were subjects, The ra4ing
procedure was used in the autumn of 1970 When the children had been

.

in school a t a month and again in the spring of 1971.when the .

children Had been in sctibo1 about eight.months. The autumn ranking
of 112, child en indicated tha children Who viewed Sesame>Street most.
during itsfirst year (including the summer rerUns) were most highly ,*

regarded by their teachers:on seven criteria. 0n two of the criteria,
attitude-to schooland peer relationships,,dif'ferences among the

..

children who had wat6heir Sesame Street ill varying amounts
cant. The.,one where differentes by amount of viewing were
at:was physical coordination,, an area hardly susceptible
ence of television,

hat while the genera4 relationship ls.Clear that the more
,

ewed,.the higher they were ranked, no causality can be
That is, the frequent viewers also were stanewha- younger

and had'sq ewhat higher attainments at the outset of the s dy (in

the pretegt of the fiist Year). Therefore, while frequent viewers

rl

were more highly ranl1dc4 the higher rankings could have been a function

of facto's other than the frequent viewing.; HoweVer,.even.if a positive
causal i fAuence cannot be drawn, it is reasonable froM these data to
deny a e-iticicm of the show that viewing Sesame Street would have the.
effect of "turning off" children when they arrived in school. The
arguinen was at, least in part based on the idea that school would be

dull in comparison with the'sensory impact of Sesame Street. The

results of the fall teacher rankings d,, not beer out this Criticislk
Rather it would seem that if children arrive at school with an Adequate
background of basicinformatien,and skillS,,they will find school more
interesting and be judged more highly by teachers.

;rankings of
were signif-
least appak
to the inf

Note
children v
:inferred.

a

The'same,precedure was carried out in the spring of 1971. The

results of these spring rankings were.notsignificant, perhaps in part
because the number-qf children..lremked had fallen to 88. As well,

however, infrequent viewers in the firSt year sometimes.became freqUent
viewers in the second year Of:the show. Thus almost all children in
the study had viewed the show at one time or another by the spring Of

. 1971. Imithese'aircumstancps, differences in rankings that might ha-Oe
been caused by Sesame, Street could not be ascertained. The quegtion

of-the-effect of Sesame Street on chi
important. Vhile the stated,goalsof

dren's adjustment-to school is,
he show do not extend' to.

such ambitious realms, there remains the hopethat since,Sasame Street
had signifiCant-impacton asizable proportion of its goals,,these
effects would carry over Into. at least the early months of schooling.
The results so far obtained-suggest that, this hope might be a reality
though definitive research has not yet-been carried out."

5
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The report that follows describes a secondfollow-up study. This

study, was carriedout'in LOS Angeles during the third. yeat'of Sesame

Street. Again the goal' was,tb the impact of earlier Viewing
.

at home .on.performance in. the first. year of.school. The stUdywas

`somewhat mdre extensive'-:than the first follow-u study and it overcame

a. major problem that'hindered aclear interpretation of that first

follow-up study.

. Subjects.

Potential subjects for.this study were children who were part of

the. Los_Angeles sample of the second year ETSevaluation.. They had the

following characteristics:

None had viewed Sesame Street in its first year of telecasting.

A
1

All were at home (no formal. schooling or day care) durin the
4

second year"of Sesame ,Street.

All lived in low income neighborhoods in the-Los Angeles area
t

.,

(for example East Los Angeles Compton)4,
,

They were randomly assigned to encndraged.(vrewing) or'not encouraged

(control) conditions at the beginning of the second year of Sesame

Street at Which point they were 3:, 4-, or 5- years -old.

They were pretested "before phe second year telecast of Sesame Street

and posttested at the end of second year.

They had gone onto some form of schooling during the third yegr of

Sesame Street (1971-1972). This included preschool, kindergarten, and

first grade Classrooms.
\

Not all of tha children. who had thesecharacteristics were included

in this present"study. Same Children's families changed addresses and
1

could not be'found. A few children went to priVate or parochial

.n4



schools which were unabletb provide'eoopeition in the limited time

ntour disposal. The results of this *study:are based on thefollow-up

of 99 Los AngeleschLdren for whomcomplete pretest and posttest data

'were available in Year II of Sesame Street, who had gone on to school

in Year III, and.for whom all requested-data were obtained concerning

this first xpar in school.

3. Measures,
a

4

The measures reporteein this study consist first Rf the Sesame

1

Street battery develop ed by ETS to assess the goals of the show. This
.

batterylad been administered to all the subjects of this study at pretest

tuber 1970) and'fat.postteat (May 1971). parent

alao a.dnapi,stvd 4/ at those times to obtain ba4groun

the'children. measure was also used to assess the

of the suWeCts inothe second year of Sesame Streee,

4.

a

questionnaire was

d information oh

amount of Viewing

(having established

that nene had viewed during the first year),:, Itas noted that in the
teA

second year all but a few of the encograged viewed the sh9w but less

thah one third of the .not-encoura d were viewers.
q- ,

Iii order to assess the impact of viewing the show at home on the
..., ,

.

r- 1

rents performance in school, two additional measures were/6ed

and administered after fitre months o f school-experience. One was

the CooperatiVe Preschool Inventory (Caldwell).'. The Inventory was
;

chosenJpecause.it is "a brief assessment'and.screoning procedure`

designed for individhal use with children in the age range of - to

6- years. 'It wasdeveloped togive a measure of achievement'in areas

regarded as necessary for sgccesS in school. Another goal was to

4



f.
develop an.instrumefit that was sensitive to. experience and could this

he used tolpmonstrate changes associated with educatiOnal interventiOn."'?

. ,

,ct:3:,,..
,::' . .-

,...,

... .

.

a.

In additionehe 1.1ventorty contained mail* items directly related to

. ,.. ".
".

., ..

the goals of,SgsaMe Street (body parts, geometric shapes) and others that
..,?

- ,.
, .

-
..

'

..... ',..,.-,..

were not. (colors'.,Copying).- 1

. ,
,

- -- The other measure was the rankings scale. A follow-hp technique
..,i .

wo&dwas needed that ta obtain"'teacher rankings of the study children

withbut singling those children out from their peers for special

5.

attention. With this Om mind, and with the knowledge,'that teachers could

not be asked to assess 'certain childrefi and not others without 'somehow

altering their §ubsequent trehtment of boil groups, .a simple expedient

was devised. Teaqiers of Aasses in which.any of the Sesame Street

follow-up subjects were enrolled were asked to rank all of the children

in their classes. The task involved their rank-ordering all of their

. .

students according to each of, the following dimensions: generalt
'..:A':' Z0 ', :

t,

readiness for school; verbal (i.adiness,Auantitative readiness, general
, j:: ., . ,. .

intelligence, attitude-towarschooltelationships with peers,

e
1 physical coordination, and cooperation.

T.,In addition to thet,f tycLmeasures, parents of all 99 children

'4''_4-r ' ' a . .,

were interviewed and ask.edal)out'thdir children's viewing of Sesame,

Street in order to'provide%yldence on 'the 'children's new or continued

viewing of Sesame Street, emeasure essential to a proper interpretation

\

of the results. Analyses of ktilese questions indicated that the

encouraged children had continued to view the third Season at a higher

frequency than the not-encouraged, but that-thedifferences in amount

. '
of viewing between the two groups was not as great as it had been in

the fir ,St year of the study.t
*

3
Preschool Inventory ReVised Editidn-1970,, HandboA, CoOperative Tests and

Services, Educational Testing Service, PrinceEon, New Jersey, 1970, p4.

8 .
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4. Results

Table 1 p

Y t

vides the results for the 47,encouragedto yiew'and

.

the 52 not-encouraged children on the ETS Sesame'Street battery

used during the.- ear preceding their'entry int0schpol. may be
6

se=en that, for these two groups of. children the pretest scores of

the not-encouraged were somewhat higher than thoSe"of,the encouraged,:

that.the encouraged gained more, and that at posttest le\

encouraged had surpassed the not-encouraged.
N.

Table 2 presents certain scores from the parent questionniaire

on thate,same children. It may be seen that the not - encouraged
.

, .

' children came. from slightly less disadvantaged backgrounds4 their'
. -

parents being less economically disadvantaged:and having'n 'the

average about 8 months more formal schooling,

The results o the two-groups on the Cooperative Preschool

Inventory.adminis"tered in the. spring of 1972 are:

Ty,

Encouraged Not - encouraged

,,(N.t47) (N=52)

6.

-% Mean 52'.1 54.0
,..

4. 6.
q

1

64 Standard Deviation 7.i. 7.1 .

..;

. Q

.,A Thus, .At first glance, it- can be seen, that after fiAreinbstillin school .

-
.

4,
. . . %vz

the two groups ,of children seem, quite similar on this measure. Note'

to

too that the mean scores (52.1 and'54.0) represent percentiles on
... .

.

Inati404 norms of' 76 and 82 respectively,7- These norms preased-on-Th.
I,

N''' e

1531 1-11-Start children. They indicate a'highexperformancqtan
.

.
, 0

might have been expe&ted from their performane on'4eSts administered
, xl0:%, t

before Sesame Street viewing. TheS0 scores' also seem to reflect well

on

.

the encouraged CINdren. They had begun at-pTetest, at a

0'



disadvantage to their controls and on the evidence of the parent
d

qUeStionnaires, they came from 'poorer,homes. Therefore, since they

. . .

had been randomly allocated to encouraged vs. not-encouraged
.

in the

. '
. . .

first place; a multivariate analysis of, covariance was performed as

summarized 'in Table 3, Pretest 'total score on the 'Sesame Streets

battery and SES (sodioeconomic status) index pere,covaried. Table'

shows that only age came out as a .6ignificaht factor, older \ .

children performing bettef on the Cooperative Preschool Inventory.
a

The viewing.(encoidragement) factor was 'not significant.

Table 4 tresens the'mean teacher rankings,converted to centiles

for the encouraged and not-encouraged children. -The ,not-encouraged

children received slightly higher rankings than, their encouraged

counterpart's; but subsequent analysis indicated no significant

differences.

`Table 5 provides results concerning subject viewing of Sesame

Strget. It may be noted that encouraged children increased their ,I,
viewing of.` Sesame Street during the-summer telehasts fricoMparison to

the position a year earlier,. Thus, although at the time

of the folloW7up tenting the encouraged children had viewed more

4

a t

shows, viewed them more times week,eek, and
,

viewed a-larger,proportion-
t . . .

.
of each show, the not - encouraged children were also viewing to

, ,

4
v .

, v

relatively high degree. e
..,

7Discussion
4 '

There are many factorSoperating to affeCt a child's performance

in school or the teacher'.s°view of "that child."'It,had been noted that

°the viewing of Sesame Street had a'positive effe0 ct on- the perfermance

10.



of children before school. Thd question was whether. this would be

refleCtedin improved petformance.14ter in school. The following

diagram indicates the process being inve'stigat'ed (the hypothesized

chain)..

. Child vie ws

Sesame
Street.

2. Child doe's
better on
tasks

3. Child enters
sChoolliand

continues to
view Sesamb
Street.5

assessing
Sesame
Street
goalS.

O

4

4. Child does better
on school; task6.-.

---:-.4than non-viewing
-children and'is--
viewed more
positively by
teacher.

The links betwee.1. and 2.in the chart have been confirmed on a number

e

of occasions. . The third link indicates the passage' of time and the
.

inex orableinduction into theforMol educational peocess.. ,It

also indicates the pevvasiveness of Sesame.StTeet'in that about 74% of, the'

encouraged children and about. 58% of thenot-encouraged children

seem to have viewed it just before-or during ehe first year in school.

This c9mpares with about 92%and 30% respectively during the second.

8.

O

1.

season of SeSdme Street (note that none)of either.grOup had been viewers

in the firstyep.r.of the sho;7 .

0-
Thus,, althodf,4 no significant differeces

performance in their, first year in school (the chain from 1 and 2 to 4

,

as dpgrammed ibova,an interpretational problem arises. Fnr couraged

-14

were noted in their

children, do nbt seem to perform better than not.- encouraged Children

they. are not viewed more positively by their teachers. However, in

First, prdny factors

and

o
,

explaiTing this result two factors shouldbe noted.
. .

. .,,

6

'1

A

O



influence in- school performance, including the teacher,' home experiences,

land peer. group pressures. While it would have been intriguing if

encouragewent and viewing of Sesame Street before school had

significantly affedtedin-school performance, it is not surprising that

this was not,found. To have marked effects on in-school'performance

a large number of causal-factors have usually to be.morkdd on.

Hower, it is also interesting to aote 'that the children pdrformed:

0

very well on the Inkrentdry used to-assess their status in their 'first
.

.

year in school. On national norns, when competed with sidilar children

who had'had Yead Start experience, thTey fell in the top-quarter. Since

the Majority of both encouraged and not-encouraged children:had been
.

,

. ..

Sesame Street viewers at pomestage (eitherin YearI,I, the intervening

summer, or in Year' III of the show',.

.

then it iS, Clear that differences
.

,

. 1...

between-these two groups on the basid of ditferential,amounts of

,. ,
' _

.1!
0

. viewing would be difficult to obtain. It is. also, reasonably clear that

,
.

.

the show is not having deleter:fous effectsupon'children entering
. l'' i

school for the first time:
c

,
.

.,
rare.

In the complex situation, simple solutions. are rdre. Sesame

-..
.

i '

Srret, we have noted, has beneficial effects on.preschool children.

r. 6
t

. 4- 0-

Whether these effects are translated into4mproved later school

.
. .

performance probably is still not clear. A major reason' for` this is

that the'show$has great popularity and, even when ttleshow is telecast

cmitHF stations, `the majori0y,of-pregChoolchildren.viewed it some
o.

.

"it r

4

ONCduring its first: three years.

12
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TABLE 1 012

.1
N

.4 CI

Pretest, Posttest, end Cain Scores for Encouraged and Net - encouraged Children

4

.

e

bbtest

Maximum
Pq,ssiple
Score

Encouraged 14 . 47

Pretest Pciattast pain

H SD H SD H , SD

Not-encouraged N - 52 ,0

Pretest 0 Posttest 0,91n

H SD H SD rte SD '

body Ports
b of body, Parts
Total

10
0

18

6.4

3.6
10.0

3.4

2.9
5.8

8.4,-.,

5.5`'

13.9

2.1

.2.4
4.1

1.-5.1---

1.9
3,8

3.2
2.7

5.2

1.0 .

4.4

12.4

.

2.9
-2.4 .

4.6

'9.1
5.6
14.8

1.5 1.,

2,1
3.2

1..
.1:31
2.4

3.1

2.8
5.1

Wrote .

flag Forms
I

'4

4

8

1.3
' L 9

3.3

1.4
1.5
2.5

2.2
2.6
4.8

1.3
1.3
2.3

0,9
0,6
1.5

.

1,3....

1.7

2.4

.

1.4
1.9 .

3.3'7

1.5
1.5
2.6

1.9
2.6
4.5

f. 4
1.3

2 ,4, ,

0.5
0.7
112

1.1

1.7
2.2

1 °Commopi ty Memllers 4 1.9 1.4 3.1 1.0 .1.3 1.6 2.4 1:4 3.1 0.9 0.7 1.5

i by Foils
by Position ,

9 4.2.
1.3

2.2

0.9

.5.0

1.2

1.7

0.8

0.9

1;0

2.1

1.1

4.7',

1,2

1.9

0c8

5.0

1.3

1.9

0.

90.3
,

0.1

2.2

1.0

ling Lettert
osttors

%

/aunt!'
Sounds

,

..,

bit Orientation

il Totalt at 7 ''.

.

4
8
4

6

9
4

26'

48

1.4

0.7

0.3
1.5
1.4
1.2
1.,3

. 5.0 ,,

9.9 '

1.3
1.81
0.8
1:7
1.6
1.4
1.2
7.0
7.9

1.8
2.2
1.1
1.7
1.7
1.8
2.1

11.7
15.1

1:1
21.7

1.6
1.6

' 1.6

1.5
1.3

.8.5

10.2

/0.5
1.5

0.9
0.2
0.4

0.6
0.8

6.7

5.2

1.6'

2;6
1.5
1.9
2.1
1.4
1.e-

7.9
9.3'

/7
' 1.3
0.6
0.9
1.5..1

1.4
1.3 -
4.5 .

11.2

1.1
2.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1,3
1.3
7,0
8,0

2.0
2.3
.0.7
1.2

1.7
2.0
1.8

`.1144
14.1

c v

1.3

?.0'
1.3
1.6
1.6

1.6

'1.3

9.0
9.9

0.3
1.0
0.1

- 0.3

0.2 .

0.6

0.5

i.9
2.9

1.5
2.4

1.4
1.6
2.1.

1.7 -

1,5

8.5

7.5

.1ng !lumbers
'Aalborg
ion 9
lion
, ktr,ategies

S4t41'uferSubtraction

..41-3o)

61 ,

e
,

4

0',

7

7

8

3
1 3

30
54

. 0.9 .

0.5 , !'

2.7
2.4

4.1,
1.2
.1.4

5:9
15.9 ''

1:1
1.2
2.3
1.8
2.5

LA
.2.3
7.5

10.3

2.0
l'.6

4.5
3:3>

.5.3.
1.6'

2:8*
14.7
24.3

1.3
1.8

..' 1.9
,1.,5'

' 2.1
1.0
3.0

"' 9.0
10.0

1.1

1.0
1.8
1.1
102

' 0.4 .

1.3.

8.8

8.3

1.7
1.8

' 1.9

2.0
2.8

4.2
2,3
7.1
9.2

1

1.3
0.9
3.4

2.7

4.5
1.2
1.4'

8.0
17:9

1.2"
1:0

# 2.0
1.5
2.3
0.9
2,1
8.4

9.1

1.5.
1:2
4.5.
3.3

5.0
1:3

' 3.0
14.7,

23.1

.

1.2
1.7

1.8
1.4

2:1
.1.0
2.7

.8.i
9.3
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0.3.
1.1
0.6

0.6

0.1
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'

1. 3'
1.7.
2.3
2.0

3.0
1.1

2.3
9.4,
8.2

.

7oresTotai 17 8.7 -4.1 11.8 '2.9

.

3.1 3.9 9.5 3.2 11.9 2.5 412.4 3.4

I,
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.1essifiation
Ion TOtal \

15
9

24

4.7 ?
-2.2 '

6.9''

1....r

3.9
1.8,,

5.0

5.7
3.0
8.7

3.5,

1.8
4.8

1.0

'0.8
1.8

4.1
2.5(
5.5

4.7
3;1

7.8

3.9
4

1.9

5,2

5.4
2.8

. 8.1

,

4.0
1.7
4.7

v 0.7

-0.3

0.3

;3.8
2.4,

5.2

I .

gl 16 . 4.2 ' 3.3
6.3 3:5', , 2.1 3.6 5.0 3.2

...

' 5.2 3.2 0.2 3.5

. f
'le' -Total 10 ` 4.4 2.2' 5.1 2.2 0.7 2.0 4.3 1.9 TA ..- 2.2 0.7

.--

-2.6 __

a1 . 8 4.6 . 2.8 5.5 2.7 'C 0.9 3.3 4.5 2.4 '.3 .. 2.7 0.8 43.1

- 214 73.4 '' ' 39.2 102 '.'9 35.7
4
29.5 32.5. 82.5 33.0- 99.7 33.9 . 17.2 28.3

Score 25.0 13;5 33.4 11.8 7.4 13.2 29.6 13.8 33.3 11.4 . 3.7
1

13.2

41 Age in Months --- 36.9 21.7 41.4 14.7' 4.5 17.3 39.7 16.8 41.7 11,7 2.0 16.3

(1 Age in Months --- 50.8 -- --- 52.6 --- ---
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TABLE 3

Multivariate Analysis of Covariance. Of Coope'rative Preschool Intentory

Depercdent.Variables: Cooperative Preschool Inventory Total Score

COvariates: Pretest total score and SES Index

Source of Variance SS df F

I.

, P

Within cells 24941:653 85

Regression 929.728 2 15.839 .001

S 27.464 1 0.936 .336

A 556.203 2. 9.476 .001

SA 87.453 2 1.490 .231

E 19.571 1 0.667 .416

SE 29.396 1 1.002 .320

AE 69.727 2 1.188 .310

SAE 41.664 2 0.710 .495

S Sex
A "Age --

Encouragethent
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Ranking's

Scale

ts

General Readiness

Verbal

Quantitative

General Intelligence
.r

Attitude to School

Relations vith°Peers
D

Coordination

.Cooperation

. Teacher 'Rankings'

-N

Encouraged

,SD
--t

Mean

47 44.4 . 27.2 e

I

47 45.9 29.2

47 44.6 25.9

47 44.3 29.5

45 47.2 26.2

47 45.2 25.7

42 44.9 , 25.6

43 46.7 * 27.7

Not-encouraged

N Mean SD

02 47.1, 31.7

51 49.5 29.4

51 45.6 29.3

52 50.1 27.7.

51 49.6 26.3

51 51.3 27.9

50 44.9 28.8

51 /9.4 30.0
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