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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Analysis of Project MERLIN Scopes and Topics Checklist

Project MERLIN is funded by the O0Office aof Migrant
Education of the United States Department of Education.
Administered by the Pennsylvania Department of Education, the
project is a consortium of representatives <from state
departments of education and migrant health centers to
establish a computerized database designed to contain
information about people, programs and written materials
available to educators and health personnel in migrant
programs. This report summarizes the results of analysis of
a survey administered to Consortium members and other
particaipants in a recent Consortium meeting. The survey was
designed to determine whether a listing of scopes and topics
was appropriate to categorize the people, programs and
written materials within the database.

Respondents rated each topic and subtopic within each of
the twelve scopes, plus made extensive comments. Based on
these responses, six scopes were identified which need major
revisions: Administration, Cultural Studies, Dropout
Prevention, Educational Programs, Parent and Community
Involvement, and Special Education. In five other scopes,
minor revisions are needed: Career Education, English as a
Second Language and Bilingual Education, Health and Human
Services, ldentification and Recruitment, and Vocational
Education. The Migrant Student Record Transfer System
(MSRTS) scope dJoes not need any changes. In addition, there
needs to be better articulation between the scopes of Career
Education, Dropout Prevention and Vocational Education.
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Analysis of Project MERLIN Scopes and Topics Checklist

Project MERL IN (Migrant Education Resource List
Information Network) is a federally funded project designed
to improve interstate and intrastate coordination of migrant
education activities through the develapaent of a
comprehensive national database of educational resources in a
range of scopes relevant to the many nesds of a migrant
population. Originally besgun in 1982, MERLIN is funded by
the 0Office of Migrant Education of the United States
Department of Education under the provisions of Section 143¢c
of Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) .

Administered by the Pennsylvania Department of
Education, the project is a consortium of representatives
from state departments of education and migrant hHealth
centers to establish a computerized database designed to
contain information about people, prograns and written
materials available to esducators and health personnel in
migrant programs. Participating Consortium members include
the states of Alaska, Arizona, Arkansas, Coleo.-ado, Beorgia,
Il1linpis, Indiana, Maryland, Nevada, New York, North
Carolina, 0Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Utah, and Virginia,
plus the Educational Research Information Center/Clearing-
house on Rural Education and Small Schoonls (ERIC/CRESS), the
National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education and the
Migrant Student Record Transfer System (M.S.R.T.5.).

Survey of Scopes and Topics

As a result of suggestions made by users of the MERLIN
system across the nation, this SsSurvey was designed to
ascertain the most appropriate system of scopes and topics
to classify the people, programs and written materials within
the MERLIN database. A copy of the survey form is included
as Appendix A. The twelve scopes on the survey form weres

Administration

Career Education
Cultural Studies
Dropout Prevention, Credit Accrual and

Graduation

00O



Educational Programs

English as a Second Language and Bilingual
Education

Health and Human Services

Identification and Recruitment

MSRTS

Parent and Community Involvement

Special Education

Vocational Education

go
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The number of topics under each scope ranged from 3 to
17, with several of the topics having subtopics as well,.
Respondents were to rate each topic and subtopic based on
their perception as to whether that ropic or subtopic should
be included under its assigned scope as the framework for
cataloging—— and ultimately retrieving—— the people,
programs and written materials contained within the MERLIN
database.

Each topic and subtopic were to be rated on the
following five-point scale:

- Definitely change

- Probably change
Undecided

- Probably not change

- Definitely not change

NaUWUN-
|

Respondents were free to add additional topics or
subtopics, delete existing topics or subtopics, or make any
other comments they felt might contribute to the development
of the classification/retrieval framework.

Thas report summarizes the results of analysis of the
Survey of Scopes and Topics after it was administered to
Consortium members and other participants in a Consortium
meeting held in Philadelphia in early September, 1984.

Limitations of the Survey

The response key for the original survey had the
coding for categories "3" and "S3" reversed. However,
instructions given to correect this problem before
administration of the survey appeared to be adegquate as all
respondents responded correctly. N

Where a topic hay subtopics as well, some respondents
rated only the topic and left the subtopics blank. Since it
was assumed that the respondent was applying the topical
rating to each of the subtopics, the scores were analyzed as
such. Also, since the topics seemed redundant with subtopics
subsumed under them, in these cases only the subtopic ratings
were analyzed.



Respandents were given the option of omitting the
ratings of topics, subtopics or even whole scopes where they
felt they had insufficient knowledge to rate that area.

Results

A total of 25 respondents completed the survey, with 11
of these being Consortium eembers and the other 14 being
persons in attendance at the meeting possessing expertise in
migrant health and/or education. Results will be presented
for each scope separately, with a general discussion
following.

During the discussions which follow, a topic or subtopic
which received an average rating aof 4.00 or above (on a five-
point scale) was considered to be in the "not change" arsa.
The discussions will focus on those topics and subtopics
rated below an average of 4.00, with comments used to expand
upon these ratings and to make recommendations about the
scope in general. Other comments will be utilized when
mentioned by two or more respondents, or if they suggest
addition of a new tapic or subtopic.

Administration

The results of analyses of the ratings for both groups
of respondents on this scope are presented in Table 1. Both
subtopics under topic 11 (Public speakers) and topic 7
(Needs assessment) were rated below 4.00 by the Consortium
members. Non—consortium members rated three topics with a
mean below 4.00: 1 (Federal policy/regulations), 12 (Pupil
accounting) and 15 (Student data uxchange).

One respondent said subtopics 11alyb were “not useful
categories."” Another feels this topic could be put under
each scope.

At least two respondents were unsure to what topic 7
referred. It npeeds to be determined to what levels this
and several other topics refer. Five respondents feel levels
muet be identified (e.g., federal, state, 1local, general
publaic) for topics 1 (Federal policy/regulations), 2 (Fiscal
managaemant/funds allocation), S5 (Interagency coordination)
and B (Progrem development). In addition, three respondents
suggested renaming topic 8 to "Program development/
management.

Four respondents were unsure what topic 12 means,
another suggested adding subtopics to the topic and it was
rentioned in the large group discussion that a separate
category may not be needed for this topic. Topic 15 also was
unclear to one respondent ("...is this MBRTS?"), while

3
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TABLE )
Froject BERLIN Aoministration Scope Ratinas
Consortiua Nesbers Non-[Consortiua Mesbers

Mdainistration NNen N Nin. Max. Maan Std.Dev. N Mn. Nax, Nean Std,Dev.
1. Federal policy/reguiations....ecvveeenee 11 4 5 4,00 1,58 12 1§ 387 1.5
¢o Fiscal sanagesent/funds allocation...... 11 3 5 4.09 1.38 2 1§ 400 1,35
<. Taentification/recruitsent.............. 1f 1 5§ &4 1,21 I 15 &8 L2
4, intorsation G1oSemINAtion.....eeeeeeene 1) 2 5 427 110 12 2 % 4% 0.9
3. Interagency coordinalioN.....ersesnenees 1 1 5 4,30 1.29 12 2 3 438 0.9
6. Interstate coordinatiol....ueenanenaane 30 2 3 4,38 1,08 122 5 48 0.%
7. Needs assessB®Nt......corerenennnnnssees 1 1 3 LSS 137 112 3§ 418 L.17
8. frogras developsent

3. exesplary/ianovative prograss....... 9 1 53 422 1.30 12 & 5 458 0.5

b. regular school year prograss........ 10 3 5§ 4,40 0.70 12 8 5 458 0.9

C. SUBSEr PrOJraddS.....ceoecreeaaeasess 9 1§ 411 1.3 12 4 5 48 0.51
9. Program evaluation.....ceceeveenenneeess 11 4 5 491 0,30 122 ) 428 LI
10, Proposal writing.iseesscscsnsnnsseaneess $1 & 5 4,82 0.40 o2 5 4% 0.92
11. Public speakers

a. keynote/large group..iicicrnineneeas 101 5 380 LM 1 3 § 427 0.6

B. saall grogp......... ceersrnrsenniess 10 1 5 380 1M o3 5 427 0.65
12. Pup1) 3CCOUNLING.cearurnroeninrarnnsnsss 11 3 5 427 0.9 10 1t 5 320 .82
13. Section 143C projects...cvvvecinseaes o 1028 400 115 H 2 35 48 L4
14, Stat§ developeent

3 evaluat1Df.iuiveerearninncanensaiass 7 1 5 422 1,39 12 1 5 417 1L

D, INSETViCliaruvesnrvoncaserassraosese T 5 48 0,88 n 1t § 4» 1.
15. Student datad exchange.......ceuveeessnen 31 1 5 A41B LD 10§ 3 350 .80

another suggested adding subtopics. Other topics for which
subtopics were suggested are topics 10 (Proposal writing) and
13 (Section 143c projects).

It was suggested during the large group discussion that
this scope be changed to "Administration/Supervision.” In
addition, the following new topics were suggested:

Record managemert (3 respondents)
Supervision (3)

Alternative funding sources
Monitoring/program accountability
Personnel] supervision

Program management

O0ocoaoo

Career Education

The average ratings for each group for the scope Career
Education are presented in Table 2. There were no topics or
subtopics for either group which were rated with an average
below 4.00. In fact, only subtopics 1lb&d (for non-Consortium
members) and topic 6 (for Consortium members) were rated
below 4.23 on the average.




TABLE 2
Project MERLIN Career Education Scope Ratings

Consortiua Nesbers Non-Consortiua Mesbers
Carrer Education ites R Mn. Max. Nean Std.Dev. N Min. Max. Nean Std.Dev.
lo Career education curriculus
&, Career QwArmn®SS...c.vsvarsvsnennnes 0 & 5 470 0.48 12 4 5 45 0.5
b, deCISIOR MAKING..evvensiseconinennes 10 2 5 480 0,97 3 1 3 408 1.04
C. oaploralIon. cosiiieecrennnncnnerses W0 2 5 4,50 1.08 it 4 5 445 0.5
4. tﬁmllﬂf-...........----A----..... 10 3 5 470 0.8 12 1 3 408 1.08
B PlaMMIMG cissiiiiiiierieiiienienese 30 3 5 470 0.67 " 4 5 44 05
3. Career sxploration for LEP studeats..... 10 3 S 480 0,70 I3 3 L% 0.8
3. Evaluation end assesssent............... |} 3 v 427 0Ny 12 3 Y L33 0.85
. Esperience-based education.............. 11 & S5 4,55 0.5 12 4 5 4% 0.5
5. Job seelung sk1llS..eciuiiviienriannnnes 103 5 4,55 0,49 12 4 5 442 0.5
8. Overcoming bias and stereotyping.es..o.. 11 1 5 4,00 1,45 12 2 5 428 0.9
7. Work babits and values.....oceoveienn,s 11 3 5 455  0.69 12 4 5 45 0.5

However, two respondents found topic 1d (counseling) to
be unclear. Two other respondents mentioned that the term
was misleading so as to suggest that non-counselors (e.Q.
teachers or tutors) have acquired the counseling skills
needed to work in this area. It was suggested by +¢ive
respondents and during the large group discussion that this
subtopic be renamed “career guidance.”

Topic 6 (Overcoming bias and stereotyping) was unclear
to five respondents. 1Is this for students and staff? Who is
to do this? Does this go under staff development or under
topic 1? This must be clarified.

Cultural Studies

The average ratings on this scope for each group are
presented in Table 3. For one group or the other, all three
topics received a rating below 4.00.

TABLE §
Project MERLIN Cultural Studies Scope Ratings
Consortius Mesbers Non-Consortiua Mesbers
Cuiturss Studies Jtes N Nin, Max. Mean 5td,Dev, N Min. Max. Mean Std.Dev.
1. HNeritage and enricheent......evvveevnee, J1 3 5 409 1.58 12 1 5 350 1.8
2' Hult‘culturalls..ll.l..l..l!ll.l.'l.l.l' ‘o l 5 ‘.“ ll“ ‘2- i 5 sla; ‘l.’
3. v‘l“.s :l‘r"‘c.tlm.llll! [ E RN NN FRE NN NN NN le 1 5 50” ’.37 ’z 6 5 ‘!42 00‘7
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Topic 1 (Heritage and enrichment) either needs to be
combined with topic 2 (Multiculturalism), or given subtopics
(e.g., Puerto Rican, Mexican, Haitian). Topic 2 should
either be renamed "Cross culturalism,” or “Cross cultural
communication” should be added as another topic. 8ix
respondeants suggested adding a topic an "Staff
development/inservice. "

Dropout Prevention, Credit Accrual and Graduation

The average ratings for each group on this scope are
presented in Table 4., Both Consortium and non~Consortium
members rated topic 3 (Cost effectiveness) below an average
of 4.00. Five respondents questioned what this topic was
trying to capture, while another suggested it belonged under
the topic of Fiscal management in the Administration scope.

Non-Consortium members rated three other topics below
4.00: 9 (Prevocational guidance), 10 (Support services) and
11 (Vocational guidance). Several respondents feel these
topics along with topic 2 (Career planning) belong under the
Career Education scope. 0Others feel Counseling should be a
separate scope and include topics 4 (Counseling techniques)
and 9 (Prevocational guidance).

During the large group discussion it was suggested that
the scope should simply be called Dropout Prevention, as
credit accrual and graduation are topics under this scope.
Also, the subtopics of "short term/summer programs” and
"secondary/tutorial programs” should be added under topic 6
(Curricular design and development). In fact, it was
generally felt that short term and long term projects should
be cataloged separately.

TABLE 4
Project MERLIN Dropout Preventio- Scope Ratings

Consortius Mesbers Non-Consortius Nesbers
Dropout Prevention ites N Nin, Max, Mean Std.Dev, N Min. Max. Nean §td.Dev.
1. Acagemic assistance/reapgiation

and RUbOTINg.senssvnnrennsrsncrrssersees 3 8 8 427 1,27 12 4 5 45 09

2, Career planming..cvessussrianninsensanns 0 3 5 450 0.7} 125 409 L4
3. Cost effectiven®ss..,......eonnennenenes 10 1 5 3,80 1,23 12 1 5 38 LM
4. Counseling LechniQUeS..cccoverrercnrsnee 180 2 5 440 0.97 12 b 5 48 0.9
3, Credit acquisition and exchange......... 0 2 5 4,40 1.2 12 2 5 482 0.%
b. Curricular design and developeent....... 10 3 5 4,50 o0.71 - 12 3 5 442 09
T. GED instruction.ecscssnrcrrnnsssnnsnness 30 & 5 4.5 0.5 12 4 5 458 0.3
8. Interstate/intrastate cooperation....... 11 2 5 4.55 0.93 2 2 5 417 &%
9. Prevocationsl quidance.........se000000s 10 2 5 4,00 4,08 12 1 5 L75 L®
10. Support SETVICES.icesvre senrarsnanenens 10 3 5 4,30 082 12 4 5 L3 1M
11, vocational guidance.........coivne0e0eee 10 2 5 4,20 1,03 12 1 5 37 1.3
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The following topics were suggested as additions to thas
scope:

Adult basic education programs
Alternatave high school programs

Job training and partnership opportunities
On-the-job training programs

Treatment and followup services

Programs for secondary schools

Work values clarification

CoGocoog0oO

Educaticnal Programs

The responses for sach group on the scope of Educational
Programs 1is presented in Table S on the next page.
Consortium members rated only three topics or subtopics below
a mean of 4.00, while non-Consortium members rated twelve
topics or subtopics this low.

Two of the three low ratings by Consortium members were
echoed by the non-Consortium member ratings. These were for
topic 2 (Affective education) and subtopic Pa (Make and take
under the topic of Materials development)., Affective
education appears to be just rated low, while it was unclear
why make and take materiais were separated out and/or whether
they belong under this topic.

Non-Consortium members rated topic 1 (Academic
assistance/remediation) low, primarily because it is too
broad and "covers everything that follows.” They rated 3a-r-
(Art- dance, drama, and music) low as well with no reasons
stated. They also rated topic 4 (Computer—-assisted
instruction) low.

Subtopics 6&a-d (Eariy childhood- cognitive skills,
devel opmental theory, evaluation and assessment, and
psychomotor skills-—-gross/fine) all were rated low by non-
Consortium members. During the large group discussion it was
suggested that all of the subtopics under this topic be moved
to topic 11 (MSRTS skills list). The following subtopics
were suggested as additions to this topics

o ESL/bilingual

o evaluation

o home/school communication
0 parenting

v parents as teachers

. al respondents suggested subtopics based on grade
levels or other categories be developed for topics 10 (Math)
and 13 (Science). Several suggested the same thing for
topic 5 (Curriculum design), but another suggested each area
already has been broken put.

12



TABLE §
Project MERLIN F:jcational Prograss Scope Ratings
Consortiun Mesbers Non-Consortius Mesbers
Educational Prograss ites N Nin. Nax. fMean 5td.Dev. N HMin. Max. Kean Std.Dev.
1. fcadenic assistance/respdration
N0 tutOrIng.evuu.cennannnneraraanisnase 112 5 436 1.03 13 5 L1 1.
¢ Attective p0uCation..vecvsesecinencenesse 10 1 5 3,60 1,38 12 5 LN 1.2
3. Art
2, OBNCR..cosuceennrnsosnncersasncnnese 10 2 5 420 1,14 12 1 5 8 1.1l
B, OrdBd..cocirincacancrcannesnnsiansr 0 2 5 420 1.M4 12 V5§ L8 L
C, BUS2C..ecoenrovsnnanssannnnserseses 10 3 5 4,50 0.89 12 1 95 L8 L
d. spatzal/vistdl art...eevrenonsnness 30 3 5 450 0.85 12 1 5§ 408 (.08
§, Computer-assisted instructioni.eeeseenes 13 2 5 4,36 1,03 12 1 35 LNB 1.4
5. Currtculul deSigleccccesescsccisnsnsecer 13 2 5 436 5.03 12 1 5 408 1.1
b. Early chiléhood
a. cogrative SkillS..ouvnsunrannnneaess 11 & 5 4,73 0.47 12 1 5 LG 1454
b. developemntal theory.......ce0ve0eve 48 4§ 4,84 0,30 12 1 5 L7 1.
€. evaluation snd assesseent........... 11 4 5§ 473 0.4 12 1 5§ L 154
d. psychosotor skills-—gross/fime...... 11 4 5 473 0.4 12 1 5 LN LM
€ RSPt cuseserirenrsansnnnansennes 11 3 5 4,45 0.89 12+ 5 408 L3
t. sorialization skills..... ceensres o M4 8 AT 0.8 12 1§ 408 1.3
7. Evaluation and assesssent
a. reqular school ters.......000000e0e0 11 3 5 4,45 0.8 12 2 5 433 0.89
D. susser terB..ccvrcernorsniisnriansee 10 3 5 4,60 0.70 12 2 5 LW 0.89
8. Language arts
2 histeming...oovrrioninnsnnsaisnenass 4 5 482 0.4 12 4 5 L5 0,52
b, readinge.iceiiseiiiarsenss ereesesnsss M & 5 4,82 0,40 124 5 450 032
€. SPRAKING . vurovrrsnnusensssnnnnannse 30 & 5 4,82 0.80 12 & 5 450 05
0. WIbiNGeevsiensarsnrnsnonnsnseionses 1 4 5 4,82 0.4 12 4 5§ 45 052
9. Rateridis developeent........con0eeeeene 11 1§ 400 1.4 15 4L00 LN
3. PMake and take........... crrvinens oo M1 5 336 1.BO 12 1 5 L LM
10, MalWoivsovserarancaraornnssnesnancanere §0 4 5 4,80 0,42 12 1 5 408 1.38
11, NSRTS skills list
a. Early chilohood..eeuvincecnnaerenanss 11 4 v 482 0.8 12 3 5 430 0.87
b, English readingeceserssoneaceniessss 11 4§ 4,82 0,40 12 3 % 450 0.8
Co Mm mathe.iieiianaane,s cesnnenaneens 111 3 4,09 1.58 12 3 5 450 0,87
8., oral 1anQuUagR....cevenenrernenrinaess 21 4 5 4,82 0.4 12 3 5 450 0.87
8, Spanish reading.eessssenninrseceness 1 1§ 3,82 1.& 12 1 5 417 L19
13, Physical pOuCation.e.seececeserrensnease 11 3 5 4,45 0.89 12§ 5 482 0.8
13, SCIONCR..urrsrrarrrasnnsrarensenssnnaass 3 1 5 4,36 1,21 12 2§ 4,08 L00
14, Social studies.....eireniecnicnnnnenieees 113 5 455 0.8 12 2 5 400 113
15, Staff developeent.......ovivvernnnrsenns 10 3 5 420 1.32 i1 & L9 1.3
18, Study SkillSususenenivoonarasernannnenns 11 3 3 464 0,47 123 % 45 0.8
17, Testing
3. PrOCROUTPE...cvucvsncoroearrersesane 30 4 5 4,82 0.4 12 4 .50 0.52
b, selettion.ceienvrirericnrnarerineees 11 & 5 4,82 0.4 12 4 5 430 0.2
8
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There are a number of problems involving topic 11 (MSRTS
skills 1list). The word "Mini" should be removed before
"math” in 11c. Also, ten respondents suggested changing
lle Spanish reading) to something like "language other than
English.*

Non-Consortium members also rated topic 15 (Staff
development) below 4.00. It was unclear whether this taopil
should have subtopics, or be placed as a subtopic under other
areas. Also, ¢topic 17 (Testing) should have the followi g
subtopicss ‘“evaluation” and "assessment based on language
and culture."”

The following additional topics are suggested:

Clarification of values

Curriculum planning/coordination/articulation
Handicapped services (laws/programs)
Instructional coordination (migrant program and
regular instruction)

Health education (health promotion/disease pre—
prevention/well being)

Individualized instruction/planning

Parent/home coordination (parent/teacher con-
ferences)

0 Records management/systems for teachers

O Research

o Qooo

English as a Second Language and Bilingual Education

The ratings for this scope for each group are presented
in Table 6. Both groups rated topic 7 (Mainstreaming) well
below an average of 4.00. It was decided during the large
group discussion to eliminate this topic.

One additional topic was rated low by non-Consortium
members. Topic 4 (Evaluation and assessment) apparently
needs to be divided into subtopical areas.

Three additional comments related to topic 3 (ESL for
special purposes) were suggested during the large group
discussion. Levels 1-5 should be indicated as further
breakdown topics for the subtopic of "illiteracy."” "Native
language” and “second language” should be breakdown topics
under the subtopic of ‘"remedial language instruction."”

Additional comments recommended the following subtopics
be added to topic 13 (Testing):

O evaluation

o placement
0 diagnostic techniques

Finally, +five respondents suggested adding a new tcpic:
"ESL/bilingual education certification and endorsement process."

9
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TABLE &
Project NERLIN Bilingual Education Scope Ratings
Consortium Members Non-Consartium fSesders
Bilingual Education Ites N Nin. Nax. Mean Std.Dev. N Min. Nax. Nean Std.lev.
1. Bilingual and bycultural coumseling..... 1115 L0 1LY 12 5 L0 L
2. (lassroos aztavities and materials...... 11 1 5 400 1,55 i1 2 § 418 0.87
3. ESL for special purposes
a, content armas.c.ocieirennnn eenenees 111 5 436 1.2 o4& 5 43 093
0. it@raCY i casrarancoranarsansnanes 11 3 LoD 1.8l 2 5 418 o0.07
t. resedial language imstruction...... 11 ! 5 4,00 1,55 4 5 L3 0.5
d. vocational sdutation.....e.eeueneen 11 1 5 445 §.21 o4& 5 L3 0.5
4. Evaluation and assesssent............... 11 1 5 418 1.80 o1 5 L9t LI
3. iInstructional sethods and
Program O#SIgN..c.ceurevensnnas teenssnee I S D - Y W4 B P ) 1t 2 5 427 0.9
& Linguistics....oievervansnnness seesas e 113 5 A4 0.8 2§ 418 0.98
To MaInStreading.....coceeesness seresesnaese 401§ 2,50 1,94 12 {1 5 L0B
8. Progras developsent.........ccevvneee W i1 48 5 A 0.4 10 2 § 400
9. Program guidelin®S......ccivveninnnennes 11 3 5 4,45 0,49 100 2 5 410
10. Psychological factors
3. eftects of transienty....ceeeveeese e 113 5 ALbé 0.8 100 & 5 430 0.33
b. esotional and perceplual aspects.... i1 3 5 4.44 0.47 10 4 35 450 0.3
c. smotivation--intrinsic/extrinsic..... o1y 5 421 .27 10 8 5 45 0.5
1. Suoiocultural factors :
3. adaptation/i: tegration into
[ Y111 14 4. TP cessenesnnres 111§ &% 1.9 4 5 45 0.3
b. contesporary sotial probdless...... o 13 5 A5 0.89 12 5 427 3.9
€. parental/cultural attitudes......... 10 3§ 440 0.70 12 5 4271 0%
d. teacher expectations........ vesses o 113 5 K7 0.63 Ho4  §F 458 0.5
12. Staff developeent...... tesreoses UYTTTTTINS § R - T P R W< | 9 4 5 433 0.5
13, Testang
@ GCHIEVERRNL. s veivirrnrnrairansianers 31 3 5 473 0.85 100 2 § 420 0.92
b. lamguage assesSENt....... eveeeeee. 113 4,73  0.8% 10 2§ L2 0.92
C. psychodogucal.csvararereinnnninnnees 11 3 5 464 0.87 B 2 § 400 0.9

Mealth and Human Services

The results for this scope for each respondent group are
presented in Table 7. No topics or subtopics were rated
below 4.00 on the average by non-Consortium members.
However, Consortium members rated two topics this low: 2
(Community services) and & (Mental health and treateent). It
was suggested that subtopics be added to each of these
topical aresas.

Topic 3 (Curriculum) should be called "Health
curriculum” and topic 8 (Preventative programs) should be
renamed "Prevention programs and services.” JTopic |
{Clinics) is too broad and should have subtopics.

Topics 35 (Instruction) and 8 (Prevention programs and
services) should be a single topical area and include all of
the categories in the national survey as subtopics. These

Qo 10
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subtopics should have breakdown topics of “prevention® and
“service. "

TABLE 7
Project NERLIN Health and Human Services Scope Ratings
Consortius Neabers Non-Consortiue Nesbers
Realth and Husan Services Ites N Nin, Max, Mean Std.Dev. N fin, Max, Nean sto.Dev.
Lo Cmicseeiiiiviiianiiiniinensieraniaves 10 2 5 4,20 1.03 122 0§ 425 1.0
& Comaumty ServiCeS..oives coeviennveesse 10 1 5 3.80 1,40 13 9 LIS 114
3. Curraculue
3. evaluation and assesseent......... . 10 3 5 440 0,70 123 5§ 458 0.4
b. materaals developeent.......oco0veee 10 3 5 480 0,70 R3I 5 458 0.4
C. program development....oeovveeneness 9 3 5 4,87 071 123 5 458 0.4
A, lssunizstion and screening.............. 10 4 5 4,70 0.48 123 § 458 0.47
5. Instruction
a. general health instruction.......... 10 4 5 4.70 0.48 B 1 5 438 1.12
bo nutrition..cceieiiiiiriricieniinie.s 0 4 S 4,80 0,42 12 4 5 4467 0.89
C. pesticide uS®...evvervneee, veevenaee 10 4 5 4,80 0.42 12 &8 5§ 487 0.8
g, Sex edUCtiON. e eccvorsererrsnanseese 0 4 5 4,80 0.42 12 4 5 487 0.8
8. water Safety....ciecriiiarianrienees 0 4 5 4,70 0.48 131 5 44 .13
&, Mental health and treateent......oveeese §0 3 5 3,80 1.40 B 1§ 43 1.2
7. Physical health and treataet......... o 1015 420 1,48 12 2 5 .42 1,00
8. Preventative prograes
3. chilg abuse and reglect...oviveneee 10 2 5 4 1,55 12 3 5 A58 0.87
b. drug and alcohol abuse......oovseee. 10 2§ 4,30 1.25 12 5 4,67 0,65
L. teEnage pregAanty.icesiessiseniseses 10 2§ 4,30 4,25 12 3 5 4% 0.4

The following topics should be added to this scope:

0 Available funding for health care

o Chill abuse reporting systems

o Communication through MSRTS

O Free health resources

o Handicapped services

0 Health values clarification ,

o Interagency communication (home/school/hsralth
provider

o Staff development

o State health care laws

Identification and Recruitment

The responses for each group on this scope are presented
in Table B. No average respons® was below 4,00,

During the large group discussion it was suggested that
the scope be named "Student ldentification and Recruitment.®
This would clarify several of the questions and support
commants made by the respondants.

EST COPY AV 11
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Topic 1 should be renamed "Family/student needs
acsessaent techniques” and be placed under topic - (Training
methods) as a subtopic.

Additional topics suggested were:

© GBGeographical area
0 Interview techniques

TABLE 8
Project MERLIN Identification and Recruitment Scope Ratings
Consortius Nesbers Non-Consortius Mesbers
Tdentificatron and Recruitaent Ites N Min., Rex. Kean Std.Dev. R Min. Max. Mean Std.Dev,
. Fasily needs assesssent.............o... 11 3 5 4.5 0,89 H 3 5 473 0.65
2. MORIS..covernirnenranerorannenconenness 11 3 8 4,00 1,41 H o2 5 48 0.93
3. Techmcal assistance
3 ehigibility criteria....ooivevensne 11 3 5 4,60 0,87 12 4 5 475 045
0. fOTBS O%iJNees sevevasesnvnnerensse 11 3 5 4,84 0.87 12 2 5 442 4.9
€. OA-SIER 223iST3Y P esvsrrarcsncnsees 13 3 5 4,55 0,89 11 4 5 &84 0,50
4, Trainiag asthods
P £ 9271 3 { S AP P § TR - TR 0% A W 2 12 2 § 4.5 0.9
b, records clerKi...eivvvvene vonneense 11 1 S 827 1,27 12 2 5§ 458 0.9

MSRTS

Responses for each group on this scope are summarized in
Table 9. Consortium members rated topic 1 (Health matrix)
below an average of 4.00. However, this was the only topi~
rated this low and there were very few comments in response
to this scope.

TABLE ¢
Project MERLIN MSRTS Scope Ratings

Consortius Mesbers Non-Consortius Nesbers
MNSRIS ites N Min. Bax. Mean Std.Dev. ~ N Min. Max. Mean Std.Dev.
1o MoaIth atrik..vciennsneinrnnrninnesere M 1 5 3,91 1,45 11 &4 5 484 0.3
2. Interstate/intrastate raordis0.....0.... §1 & S5 4,82 0.40 it 4 5 4.4 05
3. NGATS Dasic skills dist....evvennnronnns 11 2 5 4,64 0.92 i1 8 47 19
4. Frogras fundinge.esssesrnvessnnnnennness 14 3 5 4,73 0.65 i 4 5 &8 0%
3. Secondary credit exchang®....evv000ee.. 11 8 5 491 0.30 11 2 3 &% 0.92
6. Studget enrolleent.......covvevvveneneee 11 4 5 4,82 0.40 11 4 S 4.M 0.5
7. Technical ass1stanClec.ecnennnvenennesse 81 1 5 4271 1.7 314§ &4 0.5
B, Tost 8LOTES..c.0vvuiisnvnrerrrncravoniene 11 2 5 3,45 1.04 i1 3 5 43 &7

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Parent and Community Involvesent

The responues for each group to the topics under this
scope are presented in Table 10. There were no topics rated
below an average of 4.00, but there were numerous comments-
both written and during the large group discussion.

TASLE 10
Project MERLIN Parent lavolvessnt Scope Ratings

. Consortiua Nesbers Non-Consortiua Mesders

Parent Involveasat ites © N HMin. Max, Nean 5td,Dev, N M, Max. Nein Std.Dev.

l. Comsunity tnvolvesent.........eeeeeenees 11 1§ 4,27 1.2 i1 1 5 427 127

2. Coamumity resources.........iaveveneeeee 11 1§ 4,45 1.2 14§ 482 0.4

3. Famly environeent......covenvnnnnnsnnnse 31 1§ 4,00 1.55 12 1§ 417 LKW

§. Parent atbitudes....ccicovvimnrarnnnnees 11} 5 4,27 1,42 113 409 138

5. Parent organizations.c.sesecenseenssiese 11 3 5 473 0,85 12 3 4% 0.9

b. Parent role and participation.eeeseseese Il 4 5 491 0.30 10 3 5 &0 0.87

7. Parent traiminge.cecsscescnnrnsncensenss 3§ 4 5 4,82 0.40 it 2 5 &8 092
8. Relationships

do parent-childeescecaonnnsnnaninenaaan 1 2 5 4,48 0,92 122 5 45 0.%

C. Parent-edutator..c.cecenvanerseannes 11 & 5 4,82 0,40 12 2 5 45 0.9

Co pArmMt-SLROOl. . sviveruserncaennnsees 11 &4 5 4,82 0.0 12 2 5 4% 0.9

Topic 1 (Community involvement) is too broad and unclear
and should be either deleted or be made more specific (e.g.,
"Community awareness”) and placed under topic 4
(Relationships). The subtopics of "public sector" and
"private sector” should be added under topic 2 (Community
resources).

Topic 4 (Parent attitudes) should be omitted or combined
with ¢topic 3I, which should be changed to "Family
relationships and environment.” Then, the new topic 3
becomes somewhat synonymous with topic 8 (Relationships).
Another possibility is to call topic 3 "Improving parent
participation in the school setting” and placing topics 4
{Parent attitudes), S5 (Parent organizations) and 7 {(Parent
training) as subtopics along with the new subtopic of "values
clarification for parents.”

Topics 35 (Parent organizations) and 7 (Parent training)
need subtopics and topic 7 should be changed to "Parenting
skills,.” Topic 8 (Relationships) should be renamed
"Communication,” with “parent-agency” added as a subtopic.

Finally, the +following were suggested as arditional
topics:

Research (4 respondents)
Advocates/effective lobbyists
Community organizations

Needs asseossment

0oco0gQ
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o0 Role of LEA and SEA
0 Staff development and training

Special Education
The responses for each group to this scope are

summarized in Table 11. Once again there were no average
ratings below 4.00 for either group.

TABLE 11
Project MERLIN Special Education Scope Ratings
Consortiua Neabers Non-Consortiun Nesbers
Special Education Ites N Min. Max. Bean Std.Dev, N Min. Max. Bean Std.Dev.
l. Curriculus and instruction
a. gesign and developeent.....ee0veveee 10 2 5 430 1.0 3 5 455 0.8
B. ESL/bilingual for the special
StUdENt. sicinirnneroisansansnneses 30 1 3 430 1,08 113 5 455 0.89
€. individual pducational progras
(JEP) suvvvnrasnnnnsanannnrsansaeaes 10 2 5§ 430 1.0% i3 5 455 0.89
2. 6itted and taienked
a. high academic ability.....vevneeeee 0 2 5 430 1,10 i1 2 5 43 1.03
b. Bigh creative ability........o0n00es 10 2§ 4,00 1,10 I 2 5 43 1,03
3. Handicapred ‘
2. Dbehaviorally disturded...ocovennnae. 10 & 5 470 0,48 113 5 48 0.8
b. nmaring ispaired......eo0ueess reanes 10 4 5 470 0,48 3 5 445 0.4
t. Jearning d15abied..cvuicsninnanenns. 10 € 5 4,70 0,48 1 3 3 48 0.8
d. mentally retarded......oovevvveees. . 10 4 5 470 0.48 3 5 445 0Le
e, ultiple handicappROesrarvrossianase 10 & 5 470 0,48 11 3 5 A4 0.69
f, physically handicapped............ . 10 4 3 A70 0,48 113 5 445 0.8
9. speech 18paIrPl... 0. ciiennnanseaness 10 & 5 4,70 0.48 3 5 445 0.8
b, visudlly ispaired....oinvnnennnanees 10 & 5 A70 048 11 8§ 3 445 0.8
4, RMainstreadIng..c.corveesnses seresanvennenad® 3 5 4,40 0,84 12 ) 3 408 .18
5. Materials and equipment.....oe000nis0een 30 2 5 41D 110 H 2 5 418 0.98
b. Tesls and seasureasnts
2, achieveRent...oeeriverararnorsenass 10 3 .40 0.84 112 5 427 Lot
0. 3pItUBR. . eiieiniinniiniannnnnenees 03 5 4,40 0.04 1 7 § 427 O

For topic 2 (Bifted and talented), it was suggested that
the following subtopic be added: ‘"programs/services/laws in
placement/referral/identification."

The ma jor comments referred to the need for
incorporating commitments made at a San Antonio, Texas
workshop on handicapped migrant children Codes as well as
categories were developed which should be used in this scope.
These categories are available through Barbara McCaffery in
Geneseo, New York.
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The following were suQgested as additional topics:

Early identification

Identifying by putting in Health MSRTS form
IEP transfers with MSRTS

Interagency resocurces/services/coordination
Legal requirements

0000O

Vocational Education

A summary of the responses for sach group on this scope
is presented in Table 12. There were also n0 average ratings
belaow 4.00 on this scope.

TARLE 12
Project BERLIN Vocational Education Scope Ratings

Consortiua Mesbers Non-Consortius Nembers

vocational Education ites N Min. Max. Mean Std.Dev. N HRin. Rax. Bean Std.Dev.
L. RpprenticeshipSes.coirorrannnansrennesee 10 2§ 4,10 1,10 11 2 5 &3 0.92
2, Business/sdutation relationships........ 10 2 § 4,30 0.9 11 4 5 45 052
3. Certification and licensing........ohves 10 3§ 450 O71 103 5 4% on
4. [ooperative education..........ovs%uvees 10 3 53 440 0.70 10 3 5 450 om

3. Curriculus and assesssent
i. ESLsbilingual for vocational

BHUCALION. ciuvssanrnanruannsonnnses 10 3 5 4,50 0.7 100 4 5 4,80 0.52
b. evaluation and assessaent........... 10 o § 450 0O.71 9 4 5 A5 0.5
C. highly skill®fossvssnannnnannnneae, §0 & 5 4,80 0,52 10 2 5 43 0,9
8. atthods and techniques............. 10 4 5 460 0.5 10 & 5 460 0.52
e, single skill operativeS......cov0see 10 2 5 4,30 0.95 10 2 5 420 1,03
f. technical occupations......eene-enee 10 4 5 4,60 0,52 10 3 5 L& 070
6. tsployaent and traiming programs........ 10 1 5 440 1.2 0 4 5 480 0,52
7. Instructional materials design.......... 10 1 5 440 1.26 0 2 5 &30 0.95
B, InternshipS.cvcccsaccssvancrnvnrnnnennes 10 3 5 430 1,25 0 2 5 480 097
9. Job placesent and follow-through........ 10 3 5 4,70 0,87 10 3 5 45 on
10. Occupational psychOlogY.esvevrssvensrasee & 2§ 4,22 1,09 0 2 5 400 L5
11, Occupational soC1010QY.uc.srsavavessness & 2§ 4,22 4,09 102 5 400 1,25
12, School-to-work transitiod,...eeveeeesess 10 4 5 4,60 0.52 10 Z 5 L3 1.0

The major concern about this scope is its integration
with the scopas of Career Education and Dropout Prevention.
There were vary few comments in response to this scope. The
only additional topic suggested was: "On—-the-job conflict
resolution/problem solving.*

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Summary

It was suggested tha. the ERIC Thesaurus be used as the
basis for the categorization and retrieval system, replacing
the currents scopes and topics. This methodology is
recognized and provides for a hierarchical display of the
relationship of concepts. A hierarchical thesaurus for
Migrant Education has besen developed and, although not
yet available to the general public, could be shared with
project staff. Project staff should secure and investigate
the usefulness of this thesaurus although, if the following
revisions are made based upon the responses to the Survey of
Scopes and Topics, the existing system of scopes and topics
probably would be adequate. Revision of the existing system
also would eliminate the need for reclassifying people,
programs and written materials which have already been placed
on the database.

Based on the responses to the Survey of Scopes and
Topics, there are six scopes which need major revisions:
Administration, Cultural Studies, Dropout Prevention,
Educational Programs, Parent and Community Involvesent, and
Special Education. In five other scopes, finor revisions are
needed: Career Education, English as a Second Language and
Bilingual Education, Health and Human Services,
Identification and Recruitment, and Vocational Education.
The Migrant Student Record Transfer System (MSRTS) scope does
not need any changes. In addition, there needs to bhe better
articulation between the scopes of Carser Education, Dropout
Prevention and Vocational Education.
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