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Introduction

The purpose of this paper is ib explore in a limited way the widely held

:belief that youths frog migrant farm worker families are different from those of

hoRnmigrantMexican-Americanfamliies, using data gathered from a 1973 study of

Mexitan-Ameritan high school students residing in South Texas.

This effort represents the first of a series of analyses we are projecting

relative to this_problem and is intended to be a straight-forward, empirical,

descriptive piece. Nevertheless, given the demonstrated lack of factual know-
-,

ledge do this subject, we feel that the findings will make a contributioh to

knowledge about intragroup variability and will be of use t o those concerned with

Mexican-American migrant p opulations.

!Cis commonly belie ved among social scientists and otheri that Mexican-

American farm migrant 'faiiljes are among the most socially and economically dis-

advantaged

.

in our society. Nowever,in reading the literature purportedly deS=

cribing thii population, one ofteh gets the impression that they closely approxi-
..

mate the ideal-type "culture of poverty" model.2 To wit, due to the circumstances

of migrant farm work and associated low economic returns, a subculture consisting

of a mperal ityle of life maintains that is not conducive to.providing children

thethe orientations, education, or skills required for vertical social mobility.

_we-

Consequently, the migrant configuration (culture and group) tends to be perpetuated_,

in almost an inherited way from one generation to another.- "the cycl

-notion. ThPrpathological socio-cu-lturaCCOMplex is Often assumed to

a "state 6f apathy" or hopelessness among farm migrant families, whit

e of, poverty"

prdduce

h ibpe4es

i

the development of mob1lity relevant motivation or ambition, and thus, Vends to

fix them in their disadvaaaged situation.
3 Either the children will

. .

as migra'nt,,farm workers or,' if they or the family "settles out,'! ,they w

coRtinue
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represent a tast -like lower clas's in their new commun i ty setting.

We believe tilt the picture briefly sketched above is widely held among the

members of our soci ty and generally corresponds to the speculative aqd im-

pressionistic star en .

4
. nts found in the social science literature Is it a\

stereotype we have helped maintain and.difeuse?' if it is valid, one would clear-

ly expect Mexican-American youth from farm migrant Backgrounds to diffei in sone

key respects from their ethnic counterparts. More specifically, it },could seem

logical to infer that migrant youth would have different perceptions and pro-

jections for future adult roles tha'n others - lower level aspirations and expec-

tatlons, for instance. 5 A recent report of research based on the data we are

employing here indicates that migrant youth do differ from nonmigrant youth in

reference to their orientations toward ethnic labels (Miller, 1976). As far

as we Can lefermine after a. rather lengthy review of literature, no other research

effile;%ce of a comparative nature has been reported to provide a basis for an

. e4rbation of this proposition. it is our intent.to provide information that

will make a start toward theacumulationOfsuch evidence..

410
.

Conceptual Framework: Statui-Prolections

The analysis to be repqrted is guided by'a conceptUal scheme taking off

from Merton's previously noted idea of an "aspiration frame of reference" as

modified and specified further by others _as descr ibed below.

Some time ago Merton proposed that young people maintain a "frame of asOira-
.

tibnal reference" composed of personal goals for status attainment as adults

(Merton, 1957, pp. 132-133). This framework'provides them with a cognitive

map that serves.to guide anticratory socialization into adult roles. ftalph

Turner (1964) has presented firm documekation for thi's assertion.

Merton conceived of only one framp'of status projections, that involving.

I .°
..

.4.
'

;-.

.4.;i.
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aspirations (desires). However, Stephenson (1957), among others. has demonstra-

ted the uitlity of thinking in terms of IWO types of projections: in addition

to aspirations, youthAa-l-ntai- n a sex-of-expectat4pns (anticipations) which often

differs from their desires. A i:ce ptal scheme presented by Kuvlesky and

Beaer (1966). begins with this analytical distinction between aspiration and

, .

expectation, and provides additional distinctions. The divergence, if any, 0

between the desired and anticipated status objects within a particular area of

potential status attainment (i.e., occupation) is labeled "anticipatory goal

deflection" (Kuvlesky and Ohlendorf, 1968). Many youth'indicate lower level

expeclations as compared with their level of aspiration, particulaIrly in refer-

ence to occupational projections (Kuvlesky and Edington, 1976).

With few exceptions, the extensive body of research evidence accumulated

over the last ten years on status projections of economiOally disadvantaged

youth.support Merton'is general thesis: most disadvantaged youth, including

'those from rural areas and ethnic minoritmroups, do maintain high aspirations

and expectations for status attai nment relative to their families of origin and

their realistic chances for social mobility(Kuvlesky and Monk, 075; Kuvlesky

and Juarez, t975; Kuvlesky, Wright, and Juarez, 1571; Kuvlesky and Thomas, 1971;

Edington, Pettibone, and Heldt, 1975; Crawfofd, 1975).

Research Objectives

-
Within the context of our data, the objective in this analysis is to deter--

. .

mine whether or not. MexicanAmerican adolescents from farm migrant backgrounds.

. : '

differ from their ethn1c.counterparts.by.sex in reference to projected statusdiffer

fripes of ref4rence. Hbfe specifically, we will attempt to determine whether

or not Offerdnces exist among.the Mexican-American males and females studied.

in,negi;40 to migrant vs. norimigrant farm'workexperience relative to the
:.

... ,..
_

.

5

.
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fi)

(3)

(4) Valuation of life goals

projections:

-4-

./.1

Level and type of occupational aspirations and expectations

Level and type of educational_ aspirations and expectations

Projected age of marriage and procreation

.

Instruments and Measures

Here we present only a brief overview of the indicators and measurements

utilized for th'e variables involved in our analysis: The stimulus queitions

used to produce responses and the measurement categories utilized for each

variable are presented in APPENDIX A and are discussed at relevant points in

the presentation of findings to follow.

The primary independent variable relates to previous participation in the

migrant farm-labor force'. Respondents were asked the following question:

"Have you ever traveled away from home to do farm (ranch) work in another area

or state?" Affirmative and negative responses were appropriately clasiified as

'indicative of either "migrant" or "non-migrant" status.

The operational definitions for aspiration an
110

d expectation involve long-
.

term status projections (i.e., "... job do you really expect to have most of

your life"). For aspiration, the stimulus questions emphasized "most destredn

,
status. attainment, while for expectation the respondent was guided toward a

realis 'c 'appraisal of status attainment by such word elements as "really expect."

In refer nde to both.educational and occupational status projection specifica-

tions given by the respondents, the responses were ipitially coded into quali-
/

tative attainment types of status and then these were transformed into more in-,

'clusiveSES type "If.vel" categories (see APPENDIX A). Family status projections

40
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were indicated by specific desires and expectations relative to age of marriage

and number of children.

An inditate-e-for valuation of life goals was avallaille from an Instrument

that asked the respondent to rank seven normally desired life ends, including

the status areas-examined here, in terns of their relative impOrtance to him

or her.

The Study Population and Data Collection

Data were colleeted from a survey in the spring of 1913 among Mexican-

)4merican high school sophomores residing in three counties located ia the bor-

der region of southern Jexas.7

The towns (Asherton, Rio Grande City, Roma, San Isidro, and .2apatO in

which students were surveyed exhibit several common characteristics: (1)

numerically small populations in.nonmetropolitan areas; (2) high proportions

of poverty families (over 50 percent of the total); (3) extremely high propor-
610P

tions of Mexican-American residents (more.than 95 percent of the total in each

community) and (4) traditional Mexican-Amec ican political dominance. Because

of the latter two factors, it must be stressed that the five communbties are

somewhat atypical in comparison to other South Texas towns. Most cities through-

out the region contain proportionately fewer Mexican:.Amerivan residents-and
-4"

have tended to be politically and economically dominated by Anglos. Thus, inter-

... ethnic prejudice and discrimination probably has been of considerably less magni-
.

tude in the studi, communities than hi most other cities,

Questionnaires were group administered by research assistants to all sopho-
-

mores present on the day of the survey in each school. Respondents were assured

that their answers would be kept confidential. Each item was read aloud and

7
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the students were given sufficient time for written response .before going on to
r.

the next question. Appro5imately 80 percent of the sophomore enrollment

participated in the survey. No attempt was made to interview those not present

on the day of the

selv as Mexican

interview. Mosl of the students interviewed identified them-

Americans and only these respondents will be involved in this

analysis (Table41).

Table 1. High School-Sophomores Interviewed. in South Texas Study
Area in 1973 by Ethnicity and Sex.

Ethnicity Male :lemale Total

Mexican American

Ang10

Other

-Total

178

1

5

201

2

379

30

7

198 . il8 416

No Response.

Iy

.

4
tt.

Description of Sample: Migrants and Non - Migrants

This section is intended to provide a brief comparative 'description of

migrants and non - migrants relative to several demographic and sauctual-varia-

blei.

Sex. Of the 358,Mexican-American students responding to the migrant ques-

tion, approximately one -third Indicated pFevious participation in the migrant

.

fail-labor force. However, migrant status was not evenly distributed by sex

as significantly more males than females reporidd migrant experience
. . .. .

B, Table la). Further description wascontrolled by sex.
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Migrants tended to he slightly .higher in' dean ages than nor- migrants

*. . .

(APPENDIX B, Table lb), Discrepancies are somewhat more graphically revealed

i$ we may assume that the linorFal",age for high school sophomores is strreen.

Thus, 26 percent of migrant males and 21 percent oemigrant females were seven-
.

teen years of age Or alter as compared with 9 perdent of both nom-Oigranf-males
: .....

and females. .-
.

t 4

. . . .

Schoorprograml Migrants and non-migrants Cailed to significantly differ

in,a'statistic'il sense in terms "ofireported school program (APPENDIX B, Table-

1C). Surprisingly, however, a greater proportion of migrant males and females

than non- migrants were enrolled in academic or college prep programs:

Socioeconomic status. Family SES was determinedlon the basis of thepresent
.

occupation of the family's major money-earher.
8

As expected, those respondents

reporting' migrant participation were.predominantly from low SES families

(APPENDIX B, Table Id):

OP

Parents! origins. Parents' origins were tapped through an open-ended

question asking the birthplaces of mothers and fathers. All patents were found

to'have bgetorn eithe'r in Mexico or the United States. if one or both parents

were indicated as having been born in Mexico, the respon'se was coded as Mexican

origin. Analysis revealed that proportionately more students reporting parents

of Mexican as opposed to United Statet origin had been involved in the migrant

work force (APPENDIX 8, Table le). This finding was particularly striking

among Mexican-American males.

'General farm-labor force participation. Respondents were asked-"Have you

ever done or do you now do any farm (ranch) work for pay?" Of those indicating

that they had worked for pay, the majority of both mates and females were of

o migrant status (APPENDIX B, Table If). General farm. work.was strongly associated

9



-8-

with migrant participation among females particularly. On the other hand,.among

those_ reporting no paid farm work. 19 percent of the males and1113 percent of

the females had' meen involved in the mi- grant force: MT-IP-parent paradox

might be due (aside from measurement error) to the respondents accompanying

their migraAt families, but not working themselves; or pe rforming farm work,

but not receiving direct remuneration. for it.

Analysis and Findings

Occupational Orientations

Aspirations, Significant statistical variation was eot found between

migrants and non-migrants (for both sexes) relative to occupational

tions (Table 2) . Majorities within all foul' groupings clearly aspired to high

level occupations. Nonethelets, the prOpOrtion of respondents aspiring to such

occupations was noticeably greater among non- migrants (males
.

and females) than
. .

"
migrants.

0. -



Table 2. Migrant status by.occupational aspirations.

a

1.

Leve.1 of Aspiration

1

Males -z.EktomiesI
Migrants. Non Migrants Migrants Non-Migrants

High 59 73 60 71

Intermediate 34 19
Ift

32
.

26

tow 7_ - 8
.

4'

Total 100% 100% 101% .

I
101%

N 56 89 47 131

No Information' 11 i0 6
../..

4

1/

X
2

= 4.08

idf = 2

p = .128

2/ I

X' = 2.84

df

A p = .240

Expectations. la terms of job expectations, statistical significance was

established for migrant status among females but not among males (Table 3).

The expediations among female migrants were markedly lower than those for non-

migrants. rndeed, proportionately twice as many female migrants as non-migrants

dVetted to attain relatively low status occupatiOnsand thereverse c- e was

approxImated in regard to high" jobs. As ln gle findings for aspiratiods,
. ,

both male and female migrants projected lower expectations than their ethnic

counterparts regarding the attainment of high status occupations.. It should

also be pointed out that fully one-third of, the male migrants failed to respond

to the question, which might be interpreted co being indicative of a lack of

clarity or certainty'about future jobs:

4.
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Table 3. Migrant-status by occupational expectations,

beve-14f-Exyctation

High

-Intermediate

Low

Total

No Information

1

Males ,

1-ants Non - Migrant,

4

58
68

. 6
,

27 25

16

1

i

101% 99%

-45 79

22 20

X2

df=2

p .217

2/

X. =11.01

y

_. 1Fema g es----------

Migrants Non-Migrants.
% .. -

30
.-,51i.

30 45

39 27

99i 1(10t

46 122

, pr ' iz

df = 2

p =.001(

-7.

. i

-,

Anticipatory goal deflection. Although statistical significance was only.7:.

1

.

revealed agairi among females, general trends in terms of goal defleclion were

ymilar to those noted above (able 4). Non-migrants were pound toe4777Vnte

theleast goal deflection. Positive deflection (i.e expecting toataTir-a
ft 0

higher status job than that aspired to) was Jow across all groupingt, However,

negative deflection by sex was.considerably greater among migrants; and regard-

less of migrant statUsYit was higher among females than m41es. Negative ddflec-

tion Was particularly pronounced among migrant females.

1. 2,

L
e

4C

4



...'

1. V
k*

f

- -11-

Table 4 Migrant status by occupational anticipatory goal deflection.

Goal Deflection

Malesl .

2
. Fenal e s - .

. .

Migrants Non-Migrants. Migrants !low-Migrants',

73

23

None.
.

Positive

Negative

75

18

84

5

11

52

41

)00% 100% 100% 'oft

44 76 44 119

, No Jetformatigm . 23. 23. . 9 . 20

1/ 2/

64,

1.63 X2 s".6.38.
.

df = 2 4f..m 2

P m p izt.) '

:
Educational Orientations. ,

/
. .- ;

.:Aspirations. Analyses of migrant status by'educationaraspiration did not.I .
1 I : '.

' establish statistically significant variation (Table.3),. Approxim?te10::
, . P % t' . 0......

' ''; . 5: ; ' t V'.%4
similar majoilties across all four groupings aspired to atleastzollepe grad,*. :'

.
.

.
.

tion, although non - migrants tended toward college post-graduate workto a sigitii,-
,

t. %' .f , ..
ly greater extentthan, did migrants. Also, anon- migrants tended to bdsomewhat;

u .. .

-rk
4 .11

- . .
. '

- .
:,

5:
more oriented toward poLt high school technical or xlcational training and sots

fe'2'.
.. . , --, : .

,4
_ _ 'T .

college work. Conversely", Z5 percelrOf the mii4rantObp.th sexes) dia,not.ip,k,.
c $ . !.. ,. .,

,4 t. ..^
I aspire to pos :high school educatiOp. .. .

,

I .
. -

.7

4 '.% v. ...

. .5. *
1-

4 . ... . ... ' s
.. ..: '.. .

. . 1 a :. - 4. '
s .

I h ,5 r.a v
# 0. 5 ''

'....0, .
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Table 5.. 'Migrant status by edudational aspiration..

Males
1

.

Females
2

..

Level of. Aspiration Migrants Non - Migrants Migrants Mop-Migrants
..- -» % - -- % `

: . .
-,.

. .

College.- Post Grad.., ''
Work '. 21 . . 25 5 -". . , 25

(51) X51,. . GM . (53)
College Graduation 30 26 36 24

Some College or

Tech. School 24 i24) 31 (31) 25 (25) 33 (33)

High School Grid. 22 16 21 14

(25) (17) (25) (14)

Quit High School 3 1 2 0

Total

4

No Information

100% 100% 400% 100%

67. , . 99 53 139

0 0 0 0

*-
1/ 2/

X2 = 2.41 = X2 = 4.24

.. '

.
. df = 2 df = 2

p ; ;299 % ' '. p = .118
11 t

,

4'1. '. *Chi Square t&sisvdricampuiid only :'for the'collapsed thrle-level cate-
..

j, '44ties;for !Mich the percentages are in parentheses. ..
,,

'
.

, ., k
. -

.. ... .
. ..

4.

. * 0.4aati4ns. 4iigh level expectatjons were coosisten
tL

.across'all four
... '4...... 4

....

, ...
4

...

%/:. ! 0 .

.410 .Tgt#1.41pgs with the'exceppon of migrant females (Table 6). Indeed, migrant
. . "4 8 -. ir..'.. 4.- a r: 4 . .

!
females

. a ..'.0 were conspicuous as a significant proportion (38 percent) did not expect

-,
: tp

1

eygo bond high school. Additionally, proportionately more migrant males in
4. 2 ..

-. t
.

.

. copiparlson tp other ilaiel did not expect post high school education.
..

,

. g
,

,.. . .

,
, -, . .. ...

. . 4 '
. .

.

. .
. ..-,.

1. 4 0
4 4 0 0

# g 4. 4 "f . 1 4
* t

A

4 f .
. P

4
' SI .,N*,

A A . ', _ , t
.

4 400' . IF. .: .

:I.
,4_.4 .1 4 IA,

'' 'i . : ' ...
.

of.

4 ;; .
.
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Table 6 Migrant status by educational expectation:

A

.

Males
1 . Females

2

Level of Aspiration Migrants Non-Migrants. Migrants Non-Migrants
. .

. .

College - Post Grad. ,g

Work 9 20 6 17

4 (48) . (49)
.

(32) . (48)
College Graduation 39 29 . 26. 4 31

Somekoilege or
Tech. School 23 (23) 32 (32) .

High School Grad.

Quit High School

24 J8
(29)

0

11.

41.

30 (30) 30 .(30)

38. 23

e (38) (23)

0

Total

N

No information

6

0

100% 101%

53 138

0 1

.1/*
2
X = 4.05'

df.= 2

p = .130

*2/

xZ =

df, = 2

4.

*Chi Square tystswere computed only for the collapsed three-level categories.
/ . -

e : 4
."

. , . . ,.
#.

.. .. . ..

.Anticipatory got) deflection. Statistically signilicant 'differences rela-,

.
,

6 ' .

tive,to.goarrdeflectioh were not revealed (Table' 7). The majoitty
.
of respon-

dents across. all groupongs experienced no goal deflectioh. Perhapt the.gpst-
:, i .

noteworthy differenoc was found in terms of. negative deflettion by "'six: females
t; 1 -., .. , .

,.: (regardless.of nagrAnt status) reported slightly' more negative deflection than ........

...did

15
O
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Table 7. ' Migient status by educational anticipatory goal defl*.ction.
,

:

Goal Deflect ion
Males Fes ales

2

Migrants- Non-tLigrants, Migrants tion-M9rarits.

None 73 73 - __. 69 .. .63 --
.* Positive 6 10 4 8

. Negative 21 16 27 29

total 100% 99% 400% 100%

i . 66 98 52 138

No Informationn ' 1 1 l 1

1/ . 2/

X2 ig 1.3) X2 *g I.2Z

df as. 2 df se 2

p xs.:524 . p = .5.48

D'

s "
4 ,

. 1 .
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Marriage 04 Procreation QrPentatiofts

Age at carriage. No marked differences between vagrants and non - migrants

were found regarding tge ages at which they desired to get married (Table 8)

or the axpected.ages at marriage (Table 9). The most prominent difference was

sex-related: most males, desired and expected mar riage after 22, while-most fe-
. .. .

males : wanted to and believed they wr ould marry before that age.

Table 8. Miirant status by desired age at marriage.

Males
1

Females2

Age Level Migrants Mta-Migrants Migrants Non-Migrants
% %

. 19 years and below 6 . 8 17 16

' 20-22 years 43 31 . 53

-49 'ears and above 51 61 30

"4 4ms4 4.

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

N 63 99 *53 139,

No information 4 0 0 0

1/ 2/ '

X
2
= 2.24 =..06

df = 2 df ='2

p = .326 P m -970

4.

.
'

17
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Table 9. MigrantstItus.by expected age at marriage.

Males
1

Females
2

Age Level Migrants Non - Migrants Migrants Non- Migrants

% t - m v.A. .....

19 years and below 8 9 17 19 .

20-22 years
.

40 32 56 56

23 years and above 50 60 27 25

mt

Total 98 %. 101% 100% Mit

62 97 52 137

No Information 5
, 2

1 2

1/ 2/

. X
2
= 1.44

s.,

df 2

P = .508

X2= .12'

df =2

p = .941 ..
Number of 'children. &Ily among males were statisfically significant differ-

-

epees observed for desired number of children (Tale -10), and anticipated num-
. . .

.

ber of

4

children :(Table 11Y..0 AnnroximatelY twice as many male migrants as

opposed to non - migrants' and females in general desired and expected to have a

:A

.large number (5 or trpre)oi children.

... . .
.4.

. 4
-

. ,1 s I

.4.

.1$
?

.
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Table 10. Migrant status by number of children desired.
I.

Number of
Children Desired

a .

Small (0-2)

Average (3 -4)

Large (5 or more)

Total

N

No Information

Males
1.

F eme

Migrants Non-Migrants

a

29 30

3z1 51

40 19

191%. 100%

63 99

4 0

. Migrants Non - Migrants

%

43 39

42. 45

17 16

102% 100%

53 137

Ws"- 2

/ 2/
. 9.13

df = 2'

p = .010

X2= .94-

df = 2

J.

ft

4d

19

I
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Table 11. Migrant status by number of children expected.

Number of
Children Expected

.

.

swiell (0-2) 23
. .

. It

Average (3-4) 34

Large (5 or more) 43

Males Females

Migrants .Non- Migrants Migrants Non- Migrants

.

Total too

N 61

No Information 6

38 31 35

....

38 52 42

24 17 23

100 100 100

98 48 155

1 5 4

1.

'f?

1/

X
2

1_ 6.61

df = 2

= .035

.14
I,

2,0 ./

2/

X
2

* 1.56
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Life Goal Valuations

`Migrants and non-migrants were not found to differ overall in their orien-

Ltat-lons toward vvariety of life goals (Table 12). Majorities within both

groups designated.educatipu and job as the most Important goats to attain.

Money, material objects, place of residence, starting a family, and free time,

r--41.11 received considerably less valuation. While goal differences between

migrants_and non-migrants fended to be minimal, variations by sex appeared to

be slightly more pron6Unced (sere-valations relative to education and.money,

for examples

4

4 .

21

O



Table 12. Migrant status by life goal valuation.

.. .

Free'rtme

Migrants Non-Migrants

.

. Education

Migrants Non-Migrants

_ _

.

.1 '*"&
Money. ". 7"37!V

Migrants Nod-Migrants
.. . . ..

:tP. ."
Mtgr#Ots

A:''4.11$'
NopMigrahts

.

,

.

Males

ati Value

152

e 8%

152

la

.

1

4

.

632

.

81%"
.

59%.

832

' 22%

11%

.

33%

7%.
.

,.,

..
-

542

68%

64%.

.
76% ..Females

,Males

Low Value

61

622

.

63%

712

.

.15%
I.

.

11%

.

4

ft-

.0%

w 19%

Ea.

.

..

17%

.

I 9%

#
.

5%:.

2%

.

22

'3%Females

Table 12. (Cciontintied).

P 1 ace

Migrants Non-Migrants

Material
. %.

Migrants Non-Migrants

Family 0

Migrants Non-Migrants

Males

High Valuc

82

62

-. 9%

6%

182

112
.

.

82

.

42

162

8%

122
"

101 ..:Females
A

Maless

idyl! Value

Females

242

112

.

292

.

22%

302

38

82

35%

.452

,

662

50%

53%

.

4a,

.4

CN1

CN1 I" '
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Status and Familial Orientations Controlled by SES

mi

Given that mobility and fam114al orientations usually tend to vary by

socioeconomic status it was decided to place limited controls for SES on-mi-_
- .

grant Status. Respondenisa SES was calculated oft the basis of the occupation

of the family's major money-earner. Due to an extremely skewed occupational

distribution, responses were categorized as either High (professional, mana-

.gerial. official, glamour, clerical, sales, skilled worker) or Low (operative,

laborer, domenttic): Students failing to respond to this question were given

SES ranking on the basis of the reported educational level of father (High -

some high school or above; Low - eighth grade or less). Few migrants were

found within the high SES category. Therefor*, complete.controls for SES were

precluded, and only those respondents of low SES were retained for this phase.

Generally, the-trends noted above relative to occupational, educational,

4

and familial orientations were duplicated within the low SES sub-sample. The

occupational expectationsf female migrants remained considerably lower than

that of non-migrants (ABgENDIX C, Table lb)-, Ink also differences in job aspira-r

'Ur

tions.became statistically significant (APPENDIX C, TABLE Aid, negative,

anticipatory deflection among migrant females continued to be markedly higha;

a

than that for non-migrants (APPENDIX C, Table 1c). interms of educational

'aspirations, migrants (both sexes), to a slightly greater extent, still, tend2d

to,desire less post high scbool education (not statistically significant,.APPEN-;

DIX C, Table 2a). Migrant feMaleS continued to express inordinately low expec-
.

-

tations fdr attainment beyond high school (APPENDIX C,-Table 2b).. And although
.

the effect of migrant status among males diminished somewhat regarding deilred

ndmber of children.(APPENOIX C,'Table 3c), male migrants still clearly preferred

larger families and expected larger families (APPENDIX C, Table 3d) than did others.

23
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Summary and ncrus ions

1'

Rele ant findi.ngs suggest that mtgr nts' and non-migrants do not significant-

ly differ in terms of their level of asp' r tion toward occupation andeducarron. Whether

'migrant or non-migrarit, male or female, the majority of.youths desired to complete

college an to attain'high status-level jobs. Also, regardless of migrant status
I

and sex, mot respondents experienced no anticipatory goal deflection, f .e. !

they expecte to attain commensurate-level jobs and educations to which they

aspired.

This is n t to say, however, that gel groupings expressed consistently op-

timistic percep ions of eir futures. In this sense, migrant females appeared '

to be clearly se apart f om. other females arid males in general. Fediale 'migrants.

. .

reported job an chool inch asgi rations generally similar to those of the others.

Nevertheless, in significa t proportion, they believed thdt they would actually

attain low-level o:cupationk and receive no further formal education after high

school. These fin ings continued to hold when only responses from low SES

maleswere retained 1

Relative to proljections of age at marriage, migrant status did not appear as /

a significant differentiating factor. Rather, Aarital-age .aspirations and expec-
.

tations generally differed by sex: females expressing earlier ages, and males later

ages for martlage. .
.

o
. I

.

Migrant status, however, did appear to be related to varying orientations
. .
. .

among males toward ,proOfeation. A significantly greater proportion of mgrant

males than non-migrants desired and expected to father five or,more children.

Such differences were also Maintained within the low SES control samp.li.
:.

-.

Finally! migrants .and non-mi rants did not noticeably differ from each

(-
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other in their rank valuations of life goals. Bolh groupings clearly valued(

education and occupation more than other goals such as money,'material objects,

and initiating a frill.

We should stress that an important group has been omitted from the survey .

and subsequent analysis - the school dropouts, Previous research (Wages, 1971;

Kuvlesky and Juarez, 1975) has noted that dropouts generally have lower

status projections thin thosOn,school. And, given the typically disorgazing

effects of migrant travel on schooling, it is probably safe io'assume that the

proportion of migrants and ex-migrantt within the drop-out ranks is greater than

that in the schools. This is not to say, however, that migrant status necessarily

produces lowered aspirations and expectations - this is an empirical question.

Migrant and non - migrant school dropouts may not differ at all in level of Orojectionv

as lowered projectIons would seem to be representative of "realistic" appraisals .

of future attainment and downward'adjustments of aspirati light of life situa-

\:_V
tions among dropouts-in general.

Although our data point to certain trends regarding orientational differences,

between migrants and non-migrants, we speculate that the differencesjorobably

would have been oi greater magnitude given a stronger and more extensive indica.?

for for migrant status. Clearly, the distinczionsprovided.by the preseht Indicator-

are gross: a stimu s question which evokes'a simple "yes" or Hno".answer can

provide u* with few insights intothe problem. Indicators developed for future
. e

3' sf
research should be constructed sous to tap a number of qualitative and quanti,, t

.

iatiye dimensions of life experience within the migrant stream. Several aspects

mighi-be crucial for description And .inference. First, length of involvement

appiirs as ;a potentially crucial factor, We might logically hypothesize that the

greater the length of experience, the greater the deviation from "mainstream"

orientations. Another dimension requiring investigatiOn Is that of the currency

!2 5
f



s,

or period of involvement. could the effects of present employmeht differ from

Ir

1

$

those of preOicers participation, and if so, at what ages? And thirdly, err

es.
intergenet:ational biography which wool tap the mi rant participation of

pa'rents aid grandparents seems particularly relevan

would be necessary to assess the effects of transm

indeed: such information

.,

ed migrant ,seatus or? career

goals and expectancies. Inclusion of other variables, such as place4s) of mi-
.

gratio n and participation in migrant- directed governmental prOgrams, additionally

Tight have analytical utility.

fi,

10

2'

4.

)

0,

V
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14 4-: . that kiiii assumed positive relationship between US and level

of atpirations and expectations does not alwais hold (Kuvlesky'
' and Edington, '1970. s . ....and

. . .

6 . -...rc'

'60% We ackndwiedge the assistance ofJuan Lugo in searching the
literature. Netthir he nor we could locate a single directly

a- a

e 4. 1, .
4 e
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FOOTNOTES

.

1.
.

See for instance a- relatively recent descriptidn obtained from

a synthesis of relevant research by Schnur. (19701:1 -5).' A very
.excellent and comprehensive treatment of the relative dipriva
tion of Mexican Americans as an ethnic grouping is Provided in
a recent book by Eliwyn Stoddard (1973). sfdr.a detailed discus-
sion of educational problems of.Mexican Americans, see Carter
.(0970, Chapter 1).

:,

2..iFor a critical examination of the notion ie a "culture of poverty,
lsee Kutner (1979). For a reaction to theapplication of this..
!idea to Mexican-American youth, see Kuvlesky and Juarez 0970

-' land to Mexican Americans in general, see Burma (1970:17p211).:.

. -

'For a'rather detailed critical examination of how these notions'
',operate within the institution of education, see erischetto -

And Arciniega (1975). Also, see Kuvlesky and Juacei,(19/9: .

:243-247) for reference to other similar treatmentsof the subject.

4.,4SeeSchnur (1970:1 -51, Rubel (1966), Madsen (1964: chapter 4) "and
' lBurnis. (.197(1:17-20), among' others.

,
.. 9.-.Thrs is an inferends,often drawn when a lower SES population is

,

AIL, , compared toa higher one For a good example of the reasoning
used here, .see Hyman (1966). Yet, recent evidence indicates

it

a.:
'

.

9 .. -
, .

relevant published reportof research, comparing-migtant and vmr-'

noniigradOlexicap:Anerican youth on status projections.
a Of. 4 i.

V

7
:ie

For a more detald discussion of the study 1975)areas, sci;o9ls -involved, ,-
..

, .1 and the respondents, seeguViesky and Monk .

.

,

1

I. .

.
Ouoto.an'extremely skewed occupational distribution, responses were. ,

categorized as either.liiik (professional, managerial, off/dal,
,

4;1. ", glamokie, lerical, sales, skilled worker) or tow (operatiye,:labor, 1 ._ :

f"6

. .
)

". -

er,' deOestic). Sllidents failing to respond to thissquestion were f.AA
giveOU ranking .c9tfie basis of the reported eduCationai level'
of4ather (High - s4e high school or above; L614 -.eighth grade'.

or less).

i
aP

!, 6'

.s;4 11 .

.ar 6
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APPENDIX A:. INDICATORS AND MEASURES

I ,

Occupational Plojections .

Otempationat'aspirat)ons were elicited fiom re4pondertts with the open-ended

c.

.. ,

-.questions "if you were. completely Tree:to choose any:job, what would you most

dsira as a,lifetime kind of work?" Responses were coded Into a modified
-

,-e -
4,

4, census classifi2cation of occupations which representsa heirarchy of Occupation-
.

' al prestige as follows:

Occgpationai Aspiration Types

I. High Professional (doctor,
`lawyer, scientist)

2. Low Professional (teacher,
registered nurse)
Glamour (pro ball; pop singer,
0140'

4. Managerial (executive, run a

.
store) I .

S. -'Clerical and Sales (typist",
' secretary) /

. b Skilled (carpioter,%foreman,
" euto.mechaicY

1. "
-o. I

.$ ;
n,: Ofieratsve '(machine operatOr4

. .,.
bus driver), , . ..f

: .11
. 8. (Malt H led (waI treks; fair .

Worker) .
....,

. 9. Ilousewife
,

=04

. 4.
_ =

1
Occupationa l Aspiration Levels

high

.

of

intermediate

o
,_./ Low

4*

. .
. . 4 .

.
, .

lOccupaxional expectations Were elicited from responses_to the following
. . i.

questi.ork. Sometimes we are not always' able to do4hat we went.most What kiod
,

. .

. ' .-.:-.--
.

.-of job dd.you realfy expect to have mot of your life?"' ResiSOnses were coded.-
.

, . , : ..
.' ,

. .
. . . .. ..--

, s .

...
-exactly_tbe tame lis:iOrasOiratigns.

i
,.

., , .

.
I

1 P. , s. r
. -) . 44 S

.° C s s:
4

s 1. .1 0 . Z.

. * 0. " 4
. ; i . 1, % II .4 o .4

t .4 . . . '

. 4 ., "VN.. o,

. . . t .
t.' . ..

4 , . ,0. s . . s
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Educational Prokctions

Educational Aspiration

If you coulphave as much schOoling as you desired, which of the
following would you do? (Circle only one numberr:7-----

c.

1 Quit school right now. ..

,

2 Complete high school. . 4t
3 Complete a business, corar!ercial t, electronics, or some

other technidal Rrogram 4fter finishing, high scho61.
4 Graduate from junior college f1 years).
5 Graduate from a. college ,or universitif.,

6 Complete additional'studiei.after.§rldpatrng from a'college or
,university. .-. . .

.

'.

Educational Expectation .

What do you really expect to do, about your education? (Circle

only one number):

1 .Quit school right now.

2 Complete high school.
3 Complete a business, commercial electronics, Or so em other
--technical program after finishing high school.
4 Graduate from,a junior college (2 years)
5 Graduate from a college or university.,
6 Complete additional.studies afxerograduating from a

college or university.

1.

t

4

(

.t.

.

, 1 '.%'

1.

0

,A

,4.a
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Marriage and Fern; ty Projections
.

An exact replica of the stimulus questions utilized to obtaln responses

on status projections - related to family development (i.e., projected age bf
s

marriage and procreation (family size)) is presented below:,

7. (a) Do you yant to get married some day? ."(Circle re.number):

1' Yes
. .

2 No . 3 Already, married-

if you answered yes, youwant to get married, answer the following
questions:

(b) At what age would you like- to get married

(c) Hay, many chiltfiten do you wanit.

(dhiciw ;why children do you expect, to have?

. ,

(e) itt w hat age do you really expet to get married?

1

r

4

t

,

'

s 0

4

%.
e ,...:4" 1. . A

If AZ :0 : . A ft .S. .. to .

2

OS

S

, 3 0
. . . :

1-

1.
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Valbation of life' Ends
2

"Listed below are a ndleber of things that most young
people look forward to. Rank them in order oftheir im-
portance to you. For the one you thihk is most important,
check number 1 in front of it; for the next most'impor-
tant one, check number 2, and. so bn'unti.l.you have a num-
ber checked for each one. Read over the entire list,
before answering the question. (Check only one number
beside each sentence and check each different number
only once). -

Order of importance to you.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

alb

01. al

01, 01.

0

elb alb alb alb alb alb

01, IP

Having lots of free time to do what want

To develop my mind and get ail the educa-
tion 1 want

To earn as much money as f can

Getting the job I want most

Living in the kind of place I like best

Having the kind of house; car, furniture,
and other things like this i_meit

- - - \ To get married and raise a family.

CHECK-YOUR ANSWER! You should have each' number checked only once and
a single number should be checkedlor each statement.

. -

This operation pioduces a scaie of valuation (rankings) ranging from k

to 7:;These were then grouped into ''levels of valuation" categories as

follows:

(142)

Intermediate (3,4,5)

Low (6,7)

.

A test retest reliability check rpdicatee that the brolder "level
.

categories have greater'xeliabi.lity than the initial specific rank scores

(Kuviesty and Leven; 1975).

31
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AIPPEkDIX B

Table e la. tligrant status by sex.

.

Status -
-

Males' - Females

Migrants 40% (67) 28% (53)

1 Non-Migrants --, 60% (99) 72% (139)

".

Total 100% (166) 100% (192)

x
2

= 5.9 .01

Table lb. Migrant status by age.
C

A
Males. Females

Migrants Non-Migrants, 1 Migrants Non-Migrants

. ;
.

%

14 0 8 11 9

15 34 41 28 42.

16. 40 42 41

17 a 21 7

.40

17 .7

18 I(' 2. 1. 2

19 29 0 0 0

Total

N

No Information.
Ar

104

67

0

--:

1

''

"100%

98.

1

100%

53

0
.

lob*

139

0

Mean Age 15.9 -15.5 15.8 I5.7

Median Age. 16 4, 16 16 15

Mode 16 16 .16

32
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Table lc. Migrant status by school program. va'

School Program

Academic

General

Voiational

Total

No Information

r

Males
1

Females
2

.

Migrants lion - Migrants Migrants

% a

41 35 37

36 39 0

23 26 22

.100% 100% 100%

64 92 51

3 7 2

Non-Mirants

26

15

l00%

127

12

1/
X
2
= .55

df =2

P = 763

ea,

2/ 2

X. = 4.68

df as 2

p * .094

Tableld. ..Migrant status by family SES.

Status High SES - Low SES

Males

Migrants 25 51

Non-Aigrants 75 49

- Total

N .1

100% 100%

67 59.

t

Females

Migrants 15 33 . 4

. -

Now-Migrants 85. 67

Total 100% 100%

N 59 132
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Table1e Migrant status by parent's origins.

Status
Parent's Origins

Mexico' United States

Males

60%-

.40%

30%

70%

Migrants

Non-Migrants

Total 100% 1.00%

N 42 109

Females

Migrants 35% 23% .

NonMigrants 65% 77%

Total 100% 104'% ,

54 129

Table 1'f. Migr7ant status by general farm labor'force
participation.

Status

0

General Farm Work
Yes . No

Males

4

58

42

...

19

81

Migrants

Non-Migrants

Total 100%1 100%

85 "74

Females,

93.
13Migrants

Non- Migrants 87

Total 100% 100%
.!

N 27 155,

34
_ . I.
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APPENDIX t

Table la. Migrant status by occupational aspiration - low SES.

.1111M.

Level of Aspiration'

i

L

Maiesl Females
2

Migrants Non-Migrants Migrants Non-Iii rats
% -

High 6o

Intermediate 35

Low 5

Total t00%.

N

No Information

58 61 69

28 29 31

14 11 0

t00% toi% t00%

'4o ., 43 38 88

10 6 5 1

2/

X2... 2.07 - X2 = 9.6

df '= 2 df = 2

p =,1396 p .008

. 35
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Table lb. Migrant status by occupational expectation - low SES.

Males Femaies2
. --

. Level of Expectation Migrants Non-Migrants Aljaalts Non-Mi rants

4 4

: High 61 .58. 32 ..53

Intermediate 29 36 , lil 32

. 1.Low 10 6 7 14 ,

---
Total 100% 1.00% '100%. 43%

N 31.
: 36

: 37 77
. .

No Information 19
._...

13
.

6
%

.12

C

1/

X
2

= .66

df =2

p F..724

-2/
2
X = 5

df 0,2

SIP si .086

36
ri

,

t

-4 '

4. r-i
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Table lc. Migrant status by occupational anticipatory goal deflection -
low SES.

Goal Deflection

Males1 Females
2

Migrants !onMigrants Migrants Non- Migrants

. 4 J....-.

None 8o 79 56 7o

Positive 6 12 5 4

Negative 13 5 39 26

1 .

Total 99% 100% t00% l00%

N 30 34 )6 76

No Information 20 15 7
.

. 13

J/
X2= .74

df.= 2

= .696

2/

X
2
= 2.17

df = 2

P = .338

e
7. a

37
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0

Table 2a. Migrant .status bpi educational aspiration - low SESt

Level of Aspiration

. Males] Femalei2

Migrants Non-Migrants Migrants Nbn-Mi rants

college?jsocat Grad.
Work Is 20 10 - '28

(46) (45) (46) (49)

College Graduation , 28 25 36 21

.1

Some College or Tech.
School 26 (26) 37 (37) 29,(29). 38 (38)

r

High School Grado-
at ion 26 18 26 12

. . . (28) (18) , (26) (12)

Quit High 'School ', 2 0 0 . 0

/

Total l00 l00 10% loot

N 50 49 42 89

No information so .1

1/ 2/ .

X2 = 1.91 X
2
.= 4.11

df = 2 df = 2'

p = .612 p= .126

I

r

38 c-
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Table 2b. Migrant status by educational expectation - low.SES.

Level of Expectation/

Males Females2

Migrants Non-Migrants Migrants Non-Migrants

College - Post Grad.
Work 6 20 . 2 - 12 .,

(44) (40) (30) (41)

College Graduation 38 20 28 29

Some College or
Tech. School 22 (22) 33 (33) 30 130) 35 (35)

High School Gradua- -

tion 30

(34)

27

(27)

40

(40)

24

(24)

Quit High School 4 0' a o
. .

Total 100 100% .100% 100%

N . 50
1

. .45 .
.

43 89
.

No Information 0 0 0. :
-. 0

X
2
= 1.54

dt * 2

p * 532

-X
2
= 3.73

--df * 2

tr) -153 .

,

A
. .

a9

..-
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Table 2c. Migrant status by educational anticipatory goal deflection
low SES.

1

Goal Deflection

Males
1

0.

Females2

Migrants Hon-Migrants Migrants Hon-Migrants,

None

..

Potitive

74.

11

73

10

71

5

61

:

7

Negative 22 : 16 211 33

Total 10015 99% 100% 101%

N 50
.

45 112 89.

No Information 0 r 0 1 0

1/. 2/

X
2
= 1.76 X

2
= 1.44

. .

df = 2 df or 2 ...'

p = 582 xp .508 s*

:

a.,

V a

40
is

-1

, et-04/.1

O

e
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Tible 3a.""riNg_rent status by desired age of marriage low ...s a . 0 :r
a,

a t 10: .
2t .. Ha les

1

-. ` , females, . , . t. . .
.: ,Age 'Level. 4'

.
14i grants -,14o4-141grants t119Lants, lion-P11 rams

,."----6....., .... .

,..

l ":-..._ .
a : ............f.% ...

400### . -..

a ti.
a . .

..- Jp yfa,rs aiid-lieloie 7 2 ... 410 r4 17
tv;.- i . %. 4

- ;$4. ". 4
.. .. -

, . 2042 years *'.. , 48 33 58 '55- '.: x..23 q.nsi _above
- I

/ 1/4 -
ftwi .

- .
.4

$
C .

I-

;
'T9ta 1'

4

No information

.. . 57 .28
25

4'

040.4wm..
,

100* : 100%
, 100% 100%

46 .49 49 89

4. 0 0 . 0

" -
U....-.

.

0. 2 g 4.014 , .
%.

,
.

df.= 2. . . :
p et 1.1.32

a

4 2/
x2 n .27

df 2

p- .873'

41$14111.

a

1

S

%

-1 4 . 1 r,,
O4 `--.1

1,

4

4 b

,

-

tMp

,

C a/

4.1
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Tabie.3b. tligrantstatas by expected age at carriage -*low 4ES.

.

-...- .

,

Age Level
.

*) yeari and-ebg:txm

C

: F .

20:22 yeais

.-

23 nars and above
.

Total

No I nformat ion

Pt I,',
Sd

1

1: . 2
Ail es = , iemates

1-

Migrants:
.

.tion-tligrants
. .

7

t74 event od C ants 'r -N rants
.

13 a

31 ti
4

56 24. ......
s

IUD%

.
44

6

4. .

tOCOCI ',

48

MI% 100%.
1 4

87

2
.

4

-

.1/

" X2. =.1 . 81

af = 2

. .

P = .592.
,

4.

2 ./
.._

2
X = .18 -

df = 2",

p r 913

Ar

.

.° .
47,

I

','

00

ao

4.

'
t -v

0 .
1

4

4

I

4

4
4.. .4

.' I

4-2

Oy

4

1.

4

r .
O

6

I
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,Table 3c. Migrant status by Aumber of:chltdren,desir SES.

----.4Wmbqf of Children.
Desired

Small (04) .

A4erage (34)

Large= (5 Or more)

0

.

Males . Fealales,
2

Migi-ants Mon-Migrants MigTanis Mon4tgrants,

Total

4-

.N

No Information

32

30

38

100%

47

3

.
.

.

.

,/35

41 .

.,

. .,.

: ,24 ..

.::

..,

..:41,..4%1+.
.' 11:11.4 _ _

r% =
'. 41

0

.t

40.

42
4

18

...
100%

43

0

'-'ill

.- 43.
-_, ..,

0

x2 = 2:311

1:1r='2

p = .310 .

di* 2
,

P Ps -975:

P

'4

;
.1

44

4

t .

4. ,

it

. '

17,

43
...-
. ,

,
.. 1

4

I

ro

'a

IN
".kr
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Table 3d. itrgrant status by (umber of children cted low 5E5.
2

Humber of
Children Expected

. 0'14

. )411es1._. Felpales2

lion-111 rants iii gram
110.el...... m.4: mr 4.

Nb.niiirants

, ,

. s . Spoil (0-2) : 26 43- . 1P; 26 37
l . ..

Average (34) 30 33,. 58 .36t.
0

4

, Large (5 or more) 24 16 27-
.

..

1

.0.

c

Total
.

. .-
s

14,0 1 n format ied . 11

.

0

I

.

.

.

1. i

I

1 N
,

IM

k
7

.

I

t'

..

1.

1/
4

.. 100%

49

0
.

= 4.5.

=-2

p .103 4

1,011,04

'100% 100%

38,' 86

.i . 4

2'.
X = 5.22' .

:If
ts6.

1

P a .072

f,

,

,

t
-

-

1

"

J
t:.;

PI

s t
, .

.

.

r

t

' '
., -. .
..

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