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challehge had- be n whetted bj Sesame %treet find klndeygazten a

.distinct let-down? - o .’. ' _ ; .

Preface’

Following the initial and instantaneous success of Sesame

§t'eet in its firstiyear of telecast, parents and educators begah

“to pohder the question ofmthe long-term effects on regular viewers}
" In the hort run, both subjectlve anecdote - and ca%fiully documented

.objectlve report attested to the value of the show ) But even among

L
those Mmo werc the keenest admlrers of ‘Sesane Street a questvon

bothered them Specmflcally, the questlon wd; asked, "What Wlll

: bedome of the flrst generatlon of Sesame Street watchers when they

enter school?" Would children’ who had been regular v1ewers be

7turned_off by the classroom Wthh, 1n~general, would hardly be
_.expected to-compete'with Sesame Street in its attentioh~getting'de—

vices.

' The evaluators, too, wondered would the gains observed améng
® . . ’ . ‘ - .
regular viewers of the show give them an advantage over thekr non-

> [

viewing peers with respect to readiness £or school? Or would they

be quickly bored by early classroom experiences geared to;their less

knowledgeahle peers " Would the aains.obtained during“the first

.seaSon'o Sesame- Street perslst through the summer 1nto the

~school year? And would preschoolers, whose apoetltes for cOgn1t1vu

°
Y

What £ollow is an interim report on'selected members”oF~the

flrst year Sesame Street sample - those who were at home chlldron

from dlsadvantaged ntrghborhoods and who went on to school 1n

September l970. Some background from the flrst year is glVﬁn in

order to'set the stage;of’thls intexrim repcrt. For full detalls,

<
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'\fv‘,thé reader is referred to the first year report.*
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o
* Ball, s. and'Bogatz,‘G.Q The First,Year of Sesame Street: An

'Evaluatidn,‘iEducational Testing Service, Octobef; 1970.




'Introductlon- The First Year- Evaluatlon

In’ l968, when Chlldren S Telev1slon Workshop began to- develop

—

Sesame Street, ETS was glven the assignment of-assesslng,and evalu-

iviewing,behavior of the-children who'watched the show, -to describe

“ating the impact of the show on its intended audienge, 3- through
- 5-year old children. The evaluation conducted‘by ETS during the
first year that,the show was telecast »(l969-7p)’attempted to

' answer sevéral broad questions: -First; did preschool viewers of

- the show lg?rn more:of the things Sesame.Street was:trying to;teach‘k

than comparable children ‘who did not watchvthe show? ' Second, what
characterlstlcs dlfferentlated the v1ewers who learned most from
the show from the v1ewers who learned least and, as a corollary tj/)/*

that, what learnlng effects could-be obﬂerved among various sub-

categorles of children who watched the show? Finally, 'hat elements

of the TV program were most effective in terms of learnlng?

Alltof the questlons related to learnlng'Were formulated in

'telms of the goals artlculated by Chlldren s Telev1slon Workshop

'.ﬁs"" . .

Spe01f1c measures were developed by ETS to assess. progress 1n the

4<goal areas. Instruments were developed as.well to measure the.

1

" the hbme background of the subjects,'tovmonitor the dally¢coverage

*

of the goal areas ‘in actual broadcasts, and to elicit the opinions'and

' attitudes of parents and teachels whose chlldren took part 1n the.

' evaluatlon.' The Sesame. Street test battery was admlnlstered to all

subjects before the start of the v1ewing season in the Fall of 1969.

'At the same tlme, the Peabody Plctule Vocabulary Test was admlnls-

tered in order to assess the level of vocabulary of the subjects and

to prov1de sOme means by whlch to compare them to a natlonal sample.
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'TheJSesame Street battery (this time without the PPVT) was,adminisFA

~— tered‘agaiﬁ'at the end of the viewing season (in late Spring 1970).

'~ Parent questionnaires'were administered pre- and poSt*Viewing‘seasono
~as well. 1In the interim, viewing records were kept, children were
PR s R . : ‘ ’ . ) :

. observed on‘a_scheduled baéis'watqhing the show, and ETS Staff
~~.m0nitoréq thé daiiy broadcgéts fn,ofdér to perfdrm'é écnfent ané—
lysis of the educational énd eht&rtainment‘componem;s'of-Sesaﬁg :'
 ~Street. Teéchers“were also given the oppoftuniﬁy tb contribute their

‘reactions to the show itself and to their childrehis responses to it. 

-

‘Children were studied in one of two settings - in their.homés>

o

or in preschool classrooms -.and over five geographical areas:’

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; burham, North Carolina; Phoenix, Arizona;

X Boston, Massachusetts; and & rural region of California. Some

N S : o BT : A
children were encouraged tec watch the show; others were not. The

¢

study included groups of 3~year-olfs, 4- ér—oids; éﬁd S—yéar—olds,'
‘of middle ‘and low sociofeconomic~ét tus. Finally,va»gfoup.of
;Spénish;speéking‘childrehb(ali 4~&e ;folds)_ﬁas.inéldded;' Origin-
ally, a sqm§l¢ of 1200'phi}drenVWas selécted. Iﬁ all, a total;of.

' f943 children.fbr whom p;étest{gnd posftesﬁ data were available.was‘ 

includediin ﬁhévfinal analfsis, aftergattrition;’and ﬁﬁe-rejeCtion

~

&

of récordshfor'unreliabiliﬁy, The sampiing'procedures and other
~ subcategories of subjects included in the‘sgudy'are described in
,deﬁail in'the‘first'years's{report (Béll and Bogatz, 1970), and

N\

will not be included here.
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Sesame'Street proyed~such an inStantaneous success that few

o chlldren in the sample were_truly nen- v1ewers.‘ In the'absence~of a

e ©

control group in the strlct sense, ‘the 913 subjects were‘ﬁmvmded 1nto.

-

‘quartiles accordlng_to how-much they'had watched Sesame. Street during

that first broadcast years ASsignment'to.one-or,another_of the
- viewing quartiles;was;based.on a composite viewingyscore{i 0l children
watched~the'show rarely or'never; Q2 children watchedoagout-Zfor 3

. timds a week, Q3 children about 4 or 5 times a week, and Q4 children

a

N R

" watched an:average°of.more,than’5;times.a week. Allhsubsequent
analyses were based on viewlng guartiles.-

The one_major finding that cht!across all subcategories of
children inclnded in the first year's evaluation was that learning
was dlrectly and posmtlvely related to amount of Vlerng. Stated

»clmply, ‘the more- cthdren watched the more they learned of what the
show was teaching. Once again, the»reader is referred to the first
year: evaluatlon report for moré’detalled cons1deratlon of thlS major“f~
finding. Sufflce it to say here that the greatest galns.from pre—
test to posttest were made by‘chlldren 1n Q4. | V

There ‘were 731 chlldren who were consfﬁered "dlsadvantaged"_
among the f1rst year sample.' These chlldren_were scattered'across,
the four. v1ewmnq quartlles and for them as welldas tor'the'total~

sample, learning was related to v:ewmng Of the 731 dlsadvantaged

389 were . "at-home"; that is, they Were not attendlng Head Start or

any other reyular_

They were observed as they watched Sesame Street and tested 1nothe1r

homes, in c ntrast to the “at school“ group, ‘who were observed

o

watching Sesame Street and tested in classrooms
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'Since diSadvantaged children,'and particularly disadvantaged-‘

ohlldren who have not had the opportunity to take part ln preschool

B programs, have always been of most 1nterest to CTW, -it was declded
to 1solate.the first year s at- home disadvantaged group for follow~

_up into a second year. : o K = . e

L 4

~On the whole, the at-home diéadvantaged group watched. the .

(3

show less than dld the totaljsample (212 children-Were in Q's.l and

‘2 compared w1th 177 in Q's 3 .and 4); still,&the-heaviéétimiewers_
,gaxned the moet.‘ At the start of the first Year (at‘the‘time of ' -
pretest), the children in’Qfs_2,h%, and'4 are similar in terms of. -
test scores. By the e%ghof‘the firstngieming year;_eubstantial
differences exist among'the droupsh In'therteste:that:were most

’speclflc to the goa“s of the _show, (letters, numbers,"formsy etc.),

+

Q4 chlldren galned the most. For more detalled graphlc and des-

,crlptlve materlal concernlng the at- home- dlsadvantaged populatlor, LT

the reader is’ once again referred to the fvrst year eveluatlon report.
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. Follow-up: Second Year Subjecfs, Sites, and MeaSures
. ’ o . \_ : L . .

As indicated'previously,'it Was.decided to concentrate followé~

Pra

v

up 1nvest1gatlons on: the chlldren who were the at home dlsadvantaged
'group of the’ flrst year~evaluatlon. The first year s dlsadvantaged
chlldren came from three 51tes. Boston, Durham, and Phoenlx. LoCal_
coordlnators had establlshed workable data- gatherlng operatlons 1nv

all three sltes, and ihe procedures Eor recrultlng and tralnlng o

© e o -

testers, dlstrlbutang and collectlng test materlals, and malntaln—'
1ng subject cooperation were firmly entrenched,« Datatcollect;on
'would'take much the same*formﬁ \pretesting before'thelstart of the

1ow1ng season: posttestlng at the end, pre« and post test parent
questlonnalres, v1ew1ng records, and flnally, to serve a major
follow-up interest in school behav1or of the tlrst year chlldren,'ﬂ
a ratlng of these chlldren to be performed by thelr teachers. o

'Of the 389.at- home dlsadvantaged chlldren, 302 were pretested"

at the start .of ‘the’ second year of Sesame Street (Fall, 1970) . Of

these, about 160 went on to school Flnally, of those -who went on
‘to school “there ‘were 112 for whom teacher ratlngs were obtalned
- It is on this group of 112 that the remalnder oF thlS report is ~¥.
.focussed . S ’-. e

For the follow‘hp chlldren as Efor the orlglnal sample,'analyses
of data are based upon the lelSlon of the total group 1nto v1ew1ng
_quartlles. In the ‘seeond year, viewing scores were' a compos1te.
‘arriyed at by meanspof responses to questions on.the;parentbques; .
tionnaire and yiewing records. Both the Year I,pbsttest'parent,
‘éuestionnaires'and:the_Year'Iibpretestiparent'questionngires.Were‘

‘used, so'tqéreoisasomo récognition given the degree. to ‘which the
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'chlldren contlnuedato vrew Sesame Street dur;ng th summcr’betweeh '

“ . . ‘.

" Year. I and Year II. Between Year. I and Year II, the Sesame Street I

test battery was fev1sed to correspond to new. goals that had- been

ﬁ_developtd for the ‘second year of Sesame Street. As a result, test

',scores reported-here reflect only thosejitemsfthat~are'common'to
the Year I and Year TI batterles. Once agaln, “the tests are described_a
fully in the flrst year report and will not be gone 1nto agaln here.
Test results for all of the setzond- year children are presented in ;~
Table. 1. The results represent only the 1tems that. were common to |
the Year 1 pre~ and posttests and the Year II pretest and are pre— |
,sented_accordlng to v1ewlng ;uartlles, Table 2 plesents the pretest
: means and'gains on selected \subtests from the Year II.battery.

'.Table 3 éiﬁes scores for selected ltems from the parent(questione ’

. naires.of follow—through eubjects. Included are those 1tems whlch

'1n the first year study, showed some degrce of dlfference accordlng

»

to the v1eW1ng behav1or of the chlldren.
. . . BRI

It can be seen‘from the.assorted scores that the Q4 (hlgh~“

".Vlew1ng) chlldren are a youngerp abler group than the total ‘and »nj

| that the Ql chlldren (those who viewed very llttle, if at all) are.

by all standardv a more dlsadvantaged group than the rest. - The

. socloecomonlc"status of the lowest—V1ewang~group is by far the. |
lowest of the four quartlles,'and the parent and child affluence‘

'» and educatlonal uses scores are s1m1larly depressed (see the)flrst

vear summary report for explanaclons of these scores) The QL 7.

.Qz children are also lower in mental age as measured by

‘_the PPVT and bj the time of the posttest Year I, chlldren in all

.vrewlng~quart1les show galn over the majorlty of the tests.: More~‘

0
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- : FOLLOW-THROUGH SUBJECTS: ~ <.

T . COMMON ITEM SUBSCORES

. - v

. . . . : . o - - . P - .
P IR B T :
P

PR * . . . . - . o t‘.“‘ »

T
YEAR 1 POSTTEST *
SQD-

 YEAR I PRETEST

Mean. . S.D. Mean

3.1

4.3.

L4 .
© 3.2

- .
Q1 S 15.1 -
| ‘1489 -

B VA
¢ “17.0
154

s

4.5
RN
4.3
“ 357
4.3 -

10.7
Q2 1L.6°
Q3 12,3
QaT 134
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 Body
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Q1 1.5 4.1
. Q2
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.1“Totalp

2.5
‘3.0 L8 4.7
3.3 - 1.9 - 4.9
3.5. . 2.2 ~T . e
31 L9 5.1,

4.1
42
4,5
Q4 4.1 i 4.7

.. Tetal 3.8 - L.l 44
o L

Q1
Q2
Q3 -

102
1.0
1.0

3’,7
3.6

Matching = .~ .
3.9

Lettersy ",
"~ (5 items).

. a2y LA
VL
LR
iy

1.1
1.1
0.9
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1y

e
2.2
" 4.5
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3.7

0.7
1.4
1.1
- 2.3
1.6

" Naming
. ~Le.t.ters .
(9 items) .. .

R

) .

N's )
T 91 =30 03
Q2 =28 _ 04
 Total 112

)
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. , . #‘ N :
.°  YEAR II PRETEST
'Mean-~‘: STDECQ\

-

© - 2.3
2.5 -

© 15,5
15.4

o 16,0 2.4
N
15.8:" 2.2: .

1.7
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1.9
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.o 7 yEAR 1'PRETEST -
o S V' a0 ‘Mean-‘., ‘;S'.D-‘
. Q1. 3.3

@z b

Q3 4.6 .7

o

'5519:
AT

kéciti%é'
" Alphabet

Y A - LN I
' ' Total 5.0 6.7
' Q1 0.1

7 Nambers' . Q37 012
L (3 items) Q-l,. .04\;
* " Total 0.2
- qil 2
sl Tre2p20c
“numeration 2 A S
\— (4 iteins) Q3 '.3.3

& -

= Q4 2.8 1.1
‘Total' 2.6 ¢ T 1.2
Qa0 .. 101

A&ﬂﬁﬁﬁ?;gzﬁ¢& “
. Subtraction™ 3 1.3-. .
p (& items) .Q 4 0. . v)
Total .Q?? é
. : LoQ 1‘ 732,“)
- ¢qQ2 6.5
- Q j/',;LO 6
o : Q47 Bi6
#* . Total 83—
. ﬁ{_ .t
Q1 6.5
Q2 6.5
Q3 6.5
Q4 6.6
o '

. | E MC .: N ‘ Tota::l‘ 605‘_'N N .1'0”9

Counting ~

“\‘&hgéla;ional_”'
n . Terms - -
(10 items).

~

. L)
° “ 3.4 ' o
-
b
' eAs ] 'bu
& Aqeia® ."‘.’.eQ
[ l.'& A
- N
4

i
_YEAR I POSTTEST © YEAR IT PREFEST . .|

«.” Mean . SﬂDa.d;.  Mean - ', S.D. . ;
6.9 T 7.1 9.2 7.8 X
7.3 8.5 . 9.9, ©9.3 a

" 15.0
L 15:5 ..
©12.3

9.3,
- 10.3
. Qsﬁkf

9,9;
10.3
g

11,9
'R ) 15.4
i0¢4

1.0 .
. ‘0'\7', g
"120"9'
- ”1z7-'
1.1

0.6
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1.0

1.2
1.0 .
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YEAR I PRETEST . YEAR T POSTTEST _ YEAR IT PRETEST
Mear’ S.D. -  Mean  S.D. ' Mean.,  S.D.

Q1 42 . 20 54 23 - 1.2 2.3

o Q2 40 . 2.4 - 54 2.4 14 22
Classification . \ [ ' o o - .

R ’.\.Q 4 ’ 502 . ‘E 2-1 » ’ 800 ) ! lis‘ '7. N . 7 '8»’3‘: . 107. “'
_ " Total® 4.5 2.2 - 6.2 ¢ 2,4 - 1.5 2.2

V.. .Q1. 15 . 1.0. 1.9 | B B 0.8

\? : Q2 1.4 . 0.9 | 1.8 1.9 0.6

Sorting - . e N Lo :
(3 itemsy Q3 L7 Lo - L9 2.2- 0.8

P Q4 L5 0.9 "2.3 L 2.2 - 0.7

Lo | ‘Total .1.5 - --1.0: 2.0 ) . 2.0 0.8

Ql 39 03 | : : 9 0‘6' j:\‘x. . T s : . . ) B4 ‘

Peabody Q2340 " 101 - LT
T T A O K P
" Total 35,7 . 1L L. T | o

i

) Q1 423 0.8 - 7 IR S
L beabody O .é‘a..b42.3f ) 123 R - _
" Memtal | Q3 47.2 1.9 ) o
(A Ase Q4 46,0 137 - LS
- Total %4.3 " 12,90 . % PR :
Q1 576 . 7.3 |
. " Age . Q3 544 -2 L
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'Follow;Thfoﬁgh Subjects: Selected Parent Questionnairé Scale Scores |

o

Socioeconomic Status:

‘Table 3

. Pretest and Posttest, Year I

o

Years of

School Completed (Prete&t Only)

Q1
.Qi
Q3
Q4

Total =~ 100

- 25
24
27

b-lj.;‘ .

Ql
.Q2
e |
Q4 .27

25

Total 100

r;.’

N

.24

24

26"

Q@ 2

24

Q2
Q3

@ 27

® rotal . 100

L]

8.6
10,4
10.1

. 10.0

9.8 -

3.5

_mihm.WS}D;_g,‘i“_“w.,.m_

Parent Affluence

~ (Pretest Only)

e 5.6 e L
¥ 1.0
3.8

3.0 ¢

"-° Parent Expectatidns

'CgBrefest. o

i_ Meanb
32,2
- 35.9
:36.0
”38;4

- 35,7 .

Pretest
Mean

8.9
N
9.5 .
10,0
9.2

o

N S.D
. 8.8
8.2
5.8
5.3

7.5

Educational Uses
@

3.8

& 3.0

3.2

,_Posttést'

1.6
o34

Mean -

<

32.8 .

36.4

35.5
"38.6

35.9

i

- 5,5 °

.

.- Posttest =

Mean .
_——

10.3
9.7,

10.1

2.8

9.9

S.D - P ]

3.1

1.6

1 : .
206 . ) /'

,5;0‘ Coe

S.D.
2.‘0 : ) B ‘ ;:'N‘ -
1.6 |

2.4 .

-

203




Table -3 _(cwon’tinued)

Child Affluence '

Pretest . ' Posttest

- . N-  Mean - 8..  Mean . 5.D.

Q242060 15 27 0 s

'QZ' I — R 3 A eI 'LT"L3‘.'6”5”““""7"'"'“'.;"." 1.5 ~_A_~
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’ over, there are now Sizeable differences among children in Q's 2,

'__3 and 4. Those who viewed most clearly gained most, but all gained

4'ceilings~fcrasome of the tests. It is left to the reader, to perusef
“the tables for a more thorough understanding of the question of

MwhO'learned what. We turn, instead, to the question of what hap-,f'

'_study who went on to school in l970 71, - In each of the s1tes, at—‘

_ home study children were scattered among a large number of headstartf

.

'among the viewing quartiles. By the time of the pretest, YeariII,

attention. With this in #ind, " and the knowledge “that teachers~could’

2

&

some. Differences’ln'gain-exist among the various subscores and

many of the children particularly,those in 04, had attained the 7.

pened to the 112 children when they entered school.
The teacher ratings ware administered speCifically for purw'

poses of the follow-through of at-home children in last year s

kindergarten, and first grade classes. - A follow-up technique,was

C g

needed ‘that would obtain teachers ratings of the study children

without singlgng these children'out from their peers for spec1al

.
not be asked to assess certain children and not others Without

somehow altering their subsequent treatment of both groups, a. simple

expedient was deVised Teachers of classes in’wgich y of " the :;_*

.<’-1;‘m_ -

Sesame Street follow through (Year T at home disadvantaged) subjects «

(

were enrolled were asked to rank all of the children in their class.

The task involved their. ranknordering all of their students according

::- ¥

to each’ of, the follOWing dimensions" general readiness for school,

"‘verbal readiness, quantitatiVe readiness, general intelligence,'

attitude toward school, relationshipé w1th peers, and phys1cal motor

o

}

fcoordination. The actual scales along w1th the instructions supplied

theﬁteachers appear in the Appendix. E ) O :?” .




' w1th a good degree of 1nterjudgmental rellablllty ‘into ten cate-

“basis of results of a content analys1s oF teacher ratlngs of . o~

by an ETS-staff member* for another purpose entirely,'involved a
" national sample-of aboutv250‘first grade'teachers. The’ teachers T

—-were. asked flrst to make 3udgments aboutethe degree to«whlchﬁeach A

‘The 7000 descrlptlons were then class111ed by rndependent raters'

,skllls, performlng arts Sklll, general 1ntellectua% functlonlng, : ’,.swu
fattlbudes toward school and school. work conformlty to classroom

',procedures, personal emotional development, peer relatlonshlps, and

'then re- examlned with an ‘eye - to the Sesame Street objectlves. Graphlc

'skllls, performlng arts skllls, conformlty to classroom procedures,

direct attempts were made on.

The cholce of the partlcular varlables was made both on the

early school readlness-and on the need to.assess the students in

terms of .some of the goals of Sesame Street, The"survey,'conducted

3

,;(:.

to substantlate the judgments with behav1or descrlptlons. o

of thelr 7000 students was "ready" for school, and then

1

gorle,. ‘The ten categorles 1ncluded the folloW1ng ' verbal skrlls

N

and understandlngs, quantltatlve skllls and understandlngs,.graphlc'

motor coOrdlnatlon and phys1cal condltlon. " The categorles were .
. ¥ "o

and personal emotlonal development were ellmlnated entlrely._ Verbal

and quantltative readlnecs, 1t was reasoned should deflnltely have

been enhanced by the learnlngs fostered by Sesame Street, if the

show were to have cons*dered itaelf successful Motor coordinatlon,

d.of course, should not.‘ General rntelllgence and attltude LOWard

school (or at least Leachers';perceptlons of. these) are gray areas

l, N
xand, as such are of con51deﬁable 1nterest to the evaluators. No
{

Sesame Street to 1mprove chlldren 'S’

t

‘ 4 ‘ :
*Scarv1a B. Pnderson, The Mallng ©of a Pupll éhanging Children'into’
School Chlldren, Susan Col'er Rosenberg Lecture, Unlvers1ty of

‘Chicago, July .17, 1968.° { - 18 :
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i

attitudes toward school; on the other. hand, one of the show's ST

Qu, major general concerns was to engender 1nterest in and regard forv.

learnlng. ‘Besides, it was argued that if a chlld comes to school

w1th knowledge of letters and numbers and Wlth an ablllty to use
relatlonal terms and to class1fy and sort plctures be mlght be

more llkely to regard hlS school experlence pos1t1vely. They woul\\

make sense to hlm,belng relatable to past experlence. The dec1s1on

to have teachers rank—order the chlldren-rather than use some sort

of absolute rating. scale was a methodologlcal ohe. It was felt

3 that the rank orderlng procedure would avold tie scores and would

"-

therefore provmde more variance among the resultlng scores.' In
all the teachers were quite. cooperatlve once general perm1ss1on

had been obtalned fr0m the’ sChbol systems 1nvolVed +o proceed

1

e ” w1th the research _ The ranklngs of the subJect children were |

o converted 1nto céntlles.

Results of the teacner ranklngs are presented in Table 4,

. The ranklngs are presented by V1ew1ng quartlles (the quartlles

: -
. Y

&,; : ~having beén derlved by the method descrlbed above) and represent

) faverage centlle ranks for follow—through subjects only, not thelr

classmates._ That 1s, the four scores glven in the column labeled “r o

oy
o

"General Readlness“ represent the averages of . the ranks glven by

s .4

thelr respectrve.teachers to allufollow~through subjects culrently

NP4 . B DA o - LT " “ . .
. . ST . . - L : . -~ L \.
. . . . ™) *
.« - o

- we e T T Renmt

*The centlle rank of a test score 1nd1cates what percent of the
scores in a partlcular set of .scores falls below the midpoint of
that score. interval. A centile rank is deternined solely, by the’
relation between .a- partlcular individual's score and the scores of

" the other individuals in the group being tested. (or, in this case,
- : rated)’. Centile ranks; therefore, range from near 0 to near 100
. regardless of whether the group-as a whole does "well" or "pooxrly".
R In this way, the rankings of children by different téachers are R
' rendered compaxable with one another, despite variations. in schools’ e
“and“classrooms, and in the rapge of abilities represented by. .the
‘students themselvés. Qentlle ‘rahks. can be averagea, just as-any
other set of ranks can. ' The resulting average is a kind of com-
O  posite scoreé. See Ebel, Robert L. Measuring Educational Achlevement

| EKC Prentice-Hall, Inc. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, 1965 “Pp. 2517258

R - 19
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,attendlng school Thus, had nothlng else been known about the'.

follow—through chlldren their expected average .ranks should have

Q

’ Qw been 50. The resultlng ranks were then subjected to the Kruskal— °

' Wallls one~way analys1s of varlance Wthh, 1n turn, produced the'

®

smqnlflcance levels-presented for each»scale.-

It can be seen from Table 4 that"In all” cases, " the Qén(hlghe
- v1ew1ng) ‘children were ranked hlgher than average by thelr teachers.
fﬂwsaWFAThe~ranktngs forwgeneralmreadln SS‘andwquantxtatrvewreadlness
. approach statlstlcal 31gn1f1cance, and 1ndrcate clearly that the

children who Were the most frequent viewers of. Sesame Street were

deemed hlghly quallfled by thelr teachers in both of these areas.j~l

The producels of Sesame Street would probably have hoped for and

expected such flndlngs. he most 1nterest1ng result,\however, 1s

'“'reflected in the teacher ranklngs of the chxldrens' attmtude
wx
toward school In thls case, the dlfferences are statlstlcally ' fqu

IR ,fSlgnlfzcant at the 99 percent level, and 1nd1cate thaL@the Q4

. (
«chlldren (and to a lesser extent the Q3 chlldren) are cons1dered

by thelr teachers to have better—tnan—average attltudes toward

B scnool. Lontrary to tht dlre predlctlons of boredom and restlessness e

»ln SChOOl for the - sophmstlcated veterans of Sesame otreet teachlngs,,~

[y

the heavrest v1ewers are judged t6 be among the better prepared _ ,ff
students viith Lespect to attltudes for schools These same chlldren;

are ranked hlgher w1th respect to peer relatlons than are the less

'f uent v1ewers of the show, another 1nd1catlon of the degree to

e e

Wthh Sesame Street veterans are maklng at least adequate adjustments

to school\lee. S S R

*¥The - Krusﬁa\—Wallls one—way analys1s of varlance is a non-
parametric testlfor‘dec1d1ng whether 1ndependent samples are from
‘different populatiorg. It is partlcularly appllcable to ¥he data -

: -of ‘this study because it requires that scores be converted into ,

b ‘ranks , In this study, the scores are already in the form. of ranks..

‘The Kruskal-Wallis  techni ”‘ is case, tests the null hypo

thesis that-there are no di: ‘-among thé ratings by teachers ‘.
of. follow—up ‘children in the ¥our v w1ng quartiles. Compared with '
the F .test, the most powerful pd test, -the Kruskal-Wallis = .
test haslasymptotlc efficiency of»35.5 percent - See. Slegel Sldney,
Nonparametric Statistics. . McGraw-Hill. 1956, Pp l84 193% 21
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tEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE e e
_ " As a follow—up to a study of chlldren s telev1s1on viewing -
behavior, we are: .asking a|selected group 6f kindergarten teachers
Ang the status of their students with
‘respect to readlness for school. On the pages that follow, you
will be asked to rank order all of the students in your class
"accordlng to certaln characteristics. We are interested in your
_ candid Judqments; these. rankings will not become part of the: ..
'students regords, nor will they be used for purposes other than
. those of the present research oL . - .
. rlrst, please complete 1tems l through -6 below. The- information.
you prov1de here is necessary to us for 1dent1f1cat1on purposes.

o

"l. Your full nane . R . .
= \;T’ E Cfirst. T mlddle R ‘lastg

I e R

4. Yéars Teachlng Experlence Prior to th1s Year_

- Number of chlldren in class

>

6: ‘Would you consider the students in this class to be more or. .»ﬁ
. -~ less ready for school than students you have taught in the =
». 7 . past, or .about the same?’ (Clrcle one number for your answer )y

:““~ ’ . . 'MOre ready..oo.oooooooo.:ool : .. 3 __’%

"About the Same..(ffi......é? SR B

P D R - IR I

:9,: _'Less ready................3

<3

Vext, you "will need a complete llst of the chlldren in your
class. We wolld likeé you to assign a number to each child,
starting with. "1" and ending with .the number of children. in your

- class. Please attach the list-to this questlonnalre when you have,

S : -,\_.
- - A -

i On page 2 of the questlonnalre, ‘we would like you to rank order
the students in your class according to the degree to which you feelr
:they. are generally ready for school. Flrst decide which student -
you consider to be the most. readvm&n general terms. Write his - ;

".number in the box ‘marked 1. ‘Next, choose -the -student who is second

" in your judgment in terms of general readiness for school. Enter
his number in box 2. Next, choose.the third most ready student' and

" write his number in.box 3+ Continue in this manner.until all of the
'students have been listed by number -ending with the one you feel is
.generally least ready for school o , , " i

. N “© o - - . o
9. M : . . . . . <
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In the pages that~follow you W1ll flnd six more phrases, each
'-jowahlch répresents some component ‘of ‘sthool-readiness. ~ We  would '
like. you to rank order the children in your class according to- ;M;L;
each of the’ dlmen51ons named. -The procedure to be followed is the o
same as, the one you followed in rank ordering for general readlness.
All of \he children in the elass-should be listed by the numbers -
. that you assigned. Please try tq rank the children on each
component independently of- how you rank them on. every otherv“h
~ component. That is, for each c0mponent, sk yourself a series of
‘questlons "Which child ‘in my class is most ready’ for first grade
in terms of verbal -skills’and understandlngs?" "Which child in my
class is most ready for First grade in terms of quaqtltatlve skills
and understandings?" . 'And -sO. on. ‘In order t6 aid you in defining
the dimensions, some’ examples of " each are given. : .

-
~

LI




LAl

2.

Verbcl Skllls and Understandlngs

(ablfi Ly to match* recognlze and 1abel 1etters, produce letter

sounds, rec1te the alpﬁabet, ablllty to match and redognlza'words)

Most ready .| 1.

A

‘ Cofoan.
o 12| B
. 13 ...... ‘:‘..\,
TV
:,’: ‘15; b

L™

i

16.

fl?.

. 18.

19.

. 20,

{210 |

. 220

. ’2.«3~ L)

- .:2‘4.. -

260 1.

C27.

. 280 *

.......

1. 29.

. 30..

-CLeasﬁ'réady




./ : '-; . - t .,____./—‘\, - 5 i
N ’ : ' ' L ~
?.; Qu ntltatlvg lells angSUnderstandlnqs g _ff\\\ \ .
@abllltv to match rpcoqn;ze and -label number$, recite num ers From -
1 to 20; ability to perform sSOKE numb-r - opera‘lpns such ay addition ‘
,and subtractlon, ablllty to recoqnlze adds- labe geometrlc orms) :
_’¢——’/./_ _. N .
Most ready | 1. ’ 1- ‘16:3 " Y )
R IS S 194 e §
. 5 .. . - ' . ~ 2 0. s ' . - 2
' Lo - : - b_ L g ',\' .8‘..”-‘_-.’ ' . .23_.‘... . i T‘
o b : : et -
Do o9 C24 |
‘b .( - - . B Z - ! '
¢ . 10. S25. e : EXE
f . .' - " . - : : “
: S I TR N L "26. ) ; , P
-~ 1 : 2] , : L~ toe
12.\ ) . . .’,‘.27..'.. DR v 4
. S 14\'\1* S 2.9. . e e e e .
|15 ] 1. 30.. ... |Least ready o
. . _ Q
. 'fﬁ;. S ‘
1 zh\:' - .|‘ ‘? .
q. ‘. e [N
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4.. General Intellec&hal_Functioning.

- %, (quality of visual and ‘auditory.discrimination; ability to match .
- - objects on the basis of form, size or position; understands part/whole :
e ~ relationships; undergtanding of relational concepts such' as- same/ :
‘ different; -none/some/all; ability to sort and classify on_the basis"
- - of gize, form, funetion, class, quantity; ability to reason and solve
.. . - problems) "7 ° e ' . T A ,
oo _— »-’- : m . - ,. 4
i“ “ . ’ ) s ' - “J ' * i- 1 ’ < . \‘ «‘h‘ ““
" Most ready | 1. o . - 16, L _
" " N . .' ¢ . ! ’ : ) v
ERE ol 17. |
c - R ' P . A |
S s DAt PO ~18. R
: . . = 1 - — . L. d
) - -‘~ . . 6"' . 4 » ‘ a . o 19 . ! "‘.’
R P ” # -
‘ / 5. . 20.. \ ~
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7R I L ‘ 21, S ‘
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: _ ) 7 « Yo 22, o
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) a0 N ‘ - o Y ' N iy
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'&v?' lPegr Relat;onshlpS' | o o
" (ability to cooperaté and resolve conflicts; ability to, recognize = el

‘differing perspectives; degree of awareness of values, feelings,
preferences, modes of behavior of others) . ‘

.

Most readv

[ I AT A

12,

g - 13» .

114,

1 1s...

29

16.

17,1

250,

- 26,

727,

. 28..

L 29

30...




-

.k,' Motor Coo

RN

rdinatio

n and Physical’Coﬁ@itjon 

0




