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- ABSTRACT

FACTCRS RELATED TG USAGE GF ThE MIGRANT STUDENT
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HIGH MIGRANT CONCEHNTRATICHS
BY
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Doctor Timothy J. Feitibone, Chairmzn

Furcose

The purpose of this study was twofold: (1) to determine
to what degrz2e public school districts with heavy migrant popula-
tions utilize the services made availeble by the Migrant S?udent
Record Transfer System (MSRTS), and (2) to identify and describe
some factors which mey irnfluence future usage of the MSRTS
services in five states (Arizona, California, Colorado, New

Mexico, and Texas).
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sdministered via mail to
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cirating in the MSRTS

e

and to those school districts having high concentrations of agri-

cultural migrants but ident

ified by state departments of education

as “potenticlly eligible” and thus not participating in the MSRTS.

sguare-~and.-analysis of variznce.

Responses to guestionnaire items were analyzed using chi-

i

Descriptive data were pressnted

to aid in the intergretation of results of testing the null sub-

hygotheses.
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There were significant differences with regsrd to high,

medium, and low usazge in Groups I and iI as to years of utiliza-
tion of the MSRTS. It was zlso found that the- size of the school

-district was not a factor ianfluencing the degree of utilizetion.

*

Significent differences, basad cn tiie common character-

istits of Grougs I, II, &nd III, were found at the .05 confidence

level with regard to degree of famifiari€y~d?,£he,MSRTs;'the

-number of schcol districts w.ichwhavg,and—the,pumger of school -

tural migrant childrern, deisrmination-of responsibility with
r2gard to reco:ding informétion gertinent to ine agricultural
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Chapter 1

, ’ INTRODUCTION

- , In 1947 the United States Depertment of Labor defined

- - migratory labor as

« « o viorkers who occaéionally or habitually move,
with or-without their families, to seek -or engage in
seasonal or temporary employment, and who do not have V
+the status of residents in the,localities -of -expected

JOb opportunlty or enoloyment.1 L

-Although by définition the ter@—mév‘be—g§éd to'de§ighatefwbikeis'

in-branches of lumbering, mining, and road Tonstruction; it seems .

= ; - B - . ~ - e . - S o - o 4;, :,
- - to-be -most -generally- applied: to. farm-workers.. Thus @t agricul=- .
7 - turel migrant fam iy is.one which moves abouu"he;éguht;?'seeking;,

empxoyﬂent in croduculon and/oA process ssing.-of agricultu ral commodl—
- tiesw~ _ - : . -
‘Agricultural migrants héve xﬁaﬁy needs and--share "the -handi=

VYT T

caps of poverty, segregaulon, language: and miéiahcy;”z Agrlcultu ral -

— = ;

L

2

migrant children encounter numerous educational .pro Qig 5 a"isihg

primarily froﬁKZREnges in -schools and interruptions in school atten=

f

Qance. Solving- these problems is complex and difficult, but “the

) lU Sey Department of Labor, ‘Report and Recommendations -of
the Federal Interagency on Migrint anor (Washington: Government
Printing.-Office, 1947), Foreword; p. vs

2Cahforma, State Department of Education, Egucation fer
) Farm Migrani Children (Sacramento: California State Department of
" Education, 1971), p. l.




- : ; 2
fieeds of these children must be met, and direction must be insti- -
g;ted—that ;ill ensufe cohtinuityrof instructibn for all bupil% ’A ’ ’,;g

within a school- srea. The federal government has emphasized

‘that, “whether they are sua+1onary or migratory, all children are
entitled to an education that gives thém,eqqal,oppértunity to

ud} - . ! , L.
-succeed."” Furthermore, “there is no doubt that when there is

enough concern, the resources can be found for -educators to accom-

plish what they already know how to do.’"5

N??d, for ths: Study 7 ) E

- ) Gnekof ‘the major- problems. faced by the many schools - ] %

- -enrolling egricultural m-grcnt children:is that of- maintaining 7 f:'j ) %
: .. communication with fegar;i to iiﬁ’?oimaf'i,oﬁ, about these gﬁﬁ'd;ﬁen—., ) 7

it is ‘becoming in greg;iig;

\K‘
\(D‘

géarept that a solution toward thls

dilemma is being realized through the application of elec»ronlc

data processing techniques. Through h éffofts—éf mig'aﬁt

- specialists fron among S ate Title T coordlnators, a drafu version -
—_—

of a records transfer system has been evolved. This system, known.

as the Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS), represents

3Ibido’,f po 20 -

4U.S., Depariment of Health, Education and Welfare, ChlldI“ﬂ
at,the,Croésréacs., L Recort on State Programs for the Ecucat*on o;
Migrant Childrefn Under Title I ‘of the Elzme

: Title 1 .07 the Elémentary and Sscondary E
oo Ccation Act (vieshingion: Government printing Oifice, 1970), p. 2.

7 5califprni§, State Department of Education, Education for
Farm Migrent Children, p. 16. '




an important breakthrough for migrant educators throughout the
United Stztese.

;PfEOf course, many obstacles must be overcome so that a com-
pilation of student data will indicate what are the greatest needs

of migrant children. These data may be collected and compiled by

automated educational systems, but practicality must be consideres:

To be effecti =, studentirecord—trgnsf T sysiems must
be practical -to us: - ‘.h. children who freguently move from
school t0'school znu should include informztion zbout grads

placement, Zemily oacxcround. curreni achievement levels in
reading and in ariihme =c, ~z1énts znd abilities already
identifiedy .socizl secur Ly number of father or -guardian,
wheTe the family is f*om, where: the family must go next,

~.  Health datay textbooks. read, home bése school, name 0f
,sendlng schooly -name- or rece1v1ng ‘school and test results..

The MSRTS serves as,én*égéhéy for collecting and cbﬁpiling

student date, and the statistics provided by the deata bénk'will be

of tr endous help to state =sducation z2genci es and loczl school

districts specifically in the aress of curriculum select1on, pro-

gram design, and progrem- evalua: tion. Yet the success of the MSRTS
“can only be measured by the extent to which its information -
assists those who serve the migrant child."7 The degree of assis-

tance rendered by the MSRTS cen be determined only by a survey of

public school districts in certain states identified as having high

ébid., p. 23.

7Colorado, tate Department of Education, Colorado Migrant
Education Program Summary snd Evzluation Report (Denver: Colorado
tate Department of Education, 1970), facts section, p: 3.

1
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~

xiconcentratiqns of migrants as to uti}ization of ayailable MSRTS
Canter services. Local, stzte, and national authorities have
agreed that responses coﬁcerning selected espects of MSRTS services,
as related to school districts, will provide a basis for possible
action by the MSRTS Center to modify services now available.

Therefore, since the literature revealed no systematic attempt to

determine usage of -MSRTS services in_statss with high concentrztions
of migrants or to describe some of the factors which mey influence
such usage, the present study was addressed to these particular

aspectss It was hoped that the information gained may De uséd as a

basis by those involved in.decision-meking to ifiprove services to

——

school districts with the responsibility of providing educational

facilities for migrant children.

étatgmghérof,thé Proplem

The problemrwas twoféld; (1) to determine to what degree
public school districts in five states with heavy migrént ropula-
tions utilize the services made available by the MSRTS, and (2) to
identify and describe some factors which may influepcg future usage
of MSRTS services in the five sfétes. The five states were identi-
fied as Arizona, with a migrant popuiation of 61,2743 California,

177,072; Colorado, 19,3703 New Mexico, 30,753; and Texas, 239,796.8

8U.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Lazbor and Public Wel-
fare, Subcommittee on Migratory Labor, The Migratorv Farm Labor
Problem in the United Statzs, 91st Cong., lst Sess., 1969 (Washing-

ton: Government Printing Office, 1969), pp. 115-28.
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Specifi€ Chjectives

Specifically, the three mejor tasks- of the study were to:
1. Provide descriptive data on

a. Those school ﬁist;icts that useaand have

an .MSRTS terminal.

b. Those schocl districts that use but do not

have a terminal.
76. Those séhoal distri;{s that have a high
concentration of agricultural migrants out
-neither -usé nor have a teémina;y
2. Determine the ‘degree of utilization of MSRTS
- sérvi;e§3§g fi-e states KAri%oné, California, .
- Colorédo;rﬁew;d521CO,;and Texas). K )
3. - tgrmine fzctors which may influence the use

of the MSRTS.

Assumptions and Limitations
Assumptions. The assumptions underlying this study were
o that:
1. An instrument could be developed to measure the factors
related to usage of the MSRTS in five states claiming high concen-
trations of agricultural migrants. ‘

2. Reépondents to the instrument of measurement would

answer honestly and conscientiously.




3. The sample of randomly selected school districts would

ibe representative of all district:z claiming high cqncenfrationg of
agricultural migrents.

4. S£até departments of education in the five states could
identify school districts claiming higL gonéentrations of agricul-:
tural migrants. 7
V 5. Agenciés other than school distric;srcouldvbe identified

and would supply information pérta}ning to‘agrfcultdfal migrant

children.

Limitations. This study wes limited to:

1. Five states: Arizona, Ca.ifornia, Colorado, New Mexico
? - b b

and Texas. The results of this study mey not be épplicable to other

states.
2. VTWenty—eigh; of the thirty posgiblé school districts in
the five states in which terminal sites are physically locatéd, thus
‘constituting Group I.
3. Three hundred randomly séleécted schdol districts from
Groups II and III in the five states identified as having high con-
centrations of agricultural migrants.

4, The academic school year 1971-1972.

Respondent Groups

Respondents were divided into three groups, based on terminal

avallability and usage of the MSRTS:




Group I: School:districts which haa a terminesl and
gsed the system.
Group II:  School districis which did not have a
7 terminal, but used the system (in 2
cooperative eff&rt wi%h distrfcts‘having )
a terminal). 7

‘Group IIi: School districts which did not have a

terminal and did not use “the. system.

Null Hyoqtheées i o : B - - - .

The study was designed to test the following null hypothéses.

at the .05 level of significénéé: -
1. There will be no significant differences in
uszge ‘of the MSRIS as. to:-
a. Years of utilization.
bi Number of'séhooi d;stricts:whbée tegchers
have and have not seen the MSRTS forms
Number of school districts whose teachers
have and have not used the MSRTS form.
Extent of cooperation between school dis-
" tricts and state regional,offices.
Degree of familiarity with function and
potential of the MSRTS.
- School district size.

Degree of availability of agricultural migrant

student records for previous -schools attended.




h. Number of school distr;cts that have zand do

not have written goals and specific objectives

to meet agricultural migrant children's educa-

- tional needs.

i. Number of days for inservice training provided

- : for all agriculturel migrant staff by school

districts.

=r

A ) . .2. There will be no significant differences among - . - -

Groups I, II, and III as to:

- - = - = = -

_a. Degree of familiarity witnh the’ functicn and

e

potential of the MSRTS.

- - . ° - - b.- Record availebility of agrictiltural migrant )

mn

studeni records from grévious schooi di

- - - -

tricts zttended.

- ) ¢+ Niumber of schooirdistricts,which,haverahd
do not have wrifteh goals and sgecific
. 7 objectives to meet agricultural migrant
. 7 childieh'$ educational needs.
: d. Degree of achieving district educational
objectives for agricultural migrant

- children. -
C e. Determination of who is responsible for
recording information gertinent to the
= agriculéural migrant child.

’ f. Cost per pugpil.

ERIC
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3. There will be no significant differences between
Groups I ;nd,II as to:
- a. Disadvantagés of the usage of the MSRTS.
b. Advantages of the usage of 'the MSRTS.
c. Importance of ways of maximiiing'utilization

of the MSRTS.

-

d. Purpﬁggé of MSRTS usage.
-e. Problem areas conqecﬁéd with Usage of the MSRTS.

f.. Training cieésification (sdperior to poor) of
district personnél directly involved with opera- -
tion of théjMSRIS. . )

- - g. Kind of inservice tréining~p£5Viae§ for those
individuals responsible for filling out MSRTS
"7 forms.

Bt P -

Definitions of Terms

—Agriculturai miarénﬁ: An agricultural migrant is.a person-

who moves from one area of the country to znother, to engage in

-

seasonal production or processing of food or fibers.

Agricukturaivmigrant child. An agricultural migrant child

is a child:

1. Whose parent or guardian is defined as a migratory

worker; and

%E. B. Scott, ™A Survey of Educational Programs for Agricul-
tural Migrant Children During 1967* (unpublished Doctoral disserta-
tion, New Mexico State University, 1968), p. 75.
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2. Who, due to a change in location of his parent's or
guardian's employment, moves from one school district
to another in the course of a year; and
3. Whose school attendance during the regulsr term is
interrupted or curtailed because of this change in
residence, or who is a temporary resident of 2 dis-
trict other than that in which he'régulariy attends

10
school.

Migrant Student Record Trsnsfsr System (MSRTS). This is
an ipformation system for record kéeping and transmittal of records -

on migratory pupils.

A survey of the literature ;s—prgéénted in,Chéptéf 2, with
eiaminai%oérof comments gy réseérchersj authérs, and:indiv§duals
working directly in therfield of migrant -education, regarding the
involvement, importance, and future emphasis in migrant education.
In addition, conclusions related to the present and future emphasis
in migrant education with subsequent effects on migrant children
are discussed.

Chaptér 3 describes the research procedures used in the

study. Included are an explanation of the development of the Migrant

lOCalifornia, State Department of Education, Guidelines for
the Education of Migrant Children (Sacramento: California State

Department of Education, 1968), p. 18.
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Student Record Transfer System questionnaire; a description of the
population, stratification, and selection of the sample; and a
discussion of the coliection and statistical treatment of data
used in the study.

An analysis of thgrdata obtained in the study is contained
in Chapter 4. The results are presented in relationship to high, e
medium,‘and low usage of Groups I and II of the MSRTS and to comgbﬂf' ]
characteristics of Groups I, II, and ITII. —

The study is summarized in Chapter 5. —Fiédings of the study
are discussed and the imp;icatiOns of the findings- are also,d§Vel¢§§d'

in connection with the study limitations. 'RecommenQations—aré also-

presentad. ) o 7 I

A list of references and several appendices containing rele= -

vant material complietié the presentation.. - -




Chapter 2
REVIEN OF THE LITERATURE

Any serious attempt to develop educational(programs,forr
agricultural migrant children or to make adaptations in—existing
ones requires knowledge of their numbers, their background, and
specific characteristics, as well as their particular educational
problems . _Hence the first topic invthis chapter deals—with;a‘

description :and. discussion of agricultural migrants. -The setond

—section delineates the educational -problems of agricultural migrant

children. The thirdiseCiion élaborates upon automated educational = .
systems, and the last séction déscribes the Migrant Student Record -
System (MSRTS) in scme- defail as to history, funding, and

expansion.

Agricultural Migrants: -Numbers, Economic
Situation, and Characteristics ) -

Estimates of the total number of migrant workers, adults
and children, in the United States have -varied widely. The 1969
report of the United States Subcommiitee on Migratory Labor dis-
closed that migratory workers numbered approximately 276,000.l

One year earlier, in 1968, Scott had reported a total of 1,582,287

ly. S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, oubcommittéﬁﬁon Migratory Labor, The Migratory Farm
Labor Problem in the.:{United. § tates, 91st Cong., lst Sess., 1969

(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1969), p. 3. (Here-
after cited as The Migratory Farm Labor Problem.)

3
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agricultural migrant children enrolled in various educational
programs in the United States for the fall of 1967.2 A 1970
report on state programs for the ehuéation of migrant children
under Title I of the Elementar§ and Secondary Educztion Act
stated that "there are about 1,400,000 migrant farm workers in
the country and probably 500,000 migrant children.“3 In a six=
state study conducted by the California State Department of Edu-
cation in 1971, the following stateéent,wés,madez “"There are o
over one-half million migrant workers in the United States,
including an estimated 150,000 children.**
The conflicting estimates and totals given in these
studies Sérgé'tq émphagizé—thé'difficul%y of obtaining an
accurate count of agricultural migrants. However, éxgmihaéiéﬁ
6f7the‘sfétisﬁiCs shows 3z definite tgend'tgwa:ds a decline..
Nickeson, difgerehtiatingfbétWeen farmeOrkgrs in QEhera% and
mﬁgrant farm workers, said that from 1969 to 19707the total number
0f farm workers decreased one gercent and the number of ﬁigrént'

workers fell 24 percent, and that from the late 1950's to 1970

%, B. Scott, "A Survey of Educational Programs for Agri-
cultural Migrant Children During 1967 (unpublished Doctoral
dissertation, New Mexico State University, 1968), p. 98.

3U.S., Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Children at the- Croésrosds: A Recort on State Programs for the
Education of n.grant Children Jnder Title I of the Elementzry and
Secondary Educaticn Act (Washingion: Government Printing Office,
1970), p. 4. (Hereafter cited as Crossroads.)

4california, State Department of Education, Education for
Farm Migrant Children (Sacramenfo: California State Department of
Education, 1971), p. 1.
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the U.S. Department of Agriculture's count showed a drop in
migrant workers from 400,000 to 196,000.5 According to Pierce,‘
in 1970 about 2.5 million persons were hired farﬁ workers, 2
decrezse of 4 percent from the 2.6 million hired in 1969. Of
these, Pierce reportéd, 1.1 million were casual -workers, who

- -worked less than twenty—fivé dayé,rand i.4 million were non-

~ casual workers, who averaged 1Q7 wo*klng days annually.

Y

ST ;, . The décline 1n numbers of farm migrant workers. may be

fattrlouLed chiefly- to economi¢s. Nickeson ssid thet many former

migrant workers stayed in farm work but stopped traveling to find

e

it and that "the ‘number of those who left rural work totally is.
un :

Areflectedrin’ihe incteésés,bf*tﬁe number of,u;bgn ghetto residents
and welfzre rebipients.“7 Presumably these wofkeféiwére looking
for better peid. jobs. Pierce'gvrepOrt stated:that the averags
farm worker's wage rose to $1.42 per hour in 1970 from $1.33 per
‘hour in 19693 yet his income répresented only 42 percent of the
-‘average factory worker's wage. -The noﬁééésuél farm worker earned
approximately $1,519 per annum from all 'sources. Apparently,

despite the establishment of a federal minimum wage law for farm

5Steve Nickeson, "Farms, ‘Workers Share Shaky Future,"
Race Relations Reporter, 3(6):21, May, 1972.

6J'ame's M. Pierce, Thée Condition of Fazrm Workers and Small
Farmers in 1970: A Report to the Naztional Board of National
Sharecroppers Fund (New York: National SharecrOppers Fund, 1970),

ppo 4‘50

7Nickeson, loc. cit.
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workers, their relative wage position has not appreciably improved

during the last two decades.

‘Automation continues to lodh as an increasing th;ea? to
the farm migrants' livelihood. The uhemployment rate for miéraﬁt
workers is high and rising because the farm lsbor force is -declining
% - at a less rapid rate than the number of jobs available. For
: example, it has been estimated Lhat dur1ng the summer of 1971 there
B were approximstely 2,000 unemployed farm workers at one time in one

i .9 4 . . .
northeastern Colorado countys” Thus there 1szan—oversupply of

. labor which - .

‘ e« « o the farmers w1ll méintain s . < by encouraging -
illegal workers to Come in from Mexico and by asking the
independent labor: contractors to- supply -more workers than

- the farmer mneeds. This enables ihe fzrmer to exploit the . = _

- - labor msrket . + .5 3S ‘well as to stell the time when he

’ ‘has to_make lerge outleys ic mechaniZe his farming -opere~
tions.10 - ’

Despité the farmers' objections, mechanization continues

: 1 inexOrabiywi Autbﬁation includes not only the deveIOpment of

sophlsticated devices such as the electroni¢ sensor and mechanical
thumbs, but also the development of new stralns of fruits and vege-

tables more susceptible to mechanization. The Tesult is that

About 700 of the nation's 3,100 counties still ueeéi
migrant farm labor at one time or znother, but the pat-

terns have already changed greatly. Some ninety percent

8Pierce, loc. cit.

9Nickeson, loc. cit. T

101pid.




of California's cotton is picked by automated eguipment.
About 2;000 potato pickers were replaced by machines on
Long Island in the decade from 1954 to 1964.*1

-

Meanwhile, the farm worker faces an ever-worséning

economic situation. Deploring this, Nickeson presented the
following .profile of the worker:

The average farm worker lives constently below the
poverty.level. . . . His numbers include racial minori-
ties far higher in proportion than the non-farm lapbor
) force--mostly blacks, chicanos, Cubans and Puerto Ricens,
. ° plus some Filipinos and & féw Arabs. Their -education
doesn't extend much beyggd seven years and their life
span is zbout 49 years.i<
Orr and co-workers conducted a study under the auspices
0f the Colorado State Depariment of Educztion which surveyed #72%
migrant populations in Arizone, Colorado, New Mexico, and Texass

Frcm their findings a rathér intlusive profile of migrant workers

emerged, summ;réégd as follows: Some 85'pércéht of the migrants
o oS

- are of Spéﬁisﬂti%éfiééh ancastry. The average fémfly’cohsists of
six children plus other related adults. Family unity is very
strong, but this does not extend to kin not in*therimmgdiate
family. Migrants tend to seek employment for the total family,
ifcluding older children, but total annual income is very low, and
they are necésSa;ilY preoccupied with making a living. There are
few unattached males in the population. Permanent homes, where

existent, are generally inadequate, with much overcrowding;

migrant camps range from acceptable to deplorable in living

llCroSsroads, ppe 1l4-13. 12Nickeson, loc. cit.




conditions. The educational level is very low. Migrants are
not fervent about religion and they are not blindly subordinated
t6 the clergy. Migrant subculture is not easily compatible with

"accepted" velues., Migrants azre very "present-time" oriented and

tend to be very passive, but contentment seems to prevail in the

family unit.13 L -

EQQEational Problems

7 There are many factors relétgd to the situation of
America's migrants which require a constructive approach if that
situation is to be improved. One such factor is educstion: Morris

stated: "We can begin to see that education is not only a social

4

institution of primaxy mzgnitude, but quite,obviousiy the vital
core function, on which all else ultimatély—depends."lé The
review of the literature clearly indicates the magnitudg and
urgency of numerous educational negds of migran{s, bqth adults and
children. It cannot gé denied that the migrantris not being

equipped with the basic tools of survival or success to enable

him to compete within the mainstream of American society.

13calvin R. Orr (director) et al., Southwestern States
Developmental Project Relating to Educational Nesds of Adult Agri-
cultursl Miagrznts, Coorerative Research Project No. K-005 (Denver:
Colorado State Department of Education, 1965), pp: 69-71..

14Vah Cleve Morris, Philosovhy and the American School:
An Introduction to the Philosophy of Education (3oston: Houghton
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The literature indicates that education can help to improve
the plight of the agriculturel migrant. But education depends on:
adequate command of the dominant culture's languzge, and the
migrants have severe language-related problems. In 1968 the COkla-
homa State Department of Educztion discovered that "only one-third
of migrant‘adults interviewed were zble to read or write English."
Migrant,adult; have developeq their own form of speech,. described
by Goodwin as:
. . . a linguistic code which is suited to*maintéin;

ing social relationships, but which is unsuited for

sharing familiar experiences znd opinions, for anelysis

and careful reasoning, for dealing-with anyithing -hypo--

theti?a; and beyogg the present, or for dealing with

anything complex. T
Children éxposéd to:this."linguistic code™ in the home and lack-
ing sustazined exposure to conventional EnglishAas practised in
s§hool are unable to communicate édéquétely} Thus they tend to
become noﬂ-verbal. Lack of communication impairs their relation-
ship with peers, teachers, prospective employers, and others inxthe
woild 0utsidé the migrant camp. The-result is a perpetuation of
segregation, poverty, and frustration in an endless cycle.

Studies conducted of migrant children have revealed common

characteristics in regard to education. For example, Stockburger

15Oklahoma, State Department of Education, Classroom
projects and Linguistic Laborztory for Non-English Sgezking o~
Children of Ckizhome (Oklzhomz City: Cklahoma State Department of
Education, 1968).

16y, 1. Goodwin, Bucknell Conference on Learning Problems
of the Migrant Child: Report of Proceedings (Lewispburg, Pennsyl~
vania: Bucknell University, 1967).
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" are frequently considered ineligible for school enrollmeat.

called attention to the fact that migrant children are retarded

in achievement 2nd unreached¢ by .common teaching practices; they

Tinney, in a study of migrant workers in southeast Cklahome,

found that migrant youngsters were below average for their

respective grade levels, often by a2s much as three or four years.
As grade level ascended towerd secondary school, the number and
percentsge of migrantAstudents enrolled in school declined, with
no more thanA5 percent of the migrants.surveyed reaching high
school level. The phenomendn of many children of differenf ages
f¥om thé sam; famiiy being enrélled 4n the ~same grsde was obServed
to be quite common. -Schools closing to aliow students time to
hafvestrc;ops (crop vacaticns) frequentIYVCEuSed7mig:an% childrasn

18

to lose out on educzsticn. According to Silveroli, the same-

findings held for "the migrant Negrc and the Appalachian white.",l9
An increasing gap between migrent children and more privileged

groups was remarked on by Deutsch:

17¢c. Stockburger, ®The Educational Problems of the Migrant
Child," Fact Sheet, No. 3 (New York: National Committee on the
Education of Migrant Children, 1967).

18M. W. Tinney, A Study of Migrant Workers in Southeast
Oklahoma (Oklahoma City: Oklahcma State Employment Security Com-
mission, 1963).

19Nicholas J. Silvaroli, "Conference of the Superintendent
of Public Instruction on Education of Migratory Farm Children"
(address presented at the Conference of the State Superintendent of
Public Instructicn on Education of Migratory Farm Laobor Children,
December 11, 1968, Miami, Florida), p. 2. (Mimeographed.)
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So often, adminisirstors and teachers say, they
{migrant children] are children who are: "cute,"
"affectionate,® "warm," and independently dependeni in
the kindergarten and in the first grade, but so often
become "alienated," “withdrawn," "angry," "passive,"
"apathetic," or just "troublemskers" by the fifth or
sixth grade. In our Institute for Development Studies,
it is in the first grade that we usuzlly see the smallest
differences between socic-economic or racidl groups in
intellectual, language, and some concaptudl measures,
and in the later grades that we find the greatest differ-
ences in favor of the more socislly privileged groups.
From both teacher observations and the finding of this

-increasing gap, it appears that there is a failure on

some level of society, and, more specifically, the edu-
cational system.20

Cne- of *the greatest problems among all these groups is

that of dropouts. It has been said:

Ninety percent of these migrant children never finish
high school. They average a fourth or fifth grade educa- -
tion and the only reeson-most of them go that far is .ths
practice of "sccial advancement,;" which mean§"why hold -
them back? They aren't going to learn anything no matter -
what grade they are in."<2l : '

‘Hickey and Voorhees called the present educational system

"a machine for .producing. potential dropouts who must scmehcw be

salvaged," adding that "while the salvage operation for this year's

remedial group goes on, the teachers in the -system are preparing

another batch for each of the years to come.“22

Process:

2Opartin Deutsch, "The Disadvantaged Child and the Learning .
Some Social, Psycholiogical and Developmental Considerations"

~ (paper presented at the Work Conference on Curriculum and Teaching
in Depressed Urban Aress, Ford Foundstion, July 10, 1962, Columbia
University, New York, Mew York). (Mimeographed.)

21Crpssrqads, pp. 14-15.

22Howard W. Hickey and Curtis Van Voorhees, The Role of the

Pe

School in Community Education (Midland, Michigan: Pendell Co., 1969),
13, . - ’
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Clearly it is impossible hers to delineate 21l the educa-

tional needs of migrants. Yet there is one va.ly important need
that cannot be overlooked: that for a unifying philosophy, a =
philosophy that should be carried out by the states now operating
migrant education programs and that should focus on universal s

goals and objectives, thus becoming a top national priority:

[T AL VA A

Since. the families employed at any one stbp do not
often move along the seme route, .neither mobile schools ) E
nor educational information can accomgany the group. . o *
What is needed is a widespread collzboration among the
meny §chools- involved. -~Such collaborztion should extend
beyond the transfer of data to the -€ducational planning
and coordination of programs, methods, materials, and

even ph11050phy 23

ity

In other words,—whét is needed is a systematic compila-
tlon, complete and cCCUIct°, of-student data- tnat -will indicate - -

- -

the student's educational at tsinment, hﬂs v°a< and his SLrong ) =

points, and his 1nd1v1dual needs SO Lhat a program can-be planned

to give him the best p0551ble educatlon.

Automated Educational Systems . K

The problem of maintaining all information pertinent to a

KV RIS

vnild's school record readily accessible is extremely difficult.
At the end of each school year the storage facilities are strained

even more. The problem-comes to light when the files of cumulative

R
ikl )

records are examined to locate specific information that may be

demanded at any given moment. This is a common educational

e b
L e g

T“ﬂ"m"“‘m""ﬁwm“’”“\’7“‘\“"‘w"‘”"";"ww"}*w»w Wle 0 s e e e

23Califorma, State Department of Education, Education for
Farm Migrant Children, p..16.
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phenomenon for all school childrer, but particularly true for the
migrant child as a member of a highly mobile population. If he
is to be helped, the seeking, storing, and retrieval of data will
have to continue at an increasingly high rate in both quality and
quantity so that his education &111 keep pac€ with the knowledge
required by the technological Society in which he must learn to
function,

The need'fnr more -and better edueatiOnal information;has

imposed a difficult burden on schdol teaEQers'and'admfnistrators.r

‘Grossman stated: S .

Informatlon problems are woven through the faorlc

) stor1ng, communlcatlng, retr1eving, and dlsplaylng
-information to problems- of Teceiving,. learn1ng, and
using the 1nformat10n*
These problemS—increase ;n,compiexity and:sﬁie:esrschdbljpopula-

tions increasej specificaiJY‘lnaareas—of:high—migrant concentration.

DeRodeff tarled educatlon the largest industry in the United States-

and- added that education

will evertually find itself dependent upon automated data
processing services to:maintain an-equilibrium between
the forces of ind1v1dua112ed educational objectives for-
burgeoning masses of people -and the unprecedented  surge
of new knowledge and technology impinging upon teachers
and students. .

24Alv1n Grossman, “A National Educational Information

System,”™ Automated Educational sttem , ed. Enoch Haga (Elmhurst,
Illinois: The Business Prass, 1967), p. 54.

DMartin DeRodeff, "Administrative Organization for Educa- .
tional Data Processing," Automated Educationsl Systems, ed. Enoch

Haga (Elmhurst, Illinois: The Business Press, 1967), p. 123.
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Snyder agreed with this prognosis, indicating his belief that
"eight mlll on students, all requiring individual zttention and
deserving individual concern, simply cannot be handled with present

or foreseeable resources without automated programs of many veri-

eties."26

In order for an educational information system to function
and produce maximum output, it must be "total" and it must also be

automated or it will not work except in the very smallest units.

Sims stated:

o o« o A total educational informetion system is a
complex of procedures, métiheds, instruments coordinated
to collect and digest 21l factors involved in the educa-
tional process to yield a product which is useful and
meaningful in attaining the goals of educzation.27

That a total educational informztion system is a complex operation
) Pl p A

was emphasized by Andrew and Moir, who 2dded: "The time, cost and .

effort needed in order to make an integrated system operable are

—significant.“28, On- outcome of automated educational programs, =

according to Andrew and Moir, has teen that the educational infor-

mation provided the federal goverrient has led "to the recognition

s

26thn W. Snyder, "Some Automated Uses of Student Records,"
AEDS Monitor, 7(5):3, December, 1968.

21 RObert W. Sims, "Systems Concepts and Practices in

Education,® Automsted Educational Systems, ed. Enoch Haga (Elm-
huzst, Illinois: The Business Press, 1967), p. 12.

28Gary M. Andrew and Ronald E: Moir, Informstion Decision
Systems in Education (Itasca, Illinois: F. E. Peacock Publishers,

Inc., 1970), pe 165.
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that not all states, counties, or districts have the resources or -7
the desire to provide their citizens with equal educational oppor-

tunities."29

. What must be done to make an sutomated educational system
a suécess? Banghart listed five factors to be cqﬁsiderédn
(1) language, (2) information, (3) me' sinery and central hardware,
- ) _ 30 ) .
: (4) human operator, and (3) economics. . In his discussion of
these factor;, he emphasized thet individuals operating speciéic
£ cémputérs must learn the common tehhnicél {angﬁage in use. Since
"ihfdr@ation“ is the basic input into a computer, the §om§uter; ) 7 5’%
must be prévided with ;n adequateicollnctionfof dafa so that its .
;utput may have maximum ﬁtility at any time it‘isnrequésted from - l -
the centrql bank data: There ere variousxoutéutwsystems that cen_
take the form of punch cardg, paper tabe, ﬁagnetic tape, or high 7 o .
speed printer.31 Deaadeff commented tha£ one mﬁst consider thqtr
"the*bas@c objeﬁti&e of computer—based'sy§t§ﬁg is to improve thé

. efficiency of doidg things with information."32

TR T N TR TS

Furno and Karas called automated educational systems _

o

“"pupil accounting systems™ and stated that any pupil accounting

gl e e

system should provide statistical data on attendance and original

o

wti

il

291bid., p. 67.

e

30Frank W. Banghart, Educational Systems Analysis (Londont: TT- 3
Maqmillan COG, 1969), PP 99"1000 =

3lipid.

32DeRodeff, loc. cit.
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entiy into school. From these two basic statistics, datz on pupil

e

absence, attendance, membership, enrollment, etc., may be obtained

to be used as:

1. basis for state and federal aid, 5
2. basis for compliance with local, state, and federal
legal regulasticns,
: 3. future school population projections,:
; 4. besis for lcczl, stete, and federal reports, - -
= 5. publication of reports concernzng enrollment and - -
‘- .attendancé, - ’
‘ 6. apportionment of state aid for special educetion - ’ T
programs, :
- 7. trensporiation needs of local school system, and - *
y . 8. distribution of taxtbooks -and other audio-visusl, :
L i ' _instructionsl materials.33 : -

Autométing fupil atténdance procedures hes advantages for

teachers, enumerated-by Furno and Kasrass

- 1. The homerocm tsacher doss.not have.to Set up. & roll
’ book on the first day of school. . .

2. The homéroom "tzachsr dces not have to perform 2 -
tedious, iime-zonsuming clérical chore--belancing the ) -
roll bookx ezch day to get yesr-to-date and end-of- -
month stztistics.

: . 3. The homerocm teacher does not have to waste time doing .
- : - error-prone arithmetical tasks such as preparing a - )
daily attendance report or a teacher s monthly -and ) :
semester report.?

There are advantages for the principal, too:

e

The pr1n01pal does not have to spend hours preparing
a principal's ‘monthly report. . -

The principzl does not consume days pregarlng the
principal's semiannual and annual reports.

i
g

:

H

LTI PRRIO

-

i
I

i, n
b W»??Ai5‘*V:vam:w; X

33Orlando Fe Furno and Michael E. Karas, "Automated Pupil
Accounting Procedurss--Disk and Tape Approach," Automated: Educa- .
tional Systems, =d. Eroch Haga (:lmhurst, Illinois: The Business 3
Press, 1967), pp. 169-71. ”
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341bid., p. 170. Ibid.
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The school system as a whole benefits:

1. Automation makes for increased accuracy in the report-
ing of pupil and faculty statistics. The repetitive,
tedious arithmetical chores are done by the computer
rather than by teachers and principals.

2. Automation almost eliminates the central office audit
and tabulation function, saving many man-years of
clerical time. Because of built-in checks and
balances in the computer program, auditing reports are
minimized.

3+ Automation provides for development of a basic pupil
card file (particularly a pupi; numbering system)

which permits later expansion into other areas of
automated record keeping such as
- - a. -Pupil report cards. Teachers do not have to
. - laboriously meke out pupil report cards. )
i : Parents retain an IBM copy of their child's ]
report card. .
b. Grade-point average automatlcally computed. ’ ik
c. Pupil cumulative folders automat 1cally pre- ) .o

pared. - ]
d. Census of child populat’on register auto— _
matically déveloped. . . - o . )

e. Location of ezch child by block number, tax - )
block, enumeraiion distrist, and census trict
available for population. prediction studies,
location of school facilifies near pupil
population venu rs, etc.

- f. Pevelopment of central repository of pupil -

~ information, storage, and retrieval system.
- g. Flexible pupil scheduling systems. 3

—Regardlng t“e use of Lhe comzuter to maintain at tendance

g récords, Merlin X. ReedS; Director of Cakland (Michigan) Schoois

P

Division of Data Processing, said: “Some schools within the dis-

—F -

tricts have dropped from the head of the list on poor attendance .

as 2 result of knowledgeable officials' use of tardiness reports
e

" W e doy
m\:‘ﬂ‘T‘J“mﬁ"",‘w\@\‘*“’l“i T sy gy
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providedrby the computer."37 One computerized data bank of 63,000

school children was "credited with helping to reduce tardiness and

absenteeism in the constituent district Caklend schools. n38

/
Snyder, staff administrator a2t Indizna University, who has

been instrumental in the ase of college- StUd“ﬂu auLomate records
mivetest -

to specifically determine ways to reduce the hl"h student failure

rate, stated:

Electronic date processing facilities {have been -
used] to determine that almost ell such students had
failed college in the psst, and this discovery led us
to devise @ special long-term orientetion program
geared to their intellectual capacitizs . . . which
reduced the fazilure rate from nearly 100 percent to
about 4Q_percent.39

27

Snyder further indicated that data-provided by computers ensbled - -

officiels to determine student needs for counseling znd in some

‘cases fcr tutorial programs. DeteTmination of such needs in

advance was considered by Snyder to be one of the meany advantages

of automated 1nformatlon. -

Computers enable us to determine these needs in
advancé. This last point is a particulerly important
one since the usuzl student in some kind of academic

-trouble probably has about one week in which to solve
the problem himselfs If he cannot do so in that time,
'he needs help. Experience shows, however, that most

students take much longer to-realize the existence of

37Merlin K. Reeds, "Using the Computer for Daily School
Attendance Reports," AEDS Monitor, 7(9):10, April, 1969.-

381bid.

39Snyder, op. citey p. 1.
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such a problem znd longer still to admit it to some one
e¢lse who micht help them. %¥e have thus used computers
to detect problems in advance.?

Dr. Bruce Alcorn summed up the resultskof & total informa-

tion system:

When 2 total information system is working effi-
ciently, the students will iearn more and at a fester
rate; and I do not mean the memory drum will simply turn
faster. How much do we actually know about how = child
learns to read? If we-could “keep tzbs" on 21l the
responses 1nvolvec, we would be able to do & much better

JOb

_From this it may be deduced that a total information system can

provide much more than attendance data-

=

The Migrant Student Record,?rans?er,System

The lack of ifmedizte znd relevant informstion about agri-

cultural migrant fhlldren and their educational needs has pbeen one

of the major obstacles in ;mprcllng their educational pliéhtir The
National Automated ‘Migrant Student'Record Transfer Systeﬁ (MSRTS),

located‘at Little Rock, Arkznsas, holds tfemendous potential and

,hope for migrant children by collectlng and sto*1ng data pertlnent

to all educational aspects.
It may be'said that the MSRTS began“with recognition of
the need for accurate cumulative récords on each agricultural

migrant child. Pfeil stated:

O1bid., p. 2.

1Bruce K. Alcorn, "The Concept of Total Systems in Educa-
tion," Automated Educational Svstems, ed. Enoch Haga  (Elmhusst,

Illinois: The Business Press, 1967), p. 13.
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The need for accura*e records on migrant children has
been recognized for some time. As early as 1947 the
Federal Interagency Committee on Migrant Labor recommended
that statewide systems be estsblished for school records
of migrant children, with copies of a child's records sent
to every school district in the state and every state
éepartment of education in an area where that child might
move. But little was done.42 '

In 1965 the Elementary and Secondary Education Act provided
funds for the educaficnaily deprived child. Supposedly this would
benefit migratory children, but migraht families were not counted

in the 1960 census and thus were not counted in estimating state

allotments. Therefore, Title I of the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act wes-amended in 1966 (Public Lav “89-750) to include
agricultural migratory child;en.i Aaditional legislation .(Public 7
Law 90-247) changed the definition of migrant chiléren from those
#hose ‘parénts had moved from onerschéci district to another within
the past year.to include those who§é parents had estabiishgg a

permanent residence within the past five years. Legislation put

_the }esponsibility for planning and develOpiné a comprehensive

educational program on each state education agency (SEA), with the
requirement that the SEA éoor&inate its statewide plan w%th those -
of otﬁer states.43

E

szl S .
=

42&. P. Pfeil, Computer Harvests Migrant Records, U.S.,
Department of Health, Educaticn and Welfare Publication No. (OE)
72-49 (reprint from American Educaticn, 6:9, November, 19703
Washingtons Government Printing Office, 1971).

43yidal A. Rivera, Jr., "Interstate Cooperation Urged in
Migrant Study," New York State Center for Migrant Studies, News-
letter, 3(2):7, June, 1971. ) —
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transfer plan was implementéd by

30

By 1967 most of the eligible states had submitted apclica-

. tions for the establishment of migrant education programs. Fourteen

states expended existing programs; thirty states initiated programs.

RN
=

Although these early programs veried in approaches, interstate

s

cooperation was stressed by all. An interstate cooperative research
project garticipated in by Arizona, California, Delawsre, Florids,
Oregon, and Washington set the stage for the Uniform Migrant Student

Record Transfer System. Meanwhile, meetings of state migrant

i

coordinators were meny, &nd in Phoenix, Arizona, in February of

1968, coordinators for Western states identiéied three major goals: -
"(1) Establish a record transfer sysiem for migrant childreﬁ;

(2) form a teacher exchange crogram; and (3) develop suprlemental

" -
. “ s . e -+ - . N ~
curriculer meterizls for migrent cm—;dren,"f4 in late 1968 z record

ctr

he Cffice of Education Program

Section. A contract to design and develop an automated Migrant

Student Record System was awarded to the State of Arkansas, with

S .

Little Rock designated as the location of ’éhr;Cen*!:er.A:>
Moftet;dgscribed the develépment of the MSRTS as follows: .

Early in the planning stage of the Migrant Student
Record Transfer System, it was realized that the system
would be large in scale, complex in software develogment,
and enctompass the recruiting and training of personnel
throughout the United States. The early thoughts have

441hid.

45Dwight L. Mottet, "Managing the Migrant Student Educa-
tion Information System," AEDS Monitor, 9:1, April, 1971.
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proved true. The complex system will serve 48 states
and it is estimated that 300,000 student records will

be processed annually. Approximately 225 fuli- and
part-time employees are working or will be working with
the system when it is totzlly implemsnted. The first
year design contract amounted to $426,000 and the second
year implementation contract is valued at $1,900,000.46

That the program vas proving its value and was expanding
was shown by the fact thét about three millicn dollars was set
- aside in fiscai year 1971 to finence full implementation of the 7 ;
sxstem.47
In June, 1970, the plight of the agricultural migrant
workers in the Uhited States agaiﬁ'caﬁe to the atten%ion of the
puglicithrOUgh a- television White Pape£ program éresented by Chet ’ ; 1 5

Huntley, NBC rews cémméntator, and from the Senste Subcommitiez on

Migrztory Labor which was cheired by Senator Walter F. Mondale.

A. . Ford, the A}kansas'&cmmisgionér of Education, summerized this

plight when he stated: "'With the possiblé excebtion'of children in
 the very worst of the ghetto situations in the nation, the migrant -
148

child is the most disadvantaged in our country.

Every effort must be made to eliminate the educational dis-

TP

aﬁvantages of the migrant child. Each state director of migrant
education has the responsibility of informing each local educational

agency about the system, and all school districts concerned must

461bid.

47Pfeil’, ope. cit., p. 9.

48cited in Mottet, op. cit., p. 9.
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understand the importance of cooperating with the MSRTS. Bove

emphasized the latter point:

It is essential that every school system serving a
migrant child understand the operation of the terminal
system. If some schools are faithiul sbout updeting

. migrant students' records ard other systems are not,

- then the whole system is worthless as & means of pro-
viding a more relevant continuing educaticn process

to and for the migrant child. The system opereated
properly and cooperated with by involved schocl systems

. can lead to a better education for thousands of little

) children in transit from one school district to another. 9

7 The Ifterstate Uniform Migrant Student Record Trensfer

System is described as follows: -

The Interstzte Uniform Migrant Student Record Trans-
fer System has but one .major purpcse: assisting the
educator in meeting the educational znd health needs of
individual migrant students. Each part of the Uni form - -
Migrant Studsnt Transfer Record and its associated )
Record Transfer System hzs been designed to eccomplish
this purpose. -

SYSTEM FUNCTICNS
Provides .continuity of information on every migrant
student by keeping his record meving with him. ’
Provides the educator with meaningful information on
the current status of each migrant student. :
Provides correct and timely retrieval of critical ' ' N
data on each child upon enrollment in a new- school through
"a nationwide communications network. .
Makes data ussble and understandsble to school ' .
personnel anywhere in the country through the use of -a
nationally standardized transfer record form.
Supports the migrant -student's educational progress
throughout the United States by providing teacher to

teacher communicatione.
"Tags" a migrant child's serious illness or chronic

condition and alerts teachers and health personnel to :
the special follow-up care nec2ssarye. :

i

LT

AL N

49pichard A. Bove, "Record Transfer Terminals Established,"

Newsletter, 3(3):1, August, 1971.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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SYSTEM BENEFITS
More effective use of educational programs for
migrant children by indicating program type and test
level performance.
The enhancement of individuzl growth through atten-
tion to zcademic, health, social, and special interests
of the migrant child.

More effective administration of educational migrant
programs a2t all levels.

The reduction in amount of cler;cal effort by school
and health personnel required to 3331st each migrant
student.

The meintenance of vital statistical datz on the .
charazcter end educational involvement of migrant T
children.

: Proper recording of health date and assurance of o
’ ) reasonable, unduplicated immunization against disease.”

The basic organizational units of the MSRTS are shown in

Figureil.
The Migrent Student‘RecordjTransfe; System haé muéh to .

cffe;, butrits potential must be understood so that its services . ’

will better help fuifill the needs c? migrant Ehildrenl Its

success can be measured only to the extent to-which it sssists

T i Vthosr who have the responsibility of improving the educational

situation of these children.

g

5OArkansas, Office of the State Department of Education,
Federal Programs Division, "Migrant Record Transfer System® (Little
Rock: Arkansas State Department of Education [n.d.]).
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Number and location of terminals depend primarily on student

densitys

Migrant Student Density
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51

Terminal Location

School *
District office
County office

Regional or multi-county office

State office

The Migratory Farm Laboer Problem, p. 71.
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Chapter 3
RESEARCH PROCEDURES ,

This chapter contains a detailed description- of the
instrument used, specifically as to its development and refine-
ment and the ratiné scale. Next, the .sampling brocedures are 7 ;
explained,rincluding stratifiéﬁfion and selection- Avbrief 7

section on data collection is followed by a delineation of

L P P PN

responses to the instrument. Finally, the statistical treatment

of the data is described.
. The Instrument - L

Develozmenti of ‘the Questionnaire

An extensive review of the literature failed to reveal an
existing instrument designed to measure the degree of usage of the
21"

Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRIS) and to identify

factors which may influence or enhance usage of the MSRTS. It was

therefore necessary to develop an original survey instrument to

measure the degree of MSRTS usage and to identify ractors which 3

et L

g may influence its usage.

I

A questionnaire survey was selected as the research tech-

LIk

nique to be used in this study. The MSRTS questionnaire was

TR EIECT

_developed according to indicated needs expressed in the literature

and from information supplied by experts in the field of
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agriculturzl migrant education. Thl!s information was gathered
using a questionnaire which inguired zbout areas considersd

important by both of these sources.

Selection of HMSRTS cuestions. This phase of the develop-

ment of the MSRTS questionnaire consisted of (1) identifying_

‘possible factors which may,infiuence MSRTS usage and (2) deter-

mining the degree to which usage is affected.

Identification of the three groups (I, II, and III) was
accomplished by thoroughly reviewing the literature and informetion
provided by the MSRTS Center. 1In addifion, related studies,

including pubiications devéléped by state degértments of education,

ng office, and docu-

pode
pere

putblicatiens from the- federzl gove ment printi

ments from =gen::es wo-x ng in areas of h;gh agriculturzl ﬁigrént,
=cgnc;ntration, were caréful;y anclyzed. As a result, twenty-one
needs relevant to Lhe study wsre 4dentified for which solutions
were needed.
| Twenty-one questionnaire items were written for the study.
Criteria for retaining or adding other pertinent questions were
based on recommendations frdﬁ the questionnaires returned by
experts -in the field of agricultural migrant education. This
pilot questionnaire was developed and sent out to a panel of judges
for the purpose of determining the content validity of the instru-
ment (Appendix A).

The panel of judges consisted of school distr'ct, state,

and national directors of migrant educational programs and projects.

UL H H‘H:H




37
i Also included were the administrative director of the MSRTS

% Cenief in Little Rock, Arkansas, a superintendent, and a former
superintendent. Members of this panel were selected on the basis

of professional status znd involvement with the MSRTS Center and

migrant education at local, state, and national levels. : -
Each panel member was requested to indicate his agreement

or disagreement with qlestionnaire items to determine whether thsy i

covered the necessary cuntent areas applicable to the study. Panel

members disagreeing with any part o¢f the questionnaire could indi-

I
Teprse dn o pabanie

cate their specific concern and if possible suggest the improvement

neededs Comments regarding ambiguity or redundancy of items were -

1,

e L 0
i

S ) also requested and recorded as part of the gquestionnaire evalua-
s (»k‘i
tion ’ i1 :
. \"5/ 7 .

*
R

Refinement of the insirument and its categories. Prior to -~ s -
administering the MSRTS questionnaire, it was determined by the™.. . A

investigator that any items rejected, reassigned; or added by the

R IR

judges would be critically reviewed. On the.basis of panel and

- S . .S = o me = i
R the doctoral committee's responses and comments, seven questions

WA b ke

Wb v

Epecifically related to usage were included, thus increasing the

number of quesfions to ‘twenty-eight. ' :

Ty

Addition of the seven questions (2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, and 21)

\ L K
P R 2149 i 4 i

i,
|

y
gl

was due to comments made by the doctoral committees It was recom-

o

|

i

IR AT T I PR T

mended by the panel of judges that choices be provided for five

questions (9, 10, 11, 12, and 13) for obtaining more reliable data.

Wt 4 \‘iw"lw,.m‘n
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“The final list of twenty-eight items was accepted for inclusion

_and (2) “The Importarce of Selectad Categgries of Employee Benefits v

(2) the leert scale is generally cons:dered easier to complete than ) .

38

in the MSRTS questionnaire.

Y AR “'C : s s .
Seiectwon of the rating scale. A major concern in develop-

Jsf t -

1ng the questlonnalre was the task of designing a measurement

instrument to assess the degree of MSRTS usage and to identify :

possible factors whlch may influence usage, while be’ng relatlvely - § i

simple for $he" respondenus to complete. - :;
A réviéw of specific measurement techniques used in other™ z j

similar studies revealed that-a Likert-type scale had beén success-

fully used in two recent studies: (1) “The Importance of Selected : ’ §

Categories of,Emploige,Benefits to Public -Junior College Teachers"t .

C  mabs q i el c w2 A . PR
‘to Public School Teachers in New Mexico."> Oppenheim described two

. ~ - = < - =
e - . -

g

major advantages of Likert .scales: (1) They provide precise inforima-.

tion &sbout the reSponden"S—deoréerof agreement -or disagréemont; and

b v -

. -3 -
other ‘scales.  Other rating scales were con51dered, 1nclud1ng rank - :
order scales and a forced choice. The rankeordegrscale was chosen

because of its analytic advantages?

o Lo Lol o ey B
I

lg, 7. Barber, “The Importance of Selected Categories of
Employee Benefits to Public Junior College Teachers” (unpublished
Doctoral dissertationy Ncw Mexico Staté University, 1971).

2Edward L. loon, “The Importance of Selected Categorles of
Employee Benéfits to Public School Teachers in New Mexico" (unpub-
lished Doctoral dissertation, New-Mexico State University, 1972).

. [ 4ok
e o bl bl

3a. N. Oppenheim, Questionnaire Design and Attltude Measure~
ment (New York: Basic Books, 1966 ), pe 141.




One, the scales of individuals can easily be inter- B
correlated and anslyzed. Composite rznk order of groups =
of individuals can also be easily correlated. Two, scale R
values of a set of siimuli can be calculated using one of =
the rank order methods of scaling. s

' T
WA

Furthermore, Kerlinger mentionad a third advantage: *"Third, they

partially escape response set and the tendency to agree with }

5 .

Wl ©ow
KRR IR ANE

&

socially desirable items.”

it

4

bt
bt M0

- These, findings were the major determinants in the decision ;

'

.
SR

~

- - to select.a five-point Likert-type scale and rank order scales

T
vk e

which would imgose the effects of discrimination on item scores A

3 : : .obtaified from the questionnaires. - ;
- Finalization of the MSRTS GueStionnaire - LT )
; - - ) The MSRTS cuesiionnzire was finalized with an sppropriate R § .
cover letier aznd sgecific instructions for groups making responses. : o i
. “ A reproduction of the MSRTS questionnzire and a.copy of the accom= i 3 R
- . panying letter are provided in Apgfendix B. - - - . T .
T . Sampling Frocedures i - ’ = . .
i The population of the study during the academic school year o

"1971-72 was defined as all school districts in five states (Arizona,

W

California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas) having high

|t

"

v

4Fred N. Kerlingér,‘Foundations of Behavioral Research
(New York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1966), pp. 495-96.

s et

i
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concenirations of migrant children, verified by the MSRTS Center
as being actual participants in the system. However, state
directors of migr:at education in each state are still attempting
to identify the more "potentially eligible" school districts
having a concentration of migrants. The amount of state migrant
educational funds determines eligibility and also the districts
having migrsnts. now have -the prerogative of determiningfwhetherr
they partizipate or -not in éhe MSRTS.

" The names and addresses of “the population were obtsined

=

7from seversas sources:

1. The‘MSRIS Centers -

2.7 Literature sent by state directors.. . i L
3. Educational directories.® - - .

=

4, State directb;s;

5. Personal toiephone éalrs tb state departments.-

The populatlon selec tion. for Group 1 compr1sed school dis~
éfricts Nhlch use. the’MSRTS and have a termlnal phy31cally located
in the district. The following is-a l;;t of term1n§L sites and

the number of telé}ypéWri?érs'per’site ih‘thexfiye §tétés=

= - = - - -

Lo
6 Jeffrey W. Willisms and Judy Carpenter, Education
Directory 1971-72, U.S.; Department of Health, Education and
Welfare Publication No. (OE) 72<107, Cataldg No. HE 5. 220:20005-
72 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1972)3; Norman F.
Elliott, Patterson's American Educstion (Mount Prospect, Illinois:
Educational Dirsctories, Inc., 1972).
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Arizona
Florence
Peoria
Somerton 1

—

-

California
Bakersfield
El Centro
Fresno
Hanford
Merced
Indio
Santz Rossa
Oroviile
Selines
San Jose
Camarillo

~ Visalia
Woodland
- Ventura

P N S e et el i ol S R VR i
§

Colorado - . . ..
Greeley T )
Lamar .

—

New Mexico - N . - -
Albuquerque 1
Clovis _ 1
Dexter 1

- Las Cruces 1 .

" Portales I
Taos 1
Texas . . - ) . - i
Austin 1 . o=

Corpus ° - ] - ] - ) B ) :
Christi 2 ’
Edinburg 8

* Lubbock 2
San Antonio 2

3

' (
.
Y,
.

At h

The thirty terminal sites comprised the total population .

for Group I. However, the San’José site and the Corpus Christi -

o e b e

site were school districts not participating in the MSRTS although

Wil b

the terminal sites were physically within these cities.

13 it




For Group II, one hundred school districts were randomly

selected from a list of 403 districts participating in the MSRTS.

Group III was selected from lists of school dzstrlcts

"potentially eligible"™ to jarticipate in the MSRTS but not

specifically based on a high concentration of migrants in the

- state, rather as a:compliancé:with the U.S...0ffice of Education's .

fomban
=

,:.2.«)

definition of a migrant childs . - - - -

"A migratory child of a migratory agricultural
worker is.s child who hes moved with his family from
A one school district to znother during the past year .
: ) in oxrder that a2 parent or other member' of his family - - .
might secure émployment in agriculture or in related ’
food processing activities.” - .
This is the_only definition whlch can be used. when o
7 pla01ng ch’ldren in migrent programs. Such criteria -
- . as leté eniry and achievement tests are meanlng;ess - : -
‘ unless the student mests the zbove definition. ] .

- . - - - ~ . = = _

B T
' 4

- o . For Groups II apd*III,'three,hundredlSChOQI—districts were o o 3,'

randomly -selectéd through usage offa randdém number table.
Y ESERES F3 0529 058 Tancon numoe

+ - N s . . S . - - _ - =

g =

- - - Stratification - : - : | ) : R

The population was proportionally stratified ‘to assure

representativéness. “The statistical advantages -of-a stratified

sampling for a variable of interest, Y, were stated by Rajs: - . _ -

- j i - © By selecting & sample of suitabie size ﬁpqm‘each )
stratum it is possible to produce an estimate for the
population characteristic Y which is considerably

ST IR T,

7 .

Texas Education Agency, Texas Child Migrant Program:
Migrant and Drnschool vroarcms (Austin: 1exas Education Agency,
1971), ps 2.
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better than that given by s single rendom sample from
the entire population.

Further, Mendenhall, Ott, and Scheafifer stated:

Thismethod of assigning sample sizes to the strata
is called proporticnal allocaztion because sample sizes,
Ny sNQess,Np ere proportional to stratum 31zes Nj,Noeeoy
NpL. Proportional zllocation-is often- used if the strata
variances cannot bé app*ox1matec before sampllng

Cla331rmcaulon by -state, crlu-rlon, and number of school

districts for Group II within each stratum are represented in

Table 1. Classification by state, criterion, and number of school

districts for Group I1I within each stratum are shown in Table 2.

-

= = -

Table 1 - ¢

Lla331flcat10n by State, Crﬁuerlon, and iqmber of
School Dlstrlcts of Croup - ’

Classificetion Nufmber of school Number -of schocl . PeTceéentage

districts in districts sampled sampled
’ population - :
Arizona = - 17 4 - i 23 .
California 208 i 7 51 c 24 -
"Colorado - 3% - 9 : 25 -
New Mexico .36 9 25
Texas - 108 . 27 - 25
Total 404 o 700

. 8D. Raj, The Desian of aamgxe Surveys (New York McGraw-
-Hill, 1972), o 109. 7 {ﬁ}
9Vulliam Mendenhall, Lyman Ott, and Richard L. Scheaffer,
Elementary Survey Samrcling (Bc‘monu, California: Wadsworth Pub-
lishing Co., 1971), p. 70.

L A I
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: Table 2
- Classification by State, Criterion, and Number of >
School Districts of Group III
: Classification Number of school Number of schocl  Percentage
- ; } ) districts in districts sampled sempled
N population ' e,
: Arizona : 7 : 1 : 14 S '
California 446 : 64- 14 -
Colorado’ - 20 - ' - 3 15 T
. New Mexico 4 -1 - 25 -t )
Texas . 211 7 31 14 7 .
Do Total T 688 . ‘100 . M
A- percentage formulz wes developed to assurs proportionate - -
T samgling from each stiratum of the population.- A-sampling ratio . = _ -
i was established by dividing thg number of schogl districis within )
- : each stratum by the Ato,ta;l’huz’nb;éfﬁ of participating schocl districts ’ .
in the MSRTS. Ths percentage of the totzl school districts for . - e
: ) Greups II and III contained in each st}a’tdm wass: - -
: ) ) ) _ Group-II = . Group III . . .
Arizona - 4% . 1% - -
. ’ ~ Californfa . 51 . . 64 o
e Colorado .9 o 3 ) ,
7 - New Mexico 9 : : | ' T ) 5;
) Texas ;27 : ] < - - 3
’ Total 100% . 100%" Z-
- 5 . fi

ERIC
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Selection of the Sample

In Group I, two of the thirty possible school districts

that have terminals physically loceted within the school districts

were not included in the study. In Groups II and I11, simple
random sampling was used fo select one hundred schb&l districts

in each group. However, for Group III it,béc;me necessary to
résample from the szme populgtion to incréase an adequate number
of responses for this study. All samples selected for this study -

were acquired through the utilization of a random number table.

Collection of _Data

“The MSRTS questionnzire, along with an appropriaste cover

letier and 2 stamped, self-azddressed envelope, was mailed to 228

v

school distrie# sucerinténdents on February 5, 1973. The gues~ )
b b i

tionnzires were coded prior to mailing so that the ricn-respondents

could be identified for foliow-up procedures.
Additional questionnaires and’ follow-up letters were, sent
to subjects who had not responded to the initial mailing. The-

folfow—ug letter stressed the importance of participation and the

fact that responses would be kept confidential (Appendix C);
_Responses to the Quest’onnaire

The poéulation of the study was defined as all school dis-

tricts in five states (Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico,

and Texas) having high concentrationsrof migrant children and

L A

Seed - -
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participating or beinc potentially eligible to participate in the’
Migrant Student Record Transfer System. The population selected
for Group I were those school districts using the MSRTS and having
a terminal physicslly located in the district. Group II were those
school districts participating in the MSRTS but lacking a terminal
within the district. Croup III comprised school districts poten-
tially eligible for participation and lacking terminals. Selection
procedures were éiséusse& previously.

Thirty terminal sites comprised the population fpr Grpup

I. However, two sites were districts n;t participating in the
MSRTS although terminel sites were physically lbcated within these
kities; "Therefore, G¥0Jp I consisted of 28 school éist;icts.

Cf tﬁese,sfo&: schooi éistrfcts fa%ledAto re?urn the questionnaire
- and two returned it Slank. tFou; had ;ot reguested MSRYIS forms fof
the Year'l971-7é and %herefore‘were transferred to Group III,
making Group 1 twen%y:fodrrschool:district;:in sizé. The rate

of return for Group I wa; twent& districts out of a possible twenty-
four or 83-perFenta

G;oup II was composed of one hundred school districts,
those participating in the MSRTS bqt lacking terminél sites. Of
these, eighty-two responded. However, five of these questionnaires
were not usable, and sixteen of the responding school districts had
not requested MSRTS forms for the year 1971-72 and therefore were
trensferred to Group III. The overall response rate for Group 11

was sixty-six out of eighty-four or 80 percent.

e "w\l A
RN EEITS




The population for Group 111 (school districts eligible

but not participating in the MSRTS) was extremely difficult to
identify. Since school disirict pariicipation in the MSRTS is
optional, some state department of education migrant divisions
were not willing to identify school districts that were “poten-
tially eligible" to participate. From lists of "potentially
eligible" school districts, one hundred school districts were
randomly sampled. f these, forty-six responded, yielding only
eleven uszble questionnazires. A resample of one hund;ed was
taken, giviné fifty-eight responses with only twenty-nine usable,
after a folléw:ﬁp quesfionneire. The response rate was calculated
st 20 percent. Group III consisted of sixty schocl districts
(fofty:sampled rasponses and twenty "transfers” from Groups I and

il).
Statigtical Treatment of the Data

The primary purpose of this study was to determine the
factors tha£rméy influence usage and the.current degree of usage
of the MSRTS. Successful attainment of these goals could provide
information to the MSRTS that may enable it to better implement
its potential and provide decision-making alternatives for the

purpose of improving service to school districts which have the

responsibility of providing migrant children with improved education.

It was felt ihat the following factors may give rise to

differences in the degree of usage of the MSRTS by Groups I and II:

il it T R




‘It was also. felt that analysis of the foilowing factors

may provide usable information regarding the common character-

Years of utilization of the MSRTS by school
districts.

Number of school districts whose teachers have
ana‘haéé not seen the MSRTS form.

Number of school districis whose teachers have
and have not used the MSRTS form.

Extent of coopération between school districts
and state regional offices.

Degree of school district familiarity with the
function and potential~6f'the MS&T;.

School district size.

Degree of agriﬁultural migraat student record
availability by previous schools attended;
Districts that have and do not have written
goals and sgpecific objééti&és for meeting agri-
culturél migrant childran's educational needs:
Number of days of inservice training grovided

for all agricultural migrant staff.

istics of Groups I, II, and III:

1.

Degree of school district familiarity with the

function and potential of the MSRTS.
Degree of agricultural migrant student record

availability by previous schools attended.

48
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3. Number of schocl districts thet have and do
not have written goals and specific objectives
for meeting agricuitural migrant children's

educational needs.

-

4. Degree of eachieving district edu~ationz
objectives for agricultural migrant children.
5. Determination of who is responsible for
recording information pertinent to the agri-
cultural migrant child.
6. Total cost per pupil. i .
The school districts in the study were divided into three
groups, I, II, and III, previously defined. Groups I and.II were ) N
compared on uszge of the MSRTS as to the nine factors outlined by
using chi-sguaré tests and Yates' correction for coniinuity.
Chi-square tests were computed for characteristics cummon to
Groups I, II, énd 111, based oa the six factors given ebove. For
énalysis of per pupil cost, one-way analysis of variance was used.
Senter stated that "the chi-square test i; always used

with discrete data (data mereiy enumerated or counted) that may

be only nominally classified."lo Chi-square is based on the differ-

ence between the frequencies observed in a particular sample and

lOR. J. Senter, Anaiysis of Data: Introductory Statistics
for the Behavioral Sciencas (Gienview, Illinois: Scott Foresman
and Co., 1969), p. 346. . 7 A




the freguencies thai should occur "by virtue of some thsoretical

expectancy."ll

The chi-sgusre statistic is the sum of the squared dis-
crepancy to expscted f equency ratios for each cell, or
2
(fo - fe)

fe

observed frequencies in a given cell,

Seray e :_“u,

iy

frequency expected in the same cell, and

(fo - fe)2

the sum of the —— _——— ratios for every
. ia

el involved.

In some of the data- there was the occurr=nce of low cell

Nearly 21l zuthoriiiss ag: that Yate's correction
should be arpplied whan x2 : calculated from 3
table containing 'low' cell N's {(for the fo's) and
almost evsryone agr=es thai uander : hcsehconditions of
low' cell N's the corrzciion y~e1ds a x<¢ value that

better fits thes probability valuos.
Siegel, commenting on contingzncy tables with df larger than
1, stated: "%hen k (column) is larger than 2 (and thus df > 1),

the x2 test may be used if fewer than 20 percent of the cells have

an expected frequency of less than five and if:-no cell has an’

Urbide, p. 347.

e L T

121pid., p. 380.
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expected frequency of less than 1,13 It is further suggested
that "the researcher must combine adjacent categories in order to

increase the expected frequency in the various cel—l.s."l

Variables
©  The dependent variable was usage (high, medium, and low).

~In-2ll cases the dependent variable was based. on the number of

13

|
'Y

[

MSRTS forms requested by the school district. This process pro-
v1ded a request d’strlbuLlon range of 1l to 3. 40,fthus usage was

ege&ermlned according to the follgw1ng—1ntenvals: low utilization,.

<:0.755 medium utilization, between .75 and: 1.4; high utilization,

W st A et s

14;4}?§i;4; ‘Théese intervals réprégeﬁtéd néturaliy{Q¢¢urrihgzbzéak ﬂ -} 77
:7§G;ﬁ,s in the plotted distribution of ut111:.t1on. - s E A H Vf'%
- ) o The nine :ndependenu vanlables were:s yeérs bfzufil%zétioﬁ ; E , g ?:f
;7i§£ The MSRTS by school districts; numb°r of schoo; d1strlcts whose - ' %%;f';;
7§é§éh ers hav° -sran thefMSBIS féfm;,numbér Qf school—qis;ficts,wﬁose, ) %fr -
'ééachers have qSegrthe MSRTS form; exten —:of'édopérafibﬁ between. | g )
$QB ol dlstrlcts and state reglonal offlces, degree of sPhool dls- - %

; ct familiarity with the functions and potential -of the MSRTS; % -
:éébool district size; -degr:e of record cvailability of previous . %'
schools attended; school districts—thaf have written goals ahd 47 % -

. . S

I

objectives for meeting agricultural migrant childrén's educational

=
=
I

13Sldney Siegel, Nonparametric Statistics for the
Behav1oral 801ences (New York: McGraw-hlll 1956), p. 110.
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needs; and the number of dayiﬁpf inservice training provided for
all agricultursl migrant staff.
: Testing Null Hvrotheses -
The following null hypotheses were tested at the .05 con-
“fidence level using thenchi-sguare statistic. Yates' correction
¥
’ for continuity was used where approcriate. :
1. There will be no significant differences in usage )
- o . 7 - ) s 7.
of the MSRTS as to: -
- a. Years of utilization. i . - .
B = Tae s . N ege s .',,.r,';;)r& : . - - }
_b. Number of school districts whose teachers - .
have and have not seen thé MSRTS form. - -
: ) : - - o= . - N Py . .
R . _ Sy . wE B L - = 3
: 3 c. Number +s whose teachers = :
= - Zes S
. : - have ‘and hav e MSR.S form. - i
S - : d.- Extent-of cocgeravién petween school -dis- - ] .3
: e B =T ) il . . i
. ! i -tricts and state regional offices. : i
- L : e. Degree of familisrity with the function - z7
T : "~ _ and- potential of the MSRTS. £ - TG
. . - . ) . ) _ :
“f. School district size. -
g. Degree of availability of agricultural :
- ] migrant student records for previous -
- p ' schools attended.

LY .
&F,

h. Number of school districts that have and do

not have written goals and specificg objec-

I

tives to meet agricultural migrant children's

educational needs.




i

2.

3
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i. Number of days for inservice training
provided for zll agricultu£al migrant
staff by school districts. )

There will be no 31gﬂ'f ca n; d;fferences

emong Groups I, II, and III as to: 77 -

a. Degree of femilierity with the funct?on : o

~and potlential of thé MSRTS . V
b. Degree of sveilsbility of agricultural - :
migrant student récOrds for previéus: %

" schools attended. . - ) ) ’ - )

«¢. Number of schocl districis tha;khavégzmgW~‘ i
do not -have ert en goals and q;ec ific o
objectives i meet agriculturel migrant )

7 children™s educational needs. - S i ) L

d. _Degréé,o?:achiévingﬁxistfiﬁt,é@gqat%on;l ’ - .

Vbbj ctives for aériculturéi,migrgﬁt o ) -
childrens T ' :

e. Determination of who is reépéngggle for —_—
recording informatéon fertinent to the y
agricultural migrant child.. )

fl Cost per pupil. )

There will be no significant'diffefences

b?tWeen Groups I and II as to:

a. Disadvantages of the us;ge of the MSRTS.

.

Advantages of the usage of the MSRTS.
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) o Imporfance of ways of maximizing utilization
of the MSRTS.
d. DPurposes of MSRTS usage.
e. Problem areas connected with usage of the MSRTS.
) A - £ Training‘ciagsificatioh (superior:to podr) of
o : 7 - . Aistrict personnel directly 1nvolved with opera-
A “:7 - ﬁbnofﬁml SRTS. ,i : ,
’ . g klnd oxvlnserv ice Lralnlng provided. for- those
: 7 ‘ ? Endividuais,;esponsible for {ﬁl;ing,out MSRTS
- . forés. . - ' ) li .
: 7 Specificallyy ihexmégdf,ébjectivés,oé gbégsﬁgd? we%g tos
X - 1. Pro;;de descr i;tive;data'én l ' . i
X - - a. x%hose*schooi '{ tyicts that use and have .
o o an MSRTS terminal. 7* 7 - :
: ] - - b Tiose schoo‘*dwsrrlcgs tha use -but- do not{ )
7 x - - . have a termi nal. ’ -7 7 7
i 7 . ;' ’ * -¢c. Those school-di strlcts that have a high
- £ r 7 Sy Eonc;qtr tion of agri ultural mlgranus but :
_ 7—neither‘u§e nor hzve a terminal.
2. Determine the degree of utilization of MSRTS
services .n five states (Arizona, California,
Colorudo, New Mexico, and- Texas).
3. Determine factors which may influencé the use:

of the MSRTS.
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+ “‘"N

Descriptive data obtained from responses to questions 4, 5,

6’ 7, 9’ lo’ 175 13’ 15’ 18’ 19’ 20’ 25’ and 26 were Used tO

"

achieve objective 1, parts a and b. Questions 18, 19, 20, 25, and .

26 were used to achieve objective 1, part c. The sscond objective -

~of this study was achieved from the data obtained from responses

. to questions 1, 2, 3, 14, 17, 19, 22, 23, and 25. The third-objec- T
. tiye vas achie ved from the subhypothases tested and ranked as to - -
ARt .
*  their significant relative strength of pelatlonsh;p as to usagé. L. 7
. S - - .
- ) . Q i - . ;j
. o B . o . .
= 'f—v . * = —
-~ B -




Chapter 4

ANALYSIS OF DATA

The purpose of this chapter is to present yhe results of

. - " “the analysis 6f data obtained from, questionnzire responses. The

. first section pertzins to the nine null subhygotheses for urogg§
- =7 a7 1*3
I and TI as relsted to usage of the Migrant Student Record Trapsfer

= ~ *

System {MSRTS). Next, descriptive data for Groups 1 and II as to

= - =

. the school districts' perceptions of the MSRTS are presented.

=T Thé third section contzins the- resulis obtzined from test*ng the

brief summary of the chaptér

1
2 -

o . . - The -descriptive dats oreseniad in the secchd'sectibn previde
N i . the’bpasis ?or'qnal¥§is’of tests of seveh;nuil'subnypothe ses in -

,Appendix D. In addition, Appendix E coniains & group of descfip: .

[¢}]

¥

L]

tive tables to ampli ‘y data presented on Groups I, II, and- III

= = . = = =

(third séction). - : :

-

Analysis. of Null Sibhypotheses Concerning Usage .

This section presents the results obtained from testing
the nine null subhypoiheses concerning Groups I and II. The
dependent varizble for thesé null subhypotheses was usage (high,

medium, and low), based on the number of MSRTS forms reguested

by each school district. Usage was determined according to the

R <A Toxt Provided by ERIC
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- following intervels: low, < 0.75; medium, pbetween 0.75 and 1l.4% :E
e jand high, > 1.4 (page 51). The independent variables were the
T nine factors (pages 47 and 48) coriespoqding to the nine null .sub=
htpotheses. . S - . s
. ,'y . ) Nui;rsubhypo%hesis la. fhereAwill be' no significant .
- differencescin usage of the MSRTS as to years of utiliza- ) . : e
) ) tion. . ] . ’ ) {77;
- ) According to the data preserted in Teble-3, iow and medium - 'iqj
|- . frequencies varied between one and three years; and three or more- .
L T ~years of usage. After three-or more years, low usage decreased - " .
- - and medium uszge increzseds. The frequencies ihfthé cells of high =~ = °
. . _ 7 . = usage appeared not"to differ with more years Sf‘usaiéa . T T
. - ' Table 3 - . )
o ) - Years of Utilization of the MSRIS by Usage ) .
- . Usage T -3 L . 3or more - Total ) ’
- . High 6 7 - 13 ‘
: o L (5.924) (r.076) . ]
- - © . Medium e T - 32 - ) 30
;: T - oL i (22-785) (27-215) Y . .
_Low - . 12 i 4 7 16 . )
; __(7.291) ___ (8.709) .
Total 36 : 43 S 79
df = 2 ’ ’
’ Calculated x2 = 7.435 Tabled %2 value = 5.99

*Significant at .05 confidence level.

00t o et
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Since the analysis rave

years of utilizafion of the MS

RTS by scheol districts as.to usage,

58

NQ)

aled significant differences between -

null subhyco;.e51s iz was *e;ecueo. -

differences. in usage of
- districts whose t

“form. -

concerning the number -of schoel district

‘hypothesis.

Null Subhvpotheszs 1o,

- pep—

= -

Table 4 shows the resu

he chi-~-sguare te

W ,_y
®

Yates' correct ion for continui

=z

‘Theré will be no significant .
the MSRTS as t6 number of schodl i

b°rs have and have not seen thg MSRTS

= = -

. -

I¥ts of the andlysis for this null sub-

st for twc indérendent samples and . .
tY'yielded s chi-square statistic of -

:0.;66 and was not significant. As a result, the null _subhypethesis

whose teachers have seen R
ricts™whose tezchers have not seen the - -

is degendent rarigble wzs not réjected.

) ) . Table 4 I . ) o
‘Number: 67 Schooi @iéﬁriéis Vincse Teachers Hzve Sesn B .

the. MSRTS ro*n vs. Numder of S¢ho ool Districts- - -

Whose- ;eachers Have Not Seen the MSRIS Form - -

Hgye §ee; NSRTS 'orm‘r

el

" Usage

Fave nog seen MSRTS form Totzl

1 13

High 12 ,
(12.342) - (0.658) )
Medium 4 2 T - - 50
(47.448) . (2.532) -
Low 15 1 . 16
. :Zus 190) _(0.810) -
Total B 4 7 79
df = 2 » ’
Calculated x2 = 0.166 Tebled x2 value = 5.99
Not significant et .0% confidence léevel, but signifi-
cant at .95.
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Null Subhypothesis ic. Tnere will be no sigaificant

differences in usage of the MSRTS 2s to number of school
districts whose teachers have and have not used the MSRTS
form.

According to Te ble 5, the chi-square test for iwo indepen-

dent samgples and-Yates® correction fox continuity yielded z chi-

squere statistic of 0.138 and was not significent. As a Tesult,

- -

the null subhypothesis concerning the number of school districts

-

whose teachers have used the MSRTS form and those schocl-districts

. x

- whose teachers have not used the MSRTS form as to .usage for this

independent variable was not -rejected.

[

Jsed <

1.’:6

icis wnere Leccners D;s;r10ts where teachers . )
e usad the MSFTS = “‘have not used the MSRTS Total -
rcrmf - _ - fQ;m -

1y

(¥r.025) -~ - (1.975)
43 ] 7- )

(42.405) : 4 - (7.995) -
13 . o 3
__(13+570) - _(2.430)
67 o - 12

Calculated x> = 0.138 Tabled x2 value = 5.99

Not significant at .05 confidence level, but significant
at «95. ) ) )

7
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Null Subhypothesis There will be no significant

differences in uszge of the MSRTS as to extent of

ccoperation between schodl districts and state regicnsl

offices.
Table 6 shcws the data relevant to this null subhypothesis.

The chi~square test computed for this independent varizble dis-

difference between the school districts'

-extent of cocperation and the coogeration of state regional

closed no significant

offices. The Chi-squaré test yielded 2 value of 1.000, which was

not significant. Even after combining cells, items 4 and 5, to

incresse the freguencies per cell, did not increase the chi-

square statistic value. As 2 resuli, nuil subhypothesis ‘1d was

. notl rejectad. ) . - - . ) -
- . - Tabie 6 }
Extent of Cooperation Seiween School Districts’ and

State Regional Gffices cn Usage of the

MSRTS

"

—Most coopgfétivé

1ess cocrerative

- - Usagey - 1 5 Total

High - 8 : 5 13

- (7.899) - - - (3.101)
Medium 32 ) 18 50

} (30.380) (19.620)
Low 8 , 8 16
__ (9.722) __ (6.278) - _
4 31 79
7?ota% 8 « 2

df = 2

Calculated x2 = 1.000

Tabled X2 veiue = 5.99

Not significant at .03, but significant at .70.

sy

!
]
‘

T o

gy

wl
sl

i
'
A

T ENIRLIRL

IR




Null Subhvecotihesis le. There will be no sign

differences in usage of the MSRTS as to degree of

familisrity with function and potential of the MSRTS.

¥

. This null subhygothesis was tested using chi-squares.-
f 1-Sq

Resulis are shown in Table 7. Item 4, consisting of low, medium,

and high, was deleted due to zero frequencies in each cell. The

: calculated-chi-sguere statistic of -0.957 was not significant. As
: : ~ a result, the null subhypothesis for school districts' degree of
i - . famiiiarity with tbe function and’potentiazl of the MSRTS was not
: : © rejected. : - ’
- i ) Table 7 )
N . School Districts' Degree of Fsmiliérié; #ith the !
= . 7 . runction end Poiéntial cf the MSRTS 5

Not significant at .05 confidence level, but significant
~ at .70.

CERIC | | :
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g;gh 5. 7 - 8 13

) - = . (40608) _ (8.392) i
Medium 19 .7 . 1. - 50

) . - {17.722) . (32.278)

. : © Low 4 12 ,, 16
’ , : _ (5.671) ©(10.329) -
Total - 28 - 51 - 79

df = 2 - ’ ’

Calculated x2 = 0.957 Tabled 2 valu. = 5.99
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Null Subhypothesis 1f. There will be no significant

differences in usage of the lSRTS &s to schocl district
size.

Table 8 shows the summery relevant to this null sub-
hypothesis. The chi-square statistic and Yates' correction for
continuity produced a chi-sguare value of 1.815, which feiled to
exceed the critical .value of 15.51 reguired for significance at

the .05 level. As a result, null subhypothesis 1f was not

“rejected.

. fablé—B

School District Size as Related to Utilization of
the MSRTS -

) Usage 1 - 2 3 4 5 Total
High 1 2 - s oz 713
- ] C (0.987) (2.633) (4.114) (2.797) (2.468)
Medium 3 12 17 ) 9 ’ 9 50
(3.797) (10.127)  (15.823)  (10.759) (9.494)-
i Low 2 - 2 3 ) ) 4 16
_(1.215) __ (3.241) __ (5.063) .__ (3.443) __(3.038) __
Total 6 16 25 ' 17 i5 79
- F - 8size of school districts: (1) 12,001 or more; (2) 4;001-
= 12,0005 (3) 1,201-4,000; (4) 601-1,200; (5) 1-600.
: df = 8
Calculated x2 = 1.815 Tabled x? value = 15.51

Not significant at .05 confidence level, but significant at

0990




Null Subhypothesis lg. . There will be no significant

differences in usage of the MSRTS as to degree of avail-
ability of agricultural migrant student rec&rds for
previous schools attended.

Teble 9 shows the data relevent to record availapbility
for'previous school districts attended.: The chi-square analysis
resulted in a value of 0.390,’which:did-not,exceed the critiéal,

~value of 5.99 required for significance at the .05 level. There—1

fore, null subhypdthesis lg was=not rejected.

Table 9
Degree of Agricultural Migrant Records’
Availability for Previous School
Districts Attended

High availebility “Lév aveilspiiity - _
Usage oy . -2 - Total
High f 4 , ’ 9o 13
~ (4.608) - (8.392) B
Medium 19 -~ - 3k 50
(17.722) : (32.278)
Low 5 11 16
__(5.671) __(10.329) _
Total 28 5L . . 79
df = 2 7
Calculated x> = 0.390 Tabled x% value = 5.99
Not significant-at .05 confidencé level, but significant
at .90. )




TR

Null Subhygothes in will be no significant

differences in usage of the MSRTS azs to the number of

school districts that ha not have written gozls

and srecific objectives ito meet agricultural m;grant

children's educational needs.

f
P .
The data relevant to this null subhypothesis are shown in

Table 10: The chi-sguare analysis producéed s value of 2.772, which

“was not significant. As a result, the null subhypothésis for school

districts havifg written goals and specific objectives for agricui-

tural mic¢rant children's educational needs as compared 16 those-

school districts which had no such goals and dbjéctiyes w&s not

+

réjected as related to utilization of the MSRTS.

(6.089)
Medium. ' T
' (26.582) (23+418)
Low 6 10
_ (8.605) . (7.494)
Total 42 37

df = 2
Calculated x2 = 2.7 Tabled %2 value = 5.999

Not significant at .05 confidence level, but significant
at .30.




Null Subhypotinesis li. There will be no significant

differences in usage of the MSRTS as to number of days for
inservice training provided for all agricultursl migrant
staff by schoul districts.
Table 11 shows that no significant difference was found
for inservice training by school districts. The chi-squere
’analy§is provided a value cf 3.227. As a rasuli, the null sqb-r

“hypothesis was not rejected.

Table 11

Number of Days Provided of Inservice Iraining by
School Districts for All Agriculturai-
: Migrant Staff

Medium
‘Low

Total

€Based ‘on numper of hours of inservice training:
more; (2) 11-15; (%) 6-10; (4) 0-5.

df = 2

Calculated x2 = 3.227 Tabled=x2 value = 5.99

Not significent at .05 confidence level, but significant at
0200
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Descriptive Data for Groups I and II

e

The descriptive dete presented in th’ . section may be

< n

used to aid in the interpretetiion of the resulis of testing the

rine null subhypotheses previously pre-ented. These data relate
to perceptions of the MSRTS by the school districts of Groups I

and IT. The follGwing are ranked results with regard to:,

~

x

1. Disadvantages of the MSRTS.

,

2. Advantages of the MSRTS.
3. Importance of ways of ma imi':ng utilization
"~ of the msnrs. ) : .

4, Magor purcoses in using th& MSRTS..
5. Problem areas connectsed with uszge of the

— MSRTS. '

[0

The presentation of each item begins with rgétatement
of the pertinént question from the questionnzire (Appendix B).

Each item was rankgd'in the order-of leae importance (L) to

- most important (M). C uare tnsts were-computed for the
- \ “!

results and are incl 'uced in Appendlx D.

Di sadvantages : .

- Question 9. Dleaéé rank order the following disadvan-
" tages with regard fo utiiization of the MSRTS in your
district. (Ass;gn 1 to the most 1mportan;, 2 to the next
. most important, etc.).
(1) ___ Too expensive for our district to participate
’ in the MSRTS. : :
- Requires addi*tional personnel.
Does not meet our district needs.
Provides inaccurate informstion.
Consumes time sgent by administretors and teachers
to enroll pupils.

——
et
————
——

e
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The results of the ranked disadyantageg with regard to the
utilization of the M4SRTS by Groups I and il are in agreement
(Teble 12). Thé two groups did not differ in their rankings,
indicating that the least important disadvantage was item 2,
requiringléadiféEEal personnel. The most importqd& disadvantage
was item 5, consuming time spent by édmiﬂ;stratorg and teachers to-

enrcll pupils.

Table 12

Ranked Di:.avaniagés with Regerd to Utilization of
—t i

ie I4SRTS as .Indicated by Groups I snd II - -
] - o . itex® - - .
Group Freguency L T2 > 3 - . 4. 5
I 1 o 0 ¥ -1 2 -2 -4 4 1C 10
2 g 6. 6 12 2 4 1 22 0 O
- -3 4 12 1 3 5 B 3 9 4127 . |
4 2 8 3 12 5 20 6 24 1 4 :
5 3 15 6 30 ° 3 15- 3 15 "2 10
Total 17 - 1T w1 .
51 58 56 54 36
: I M
II 1 7 7 1 1 7 7 8 8 25 25
2 12 26 -13° 26 12724 11 22 2 4 -
3 15 45 4 42 10 30 4 12 8 24 ‘
4 5 20 12 48 12 48 13 '52 7 28
5 12 60 9 45 _9 45 10 N 5 25 .5 -
Total 52 49 51 - 46 47 :
) 158 162 154" - 144 82-
L7 Lb - : fMC i

) 3Item (1) Too expensive for our district to participate in  _
the MSRTS; (2) Requires additioral personnel; (3) Does not meet our

district needs; (&) Provides inaccurate information; (5) Consumes

time spent by acministrators and teachers to enroll -pupils. :

bleast important; item (2).

CMost important; item (3).

E
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Advantages

Question 10. Please rank orcer the *o'lomlng advan-
tages with regafd to utilizetion of the MSRTS in your
district. (Assign 1 fo the most importznt, 2 to the next
most important, 3 fo the nexi, eic.etc).

(1) ____Improving the accuracy of informetion needed for
policy determinaticn and resezrch.
(2) Helping o av void ducglication and repetiiion of
subject metzer.
(3) __ Conserving the time spent by administrators and
teachers to enroll ouplls.
(4) ___ Providing reliesble detz for permaneni school
records.
(5) ___ Helping schools plan for the movement of pupils
and for the size of enroliment. S

The ranked advantaces of Groups I and II differed, as shown

in Teble 13. Group I indicated the

ct

the leest important advantage

of the MSRTS wes item 5, helping schools pign for the movement of

tJdpils end for the cize of enrolliment. The most important zdven
age for Gror T wae itex 3, conssrving the time spent by admin- .

istrators and teachors to enrc’l rurils. Group II differed from

Group I in ranking the leest important advantage of the MSRIS es
: - 3 ‘ orarl

o

item 1, improving the eccuracy of informetion needed for golicy , :
determination and research. For Group II, the most important
adventage wes item 4, providing relizble data for permenent school

records.

Wavs for Merximizing Utilization

Question 1l. Fleass rank order the following ways
you feel it is imgportant to meximize the utilization of -
the MSRTS in your school disirict. (Assign 1 to the most
important, 2 to the next mcst imporiani, 3 to the next,
etc.).
(1) __ More treining for teachers in the usage of the

MSRTS form.

(2) __ More district sugervisory rersonnel availeble to

viso
assist teachers in the usage of MSRTS forms.
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Renked Advantag
the MSR1S &

ftem®
Croup Freguency 1 z 3 4 3
I 1 2 2 o) 3 5 S o) 0 O
2 4 4 3 6 5 10 4 g 1 2
i 3 1 3 2 6 4 12 2 6 8 24
4 9 36 3 20 1 4 1 4. 1 4
5 1 5 2 10 2 10 5 2 7 3
Total 17 17 17 17. 17
30 47 41 48 63
1P LC
iz i 4 4 10 i¢ 1} i1 14 14 .9 9
Z iz 2é 12 24 0 20 11 2 7 14
3 6 12 g 27 10 30 1O 30 i& 45
4 2 1i2 i3 Z2 € 24 3 2 3 12
5 6 30 9 45 14 10 8 40 11 10
Total zé 33 52 438 43
128 158 133 126 150
L¢ M€
81tem (1) Improving the accuracy of information needed for
policy determination and rssesriii (2) Eelpring tc avoid ruplication
and regetition of subject maiter; {3) Conserving the iime spent by
administrators and zeaschers o enroil cupils; (4) Providing reii-
able data for permsnen:i schosl records; (3) Helping schoole plan
for the movement of zurils znd for the ﬁize of enroliment.

Pprost imporwani; item (3. leact important; item (3).

-ﬂdy PR S —apmre iig 3 Ci et omp Ambe 34
Least imgorzart; iiem (1). “host importent; item (4).

'S
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rpai
of the iSRTS forms.
(4) ___ Training of mor
records clerk
(3) Provide school nurses with specific training
in the usage of the uSRTS forms.

- (D

In ranking ihe ways for meximizing utilization of the
MSRTS, Groups I and II differed in percertions of the least
important way (Table 14). Group I indiceted that it considerec

item 5, provide school nurses with specific irel

=]

ing in the us&ge
of the MSRTS forms, &s the least imgortant way. Crour II indi-
by b h L

lable

ot

cated thet item 2, more districi surervisory personnel ava
9 b J
+0 assist teachers in the usage of !MSRTS forms, wes the leest

However, both groups agresd thet the most impor-

-

puto
3

kel
(o]
H
I
[+}]
o
ot
=
[\ 9]

<
.

tent way to maximize utilization of the-NSRTS was item 1, more

-

+-aining of teschers in the usage of the MSRTS for

'8

se do you use the MSRIS in
X r the following uses.
risnt, 2 ¢ the next most impor-

c
[}
(52}
ot
yote
(o]
=
(18]
.
-
(o]
3
o3
[\}}
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o]
c
H

your disiric

(Assign 1 -5 the most impo

tant, 3 to the next, etc.)

(1) __ T -~id edminisirat
h

(2)

atl cisi
To :eep current the demograp
n

n
. istrioution

of agricultural siudents in our district.

(3) _ To obtain date which will aid in pieannirg
individualized instruction.

(4) ___ To asceriain pattern of agricultural migrant
students' needs. :

(3) ___ To facilitate grogram glanning for agricultural

migrant students.
As shown in Teble 19, both groups differed with regsrd to

the item of leist importance for the purpos2 of using the MSRTS,

but th2y agreed on the most important purpose for utilization.

4
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Al
Teble 14
Ranked Weys for HMaximizing Utilization of the NERTS
by CGroups I and Ii
It».ma
Group Frecguency 1 y 3 4 3 ’
I 1 9 9 5 5 i 1 2 2 0 O© -
2 2 4 2 4 7 14 5 10 1 2
3 2 6 2 6 3 15 3 15 3 .9
4 3 1z 1 4 3 12 3 12 7 28
5 i 5 1 3% 1 3 2 100 _6 30 *
Total 17 17 17 ) i7 . 7 —
Sg 54 45 49 69
M L¢
il 1 19 19 11 i1 11 1l 7 7 4 4 .
. z 6 12 11 22 12 24 9 18 11 2z ’ ’
3 £ 182 W SC 7 21 18 %4 10- 30
4 17 68 4 16 £ 24 iz g 12 48 )
5 6 20 7 22 13 75 35 25 11 55.
Totel 54 53 51 31 48 :
1< 164 135 152 139
1 2 .
0 i =
Attem (1) More trsining for —teachers in the usage of the
MSRTS form; (2) More districti sugerviscry rer:onnel aveilable to - -
assist teachers in the usage of MSRTS forms; {3) More iraining for
adminisirztors in the uszge of the MERTS forms; (4) Treining of
more terminzl opers*ions znd records clerxs; (%) Provide school A -
nurses with sgecific training in the usege of the MSRTS forms.
b PR bapmts 4= * C = 3 Samd e 4+
y 7 Most important; item (i). Least important; item (5).
dvost important; item (1). CLeast important; item (2).
Q A .




Ranked Purposes for vihich Groups I and II
Use ihe lSRTS
item
Group Freguency 1 z 3 4 3

I 1 2 2 0 o 1 1 4 4 10 10

2 z 4 1 2 1 2 7 14 6 12

: 3 i1 23 1 3 2 6 3 0 0

4 2 8 24 7 28 1 4 ¢ 9

> o 6 7 33 1 » 2 w0 1 >3
. Total 17 17 is . - 17 T 17 .
’ 47 64 72 41 27
° e -
11 1 ) 6 z z 4 4 17 17 21-21 —

: 2 15 3 .3 € : 2 12 24 20 40

3 i &< ¢ 27 iz 3% & z4 3 i3

4 7. %% 4 9 17 €8 5 20 4

- ’ .S i 3 i7 8 18 20 6 3 2 iJ
Toisl 37 25 52 - 48 49 .

i
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31tem (1) To zid zdministirative decision-making; (2) to ) :
’ keep curreni the demographic distribution of sgriculturzl migrent
’ studenis in our distiricii (3) to obtain dats which will ald in
. planning -individuzlized Instruction; (4) To ascerizin pstitern of
agriculturzl migrant students' nzeds; (3) To facilitate program
plenning for cgriculturel migrent students.
- bjeast important; item (3). Cliost imgortant; item (3). T

e, . . .
Mos: importent; item (%).
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keep current the demogreghi

students in our district. However, both grougs azg¢r.ed that ifem

"ty
"
pote

5, to feciiitete progrem planning for agricuitural migranc

[{&]

t

students, was the most imgoriant purpgose for which they used the

MSRTS.

rroplems Tonnected wizh Utilizziion

Cuestion 13. Beslow 2re possible greblem arezs con-
nected wiih the uszce of the ISRTS services. Pleass rznk
order the following which mey infiuence the a2ffectiveness 7
cf tha ISRTS in vour cdistrict. (Assign 1 tc ine most -
important, 2 o the naxt mest imgortant, 3 ¢ the nex:,
S¥Ce ) ’ B
(1) __ .Insufficient lizison petwesn the terminal 7 ‘
and ths MSETS Clenter. . ’ )
. (2) ___ Slow fesedrack from the SATS Center.
(3) __ ZInsufficient cisirict budget allosaiion for . :
; services Zesired.
(4} ___ Errors-in inpui documents {districi-
czused errors;.
(5) ___ Errors in ouipui documents (NSRS Center-
caused errors).

As Table 16 shows, in ranking the least importznt groblems .

connected with usege of the MSRTS, Groups I and II indicated thet

cient disirict budget azllocestion for services desirsd), resgec-

tively, were the leasi imporient problems <onnecied with usage of

ok

em

ant problem, Groug I ranked
- 3, errors in output documents (MSRTS Center-causecd errcrs). as

Iy

nighest

o

n importance. Group II found item 1, insufficien.

O
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lizison between the terminal and the MSRTS Center, as its mejor
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proclem with regar

Jestion 13. Vhat kind of inservice training for
those individuslis resconsible for filling out the MSRTS
forms does your district provide?

(1) __ Ccllege workshops (4) ___ Regional

(2) __ Disirict k5ho © werkshops

(3) __ Schocl (3) ___ stete
workshops

From the date provided in Teble 17, it eppears that the

I3

kinds of inservice *raining for individuals resgonsible fex

-t
P

filiing out MSRTS forms by school districts in Groups I and

are erghasized in the following mejor sreas: district workshops,

-

schcol building level workshcps, and regionsl worksnops. 3iaze

s .

Chi-scuzre was ccmpuied on the number of school districts

Y particigating in the five kinds of inservice training workshops,
and resuits are included in Appendix D.
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Tanle 17

Kinds of Inservice Trzining for Individuals
Responsible for Fi:ling out MSRTS

Forms in Groups I anc I

Number of school
Group Kinds of training districts
rerticicating

1 1. College workshogps 0

2. District worxzshops 11

2. School builiding level workshogs 10

4. Regionel ~orishops 14

5. State worikshogps 8

Total 43

i1 1. Cclliege worxshors - 0
2. ©Disirict wor«shops 22

3. School building :ievel workshops 19

4, Kkegionzl workshogs ]

5. State worxzshops 9

’ Total 95 .

~y

ERI!
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Analysis of Null Subhyrotheses Concerning
i fferences Among Grougs I, II, and III
_
The null subhypotheses tested-end recorted in this section

rertain to differences among Crours I, II, and III. They were |

formulated on the basis of factors greviously mentioned (pages 48

reoarding charzcieristics commeon to these grougs. These factors

viere:
1. Degree of schocl district femiliariiy with the -
function and rotential of the MSRTS.
2. Degree of agricultural migrent student record
availebility by previous schools attended.
3. Kumpber of schocl districts that have and do
not have written ccals and specific opiectives
for meeiing agricultural migrant children's ) :
educational nee<s. |
‘ |
4, Degree of achieving district educational |
|
objectives for egricultural migrant children. ) i
3. termination of who is resgonsible for
<y
recording information pertinent ic the agri- 7
. ’ &
cultural migrant chiid.
6. Toial cost per puﬁil. _
The six null sur - . ieses formulated were tested using
chi-square excegt for m ohveothesis 2f (factor 6) concerping

cost per pupil. One-way analysis of variance was comgputed for

null subhypothesis 2f.



»

It will be noted that the first three of these null sub- -

hypotheses are eimply extensions of null subhypoiheses le, lg, and -

!
|
lh from the nine null subhypotheses presented in the first section :

of nulil subhypotheses pertained -

T

of this chapter. The first grous
only to Groups I and II, whereas this second group pertains to B
Groups I, II, and III.

Null Subnyrothesis 2a. There will be no significeant
differences among Croups I, II, and III as to degree of
familierity with the function end gotential of the MSRTS. g

Data pertinent to this null subhypothesis are sﬁown in é

3

Table 18. “he chi-square test resulted in & value of 6£4.688, z

ot
I

pese

which wes significent at the .05 confidence level in that

exceeded the tzbled chi-sgusre value of 9.4G. Therefore, the

gz;\
ok , :
Teble 18 S
Degree of Familizrity of Groups I, II, and IIT with . h
the Function and Potentizl of the MSRTS
Very famidiar Familiér Relativel unfamiliar
Group 1.2 3 . Total :
1 i4 4 C 18 -
(8.547) (24.273) (5.180) )
11 41 18 2 61
(28.964) (14.482) (17.554)
111 11 11 38 60
__(«8.489) __(14.245) _(17.2¢6) . "
Total 66 33 40 i39
df = 4
Calculated x° = 64.688 Tabled x2 value = 9.49

*Significant at .03 confidence level.

A
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Null Subhyroihesis 2b. There will be no significant

di fferences among Groups I, 1i, and III es to degree of
availability of agricultural migrant student records for .
»

previous schools attended.

Data pertinent to this null subhypothesis are shown in

¢4

Table 19. To test the hypothesis, the chi-scguare test was com-
puted for all three groups to determine if there were significant
differences. The chi-square test yielded & value of 5.822, which

: was not significant. Thus, null subhypothesis 2b was not rejectied.

Table 19 B

_ Degree of Agriculturzl Migrant Siudent Records' Aveilebility .
for Previous School Cistricts Attended for Groups I,
- iI, end IIl -
Alwsys svaiizble Seidom avaiizble
Group l 3 4-3 - Total
. I 3 2 13 18
(2.201) (4.921) 3 (10.878)
11 4 20 37 61
(7.460) (16.676) . (36.863)
III 10 16 34 60
__(7.338) _ (16.403) _(36.259) -
Total 17 38 84 139
df = 4
Calculated x> = 5.822 Tabled x° value = 9.49.

Significant at .30.
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—~ Mull Subhyrothesis Ic. There will be no significant
differences azmong Grougs I, Ii, and ILTI as £0 number of
school districts that hzve 2nd do not have written goals

N end specific objectives to meet agriculturzi migrant
children's educational needs.

Teble 20 presenis the date rertinent to this null sub-
- hypothesis. The chi-sguare test for thes ihrese grougs resulted ir

—@& chi-squere value of 32.233, which wes signific

I
)
ot
L]
T
n

o
H
@
»
o
[y
ot
-

the null subhypc hesis concerning school disiricis which have ind
do not heve writien goals znd specific objectives was rejected.

Furthermore, the deta revesled that thiriy-six of the seventy-nine
Y Y

school disiricts for Grougs I and II do no: have specific written
gozls znd ovjectives to mee* zgriculiursi migrant student needs.

Number of School Distr

icts for Croups I, II, and III That Have
. Written Ccelis and Specific Cbjectives vs. Those That Do
Not Hzve liritien Cozis and Sgecific Cojectives ‘

Districts having written Districts not having
Grouc gozls wriii g

I 9 9 ) 18
(6.216) (11.784)

II 34 27 ' 61
(21.065) (39.935)

II1 5 55 60

_(20.719) __(39.281) -

Total 48 91 139

df = 2
Calculated X2 = 32.255 Tabled ¥2 = 5.99

Significant at .05 confidence level.

s
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Null Subhypothesis 2d. Therxe will be nc significent

differences among Croups I, II, and III as to lhe degree

of achieving districi educetionzl objectives for sgricul-
— .

turel migrant children.

Data relevent to this null subhypothesis are shown in Table

21.

[

he chi-gsguare test yielded a value of 10.230, which was

2

significant. As & resuli, null subhypothesis 2d concerning the
degree of achievement of educztionzi objectives for agricultural

migrant chilidren was rejected.

Table 21 . - .
.Degree of Achievement by Croups I, II, and III of District
Educationel Cbjectives for Agriculiursl Migrent
Chiidren
Ail the tire - - Seldom
Croug i-2 3 4-3 Total
I 9 7 0 16
(5.861) (7.446) (2.693)
i1 22 26 8 36
(20.515) (26.039) (9.426)
Il 6 14 9 29
_(10.624)  _ (13.493) _(4.881)
Total 37 47 17 i01
df = 4

Calculated X2 = 10.230 Tabled x2 value = 9.49

*Significant at .03 confidence level.

Seventeen of the 101 school districts of Groups I, II, and
II1I that responded indicated that they seldom achieved their educa-

tional objectives for agricultural migrsant children. Furthermore,

O
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MNull Subhvroihesis 2e. There will be no significent

differences among Groups I, II, end III &s to determina-

1d.

pde
e

pertinent to the szgriculiurzl migrant ch

subhypotnesis.,

[

Table 22 presents the date for this nul
To tes%: the subhypothesis, & chi-square test wzs computed and

zlue of 30.744, which was significent.

~<
)
[(1]
P
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Therefore, this .ull subhypothesis concerning the determination

Determinaiion of Who Is Resgonsible for Recording Information
Pertinent tc the Agricultural Migrent Child by Crougs I, :
i1, end I1I :
individuais reszonsible” -
CGroup 1 293454 5 Total -
I 0 4 13 17

(2.466) (4.802) (9.733)
11 2 14 45 61
(8.847) (17.229) (34.924)
i1l 17 19 17 53 -
__(7.687) __(14.969)  __(30.344)
Total 19 37 75 131

df = 4
Calculated %2 = 30.744 Tabled x2 = 9.49 :
*Significant at .05 confidence level.

8(1) princigely (2) Tezcher; t3) Teacher zide; (4) Teacher
and tez:zher aide; (5) Teacher, nurse, and record iransfer clerk.

i

Q
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papil, )
Taple 23 oresents the deiaz ralevent to this nuill sub- )
hygothesis. Testing by using cne-way anglysis of variance yielded -

an F retio of 3.1i, which was significant at the .05 level of con-

rty

idence. As & resuli, the null subhyrothssis concerning cost ger

pupil for Grougs I, II, znd III was rajected.

Analysis of Variznce for District Cost ger ruril ;
. - for Crougs I, II, ~nd IIi
Source “H $S MS F .
3etws=n groucs 2 €0393.67 2201927.24 3.11* )
#ithin grougs 110 9918636.43 90169.60 B
Totzl 112 9479052, 15

*Significant &t the .03 confidence level.

Since the nuli subhygothesis was rejected, indication of
the responses or resgonse treatment combinations responsible for
subhypothesis rejection were investigated via simultaneous confi-

dence intervals. "“Scheffé suggests computing confidence intervals

for scme o” > o if the F-test for the original hyrothesis Ho was

ERIC
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1 . .
rejectad at ihe significence level."™ Thus, o= .10 was used for -

pde
.

calculaiion of confidence intervals. The confidence in

t

ervals of
the date identified Grougs I and III &s significaent. The meens of

the groups are: Group I, $859.98; Croup II, $773.76; Group III,

l.—lo
[¢]
[+
'.-J
[T
o
iy
o]
ck
o
]
L Y
[o]
Bt
[
Q
R
o]
[te]
(XY
fory
W)
=
L)
1]
.

$663.40. This is shown grag

900
T x $863.40

‘860 ’ -
7 x §775.76
700 ]

x $659.98
600 _

A K A T U
i 11 TIT
Trsziments

Groug Means for Pupil Costs

Summary

-

The rasults obtained from testing the nine null sub-

hypotheses as to usage of the MSRTS by Croups I and II were

COOn pE e oy

Lo Y

presented in the first main section of this chapter. Null sub-

hyrothesis la, concernin ears of utilization, was significant
? ?

lBoyd C. Trivett, "interactive A Programming Language
(APL)" (Las Cruces, Mew lMexico: New Mexico State University
(n.d.3), g. 54.




at the 05 confidence levels A5 £, i null subhypothe isr

was rejected. MNull subhypotheses lb thréugh 1i were not rejected,

indicetin ameng nigh, medium, and low

usage of d chi-sguere vaiues were pre-

sented, in
lated results would

-

In the second secti on, descrigtiva ;

Crougs I and II were gresénied’ ( Tzbles 12,

i7).

A secend group of null subnypoiheses was gresented in“the
third section. Th-, grouc conteine
tics commen to CGreougs I, Ii, an

were suzjecisd to cni-zgquars

null subhypcthesis 2b (degree of aveilability of agriculfural

migrant stucent records for previous schocls attended) was signifi-

cant at .30.

-
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: SUMIARY, IMELICATICNS, AND RECCLLERDATIONS ) -

This chepter pgresenics & summsry o¢f the siudy, including =
5 réview of the problem, procedures, and findings. Implicaticens o

based on the siudy findings are discussed. Frinzlly, recommends~

¥

tions as to imgleméntziicn, cersdnnel-irzining, and evaluztion

then presentec.

"

The study's nuil subhygoihesss sra then listed and discussed with
; emghasis as to ths degree cf uszge of the Migrant Record Transfer
System (MSRTS) by Grougs I and II, and as to various commcn char-

. -

: acteristics fer Crougs I, II, and

-
ol }
)
*

The Problem

: The problem was twofolds (1) to determine to what degree

IR

L
g

- public school districts in five states with heavy migrant populs-

"
1y

o

- - tions utilize the services mesde available by the MSRTS, and (2) to

identify and describe some fectors which may influence future usage

of MSRTS services in the five states. The five states were

wol

86
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

B . —




OTATERreD
A |

I

identified &s Arizona,‘with 61,274 migrants; Caslifornia, 177,072
Colorado, 19,3703 New lMexico, 20,7523 and Texas, 239,796.l

Procedures

An extensive review of the literzture failed to reveal &n

existing instrument for-this study Therefore, it was necessary

to develop an originsl-survey instrumen. to measure the degree of

MSRTS usage and to identify factors which mey influence its usage.

The populstion for the study during the academic yesr
1971-72 was defined &s all school disiricts in five states (Arizona,

California, Colorado, New Mexico, znd Texas) heving high concentra-
tions of migrant children and verified by the MSRTS Center as being
_the system. However, for Groug~IIi

a :;c/
2 I

to identify the mcre “gpotential

districts having high migrant concentrations.
1y &9

‘Twenty-eight cuestionnaires were sent to”school districis
> 4

ot

in Group -I, 100 to Group.II, end 200 to Group IIiI. The final

i

sample comprised eighteen in Group I, sixty-one in Greup II, and

sixty in Group III. Data obtained by the questionnzire were sub-

jectad either to chi-square tests and one-way analysis of variance

L R I T PR PRI TR TR Y RN

or were categorized and presented using tables.

Ll b B PRt o g e

Il

W
Uy

lU.S., Congress, Senate, Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, Subcommittee on Migratory Labor, The Migrstory Fzrm Labor
Problem in the United States, 9lst Cong., lst Sess., 1969 (%ashing-
ton: Government Frinting Cffice, 1969), pp+ 115-28.
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Null Subhypotheses end Findings

In order to present the findings &s methodically and briefly
as possibie, the data were categorized as follows: (1) null suo-
hypotheses as to usage of the MSRTS by Groups I and 11;7(2) descrip-
tive perceptions of Groups I and II; (3) nﬁll subhypotheses as to
usage,- training, and other factors by Groupgs I, II, and III;

(4) null subhypotheses as to descriptive perceptions’of Groups 1
and II; and (5) descriptive perceptions among Gfons i, II, 2nd III.
Of these groups,ﬁthe first three were presented in Chaptier 4; the
remeining two are presented in Appendices D and E, respectively.

A summary of zll null subhygotheses isrgresented in Table 24, with

corresponding levels of significance. Discussion of null sub-

hypotheses for Crouge I and il (cetegory 1) end null subhvrotheses

for Groups I, II, and TII (categery 3) is gpresenied below.

Null Subhvcothésis ls. Accewding to the data presented in

Table 3 (page 57), the calculated chi-sguare value for this null
subhypothesis yielded a- statistic significant at the .05 confi-
dence level. This may be»interpreted as indicating that school
districts tended to utilize the MSRTS services more fully after
three or more years of usage.

Twelve of the sixteen school districts that indicated low
usage during the period of one to three years of MSRTS participa-
tion seemed to have improved so that cnly four school districts
still had low usage after three years or more of participation.

School districts having high usage tended to remain stable during

koo
W

LI .
e T
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Summary of

Table 24

%111 Subhypotheses and Levels of Significance

Category ica
z and number Null subhygothesis ted
. Usage (Groups I end II)
= . T 1. There »ill be no significant differences in
: *  usage of the MSRTS as to: -
- a. Years of utilizaticr. .05
‘ . b. Number of schocl districts whose teachers
: ] have- and have not seen the MSRTS form. .95
: ’ c. Number of school districts whose teachers
- : have and have not used the MSRTS fcrm. 95
- ; d. Extent of cocperation betwsen school ]
- . districts znd stazte regional offices. .70
) e. Degree of familiarity with function and '
gotential of the MSRTS. 70
f. School district size. ) 99
g. Degree of zvailability of agricultursi
migrant student records for previous
= . hocls eitendad. .90
: - he ~Number of schoci districtz that have
. end do not have written gezls and
i specific objectives to meet agricuitural
: migrant children's educationzl needs. .30
. i. Numoer of dszys. for inservice iraining )

H ) grovided for all zgricultural migrent ’
: staff by school districts. o 2G
Usage, cercagtions, etc. (Groups I, II, III)

2. There will be no significant differences
among Grougs I, II, and III as to:
: a. Degree of fadmiliarity with the
: fun tion and potential of the MSRIS. - .05
b. Degree of aveilability of agricultural
. migrant student records for grevious
schools attended. .30
c. Number of school districts wh*ch have
and do not have written goalis and
specific objectives to meet agricul-
tural migrant children's educational
needs. R ) .05
d. Degree of achieving district educa-
tional objectives for agricultural
migrant children. .05
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Table 24 (continued)

Category
and numoer Nuall subhypothesis

uho 1s rasponsible
ver+ n°n;

Descriptive
3. There?

Groups ,

a. Disadvantages of the uszge

b. Advantages of the uszge of
Importance of v2ys of mexim
utilizetion of the MSRIS.
Purposes ¢f MSRTS usag2
Froblem arezs connected nith usage of
MSRTS.
Trzining c1°ssificati
poor) of dist
involved wit
Kind of inser
for thoge indivi d 1218°
filling ouf LiSRTS forms.

0n<

tl
T
d
)

(o)
1
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the period of one to three years and three years or more of uszge.

There were eighteen districts indicating -medium usage during the

¥t e g 9

]
i

period of one to three years. However, tt - increased

L 1 W

)

number (thirty-two) of school districts tha. indicated greater

-

usage of the MSRIS after participatiig three or more year:c.

s 3 Null subhypotheszis 1b.” School districts whose teachers - ) -

had seen the MSRTS form and those school districts had not seen
: , it did not differ significantly in usage. Only four school dis-

N - tricts of the seveniy-nine ssmpled in Groups I and II indicated S =

that their teachers had not seen the MSRTS form. Cne school dis-

trict that fell in the cetegory of high usage indicated that its }

teachers had not seen zhe form. Two school districts that fell

forn

n medium uszge indicaied thet its teachars had not seen the : o

B

o WM an

ok
kit

MSRTS form, &nd one school district in low usage indiceted that

Wa oy g e A

its tezchers had nc® seen the MSRTS form.

'

[P

L
Null subhvcethesis lc. No“'significant differences were

g

found between school districts of Groups I and II who<e teachers -

had used the MSRTS form and those school districts whose teachers

had not used it. Twelve school districts, two of high usage,
seven of medium usage, 2nd three of low usage, were the school

districts whose teach:rs had not used the MSRTS form. It appears

R 050 B ke 14 s

that school districts whose teachers had not used the MSRTS form

might be reidentifying areas of weaknesses or strengths of agri- :

cultural migrant children that have already been identified. .
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ers were -no significant differ-’

-
5

Null subhvpothesis 1d

ences between school districts and state regional offices of

Groups I and II as to usage. Forty-eight school districts of

high, medium, &nd low usage indicsted thet the relationship

betreen school district and regicnal office was "most cocpera-
tive." However, thirty-one school disiricts indicated *his

relationship to be "less cooperative.” OFf the school disiricts

- »

indicating low usage, eight of the sixteen found the relation-

ship between school district and the state ragionazl office to be

“most cooperative" and eight found it to be "less cooperstive.®

Null subhvpothesis le. There were no -significant-differ-

B

et

stric

[

ences betwsen school d s' degrese of femiliarity of Groups

I with the funciions and éotential of the MSRTS eas tb
usege. A totval of twenty-eight schocl districts of high, medium,
and low usege indicated they wers "very familiar" with the func-
tions and gotential of the MSRTS, whereas fifty-one indicated
they were "less familiar.” It appears that if more training of
agricultural migrant staff in the fifty-one school districts were

to be implemented greater utiiization of the MSRTS might be

achieved.

-

Null subhypothesis 1f. Thers were no significant differ-

ences between school district sizes of Groups I and II as related.
to utilization of the MSRTS. It appears that size has no effect

on usage of the MSRTS. However, by inspection of Table 8 (page 62)

1

I
i
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i
it seems that school districts of size 1,201 o 4,000, regre-
senting twenty-five of the seventy-nine school dictricts,

utilize the system more than school districts of size 12,001 or

Nu1ll subhypothesis lg. There were no significant difler-

t

P
<

ences in the ‘degree of agricultural migrant record availsbil

for previous scheol districts attended. The data revealed that

fifty-one of the seventy-nine school districts had "low" record
availability. -The literature -furthér supports the fact thet most-

school districts that have azgricultural migrants enrolled have

problems of "low" record availability for previous school dis-

tricts attended. -

there were no significant differences beiween the school districts

=

of Groups I and II that had »ritien gozls and specific objectives
and those that did not have such goals and objectives to meet the
educational needs of agricultural migraﬁt children as to usage.
Thirty-seven school districts of the seventy-nine had no written
goals and objectives, and forty-two indicated they had. However,
only eleven school districts enclosed copies with the return ques-
tionnaire, as raquested. It appears that those districts which

do not have written goals and specific objectives would have

difficulties in improving educational needs without some kind of

guidance or purpose.
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o Null subhyrothesis ii. There were no significant differ-

; ences between school districts in Gréups 1 and 1I as to the number
of days of inservice training grovided for all agricultural

-, migrant staff. Forty-three schocl districts of high, medium, and
low usage provided more than a week of inservice training, and
thirty-six provided less then 2 week of -inservice training for

the scademic school year 1971-72. _Also, nine of the school dis-

tricts with low utilization had less than one week of inservice
traiping, while eight school districts ~f high utilization also

provided less than one week of training.

"

The following-nuil subhypotheses pertain to usege, percep .

tions, and other fsctors for Groups I, II, and III.

~

Nuil subhycothesis Zz. There were significan: differ-

: ences among=Groups I, II, and II7 as to the degrée of familiarity

? ( with the funciions and poiential of the MSRTS. In Group I, ell
eighteen schocl districts were in the range of familier to very
familiar. In Group II, fifty-nine of the sixty-one school dis-

f tricts indicated they were in the range of familiar o very

familiar, with two indicating relative unfamiliarity. iIn Group

111, twenty-two of sixty school districts were in the range of

familiar to very familisr, but twenty of these districts wers

I

transferrad from Grougs I and II because of their non-utilization
of the MSRTS services by the criteria esteblished as to how usage

‘was defined in this study. Thirty-eight school districis in

LRIC
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Group III were relatively unfamiliar with the functions and

wy e

¢
L

potential of the MSRTS.

Null subhyro thesis 2b. There were no significent differ- _

ences amGQc school districts of Groups I, II, and III as to the

Y

£y

availabi y of grlculturcl migrant student records from previous
school districtc. The literature confirms the fact that record
availability for previous schocl-districts attended is a problém

for which a solution has not yet been found.

Null subhygothesis 2c. The chi-square test indicated

- ri-

* that there wers significant differences emong Groups I, II,

and III with regard to whether hay have or do ‘not have wrzt;en

1_/(7~

: - gogis and objectives to meet educationsl migrant -needs. OFf the -
: 139 total schocl districts, ninety-one indicsted that ihey did
: ~%&z :

not hsve written goals and specific objectives, whereas forty-

Lo e
)

eight of the 139 indicated they did have such goals. In Group I,
. nine of éightzen schocl districts did not have sgecific goals and
objectives. However, in Group II, twenty-seven of sixty-one school
districts and in Group III, fifty-five of sixty-did not have
written goals and specific objeciives. It seems that the lack of
goals and objectives which provide purpose, direction, and a process
for evaluation may be a cause of lack of greater utilization of )

the MSRTS by school districts.

Null subhygothesis 2d. A significant difference was found

LR JLTIR TN,

among Groups I, II, and III as to the degree of achievement of

™~
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educational goals for agricultural migrant children. It appears
that seventeen school districts of Groups II and III “séldom" o ’ -
achieved their educationzl objectives for agricultural migrant

children. A further consideration for the lack of goasls and

objectives is the lack of written goals and specific objectives, . et
as revealed in the data for null subhypothesis Z2c. * - .

Null subhypothesis 2e. ignificant differences were - -

found to exist among Groups I, II, and III as

ct

o determination

- - - =

of whe is responsible for recording pertinent information about

the agriculiurel migrant child. In Group I it appears that

principals are not resgonsible for the recording of pertinent

infermation, but that teachers, nurses, znd record trznsfer clerks

-

ty. 1In Croup III, sevenizéen school districts

Yoo

-
H
-

(¥

have the responcib
indiczted the grincipel as resgonsible for recording informeation;
possibly this situation results from the size of the schools.

There seem to be no set criteris for assigning responsinility for

recording information to assure continuity and consistency.

T

Null subhypothesis 2f. OCne-way analysis of variance was

computed and the results were significant among Groups I, II,

PRI

and III as to district cost per pupil. Since this null sub-

hypothesis was rejected, it was further investigated via confi-

dence intervals to determine where differences existed. The

\
[l

Wl ]

confidence intervals of the data identified the difference as

existing between Groups I and III. It appears that a school

=
=
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district not pzrticipeting in the MSRTS (Group IIi), yet having

agricultural migrant students, spends substantizlly more money
rer pupil than those schoocl disiricts utiilizing the services of

the MSRTS and having an "on sits
Implications

This study was conducted &s an effort to investigate the

degree of utilization of the Migrant S;uden; Record Transfer

~e

System (MSRTS) within 2 five-siate ‘regi on (arizona, “alifornia;

Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas). The major gozl was to provide

information to those persons resgonsible for msking deéisions as

to ways to bette* maximize usage of the functions and achievement
of the gotentizl of the XSRT3 in school districis whers agricul-

turzl migrant children zre Invelvzd. Thus the findings of this

:

97

study may be used as the basis for decision-making for such school

distri cts. Inciuded in the decision-mzking groups zre lecal

teachers and administrators, local school beards, state depart-

ments of education (migrant divisions), the MSRTS Centér at Little

Rock, Arkansas, and the U.S. Cffice of Education as the MSRTS
fhnding agency. .

Since no prioexstudies of the MSRTS have been reportéd,
the findings of this study represent the beginning of an evalua-
tion process. If pursued 19 a narrower scope, this process can
prov.de more insightful information and thus a beginning for

focusing on the main critical issues of agricultural migrant

education for children.
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Local Scheol Digtricts :

Cn the basis of this siudy's findings, it appears that : - -

T

there is a definite need for school districts involved in egri-
cultural migrant education to. have, implement, and evaluate their

educational objectives in specific reference to agricultural

migrant children. e

State Regionzl. Ceniers ]

State regionzl centsrs should be the centers for evalu-

drticigating in the | .

»(‘

) ation of the grojectis of school districts
MSRTS. These centiers are more closely related to individual =

school districts end the agricultural migrant children than the

= b = -

state departments of e¢ducation or the netiionzl brench of migran

»

= - -

education. Staie regional centers

aad suggesi improvement grccesses

Migrant Divisions of Siate Decariments \\\ 3
of Educz:iion s :

The lack of information demonstrated by the migrant

ol

divisions of state depgartments of educatioa involved in this study -
indicates a void in informstion and communication as to the func- :
tions and potential of the MSRTS. This void appears to extend :

from the state departments of education to local school districts.

a
3
¢
=

MSRTS Center and U.S. Cffice of Education

From the findings of this study, it seems obvious that

the MSRTS Center cannot and should not exist only in"the role of

ERIC
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record-keeping and data retrievai., The Cenier should invclve
Fing

“itseif with an evaluational procedure for groviding analytic

to school districts, state regional centers, znd
derartments of education. 4ll such

critical evaluetion data are centralliy located in ihe #SRT: Center,
and thus the éenter is the logical beginning and ending poii.t,
Resulté can‘bﬁ;provided by the Center on 2 semi-annual uE anrual
service basis to school d**‘rlchs, s;aye ragional-offices,
migrant divisions of deperiments of education, &t
randomized basis. It cén alrso grovide the U.S. CZf

et

tion, as the funding with evaluative results necessary

j egency, the
yze the fung-
ing of studies
migrant chiidren end focus on those educazional which have
been identified within the gést twenty-five years and which con-
tinue to be identified. Thus, imgroper and unrecassary funding

may be av01ded and funds will be allocated for study and rectifi-

cation of weaknesses still evident.
Recommendations

The recommendations made in this section are based on the
findings of this study. These recommendstions fall within the

classifications of evaluation, imglementation, and/or training.
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1. Since studies fccusing on the degree of utilization of
the MSRTS by schocl districis have not been conducied prior to the
preseni study, it is recommended that this initial questionnaire
pe refined and-expanded for use &s an evaluative instrument of the
MSRTS at local, state, and national levels.

2. lMany schocl districts that sre now particigating in
the MSRTS do not have written coals anq specific objectives to

meet the educztional needs of agricultural migrant children. It

s therefore recommended thei rszgional state offices or later
departments of educatioh enferce the law that school districtis
will provide writen goals and objectives for the improvement of
agriculturél migrant education-and indicate evaluative criteria to
daiermine how well the statesd goals and ocjeciives are being met,
pr%or to the granting of Zunds ic scheel districts.

3. This study disclcsed the need for developing a
standardized form for identifying agricultural migrant children.
It is recommendecd that such 2 standardized form be develoged,
clearly showing the criteria used to identify agricultural migrant
children.

4, It is recommended that institutions of higher learning
initiate programs for the preparation of sgecialized teachers and

administrators who will work with agricultural migrant children.

A LT

The Mini-Corps program, such as the one in California, is recom-

W

mended for incorporation inio the educational grograms of all

(R TR

states identified as having agricultural migrants. The Mini-Corps

i
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v grogram is stete-directed. Basically, it consists of college

: freshmen, sophomores, juniors &nd sometimes senicrs who have
been or whose parents are agriculturzl migrants. A major
requirement for participation in the program is that the students

musi have intenitions of working towerd a college degree in the

areas of public education. This program hss proved to be very

effective in Californiz. 1It' is strongly recommended that other
states which bear the.responsibility of educating agriculturdl - - .

migrant children should investigate, modify, and imglement such a

3 . - M
program within their respective departments of education.

- : 5. The results of this study indicate thet school dis- . :

tricts that are not now participaiing in the MSRTS but have .

"

er pupil than those schoo

agricuiturzl migianfs spend more money p

districts that are garticipsnts. It is recommended that every
effort be made by state regional offices and state depariments. of :
: education (migrant divisions) %o identify and encourage such
schocl districts to participate in the MSRIS. Cne effect ﬁay
very well pe the reduction of ger pupil cost.
6.- From the rasults of this study it is evident thast
there is a need for establishing some criteria by which school
7 districts in Groups I end II can designate an individual to be
; responsible for recording all gertinent informetion about the
agricultural migrant child. This is not presently the case.

It is recommended that each school district participating in the

T R ey
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MSRTS be enzblsd, by ‘he use of specific criteria, to identify

such an individual or individuzis and provide trairing in the
specific function.
7. This study revezied a nead for all personnel involved

in the MSRTS grogram to gain betier understanding of the functions

and gotentiel of the MSRTS and how %o use MSRTS deta in meeting
the specisl educational‘néeds of azgricultural migrant children.
It is therefore rzcommended thai MSRTS personnel at all levels,
but especially at the school district level, be given more

inservice trairing.

8. It is recommen”2d that school superintendents, prin-
) , F p

cigals, and curriculum directors be given specizl pregeration and

orientaiion to ih2 .SRTS.

9. This study disclosad that inservice irzining is

emphasized most &% the schocl district and state regional levels.

[

Tt is recommendsd that more emghasis be placed on the extent of

cooperation between the schocl district and state regional center

so that the eventua. effect will be the imgrovement of the educa-

tional status of agricultural migrant children.

10. This study revezled that the major emphasis in the

[

training of individuals resgonsible for filling out MSRTS forms
in Groups I and II was at the regional workshop level. A very
low number of school districts grovided state workshop level

training. Therefore, it is recommended that state workshops be

kept at a minimum or eliminated.
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MSRTS GUESTICNNAIRE

How many years has your school district been using the MSRTS?
Please check one.

(1) 0 to 1 year
(2) 1 to 2 years
(3) 2 to 3 years

(4) ___ 3 to 4 years
(3) ____ 4 to 5 years
To what degree zrec you femiliar with the functions zand the
gotential of the MSRTS? Pleass check one answer.
Very Relatively
familiar unfamiliar
1 2 3 4 3

How many agriculturzl migrant children were enrolled in your

school district during the following periods for the school

year 1971-727 . oo :

(1) Fall quarter (3) Spring guarter
. «(2) Winter quarter (4) Summer programs

4. What was your totzl district student enrollment for the school
vear 1971-727 1
(1) . :
How many studants -enroiled in your district wers clascsified as
agriculturzl migrents?

g -

(2) .
What was the total number of schocls in your school district

for the year 1971-727

What is your district's total cost per pupil perticipating in
the MSRTS? $

What was the total number of agricultural student records that
your district requested from the MSRTS Center during the year
1971-727

0 4

Please rank order the following dissdvantages with regard to

utilization of the MSRTS in your disirict. (Assign 1 to the

most important, 2 to the next most important, 3 to the next,

etc.).

(1) Too expensive for our district to participate in the
#SRTS. :

Requires additional personnel.

Does not meet our district needs.

Provides inaccurate information.

Consumes time spent by administrators and teachers

to enroll pupils.
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Please rank order the following advsnteges with regasrd to

utilizaticn of the MSRTS in your disirict. (Assign 1 to the

most important, 2 to the next most important, 3 to the next,

etc.).

(1) Improving the accuracy of informztion needed for
policy determination &and resesrch.

(2) Helping to avoid duplication and repetition of
subjeci matter.

(3) Conserving the time ‘spent by administirstors and
teachzrs to enroll pupils.

(4) Providing reliable date for permanent school
records.

(5) Helping schools plan for the movement of pupils

and for the size of enrollment.

Please rank crder the following ways you feel it is impor-
tant to maximize the utilization of the MSRTS in your school
district. (Assign 1 to the most imiortant, 2 to the next *
most importent, 3 to the next, etc.).

(1) More training for teachers in the usage of -the
IiSRTS forms. '
(2) ____ HMore district supervisory gersonnel available
to assist teachers in the usage of the MSRTS
forms.
(3) More iraining for administrztors in the usage
of the ISRTS forms.
(4) ____ Training of more terminal operatcrs and records
- clerks. ;. X -

(5) Provide schocl nurses with specific training in
the usage of the MSRTIS forms.

Beleow are possible problem arezs connected with the usage
of the MSRTS services. Please rank oxrder the following
which may influence the effectiveness of the MSRTS in your
district. (Assign ! to the mos* important, 2 to the next
most important, 3 to the nexi, atc.).
(1) Insufficient liaison between the terminal

and the MSRTS Center.

(2) Slow feedback from the MSRTS Center.

(3) Insufficient distr..ct budget allocation for
services desired.

(4) Errors in input documents (district-caused
eTrToTS).

(5) ____ Errors in output documents (:’. 5 Center-

caused errors).

What extent of cooperaticn is evident between your school
district and the State regional office? Please circle one_
answer.

Most Least
cooperative cooperative
1 2 3 4 5

i
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When agriculturel migrant children are enrolled in your

schools, were compleie records available from their pre-

vious school districis? Plezsz circle one &ansver.

All the <ime Seldom
1 - 2 3 . 4 5

To what degree are your district's objectives for agricultural

migrants achieved? Please circle one answer.

All the iime ' Seldom
1 2 3 4 5

%What kind of inservice trazining for those individuals respon-
sible for filling out the I4SRTS forms does your district
provide? -
(1) College workshops. (4) Regional workshops.
(2) District workshogps. (5) ____ State workshops.
(3) School: building level

workshops.

How often-is inservice training for all agricultural migrant
staff grevided? Please indicate.

How much tot nvolved during the workshop sessions
in your scho
(1) Col
(2) Di £ o (5) State workshcgs.

(3) Schoc
worksho

How would ycu classify the training of your gersonnel
directly involwved with the operaztion of :the MSRTS in vyour
school district? Flease circle one answer.

Sugerior - Poor
' 1 2 3 4 5
Who is responsible for recording all pertinent information
about the agriculturzi migrant child in your district?

Please check one.
Frincigal. Teacher and teacher aide.

Teacher. Teacher, nurse, and record
Teacher aide. transfer clerk.

How do you determine the number of agricultural migrant
children in your district? Please check one.

By U.S.0.E. definition.
Identified by other agencies.
By using your district's predictive formula.
Figures from the U.S. Deprartment of Labor.
Other

(4) ‘Regyional workshops.
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21, For what purposes do you use the MSRTS in your district?
Piease rank order the following usss. (Numbar 1 is the
highest rank, number 5 the lowest.)

To aid administraiive decision-making.

To keep current the democraphic distribution of

agriculiural migrent studenis in our district? .

To obtain date which will aid in planning

individualized instruction.

To ascerteain pattern of agricultural migraent

students' needs. -

To facilitate preogram planning for agricultural

I mic.ant students.
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" section of ths

Felipe Veloz

Department of Educetional Administration
Box 3N/Las Cruces, New Mexico 88003
Telephone (505) 646-382

Dear Collezgue:
Ve need your help!

The attached guestionnaire concerning factors related to usage of
the Migrent Student Record Transfer System in five states with high
migrant conceniration will grovide information which will help to
determine the degree of uszge and some of the factors which may
influence usage. iz seek your cccperation in doing so.

Although thé sitached instrument may seem lengthy, it has been
developed so-that the averzge time needed to complete it is about
ssible for
ete all o

3
ES

Y

10 minutes, in most cases less. It is also quite permi
your migrant director or scmecne on your steff to comgl

rortions of this guestionnair :f you prefers

Since we bel;evo the use of 0 be a2 very importent thrust
eand interest &srez in public ecy todsy, where high concentra-
tion of migrénts ex=sts, we wouid like to strecngly encourage you,
not only to perticipate in the study, but. to request a cogy of the
summery of the s. FProvision is made for this in the last
ionneirs. Rememper, we are just as interestad
in those distficts which meke use of the MSRTS services as we are
in those distri who do not now use the MSRTS services.

PRl '(1

Ve know yours is an important, busy (and sometimes thankless)
pesition, but won't you pieese take a few minutes and complete the
enclosed instrument? A stamped envelope is enclosed for your
convenience. We are requesting that the completed questionnaire be
mailed prior to February 20, 1973, so that the analysis can be
started. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Felipe Veloz
Research Assistant

Timothy J. Pettibone, Head
Department of Educational ...
Administration
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1

CCDE NUMBER

MIGRANT RECCRD TRAMSFER SYSTEM
QJESTIONNAIRE

Pleese check the blanks or fill in the necessary information as-
applicable. All responses will be confidentizl. The code number
is for the purpose of foliow-up with non-resgondents.

Questions 1 through 28 should be comrleted by districts that heve
terminal and use system and districts that do not hzve terminzl but

use system (usage is & cooperative effort with a district having a

terminal).

Districts that do not have itermineal and do not use system should
answer questions 17 through 28 only.

Title of respondent

Section 1

1. How many years has your school district been using the MSRTS?
Plezse check one.

(1) _ 0 to 1 year (4) 3 to 4 years
(2) __1to2 yecrs : (3) 5 to 5 years
(3) 2 to 3 yea

2. Have your tezchers who teach agriculturzl migrant students seen
the MSRTS form? T
(1) __Yes (2) No

3. Have your teachers who teach agricultural migrant students
physically handled the 1iSRTS forms?
(1) ___ Yes (2) ___ Mo

4. What percent of agricultural migrant students who have been
referred to the purse have been referred based, at lesst par-
tially, on informetion on the MSRTS form?

5. What percent of agricultural migrant students who have been
referred to the counselor have been referred based, at least
partially, on information on the MSRTS form?

6. What percent of agricultural migrant students who have been
referred to the psvchologist have been referrad based, at
least partially, on information on the NMSRTS form?
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What percent of agricultural migrant students have bee
diazgnosed for grade placement besed, at least partiall
on the MSRTS form?

n
1Y
What wes the totel number of agr
that your district reguested fr
the acedemic year 1971-727

lturzl student records
the aSRTS Center during

rip

.Cu
-
;

om

Plezse renx order the foliowing diszdveniazges wi*h regard

to utilization of the I4SRTS in your district. (Assign 1 to

the most important, 2 to the next most important, 3 %o the
+ Y ’

next, etc.).

(1) __ Too expensive for our district to participate

in the MSRTS.

Requires additional personnel. -
Does not meei our districi needs.

Provides inaccurate informztion.

Consumes iime srent by edministrztors and .
teachers to enroll pupiis.

Plezse rank order the foliowing advzntages with regard to -
utilization of the MSRTS in your district. {4ssign 1 to the
most important, 2 to the next most importent, 3 to the next,

21C .

schocl records.
Helping schocls pian for the movement
of pupils and for the size of enroliment.

).

(1) Imgroving the accuracy of informeticen
needed for poilicy detsrminziicn and research.

(2) Helping %o zvoid dugliicztion and repeiition
of subject mettser.

(3) Conserving the time spent by adminisirators
and teachers :o enroll pupils., ’

(4) Providing reilsble daze for permanent

~—~
(8]
~—

Please rank order the following ways you feel it is important
to maximize the utilization of the MSRTS in your school dis-
trict. (Assign 1 to the most important, 2 to the next most
important, 3 to the rext, etc.). ]

(1) More training for teachers in the usage

of the MSRTS form.

More district supervisory personnel available

to assist teachers in the usage of MSRTS forms.

(2)
(3) More treining for administrators in the usage
(

of the MSRTS forms.

Treining of more terminzl operations

and records clerks

(5) Provide school nurses with specific training
in the usage of the MSRTS forms.

4)
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12. For what purpose do you use ;the MSRTS in your district?
Please rank order «the following uses. (Assign 1 to the most - %’
important, 2 to the next most important, 3 to the next,
etc.). ) : o
(1) To aid administrative decision-making. 51
(2) To keep current the demographic distribution

of agriculturzl students in our district.
(3) To obtain data which will aid in planning
individualized instruction.
(4) To ascertain pattern of agricultural migrant
students® needs. a
(5) To facilitate program planning for agricul-
tural migrant students. o -

-13. Below are possible problem areas connected.with the urage of
the MSRTS services. Please rank order the following which .
may influence the effectiveness of the MSRTS in your district.
(Assign 1 to the most important, 2 to the next most important,
3 to the next, etc.).

(1) ___ Insufficient liaison ‘between the terminal
and the MSRTS Center. )

(2) ____ Slow feedback from the MSRTS Center.

(3) ___ Insufficient district budget allocat’on for
gserv‘ces desired.

(4) Errors in ingput documents {district-

. caused errors).
(5) Exrors in output documents (MSRTS Cen;er—
causad errors).

3

B

14. “What extent of cooreration is evident beiween your schocl
district and the State regional offica? Please circle one

b

answer. -
Most Least i
coorperative coorerative

1 z 3 4 5

15. What kind of inservice treining for those individuals
responsible for filling out the MSRTS forms does your
district provide?
(1) ___ College workshops. (4) Regional workshops.
(2) District workshops. (%) State workshops.
(3) ___ school building level
workshogps .

16. How would you classify the training of your personnel directly
involved with the operation cf the MSRTS in your school district?

Sugerior Poor
1 2 3 4 5

TR W 0 g sy
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17. To what degree are you femiliar with the functions and the
potentiel of the MSRTS? Please check one answer.

k

i b

. aydy 8
s 4 AT Y T8

Very Relatively
familier unfamilier
1 2 3 4 5

18. How many agriculturzl migrant children were enrolled in your
school district during the foliowing periods for the academic
school year 1971.-727?

: (1) Fall guarter . (3) Spring querter .
S (2) Winter quarter . (4) Summer programs —
X ' 19. Vhat wes your fotal district siudent enrollment for the

- academic schocl year 1971-727
R () .

How mzny students enrolied in your district were classi’ied -
as agriculturzl migyrants?

DA ) S— .
20. What was the total number of schools in your school district
i for the aczdemic yeer 1971-727 .

2l. Whet is your district's total cost per pupil? $ .

22. hen sgricultural migrant children zre enroiled in your

t schools, were complete reccrds sveilsble from their pre-

£ vious school districts? FPlease circle one answer. 3
i - All the time Seidom

5 1 2 3 4 5 )

o w1,

23. Dor your school district have written goals and objectives
specifically to meet ayricultural migrant children's educa-
tional needs?

(1) ___ Yes (2) No
If yes, will you please attach a copy of them and return
with guestionnaire.

L a

W s

e w WA

24. To what degree are your district's objectives for agriculiural
migrants achieved? FPlease circle one answer.

All the time Seldom
' 1 2 3 4 o}

25. How many days total wes inservice training provided for all

district agricultural migrant staff durlng the academic
school yeer 1971-727

(1) Total number of days .

O N R Ay e e e
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26. How much totecl time in clock hours is involved during the
workshop ¢.ssions in your school district?
(1) ___ College workshozns. (4) Regional workshops.
(2) ___ District workshogs. (3) iate workshops.
(3) __ School buiiding level

vwiorkshops .
27. %ho is responsible for recording all pertinent information =
. about the sgriculturzl migreni child in your district? )

Please check only one. -
(1) ___ Principal (4) ___ Teacher end teacher aide *
(2) ____ Teacher (5) Teacher, nurse, and B
(3) ____ Teacher aide record transfer clerk -

28. How do you determine the number of egricultural migrant -
children in your district? Fleass check one. —i
(1) By U.S.C.E. definiiion. s

(2) Identified by other agencies. .
(3) By using your districi's predictive formula.
(4) Fijures from the U.S. Department of Labor.
(5) Cther - _ .
+ -
; would ycu like a summsry of the results? Yes No.
: THANK YOU VERY MUCH FCR YCUR CCOPERATION

==
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COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

Jelico
. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION g GA
Box 3N/Las Cruces, New Mexico 88001 w R4
= Telephone {505) 646-3825 2 r':

March 13, 1973

Dear Colleague:

About four weeks 2go you were meiled & questionnaire designed to
determine the degree of uszge of the Migrant Student Record Transfer
System and factors which may irfiuence usage.

vle are anxious *o obtain and report results thet accurztely repre-
se it the use of the Migrant Student Fecord Transfer Syst:m. We are
especially interested irn obtaining your resconse.

In case the original questionniire was lost in the meil or has been
misplaced, another ques:ionnaire hzs been enclosed with a stamged,
self-addressed enveloge.

i r———— o — -

Piease complete and rawuzn the gugstionnaire at your ezrliest con-
varience. All indiviaual responses will be held in sirict confidence.

Sincerely,

-Dr. Timothy J. Pettibone, Head
Department of Educational Adm.

Felipe Veloz
Research Assistant

)

-
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NMull Subhvpothesis 2a. There will be no significant
|2 g

differences between Croups I and II as Lo disadvantages
of the usage of the MSRTS.
On the basis of the data shown in Tzble 2, this null sub-

hypothesis was not rejecied.

Table 25

Disadvantages of the MSRTS as Indicated by Groups I and ;Ia

b

h item _
Group 1 2 3 - . 4 5 Total
I. 51 58 - 56 - 54 36 255
(55.806) (58.743) (56.073) (52.869)  (31.508
ii 158 162 154

144 82 700
(133.194) (161.257)  (153.927)  (145.131)  (86.492

Total  2C9 220 210" " 198 118 935

®Based on Question 9 (Apgendix B).
Pitem (1) Too expensive for our district o participate in
the MSRTS; (2) Reguirss additional personnel; (3) Does not meet our
district needs; (4) Provides inaccurate i~formation; {5) Consumes
time'spent by administrators and teachers to enroll pupiis.

df = 4
Calculated x2 = 1.484 Tabled 32 value = 9.49
Not significant at .05 confidence level, but significant at
-900 ,f ‘\
' )
' |
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Null Subhypothesis 3b. There will be no significant

differences between Groups I snd iI as to adventages of
the usage of the MSRTS.
On the basis of the data shown in Teble 26, this null sub-

hypothesis was not rejected.

)

Table 26

Advantages of the MSRTS as Indicated by Groups I snd II

I‘Ceft‘:b N
Group i 2 3 4 5 Total
I 50~ 47 41 48 65 251
(58.111)  (50.054) (47.856) (42.484) (52.495)
I 188 158 155 126 1% 777
(179.3€9) (134.946) (1i48.:124) (131.516) (162.505)
Total 23 205 196 174 215 1,208

®Basad on Questicn 10 (Apgendix 3).

2cy of information needed for
) Helping to avoid duglication
Conserving the time srent by
pug

Prtem (1) Improving the zccu
pol*cy determination and research; (
and regetition of subiect matter; (2

oL

n

Vbt e N H

administrators and teachers %o enr rils; (4) Providing reliable
data for permanent school récords; (3) Eel ping schools plan for the
movement of purils and for the size of enrollment.

df = 4
Calculated X2 = 7.932 Tabled X2 value = 9.49

Not significant at .05 confidence level, but significant
at .10.
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I e¢ to the importence
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11}
2
Q.

differences betwezen Group

ways of meximizing utlliizeticn of the MSRTS.

ey

0

Cn the basis of the dete presented in Tzble 27, this null

(9

subhypothesis was not rejected.

Table 27

- Importance Placed by Groups I end II on %Mays of
Meximizing Utilizetion of the MSRTSE

Tiem }
Group 1 .2 3 4 5 Total
I 26 54 .45 49- ) 69 253
(44.950) (53.543) (49.126)  (49.372) (56 .004)
I 147 &4 3 152 159 777

m

1 1 ,
(138.020) (164.452)  (120.874) (151.628)  {171.996)

~

21 200 201 228 1,030

@Bzsed on Quastion 11 (Appendix B).

Ditem (1) MNore training for teachers in the usage of *he }SRTS
form; (2) More disirict superviscry persecnnel availsble to assist
teachers in the usage of MSRTS forms; (3) More training for adminis-
trators in the uszge of the MSRTS forms; (4) Training of more :
terminzl operations and records clerks; (5) Provide school nurses
with specific trairing in the ussge of the MSRTS form.

df = 4
Calculated x2 = 6.829 Tabled x2 value = 9.49

Not significant at .0Z confidence level, but significant at

P

«20.
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Null Subhyroihesis 3d. There will be no significant
differences bétween Groups I and II es to the purposes of
MSRTS usage.
On the basis of data shown in Tabie 28, this null sub-
hypothesis was not rejected.
Table 28
Purposes for Which the MSRTS Is Used by Groups‘I and 1I°
. :TL;Mb
Group 1 z =3 Z — 5 Totel
I 47 64 ' 72 41 27 251
(52.842) (67.254) (65.332) (37.470) (28.102)
1 173 26~ 200 115 90 79

(167.158) (212.746)  (206.668) (118.530)  (88.898)

Total 220 280 . 27

|39
—
n
o

117 1,045

2Based on Question 12 (Appendix B).
Prtem (1) To aid administrative decision-meking; (2) To keep
current the demographic disiribution of agricultural students in our
districts (3) To obtain data which will zid in planning individualized
instruction; (4) To ascertain pattern of agricultural migrant stu-
dents' needs; (5) To facilitaie program plenning for agricultural
migrant students. - :

df = 4
Calculated x2 = 2.448 Tabled x2 value = 9.49

Not significant at .05 confidence level, but significant at
.70,
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Null Subhyrothesis 3e. There will be no significant

differences between Groupgs I end 1II &s to Lroblem zreas
cennected with usage of the MSRTS.
Pertinent data shown in Table 29 show that no significent
differences were found. Therefore, this null subhygothesis was

not rejected.
2

Table 29

Froblem Areas Connectied with Usage of the HSRTS
as indicated by Groups I and 1I¢

Ztemb
Group 1 2 3 4 5 Total
I 54 55 35 51 40 255
(46.430)  (48.132) (537.126) (52.73) (20.362)
1 137 143 180 166 168 794
(144.370) (149.8¢8) (177.874) (£64.230) (157.438)
Total 191 198 233 217 208 1,049

3Based on Questicn 13 (Apéendix B).

Pitem (1) Insufficient liaison between the terminal and the
MSRTS Center; (2) Slow feedback from the MSRTS Center; (3) Insuffi-
cient district budget allocation for services desired; (4) Errors
in input documents (district-csused errors); (5) Errors in output
documents (MSRTS Center-caused errors).

df = 4

2

Calculated x° = 6.022 Tabled x2 value = 9.49

Not significant at .05 confidence level, but significant
at .20.
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Null Subhyrothesis 3f. There will be no significant

differences between Groups I and II as to training classi-
fication (surerior to pocr) of district personnel directly
involved with orerztion of the MSRTS,

Cn the bzsis c¢f date shown in Tsble 30, this null sub-

hypothesis was not rejected.

Tzable 30

Training Classifica=ion (Superior to Poor) of District Personnel
Directly Involved with Operation of the MSRTS®

Surerior : Foor
- - Groug ) 1 2 . 3. 4-5 Total .
I 5 7 . 4 2
: (5.013} (5.696) - {5.241) (2.051) 18-
: i1 17 i3 19 7 71
: ©oo_(16.987) __(19.304)  _ (17.759) _(6.949) . __
Total 22 25 23 9 79

®Rased on Questicn 16 (Aprendix B).
f' df = 3
Calculated x2 = 0.768 Tabled x2 value = 7.82

Not significant at .05 confidence level, but significant
at .90.
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lull Subhypothesis 3g. There will be no significant

o

.

differences betwieen Groups I and II as to the xing of
inservice iraining provided for those individuals responsible
for filling out MSRTS forms.

bn the basis of date shown in Table 31, ithis null sub-

hypothesis was not rejected.

Taple 31

Kinds of Inservice Training for Those Individuals Responsible
for Fitling out MSRTS Forme in Groups I 2nd II°

"~

Kind of Trzining”

Group 1 2 3 4 3 Total

I 0 1i 0 14 8 43
(10.283) (9.03¢) (i8.384) (3.297)

I 0 22 19 43 9 22

_(22.717)  _(19.964) __(40.616) __ (11.703)

9 17 138

w

Total 0 33 29

®32sed on Question 15 (Appendix B).

Pyinds of training: (1) College workshops; (2) District
workshops; (3) Schocl buiiding level workshops; {4) Regional work-
shops; (5) State workshops. “

df = 3

Calculated x° = 3.744 Tabled x° value = 7.82

Not significant at .05 confidence level, but significant
at .30.
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by Grougps
rercantzges .

Group Guesticn 1- 1li- 2i- 3i- 41- 3i- A 7i- 8l- 9l-
10 20 30 40 30 60 /0 80 90 iCO
i b 41 2 3 1 2

5¢ 2 z 1 H 1-

gd 2 2 1

7 13 1 L i _ _ 1 2 1
Totai 9 2 3 2 7 1 0.2 2 3
i1 4 i3 4 3 5 1 1 2 2
5 12 1 3 a 2 1 3
é 11 2 ' i
7 15 & 4 13 1 3 1 3
Totel 31 3 ¢ 1 1% © 2 & 4 13

- 8Sugplementary to Null Suohypothéses iz-1i eon uszge.

erxcent of szgricultural migrant students
2 nurse .havs been referred based, at
ion on ‘the MSRTS form?

°Question 43 Vinst
who have been referred to ¢
least partialiy, on informe

3

et )

c s s . e : e

Question 3: %hat rercent of sgricultural migrant stu-
dents who have been referred to the counselor have been raferred
based, at least gartizlly, con informeiion on the MSRTS form?

dQuestion 6: What gercent of agricultural migrant students

who have been referred to the gsychologist have been referred
based, at least gartizlly, on information on the MSRTS form?

e . : v s .
Question 7: What gercent of sgricultural migrent students

have been diagncsed for grade placement based, at least partially,
on the MSRTS form? '

131

—

3ty

[

Il !

o o TP T g

Vi

L

i




Table 33 -
Total Number of Agricultural Migrant Student
Recgrds Requested by Grougs I end II
: for 1971-72%
: |
i : Item Group I Group. II

: Requests 11,445 22,543

Mean 635.83 369.56

N

Range 602,600 7 3-2,300

e

. SQuestion €: .that was the totsl number
of agricultural, student .récords that your dis-
trict.reguestéd from the MSRTS Center during

the academic year 1i971-7

S
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Table 34

Total District Student Enroll
of Agricuiturai Migrent Stu
and II for 19

ment and Total Number
dents for Groups I
71-728

Item Group I Group II

Total district student enrcllment

Number 235,151 157,935

lean 13,063.94 2,589.10

Range 660-72,000 68-15,000
&

«. ~/Total agriculitural migrant student
district enrollment

Number 9,759 22’717
Mean 542,17 gz 372.41

Range £0-2,511 12-2,500

aQuestion 19: 'What was your total district
student enrollment for the academic year 1971-727
(1) 3 How many students enrolled in your aistrict
were classified as agricultural migrants? (2) e

Ao
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Table 35

Total Numter of Schools
I

in
for Groups I and

“Question 20: Whet was the total number of z
schocls in your schocl district for the scademic <
year 1971-727 -

%
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Table 36

Total School District Enrollments of Agricultural Migrant
Ch:ildren in Grougs I, II, and III During *he Fall,
Winter, and Srring Quarters of Academic
Year 1971-72°

Group Fall ‘ Winter Spring
I -
Total 8,348 . 8,303 8,748
Mean 463.78 461.28 486.00
Range 45-2,511 10-2,511 10-2,511
iI . :
Total 17,365 16,586 : 18,113
Nean 289.42 276 .43 - 296.93
Range 12-2,295 6-1,500 . 7-1,854
) I11
: Total - 3,187 3,125 3,028
: Mean £6.40 €7.93 : 67.29
: Renge 2-605 2~-899 1-696

) 2Question 18: How many agricultural migrant children

N were enrolled in your scheol district during -the following reriods
for the zcademic year 1971-727 (1) Fall quarter ____ 3 (2) Winter
quarter ___ 3 (3) Spring querter; (4) Summer progrems ___ .

Table 37

Percent of School Districts Having Summer Migrant Programs?

Group Have Frogrzm No Program Percent
I 13, 5 72
11 27 34 44
I1I 9 51 15

®Question 18: Item (4).

Hl"‘*"wﬁ *‘\ [AKFE ORI
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Teble 38
Days of Inservice Treining rrovided for Ali Agricul urel Migrant
Staff (Groups I; II, and iII) for Academic Year 1971-722
Item Group I Group II Croup IIX .
Total number of days 291 421 124
) Mean 18.19 7.94 5.17
Range of days 0-82 C-36 0-12
NR = 2 N = 8 NR = 36 ‘
3 . - , .
Question 25: How wany izys total was inservice training )
provided for gll district agricuitural migrent stzf{ during the -
academiz year 1971-727 (1) To:el number of days .
. ’ Table 39 . -
Total Clock Hours Involved During Workshop Sessions in ’ -
) 411 Scheol Districts (Grou;s I, II, and III)® )
B Item Group I Croup II ~ Group III
1. Colliegs workshops 273 295 11 i
. - 2. District workshogps - 293 493 2ee *
3. 3chool puilding level workshogs 233 | €87 243
4. Regiocnzl worxshogs 317 947 283
5. State workshops 238 274 32

3Question 26: How much total time in clock hours is ) .
involved during tne worxshop sessicns in your school district?
(1) College workshops; (2) District workshops;
(3) Schoo¥building level workshops; (4) ____ Regional work-
shops; (5) ____ State workshogs.

d
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le U.S. Cffice of EZducazion
definition

y

2. Identified by other agencies

3. By using thé disirici's
predictive formula

4. Figures from U.S. Cerzriment
of Lzsbor :

De C;‘l’.?’:?:r

Total :

N .
o

I3

(o))
—

o

I;\“ O‘

SQuestion 28: FKew do you
tural migrant children irn your di
(1) ___ By U.S8.C.E. definizion;
egencies; (3) ___ By using your

(4) Figures from the U.S. Departm

Other

number of

d oy o»hor

th

agricul-




