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1. Introduction

R i . - . .
. . . .
-, . . R ) ) e -
. . . . . . . .
- . .
Te

B - - “In: the summer of 1968, Children gt Television Workshqp (CTW) began

L planning the show that was to be an;innovation in educational
o 'r o " on a

television--Sesame Street. 1In Novémber,‘1969,)and for the‘next'six

' 8 .
. - @ E)

! months, the ﬁirét.series of the show waéutelecast. 'Educational‘TeSting -
’73"?‘ T e ¥ “ )

- . Service (ETS) undertook the task of. evaluating that first series. e PR
- - . Q.'— os‘.
) : The report on the evaluation of the first year of Sesame Sfrect
, & BRI LT
stated that the show had achieved_many of its goals. }t also stated
. 3} . Lo

that, ."basically the“large‘geins occurred in those areas that were"

, : ° directly taught." What was of unariswered concern -then was what the

- . effects of Sesame Stxeet ‘would be ‘on viewers whenithey subsequentlyn
had their first ‘school experiences. Tha* . is, would there be a tYpe 1 !

:of transfer egfect from the show such that viewers,‘having gained ;

{; "_ , from this:viewing experienq@, would have enhanced performances in their

o
§ Y - . 2

T first_year in" school. .The second yeax evaluation effort attempted to

v RN " answer this”question. Children who were at home in the first year of

F) . . I Wt

Sesame Street were followed into School (nursery'school, Head Start,r .,
o B S . B _
. tkindergarten, or first grade) in the second year. , The following

<>
=

‘description of this follow-up 1s taken.from our second vear renor-t:2
‘ Low 3 en., ) T

*

- ‘2 ]‘ - . q‘b\-—

\ _ lBall S. and Bogatz, G. A, The First Year of Sesame Street: An Evaluation“‘
. as Educational Testing Service, Princeton, Naw Jersey, October 19/0 pq66 R

9 ) g
. -t H N ¢ N\
A1 ¢* . .

zBogatz, G. A Bud Ball '$: The Second Year of Sesame Street: A Continuing
Evaluation. Volume 4, Educational Testing Service; Princeton, New Jersey,

November l97l, ppl75—l76 '
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R " "The .progedure used was to haye teachers rank all the children . ‘ o

. . in their classnon a_number of criteria. The rankings of the few, e
children who{were subjects of this study were then abstracteds The * : .

% teachers did|not know which children were subjects. The ranking ,

o procedure wap used in the autumn of 1970 when the children had been _ R

. 1o school abnut a month and again in the spring of 1971 when the ,
children had| been in school about eight .months. The autumn ranking

" of 112 children indicated that children who viewed Sesamer Street most- :
during its flrst year (including the summeyr reruns) ‘were most highly ‘ s .
‘regarded by [their teachers.on seven criteria. On two of tthe ¢riteria, o
attitude-to 'school<and peer relationships,‘dlfferences among the

. rrankings of children who had watched Sesame Street iR varying ameounts
were signif cant. The one where differentes by amount of viewlng were
least appa¥eat was physical coordination, an area hardly susceptible
to the inf ence of televis1on, s R ; -

= Note hat while the general relatlonship is, clear that the more ' <

children v ewed,. the higher they were ranked, no causality can be

Anferred.:| That is, the frequent viewers also were somewlat younger . _

+% and had 'sgmewhat higHEr attainments at the outset of the study (in .° St

the preteZt of the first year). Therefore, while frequent viewers -~ v+ ..

‘were morr/highly ranked, the higher rankings could have been a function

of facto%s other than the frequent viewing., However,. even.if a positive

[

o~

A

[N

causal influence cannot be drawn, it is reasonable from these data *to
deny a eriticiem of the show that viewing Sesame Street would have ‘the . ' .
« effect of "turning off" children when they arrived in school. ,The = .~ ‘
argumenf was ai least #n part based on the idea that sghool would be MRS
dull in/ comparison with the sensory impact of Sesame Street. The ‘
esults of the fall teacher rankings do not bear out this Criticish,
% Rather it would seem that if children arrive at school with an adequate
" background of basic information.and skills, they will find ‘school moré. :
Anteresting and be judged more highly by teachers. o, o .

8

rr\. - -

' The  same,. prodgdure was carrled otit in the spring of 1971 The o '\
results of these spring rankings were not’significant, perhaps in part
because the number -gf children’ranked 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 t1me or another by the spring of
. 1971. 'In;these cirtumstanccs, differences in rankings that might haVe v
* been cdused by Sesame: Street could not be ascertalned The queation g : ' -
of ‘the-effect of Sesame Street on chibglen g adjustment to school 1g ‘

S

’ important While the stated’ goals of -the-show do not exténd to. . y
such ambitious realms, there remains the hope-that since, Sesame Street '
had significant impact-on a sizable probortion of its goals,,these
effects would carry over into at least the early months of schooling.
. The results so far obtained«suagest that, this hope might be a reality
though definitive research has: not yet: been carrled out. " .-

& - ) ‘ oo\
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A -
‘ - ' ’ ~ ) \" )
s L b ' ' R ’ .
g“? ' e " The reporL that follovn describes a second\follow—up study This =
o’ ¢ - . . “ ’ ‘ . .,
study was carried out in Los Angeles during the third year “of Sesame " 3 )
T Street, .Again the goal wasvto}assess ‘the impact of earlier viewing . >
at home on -performance in the first year of school. The stﬁdy‘Was - v
? » ) ! - - ) -
R . ’ . ' T ‘o n . : s NS :
I : somevhat more extensilve than the first follow~uq study and it_oVercamg N

v

. a'major problem that‘hindered a clear interpretation of that first °
. K * . ' [y ’ \

. follow—up .;tudy , LN
. , S L BEAN
- ' 2. Subjects ,q'
! ’ 1 . . Co - -
- ) Potential subjects for“this study were children who werg part of -

i

2 . ..

the,Los~Angeles sample of the second year ETS‘evaluatidn. They had the 1>
3 ! v b i i |

following characteristics-

” None had viewed Sesame SLreet in its first year of telecasting.

' All were at home (no formal schooling or day care) durinétthe'
4

~

second year of Sesame Stréet. . .- - c _ .

All lived in low income neighborhoods in the Los Angeles arca L A
' ) . . s y £ )

(for exampley, East Los Angeles;gponpton)ék‘ . ) _ »

Thevaere randomly assigned to encouraged'(viewing)-or‘not encouraged

: ' " (control) conditions at’ the beginning of the second year of Sesame IR
e , : e SR e
Street at which point they were 3-, 4-, or 5-years-old, o - .

e
a

They were pretested Hefore thevsecond year telecast of Sesame Street . | +
‘ ° : ' . oL : .

and posttested at the end of‘the second year.

- .
e

hd Y o

They had gonevonto somg’form of schooling during the third year of ;/f L N
. _ ! v
4 i Sesame _ Street (1971—1972) This inciuded pieschool, kindergarten, and -~ '

first grade ¢lassrooms. - . . \
ot A . . N . R " \ v . .ﬂ .

) Not all of the children-who,had these  characteristics were included

~ - -

in this present ‘study. Some Children's families changed addrosses and 'A R

could not be’ found A few children went to private or‘parochial

v . : Y . t




)

~i

a

schools-which wvere unable;to;provide“coopefation in the limited time
¢ e

‘at’ our disposal The results of thia.study are based on -the :follow-up

) 6/. S 4

' of 99 Los Angeles%childrcn for whom complete pretest and posttest data

‘were available in Year II of Sesame Street, who ‘had gone on to school
't L : &

o

5, in Year III, and'for whom all requested—data were obtained concerning

,3.

Pl

~ second year a]l but a few of the encoyraged VIewed the show but less

: than one~- -third of the not—encouraﬁéd were viewers. ' .

this first year in school. = ' - ) o ‘

L - T [ ’ . - X ' ) ¢
Measures, | * . . e “
—— . . y

The measures reported“in.thi study consist first qf the Sesame

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

battery had bcen administered to all the subjects of this study at pretest

. -
St “

(dctober 1970) and-at posttest (May 1971). A parent qucstionnaire was Q&
. Q . e
also admipbsteréd at those times to obtain bachground information oh )
LN ‘ f'

the children. A measure was also used to assess the amount of V1ewing

El ' »
M N

of the subjects in the second year of besame Streeb (having established

_that npne had viewed durin. the first year)., IC\M@s roted that in the . -
"N G
. \e
In order to assess the impact of viewing the show at home on the,

chﬁ%@ren performance in school, Lwo additional measures were/ﬁsed '

IR

and adminiatered after fiVe mopths of school expelience. One was C

~
x

the Cooperative Preschool Inventory (Caldwell).' The Inventory was
chosen. because gt is"a brief asscssment*and scrcening procedule*

) 5 .
designed for individual use w1th children in the age range of 3- to .
6— yeats. * It was developed to- give a measure of ach1evement“ii\areas

regarded as necessary for syccess in school. Another goal was to ) .
-~

. . N . . .

. . a . ’
; - .

o e g g




¥ °deV€1°P an. instrumeht that was sensitive to experience and could thus s
be used to\&emonstrate changes associated with ducational intervention, u3 /
s A i . Y e
P T . In addition,)ﬁhe Inventoﬁy contained many items directly related to s a
" . . . ) T . ” y ) ] 3

the goals of Sesame Street (body parts, geometric shapes) and others thaL b

. -

: o were not (colorS,*topying) ’ . T L ' ) R
’. \{{ .‘ . - . ) . L
The other measure was Lhe rankings sca]e. A follow—dp technique'
-

-
Y

was needed that wodld obtain ‘teacher rankings of the study children

withdut singling those children out from their‘peers ‘for special SRS !
| ; S 3

| ‘ , attention. With this in mind, and With‘the knowledgeﬁthat teachers could '

\ not be asked to assess oertain children and not others W1thout somchow :
. I3 , -
altering their subsequent freatment of boéh groups, a simple expedient °
* . v~ . .
was devised. Teachcrs of classes in whlch .any of the Sesame Street
. ¥ .
. . X : 9 5

follow-up subjects yere.enrolled were asked to rank all of the childrem

-

.
‘a

in- thelr classes. The”task involved their rank—ordering all of their =~ ° -

¢

sLudean accordlng to each of thc follow1ng dimensions: general

[

K B, A‘A o F{. - @ »

& , readiness for school verbal readlness,qduantitative readiness, general

o L. e e

. \ . intelligonce, attitude Loward school %elatlonships with paers, \ )

X i “ . ot s
y L Y
[ physical coordination, and cooperation. _

| \ In addltion to thes; twd measures, parents of all 99 children
' \25* .

vere intcrviewed and askéd about théir children s vievlng of Sesame

A V.

'QX Streazt in order t0'provide\evidence on ‘the children s new or continued '
3 ' ' ’ s ) ¢ o .
¢ viewing of Sesame Strceet, a¥measure essential to a proper interpretation

@ ~of the results.: An@lyses of'%hesc question- 1ndicated that the
B - » . “
. encouraged chlldren had continued to view Lhe third qeason at a hlgher
3 : D ' . B
‘ frequency than the not—encouraged "but that the' differences in amount

-~ . 4 < s ~ ' - >

. of viewing between the tyo groups was not as great as it had been in
- ° “ - C o - ./ - . ' . -
( e , the first year of the study.: . - o o
¢ . ) . - ) . . . ’ . .
f; . ¢ . 7
3Presc'hool Inventdry ReViscd Fdition-l970: Handbodk, Cooperative Tests and -

Services, Educational Tescting Service, Princeton, New Jersey, 1970, p4 ‘
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-

.

Results o : AN oo @

Table l\provides the resulte for the 47-5ncouraged to view and

o~ &"-

the 52 not-encouraged children on the ETS Sesam@ Street battery

used during the-year preceding their'entry into!schpol. “It may be
¢ . ou 5 : '

s¢en that, for these two groups oﬁ,children; the pretest scores of

< © ) ) ) : *

the not-encouraged were somewhat higher than those 'of» the encauraged,

4 -

that.the encouraged gained more, and that &t posttest tlje\

encouraged had surpassed the not—encouraged e .

By

.FTablevZ presents certain scores from the parent ouestionnaire
. < -’l .

on theSe same children.. It may be seen that the not—encouraged
RV - R f - . . e

’1‘ ,r ’
"children canie from srightly less disadvantaged backgrounds; their
[ . '

parent° being less economically disadvantaged -and having n ‘the ° ..

N B L
£ . o

average about 8 month° more formal ,_Schooling1 S R

< .

The results of the twg groups on the Cooperative Preschool

Inventory administered in the spring of 1972 are: ’ — ;

- N ‘3 . . ~ . - )
o . 4 _ Encouraged ;C‘Not—encouraged -
N 3 L (N=47) (N=52)

.

:’ I ﬁean ',b . 5i.fA \ . - 54,0 -

s Y Ia X : ]'\h . . " 7 e

N Standard Deviationl 7.5 . o 7.1 R e

! . / R A . e . Q
Thus, ét finst glance, it can be geen that after five‘*bnthf_in School .

R . (J\-g :

' the’two groups of children seem, quite similar on thisﬂmEasure. Noten

too that the mean Scores (52 l and 54.0) represent percentlles on
inatiqna} norms of ' 76 and 82 respectively. Tliese norms are based on

G n\ e
1531 Heaﬂ ‘Start chlldren. They 1ndicate a highgfgperformance than

.
L]

might have been expected from their performanﬁe on Lests administered.
b = BRI . “~ I ¢

before Sesame Street’viewing. These scores .algo seem to réflect well

i < .bv C

S . o
on the encouraged ciiddren. They had begun, at-pretest,,at a -
H . . . B 2 . : ' -u‘ ) '_ \ .

-

€y

oy b g AT % 8 Rt s A A




¢ o 1

& ] : .

N c disadvantage to their controls and on the evidence of the parent

S o .
. - “

N ) questionnaires, they came from pooreg~homes. Therefore, gince they

w b
. . ~ -~ )

. : had been randomly allocated to encouraged VS, not—encouraged in the

.

o~ first,place,'a multivariate analysis of,covariance was performed as
e : e _ ] : ‘ ;

) ‘ e . . o - . , . RN . .
- summarized 'in Table 3. Pretest total score on the Sesame Streety .

4

‘battery and SES.(sodioecOﬁomic status) index were covaried. Table"

. . 3 shows that only age came out as a 51gn1ficant factor, older A

-
- ¢ [

. children performing beftef on the Cooperative Preschool Inventory.

<

°

~ The viewing.(ehcouragement) factor was’notgsignificant‘
T " Table 4 bresents the‘mean'teacher rankings|conuerted_to centiles

r N - b

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

R - - s

: children received slightly hlgher rankings than the1r encouraged

; o counterpartsg hut subsequent analysls indicated no significant

¢
-

differences. - K ’ e

~ ]

4 .

s . Table 5 prevides results concerning subject viewxng of Sesame, “

. T stréet. , It may be noted that encouraged childrcn increased their P

> c -

viewing ofﬁSesame Street during the summer telecasts invcomparison to

I 4 “»

e » A _,7 the p081tion a year eacllen Thus, although at the time

- "’C’

. " of the follow~up testing the encouraged childrcn hadrviewed more

- [ '

o : ‘ : f R
. . - . 4 MRS e

. of each show, the not-encounaged children were also viewing to'a
R . 1 . » " L e o .

relatively high degrec. L < C e .- ';

. . . .
. &5, "Discussion o : o .

e &
® v
© . A B} - g, - . L3

There are many factors operating to affect a child‘r performance

in school or the teacher-s view of tbat child.’ It had been noted that

4 ®
4 v N .

the viewing of Sesame Street had a-‘positive effect on. Lhe performance

e . ) R ¢
N L.

- . X . » . t

shows, viewed them more timés‘per week, and viewed a-larger,proportion‘
e N , 4

«

Bl

5oy Sman £33 VY

e




of children before schdol. Thd‘qgestion was whether‘this would be

»
° . - . L. ] °

reflected in improved petformance later 41 school. The following P

‘diagram indicates the process being inveétiéated (the hypothesized

Cbain). . v e L o d 3

0

o
¢

1. Child vdews 2. Child does 3. Child enters = 4. Child does better
: on school tasks..

Sesame . = .  better on schodls and
: Street.~————%;> tasks - continues to > than non-viewing
’ assessing view Sesame 3 children and ‘is
. _ Sesame - Street.’ viewed more .
’ ' v Street . positively by ~° ,-
) - goals, | teacher, ,

) Y i . .7

) - . o ’
. . é . PR “ *“‘ -0
The links between.l.- and 2.'in the chart have been confirmed on a number
. M . {- . .

B

of occasions. . The thfrd link indicates the passage’of time’and the
. = ©
childis inaxorable induction into the formal educational process. It

-
o

]

also indicates Lhe pervasivencss of Seoame Streect’
3 “ - q ‘ .
‘encouraged children and about: 8/ of the. not—encouraged children

seem ‘to have viewed 1t just befoxe or during the fir t year in school.

¢ )
Y

“This compares wiLh about 92% -and 30% respective&y during the second-

c .

-

" season of ScSémc Strect (note that nome'of either.grou

in the first year»of thc show) : . ?'ﬂ ' ' )

p had been viewers

v

Thus,, althourh no significant differe\ces vere noted in their

#
n from l and 2 to 4

|
performance in their first year in school (the chai

. =)
° \‘ t ‘

as djagxammed abdvc) ‘an 1nterpreLati0nal pxoblem arises. 'Encqgraged

L3

. +

ochildremdo not seem to perform better than not—encouraged children and

"they are not viewed more pbsitively by their teacher HoWevct, in

e

explaiping this result two factors should'be noted, First, mﬁny factors -
. CowE : . )

Ij‘:

in that about 74% of the *




.

influence in-school performance, includingvthe teacher,'home expériences,

'/and peer. group pressures.- While it would have been intriguing if

encouragement and viewing of Sesame Street before school had v
< AN} . I

significantly affected: in-school performance, it is not surprising that

»
tes

this was not,found. ‘To have marked effects on in-schoolfperformance
a large number "of tausal Factors have usually to be.worked on.

HOWeuEr, it is also interesting to 1ote that the children performed
"\ﬁ—/ .

very well on the Inventory used to- assess their status in their first
year in school. -On national norms, when compatred with similar children

' “ . G
who had had Head Start experience, they fell in the top-quarter._ Since

.

~

the majority of both encouraged and. not—encouraged children had been

Sesame Street viewers at some, stage (either in Year II, the intervening

> e e

gummer, or in Year III of the showf then it is clear that\differences

&

between these two groups on the basis of differential amounts of

¢ . 3

\viewing would be difficult to obtain. LIt s also reasonably clear Lhat
N . 0 .6 - a ~ :

,the ghow 1s not having deleter ous effects upon children entering .

¢ v
X
>, “

[y
o

chool for the first time: ‘ ‘ e

In the complex situation, simple solutions are rare. Sesame

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

e ° - v

Hnether these effects areatranslated into improved later school

s P -

pnrformance probany is still not clear. A major reason for this is

N .

that the show:has great pdpuiarity and even when’ the show is telecast

oa ‘UHF stations, the majorityvof preschool children Viewed it at some' .
4 . ‘

!Llo"during its firstbthree years.
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