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INTRODUCTION

This research addressed itself to two major guestions:

1) How many problem areas do Mexican-American students identify
as the most important?

2) What are the differences between South American student
problems and those of the Mexican-american student?

The theory gulding this study stems from earlier work on the
cross—cultural method and student problems. The general implications
of this work for the cross-cultural method have been formulated
jl
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primarily by Whiting (1956, 1970) , Campbell {1967) . Holtzman

[1968}3, and Escotet {19?3}4, and for student problems ky Baguero
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{1965}5, Havighurst {1955}5 and Escotet (1969, 19?2]?. Por our
purposes there are two central themes:

(A} The cress—cultural method as a tool of educaticonal planning.

The Cross—-cultural methodology conceived by contemporary
psychology and education provides the conceptual framework for
the present research. The cross-cultural, comparative approaches
are particularly appealing for the study of cultural factors in
any aspect of human development.

The comparison of people from different nations or
different-cultural groups has become an important part

of behavioral science in recent years. The goal of these
comparative studies is to discover and explain differences
of behavior and development between human beings of
different nations or cultural groups.s

The advantage of a cross-cultural approach as compared with
single-cultural research approach is that the possibilities for
misinterpretation are less with the former. An intensive study
of a single nation or culture provides rich insight into the

society or culture as a functioning organism, but hardly permits

any generalization to other societies or cultures of the same
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nation without duplication of experiments. Whiting states that:
The advantage of the cross-cultural method are twofold.
First it insures that one's findings relate to human
behavior in general rather than being bound to a single
culture; and second it increases the range of variation
of many variables.®
The main purpose of cross-cultural research in psychology is
the elaboration of general behavior laws. Generalizations very

common in psychology and education must be supported empirically

to satisfy the external wvalidity of the conclusion.

Howeve?, it is appropiate to point out that frequently studies
that have been labeléd *cross=-cultural", are studies which refer
to investigations conducted in a single foreign country or society.
But true cross-cultural research entails much more. At least four
stages are reguired. They are:

1} Establishing the purpose cof the research delineating the
cultural wvariation with respect to their cross—societal, cross-
national, cross-communicational and subcultural characteristics,
This design needs to include at least two cultures, socleties,
nations or languages to be labeled cross—-cultural.

2) A pilot study to test ideas in a preliminary fashion. Such

a study would cover the definition of the subcultural frame,

measurement of meaning, translation and back-translation of

John Wniting, op. cit.., p. 694.



instruments, preliminary studies on small samples and scoring

and coding data,

3) Carrying out the main study as a replication of the pilot
study after elimination of major scurces of internal and external
invalidity.

4} Refining the analysis, interpreting the results and publishing
them. Researchers from different cultures need full involvement
in the analysis and interpretation of the findings in order to

eliminate possible cultural bias.

A study designed for a single culture does not imply necessarily
the use of the cross-cultural method. For example, the study of
Mexican-Americans &n isolation from other groups of United States
or Datin-American groups or other national groups is not by any
meaning cross-cultural research. Consequently, studies made on
minorities without comparing them with other groups te which they
are intrinsically related is a dangerous practice. Making abstraction
necessarily reqguires the overlooking of fundamental relationships
and characteristics of the observations on which zhstractions
are based. For this reason, using the abstract definition of
minorities without looking at their relationships with the society

at large is methodologically wrong.

On way to improve educational planning in a pluralistic society



such as the U.S5. - is to obtain empirical data from the
existing educational system, Such data (e.g. student problens,
aspirations, expectations, social values, intellectual development
language structure, community design, teacher attitudes, physical
plant, etec.) only can be meaningfully interpreted if they have
been extracted from a cross-cultural design. Looking at
simmilarities and differences between the different groups

that define a society or national culture, permits educational
planners to redesign the goals of education in order to find
general objectives for all members of the society and specific
objectives for each group without distorting an articulated and

interacting change of experiences.

(B) Identifving student problems as a factor in educational plannir

A matter of crucial national concern is how to improve
the quality of education in minority groups. Looking at students
behavior as an input and output of the educational system
provides to the planner important empirical data which can
be used to evaluate the process of education. For instance,
personal problems of Mexican—America%Gstudents are little
understood on empirical basis by American educators, psychologists

and counselors. There are suspicions about which problems

10This writer is reluctant to use the term Mexican-American
since it has been so poorly defined. We use the term only to
describe the descendents of Mexicans horn in the United States.



confront students, but there is no scientific evidence to
confirm these suspicions. Problems of minority students must

be analyzed in terms of their behavioral components, such
ancestory cultural ties, the student-dominant culture and other
minority students. In this way, we can explain their behavior

as an interacting relationship with all parts of the environment

in which they function.

This study attempts to accomplish the following objectives:
1) To identify selected personal problems affecting Mexican-
American students who were in their last year of high school
or first year of university; and 2) differences of student
problem areas between Mexican-Americans and Venezuelan, Colombian,
Ecuadorian, and Chilean students, respectively. These objectives
were designed in order to analyze student problems of the Mexican-
American group with no reference to other minority or national
groups; and to reject the hiphotesis that Mexican-American and

Latin American students express similar problems.

Definition of terms appearing in data and discussion within

the study are given below:

Small Intensity Problem (SI), refer to minor problems identified

by students as such on the Mooney Problem Check List -Spanish-

English version. Big Tntensity Problem (BI), refer to major or

very significant problems identified by students as such on the

Mooney Problem Check List-Spanish-English version.




METHOD

The study inveolved 1,189 high school and university
students from Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Venezuela, Colorado
and Nebraska (U.S. sample comprised solely of Mexican-
American). These students ranged in ages from 1l& to 22
vears. Institutions involved were public and private.Schools
and universities were chosen on the basis of geographical
location such that they represented the urban areas of the
countries and states studied. The students in the research

were selected at random from the last yvezr of high school

and first year of university.

The instrument used to measure student problems was the
Spanish version of the Mooney Problem Check List. The English
version, retaining the semantic equivalence from the Spanish,
was administered to Mexican-Americans. In both wversions, the
procedures for test contruction cross-culturally were applied.
The content and face validity of the Mooney Problem Check
List - Spanish and English - was tested by student responses.
More than 80% of students responded that the items on the
list gave a well-rounded picture of their problems. This

conclusion supports the walidity data presented in the Manual

of the M.P.C.L.



The purpose of administering the M.P.C.L. is to discover
speclfic areas, curricular and extra-curricular, which are
factors in student adjustment and achievement between the
last year of high school and first year of university. Areas

of M,P.C.L, are described in Table T.

TABLE T

AREAS OF THE MOONEY PROBLEM CHECEK
LIST - SFANISH AND ENGLISH VERSTIONS

I. Health and Physical Development............... HDP
II. Finances, Living Condition, and Employment.... FLE
I1T. Social and Recreational Activities............ SEA
Tv. Courtship, Sex, and Marriage.......owuueeeenenn.. C5M
V. Social-Psychological Relations................ SPR
VI. Personal-Psychological Relations.............. PPR
VII. Morals and Religion...... v ooneseennnnnnn MR
VIII. Home and Family....o.uoeevennienooneannnnnnnns HF
IiX. The Future: Vocational and Educational........ FVE
X. hAdjustment to High School or University Work.. ASW
AUW

XI. Curriculum and Teaching Procedure............. CTP




Student responses to the Mooney Problem Check List were
transferred to computer cards to facilitate data processing.
The statistical procedures used in this study were:

1) The data were computed by percentages in order to identify
the problem areas of students and to simplify comparison by
cultures and sex. Chi-sguare procedures were also utilized

in order to compare the degree of problem intensity and

countries with sex.

2) Analysis of Variance by Ranks of Kruskal-Wallis was used
in order to find the differences among sample countries for
each of the eleven problem areas. Also it was applied to test

the internal consistency of the questionnaire.

The study involves the tabulation of tangible variables
dealing with student's perceptions and feelings in connection
with educational and psychological wvariables. At the same time,
it does not involve prior manipulation of variables. Relationship
which could he found do not necessarily imply causation.
Interpretations of the findings are restricted to describe
the independent variables, and no explanation is possible
regarding the nature and cause of the relationship among

variables. Finally, the study is a cross-cultural design
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involving a maximun variability in which the respondents
from a variety of nations can be pooled so as to provide
scientific information for educational planning on Mexican-

American education.

RESULTS
An inspection of table II indicates that for Mexican -
Americen students, problem area X seems to be the most
TABLE II
RANE ORDER AND PFREQUENCY OF RESPONSE EXPEESSED

IN PERCENTAGES BY SEX AND PROBLEM INTENSITY FOR
MEXICAN-AMERICAN STUDENTS

Probleim :
Intensity 8I-PROBLEMS ET-PROBLLEMS
Sex Malg_ Female Male Female
Rank % Rank % Rank %  Rank %
1 10 &.76 10 12.90 b6 4.26 10.5 3.12
II 7 10.00 5 15.48 3 5.28 4 6.34
IIT S B.33 7 15.16 7 3.70 10.5 3.12
Iv 8 B.52 11 11.72 9 2.78 5 | 5.91
v o 3-511,11 4 17.63 9 2.78 2] 5.81
VI 3.51.11 2 19.35 2 6.67 2.5 6.77
VII 2 11.57 3 18B.71 4 4.91 7.5 5.27
VIII 11 §.48 9 13.01 9 2.78 1 9.03
IX 5 10.93 7 15.16 5 4.35 7.5 5.27
X 1 13.80 1 19.68 1 8.15 2.5. 6.77

XI 6 10,19 7 15.16 11 2.31 9 3.55
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important regardless of sex. Also areas II, VI and VIT
seem to be very important for Mexican-American males,
while the areas II, VI and VIII are the most important

for Mexican-American females.

The differences between Latin American student problems
and those of Mexican-American students in regard to sex are
presented in Tables III, IV, ¥V, and VI. Inspection of these
tables indicates great and ;ignificant discrepancies between
Latin and Mexican-American student problems. Venezuelan and
Mexican-American male students show differences in Areas V,
X {p <.05), XI (p <.02), and IX (p < .0l) while those female
students seem to be different in areas IT, V (p <.05), I,
ITI, vi, viii, ( p<.02), vII, XI (p £.01), and IX and X
{(p <.001). Colombian and Mexican-American students show
significant differences in all areas with exception of area I
and VI for male students. Ecuadorian and Mexican-American
students seem to be different in areas VIII, IX, and XI,
while female students from the same regions show differences
in all areas with exception of area IV. Finally, Chilean and
Mexican-American maie sfudents express differences in areas
VI and IX Ep-é.ﬂs,{..ﬂzl. Female students of the same
geographical groups express differences on all areas_of

M.P.C.L.tWith exception of area IV.
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TABLE IIT

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SMALL AND BIG INTENSITY PROBLEMS
FOR VENEZUELAN AND MEXTCAN-AMERICAN (U.S.) STUDENTS,
BY PROBLEM AREA AND STUDENT GROUP, AS WELL AS SEX AND STUDENT GROUP

1 2

Problem Area x Student Group - Student Group X SeXx

Male = Female SI-Areas Bl-Areas
X2 P x? P x2 P x2 P
I 1.3709 <.30 6,4458 <.02 9624 N.S. L1570 N.S.

II 1,793 <,20 4,7733 =<.05 L9673  N.S. L0358  N.S.

ITT  1.2957 =<.30 5.6178 <,02 1.6388 <, 30 .0215 N.S.

0 PR e

IV  2,8551 <.,10 2.5864 < 20 .5141 N.S. 7973 N.5.

Vv  4.4662 <,05 5.3791 <,05 1.0591 N,S. .8283 N.5.

g VI 1.1252 <.30 5.6735 <,02 1,2612 <,30 .0233 N.S,

VII. 2.6947 <.20 7,3704 <,01 1,2187 <.30 .0006 N.S,
16{ VIII 4.5126 <.05 6.6173 <,02 2,1521 <,20 2.4249 <.20
g IX 7.7416 <.01 11.1490 <.001 5392 N.S. .9460 N.S.
§ X 5.3906 <.05 12,4226 <.,001 ,5955 N.S. .1497 . N.S.

XI 5.8544 <.02 8,7098  <.01 .7532 N.S.  .18%97 N.S.

: lhe chi-square procedures were utilized in order to compare the
degree of problem intensity (SI and BI) with student groups (Venezuelan
and Mexican-American) in both sex and in each area of the Mooney Problem
. Check List,

2The chi-square procedures were utilized in order to compare
student groups (Venezuelan and Mexican-American) with sex in the two
degrees of problem intensity (SI and BI) in each area of the MHooney
Problem Check List.



TABLE IV

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SMALL AND BIG INTENSITY PROBLEMS
FOR COLOMBIAN AND MEXICAN-AMERICAN (U.S.) STUDENTS,
BY PROBLEM AREA AND STUDENT GROUP, AS WELL AS SEX AND STUDENT GROUP

Problem Area x Student Groupl

Student Group x Sex

e m e e

Male - Female SI-Areas BI-Areas
%2 p X2 P v p 2 P

I 1.5622 <.30 8.,1710 =<,01 1.3742  <,30 ,1878 N.S.

II 4,9838 <,05 8.5430 <,01 L9253  N.S5. .1592 HN.3

11T 2.8149 <,10 8.3548 <.01 .7127 N,5. .0231 N.S

Iv 3,170 <.10 3,915V  <,05 L6767  N.S5, .6213  N.5,

Vv 5,2499 <,05 B.9634 <,01 1.4449 <,30 .543]1 N.5.

g VI 2.3124 <,20 10,5338 <,01 1,875 <.20 ,0482 N.S
VII, 3.5516 <,10 10,7146 <,01 1.1740 <,30 .0284 N.S5.
g VIII 5.60494 <.02 7.7285 <. 2,2024 <, 20 2,8016 <. 10
E IX 12,9582 <,001 19,9509 <.001 1.0164 N.S L1144 N5,
E X 5.8394 <,02 16.9332 <,001 1.1554 <.30 ,2807 N.S.
XI 8.108¢ <,01 8.8735  <.01 .7126  N.S, .3623 N.S.

13

: Ihe chi-square procedures were utiiized in order to compare the
degree of problem intensity (SI and BI) with student groups (Colombian
and Mexican-American} in both sex and in each area of the Mooney Problem

Check List,

2The chi-square procedures were utilized in order to compare
student groups (Colombian and Mexican-American) with sex in the two
degrees of problem intensity (SI and BI) in each area of the HMooney

Problem Check List.



TABLE WV

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SMALL AND BIG INTENSITY PRORBLEMS
FOR ECUADORIAN AND MEXICAN-AMERICAN STUDENTS,
BY PROBLEM AREA AND STUDENT GROUP, AS WELL AS SEX AND STUDENT GROUP

Problem Area x Student Grqupl Student Group X Sex?

Male Female SI-Areas BI-Areas

I .081% N.S. 3.7830 <,10 1.3657 <.30 .3344 N.S.

A If 2.2598 <,20 4,5752 <,05 -1.1273 <.30 .1755  N.S.
% ITT .3985 N.S. 4.2313 <,05 2,1756 <.,20 .0507 N.S.
g Iv 2.0586 <,20 2.0750 <.20 .5462  N.S. .6357  N.S.
v 2.8119 <.10 4.2566 <,05 1.3138 <.30 L5968 N.S,

g VI L3579  N.S. 4.4060 <.,05 1.5851 <,30 .0661 N.S.
VII 1.3752 <.30 6,2281 <,02 1.1535 <.30 .0477 N.S.

g VIFI 3.9574 <,05 4,5557 <.05 1.9641 <.20 2.7968 <.10
g IX 6.6976 <,01 10,9861 <.00l .7031  N.S. .0589% N.S.
$ X 1.7823 <.20 9,4120 <,01 1.5968 <,30 .2577  N.S.

I 5.3718 <.05 7.7370 <.,01 L8007 N.S. .2256 N.S.

Ihe chi-square procedures were utilized in order to compare the
degree of problem intensity (SI and BI)} with student groups {Ecuadorian
and Mexican-American} in both sex -and each area of the Mooney Problem

. Check List.

The chi-square procedures were utilized in order to compare
student groups (Ecuadorian and Mexican-American) with sex in the two
degrees of problem intensity (SI and BI) in each area of the Mooney
Problem Check List.
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TABLE VI

CHI-SQUARE ANALYSIS OF SMALL AND BIG INTENSITY PROBLEMS
FOR CHILEAN AND MEXICAN-AMERICAN STUDENTS,
BY PROBLEM AREA AND STUDENT GROUP, AS WELL AS SEX AMD STUDENT GROUP

Problem Area x Student Graupl- Student Group X Sex?
Male > Female SI-Areas BI-Areas
e P x? P x2 P x2 P
I .0259 N.S. 5.5782 <,02 1.5810 <.30 .8766 N.S5.
A I L4494 N,S, 3.8593 <.05 1,1550 <.30 .0315 N.S.
R
E 1III L0202 N.S. 4.9672 <.05 2,0764 <,20 5779 N.S.
A
s v 1,1628 <,30 1.3088 <,20 L5206  M.S. L2806 N.S.
vV 1.4751 <.30 4.8617 <.05 1.1417 <.30 .0641 N.S.
0
F Vi 5.2009 <.05 6.2163 <,02 12,0520 <.,20 .9132 N.S.
ViI ° .3677 N.S. 7.3223 <,01 127680 <.20 .4751 N.S.
M
0 VIIT 2.5633 <.20 5.4735 <,02 2,0077 <.20 1.3406 <.30
0
N IX 5.9922 <.02 16.2296 <.001 1.8245 <.20 .00004 N.S.
E
Y X 1.2921 <.30 12,7023 <,001 1,770 <,20 1.0010 N.S.

XI 2.5508 <,20 7.5049 <.01 1.5666 <.30 L0221 N.5,

Lhe chi-square procedyres were utilized in order to compare the
degree of problem intensity (31 and BI) with student groups (Chilean
and Mexican-American) in both sex and each area of the Mooney Problem
. Check List,

2T'ne chi-square procedures Were utilized in order to compare
student groups (Chilean and Mexican-American) with sex in the two
degrees of problem intensity (51 and BI) in each area of the Mooney
Problem Check List.



TABLE VII

16

RANK ORDER AND ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF BIG INTENSITY PROBLEMS
BY SEX AS CONTRASTED BETWEEN GROUPS OF STUDENTS

Mexican-
Venezuelan Colombian Ecuadorian Chilean American
Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female
I 28 - 18.5 19 8.5 6 6 12,5 10 32 1.5
A IT 29 26 34 ,31 41 33 30 14 45 41
,% I 24 7 31 11 9 5 5 4 21 1,5
g v 17 15 10 17 26 27 23 8.5 3 37
o v i 12 11 2t 16 185 7 13 3 36
F VI 25 23 27 34 22 25 14 32 53 45.5
IH VIT 20 16 12,5 22 15 24 8 20 40  29.5
g VIII 43 48 42 42 48 47 46 44 3 55
: IX 50 49 52 53 51 52 54 54 33 29.5
b X 47 50 39 43 38 40 49 51 S5 45,5
XI 35.5 38 35.5 28 44 39 37 35 1 3
ANALYSIS OF VARTANCE!
MALES FEMALES
H= ,36 H= ,48
df = 4 _ df = 4
p = N.S. (=.%9) p = N.5. (<.99)

1pANKS were given from the lowest to the highest scores in order
to utilize the Analysis of Variance of Kruskal -Wallis, ;
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Finally, Table VII, shows that there is no significant
difference hetween the five cultures in our study and the
eleven big intensity problem areas of the Spanish and
English experimental versions of the Mooneay Problem Check
List ( males: H = .36; df = 4; p«.99; and females: H = L48;
df = 4; p<.99). This means that the areas are consistent
and similar through the five student groups of our sample.
This finding supports the validity of the instrument in
the different cultures of our investigation and also,
reinforces previous results indicating significant differences
hetween Latin and Mexican—American students on the Mooney

Problem Check List.

DISCUSSION

Mexican-American male and female students consider Area
X, Adjustment to High School or University Work, as the
most important in their total assessment of problems. The
category,.Home and Family, seems also to be very important
for Mexican-Bmerican females. For this reason, this study
supports much of the literature showing (1) that Mexican-
American students confront difficulties in dealing with the
non-Mexican environment and fz} tﬂgt their home e#periences
do not prepare them for school life, and (3) the schools
are not designed to receive them as they are.

The growing "Angle acculturation® which filters into the
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Mexican environment presents conflicts:; for it often implies
rejection of their parents' culture, and way of life. The
Mexican-American youths do not have a set of values they
can identify with and accept as their own, as contrasted
with their counterparts in Latin America. They, therefore,
vacillate between Anglo culture and Mexican culture, and

often achieve only a poor amalgam of both cultures.

1

The other areas of importance for Mexican-American students
are: Area II, Finances, Living Condition, and Employment; and
Area VIXI, Morals and Religion. Conflict situation experienced
by Mexican-americans in Area II become cbvious 1if we realize
that this group. belongs to low socio-economic levels. The
category of Morals and Religion which is of secondary
importance for Latin American students (Escotet, 19272), is
very important for Mexican—-American students. The student
confronts the problem of accepting traditicnal religious
values: which have been impressed upon him; but, at the same
time, he may want to accept or to reject them through
weighing them against the realities of our times or against
other religious values. He may begin to manifest serious
doubts, which, without satisfactory resolution, can lead to

problems of greater or lesser seriousness.
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Finally,.Mexican—ﬂmerican students also consider Area VI,
Personal-Psychologilcal Relations, as a very important big
intensity problem area. Discussion of this finding may be
difficult and possibly unwarranted because no personality
tests were given to these students. We encourage future
investigators to study the cause of this particular problem
area because of their implications for explainiﬁg Mexican-

American behavior.

The discrepancles between Latin American student problem
areas and those of Mexican-American students are found in
both sexes. First, the Latin American male student group
is different from Mexican-American male students in areas
of “Personal—Psychplogical Relations, The Vocational and
Educational Future, and Curriculum and Teaching Procedures."
This may be attributable to the lack of Mexican-Rmerican self-
identity and the low degree of vocational expectations held
by students that previous investigations show about Mexican-
Americans. Alsc, while the Latin American student is well
known for his constant challenging of and participation in
the administrative and academic body of the educational
institutions, the Mexican-American-does not have the freedom

and initiative, or the opportunity to help produce reform
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in the American educational system, so he can adjust better
to the curriculum. Even this educational system has been

nct yet provided the approplate equalized minority education;
fhe dominant educational orientation still determines much

of the curriculum. Possibly, the same type of curriculum
could essentially satisfy the needs of both Mexican-American
and Anglo-American students, the way in which this curriculum
is presénted to Mexican—ﬁmeriean young pecple often leads

them to a serious dissatisfaction with all schooling.

Venezuelan and Mexican-American male students show other
discrepancies in areas related to "Scocilal-Psychological
Relations, Home and Family, and Adjustment té High Echool
or University Work." About the same difficulties are found
confronting Ecuadorian and Mexican-Bmerican male students.
However, the problem of Colombian and Mexican-American males
are different. The only similérity found in the areas related
to "Health and Physical Development and Personal-Psychological

Relations."

Second, Latin-American and Mexican-2American female students
seem to be different in all areas of the Mooney Problem Chechk
List with the exception of Area IV which is related to

"Courtship, Sex, and Marriage."

These findings reject the hypothesis, which is common
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in the literature of ABmerican education, which states that
Mexican-American student problems are similar to Latin -
American student problems in many areas of concern. Our

data shows that both groups have few similarities. Even if
we acknowledge that they may have a common ethnic background
the educational system and cultural legacy of Latin American
and the United States change the intensity of problems and
their degree of classification. At the same time, seem to
have more problems in common than differences (Escotet, 1972)
which*may lead us to say that Venezuelan, Colombian, Ecuadorian,
and Chilean systems of education are providing a similar
experience to the studént body at the levels of first year

of university and last vear of high school.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

The results indicate that:

1. Mexican-American students have big intensity problem
areas of concern.

2. The most freguently indicated problem argas for Mexican-
2American students are: Adjustment to High School or
University Work, Finances, Living Conditions, and Employment,
Personal-Psychological Relations, Morals and Religion, and

Home and Family.



22

The pilcture presented by a previous study (Escotet, 13972)

is that Latin Zmerican students are most concerned about

their problems of personal status in their school environment.

The present research shows that Mexican-American students
are most concerned about their problems in human and
family relationship, and with living needs.

Differences between the problems of Latin American students
and those of Mexican-American student are significant,
especially so with females and males.

Mexican-American students must have special academic
orientation programs as well as counselors specialized

in minority education.

Future studies referring to psychological and cultural
patterns of a new generation of Mexican-Americans must

be careful not to identify this group with Latin Americans.
The writer feels that similar studies should be conducted
in comparing Mexican-Americans with Anglo-Americans and
other minority groups of the United States. Thesé studies
may lead us to find the similarities and differences of
students in order to provide information for elaboration
of educational objectives for all groups and specific
cbjectives for minority groups without distorting the
goals of American esducation.

It is recommended that investigations oriented to the study

of minority or majority groups should be designed using the
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