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The Panel on Testing of Handicapped People was established, like !,
many committees, because of a dilemma. Conflicting, apparently’
reasonable codes, which were created with the best of intentions. had
brought to a standstill the implementation of tederal regulations
regarding the testing of handicapped applicants tq schools and for
employment. On the one hand, such applicants deserved to be
protected from being labeled, that is, from having to reveal possibly
prejudicial information about the existence of a handicap, on the
other hand, the integrity of standardized testing procedures was also
in need of protection so that scores obtained under nonstandard.
conditions could be “flagged” because of their uncertain validity. Yet
7 flagged scores, when reported to admissions officers and potential
employers, suggested the existence of a handicap and thereby labeled
the applitant. ' '
Recognizing this dilemma, the Office for Civil Rights (OCR) in
1979 sought the*help of the National Research Council’s Committee
.- on Ability Testing. That committee established the panel to study the
psychometric, social, legal, economic, and ethical issues surrounding
the use of standardized tests in making decisions about handicapped
people, with special reference to postsecondary education admissions.
The panel's explicit mandate was to reconcile the testing requirements
of the federal regulatiops implementing Section 504 of the Rehabil- |
itation Act of 1973 with available testing technology and practice. |
Our report addresses that task. |

\
. - \
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The report appears, ronically, at a ime of cuts in many research
budgets. of a decrease in emphasis on the enforcement of federal
regulations, and indeed of deregulation of many practices formerly
thought to require such regulation. The fate of the Department of
Education 1s uncertain, Yet the report calls for making the regulations
under Section 304 workable by strengthening them and for a Lt(f]lin-
uing research endeavor to make more useful and meaningtul she
results of tests given to handicapped people.

Although the recommendations request a new dedication of re-
sources to g relatively small population of examinees, the extent of
the population who mlght potentially profit from the modification of

testing procedures 1s largely unknown. Just as the elimination of -

architectural barriers has given acwess to large numbers of handi-
capped people previously excluded from the mainstream, access to
procedural modifications may encourage others with “hidden™ hand-
1Laps to 1equest assistance and more of those mth obvious handicaps
to venture forth. -

The panel, appointed by the National Academy of Sciences, con-
sisted of 13 members with expertise in areas bearing on the guestions
at hand. (Biographical sketches of members and staff appear in
Appendix C.) Ten were university faculty members, two were prac-
tiang attorneys, and one had worked in test dey elopment and research
for handicapped people for nonprofit organizations. The disciplines
representad include several areas of psychology, law, sodology,
economiics, statistics, and medicine. Three members were themselves
handicapped. No member had a vested interest in the issues to be
resolved nor was any of us, in his or her daify work, engaged n the
kinds of activities dffeued by the regulations implementing Section
504.

Between July 979 and April 1981, the panel met on five occa-
sions. In March 1980 the pdnel held an open meeting with invited
delegates from numerous organizations lepresentmg gioups of hand-

- wapped individuals, colleges, large employers, testing companies, and

large professional organizations (see Appendix B). The open meeting
and s asshciated written documents and oral testimony provided a
valuable perspective on the complex issues imolved .and the diversity
of ‘posttions held. Ihrough the open meeting we also imtitiated
continuing contacts with’a nimber of particularly helpful people in
such organizations as ‘the Office ot Personnel Mangement, the Edu-
cational Testing Service, and the American College Testing Program.

. . .
.
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Preface

From the beginning, the 1esponsible staft (/;chers at"OCR were
exceedmgh generous with information and support. James Bennett,
Peter McCabe. and John Wodatch provided background information
and techmical review of an early dratt of the report. Despite OCR's
shift of locale in 1980 trom the Department of Health: Education,
and Weltare o the Departmient of Education,ats stong coinmument
to the project did not falter  Lhe 'major eftect of the shift was some
mcrease i emphasts on postsecondary adnissions testing and some
decrease m emp s on emplovment. At no ume, however, was the
panel ashed to Iinut s field of inquiry, mdeed, the broadest Possible
sypport Weld ghven for consideration of the spect unr(';{ 1ssues imvohved,

‘Position papers were wittten for the panel by Samuel Guskin of
the University of Indiana (a4 portion of his papers appeats as Appendix
A) and by Robert Linn of the University of Hhnois, whose help we
sought i evaluating the practicalitt of our maor policy recdinmen-
datons. ‘ '

Ours was a hard-working and unfailingly cooperative panel. .¥lmost
every member was mvolved in dratung and editing sections of the
1eport. Although diverse, even mcompauble views were, frequently
and spuitedh expressed danng our deliberauons, the discussions
were tash-onented, avil, and producove Parncular thanks are due
to Ira Hush, who headed ‘the panel dunng several of 1ts final dnd
crtcal months when I was unable to do so. ;

We were mdeed fortunate to have the assistance of a talented and
effectng statt Susan Sherman, the study director, was with us from
mitial proposal to fimal 1eport She was assisted at first by Rita
Atkinsgn, tesearch assoadte, later by Nancv Adelman, 1esearch
associate, and by Alexandra Wigdor, study ditector of the parent
Committee on Abilty Testing. Lach of them vontnibuted significantly

N [ .
to the substance of the panel’s deliberations,as well as o the 1eport

wself. Through all versions of the report, Gladvs Bostick, our adimin-

strative secretary, was o« full partner inthe enterprise. Weare gratetul

i to the staff of the executve office of the Assembly of Behavioral and

Soaal Saences. the -editorial skills of Eugenia (}l;()hnmn,’.n.s.sou.uc

director for reports, lent style and directness, helpmg as o sav what

we mtenckd o sav. Heidi Hartmann, assoctate executne director,

provided valuable substantive advice. David Gosling executive directon,
~provided a steady hand throughout the project.

Finallv, T wish to express my personal appreciation to panel

: members, Nattonal Research Goundil staft, our OCR yponsors, and
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’

the many people who educated us as well as to the testing companies,
admissions officers, and handicapped/applicants who, we hope, will
benefit from our work. .

' NANCY ROBINSON, Chair
' Panel on Testing of | >
o Handicapped People
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The Panel on Testing of Handicapped People studied the psycho-
metric, social, legal, economic, and ethical issues surrounding the use
of standardized tests.in making decisions abput the education and

emplo¥ment of people with handicapped conditiops. The report
“examihes current testing and selection pracuces in schools and the
workplace in order todescribe the experiences of handicapped people
and to determine, insofar as possible, the extent to which testing is a
barrier to the full participation of handicapped people in American
society The report deals\in depth with theJegal and psychometric
issues relating to the testing of people-with han lcappmg ‘conditiotis
and to the testing reqlﬁgments 5f the regulitons implementing
Secuon. 504 of the Rehabilitation_ Act of 1973. -

" The report concludes that current psychometric theory and practice

* do not allow full compliance with the regulations as currently drafted.
"The testih requirements - of thé regulation$ are based on the as-
sumption that people with handicapping conditions can be tested in
« a way that will not reflect the effects of these conditierts and that the

resulting test scores will be comparable to th'ose of nonhandicapped
people. Nevertheless, the report concludes that the technical problems
of developing and validating tests that aecommodate specific handi-
“caps, while very difficult, are not insurmountable.

The report recdmmends that the Office for Civil Rights reguire
that postsecondary educational institutions subject to Section 504, in*~
their role as members of the corporationssthat sponsor the large

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




2 ABILITY TESTING OF HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

AN

« lesung progiams, mstiuct the testing companies to develop modified
tests to meet the needs of people with sensory and motor handicaps
and to perform predictive validation studies on these tests. The
validity studies should be completed and reported within four years
of the implementation of the panel’s recommendations by the Office
for Civil Rights. After the four-year research period no test user

.. covered by the regulations may use a modified form of d test whose
validity »\nh respect to refevant performance is unknown or for which
the necessary refinements in the modified forms have not been made.
At the close of the foyr-yeaf period a working group should be
assembled to examine the validity evidence submitted by the testing
companies and other investigators to determine the usefulness of
modifications for various handicapped groups and to recommend
further action in those cases in which the predictive validities are not
found to lie within acceptable limits for a modified form for a
pdruculdr handicapped group. = T~ _. ~ :

The report recommends that, in the period before the validation
studies have been completed, the locug of control over the flagging
of scores to be used for educational admissions should be shifted
from the test developer to@the handigapped person. When the
modified tests have been breught to/a condition’ of equivalent
predictive power with the test for the general population, the scores
can be translated to a common scale before reporting. At this point,
all reasons for flagging will have been eliminated.

In addition to these deor policy recommendations, the report
-recommends other actions ty improve the administration and use of
tests for people with handicapping conditions, such as modification
of tests, dissemination of information regarding the availability of
modified forms of tests, and finding solutions to known problems
with specific tests or types of tests.

In the long run, much more information is required to ensure -

adequate measurement of the abilities of people with handicapping

conditions. The report describes in some detail the necessary research
and places a research effort at the heart of the major pollcy recom-
mendations. Of utmost importance are studies of test validity and
validagon procedures (espeaally for small samples of handlcappcd
exam#u.s) sludles of the types of test modifications most appropriate
for people with various handicapping conditions, the development
and validation of procedures that can supplement or substitute for
standardized paper-and-pencil tests, and investigation into the role
of test scores in decision making.~

e et i g
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Many of the most important decisions made’ about an individual in
our society—placement in advanced, remedial, or special education
programs, admission to college and professional schools, selection
for apprenticeship, employment, and military assignment—are made
partly on the basis of test results. Some people find the negative
effects of test use and test abuse reason for complaint, reform, and
even the banning of tesits, other people staunchly defend the right
of all individuals, without regard to their native language, past
experience, or physical or mental disabilities, to take standardized
tests and to be considered on the basis Qf their merits along with all .
others who, take tests. In short, denying a pefson the opportunity to
take agtest as part of applying for a psition in c\school or the work
force may be seen as an mfrmgemem on his or her civil rights.

For years the tésting of handicapped people has left much to be
desired. Sensible modifications of tests and test administration pro-
cedures have not been widely available- until Tather recently. E?ven
now, when tests are administered in other than the standard manner
to people with handicapping conditions, the imeaning of the scores i$
uncertain. Yet to assert that the test scores resulting from a modified
administration of a test cannot be compared directly with others is
to further frustrate handicapped people who are trying to demon-
strate their abilities and to participate fully in American society.

Full participation in American society has become a major goal of
many people with handicapping conditions. It is a theme that runs

-
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4 ABILITY TESTING OF HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

through feder allegslation, such asthe Education for All Handicapped
Children Act (P.L. 94-142), which talks of placing handicapped
children in the least restrictive educational emlronmem possible.
This concept has become known as “mainstreaming” or placing
children with special educational needs n regular classes as often as
possible. The theme reappears in the regulations 1mplementmg
Section 304 of ‘the Rehdbilitation Att of 1973.-As stated in the
supplementary mformation accompanying the regulations (Federal
_Regaster, May 4.\“/7" 292676), “[Section 504] establishes 2 mandate
to end discrimination and to bring handicapped persons into the
mainstream of American life.”

Exphcit recognition of the rights of handicapped people was
codified’$n lheﬁehabxhtalrod*Acl of 1973 (P.L. BE119) Regulallbns
implementing Section 504 of that act, promulgated by the U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare in 1977, discussed
testing as it*is used in admissions to postsecondary educational

. nstitutions, 'tn_job selection, and in placement in elementary and

secondary education programs. The requirements regarding test use
are based on the assumptions that handicappedpeqple can be tested
in a4 way that will not reflect the effects of their handicap and that
the resultmg testscores will be comparable to those of nonhandicapped
people. Fally de»eluped test modifications suitable for all handicapped
ndividuals do not currently exist, however, and there is no infor-
mation about the comparability of available tests for handicapped
and nonhandicapped groups. Hence there has been uncertainty as
to how to fully comply with the Section 504 regulations.

This report focuses on the testing requirements of the regulalions
implementing Section 504. In order to place those requiréments in
proper perspective, the report surveys currer# testing practices mn

* educational and employment settings (Chaptegs 2 and 8). Chapter 4
descrifles the legal context of the regulations, disCussing actions téward
establighing the civil rights of hdndlcdppea‘people as well as other
relevant Jlegislation and case law. Chapter 5 discusses in detail the
psychometric requirements of the regulations, describing what steps
have been taken to improve tests for handicapped people and what

is necessary to ensure valid leslmg of people with handicapping

conditions. Chapter 6 presents the panel’s conclusions and recom-
mendations for changes in policies and pmce(lures Chapter 7 details
the panel’s recommended research. .

The remainder of this first chapter discusses the functions and

characteristics of tests, the types of disabilities of major concern to-

I YIS N~ W, d
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the panek, the souial 4nd economic status of handicapped people, the
effects of steredtypes and labels on decisions regarding people with
handicapping conditions, and the sodial and individual costs of biased

selection procedures. . .

THE FUNCTIONS OF TESTS

A “test” is a sample of performance; more specifically, a test is a
systematic observation of a person's performance on a specially
designed task or set of tasks. The same task is ordinarily used with
many people under the same or similar conditions so that comparisons
among people can be made. R

Tests serve several different functions, two important ones are
selection and diagnosis. The selective function of tests, their us€ in
determining who should be allowed (or denied) certdin educational
and occupational opportunities, is the main focus of this report; the
diagnostic function of tests, though important for many handicapped
individuals, is considered only briefly. To the extent that diagnostic
evaluation shapes a person’s educational experiences and vocational
goals, 1t affects such opportunities—but less directly. The more direct
effect dccurs when tests act as barriers-to college, to professional or
technical educations, or to jobs, in short, to participation in the
mainstream of American society. This report, therefore, is concerned
primarily with tests of ability—chiefly cognitive abilities and special
skills—since these kinds of tests are generally used for selection
purposes. .

* Many colleges, and most professional and technical schools, require
tests as pari of their admissions procedure. Some 2 million college-
ound high school students take one of two widely used college
admuissions tests each year. Scores on these tests are weighed, along
with high school grades and other criteria, in deciding who will be
admitted. Law schools and medical schools require their own specwéf
admission tests as do many graduate school departments. Programs
that train for most professions—dentistry, nursing, pharmacology,
accounting, business administration, to name but a few—require
specific tests for admssion. If a test score reflects a person’s disability,
it does not provide an unbiased estimate of a person’s potential. To
the extent that a test score is not an accurate measure of the abilities
that will be required in the program, it fails to measure a person’s
potential for successfully completing the program.

A similar situation 4nay exist when tests are used to select for jobs,

-




6 ABILITY TESTING OF HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

to deade on placement or promotion, to permit entrance into trade
unions, or to obtain 4 license or credenual. If a test reflects a person’s
disability rather than the sKills actually needed on the job. it does not
accurately reflect the person’s potential on the job. In some instances,
of course, a test may accutately reflect how well a person would
perform on the job. the disability that produces alow test score would
also mterfere with successful job performance. Insstill other instarices.
the abihities tested may have litdle relation to the necessary job skills,
and the person who did poorly on the test might still be able to do
the job well. In such cases the tests serve as a barrier. they do not
predict successtul job performance. .

% While tests may sometifites be barriers, their use |n selecuon ma
) ¥

offer some dd\dnlages for handicapped people. Tests provide ()bje(—
tive information that may help overcome negative biases against
disabled people, they can show a person’s strengths as well as
weaknesses. And they allow the handicapped person to compete with
others for jobs and educational opportunities. Indeed, ability tests
were developed originally in order to provide a more objective and
relevant basis for-selection than social dass or physical appearance.
A good objective measure of merit may be especially important for
handicapped people, who may have had fewer opportunities than
nonhandicapped people to demonstrate their abilities.

i .

THE MEANING OF TESTS- . .

. The psychometric concept of validity, which provides an estimate of

how well a test measures what it purports to measure, is important
in considering the apprdpriateness of any use of a test and 1s tentral
to the Sectivn 304 regulations and to the panel’s work. There are

- several different ways to measure the validity of a test. but only one,

b
N
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calibration against the performance to be predicted, is of direct
relevance to this repofi. This type of validity is called predictive or
criteron-related validity and is typically expressed as a correlation
coefficient, with values mnging from 0 to 1.0. The predicuve vdlidity
of a college admissions test is typically indicated by the strength of
the relduonshlp between scores on the test and first- yearcollege
grades, but a criterion other than first-year grades may be used. The

edictive validity of an employment test relates scores on the test to
?;rformance on the job. -

A decond characteristic of tests, their reliability, is generally impor-
tant in interpreting test scores but is far less critical than validity in
the current study. R{“dl)i“l) is an index of the stability or consistency
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of test scores, that 15, of the similanty of scores obtained by the same
people when tegted more than once with the identical test or with
equivalent forms of the same test.

TYPES OF DISABILITIES AND THE DISABLED PbPULATION

Various distinctions are often made among the terms “impatrent,”
“dhsabiity,” and “handicap.” One of the most common distinctions is
between disabthty and handicap. a disabthty 15 a physical, sensory,
mental, or emotional impairment that interferes with the major tasks
of dailv Iining, a handicap 1s the result of an interactuon between a
. disability and an environment that creates obstacles or barriers for
disabled people. According to this distinction, a person in a wheelchair
15 handicapped 1f narrow asles in a store prevent entry. If the aisles
are widened to permit wheelchair access, the person is still disabled
but no longer handicapped.
A second convention distinguishes the terms lmpdlrmerhlimildlmn
of function or handicap, and disability, as follows (Nagi 1979:6-7):

[Impairment 15| a physiological, anatomical or mental loss ot abnormality or
both. Examples of such impairments are abnotmaliies and residual losses
remaining after the acuve stage of pathology has been arrested or eluninated,
nonpathological congental deformities and conditions resulung from the
disuse of musdles tor extended periogs.

the most ditect wav,impairments contubute 16 dhsability 1s thiough the
lumtatuons m tuncion & capaaty they effect Lumtauons o functon at
higher levels of activiti—s¥ch as walking, chmbing, hfung, bending, reaching,
reasoning, seeing ot hearing—orrespond o what is generally referred to as

handicap -

[Disabilits 18] a form of mabihty or lination 10 performng toles and tasks
expected of an individual within & socal environient. Although short-term
sickness may be disabling for 4 buef period, the term disabihits 1s usually
apphed to mabihties of long or conunued duraton

. -

'
The legislauon with which this report is concerned is written in terms
of the “handicapped person,” and we use the terms disabled and
hardicapped interchangeably.

Disabilities are so varied m both type and severity that it is often
misleading to talk about “handicapped people” as if they were a
homogeneous group. The panel’s focus on testing, however, does
narrow somew hat the population with which this report is concerned.
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we consider those disabilities that directly affect test performance
After much debate, the panel decided to focus on the followmg broad
categorietf visual impairments, hearing impairments, motor impair-
ments, including speech, learning disabilities, and mild mental retar-
dation. Expressive speech disorders (e.g., stuttering or articulation
defects) aré ‘included under motor impairments, although such
disorders probably would not affect performance on a written test,
they would interfere with performance on an oral test. Adults with
receptive communication problems, such as difficulty in understand-
ing spoken language, if not diagnosed as aphasig would usually be
diagnosed as either learning disabled or hearing impaired.

Several types of disabilities coveréd by the legislation receive little
attention in this report. One of these is the category of mehtal ‘iliness
or psychological disorders. During the acute stages, schizophrenia or
severe depression undoubtedly would affect a person’s pexformance
on a test. Chronic mental illness, however, would affect job or school
performance as well as test scores, and it also presents a situation of
enormous individual variability. We also do not focus on health-
related lmpalrments such as heart disease and diabetes. These
conditions are likely to affect testing far less than they will affect
other situations,. primarily employment. Alcoholism and drug addic-
tion were also not considered separately in our work. The interaction
of such conditions with test performance is assurned to be minimal
except when the person is under the influence of drugs or alcohol
or when long-term consumption has produced brain damage. Finally,
test anxnet) 1ismot included as a separate category because most people
experience some anxiety when confronted by a test or examination,
and it would be difficult to specify the point at which test anxiety
becomes a handicap-as defined by the Section 504 regulations.

This report focuses on tests—the ways in which they are modified
and validated and their effects on people’s lives—and not on specific
disabilities. We use examples from specific disabilities and cite. data
where they are available, and, although we do not discuss all disabil-
ities, we believe the report has relevance for many disabilities. Our
focus on test modifications results from our task: it is the test
modifications—not the handicapping conditions—that are flagged by
testers and that are problematic with respect to both psychometric
convention and the federal regulations. Sume handicapped people
are able to’take tests in their standard form, and for them testing is
no more (or different) a problem than it is for nonhandicapped

people.
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People with Visual Impairments

Most people legally classed as “blind” are not totally -without sight.
In order to be considered legally blind in the United States, a person
must have “central visual acuity of 20/200 or less in the better eye
with correcung glasses, or central visual acuity of more“than 20/200
if there is a field defect in which the peripheral viswal field has
contracted 10 such an extent that the widest diameter of the visual
field subtends an angular distance no greater than 20 degrees”
(Lowenfeld 1973:29-30). Only about 10 percent of all legally blind
individuals are totally blind. Approximately 11 percent have light
perception only, and 7 percent have a restricted visual field. Thus,
about 75 to 80 percent of the legally blind population have some
useful vision (Hatfield 1975%. The term "low vision” is often used to
describe the condition that lies between blindness and normal vision
(Colenbrander 1977 )
The Natonal Center for Health Statistics uses a functional definition
of blindness in its annual Health Interview Survey. To be “severely
visually impaired” 4 person must be unable to read ordinary news-

. paper print, even with the aid of corrective lenses; or, if under 6

years of age, be blind in/bolh eves or have no useful vision in either
eye. According to this definition, in household interviews for the year
1977, 1,396,000 people were classified as severely visually impaired.

Of these, 990,000 (approximately 70 percent) were 65 years old or’

older and hence unlikely to be candidates for education or employ-
ment (see Kirchner and Peterson 1979a)

Between 30,000 and 40,000 children in the primary and secondary
grades are severely visually impaired.’ About 70 percent of these
students attend neighborhood schools, the remaining 30 percent are
in residential 3¢thools (Koestler 1976). The past 15 years have seen a
marked trend “toward educating blind children in nonresidential
schools. between 1963 and 1978 the hgure rose from 551076 percénl.
This shift to nongesidential schools began even before enactment of
the Edycation for All Handicapped Children Act of 197&, which
encouralges mainstreaming. *

¢ ‘

[

iEstimates for school-age blind children vary the Amerxan Prinung House for the
Blind {APH) reported 29,400 blind students for 1978, the Bureau of Lducation for
the Handicapped reported 32,455 visually tmpaired students for the 1978-79 school
vear, plus 2,390 deaf-blind students, the 1977 Health Interview Survey reported
36,800 - )
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* . Ofthe school children registered with the American Printing House

for the Blind in 1978, 6,221 could read braille; 13,158 could read
. large type; 1,289 could read both; and 11,797 could read neither.
The percentage of blind people who can read braille is reported to
be decreasing.? -

Blind people and people with low vision are employed at every
occupational level. The Sury ey of Income and Education (SIE), which
was conducted by the Bureau of the Census, revedled that a little
aver 80 percent of the blind people in the labor furce were employed
in 1976. (To be considered as being in the labor force, a person must
be either employed or actively seeking employment.) But less than
one-third of all blind people were in the labor force at that time
compared with three-fourths of the general population. Thus, it
appears that blind people experience a serious employment prublerr{l
(see Klrchner and Peterson 1979b).

-
1); V-

People with- Hearmg Impan-ments

' Hearing impairment, r:iﬂglng from mild to profound, is quantified
as loss of sensitivity retative to a normal absolute threshold for pure,
tones at different frequencies whose loudness is measured in decibels
(dB). The differences between a person’s threshold and a normal
threshold is referred to as hearing-threshold level or hearing level in
decibels. The audiogram describes hearing level as a function of
frequency (pltch), but hearing loss is often characterized by a single
number that is the average hearing level at the frequencies of 500,
1,000, and 2,000 Hz (cycles per second). Roughly speaking, the “hard
of hearing,” who can understand speech with a hearing aid, have
hearing levels between 26 and 70 dB. When people speak of the
“deaf,” they usually refer to two different categuries af hearing loss.
severe hearing impairment, which is hearing levels ranging from 70
to 90dB, and profound hearing impairment (sometimes called “totally
deaf”), which is hearing levels about 90 dB. Table 1-1 indicates how
the ability to understand speech is related to different degrees of
hearing loss.

It is estimated that about 14 million Americans have some hearing
‘impairment. Of these, about 7.5 million have significant heating loss
in both ears, and about 1.8 million are deaf (i.e., have profound or -

severe hearing impdirments). Approximately 600,000 L)eople become

A

’ -
*Personal communication. Susan Spungen, American Foundaton for the Blind

Q 21 A. » D~
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Ability Testing and Handicapped People E 11
TABLE 1-1 Hearing Loss and the Abilitv to Understand Speech

Average Hearing-Threshold
Level for 300, 1000. and 2000

Hz m the Better Ear Ability o Understand Speech through Hearmg

Shght handicap 25-40 dB  Duffsculty only with fame speech
Moderate 40-35 dB  Frequent difhculty with normal speech
55-70dB  Frequent difficults wath loud speech
Severe . 70-490 dB  Can understand some speech o1 appreadte some
speech cues when speech 1s shouted or amphhied
Profound deafness 90 dB  Usually cannot understand even amplihed
speech

sotrCE Adapted fidin Davis and Silverman (1978)
r

N

s
s Yo

impaired, before the age of 19 years, and 250,000 become deaf prior
to the development of speech, usually before age 3 (Davis and
Silverman 1978). Generally, the earlier one’s hearing is impaired, the
more serious the consequences for speech and language deselopment.
~ Individuals who become deaf after learning to talk usually retain the
ability to speak, prelingually deaf children have great difficulty
learning to talk and learning many things linked to language.

The” Annual Survey of Hearing Impdired Children and Youth

. wonducted by Gallaudet College reports that there were about 54,000
deaf children in school for the year 1977-78.% About half of these
were in special residential or day schools for the deaf, the other half
attended neighborhood schools, either in spedial dasses (10,017) or
in integrated programs that combined special and regular classes
(12,386). As would be expected, profoundly deaf children are more
likely to attend residential or day schools; only about 18 percent of
those in integrated programs have profound hearing losses (Karchmer
and Trybus 19%{). '{hosc children who are in integrated (inamstream)

, programs also arg, more likelys to have learned to speak beforé
becoming deaf. ’

Several surveys give some indication of the number of hearmg-
impaired people.who participate in higher education. A 1972 study
by the Bureau oﬁhe Census indicated that 2.7 percent of deaf people
aged 25 to 64 had completed 't years of college. Although a direct
comparison with the general population is not possible, an indication
of the disparity is given by comparisun with the figure of 164 percent

4

‘Figures from the Bureau of Educaton for the Handicapped show 41,603 hard-of-
hearing and 44.439 deaf children aged 3 0 21 for the 1978-79 school year.

. o
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of the population aged 25 t 29 with 4 or more years of college in
© . 1970(U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 1975). In
fall 1978 there were an estimated 11,256 hearing-impaired students
enrolled in colleges and universities, comprising 0.10 percent of the i
total enrollment at that time (National Center for Education Statistics |
1978). According to Bolton (1976b:145): ‘w
)

.. . more than 3,000 youths aged 16 to 19 leave schools and dlasses for the

deaf annually. Roughly 15 percent enter Gallaudet College, the National |
Technical Institute for the Deaf, or other college-level programs. Several

hundred enroll in technical-vocational schouls and communaty colleges which

provide special arrangements fok deaf students. An unknown number begin
apprenticeships or vn-the-job training programs. Many enter the job market

at the clerical, semi-skilled, and unskilled levels. Others become unemployed

or enter intensive rehabilitation programs.

The principal barriers to educational achievement and optimal
vocational placement appear to be related to language development
defiats in direct communication and in linguistic skills. The average
deaf 16-year-old has attained a reading skill of an average hearing
fourth-grader, and fewer than 10 percent read at or beyond the
seventh-grade level (Trybus and Karchmer 1977)..

With respect to employment,:a 1972 survey by the U.S. Department
of Labor found that the unemployment rate for deaf males was close
to that for the general population (2.9 compared with 4.9 percent).
Unemployment for deaf females, however, was somewhat higher
than that of hearing females, 10.2 compared with 6.6 percent (Schein
and Delk 1974). Compared with the population as a whole, deaf
people are underrepresented in the professions and in technical,
managerial, administrative, ;{nd service occupations (Schein and Delk
1974). Deficiency in commux{icalion skills and the lower education
level of the deaf undoubtedly'are contributing factors.

Approximately one-third of the deaf students currently in school
were born deaf as a result of the rubella epidemic of 1964. Since
these students will be of college dge in 1983, an increased need for
vocational services and programs for the deaf in higher education is
likely. Gallaudet College and the National Technical Institute for the
Deaf, for example, both expect a temporary 50 percent increase in
student enrollment at that time. These students will all be prelingually
deaf, and many will have other handicaps, including blindness.

Although maternal vaccination has npw largely eliminated rubella
as a cause of deafness, this decrease m { be offset by the increased
number of premature and cangenitally\ deaf infants who survive.

-
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\Mth increased prevention and enhanced treatment of illnesses that
produce deafness during youth and young adulthoode.g., meningitis,
measles, other infections), the deaf population of the future may be
almost entirely prelingually deaf—except, of course, for the aged.
This prediction has significant implications for thuse concerned with
the education and training of deaf people.

People with Learning Disabilities

"Learning disabilities” is a very heterogeneous and ill-defined category

that covers a wide range of difficulties in speaking, understanding
speech, reading, and writing. The National Advisory Committee on
Handicapped Children déveloped the following definition, which is
used in the Education for All Handicapped Children Act (Wepman
" et al. 1976:301-302):

Children with special learming disabilities exhibit a disorder in one or more
of the basic psychological processes involved in uhderstanding or using
spoken or written languages. These may be manifested in disorders of
hsterung, thinking, talkinig, reading, writing, spelling, or arithmetic They
include conditions which have been referred to as perceptual handicaps,
brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dyslexia, developmental aphasia,
etc. They do not include learning problems which are due primarily to visual,
hearing, or motor handicaps, to mental retardation, emotional disturbance,
or to environmental disadvantages. -

There seems to be little consensus among physicians or educators
about how to identify and classify learning-disabled children. The
most commonly accepted indicator is a marked discrepancy between
general learning ability, or “intelligence,” as measured by standardized
tests, and educational achievement, as measured by tests or grades.
A typical working definition refers to a child of average intelligence
who is about two grade levels behind in achievement. The difficulty,
however, lies in determining that the achievement lag is not the result
of such factors as poor motivation, emotional disturbance, environ-
mental deficiencies, or simply poor instruction.

In view of the ambiguities and difficulties in defining learning
disabilities, it is not surprising that estimates of its prevalence vary
widely. The Bureau of Education for the Handicapped estimated
that in 1978-79 approximately 2.3 percent of the school-age popu-
lation between 5 and 17 years of age exhibited a learning disability
(a national total of more than 1.1 million children). Other estimates
range from 7.5 to 41 percent of various school populations (Minskoff

-
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1973). One study, using multiple criteria and specific decision rules
for diagnosis, found that 11 to 20 percent of a control group (aged
7 to 16) were learning disabled (Lambert and Sandoval 1980). The
larger estimate covers all underachievers, including students of
superior ability but average achievement, the lower figure includes
only those who were below grade level in achievement.

To keep “learning disabilities” from becoming a meaningless cat-

egory that mcludes all kinds of learning problems, most experts .

believe that it should be restricted to perceptyal or perceptual-motor
problems (e.g., see Hobbs 1976). The term “perceptual” here refers
to those “mental (fieurological) processes through which the child
acquires the basic alphabets of sounds and forms” (Wepman et al.
1976.306). The_ term “perceptual handicap” refers to inadequgle
ablhty iff such areas as the following (Wepman ‘et al. 1976: 306)

. recogniang fine differences.between auditory and visual dlscnmmalmg
features underlying the sounds used in speech and the orthographic forms
used 11 reading, retaining and recalhng those dicriminated sounds and forms
in both shert- and long-term memory, ordering the sounds and forms
sequentially, both 1n sensory and motor acts, disunguishing figure-ground
relationships, recognizing spatial and temporal orientations, obtaining dlo-
sure, integrating intersensory infurmation, and relating what 1s perceived to
specific motor functions.

Those who work with college-age, learning-disabled students report
that there are a number of ‘otherwise able students whose main
difficulty is in the processing of written information. With, help in
learning how to use alternative methods of processing information
(e.g., listening to a recorded text while reading it), many of them can
succeed in college.

Mentally Retarded People

Defrimtions of mental retardation have changed markedly in the past
two decades. The most widely accepted guidelines are those proposed
by the American Association on Mental Retardation (AAMD), which
also have been mcorporated in the Diagnostic and Statustical Manual
(DSM-III) of the Anierican Psychiatric Association (1980). According
to AAMD,” “mental *retardation refers to significantly subaverage
general intellectual functivning existing concurrently with deficits in
adaptive behavior, and manifested during the developmental period”
(Grossman 1973.11).  Significantly subaverage general intellectual
functioning 1s defined as performance that is more than two standard

~
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deviations below the mean on a tpajor standardized test, such as one
of the Wechsler Intelligénce Scales or the Stantygd-Binet intelligence
test. Approximately 3 petcent of the population attain scores at this
level or below and formerly were considered retarded en this basis
alone. .

Lately, however, mach more weight has been given to coping abihity
and 1ts relation to intellectual ability. Under newer conventions, if a
person can cope with the dentands of everydayhife (demands at an
ordinary level for a person of his or her age), that person 1s not
considered mentally retarded, regardless of an intelligence test score.
During the school svears, low intelhgence almost always causes aca-
demic failure in regular (mainstream) classes. After schuol years,
however, many peuple of low intelligence do succeed m the e yday
world by blending into the mdrglml commumty of people*jf bor-
derline “capabibity or low stdtus and therefore are not considered
mentally retarded. Only when they fail (for example, commit a crime)
are they properly (lldgnused as handicapped. Accordinglys current
estmatés of the prevalence o mental retardation, particularly at
v adult ages, run as low as | o2 percent of the population

To the extent that tests excdyde mentally retarded mdividuals from
vocational lumnng or from jobs in which they could succeed if given
d chance, then lcsung could actually increase the pxe\alenceﬂf mental
retardation by causing some individuals to remain unemployed or
otherwise dependent, that is, ugable to cope with everyday hfe. The
people most likely to be affected in this wal are the mildly retarded,
roughly 2.5 percent of the population. It is unlikely that those who
are. moderatels, severely, or profoundly retarded, who togcther
constitute about 0.5 percent of the populauon, wquld be negatively
affected by testing for selectron. Mildly retarded people, however,
often acquire m regular o1 spedial education dasses the reading and
arithmetic skills needed to cope with on-the-job requirements at the
unskilled, o1 semi-skilled level, although they might need help in
pe rforming such task as tilling out .1ppl|ulmn torms and declaring
income tax, deductions.

\' .

-

THE SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC STATUS OF HANDICAPPED
PEOPLE -~

\]

The p‘mél examimed the position of the handicapped population in
Amertean society n an attempt to determine whether handicapped
people as a group tended to have lower status, thus suggesting the
possibility  of discrimimation. Relatively low income, educational

&
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TABLE 1-2 Educational Attainment by Selected Handicz'ips, 1977 (in thousands) /
Ha’ndica;') ’

, Educational - .

Attainment

Level Blind and Deaf and

(individuals 17 Visually Hearing Speech Orthopedic and

years and over) Impaired® Impaired® Impaired® Motor Impairments® AlUS?

TOTAL 10,737 15,364 1,081 10,201 120,870

<9 years 3,484 (32%) 4,877 (32%) 385 (36%) 2,585 (25%) 24,053 (20%)

9-11 years 1,692 (16%) 2,628 (17%) 202 (19%) 1,830 (18%) 18,372 (15%)

12 years 2,885 (27%) 4,261 (28%) 265 (25%) 2,984 (29%) 43,634 (36%)

13~15 years 1,305 (12%) 1,746 (11%) 99 ( 9%) 1,408 (14%) 16,197 (13%)

16+ yeays 1,177 (11%) 1,532 (10%) 77 ( 7%) 1,216 (12%) 18,614 (15%)
NJnknown 194 ( 2%)° 320 ( 2%) 53 ( 5%) <178 ( 2%) -+

*Figures derived frum Table 2 1n Rehab Group, Inc. (1979) Digest of Data oy Persuns with Dusabiliies Prepared under contract to the
Congressiunal Research Sepvice, Library of Congress. GPO #017-090-0050-0. Washington, D.C . Government Prinung Office.

bFigures derved from Table No. 226, “Years of Schuol Completed by Race and Sex 1960-1977 (persuns 25 years old and older),” p. K13
in U.S. Depariment of Commerce (1978) Statutical Abstract of the U nited States, 1978 Buredu of the Census. Washington, D.C . Government

Printing Office.

‘Column percentage totals may be greater than 100 due to rounding.
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Lt . . . ~
achievement, rate ot employment, and occupational levels in relation

to the general population would tend to indicate exclusion from the
mainstream of society. Before presenting the data, however, we must
mention some factors that impair our ability to evaluate the situation.
First, the available-data do not distinguish among degrees of
impairmient nor other factors of tunctional significance. Among the
" hearmg impaired, for example, are some who are totally unable to
hear and others with mid or moderate reduction of hearing acuny,
some whose loss oniginated befor¥ they began to acquire language
(with severe developmental implicauons); and others with later luss
whose language 15 relatively unaffected. Second, the available data
seldom distinguish between people with one handicapping condition
and those with multiple handicaps, which impose additional burdens.
Simply counting the number of people with a single one of the
enumeiated conditions does not reveal the entire portrait of disability.
Third, indusion of mentally retarded people in the handicapped
population lowers its overall occupational and educational attainment
"because thuse people by definition are unable to succeed in coping

. » independently with the demands of mainstream society (Grussman

1977). Fourth, because children born to parents of lower socioéco-
nomic status sufter a higher incidence of handicaps than thpse born
to parents of higher status (Richardson and Higgins 1965)~family
background must be taken into account in any analysis of the
educational and social status of handicapped individuals.

Educational Achievement .

Data on the educational attainment of handicapped people are
presented 1in Table 1-2. (Note that the handicapped and nonhandi-
capped samples are not strictly comparable because the sample of
handicapped people includes people over 17 years of age and the
nonhandicapped sample includes those over 25.) The most striking
difference between the handicapped and the nonhandicapped pop-
ulation is in the percentage of people in the lowest educational
category (less than 9 years of schooling), but’there are marked
differences at all levels. . " ‘

The large difference in educational attainment, was one of the
major factors prompting federal legislation, namely the Rehabilitation
Act of 1973 and the Education for All Handicapped Children Act.
Many of the handicapped people who are counted in’ Table 1-2
attended school when mamnstreaming was not emphasized, special
needs presumably were not met, and spedial education dasses were

i
'
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dead ends. Many of thuse pevple probably encountered attitudinah’

as well as physical and program barriers. These factors have created

substantial-disadvantages in both the ability to compete for employ-

ment and satisfaction to be gained through personal intellectual
growth.

The overall effects of relatively low educatlon‘xl achievement may
be parllcularly severe for hdndlcdpped mdmdudls, who mght be
able t6 compensate for ph}f§icdl limitations bﬁ“ dequiring new skills.
Rehabilitation agencies, for example, often offer education and
training as 4 compensatory device to improve the employabnhl) of

handicapped people.

Income

Table 1-3 presents comparative family income figures reported by
four categories of handicapped individuals, again compared with all
U.S. families. According to the Bureau of the Census, median family
income for the United States in 1977 was $16,009, considerably higher
than that for any of the seven calegories We cannot determine from
these data what proportion of income is derived from wages, disability
msurance, or ~ other sources, nor do we have an income breakdown
by sex. Nationally; 11.6 percent of the total poptifation were estimated
to have incomes below the poverty level (defined for a nonfarm family
of four as $6,191 in 1977). Table 1-3 indicates“that the proportion

, of handlcapped people with incomes below the poverty level was 2

to 3 times greater than for the population as a whole.

The income of severely disabled people, defined as those who
cannot work at all or cannot work regularly, is of course even lower
than the income of partially disabled people, who are limited in the
kind or amourm of work they can do but are able to work corr’l]v{titi\ely
to some degree.

*

/
Oc;:upational Status v~

As shown in Table 1-4, handicapped people work much less often in
white-collar jobs than do U.S. workers as a whole, and much more
often they are unemployed or not in the labor force. There is little
doubt that, whatever the reasons, handicapped people have substan;,
tially lower occupational status than other 'workers.

¢
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Frequency of Employment

Participation in the labor force 1 closely related to the degree of
disabihty Severely disabled people. by definition, are largely unable
to work except in sheltered employment situations. Parually disabled
people mav be hmited m the kind of work they can do, and possibly
i the amount as well, but they are considered potentially capable of
competitive employment. Fable 1-3 illustrates the degree to which
partially disabled people are able to maintain employment of some
kind (even though that employ ment may be of low status). The data
distinguish between severe and partial disability and between men
and women. Partially disabled and nondisabled men have a relatively
similar employment profile, with only minor differences in the ratio
of part- to full-ume employment. Partially disabled women, however,
are much more likely than nonhandicapped women to have part-
time rather than full-time employment or to be either unemployed
or not in the labor force at all. From the available data, we cannot
determine wh¢ther the differences derive from different expectations
for women, differental educational and employment opportuniues,
or other factors.

o

Conclusions

Clearly, the place of handicapped people in the American soual
structure is restricted and disadyantaged. Allhough many people with
limited or partial disabilities are able to participate in essential activities
and thereby achieve positions that are not strikingly different from
the general population, those with more severe handicaps are often
largely excluded from the manstream and are suboidimated in the
status hierarchy. Women appear to be generally less successful than
men with the same degree of impairment, particularly m employment.

The marginal and inferior positions of spme handicapped people
in the sodal structure may have adverse imphcations for their
performance on ability tests. Handicapped people may not have
acquired adequate bdckground knawledge and formal education for
successtul performance in test situations. T he) may come to the place
and time of the test with less cxpcrlence in lakmg tests and with a
feeling of discomfort because their previous experiences have been
in segregated facilities. They may face the test experience with
frustration, anxiety, and a sense 5;'f threat, perhaps in part becdause

»
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TABLE 1-3 Annual Family Income by Selected Handica;;‘s, 1977 (in thousands)

) Handiap o
s ) Blind and Deaf and ' .
v Visually Hearing Speéch Orthopedic and ADUS,
Annual Income Impaired® Impaired® Impaired® Motor Impairments® Families®
TOTAL . 11415 16,219 . 1,995 11,507 57,215
. < $3,000 . 1,309 (12%y 1,584 (10%) . 210 (10%) 1,201 (10%) 2,054 ( 4%)

) . $ 3.000- 4,999 1,671 (15%) 2,111 (13%) 259 (13%) 1,436 (12%) 3,289 ( 6%)
$ 5,000~ 6,999 1,225 (11%) 1,738 (11%) 217 (11%) 1,138 (10%) 4,147 ( 7%)
$ 7,000- 9,999, 1,328 (12%) 1,900 (17%) 218 (11%) 1,334 (12%) 6,237 (11%)
$10,000-14,999 1,686 (15%) 2,644 (16%) ' 349 (18%) 1,967 (17%) 10,552 (18%)
$15,000-24,999 1,930 (17%) 2,912 (18%) 398 (20%) 2,203 (19%) 18,128 (31%)
$25,000 + 1,139 (10%) 1,733 (11%) 174 ( 9%) 1,225 (11%) 12,808 (22%)
Unknown' . 1,127 (10%)¢ 1,597 (10%) 170 ( 9%) 1,003 ( 9%) —

sFigures denved from Table 2 in Rehab Group, Inc. (1979) Digest of Data on Persuns with Dusabilities Prepared under contract 1o the

Congressional Researclf Service, Library of Congress. GPO #017-090-0030-0 Washington, D.C . Government Printing Office

bFigures derived trom Table A, “Famihes and Unrelated -Individuals by Total Money Income 1n 1977,” p 2 in U.S Department of

Commerce (1979) Consumer Income. Money Income in 1977 of Families and Persons in the Unated States Bureau of the Census. Current Population
- Reports, Series P-60, No. 118, March 1979. .

‘Column percentage totals may be greater than 100 due 10 rounding,
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TABLE 1-4 Type of Occupation by Selected Handicaps, 1977 (persons over 17, in thousands)
. ’ Handicap .
’ - 'Blind and Deaf and :
: ! Visually Hearing Speech Orthopedic and . )
.\ Type of Occupation Imparred® Impaired?® Impaired® Motor Impairments® Total U S§®
TOTAL 10,425 15,328 1,043 9,750 90,546¢ N
Whate Collar 2,009 (19%) 2,840 (19%) 122 (12%) 2,142 (22%) 45,187
Blue Collar ! 1421 (14%) 2,472 (16%) 245 (23%) 1,590 (16%) 30,211
Service . 463 ( 4%) 688 1 4%) 79 ( 8%) 528 ( 5%) 12,392
Farm ' 129 ( 1%) 276 ( 2%) 9(1%) 151 ( 2%) 2,756 .
Unknown 32 (<1%) - 57 (<1%) 4 (<1%) 35(<1%) -
Not in Labor Force 6,369 (61%)¢ 8,995 (59%) 584 (56%) 5,304 (54%) — .

(including unemploved) ’

“kigures denved from Table 2 1n Rehab Group, Inc. (1979) Digest of Data on Persons with Duabilittes Prepared under contract to the
Congressional Research Service, Library of Congress GPO #017-090-0050-0. Washington, D.C Government Prinung Office \
bFigures denived trom Table 643, Labor Force and Employment. 1947 t0 1978,"in U'S Department of Commerce (1978) Statustical Sbstract
of the Unsted States, 1978, 99th ed Bureau of the Census. Washington, D C. Government Printing Otfice

Column percentage totals may not equal 100 due to rounding

12

o 32 L
ERIC : .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

22 ABILITY TESTING OF HANDICAPPED PEbPLE

TABLE 1-5 Employment Status of Handicapped and
Nonhandicapped People

Employment Status

Not i
Full Time =~ Part Time Unemploved  Labor Force

Severely disabled

Men . 8 8 3 81

Women 4 4 1 91
Partially disabled

Men 80 1l 4 3
-~ Women <31 21 3 6 42
Nondisabled

Men 86 , 6 3 4

Women 49 15 4 32

SoLRCE. Dernved from Soctal Secunty Admimistrauon (1980) Work Dusability vi the United
States A Chartbook

of past failures. Any or all of these conditions may lessen their chances
for optimal performance in the testing situation.

THE EFFECTS OF STEREOTYPES AND LABELS

Stereotypes and labels affect the lives of handicapped people, partic-
ularly .in selection processes. “Gatekeepers™ in the mainstream of
society, such as teachers, school counselors, rehabilitation workers,
examiners and test assistants (readers, signers), and admissions and
employment officers, are likely (as are other people) to attach labels
and to apply stereotypes as they interact with and affect the lives of
handicapped people.

When a handicapped applicant and a gatekeeper interact, the latter
may.assume one of several postures. The gatekeeper may take a
realistic (obJecuve) stance, based on an accurate evaluation of"lhe
individual appllcdnt, or he or she may employ either a negativeor a
positive stereotype. A negative stereotype emphasizes the lack of
ability of handicapped people, characterizing them as weak, depend-
ent, incompetent, and unsuccessful. Positive stereotypes exaggerate
the competencies of handicapped applicarfts and describe them as
normal, independent, superior, successful, and so on. The rescarch
literature suggests that the negative stereotype response is the most
prevalent pattern, although positive stereotyping also occurs. Un-
realistic and biased expectations are of crucial importance when
testing information is used.
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There are various ways in which handicapped people can deal with
negative expectations. They Jnay, for example, accept, internalize,
and comply with the beliefs arid expectations. \lterndtl\el) they may
avoid contacts with particular people or situations in which they are
likely to encounter bias (e.g., by residing in segregated communities),
stress or claim that the disability 15 only temporary, direct attenuon
to abilities and asses that offset the stereotspe, or oppose the
stereoty pical constraints and reject the ascribed inferionty and dis-
crimination. ,

The portion of the regulations inplemenung Section 504 that
prohibits pre-selecion inquiry 1s an effort to enable handicapped
people to encounter, the gatekeeping situation without the hazards
of stereotsped responses. Yet the flagging of test scores as having
been administered in nonstandard fashion, as allowed by OCR's
interim policy, 1s de facto labeling of examinees as handicapped.
Indeed, since the flagging of scores does not identfy the predise
modifications of standardized procedure that have occurred, it is
labeling at 1ts vaguest and therefore potentially most damaging.

Standardized testing is only one part of an assessment procedure.
Other information that sometimes 15 requested in applymg for
educational ot employ nient positions includes written questionnaires,
essday matertal, transcripts of educational records, letters of reference,
resumes or autobiographies of educational and work experience, and,
frequenty, face-to-face contacts. (The personal contacts may be
mterviews, performance tests, or probationary placements.) Many of
these sources of information have the potential tor revealing the
presence of a handicapping condiuon. This is particularly trie for
school reports (if the applicant attended a special dass or school),
reports of extracurnicular activities, letters of reference, autobiogra-
phies, and face-to- faw contacts. Yet this identification need not take
place. Indeed, some individuals with health impanments, 1éading
disabilities, or mental disorders may be able to conceal the handicap
even during face-to-face interviews. -

Handicapped applicants may or may not desire to inform dedision
makers about their handicap. Some applicants, particularly those with
achievements, may want to take advantage of a.positive stereotype,
capitalizing on the tendency of an evaluator to overestimate an
individual's qualifications when he or she is viewed as having overcome
an obstade in attaining a goal. A person who is temporarily rather
than permanently handicapped may want to ensute that attention is
directed to the handicap in order that its transient nature be known
(Leviun 1975). Anothgr person may believe that he or she will be
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more accurately evaluated with the assistance of a report by a
rehabilitation counselor, physician, or therapist. Still another may
wish to waive some requirements that pose particular problems.

Other handicapped applicants however, may not wish to disclose *
the fact that they are impaired. They may fear an uninformed
discrimination agamst handicapped people, they may want to avoid
ullegal) rejection because of the cost of accommodating their handi-
caps (for example, through supplying readers or translators); or they
may want the personal satisfaction of succeeding in open competition.
The regulauons implementing Section 504 preserve the night of the
applicant to conceal the existence of a handicapping condition until

, a selection decision has been made. .

Because the research literature regarding the operation of labels
in deasion making in college admissions, employment, and licensing
was of such direct relevance to the provisions of Section 504, the
panel reviewed the literature bearing on this issue (see Appendix A)

Briefly summarized, the research literature on the effects on
deasion making of knowing a person is handicapped shows varied
results. Knowing that an individual is handicapped may, in different
situations, have negative, positive, or negligible effects. In short,
research does not support the common assumption that knowledge
of a person’s handicapping condition works to that person’s disad-
vantage. Opinions expressed in the panel’s open meeting were
similarly varied. ¢

"THE SOCIAL AND INDIVIDUAL COSTS OF BIASED SELECTION
PROCEDURES . .

To the extent that selection procedures for admitting or hiring
handicapped people are biased, either because of lests that fail to
predict future success or more subtle processes of labeling and

o stereotyping, both society and handicapped individuals sutter. Jt
should be pointed out that either a negative or a positive bias may
create serious costs to the individual concerned, as well as to others. |
A negative bias is likely to exdude a handicapped person trom |
activities and opportunities he or she is competent to handle, with
consequences such as unrealized assets, nonproductivity, boredom,
truncated educational and career progression, and so on. A positive
bias may also have serious costs if the individual is placed in a situation ‘
that exceeds his or her capabilities. The inevitable failure may be |
damaging i both the long and short‘term and may affect others as |
well—professors and triends who give extra help to a floundering
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college student, employers who lose money, the public unprotected
from an mcompetent professional, and so on. In other words,
inaccurate labels, stereotspes. expectations, and actions, whether
negative or positive, are expensive to all concerned.

It 1s difhicult to quanufy the costs, however. Strictly speaking,.the
economic cost of brased selectton procedures to societs stems from
the misallocation of 1esources that could be better used n an alternate
fashion. The two mdst important misallocations are the inefficient
use of people n p‘mduung commuodities and the inetficent use of
education and tiaming m preparing futwe workers. Conversely, the
reducton or elnmmnation of bies in selection procedures creates
socetywide economic benefits since 1t improves the allocation of
resources. Let us look at these two potential benefits of improving
tests for handicapped people in greater detail.

Me first tvpe of benefit is the more efficient use of workers in the
wuzf force. Employment tests proside a proxy for the expected
productivity of the workers and, thereby, an indicator of the maximum
wage that an emiplover could pay without reducing profits. A firm,
in order to maxinuze profits, will not knowingly pay a wage that is
greater than a worker’s contribution to the firm’s revenue A firin
will reject. theretore, all applicants whose expected contribution to
revenue is less than the wage to be offered, which in this example
can be assumed to be the same for all workers. To the extent that
the unpanments of handicapped applicants reduce their test scores
below those of nunh.m(h(.lppcd applicants, the handicapped apph-
cants are disadvantaged in the selection process. If the true produc-
tivity of the rejected handicapped applicants is greater than that of
those (presumably nonhandicapped) who are hued, the cost to sodiety
is the difference between the productivity of the handicapped .lpph-
cants and the productivity of those \}J]&are hired.

The second type of benefits cmanates fapm the elimination of bias
in educational tests. Such benehts are ‘more dﬁhcull to enumerate
than those related to employment, becatise the ‘benefits of education
can be viewed as hikely increases in employability and income followmg
school and as nonpecumary benefits to the individual, such as
increased sodial status, heightened apprediation of the arts, and a
persond enjoyvinent of school hfe. Although the nonpecuniary benefits
may be very importaitt to handicapped people, particularly those who
value highly participation in the mainstream, one can argue that the
employment benefits of educational attainments are even more
inporlantto handicepped people. As was mentioned eatlier, acquuring
skills 15 one important way—perhaps the most important way-—that
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handicapped people  can wmpenfate for their impaired physical
abilities as they compete for places in the labor force.

If, because of impairments, test scores are biased measures of the
true probability of success in an educational program for handicapped
people, then some handicapped applicants who are more likely to
succeed than some nonhandicapped applicants will be rejected. Thus,
some less promusing applicants will receive the bénefits of an education,
and the return on the investment in the postschooling years will be
less than that that could have been produced by the handicapped
applicants. The difference between the returns for the handicapped
and the nonhandicapped students is the measure of the social cost
of the rejection of the handicapped students. In addition, if one takes
the position that education is the difference between employment
and unemployment for handicapped people, then the return on the
investment in education for handicapped people is marginally much
higher than that for nonhandicapped people, and one could even
argue that handicapped people who had a lower probability of success
should be admitted to school in favor of nonhandicapped people.

The aggregate benefit to society resulting from improved resource
allocation due to improved testing of the handicapped might be
rather small, on the order of less than 1 percent of the GNP. (For
example, the economic costs of racial and ethnic discrimination have
been estimated at 2to 3 percent of the GNP.) Nevertheless, the
benefit of improved procedures may loom rather large, making the
difference between employ ment and unemployment or between
poverty and modetate income levels. And the nonmonetary benefits,
such as the psychological satisfaction that a handicapped person might
obtain from working n a job that is considered in the mainstream,
may be very great, though essentially nonquanuﬁdble Moreover,
society may place a positive value on the creation of equdl opportunity
for all and on achieving a greater degree of equity between the
handicapped and nonhandicapped, above and beyond the value of
the more efficient use of resources or the improved economic status
of individual handicapped people.

It is with all of these considerations in mind—the low social and
economic status of handicapped people, the barriers that poor tests
can place in their way, the opportunities that appropriate tests can
create, the benefits to sodiety and to handicapped people of increased
education and employment opportunities—that we proceed with our
discussion of testing of people with handicapping conditions.
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Admissions Tmtmg for |
Postsecondary Education

. N

Although the primary focus of this chapter is on tests that are used
to make admissions dedsions for postsecondary education, we first
describe the exposure of handicapped students in elementary and
secondary schools to standardized tests. The reason for beginning . .
with this discussion is that some people have suspected that handi-
capped students may have very limited or, at least, very different
exposure to standardiced tests in the elementary and secondary
grades and, therefore, mnay be at a disadvantage relative to their
nonhandicapped peers when they encounter wollege admission tests.
Then we move to a discussion of college admission tests. We look at
how those admussions tests are modified (described in detail in Chapter
5), the numbers of handicapped people who tdke the tests, how the
scores are reported by the testing companies, and how the scores are
used in making admissions decisions. We next discuss tests that are
used for admission to graduate and professional schools. Finally, we
present what little evidence there is on the validity of all these tests
for handicappe# applicants and consider that evidence in the context.
of the validity of tests for nonhandicapped applicants.

PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS N

Testing has long been an integral part of schooling, but the use of
*  standardized tests to measure ability or achievement has been increas-
ing since the early 1900s. Public school children today are given
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standardized tests for many reasons: to diagnose the strengths and
weaknesses of an individual student in ordey to design an appropriate «
educational program, to help the teacher decide.when a’student has
learned a particular skill and is ready to progress to other instruction;
to place children in the type of program that will best meet their 5
needs; to give guidance and counseling for future education and
career plans, to certify minimum competencies; and to evaluate the
merits of ‘particular educational programs (such as bilingual or
compensatory educatiort programs). The extent to which handicapped
children experience this testing is a matter of interest because, if
handicapped children are tested less frequently than nonhandicapped
children, they are apt to lack test-taking skills and, consequently, to_
be at a disddvantage when required to take college admission,
employment, or certification tests.

Handicapped children who are able to participate in the regular
school program, for. most of the day generally share in the testing
experiences of their nonhandicapped classmates. The testing proce-
dures for those children who spend most of their time in special
classes vary, according to the school district and the nature of the
handicap. In some large, urban schools (e.g., in New York City and
Detroit) handicapped children are tested on the same schedule as
those. who are not handicapped, with modifications made according
to each child's individualized education program. In others (e.g.,
Baltimore) all special .education children are excluded from the
regular testing program. :

. . ’
.

Testing for Placement .

For a handicapped child, tests play an important role in determining
an appropriate educational program and in deciding whether main- .
. sireaming or a special dassroom will be most beneficial.' The regu-
lations implementing the Education for All Handicapped Children.
Ag,(P.L. 94-142) require that a full and individual evaluatioh of a
chld's edycational needs be conducted ‘before a handicapped child
(\ is assigned to a special education program. Although the procedures
vary from school to school, the evaluation of a student usually is

N .

IThis 15 one of the issues being invesugated by the National Research Connal’s Panel
on Selection and PlacdMeAT Ot Students n Programs for the Metitally Retarded (Heller,
et al 1982) .
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made by a group of people—school psychologist, special education |
teacher, physician, speech therapist, and other specialists—and in-
cludes assessment of the child’s. health, physical abilities, social and
emotional status. general intelligence, and academic performance. A
number of tests usually are administered and may include an “intel-
ligence test” as well as tests of basic skills, psychomotor abilities,
adaptive behavioryand so on, depending on the nature of the Lhild's
handicap. Any¥hede from two to fourteen tests may be given, taking
from one to ten hours to administer (Anderson 1982).

It, on the pasis of this assessment, parents and school personnel
agree that the chitdshould reveive special education, an “individu-
aliged education prdfiyam” (IEP) is developed—usually by a group
consisting of pareiits, teachers, and other professionals. The IEP is
suppused to include a description of the child’s currént educational
performance and adaptivesbehavior, the type of special services
‘desired, long-rauge goals and short-term objectives, criteria for
evaluating whether the objectives are achieved, and a time schedule
for evaluation of progress. In developing the plan, agdditional tests
may b€ given, and the evaluation of progress (which should be made
annually but must take place at least every three years) may also be
based partly on“test results.

. Itis dear that hapdicapped studen‘in special education programs I
Are not inexperienced in test taking. However, many of the tests that -
are used to make placement dedisions gre individually adfinistered,
and differ sigruficantly fiom the kind of group-administered paper-
and-pencil tests that are routinely taken by regular students—the
kind that more dosely resemble college admission aiid employment
tests.

3
1 . ’

\ . / 7

. N .

Testing for Competency J
A relatively new area of testjng that is creating problems for handi
capped students and raising fgal 1ssues in regard to P.L. 94-1
the Section 504 regulations i} minimum competency tgsting (MCT).
Reports of declining test scoles and of high school graduates who
can barely 1ead and write have generated concern that today's students.
are not recening an adequate education. In response to this concern,
an increasing number of school districts and states are developing
programs to assess a set of basic academic skills that each student is
éxpected to master. Appro%alel) 32 states have mandated some
form of mmimuin competency testing for' pupils in the primary and
v .
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secondary grades.? [n addition, 156 local school districts have insti-
tuted minimum competency testing—some prior to, or ds a supple-
ment to, state legislation and some in stafes that have no mandated
state program (Gorth and Perkins 1979)."

The purposes of the MCT programs vary. Some states use the test
results primarily to determine which pupils need remedial work and
to make decisions regarding the school curriculum. Others tie the
mastery of competencies to high school graduation or grade-to-grade
promotion. Most minimum competency testing programs are directed
toward regular education students and have been tmplemented—
sometimes hastily, under pressure from state legislatures or school
boards—with little thought given to how the requirements would
affect handicapped students (National Association of State Directors
of Special Education 1979). Consequently, only a few MCT programs
systematically address the needs of handicapped students.

Policies regarding minimum competency testing of handicapped
students vary among states and among local school districts. The
most common practice is to exempt some or all special education
students from the minimum competency tests: for example, Maryland
exempts all special education students while Norgh Carolina exempts
only the trainable mentally retarded and those students with multiple
handicaps. A few states use the student’s IEP to determine whether
or not the student should take the tests. Minimum competency tests
are modified for handicapped students as a state policy in about a
third of the states. In New York, for example, special education
students are allowed extended time, braille; or use of a calculator or
reader, depending ‘on their handicap. Most states, however, leave the
rgsponsibility to the local school districts. The state usually prepares

list of accommodations that are appropriate for different handi-
capping conditions, but it does not indicate criteria for determining
the extent of accommodation or the severity of handicap that requires
accommodation (Rosewater 1979). Another option, devising tests with
different _content for handicapped students, has been used only
infrequéntly. Florida has separate tests for hearing- impaired students
and for educable mentally retarded students. Several local programs

*Some sources {¢.g., Pipho 1979) ‘ute 36 MCT programs. However, defining MCT
programs as those that st desired performance standards and also ypearfy conseduerices
that affect students as a result of meetng, or not meeting,’ the standards (c.g.,
remediation, the receipt of a ligh school diploma), a study conducted at National
Evaluation Systems. [nc . sponsored by the Natonal Institute of Educauon (Gorth and
Perkins 1979), counted 32 such MC'T programs




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

hY

Admissions Testing for Postsecondary Education 31

make provisions for tailoring the tasks required on the test to the
needs of individual students (for example, making a ‘business tr ans-
action by telephone instead of letter). Several programs make no
specific provisions for handicapped students but treat each case “on
an individual basis. Other procedyres include allowing handicapped
students to delay testing or letting the student deade whether to take
the regular test or be exempted.

Most of the states that link diplomas with MC I scores have not vet
specified whether handicapped students are to be induded o1 ex-
duded from their programs. The practices of schools in awarding
regular or special diplomas to handicapped students @riespective of
MCT programs) were recently surveved by the National Association
of State Directors of Special Education (1979). Regular diplomas are
issued to hdndlc‘ipp’a‘»sludenls in 31 states, while 17 states allow tor
tocal board discretion in awarding diplomas to handicapped students.
Spedial diplomas may be issued to handicapped students in 13 states,
depending on ocal board decisions, 9 states issue special certificates
of high school attendancgd and 17 states provide for locat board
discretion to issue such certificates.

Minimum competency testing programs are currently the subject
of vigorous controversy (see Haney and Madaus 1978, Madaus and
McDonagh 1979, McClung 1977) and litigation (e.g., Debra P.
Turlington; Green v. Hunt). In hght of the challenges, a number of
states in which competency testing 1s mandated have not yet miple-
mented their programs (induding Utah and South Caroling). and
some states (including Flonda and North Caroling) have had to
change their policies as a result of court dedisions.

‘Three major potential difficulties with minimurn competency testing

‘programs come to mind with 1egard to handicapped students, but

alt three also atfect nonhandicapped students to some extent. First 1s
the definition of the skills that are to be included in the tests, micduding
the dedision as to whether those skills are defined to be the same for

‘handicapped and nonhandicapped students. Validity is a concept

that has been applied only rather loosely to mimmum competency
tests, and there are virtually po rigorous, empirical validation studies
of the skills to be induded. The importance of the indusion of certam
skills and the omssion of others, which has received considerable
attention for the general population, should receive equal attention
for handicapped students. The second polcmml difficulty 15 the Wy
‘in which a cutotf score to distinguish passing from tailing scores is
determined and, again, whether the cutott score should be the same
tor all students, be they able-bodied, handicapped in regular classes,
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.

or handicapped in special education classes. The arbitrary nature of
the setting of a cutoff score is particularly troublesome. Thethird
difficulty is the policy of using the score of one, test as the sole

_determinant for awarding diplomas, a critical fatt in people’s lives.

The use of one test score without additional information is strongly
discouraged by nearly all professionals who work with tests.

It seems clear that careful planning and consideration of all the
ways i which MET programs will affect special education students
are essential if discrimination against handicapped people is to be
avoided.

»

COLLEGE ADMISSIONS

Policies of Test Makers

In the United States, there are several types of postsecondary schools,
each of which has different admissions policies and requirements.
Almost all (9 of 10) four-year colleges and universities require either
the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) or the American College Testing
Program (ACT) assessment as part of their undergraduate admission
procedures (Skager 1982). These tests, administered nationwide, are
usually taken by high school seniors either at their own school or at
testing centers. The results are mailed from the central testing agenc

to the student and to colleges that he or she specifies. !

The Scholastic Aptitude Test

The Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) is composed of a verbal section,
which focuses on verbal réasoning, verbal relationships, and reading
comprehension, and a mathematical section, which tests for knowledge
of algebra and geometry and requires skill in computation, application
of principles, and problem solving.

The College Board, which sponsors the SAT (as well as achievement
tests mn particular subjects, which are also required by many colleges),
publishes a special booklet, Information for Students, that covers services
for handicapped students. The booklet informs the student that a
disability should not automatically lead to a request for special testing
Students whose disabilities do not affect reading or writing abilities
and who would not require extended time are instructed to follow
regular procedures. There is also a separate information sheet for
counselorsand admissions officers regarding services and procedures
w0 be followed. The information sheet for counselors and admissions
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officers calls attention to the limited knowledge about the impact of
accommodations, that is, changes in standard conditions, on test
scores and the resulting uncertainty 1n interpreting the scores. It also
notes that all administrations that involve extended time, special test
editions, or the use of a reader, manual translator, or.an amanuensis
are considered nonstandard and lead to the designation "NON-STD"
on the student’s score report. The college that receives the score
report knows thatrstandard administration procedures were not
followed, but 1t does not knéw the nature of d((()mnl()ddll()n made
or the tvpe of handicapping condition .

A speaal “Test Order Form/Teést Record” for handicapped ex-
aminees calls for information on (1) the nature of the disabulity, (2)
whether the disahility 1s permanent or temporary, (3) the test edition
and practice materialdesired, (4) a sign-off by the student (parent

Tor gudrdian if necessarv)o indicate both acceptance of conditions

outlined in Information for Students and understanding that “NON-
STD” will appear on score reports to indicate that standard admin-
istration procedures were not followed, and (5) a sign-off by a school
official that affirins the existence of the handicap and tl?t the testing
and reporting procedures have been explained to the Student.

The College Board reports that the number of students requesting
spectal administrations of the SAT has nearly doubled over the past
five years—from 1,554 people during the 1974-75 testing year to just
over 3,000 for 1979-80 (see Table 2-1) Nearly all of this growth can
be attributed to large increases 1 the number of nonstandard
admunistrations using regular editions of the test. regulai editions
are used primarily by students with learning disabilities who request
extended ume. Requests for the braille edition of the test have
decreased fairly steadily, from 179 administered in 1974-75 t6 81 in
1979-80, requests for largestype editions have remained relatively

constant, slightly under 600 a yvear until 1979-80, when they increased

to nearly 700. The use of the cassette version of the SAT has increased
substantially since it was introduced n 19/8 prlmanly by studcnts
with learning disabilities.

in four subject areas. English, math

sciences. While the ACT subtests are intended to be tied more closely

to’academic curricula than are the SA'T tests, scores on the ACT and
M ?
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TABLE 2-1 Special Adnl/i(;istrations of Scholastie
Aptitude Tests . 7 :

- 7
Test Form

Large Rcéular Audio- :

Year Total Bralle Type  Type Casseute
197475 1544 179 542 833 ¢4 —
1975-76 1.900 151 602 1,147 —_
C1976-77 2,068 166 595 1.307 -
1977-78 2,220 132 397 1.491 —
1978-79 2,463 102 384 1.710 3}
1979-80 3,083 81 699 2,051 252
1980-81 1500 na n.a na na

10f the 2.051 special admumstratons. 1.493 students reported a
perceptual handicap (presumably most were specific learning
disabilities). 395 reported a physical handicap. and 163 reported
a visual haridicap.

5The data for 1980~81 are not comparable to those for presious
vears The breakdown tor this year was done by the characterssuc
.Ozf the test taker. rather than the test Of the total, 2.702 were
;“pcrccpludll) han(‘hcappcd." 888 were “visually handicapped.” 500
were “physically handicapped,” and 410 were “other noncatego-
rized.” )

NOTE: na = not available

SAT are highly correlated; applicants who score well on one test will
tend to do about as well on the other.?

The information booklet for students taking the ACT, entitled
“Taking the AC'f Assessment,” notes that students in certain cate-
gories should not complete the regular registration folder. Students
are informed that if they are handicapped or confined they may
request a special administration by writing to ACT and that all
requests are considered individually. ACT reports that almost all
requests are accepted. The booklet comments on the availability of
braille, large-type, and cassette editions of the ACT assessment for
visually handicapped or dyslexic students. It notes that other arrange-
ments may be made for students who are unable to write the test or
to. complete the test at a regular test center.

A special brochure, “The ACT Assessment Special Testing Guide,”

‘The sum of the ACT Englhsh, nawral saences. and socal studies subtests had a
correlation of 82 with the SAT verbal testin a sample of aboute1 5,000 applicants who
ook both tests (Skager 1982).
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sets forth conditions and procedures under which special adminis-
trations will be conducted. It informs the student that if a special
testing that involves extended time is elected, the word “special” will
appear on réport formg under “Type of Test.” On the Special
Registration Form for Handicapped Applicants, students are asked

*to provide a brief description of their handicap or disability and to
indicate which edition of ACT assessment is desired. The person who
supervises the admistration is asked to confirm that the applicant
is handicapped. The student 1s required to select as a supervisor a
teacher or a (ounselor who 1s able {o read and write English.

* Pracuce material 1s available only in regular form. ACT reports
that teachers often read the regular sample questions to visually
Amparred students and that some schools for the blind have repro-
duced the sample questions in braille Since most special administra-
tons are untimed, ACT does not feel that the lack of practice material
1s a problem. However, in view of the evidence that f*coaching” or
other forms of pr.ncllce can significantly improve leslfu)res (Federal
Trade Commussion 1978, 1979, Messick 1980), this pyint is debatable.

The Amencan College Testing Program reports that about 1,000
handicapped people each year request and recene special test admin-
istrations in order to submit their applications lo/College In addition,
many students take the ACT for placement purposes after they have
been admitted and arrive on campus. Abouf 1 percent of all on-
campus test administrations each year are speual administrations.

[t1s important to note that, in contrast to the College Board’s policy
“for marking “NON-STD" on all scores reporled for special admin-
istrations, ACT assessment scores aré marked “speaal™ only if the
tests are taken under untimed conditions. (About 60 percent of Jll
special administrations are untuned.) The only other information
regardig handicaps that might appear with a score report would be
an affirmauve repls to the statement, “I have a physical handicap or
disability that may require speaal provisions or services from the
wllege 1 attend,” which appears on‘the student profile section given
on a voluntary basts to examinees. However, only about 10 percent
of the 3,120 insttutions that received score reports in 1978-79
requested that applicants’ responses to that item be printed on the
1979-80 score reports (Maxey and Levitz 1980). In addition, some
people who are not permanently disabled (e.g., someone in a hospital
or someone who temporaitly cannot write because of surgery or an
accident) are permitted (o take the tests with extended time and thus

sould be mduded in the “spedal” category. Beginning in 1980-8l,
the score repoirt for students who ask for a specially arranged

ERIC
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TABLE 2-2 Special Administrations of the ACT
Assessment, 1978-79

Test Form
Large Regular Audio-
Handlicap Total Braille Type Type Cassette
Heanng Impaired 2% — ° - 26 —
Dyslexic 5 — — 77 78
Learning Disabled 325 —' — 183 * 142
Visually Disabled 430 83 . 266 24 57
Physicalls Disabled 207 — . — - 195° 12
TOTALS 1.143 83 266 505 289

~Ore. Numbers include both timred and unumed adnunistrations,
ACT reports that about 60 percent of all special administrations
are untimed Special administrations given on campus are included
onl if they involved modified test forms. i.c., braille, cassette, or
large tvpe. ACT s not informed of other special arrangements for
on-campus testing, €.g , untimed regular-type tests.

SOURCE. Data provided by Philip Rever of the American College
Tesung Program

administration of the ACT assessment under timed conditions will
have an indicator that will say “arranged.” .

The numbers of different special administrations of the AGT, both
timed and untimed, for the 1978-79 testing year are shown in Table
2-2.

Other Admissions-Related Tests '

Three additional tests sponsored by the College Board have ‘some
bearing on college admissions. The Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude
Test/National Merit Scholarship Qualifying Test (PSAT/NMQT) is
taken by college-bound high school juniors who wish to compete for
National Merit Scholarships or to gain familiarity with the SAT. The
PSAT/NMQT is available in braille and large type; a reader, manual
translator, or amanuensis is permitted. During the 1979-80 testing
year, 338 special editions were requested (73 braille and 265 large-
type). Requests for these special versions have increased over the past
five years, in contrast with the SAT, for which braille requests have
decreased and those for large type have remained fairly constant.
This may be because the SAT is available on cassettes and the PSAT/
NMQT is not.

Advanced Placement Program (APP) examinations may be taken
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by high school juniors and sentors who wish to get college credit for
collegé-level work completed in high school. There are no special
editions of the 24 APP examinations, but special arrangements may
include extra time or the assistance of a reader or amanuensis. In
such instances the following statement appears on all copies of the
grade report. “Candidate handicapped. Exam administered under
special conditions.” Each vear, approximately 25 handicapped stu-
dents take the APP.

The College-Level Examimation Program (CLEP) enables nontra-
ditional students entering college to get credit for college-level skills
and knowledge acquired outside the dassroom. Four of the five CLEP
general examinations are available in cassette editions with accom-
panving line figures for test questions that require interpretation of
graphs, charts. and tabular material. All other tests, induding the $7
subject examiations, are provided only in regular edituons, but they
may be administered with the assistance of an amanuensis or reader.
The CLEP humaniues test, which includes a number of pictures in
the questions on art history, is being prepdared in a spedial edition
for visually nnpaired test takers, questions that do not fequire visual
stimulus material are substituted for those that do. Up to twice the
regular ume is permitted for handicapped students. Score reports
indicate that the examination was admiinistered under ngnstandard
conditions. Approximately 20 handicapped and 93,000 nonhandi-
capped people take one or more CLEP examinations annually.

Policies of Admissions Officers

While college admission is widely viewed as a highly competitive
process, with scores on admissions tests playing a crudial role, several
recent surveys suggest this is not the case. In fact, most colleges and
unnersities are not highly selective. A survey based on the responses
from about 200,000 freshmen who entered 362 institutions of higher
education in the fall of 1979 tound that more than 75 percent were
accepted by either their first or second choice (Cooperative Insutu-
tional Research Program of the University of California, Los Angeles
and the American Council on Education 1980). 1
A nattonal suivey of undergraduate admissions policies (sponsored
jointly by the American Assodation of Collegiate Registrars and
Admissions Officers (AACRAQ) and the College Baard [AACRAO-
College Board 1980]) found the median percentage of applicants
accepted by both pruvate and public four-year institutions for 1978
to be more than 80 percent. For two-year colleges the median
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acceptance rate was more than 90 percent. Since there is good reason
tu suspect that the schouls that respunded to the questionnaire (about
63 perceny of the public and 57 percent of the private schools) may
constitute 2 sample biased in the direction of more selective institu-
tions, the 80 percent acceptance rate for the four-year colleges and
universities may well be an underestimate.

On the basis of their replies to the survey, each institution was
categorized as nonselective (accepts all applicants who meet certain
minimal requirements) ur selective (accepts only a limited number of
applicants). Data for the 233 selective four-year public institutions
show that 23 percent accepted more than 90 percent of their applicants
for the 1978-79 school year, 24 percent accepted 81 to 90 percent,
and 25 percent accepted 71 to 80 percent, only 11 percent accepted
fewer than 30 percent (AACRAQO-College Board 1980).

These figures gine a misleading picture, in one sense, because they
do not consider self-selection by applicants. That is, a distinguished
mstitution niay accept a large percentage of its applicants because
only outstanding students choose to apply. A study by Venti and
Wise (1980) supports this interpretation.. They conclude that, while
SAT scores may greatly affect admissions decisions, particularly in
highly selective schools, their effect on the decisions of applicants is
much stronger. I\ew ertheless, the overall impression is one of increas-
ing accessibility. 1t is estimated that aboul a third of U.S. institutions
of higher education have essentially an “open door” policy (Skager
1982).

The majority of publ” .md\pmale institutions in the AACRAO-
College Board study (1980) report that high school grades are
considered more important «s admissions criterja than test scores,

" although test scores rank a close second. Other types of credentials

commonly requlred for some or all dppﬁcanls include personal
mterviews (required by 42 percent of the public and 54 percent of
the private four~year institutions) and letters of recommendation
(required by 33 percent of the public and 82 percent of the private
four-year institutions). Judgments about such personal qualities as
motivation and moral character were considered important, as was_
evidence of special skills, work experience, community involvement,
and leadership qualities. Venti and Wise (1980) alsor conclude that
test scores o not appear to be the major constraint on the college
opportunities of high school graduates.

Most schools apparently weigh admission test scores in reaching an
overall judgment regarding admissibility but do not set a cutoff score.
Fewer than half of the four-year institutions ‘participating in the

,
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AACRAO-College Board study had minimum SAT or ACT scores
below which “an applicant is generally not considered for admission”.
38 percent of public and 42 percent bf private institutions using the
SAT, 29 percent and 30 percent, respectively, for those using the
ACT. When a cutoff score is used. it is surprisingly low. Average
cutoff scores for the total SAT were about 750 (of a possible 1,600)
for public and private institutions. For schools using the ACT, the
mean minumum composite scores were 16.2 and 16.4 (of a possible
36) for public and private mstitutions, respectively.

The overall picture for admissions at the undergraduate level is

one of considerable Hexibility m the use of test scores along with

.
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other mformation (Skager 1982). Most institutions admit the majority
of their n}fflu‘mts, and most apphcants are admitted to the <ollege
or universitv of their chowe, With the antidipated detline in the
college-age population and increased concerns for affirmative action,
undergraduate admissions seem likely to become even more open
and less selective in the future.

Handicapped Students in College

Compared with theit numbers in the college-age population, handi-
capped people are underrepresented in college. A 1976 survey by
the National Center for Education Statistics (U.S. Department of
Edycation 1980.38) found that among the college-age population (18
to 25 years of age) only 29 percent of handicapped people were
enrolled m school compared with 36 percent for the college-age
population as a4 whole. In addition, « much higher percentage of
handicapped than nonhandicapped students attend two-year (as
opposed to four-year) msututons. while 36 percent of all students
enrolled m colleges and unmnversities®in 1978 attended two-year
institutions, 30 percent of the mobility-impaired and almost 57 percent
of the acoustically impatred students attended two-year institutions
(U.S. Department of Education 1986:38).

1o what extent is the underrepresengagon of handicapped people
in college a result of selective admissions? Unfortunately, there is
hittle information about admissions policies for handicapped students.
The onlv relevant question on the AACRAO-College Board survey
had to_do with exceptions to the formal admissions requirements
made by, selective institutions: 39 percent of the public four-year, 30
percent ¢ of the private four-year, and 25 percent of the pl ivate two-
year institutions said that exceptions could be made for * ph)sudll)

handicapped students.” .
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According to James Dunning, director of admissions at the Uni-
versity of California, Irvine, admissions officers in most colleges make
every effort not to discriminate against handicapped applicants.* He
believes that scores resulting from a nonstandard administration are
treated as if they were regular scores, unless they are to the student’s
obvious detriment. When those scores are low, applicants’ records
are reviewed further in an attempt to assess accurately their abilities;
if special test administrations are not flagged;” Dunning suggested,
low-scoring handicapped applicants may be unwittingly denied ad-
mission. - .

ADMISSION TO PROFESSIONAL AND GRADUATE SCHOOLS
Policies of Test Makers )
The Graduate Record Examination .

The test most frequently required for admission to graduate school
programs, the Graduate Record Examination (GRE), is published by
the Graduate Record Examinations Board and administered by the
Educational Testing Service. It includes an aptitude test composed
of three subtests (verbal, quantitative, and analytical reasoning), and
advanced tests in 20 fields. *

An asterisk next to the test date on a handicapped applicant’s score
report directs attention to a footnote saying “special testing condition,
see enclosed memo.” The memorandum describes the special con-
ditions under which the test was taken, urges cautious use of the
scores, and recommends that other indicators of achievement be
emphasized. The Educational Testing Service notes in its information
bulletin for applicants that “our intent is to remind the graduate
schools that each handicapped student should be considered individ-
ually, in light of the particular disability involved and the student’s
academic record.” :

Overall figures for the administration of the GRE aptitude test
show 2 downward trend over the past 5 years, from 300,000 tests in
1975-76 to 275,000 in 1978-79. About 400 handicapped applicants
take the GRE aptitude test each year under special conditions; an
additional 100 take one of the advanced tests only. Of the 409 special

‘Dunning spoke at the upen meeung of the panel (sce Appendix.B), representing the
American Association of Collegrate Registrars and Admissions O¥ficers




Admissions Testing for Postsecondary Education \ 41

administrations of the aptitude test in 1978-79, 215 weré regylar
type, 113 large type, 39 braille, and 42 cassette. Of the 21‘\5 hdndi-
capped applicants who used the regular-ty pe edition, about 55 percent
were reported by test supervisors to have “physical disabilities” and
45 percent tg have “visual problems.” Sume applicants included under
“visual problems" may have had ledrning disabilities, but this was not
a category used in the supervisor's report form. The most frequent
accommodation was extra time, readers and amanuenses were seldom
used. People with visual problems often used special aids, such as the
Opticon.

The Muller Analogies Test

The Miller Analogies Test (MAT), published by the Psychological
Corporation, is also used for graduate admissions on a national scale—
sometimes dlong with the GRE and sumetimes in its place. The test
consists of a series of problems stated in the form of analogies, mostly
verbal. Each analogy has four parts, or terms, three of which are
given with the remaining term to be selected from four choices. Many
of the terms are quite esoteric, so the test requires an extensive
vocabulary.

About 80,000 people take the MAT each year; some 20 to 30 of
these use braille editions, while 35 to 45 -use large-type editions.
Presumably almost all of these special administrations took extra time,
but the Psychological Corporation does not record that information.
It also does not keep count of the number of handicapped individuals
who take the test with a reader or amanuensis or under standard
conditions, The Psychological Corporation indicates a nonstandard
administrauon when reporting scores for all accommodations, and
they enclose a cautionary statement concerning interpretation.

The Medical College Admission Test ’

Applicants to all but two of the 126 U.S. medical schools are required
to take the Medical College Admission Test (MCAT), which is
developed by the American Institute for Research under the spon-
sorship of the Association of American Medical Colleges and is
admunstered by the American College Testing Program. The test,
which replaced an older version in 1977, assesses (a) science knowledge
in biology, chemistry, and physics, (b) the ability to solve problems
in these three science fields, (¢) reading skills, and (d) qu.mlilali\q
skills. ,
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Handicapped applicants are informed, in the MMCAT Announcement,
that they must submit a letter from a physician documenting their
handicapping cendition and the need for special arrangements. There
are no modified editions of the MCAT, but the assistance of a reader
or an amanuensis is allowed. as is extended time if requested—up to
Awo days compared with the regular one day (6'%2 hours actual test
ume). If any of these arrangements is used, the test report is marked
by an astenisk. The asterisk could signify temporary disability, such
as a broken arm; but since applicangs are almost always intervigywed
before being accepted, whéther or not score reports reveal one’s
handicap 1s usually irrelevapt.

Approximately 34,000 administrations of- the MCAT are given
yearly, about a third of them are repeat testings. The average applicant
takes the test twice, and many take it three to five times. Of the
26,000 applicants who took.the MCAT in the fall of 1979, only about
10 requested special accommodations. According to ACT, which
admimisters the MCAT, about half of those requesting special accom-
rhodations are dysbexic individuals who ask for extended time. The
rest typically have low*Xision or a temporary disability.” *

-~

The Law School Admission Test

All of the 168 law schools ap,[')rmed by the American Bar Association
require the Law School Admission Test (LSAT), which is developed,
administered, and scored by the Educational Testing pervice under
the authority of the Law School Admission Council. The test yields
a single score reflecting the ability to understand and draw inferences

-

&

from reading and to reason logically about both verbal and quantitative

problems. There 15 also a separate section, with a separate store, on
writing ability.

During the 1978-79 testing year, 115,284 applicants took the LSAT;
about one-third of them were repeat testings. Most law schools require
that applications be submpitted through the Law School Data Assembly
Strvice, which provides each school with a summary of the applicant’s
academic work, copies of college transcripts, LSAT scores, and a
numerical ndex—based on undergraduate grade-point average and
the LSAT score—that predicts first-year law grades for each applicant.

The only modification in\test format is a large-type edition with

.

\

This information omes from Ken McCaffres, Director of the MCAT program at
ACT, m a personal communication with the panel -

.




itton of the LSAT w Ilh the assistance of an dll]dl]UC[]SlS orin a
irate testing rootn. Neither readers not ext¥l test time is permitted,
although d(l(l]ll()l]dl resl tume between sections s d”()\\ed Bmllle l

tiem was made l)\ {hc saw School \dmlsslon C ou-nul \sln(h l)chcw.(l e

Y

large-tvpe edion of the regular LSAT to be administered with
-t standard umg limits was made available.
The Law SAABE Admession Bulletn points out that the options available
for tesung handicapped people ate linuted and suggests that apph- .
cangs whose handicap makes 1t impossible to take the test with the
options oftered should so notify the law schools to which they are
apphving Schools may want applicants to take the large-type version
or they mayv wanve the test. Even if asschool waives the test, it may
want applicants to submit data through the Law School Daga Assembly
Service. Lhe Law School Admission Coundil recommends that law
schools consider handicapped students individually in deading \\hcghc
- to requue them to take the LSA T and in making dJﬁlssmns decisidns. .
For applicants who take the large-type LSAT gach veat—thete
* have been 20 o1 fewer m recent vears—the scores reported to the
law schools are accompanted by a note stating that " Fhis candidate
took the Large Prnt edinon of the Law School Admission Fest under
condinons for the visually dhandicapped.” A letter gnen o the ' |
apphcant to forward to the school descaibes the conditions of testing,
notes that the score earned should be viewed™as tepresenung e
“lower lunits” of ability as measured by the LSA T, and suggests that
the student’s schobl record and personal reconimendations be gnen
greater weight. Scores from applicandg who require an amanuensis:
or separate testing room are not flagged many way o,

' ‘t»'

.

“ -

The Graduate M anagement Admission Test

' Fhe Graduate Management Admisston Fest (GMAT) is developed
+and adnunistered by the Educational “Testing Service d((m(lmg5 o '_“)/\

pollucs set by the Graduate Admissions Coundl, an m;.,dm/duon

composed of )Jigmdtmlc schools of nranagement, all of which requige

the GMAT The test iy also required by some 300 schools or

departments n the fickds of busimess administration, accounting,

public admunisti ation, and public health. Approximately 190,000 tests
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were administered in 1978-79 (about 207,000 is the estimate for 1979-
80). Use of the GMAT has increased steadily in the past 5 years as
applicants who might earlier have selected other types of graduate
or professional training have shifted to business and management
fields. ‘

Editions of the GMAT in braille, large type, and on cassette first
became available in 1979-80. The assistance of an amanuensis or a
reader is permitted, as is up to six hours of extra time. The score
results for handicapped examinees indlude a igemorandum describing
the nature of the test conditions and the {akt that norms are not
available for interpreting the scores.™

During the 1979-80 testing year, 74 special administrations of the
GMAT were given: 33 were large-type, 7 were cassette, and 3 were
braille versions, 26 applicants took the regular test with extra time,
and 5 tovk the regular test within the standard time limits but required
a separate room or special seating.

- s

1

Policies of Admissions Officers .

Itis difficult to determine the proportion of graduate school applicants

who are required to take the GRE, because requirements for graduate -

admission often vary from department to department, even within
the same university. A large graduate institution might incorporate
30 different schools and departments, each with its own admissions
requirements. However, among the largest and most prestigious
graduate institutions (members of the Association of Graduate S¢hools),
the GRE is likely to be required for some or all applicants for a
majonity of programs (Skager 1982). '
Decisions about acceptance to graduate school usually are made by
a faculty committee of the department or program involved. Con-
sequently., 1t is difficult to obtain a definitive picture of how important
test scoreg are in the process. The only national studyesftiemuse of
the GRE in graduate admissions (Burns 1970) indicates that scores
are weighed along with other data, and that cutoft .scores—below
which applicants are automatically rejected—are seldom used.
Admission to medical school is extremely competitivé, For example,
most of the 48 private medical schools in this country admitted less

~than 10 percent of their applicants in 1977-78 (Gordon 1979). And

medical school dpplicants are a highly self-selected group: for ex-
ample, the mean undergraduate grade-point average of those apply-
ing to medical school in 1978449 was 3.3 (Thqniq—Forgues and
Erdmann 1980). - s '

,
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|
Almost all U.S. medical schools interview prospe’clne students, so
admission 1s essentially a two-stage process. Undergraduate grades,
MCAT scores, letters of recommendation, background inforination,
and state residency (in the case of many public institutions) are
considered in determnung who will be interviewed. (Medical schools -
typically intervien about 2.5 unmies the number of applicants who w/
eventually receve offers of admission.) Final deasions regarding
admission presumably are based on impiessions ganed during the .
interview of the apphcant’s personal quahues as well as on further
exploration of academic background and relevant expernience
I'he Speaal Advisory Panet on Technical Standards for Medical |
School Adrmussion appomnted by the Association of Amertcan Medical |
Colleges prepared a set of guidelines for medical colleges speaifving
the technical (nonacademic) standards for applicants seeking the
Douor of Medime (M.D.) degree (Cooper 1979). These standards, |
which physiaans should meet to ensure good patient care, indude |
adequate somauc sensation, vision, hearing, specch equilibriuin, ‘
exteroceptive sense (touch, pain, temperature), proprioceptive sense ‘
(position, pressyre, movement), and motor function. The advisory |
panel stressed that the M.D. degree is a broad, undifferentiated i
degree, and that medical students should be potenually capable of |
performing any of the tasks required of a physicdian. Thus, they ‘
argued, it 15 not acceptable to admit a blind student, tor example, on |
the grounds that he or she plans to become a psychiatrist and |
therefore will not be required to performn many of the physiaan’s |
tasks that depend prunanly on vision. ‘
[he guidehnes are onlv 1ecommendations, and [h(‘) are probably
more conservatnve than the pohcies of some medical schools, In view ‘
of the fact that theie are so many more qualified applicants than
available places in medical schools, however, it seems unhikely that
any but the most exceptional handicapped student would be admitted
to medical school T he Assoaation of American Medical Golleges has
no data on gh%nbcr of handicapped applicants admitted to medical
school, the qgly avarlable information relates to a_fgy handicapped
individuals. who have graduated from medical school.
With guidelines as expliat as those from the specdial advisory panel
and with the dentand for adnnssion to medical schools far exceeding
the number places available, it Is reasonable to conclude that while
the MCA'T 15 undoubtedly an obstade for some handicapped people,
it probably does not consttute the major barrier to ﬂ](.‘dltdl school
admission.
While law school admissions generally are not as compeutive as

LRIC
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medical schvol admissions, there are s?ill many more academically
qualified law school applicants than ean be admitted. Compared to
graduate and medical schools, law schools have a more mechanical
admission process. Few law schools interview applicants, and the
quantitative index provided by the Law School Data Assembly Service
(based on %(inrgrdduale grade-point averdge and LSAT score) s
used as a sci@ning device. There is some indication that test scores
are weighted more heasily than grade-point average n determining
~the index (Schrader 1976)

The Law School Admission Countil recommends that law schools
warve the LSAT for certain handicapped applicants, but there are
no data showing how many do so. Because LSAT -scores are not
flagged, those handicapped applicants who receive low scores could
be rejected automatically unless the law school’s attention is drawn
to the other evidence of ability.

PREDICTIVE VALIDITY OF POSTSECONDARY ADMISSIONS
TESTS

The primary purpose of college admissions tests is to identify
applicants who will succeed academically. It is presumed that appli-
cants with high test scores will earn higher grades and be more likely
to graduate than those with low test scotes: In this section we describe
the avatable-evidence on this issue, the validity of admission tests for
the general population and for handicapped applicants.

College Admissions Tests

In a sample of 310 validity studies of the SAT, the median correlation
between scores on the verbal section of the test and freshman grades
was about .38 and that for the mathematical section was about .34
(analysis by Linn 1982 based on data from Schrader 1971). The ACT
composite score$ have a correlation af about .38 with freshman
grades, multiple correlatons of the four ACT subtest scores with
freshman grade-pomt averages are about .30 (American College
Testing Program 1973).

Gorrelations n this range allow for considerable error in prediction.
For example, with a correlation of .50, under ideal circumstances
only 11 percent of those in the top fifth of the distribution of test
scores will be expected to be m the top fifth in terms of grade-point
average (Linn 1982). Thus, people with the same scores on college
ddmlssums tests are likely to have wide variability in their grade-point

.
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averages. These correlations, however, to sume extent underestimate
the degree of relationship between test scores and college grades
because the group in wollege is fairly homogene College, students
generally-are more able than the population at large. If the entire
college-age population were tested and admitted to college, the
correlations between test scores and freshmarn gradeswould be higher.
In addition. as Venti and Wise (1980) note, test scores affect an
individual’s decision of whether to apply to college as well as the
choice of college This further attenuates the correlation between test
scores and college grades.

While ACT and SAT scores do provide some basis for predicting
freshmatt grades, neither of these tests has been found to be a better,
or even as good, a predictor of freshman grade-point averages as
high school grades or high school rank in class (Schrader 1971,
American College Testing Program 1973). Nevertheless, a combina-
tion of test scores and high school grade-point average does predict
college grades better than either of those two variables alone. For
both the ACT and the SAT, the multiple correlation for high school
grades plus test scores 1s about .39, compared with .30 for high school
grades alone. Furthermore, it can be argued that the scores provide
an adjustment for the variability in the quality of education and 1n
the meaning of grades from different high schools.

Although the available data are quite meager, they do give some
indication of hon well grades and test scores predict the college
achteveniert of handicapped students. The available data come from
« study of handicapped and nonhandicapped students who have
taken the ACT assessmertt (Maxeyv and Levitz 1980). (The handi-
capped applicants are those who took the regular ACT assessment
on a4 national test date, not those who took modified editions or
untimed tests ) It should be noted, first, that data collected by ACT
show that handicapped students, ot the average, have carned lower
high school grades and earn lower college grades than northandi-
capped students (Maxey and Levitz 1980); see also Table 2-3.
(Students are asked to report their high school grades when they
register to take the ACT assessment.) The high school grades for
these handicapped students were, on average, 0.21 grade points lower
than the national orm. In their first year of college, the grades of
these handicapped students were, on average, 0.17 grade points Jower
than for nonhandicapped students (Maxey and Levitz 1980).

For handicapped students in this sample the cofrelation between
high school grades and freshman grade-point average is .43; the
correlation between ACT composite scores and freshman grades is
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TABLE 2-3 Mean Self-Reported High School Grades for Students .
Taking the Regular Edition of the ACT, 1976-80
: Mean Grades . Number. ¥
Handicapped ~ Nonhandicapped ~ Handicapped Nonhandicapped
Year Students Students Students Students
1975-76 268 . 294 9.112 62,113
1976-77 280 296 337 66362
1978-79 274 295 55% 73376 )
1979-80 275 295 717 80,145

“Number 1s a 10 percent sample of the idenufied populatons

SOURCE Maxey and Levitz (19805 and personal communication, Maxes (1981,

.46. Thus, for this sample of handicapped stidents, test scores are a
shightly better predictor of college performance than are high school
grades. For nonhandicapped students in this study, the reverse is
true. the correlation for high school grades with freshman grades is
slightly higher (.46) than the correlation of the ACT composite score
with freshman grades (.44). For both groups, a combination of the
ACT compusite scores and high school grade-point average predicts
college grades equally well (.59) (Maxey and Levitz 1980).

While the above data suggest that ACT scores are a valid predictor
of college performance for this sample of handicapped students, they
do not provide any information about the validity of the tests for
students with different disabilities, or for those with more severe
disabilities. (The reader should remember that the study included
only those handicapped students who took the regular ACT assess-
ment.) In one study conducted in the late 1960s, 41 deaf students at
the National Technical Institute for the Deaf (NTID, part of the
Rochester Technical Institute) were compared with 103 hearing
students who enrolled in the program. The mean score on the verbal
part of the SAT for the deaf students was 291, with a range of 200
to 416. This contrasted with a mean verbal score among their hearing
peers of 485, with a range of 301 to 727. Thus, the lowest score of
the hearing students was close to the mean of the scores of the deaf
students. On the quantitative section of the SAT, the mean score was
392 for the deaf students and 564 for the hearing students, with
ranges of 253 to 577 and 343 to 752, respectively. While the
mathematics scores of the deaf studénts were substantially higher
than their verbal scores, they were also low relative to the mathematics
scores of their hearing peers. The top quantitative score among the

LRIS 0Y ' ‘

L




E

Admissions Testing for Postsecondary Education 49

deaf students was not much lgher than the mean for the hearing
students. The proportion of deaf students who would have been
admutted to Rochester Technical Institute on the basis of their SAT
scores would undoubtedly have been quite fow. however. SAT scores
were not considered in the admission of N'TID students At the end
of the third term the deat students trailed the heaning students by
an average of less than 0.3 grade point, and the attnition rate of these
“ligh-risk” students was less than that of the heaning students tWalter
1970+ %

I'he support recened by the deaf students at NTID (tutoring,
interpreting, etc.), which presumabhy rased what therr college grades
would otherwise have been, mav have gieath reduced the predictive
power of the SAT. Nevertheless, these findings indicate that the SAT
was not an effectne predulor tor the deat students in this program.
I'he Educational Testing Service 15 nearing completion of a study of
the validity of-the SAT for deat and hearing students at Cahfornia
State University at Northridge. Early analyses of the data indicate
that the SAT 15 as good a predictor of college grades for the hearing-
mpaired as for the nonhandicapped students (Jones and Ragosta
1981) Gallaudet College, a college for deaf students, has developed
its owit ad missions test battery, it has been found o be a much better
predictor of grade-point average over four vears of college than the
SAT (Greenberg and Greenberg 1971).

Graduate Admissions Tests

The correlations between admissions test scores and academic per-
tormance in graduate; medical, or law schools are generally lower
than those for undergraduate schools because the severgh hinted
vanability n test scores and grades attenuates the correlation coeth-
aents. In general, predictions based on academic performance n
college (undergraduate grade-point average) are about as good as
predictions based on test scores, but the combination of test scores
and undergraduate grades 15 a better predictor than either alone
(Willingham 1974).

-

CONCLUSIONS

What <an we condude about the nature of the admissions process
for handicapped people? For the general population there emerges
a picture of a few highly selective colleges and universities but with
a majonity of colleges and Universities accepting a relatively large
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proportion of thenr applicants. Most college applicants are admitted
by the school of their first or second choice (although perhaps in part
because students tend to applv to schools where they are likely to be
admitted). High school grades have been shown to be the single best
predictor of freshman college grades, with test scores improving the
predicuon rather little. Based on these findings some may conclude
that postsecondary admissions tests are of no consequence for most
college applicants, induding those with handicapping condttions.
Nevertheless. the panel believes it 1s unsafe to condude that tests are

.unimportant for handicapped college applicants for the following

reasons:

o Test scores are used in admissions decsions by many schools.

e Tests may offer an opportunity for handicapped applicants to
demonstrate their abilities.

e lests may, in some situations, work lO the detriment of some

handicapped applicants.

e The right to take appropriate tests has been accorded handi-
capped people by federal regulations.

.

-
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There are several points at which testing eould serve as a barrier to
the participation of the handicapped in the world of work. For dn
increasing number of occupations, licensing or certification proce-
r dures are required, and written tests have become a common vehide
for measuring competence. Federal, state, and local civil service
systems rely heavily on screening through testing. Unions and man-
?gement alike use tests to screen candidates for entry-level jobs or ,
occupations. Prequg:ntl\ handicapped peuple also encounter tests in .
rehabilitation agencies when they prepare for jobs. In these situations,
the use of tests may hinder h.mdlcdpped people from joming the
work force in a capacity for which their education and training have
otherwise been adequate and appropriate, or it may faulitate their
moving into productive roles in Anierican society. ’ -
Primarily because tests have tended Lo screen out blacks, Hispanics,
and members of other minogity groups, employnient testing has been
under dlose scrutiny since the mid-1960s. One focus of the concern
has been the job-relatedness or validity of the tests. (See Chapter 4
for a discussion of the relevant legal issues and Chapter 5 for a
discussion of psychometric considerations in validation studies.) One
sngmhumt wnsequende of the doser scrutiny of employment testing
has been a tendency to overestimate the historical importance of tests
in the total hiring process. A second consequence has been the
unprecedented volume of sodial resources that have 1ecently been
nvested in employment testing—from test development to litigauon.
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: )
A third consequence has been a decline in test use, particularly among
small employers, in the wake of confusion about the precise inter-
pretation of federal guidelines on employee selection procedures.
The panel has obtained information from public and private sector
employers, rehabilitation agendes, and licensing and certification
offiaals regarding the degree to which handicapped individuals
encounter tests 1n employment settings. We have learned that there
is sparse information about employment testing in the private sector,
exen for the general population. This lack of information is of concern
because the private sector is a much larger, more amorphous part of
the world of work than the public sector. In this chapter we present
a synthests of the information we obtained, but we caution against
overgenerahfation based on these data, particularly those regarding
the private sector, in which the enormous number and diversity of
empjoyment setungs limit inference from one case to another.
Whenever possible we compare employment testing procedures for
h‘}/n'drcdppe(l people with those for the general population. Following
the descripions of testing in the various employment settings, we

discuss 1ssuces that are common to those settings relating to hiring or

,'promouion practices that may tend’to limit the occupational oppor-

+ tunities of handicapped people. Finally, we give a brief sketch of the

practices and pohcies of a few other nations trying to improve the
status of people with handicapping conditions.

THE PUBLIC SECTOR

Employment Testing at the Federal Level

The publc sector, which indudes federal (incduding the military),
state, and local government agencies, is the locus of the most
comprehensive and systematic testing programs for selection and
placeinent in employment. At the federal level, the Officé of Personnel
Management (OPM, formerly the Civil Service Commission) has in
recent years administered hundreds of thousands of examinations
yearly for dlerical and entry-level professional positions in the federal
government. Most of the exams are intended to predict how a
«andidate without inuch experience will perform in a job that requires
no special traming. Although OPM's Professional and Administrative
Career Examination (PACE) has been supported by ongoing test
development and vahdation, induding considerable work on modi-
fications for handicapped examinees, it is being phased out in favor

*




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. Testing for Job Selection 53

of tests or other selection devices developed for each of the 118 jobs
formerly covered by the PACE.

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Vietnam Era Veterans’
Readjustment Assistance Act ot 1974 require every federal agency to
facilitate hiring, placement, and adsancement of handicapped people.
However, interest 1n the special problems associated with the testing
of handicapped candidates for civil service positions dates back to
the 1950s. Some of the most constiuctive steps toward solving the
psychometric problems associated with the testing of handicapped
people have been undertaken by research divisions of QPM and its
predecessor.

Recently the emphasis in the federal government has been on
alternate routes (i.e., not tests) to careers with the federal government.
Many mid-level and senior positons are open to all apphcdnls through
what 15 termed the exccpled service.” No civil service rating 1s
required for the 5¢ openings, candidates are evaluated on the basis of
education, traming, and experience. OPM's Office of Selective Place-
ment Programs also adnumisters two entry-level programs that are
particularly relevant to handicapped job seekers. Through the Sched-
ule A appomtments program, applicants may arrange for spedial
procedures or accommodations in hiring requirements, including
exemption from tests. Schedule B appointments provide simular
arrangements spedifically for the “mentally restored,” people who
have received psvchiatric treatment.

In addition to the variations on the traditional competitive testing
method of entry into the anvil service, the federal government has
also ansututed temporary o1 tial work periods. Upon successful
completon of 700 hours on a tull- or part-time job, the candidate
becomes a regular government employee. Another entry route to the
tederal civil service, instituted i 1971, 15 the counselor certihcation
techmque Under this arrangement, a report from a rehabilitauon
counselor who has inspected the worksite, job requirements, and
dient’s qualifications can be substtuted for passing an examination
(Schein et ). 1980).

In 1977, 6.85 percent of the federal work force reported having a
handicapping condition, the hgure for 1978 was 6.74 percent (U.S.
Otfice of Personnel Management 1980). The percentage of handi-

This change s the result ot a consent decree between OPM and a number of plamuffs
who damed the st was discninuniatony because of its adverse impact on blacks and
Hispamcs

»
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‘TABLE 3-1 Programs for Employing the
Handicapped in State Government, 1971

Number
. of
Program States
Civil Service o1 Meru Systern 48
Femporary Appomtments for the Handicapped 18
Special Appointments i Licu of Tesung 24
Appomtments Resersed for Specific Disabihuies 1
Tramng Program for Supervisors Handhng the
Handicapped 13

Speaat Tesung Arrangements for the Handicapped 44

SOUR(E  Presidents Commuttee on Fmplosment of the Handi-
capped (1971

capped employees who said they were severely disabled rose by about
5 percent between December 1977 and December 1978. The OPM
report also notes marked change in the distribution of handicapped
employees across the government salary levels. Based on these figures,
OPM's report concludes that attitudinal and procedural barriers to
employment and advancement of the handicapped m federal gov-
ernment are diminishing. Unfoitunately, itis not possible to determine
from this 1eport the means by which disabled individuals entered
federal service and whether tests were used in the selection process.

Employment Testing at the State Level

State goverhments also rely heavily on tests to maintain their legis-
latively mandated merit systems of hiring. A survey conducted jointly
.by the Office ot Personnel Management and the Coundil of State
Governments (1979) indicated that more than three-fourths of the
states used written tests as part of the selectibn process for clerical,
professional, and techmical jobs, while more than one-half tested
apphicants for blue-collar and management/administrative positions.
State and local governments differ from the federal government,
however, in that they typically do not maintain research departments
for test development and validation but rather rely on research done
by others. usually in industrial or academic settings (see below).

A 1971 survey of hinng practices for handicapped job applicants
m all 30 states showed great variety (see Table 3-1). A total of«44
states provided speaal testing arrangements*for handicapped can-
didates. Temporary and special appointment categories parallel
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Schedule .\ and B appomunents ang the 700-hour trial work pertod
instituted by the federat government.

State emplovment services have turned tg the Lnlted States km-
plovment Service (USES) of the U.S. Department of Labor for help
in developing and salidaung tests used in vocational counseling and
in the selecnon of applicants tor specific jobs. For example, USES
research has demonstrated that by using the six subtests of the
General Aputude Test Battery (GA1B) plus an as vet unvahdated
test called the Nonreading Measure of General Ability, counselors
and personnel staft are provided with an adequate assessment of 4
deaf person’s aptutudes However, users of this combinauon of tests
are cautioned that scotes thus obtained cannot be compared with the
norms established on nonhandicapped takers of the GATB. For
another example, USES research into the applicabihty of the GA B
for mentally 1etarded people mdicates that the battery 1s appropriate
for those mdividuals termed “stow learners” or borderlne mentally
retarded but not for blind people. -

Lhe vest of this secuon 1s devoted to more detaled information on
programs for assessing handicapped employees m several states. We
do not damn that these examples consutute o tepresentatnve sample
of state practice, but we do feel that they indicate the variety of
1esponses to federal legslaton concerming handicapped people.

New York State has long had a anvil service taw that prohibas
discrunmanon agamst the disabled m anyv part of the dvil service
testing o1 emplovment process.® This law specifically refers to the
Hght of a handicapped person to extra ume and the services of an
amanuénss i tahing tests, and addinonal accommodations are of-
fered w handrcapped examinees. Unul 1977, the section of the law
that tied o prowec the disabled was mterpreted 1w mean that a
handicapped person could not be cerufied by an officer with, hiving
authonty unul the Commission for the Blmd and Visually Handi-
capped or the Otfice of Vocational Rehabilitation had confinmed that
the job in question was an appropriate settng for that person. This
procedure was viewed as a protecnon for the handicapped person
against appomtment to 2 "no-win” situation. In pracuce, however, it
was frequently so nme-consummyg that job openimgs were filled betore
the ceruficaon process could be completed  Now, job candidates

P2

Informanon about New York State s based ona personal communcation trom
Donald Hovt, cootdinator of ord testing, New York State Department of Cival Service

I
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who identfy themselses as handicapped are notified of the availability
of rehabilitation services at'the time they receive their test results and
are certiied for employment in the same manner as all other
candidates. If a personnel officer believes a handicapped applicant
can perform a given job, he or she refers the person to a health
services ph)sicidn who investigates the situation and either supports
the agency’s assertion or recommends accommodations in the job. In
~ most cases, the agency first attempts to make the needed modifications,
viewing the referral as a last resort.

The state of Michigan has instituted a six-month trial appo,vntment
program for hdndl(.dpped people who would be at a competitive
disadvantage in the regular civil service examination process. This
trial period takes the place of the regular examination for a posmon
and serves as the probationary period required of all employees. In
order for applicafits to qualify for this program, they must be certified
as meeting guidelings of theMichigan Bureau of Rehabilitation, the
state Commission for the Blind, or the Veterans Administration.
Following certification, the applicant’s name, with a “handicapped”
designation, is placed at the top of the employment list that is
circulated to _State agencies. This process, however, by no means
gudrdntees,a.dlsah_gd person 4 six-month trial appointment, nor does
it mean that no testing is involved. The rehabilitation services
counselor must determine that the candidate is able to perferm a job
adequately (often through testing) and must keep apprised of current
state job openings that are appropriate or could be: reasonably
restructured to accommodate a particular handicap. The brochure
publicizing the program notes that a handicapped person may also
enter the civil service through the regular examlfauon process with
assistance provided at exam centers.

In California, handicapped people who wish to take the examination
for civil service job openings are given the options for testing

ccommodations that have become available in most large testing
programs. Civil service classifications have been developed for the
readers and interpreters who provide necessary support services to
visually, hearing-, and speech-impaired applicants and employees

n

EMPLOYMENT TESTING IN THE PRIVATE SECTOR

According to a joint 1975 survey by Prentice-Hall, Inc and the
American Souety for Personnel Administration (thé P-H survey,

Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1975), the single most lmpormnt variable governing
2 .

g
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the use of tests for emplovee selection or promotion in the private
sector is the size of the business#establishient. Firms with more than
1,000 employees tend to relv on testing programs to a greater extent
than smaller firms. The size of a business also affects the source of
the tests 1t uses. Small firms, particularly those wath fewer than 500
emplovees, tend not to use tests, and when they do, thesv either
develop their own tests according to commonsense tules or buy tests

from commercal publishers. Almost halt of medium and large

businesses rely exclusively on tests putchased from outside publishers.
Ihe most popular approach in the largest companies (those with
more than 25,000 emplmcc») 15 4 testing program that combimes in-
house and published tests ' :

The stzg of a hrin attects the prevalence of validation studies. In
the P-H survey, onh 17 percent of businesses with tewer than 100
emplovees had validated the tests they used. The proportion increased
to 0. percent for compames with 5,000 to 9,999 employees and 10
67 pereent for* firms with more than23, 000 employees. Most hirms
" had spent less than $3000 on validation studies, although a few cited
expenditures of more than’ $20,000. .

The P-H survev data indicate that tests are more widely used i
nonmanufacturing businesses, suchdspubll( utilities, banks, insarance
companies, retatl sales, and communications, than by manufacturers.
A stinvey of testing pracuces, which was conducted b\ the Bureau of
National Affairs in 1976, revealed that, of the (mnp(mlcs that usc

tests, more thau 80 percent use them for” office posiions, while only:

20 percent use them for production jobs, and® L0 percent for sales
and service jobs (Miner 1976).

Conductng an adequate survey of private sector emplovinent
practices with regard to handicapped people would be an enormous
undertaking, one far beyond the scope of the panel’s mandate. In
order to furm some impression of how the business community selects
handicapped emplovees, the panel contacted severaldarge companies
who reportedly hie substantial numbers of handicapped people. In
general, a5 noted above, the amount of paper-and-penail testing for
all job candidates, hdn(hmppcd and nonhandicapped, varies ;?rqdll\
from dne (ump.m\ o1 corporation to another and from one v pe of
dccupation to another It appeary, however, that tests are frequently
waived for handicapped applicants.

[ he major barrier o comparable employment testing of hands-
capped people ated by several large corporations is the fact that mest
of the tests they use are speeded. T extra time s allowed, the neaning

re
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of results obtained under nonstandard conditions is unknown. One
large corporation makes accommodations, such as an amanuensis,
braille versions of tests, and extra time, but informs candidates that
scores obtained within the ume limits will be considered as well as the
total achieved in the extended ume. Another large company wanes
tests if a stapdard administration is not possible.,

Differential validation research on tesung of handicapped people
is virtually nonexistent in the private sector and is considered un-
feasible because of the small numbers of handicapped employees in

similar jobs. Such Swudies would require that « number of people |

with a similar handicapping condition take the same form of an
employment test and be placed in highly similar jubs at approximately
the same ume. Consequently, rigorous predictive validation studies
seem rarely if ever pussible for only one employer, alternatives might *
indude multijurisdictiyrtal validation studies and a longitudinal case-
study approach. In either case, better records on the employment.of
handicapped people would be needed.

TEST USE IN REHABILITATION AGENCIES

. Both state and private vocational rehabilitation agendies frequently

play major roles in helping handicapped people recene traming and
get jobs. Such agendies act as mtermediaries between disabled appli-
cants and puchplu)crs, whether n the public or private sector
As we have seen,. the federal and some state civil service systems have
established programs whereby ceruhication by a rehabilitation coun-
selor may be substituted for divil service examinations. Sume private

sector cmplmms have simila artangements with vocational lehdbll\

itation services. In a4 questonnaire distributed to recipients of the

a
. Employer of the Year Award, which is presented by the President’s

Cymmittee on Emplovipent of the Handicapped, 1espondents indi-
cated that then most common sources for reciutment of handicapped
people were vouational 1ehabilitation agendies and state employment
offices (President’s Committee on Enployment of the Handicapped,
no date). : .

Although the rehabilitation system often spares a (ll(.‘ll[ the expe-
tience of compentiye test ml\lng for joubs that 1s requined of nonhan-
dicapped applicants, tests of various kinds frequently play o lage
role n the assessmgnt procedures used by these agendies to certify a
disabled person. Some rehiabilitation professionals point to a ditter-
ence between then use of tests and that of an emplover, they view

69
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tests 1 the tehabilitauon setting as concentrating on “abilities, assets,
b potentials and strengths, what the person wan. rather than can't do”
(Barron 1980). Rehabilitauon testing also focuses on discovering areas
of weakness and on providing the necessary tramming to strengthen a
person’s general employment potential
Norms are available ot only sote of the tests used by rehabilitauon
. agenaes T he tests are used [(J”}ffdt m counselors as well as placement
otficers. but rarely 1s there aninterest m comparing test scores for
handicapped and nonhandicapped people. as there 15 i collegé
admissions - '
Rehabilitatnon agenaes have conducted much research and devel-
opment on assessment procedures Rehabilitation services have long
been developing and using the “work sample,” a performance test in
' which a person petforms tasks similar to thuse required on a job.
People who experience difficulty with written tests often possess the
aptitude and ability w pertorm actual tasks with great skill. Two such
svstems are TOWER (T esung. Onentatuon, and Work Evaluation in
Rehatalitationy and  Micto-TOWER, both of which are used by
rehabilitation agencies thioughout the country to screen chents for
tratning and placement in deneal, factory, food service. paraprotes-
sional health service, and sumilar positons. The TOWER svstem,
developed in the 19308 by the International Center tor the Disabled
ACD). 15 an mdnidualized test consisting of 94 work samples that
taked 1o 3 weeks to complete (Rosenberg 1977). More reécenthy, 1CD
deteloped Micro- TOWER, a shotter group-admimstered version of
TOWER This aptitude battery mcdudes work samples i five areas
verthal, numencal, motor. spatial, and derical perception—and can
be completed in less than a week. The Micro-TOWER test has been
normed for phyvsially disabled, psyvchiatiically disturbed, brain-dam-
aged, and educable mentally retarded populations, however. predic-.
five vahidity studies have not been conglucted. The developers of the
test allude to several (unsldcmlmns’&ml have hampered vahdation
efforts (1) uncettamty as to whether or not the level of Micro-
JTOwER samples 15 high enough to allow tor predicton of successful
emplovment, (2) problems with obtaming sutfiaent samples for
speatfic jobs, and (3 dhithcalties in secaring the cooperation of unions
and emplovers (Backman 1977).
Vocatonal tehabilitation agencies also use a numbet of other tests
to measure aptitudes For example. a private rehabilitation agency in
New Yok uses the following set of s in1ts prevocational evaluation

of chents:

’ ¢
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Interest Aptitude

Geist Picture Interest Inventon Minnesota Clernical Test

Strong-Campbell Vocational Interest Blank  General Clerical Test

Bennet Mechanical Comprehension Test

Achievement ’ Revised Minnesota Paper Form Board .
Wide Range Achievement Test

Differential Aptitude Test Dextenity

Nelson Reading Test Bennett Hand Tool Dexterty Test
Gates-MacGintue Readimg Test Cranford Small Parts Test '
Form E (Grades 7-9) - Stromberg-Carlson Dexterity Test

Form F (Grades 10-12) ) :

‘The Wide Range Achievement Test 1s a reading achieverfient test
that 15 €asy to adminster and 15 1€ported to have high reliability and
validity with unditferentiated populations (Lloyd 1979). The Differ-
ISIY LI ennai;Aputad&; Test, which is pubhshed by the, Psuhologlcal Cor-
' poration, measures verbal reasoning, numerical reasoning, space
relations, mechanical reasoning, clerical speed and accuracy, and
language®sage. It was normed on 50,000 students in Grades 8 to 12
in 43 states and has extensive validity information in its manual, but
no research regarding its use with handicapped populdtions has been
undertaken (Miller 1979). Othér more specialized tests are also’ used
for example, to determine eligibility for computer programming
. courses and jobs. R

LICENSING AND CERTIFICATION

Licensing and certification requxremems were deslgned to regulate
the competence of individuals allowed to practice a particular profes-
sion. The two terms are often used interchangeably, but they tech-
nically refer to two distinct processes. licenses are issued by government
agencies to Individuals who are thereby granted permission to engage
In a given occupation, certtfication 1s grdnted by nongovernmental
agenaes (€.g., professional assodiations) tg individuals who have
fulfilled requirements established by the profession to regulate itself.”
Today more than 2,000 occupations have licensing or certification
requirements (Pottinger et al. 1980). Types of professions that are
tvpically regulated by state government agencies and that have tests
as pait of the licensing requirements include architecture, barbers
and beauticians, certified public accountants, dentistry, electrical
e contractors, engineers, marriage counselors, plumbers, medical ex-
amuners, nursing, optometry, pharmacology, city planning, psychol-
ogy, and veterinary medicine.

A survey by Hiscox and Natziger (reported in Potunger et’al. 1980)

'
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determined that relatvely few of the occupations that require licensing
or certification indude testing’as a component of the process for the
general pupul.mun Rather, there 1s usually an educational require-
ment 10" combination with on-the-job experience or an internship or
practicum. kxperience can sometnnes be sul)smuted for other re-
quirements.

According to the Hiscox and Natager survey, the validity or
reliabihty of the tests that are used is of very httle concern to the
licensing or cerufving bodies. Frequently, test admimstration proce-
dures are not even standardized. A hmited survey.conducted by <he
National Center for the Study of Professions found that the only
ddim to vahidity thav®uld be made for most hicensing and certification
testsewas a kind of cqitent vahdity based on the tact that experts in
a given field had agrded on s hat are appropriate 1tems (reported in
Potunger et al. 1980). K

The panel atteripted to esum.ue the demand for modified certifi-
cation and hcensing examinations by conmcung several imvolved
states, professional organizations, and testing companies. In general,
the number of handicapped applicants who seek licensing or certifi-
cation 1 any one profession appedrs o be quite small, although there
1s some variabihty For example, in one large industrial state, 11 of
330 candidates taking a recent hicensing test for psyvchologists iden-
tfied themselves as handicapped. “Handicapped™ in this context was
broadly, defined and nay have mduded individuals with heart con-+
ditions, cancer, and so forth. Another state estimates 230 requests
for test accommodations in a vear, another reports only 10 accom-
modatons of an estimated 80.000 examinations adimnistered. Panel
correspondence with hicensing and certification bodies that use tests
prepared by the Psychological Corporation irdicates that very few
handicapped individuals have applied to take modified examiations
in such fields as elearoencephalographic technology, personnel
administration, gccupational therapy, and cosmetology.

Requests for speaial consideration are handled on an individual
basis. T'he types of accomniodations most frequenty offered indude
readers, mterpreters, extra ime, and separate testing rooms. Braille
tests are ;,enerallv not available.

In cases in which licensing or certfication tests are produced,
normed, distributed, and scored by testing c()mpdnles the usudl
procedure 15 for the accrediting board or association to pass on any

requests for speaal testing arrangements to the testing company, -

which then arranges fof the appropriate modifications to be avaitable
at the designated ume and place. Types of modifications appear to

G
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be more hinnted than i college admussions testing, with a reader or
amanuensis and extended ume the most common accommodations.
Extra costs are absorbed by the professional assodation or board
rather than by the candidate.

Sume hicensing and certihcaton agencaes model their tests after the
Mulu-State Bar Exammation, a two-part test for the hcensing of
lawvers, For this examination, the Educanonal T'esting Service (ETS)
produces and scores a multple chorce section that is used in 42 states,
each state determines the cutoft score for the muluple chuice section
and writes, administers. and scores its own essay section of the test.
ETS repotts that visually impaired apphcants can be accommodated
with a reader, but in general. deternimatons about accommodgtions
would be at the disaretion of the individual state bar associations.
California, for example, has printed a braille version of its exami-
nation

In recent vears there has been a growing concern about the lack
of knowledge about the predicgve validity of tests used in licensing
and certificanon. The major dithiculties cited as stumbling blocks to
Lomverting tests to performance-based measures are the fannliar ones
of exorbitant costs and problems in defining performance criteria.
Federal and state governments have become mcreasingly involved in
tegulation of the Licensing process and in a few limited cases have
tunded developnient of performance-based measures of occupational
competency (Pottinger et al 1980).

Concern about the vahdity of tests for heensing and certification is
mtensified when tests are modified to accommodate handicapped
people. When licensing boards use nationally normed and standard-
17ed tests, they are often reluctant o alter the guidelines for test
administration procedures provided in the test manual? One agency,
however, which uses its own psyvchometnicians and has many years of
expenience 1t evaluating the outcomes of spedial test administrations,
has conduded that the ume allowed for all candidates exceeds what
15 necessary and, therefore, any extra e has litde €lfect on the
overall validity of scores. We did not find_any actual research efforts
designed to establish the validity of any tvpe of spedial test adminis-.
tration . -

In geueral, the procedures used by icensing and certification bodies
are extiemely dinerse. Few handicapped applicants have requested
testinig modifications, but the reasons for the small number of requests
are unknown Licensing boards regulated by state agendies have been
most active i providing testing accommodations, but they o have
tecened a lmited number of quirtes. The panel’s concern about
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licensing and certification 15 not abated by the small numbers of
handicapped people requesting modifications of licensing or certifi-
cation examinations, both because the reasons for the limited number
ot requests are unknown and because as more handicapped peuple
cwmplete educational progiams and apply for emplovment, it is hikely
that the number of requests will increase

ISSUES IN EMPLOYMENT TESTING

Several issues are common to the testing and employment of handi-
capped people in the pubhic and private sectors. The first relates to
the knowledge and sophistication of handicapped apphcants and
employees Because they may need o use options not oftered to the
general population, handicapped individuals need to be particularly
well inforined regarding the ranufications of their choices. For
example. test wanvers and alternate selection processes, while provid-
ng some opportunities, mday put handicapped employees at a dis-

,advantage in other ways. This would be the case if a person were
hired on a six-month trial bass at a lower salary level than if the
standard emplovee selecuon 1oute, perhaps mdudmg tesung, had
been followed. In addinon. emplovers may not provide full benefit
packages to those who are under a probationary contract.

Handicapped people also need to be well informed regarding the
legally consututed complamnt process under federal or state fair
employment regulations  Arnold R. Vashinder, state coordimator of
placement services for the New York State Office of Vocatiofal
Rehabilitation, has reported that no complaints aboyt improper testing
of handicapped people have been registered with the Office of
Federal Contract Comphance.' He contends that thisis in part hecause
mentally retarded and learning-disabled individuals are not likely to
understand the complaint procedures and very probably do not know
that the law affords them some protecuon. If no complamt is hiled,
busmesses are not required o show the job-relatedness of tests o
selecion procedures o1 o unprove practices that put handicapped
people at a disadvantage. -

‘The second ssue concerns the practices i emplovment selecuon
that resultinidentification of an apphcant as handicapped. Fhe panel
has observed that most public sector atfinmative action programs for
handicapped people  presuppose self-identification of those with

‘Testumony at the panel's open meetng (see Appendix B)
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handicapping conditions, thereby suggesling thatthe pre-employment
identification of a person as handicapped is not considered significant.
Or it may be that the concern about privacy is outweighed by the
necessity of achieving compliance with federal or state laws through
programs that are designed tv employ handicapped people. In any
case, it appears that because of other practices, the flagging of scores
that identify a job applicant as having a handicapping condition is
less an 1ssue in testing for employment than in testing for admission
to poslsecondary education institutions.

The third issue involves the need for- specnallzed training of
psychologists, guidance and employment counselors, and other
professionals whose responsibility it is to evaluate and provide realistic
advice to handicapped job seekers. In some cases such personnel are
school-based, either in secondary or postsecondary institutions. More
frequently, huwever, handicapped people will receive employment
information, evaluation, and counseling through rehabilitation ser-
vices or state employment offices. Yet personnel employed by reha-
bilitation services are not necessarily specialists in evaluating the
abihties of handicapped people. Vasbinder reported to the panel that
the current practice in New York is to purchase testing services from
private licensed psychologists (see Appendix B). According to Barron,
many of these psychologists have neither training nor previous
experience in assessing the aptitudes of handicapped people (1980:342):

T'here are many examples of clients whose lesling experiences or contact
with helping professivnals has increased rather than diminished their inse-
curities, has lowered rather than improved the chances that their assets and
potentals would be discovered and capitalized on, because the psychologists
involved were convinced by himited exposure and experience that handi-
capped people were incapable of leading any but marginal lives Or, the
psychologists were certain the chients were deeply disturbed because they did
not understand the behavior 1n the context of the disability

A representative of the Alexander Graham Bell Assodiation for the
Deaf aited two surveys that support this view. McCrone and Chambers
(1977) found that in 11 states, professionals who were used by state
vucational rehabilitation agencies to perform psychological evaluations
of chents were not supervised by doctoral-level psychologists as
. required by the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and recommended by the
Amenican Psychological Association (APA). Spear and Schoepke
(1979)" surveyed the psychology lrammg programs of all APA-
approved schools and tound (with an 87 percem response rate) that
26 percent of all program (ler(.[()rS had never heard of the Rehabil-
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itation Act of 1973, Another 28 percent had heard of it but were not
familiar with its requirements. Only 10.5 percent of all clinical and
counseling doctoral candidates reported having taken a course on
the psychological aspects of disability.

New York has instituted a program for training psychologists hired
by the Office of Vocational Rehabilitation in the testing of speahied
disability groups. Another approach to the problem now under
consideration is the possibility of requiring that the acadenic programs |
of doctoral candidates in Chnical psychology programs indude course
work in the psychology and testing of disabled people

The fourth isste is the concern that 1s unipersally refeired to ds
the greatest barrier to the empluyment of handicapped people.
employers’ attitudes, that is, their bias against handicapped people.
Handicapped individuals, advocacy groups, placement personnel in
rehabilitation agencies, the President’s Committee on Emplovment
of the Handicapped, and employers who have had successful expe-
riences with handicapped employees all poingto the need for contin-
uing efforts to break down stereutypes, preconceptions, and fears
concerning employinent of handicapped people. Many of the efforts
of the president’s commuttee are geared to conftont preasely this
problem. .

Employers’ reluctance to consider handicapped applicants for job
openmgs is often expiessed in terms of apprehension about work-
related issues, such as absenteeism, lower productivity, safety factors,
and increased 1nsurance costs But E. 1 DuPont de Nemours and
Company, which has many disabled employees (particulaily veteraas),
conducted a major study ‘of the performance of its handicapped
employees (Wolfe 1973-74) that showed. (1) no increase i worknien'’s
compensation costs, (2) minimal physical adjustments for some hand-
icapped employees and no adjustments for most, (3) au average or*
better safety record for 96 percent of the handicapped tmployees,
(4) an enthustasti reception of disabled employees by othet employ-
ees, andl (5) relauvely high ratmngs on job performance, job stabihty,
and attendance. A significant positive correlation was found between
severity of handicap and job performance ratings.

Overcoming employer resistance to hiring handicapped woikers is
the focus of many programs and organizations. The National Center
on Employment of the Deaf (NCED) of the National Technical
Institute for the Deaf in Rochester, New York, emphasizes four major
areas 1n 1ts efforts ty provide job opportunities for deat people. (1)
academic preparation m tec h|nic.il and professionab fields, (2) on-the-
job training through cooperative work experiences, (3) jub develop-

-
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ment thiough personal (ontacts and semmars, and (4) publicity. A
person’s academic 1ecord and job interview are considered by NCED
to be the two most impoftant criteria in a suceesstul job placement.
Testing 1s rarely a barrier to the employment of a deaf person who
has completed a course of study at National Technical Institute for
the Deaf.! ' .
Projects With Industry (PWI), a nauonwide program that is partly

. supported with tederiil tunds, takes an approach similar to NCED's

in developing jobs thr handicapped people. PWI has more than 50
projects involing more than 2,000 industries, the programs fre-
quently are vrganized and admnistered by rehabilitation agencies
PWI seeks to provide consultaton to employers regarding employ-
ment of handicapped people and offers technical assistance on
removal of architectiral barriers and the feasibility of jub modifica-
uons. An advisory counul composed of representatives from partic-
ipating companies addresses major issues, such as change in the job
muarket or projected areas df emplovment growth. Job-ready hand-
capped mdividuals, who are referred to PWI by a state vocational
rehabilitation service, recenve instruction in effective methods of
seeking employment and placement assistance.

A BRIEF INTERNATYONAL PERSPECTIVE

In considering the problems associated with employment of handi-
capped people and the role that tesung plays in their employment,
the panel briefly reviewed the policies and practices of other nations
to see 1f they might suggest alternatives for this country.

Most Western Euwtopean nations attempt to ensure employment of
handicapped people through a system of quotas that obliges employers
to hire a percentage of people in various categories, includjng the
physically and mentally handicapped and older workers. In the United
Kingdom, the Disabled Persons Employment Act of 1917 requires
that, 1n companies employing more than 20 people, 3 percent of
thuse hired must be disabled. Handicapped job seekers must register -
with the Department of Employment in order to be considered for
posttons, Under this plan, the proportion of disabled people i the
labor force remamed at 3 percent or higher until 1961 but has since
been dedming, to Jess than 2 percent in 1979. The number of

Loy
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emplovers tulfilling thenr quota obligations has also steadily dedined
over the past 13 vears. Ino of the reasons cited for the failure of
this syvstem are a very small number of prosecutions for failure to
meet the quota and the pracuce by the Department of Employment
of issutng large numbers of exempuion permuts to emplovers covering
blocks of time of up to six months (Jain 1979). Problems arise because
many disabled people do not register with thé Deparunent of
Emplovment and because w1 dithicult for otficials to retute an
emplover's judgment that an apphcant 1s not the nght petson for the
job ("And in Britaun . ." 1979). .

West Germany also relies on a quota svstem to ensure employvment
tor its handwcapped pesple. Frms that employ more than 16 people
qnust have at least § percent handicapped employees on the pavioll.
Failure to do so carries a monthly financal penalu. the money 15
used to provide tice technical d(ldp[dll()lh at work sites employing
handicapped people and to support vocational traming for disabled
people (President’s Committee on Einployment of the Handicapped
1980) In additton, West Germam's Ghambers of Handwork and
lodustty and Trade imilar to American unions) have set up d
program designed to extend apprenticeship tiaining to about 60
peicent of the 16,000 voung people enrolled i speaial schools
(Organization for kconomic Cooperation and Development 1979).

The practices of France. Sweden, and the Netherlands with regard
to emploviment of handwapped people have been studied by G. D.
Carnés (19749 1he French system 1 stmilar in many wavs to both
the Bratish and West Gernian appioaches to fm(lmg cmpl()\mcnl ton
the diabled populaton A law mandates 4 3 percent quota for
mdustry (10 percent for veterans). but, as in Engldn(l, enforcement
of the statute s raie except within the avil service system. Emplovers
of more than 5,000 people are also 1equired to guarantee lwmpf()\-
ment of anv 1ehabilitated emplovees following tlness o1 acident.

In the Netherlands, the government 1s responsible for glanning,
organzing, and finanang rehabilitation programs, private sector
voluntarsy sodettes provide actual services to chents. A 3 percent quota
appears m the cotntry’s laws but ts reportedly no better enforced
than elsewhere Sheltered workshops, which are (nuaized tor their
low tuover tate, provide work for much of the disabled population
in the Netherlands

Sweden does not have quota systern for lhc employment of its
handicapped atizens, but has attempted o guarantee work for ity
haudicapped population by instituting a system of reimbursements
to emplovers who hie handicapped mdividuals, In the ase of
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young, entry-level physically handicapped worker, an employer re-
ceves 90 percent of the employee’s wages from the government for
the first year and 30 percent in succeeding years. Rehabilitated
workers who have difficulty finding work through the open job
market also are ehigible for this type of work, with employers receiving
supporting grants of 75 percent of their salaries for the first year, 50
percent for the second year, and 25 percent in each year thereafter.
About 200 state-subsidized sheltered workshops are scattered
throughout the country. ‘ .

The Swedish guvernment maintains a clinic for occupational testing
where evaluation of a severely disabled client may take up to six
months. Considerable psychological testing of rehabilitation clients
also takes place in specialized institutes. Research into testing of the
handicapped is conducted. at these sites, but an Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development report on the Swedish
rehabilitation system notes that the tests and selection procedures are
not vadidated Uain 1979).

Carnes (1979) reported a significant degree of dissatisfaction with
the Swedish system. Work disincesgjyes, which undermine the reha-
bilitation system, are built into the” disability payment structure.
Attitudinal barners also remain a problem. Advocacy groups com-
posed principally of militant disabled individuals are increasingly
vocal and mfluential in pressuring the government to institute changes
i the laws and services that protect handicapped people.

The panel's review of the policies of other rfations regarding the
employment of handicdpped people has been neither thorough nor
extensive. It leads us to believe, nonetheless. that the policies of the -
Western European nations that we reviewed do not offer particularly
promising solutions to problems in the United States. We believe that
the direct apphication of their policies to the United States is neither
desirable nor feasible.

L
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The Legal Context
of Section 504 ’
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With the passage of Section 504-of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
the federal government took a major step toward extending civil
rights protection to people with handicapping conditions. The act
marked the first time that federal statutory law formally recognized
the principle that people with disabilities are entitled to the same
protection against djscrimination that other people havé Section 504
thus represented a fundamental shift in federal policy toward hand-
icapped people. from the provision of financial entitlements to the
prohlbmon of discrimination on the basis ofhandlcap in any progrdm
or activity receiving federal financial assistance. '

This chapter discusses administrative and judicial lnlerprelallon of
Section 504. Although we focus particularly on'testing practices, since .
that is the nub of the panel’s charge, it is useful to place our analysis
of Section 504 within the larger context of civil rights law.

THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF CIVIL RIGHTS LAWS Lo

The Prohibition of Discrimination

Contemporary conceptions of civil rights in the United States have -

been defined largely with reference to the experience of black . .

Americans. Under slavery, blacks suffered what might be called
absolute discrimination. they had no right to hold property, no
freedom of contract, no freedom of movement, none of the political
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nights of 'ulchn.slnp (to rote, hold office, to serve on juries), no
right to sue or to testify in court, no right to mdrry or establish a
family. The Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution and the Civil
Rights Acts of 1866 and 1870 extended %o former slaves equal legal
standing with other atizens of their gender, as well as remedies at
law to protect those rights. But the efficacy of such constitutional and
statutory pratections was undermined m the following decades by a
proliferation of state and local law$ and customs that, by the end of

e nineteenth-century, had produced a segregated sodiety in which
blacks occupied a distinctly inferior status—legally, politically, eco-
nomically, and socially (Woodward 1957).

Begmuing with the Supreme Court’s 1954 landmark decisidn in
Brown v. Board of Education, the tederal government moved to overturn
the legacy of separate treatment by asserting federat rights to equal
treatment under the law, to which local laws and customs would have
toconform. Thestatutory centerpiece of thisinitiative was the umnibus
Cavil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352). In keeping with the task of
dismanting discriminatory legal barriers, the thrust of the act was
prolibitory an character. it made 1t ilegal to discriminate among
‘people on the basis of “race, wolor, religion, sex, pr national origin”
(although not all sections of the act included all c:!lcgories). . .

I'he Civial Rights Act addressed five major areas in which blacks
had. by law or by custom, sutfered unequal and exclustonary treat-
ment. (1) political partiapation, including voting rights, (2) access to
public accommodations, suctr as hotels, theaters, and restaurants, (3)
aceess to publidy owned fadlities, such as parks, playgrounds, and
otfice buldigs, (1) education, and (3) employment. In each area,
the act prohilnted the use of unlawtul considerations, such as race or
“ethnuc origm, on the assumption that equal treatment would substan-
tialh ameliorate the disadvantaged condition of blacks and members
of other specified groups.!

In addition to defimng prohibited activities, the Civil Rights act of
1961 ncluded detaled provisions for implementing varions sections
of the act. Twle VII tor example, which enumerated unlawful
emplovment practiees, established the Equal Employmient Opportu-
ity Commussion (EEOC) as one of the means of implementing its
provisions  Ditle VI, which prohibits exclusion on thé grounds of
tace, color, o1 mational ongin from any pragram or actisity receiving
tederal finanaal assistance (the prototype, along with Title IX of the

For @ more detaded analveis, see Wigdor and Garner (1982) and Wigdor (1082)
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Education AmendmentssAct of 1972 which prohibits such exclusion
on the basis of sex. for Si:?fh}\iﬂlof the Rehdbilitation Act), directed
each agency that disburses federal funds to prumulgdte rmplemenung
Fegulduons and authorized specific cumphance activities, including
procedures for tewminating grants,

Testing and vaxl Rights

[de VII of the Cnl Rights Act, which deals with quldl employment
Oppot tunity, “has been the basis of the most important challenges to
the use uf standardized tests. As a consequence, the administrauve
requirements and legal precedents established under Title VII that

, aftect the use of standardized tests are 1mportdm to the developing

fterpretation of the obligaifbons imposed by Section 504.

Because ability tests are frequently the most visible. part of the

deasion process in hmng placing, promoting, or dismissing emnploy-
ees, the tederal dgenucs implementing Title VII quickly converged’
on testing—which is defined broadly enough to cover'any selection
procedute that mvolves choice among candidates—as the most un-
pottant locus of discriminatory activity, Guidelines on employrment
testing procedures evolved inty more and more complicated stater
ments of techmical validation methods.- In order to present a uniform
tederal [)Ull(\ on the obligations pf the employer, the dgenucs joined
together in 1978 in adopting unh‘m ‘m guidehnes.’ =

Ihe EEOC. which came laigely to dominate federal policy, inter-
preted I'le VII dicimination to consist not only of employment

practices of which the overt mntent was to discriminate or to treat®

&

"There are seven such guidelines Fqual Emplovment ()ppummm Comunssion (1966)
Guideliges on emplovinent tesung procedures, fed Reg 31 6411, Office of Federal
Contract Compliance, Departnent of Labor (1968) Vahdaton of empldggient tests,
Fed Reg 33 113920 byual Emplovient Opportunity Commrssion (August 1, 1970)
Guidelines on emiploved selecton procedures, Fed Reg 35(149) 12333-12336 (rewssued,
Fed Reg 11 51981, 1976), Otfice of Federal Contact Compliance, U'S Department
ot Labor (1971 Fmplovee testng and other selecuon procedures, Fed Reg 36(192) 19307-
19310, Office of Federal Gontraat Comphlance, US  Departinent of Labor (1974)
Gurdelines tor 1eporung ¢nterton-related ofid content valicity, Fed ‘Reg 30(12) 2094-
96 L S Deparunent of Justige, Department of Labur, Gl Servce Commission
11976) Federal Exetutive \;,uu\ gurdehines on cmplnycc selection pruudurcs, Fed
Reg 11(227)51734-51759, Equal Employment Opportumity Comemssion, 'S Civil
Service Commssion, S Department of Labor, U S, Department of Justice (1978)
Unform gudelnes on emplovec selccuon procedures, Fed Reg. 43(166) 38290-38313

‘Unaform Guudelines on Emplovee Selection Rrocedures 13 Fed Reg 38: 1538315
4
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people of protected status differently from others, but of all practices
that have an “adverse impact” on members of the protected classes.!
This p(ilmieyannounced in the agency's first set of guidelines,® has
bécame the basic farmula for federal oversight of personnel selection.
If"an employer, union, or employment agency uses a test or other
selection device that results in proportionally lower seiecuon rates for
midorities and females than.for white males, the procedure will be
considered discriminatory and declared unlawful unless the employer
can ‘“validate” the test in accordance with the requirements set forth
in* the Guidelmes. This policy. put federal officials and courts_in the
posmon of having to decide what constitutes téchnical adequacy a
position that has brought its share of difficulties. And it placed
employment testing at the center of controversy as evidence accu-
mulated in the late 1960s that neither black nor Hispanic applicants
~ performed as well as @ group on tests of cognitive functioning as did
white applicants. In general, group mean scores for black or Hispanic
test takers are one standard deviation lower than the mean score of
¢White applicants (Linn 1982).
é‘la
The Griggs Decision: Employment Testing

" The judicjal standards for applying Title VII to employment testing
were defingd by the U.S. Supreme Court in 1971 in Griggs v. Duke
Power Co. (401 U.S. 424). The Court focused its attention on the
consequences of a selection process rather than on intent or motive.
if tests are shown to have an exclusionary impact, thfen the inference
follows that discrimination has taken place

The analytical framework spelled out in Griggs Iras provided the
ground rules for Tite VII litigalion (and has influenced judicial
thinking in other spheres of civil rlghl%,,litrgauon asawell). First, the
_.plaintiff bears the burden of presenting_ eviderte strong enough to
support dn inference of discrimination by showing the exclusionary
effects of a selection process. That evidence is usually statistical,
frequently the comparison of passﬁfail or hire/reject rates by, race or
other classification mentioned in the act. Second, proof of disparate
impaci triggers the employer's burden to rebut the inference .of

‘. .

‘Peter C Robertson, “A staff analysis of the history of EEOC guidelines un employee

.selection procedures ™ Subgutted to\General Accounting Office, August 29, 1976.

* Unpublished document. Available in the files of the Commuttee on Ability Testing,
"+ National Academy of Sciences

*Guidelnes on Empidyment Testing I‘rocedum, 35 LW 2137(1966) -

-
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discrimination by showing that the challenged test is a “reasonable

measure of job performance.” Showing the test to be a measure of °
job-related qualifications establishes, unless rebutted, that the basis

of the selection decision is a legitimate, nondiscriminatory purpose

(such as work force efficiency) and not one of the forbidden consid-

erations. The demonstration of job-relatedness, as it has come to be

called, 1s normally understood to mean establishing the “validity” (in

the psychometric sénse of the word) of the test for the position in

question. ’

The Gniggs decision paved the way for federal courts to look to the
EEOC Guidelines un Employee Selection Procedures as the standard against
which a challenged selection procedure should be judged. Since
Gniggs, a significant body of precedent has made it clear that some

. sort of formal validation study is necessary to justify the use of a test

when a §ystem selects disproportionately, with resulting adverse
impact on specified groups. This requirement for a demonstration
of technical validity has recently been asserted in a number of cases
mvolving educational testing, specifically the use of intelligence tests
for lheu/gjdcemem of pupils in classes for the educable mentally
retarded,® and the use of a minimum competency test as a criterion
“for high school graduation.” A basic assumption underlying Griggs
was that, in an entirely neutral marketplace, people will be selected
for employment in roughly the same proportion as they are repre-
sented in the population. In Teamsters v. United States in 1977, the
Supreme Court stated it explicitly: “. . . absent explanation, it is
ordinarily to be expected that nondiscriminatory hiring practices will
in time result in a work force more or less representative of the racial
and ethnic composition of the population in the community from
which employees are hired.”™ .

The problem with that assumption is that it does not face squarely
the present reality of disadvantage. Even the most conscientious
employer is caught between the possible illegality of preferential
treatment (a legally acceptable affirmative action pohicy is just begin-

" ning to emerge) and the very great difficulty of finding an objective

selection procedure that will be free of. disparate impact. Given the
nigor of the validation requirements of the Guidelines and the willing-

- .

SLarry P v Rues 343 F Supp. 1036(1972), 502 F 2d 963 (1974), 495 F Supp 926
(1979), Parents in Action on Special Education v Hannon Civil Number 74 (. 3386.(1980).
"Debra P. v Turlington 474 £ Supp 244 (1979). 644 F 2d 397 (1981)

*43]1 US 324, 339, \
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s . Lo
ress ()L& counds to accord thenra great deal of deference in judging
the sufficiency Of challenged tests, most tests are not sunviving legal
challenge. b

“Fhese ambiguities in the Grgg opinion reflect an ambivalence that
runs through American society alut the meaning of equality. In the
name of equal rights, society 1ejects the idea of preferenual treatment
or quotas, 1n the name of soaal justice, 1t nsists on equal outconies.
By wrniting into law the REOC policy of definmyg discrimination
terms of disparate impact, the Griggs opinion upped the balance m~
the direction of the latter vet confounded that result by maintaining
the rhetoric of equal opportunmity. A similar ambivalence hds char-
actetized admnnstrative and judiaal mterpretation ot the Rehabiji-
tation Act of 1973, to which we now turn.

~—

s +

THE REHABILITATION ACT OF 1973

Unul the last detade, federal legislation affecting people with hand-
1aps ¥as oriented toward rehabilitation and social welfare services.
Coscern about the rehabilitation and employment of disabled veterans
following World War 1 led to a modest piece of legislation that was _
expanded in 1920 to indude physically handicapped people, whether
ornotthey were veterans.” This lefislation was incorporated essentially
unchanged into the Soaal Security Act of 1935.7" The first significant
alteration of the 1920 congressional mandate w® the Vocational
Rehabilitation Amendment of 1913, which broadened the definition
of eligibility 1) mclude the mentally ill and the mentally 1etarded and
expanded the scope of rehabilitation services.'" Further extensions
to the concept of 1ehabiitation and the indusiveness of the legislation
were enacted through amendments in 1954, 1965, and 1968."

The Rehabilitation Act of 1973, of which Section 504 is a past, is

P L 66236, 1] Stat 735 (1920) [repealed 1973) )
CPLLOTE2TE Sec 10001, 19 Stat 620, (1943) [Current version 2 USC Sec 1381-
1382, 1970, and Supp V' 1075} N

" Vacatuonal Rehabihitavon Ameadment of 1943, P L 79-113. 57 Stat 374 Sec 10

[repealed 1973] .

Vocattonal Rehabilitauon Amendments of 1958, Secs 2-3, P L 83507, 68 Stat 652
[repeated 1973, Vocavonal Relabthtation Amendmeunts of 1963, Sec 2-13, P, BY-
339, 79 Stat 1282 |repraled 1973], Vocatonal Rehabiltation Amendmentss of 1968,
P L 90-391, 82 Stat 297 [repealed 1974

PLO93-112, 20 USC TO1 ¢ ey *Descriptive |mrl'mm of the discussion of legislative
and regulatory tustory of Sccuon 504 of the Rehabilitauon Act of 197% reds heavily
on the 81 dratt*rcvasions of the Llandbook for the hnplementation of Sccion 5684
of the Rehabibtation Act of 1973 (CRC Bducation and Human Development. Ine
1981, hereafter referred 1o as Handhook)

&5
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a direct descendant of the previous rt*lmlnllldlmq }gglsl.m()n Titles
LI, and I of the act prmldc the statutory I).xslsjoi’lhc Rehabilitation
Services Admumistration (RSA), now housed 1n the Department of
Educagon. authornize the rehabilitavon programs that the federal
government will support, and dehneate the relanonship between
tederal. state_and local agenaies i provichng rehabibtaton services
to handicapped individuals Tide 1V outlines the responsibilines of
the secretary for admmistening Tdés 1 1L and NI for evaluaung
programs and projects authonzed by the act. forimpleménung speaitfic
studies, for dissetmnanon, and tor reporung to Congress.

Iile V., which bears the unassumng 11Me of “Miscellaneous,”™ has
avery diffetent provenance from the other four utles. The prinaples
and programs outlined there are drawn from the federal avil nighes
miuatives’ of the 19605 Indeed. the central provisions—athirmative
action in the hinmg of handicapped people i executive agencies of
the federal govetnment (Sec. 301), elimmaton of architectural and
tansportation bartiers (Sec 502), atfirmany e action hinng programs
by tederal contractors (Sec 303), and nondisc riminanoh under feder al
grants (Sec 30 h—were onginally offered in the House and lhc
Senate as amendments to the Civil Rights Act of 1964

Section 301 of the Rehabtlitation Actof 1973 provides i its entnety
that

NN ;
No otherwise qualified haudicapped m(h:l(lu{»l\fln the Umited States, as
detined w secuan 7t0), shall, soledy by i@@son bf fus handie o be excluded
Brom the paruapation i, be demed the benefits of. or be subjectarl to
discrnimmation under any progiam or acusits tecesing Fedetal financal
assistance

Fhe language of Secuon 501 parallels both Tide VI of the Cavil

7 Cong Ree 13974 (December 9 197h 1% Cong Rec 325, 326 (January 20,
1972) The substanice of the House and Scnate balls was subsequenty incorporated
mto the Rehabiltation At of 1972w luchgwas passed by Congress but vetoed by
President Naxon on grownds wirclated o @il nghts aspect of the legislation (118
Cong Ree 32317 1Ocober 27, 1972)) The protecuse dauses reappearced onee agam
e a Senate ilt (119 Cong Rec 95979508 (1978)), also vetoed by President Nixon
(119 Cong Rec 1bb7h, lNl..4 9730 betore final ndusion i the Rehabilitation Act
of 1973

Congress has continned w dedine to atford the broader coverage of Tile VI of
the Civd Rights et of 196§ 10 the hamlu appecd, HR P399, 9% Cong |, 2d Sess
. “l Cong Rec HI393 tdaly e Mar 11976, H R 126051, 93d Cong . 2d Sess , 120
(c»ng Rec HOTIT tdans ed keb b l’h o HR 16l and HR 1107, 95%h Cong |, bst
Sess 123 Cong Rec HEO3, H‘.!U‘) (datly ed Jan 6, 1977,

4
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Rights Actof 1964, whicltmandates nondiscrimination undet federal
grants on the basis of race, color, or national origin, and Title IX of
the Education Amendments of 1972,' which prohibits discrimination
under federal grants on the basis of sex. But as a number of
commentators have pointed out (Engebretson 1979, Ray 1979-80),
Title VI and Title IX were accompanied by detailed mstructions
designating the implementing authorities, instructing them to issue
regulations, outhning the compliance procedures they were author-
1zed to use, and clarifying Congress' position on a number of
substantive issues that were bound to drise in the regulatory process.
Section 504 was enacted without specific guidance as to how the law
was to be implemented and without articulation of the remedies
available to handicapped people who believe they are the subjects of
discrimination. Moreover, the legislative history of Section 304 was
very brief, establishing simply that Section 504 is a civil rights statute,
the primary purpose of which is to eliminate discrimination against
qualified handicapped people and o increase their opportunities to
partiapate in and benefit from federally funded programs. Thus,
the ban on discrimination against handicapped people became law
without any extensive elaboration of congressional purpose and intent.

The law’s sponsors attempted to remedy this situation during the
passage of the Rehabilitation Act Amendments of 1974 (P.L. 93-516)
by the means of writing a post hoc legislative history. A report of the
Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee declared that Section
504 was not just hortatory but was mandatory in form and that
Congress intended that implementing regulations and enforcement
procedures be put in place.”” The report also indicated that because
the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare (HEW) had
expenience in dealing with handicapped people as well as enforcement
experience under Title VI and Title IX, the secretary of HEW should
assume reiponsxbiht) for coordinating the enforcement efforts of

.

S K

42 USG s 2000d41976). The clause reads “No person in the United States shall. on
the ground of race. colur. or national origin. be excluded from parucipauon i, be
denied the benefits of, ur be subjected to discrimination under any program or activity
recewving Federal hnancial assistance ™ )

®90 LSC s 1681 (1976) The tlause reads. “No person in the United Suates shall, on
the basis of sex. be excluded from parucipauon in, be demed the benefis of, or be
subjected o discpimimauon under any program or activity receiving Federal finanaal
assistance ‘

"$ Rep No 931297, 93d Cong. 2d Sess (1974). reprinted 1n {1974} U.S Code
Cong. and Ad News 6373, 6301
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departments and agencies atfected by Section 504, The administrative
responsibility for enforcement of the act was not formally assigned
to HEW, however, unul 1976, when President Ford issued Executive
Order [1914.™ By this time the agency was also under court order
to 1ssue regulations within a specfied period of time.' The provision
of an expliat remedial section m the statute was not enacted until
the 1978 Amendments to the Act, Section 505 made the “remedjes,
procedures, and rights set forth in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 available to anv person aggrieved under Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act." At this same time, an attorney's fees provision,
Section 503(b), and a provision establishing an Interagency Coordi-
nating Counul to promote nnplementation and enforcement of
Section 504 and reguldtluns thereunder, Section 507, were added to
the act.

ADMINISTRATIVE INTERPRETATION OF SECTION 504

The HEW secretary, Caspar .Weinberger, assigned responsibility for
implemenung Secuon 504 to the Office for Civil Rights (OCR),
probably because of that office’s existing network of field offices and
compliance resolution procedures for implementing the related non-
discrimination provisions of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964
and Tite IX of the Education Amendments of 1972.2' The final
regulations promulgated guidelines for ending discrimination on the
basts of handicap i five areas. (1) employment practices, (2) acces-
sibility to physical facilities, (3) preschool, elementary, and secondary
education, (4) postsecondary education, and (3) health, welfare, and
social services. The specific rules for compliance in each area were
mnfluenced by a number of basic policy decisions about the coverage
and meaning of the statute. .

First, OCR's enforcement authority is mited to recipients of federal
financial assistance, these recipients typically incdude public schools,
public and private universities, and state agencies. (The 1978 amend-

#41 Fed Reg 17871

“Cherry v Mathews. 119 F Supp 922 (D D C 1976} In Cherry, HEW mantained that
it had authonty to sssue regulations. and the only dispute was how soun the agency
would 1ssue the final regulanons

PP L 95-602. s 120(a), 92 Stat 2982 (1978)

"According 1o Engebretson (1979 67), based on an interview (Feb. 15, 1978) with
John Wodatch, acung branch chuef, Handicapped Discriminauon Branch, Office for
Cavit Rights. Department of Health, Educasion, and Welfare.

’

4
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ments to the act extended the nondiscrimination provisions of Section
504 to the federal government and the United States Postal Service.)
Section 504 is not, like Tile VII, a general antidiscrimination law: it
dves not reach the private sector except as private mstitutions receive
or beneht from federal financial assistance.

Within that imitanon, however, the agency considers the mandate
of the Rehabilitation Act to be a vl ights mandate, and not program
specthe (CRC Education and Human Development, Inc. 1981:20).
Thus, the agency feels that if a state education agency accepts any
tederal funds—not just those earmarked to assist handicapped peo-
ple—it must comply with Section 504 (CRC Educauon and Human
Development, Inc. 1981:291). On the basis of its interpretation of
Section 504 as & evil rights mandate, OCR decided to indude specific
rules prohfbiung emploviment discrimination by recipients of federal
financdial assistance. It was encouraged n this interpretation by the
conference report accompanying the 1974 Amendments.? The cor-
tectiiess of this reading of the statute undoubtedly will have 10 be
deternuned by the U.S Supreme Court, however, as a number of
recent deasions m the Second, Fourth, and Eighth Circuits, most
notably Trageser v. Libbie Rehabilitation Center, Inc..** have held that
Section 501 does not generally cover employment discrimination
against handicapped mdividuals. The courts have ruled that Section
301 protects the handicapped against employment discrimination
only when the principal purpose of the federal funds received by the
emplover 15 td provide emplovment. Despite these decdisions, OCR
has deaded to enforce its interpretation (except in states in the
Second, Fourth, and kaghth Circuits) until there is more definitive
judicial ruhing on the matter (CRC Education and Human Develop-
ment, Inc 1981:113-116).

Second, the protecuons offered by Section 504 aré limited to
“qualified handicapped persons.” Unlike Title VI, which protects all
people from disciiminapon on the basts of race, color, and national
ongin, Section 501 pué&ls only qualified handwapped individuals
from discrimmation oy the basis of handicap. This limitation points
up an unpoitant dissimilarity between Section 304 and other civil
rights legislation, The premise of the 1964 Civil Rights Act was that
equal ticaument would end racal discriminauon, that distincuons

'
‘

‘HR Cont Rep No 93-1457, 93d Cong . 2nd Sess p 25 (Oct 9. 1974)
TG E X KT kb Cu 19780 but see, Hart v County of Alameda Probation Department,
5 F Supp 66(\N D Ca, 1979,

89
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based on race are arbitiary and ndt carrelated with essenual daffer-
ences  The language of Secuon 31, on the contrary. mmplies, and
the reget@ons assert. that onh thidse handicapped indnviduals who
are capable of leanng o pcr[(nmmg the essential functions of a job
with reasonable accommodation to the handicap are covered by the
provision

[hid, the deasion was mmade that nondisarimnnation means equal
treatment  [his ssue was one of the most dithoult faced by the
diatters of the regulauons *' Ealv avil nights legislation, was based
o the assumption thar discrimimation meant unequal treatinent and.
conversely, that equal treatment would end racdial discrimination
.lllhuugh admmnistrative and judiaal interpretanon has tended to
modify the equal teatment doctnine in the direction of equal outcome,
as we goted above)  The equal treatment standard seemed even less
approprate to the speaal arcunmstances of people with handicaps”
thait to disadvantaged nnnonties Yet Congress provided no guidance
tor a standard of dittenng treatment to achieve the goal of equ

[he fiest diate of the regulations took the positon that, because &t
the real ditferences i the situation of handicapped and nonhandi-
capped people, equal treatment would not result in equal opportunity
tor the handscapped  The preamble made a dear distinction between
Section 301 and other aval nights statutes.?”

A

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Secuon 501 however, differs conceptually from both Tales VI and IX,
the premise of both Tide VI and Tale IX s that thete are no mherent
ditterences or mequalities between the general pubhc gnd the persons
protecied by those statutes, and, thetefore, there shiould be no different
teatment in the adunmstration of federal programs  The concept of secuon
S04 on the other hand, s far mote complex. Handapped persons may
require different treatment m order to be afforded equal access 1o federally
assisted programs and acuvtes, andhdenucal treatment mas L an fact, consutute
discrimination

Duting the period of comnment on the dratt regulations, however,
there was a great deal of opposition expressed to the trmng away
from the tundamental policy of nondiscrmnnaton that had informed
the whole avil righits movement. Many representatives of handicapped
prople teared that a policy of differential treatment would m practice
become arbittary treatment Convinced by these arguments, OCR

&

The discussion of the emergence of OCRS policy on equal ueatment 1s drawn from

Fngebretson (1979 70 77

AL L ad Reg 202496 (1076
.

t
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adopted the lrddmugul dwil rights policy of equal treatment as the
centerpiece qf the final regulations.

The regulations differ from other civil rights guxdelmes in recog-
nizing that special treatment 4nay in exceptional circumstances be
necessary 1n order to provide services that are as effecuve as those

provided for others, but differential treatment is allowable only when

equal treatment has been shown to be inappropriate. Thus, for
example, the basic policy regarding public education is for main-
streaming of handicapped pupils. Yet the regulations recognize that
in some cases a handicap can be a legitimate grounds for exclusion
from the regular education program. By providing due process
procedures and requiring an individualized education program for
such a pupil, the grounds of decision will be the characteristics and
educational needs of the particular handicapped child and not general
and arbitrary assumptions about “the blind” or “the deaf.”

Employment Testiﬁgﬁ

Section 84.13(a) of the regulations prohibits employers from using
tests or other selection criteria that screeq out, or tend to screen out,
handicapped people, unless two conditiofis are-met. (1) the employer
can show that the tests or critena are job reldled and (2) the director
of the Office for Civil Rights is unable to ify alternative tests or
criteria that do not have a tendency to screen out handicapped
apphcanls. Section 84.13(b) further refines the prohlbmon by re-
quiring an employer to consider whether a given test is dClu(l“)
measurmg a handicapped individual’s impediment rather than the
person’s dpglude or ability to perform a job. Appendix A of the
regulations cites the example of a job applicant with a speech
impediment who is given an oral test. Unless the job in question
specifically required oral communication skills, an employer could
not justify the use of an oral examination for such a handicapped
person. The purpose of the provisions encompassed by Section 84.13
*of the regulations is to prevent cmploycrs from excduding handi-
capped people from their work force by using tests and other selection
criteria that, while appearing to be neutral screening devices, in fact
have the effect of disqualifying a disproportionate number of hand-
icapped people when there 15 no reasonable business justitication for
using the particular test or criterion4*

: \

|
L nless otherwise noted, attnibutions of agency mtent m the following di®ussion of
the testing subsections of the regulations are based on the exposition ] the OCR
Handbook

91 ’
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Because OCR was concerned that the small nummbers ot handicapped
peoplé would make it very ditficult to establish differential
disproportionate impact statistically, the agency adopted a more
subjecuve standard for triggering Sectuon 84.13(a) enforcement. The
standard 1s keved 1o a showing that a test o1 other citenion tends to
screen out handicapped people The standard 1s applied as follows.
if a handiapped person files a complaint against an employer based
on alleged disciiminatory testung procedures and if there is evidence
that the test substanually limits the employment opportunities of
handicapped people,” then the burden of proof in compliance
proceedings shifts to the employer (the recdipient of federal funds) to
show that the test 15 job-relafed <~ While the Section 504, regulations

N\do not set forth standards for determining job-relatedness, the section-
byv-section analysis makes 1t clear that some forinal validation study
15 contemplated (although 1t does not express a preference for the
torin of the studyv). Although judicial nterpretation of validation
requirements under Title VII has not provided a great deal of
gutdance about what constitutes a sufhaent validation study, the
emerglng/sl.mddrd ts that a test or other selection device must
measure the critical areas of knowledge or skill and that there must
be a significant relauonship between performance on the test and
performance on the job

[t an emplover does make a successful showing of job-relatedness
of a test or other procedure that has an exdusionary effect on
handicapped applicants, then the regulations place an obligaton on
the director of the Office for Civil Rights to identify an alternate,
less chiscriminatory instrument that the employer could use **

Testing at Preschool, Elementary, Secondary, and Adult
Education Levels

n

In accordance with judiaal precedents festablished earlyarr the 1970s
and with the Educauon for All Handicapped Children Act, Subp‘nl

rSecuion-by-seciion analysis, 42 Fed Reg 22689 (May 4. 1977) The dgcnu's’s(‘(lwn-
by-section analvsis, appended to the final regulations, states that Section 84 13 (a) 1s
an application of the principle established ander Tide VIT of the Civil Rights Actof
1964 10 Griggs (42 Fed Reg 22688) 1

*This 1s a deviation trom the bgual Eniployment Opportunity Commissions Guideline,
on Employee Selection Procedures and carlier versions of the Settion 504 regulations.
which place this obligation on the emplover

Ml v Board of Education of the Dutrut of Columbta. 348 F Supp 866 (D D C 1972),
Pennwliama Assoaaton for Betarded Chldren v Commonwealth of Penngylvama, 383 F
Supp 27() (D Pa 1972), Lebanks v Spears 60 F. R D I135(ED La 1973)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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‘ .

D of the rlgul.umus for Section 504 requires the provision of 4 free
appropriate public education for all qualified handicapped people ,
[t requires further that h.m(hmpped students be educated with
nonhandicapped students to the maximum extent possible consistent
with their needs (the so-called least restru tive environment prinaple)
and that education agenaes seek out previously unserved handi-
capped children For the putposes of Subpart D, the term “qualified”
15 defired in terms of age and disability, as follows:™

With respect to public preschoul, elementary, secondary, or adult educdanonal
services, ¢ handicapped person () of an age dunng which nonhandicapped
persons are provided suchiservices, () ot any age during whichios mandatory
ander state law o provide such services to handicapped persons, or () to
whom a state 15 requured to provide « free appropriate public education
under Secnon 612 of [the Education for All Handwapped Cluldren Adt]
I'he defimtion does not connote the concept of competitive selection
th the sense that “qualified™ 1s ‘(pplic% under the employment and
postseconidary education subparts of the regulation. An “appropriate™
education, however, carnies the implication of evaluation and place-
ment—processes i which testng has traditionally played o« major
role. Section 8135 of Subpart D establishes placement procedures
described an the section-by-section analysis as “designed to €nsure
that children are not misclasstfied, unnecessanly labeled as being
handicapped, or incotrectly placed because of inappropriate selection,
admimistration, or interpretation of evaluation materials. ™ \By re-
quirmg public and private schools that receive tederal funds to follow
rules that require consideration of informaton diapn from a variety
of sources i mahmyg puptl placement dedisions, HEW sodght to
{elimmate undue rehance on standardized scholastic aptitude tests
that, the agency believed, had led o disproportionate assignment of
racial and linguistic mnondes o spelial education dasses.™ Other
soutces of information that might inform the placement decision are
enumetated in Secudn 8 1.35(¢) and indlude achievement tests, 4eacher
recommendations, reports of physical condition, and investigations
of soaal and cultural background and adaptne behavior.
Section 81 35(h) of the regulations provides general rules for the
use of tests and other evaluation matettals that are used to assess a

-

L)

YR Fed Reg 29678 (May 4 1977)
V42 Fed, Reg 22601 (May 1, 1977y
“"The sed lmn\p section analvais Gtes Tssues i llu Classification of ( Iul(l\vn T iepont
by the Project on Classification of Exceptional € fuldren i which HEW parocpated
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student’s need for speaal education or related services. A Tedipient
institution must ensure that

o tests and otheeraluation materials have been validated for the*
spedific putpose for which they are used and amre admmistered by
trained personnel in conformance with the mstructions provided by
ther producer,

o tests and other evaluauon matenals indude those tailored to
assess spectfic areas of educational need and not merely those that
are designed to provide a smgle general intelligence quotient, and

¢ tests are selected and admimstered so as best to ensure that,
when a test 15 admmstered to a student with impaired sensory,
manual, o1 speaking skills, the test results accurately reflect the
student’s aptitude or achievement level or whatever other factor the
test putports to measure, tather than reflecting the student’s impaired
sensory, manudl, o1 speakmg skills (except when those skills are the
tactors that the test purports to measure).

I'he tegulation does not fuither detine “validation,” although one
can assume that a formal, technical validanon procedure is intended,
Furthetmore, the case law has not established dear standards fors
judging the sutficiency of a vahdation effort (see “Judicial Interpre-
tation of Section 504" below). Nevertheless, the validation require-
ment 1s likelv to-have en miportant imfluence on school testing
practices.

To date, few. it anv, validation studies have been undertaken by
local and state education agendies, and httle attention has been paid
to assessing the apphcabilits of ¢ test producer’s yalidation to local
conditions. Moreover, validation of tests for handicapped populations
has been rare (for achievement tests as well as tests that vield an
mtelligence quotient). Schools that recenve federal funds will be open
to compliduce imvestgations when pupils of radal br lingurstic minotity
status are placed mspeaal education dasses for the educable mentally
retarded or the emotionally handicapped in disproporuonate nuni-
bers andd when the parent or guardian of ¢ handicapped pupil protests
a4 placement decsion and there is evidence in the school s)slém of a
“pattern ot practice” of disproportionate placements. ™

»
.

Uhe doctime as drawn from Litde VIE of the Civil Righrs Act of 1961, which gives
the US Departent of Justee jurndicuon to bning avil action_against emplovers
whiose hehavior cvnlences a0 pattern or pracuce of resstance e full esjovment of
any 0(\91(* nghts secared by this utle (P L 88-352, Tule VL, Sec 707(a))
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G

Testing for Admission to P(}stsecondary Education -
Section 84.42 of the regulations implementing Section 50 prescribes
requirements for the admission and recruitment of handicapped
students to gnstitutions of postsecondary learmng. Because colleges,
universit¥€s, graduate schools, and professional schools typically use
and sometimes 1ely heavilv on scores from nationally standardized
examinations 1 makmyg admussions deasions, these provisions have
particular significance for astudy of testing in relation to handicapped’
populations.

Unlike the provisions concerning employment testing practices, the
regulations on admissions testing use the language of disproportionate
ettects, which mdicates OCR’s expectatation that statistical demon-

- strations of disparities i selection rates wilk be possible in college and
graduate admissions. The regulations state that in admitting students,

' mstitutions niay_not make use of any test or criterion for admission |

that has a “disproportionate, adverse effect” on handicapped persons

unless ([ the test or criterion, as used by the reciprent, has been validated
as a predictor of success in the program or activity in question

{emphasis added), and (2) alternate tests or criteria that have a less

disproportionate, adverse eftect are not shown by the OCR director

to be available. ‘

The regulauons further require, in words nearly identical to
provisions in the sections dedling with employment testing and school
testing, that the reciprent institution shall assure itself that tests are
selecied and a}*knimslel;gd so as to ensure that )

. the test results accurately reflec the applicant's aptitude or achievementlevel
or whatever other factor the test pur ports to measure, rathér than reflecting the
apphcant s unpaired sensory, manual, dr speaking skills (except where thuse
skills are the factors that th&test purports to measure)  (See Chapter 5 fora

v discussion of the psychometric mplications of that requitement )

The cential provision of the regulation is that qualified handicapped
applicants may not, solely on the basis of handicap, be denied 7
admisston to a postsecondary educational institution or be discrimi- v
nated agamst in recruitment practices. Recipient institutions may not
lawfulls it the nuniber o1 proportion of qualified handicapped
students adimtted not make preadmission inquiry as to any handi-
capping ndition.'" The apparent objective of the preadmission

a

dfxceptions ate gllowed swhen an ansutution that has been found 1o be ow of
comphance with Seciion 50 1is atieniphing to correat the etfects of past discrumnmation
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inquiry p’rohlbmon was to pLx(c all applicants 6n an equal footing
during the adtnissions process, to date, OCR has not enforced the .
ban on preadnussion inquiry against such designagions. It is the policy
of the testing companies (¥t produce the mdjor postsecondary
admissions tests to make note of nonstandard testing conditions when
rcpuruug scores (see (, h.aptcr 2). This (Ieslgndlmn of a nonstandard
administration has the ettect of nforming the admissions officials
that the applicant 1s probably handicapped.

Because of the testing companies’ strong disinclination to alter their
pohices tor apparently good technical reasons,s OCR adopted an
mterim policy, which has three parts (see Chapter 5).%3

First, pcndmg d lesoluuun of the i ssues (noted above), the Office
for Civil Rights wall "not find an institution out of compliance if that .
Institution requxres the submission-of test scores by applicants, even
though there is a stiong possibility that these tests do not reflect a ‘
handicapped apphcant’s ability. In order to ensure that it 7is in ’

_compliance, howeser, the institution must guarantee ‘that admissions

deasions take mto account other factors, such as high school grades,
recommendations, and so forth. (Such consideration of other factors
is, m fact, recommended by the major testing services.)

Second, until such ume as a more viable policy can be w orked ut,
the tesupg services will be allowed to conunue to notify users that
tests were taken under nonstandard conditions, but it is stressed that
this 15 ‘uyr/nkcrlm policy only. OCR recognizes that this procedure .
may violate the prohibition of preadmission inquiry, it will be allowed
only until the internn policy wan be modified, and OCR suggests that
reapients be prepared to madify their admissions requirements in
the future. OCR ha¢ mitiated discussions with the major testing
services in order to resolie the apparent problems with the testing
of cettain handicapped pcople

Third, whenever information is given regarding tests required for
admission, an mstitution must incdude.a statement that special testing
artangemnents can be made tor handicapped applicants and that there
are alternate admissions criteria for handicapped applicants who are

- .

or whe i aminstitaton s soluntanly secking toncrease the participation ufh.mdlmpp( d
students i its programs

' Recruitment, Admusions and Hundwapped Students A Gude for Complance wzlh Section
S04 of the Rehahilitation Act of 1973 Published by the American Assuaation of (. ollegiate
Registrars and Admissions Officers and The Amencan Counal on Education under
contract with the Ofhicg for Cial Rights, Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare Washington, D ., Apnl 1978




S 86 ABILITY TESTING OF HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

-

unable to take therequuired tests. Both the Educationgl Testing Service
and the American College Testing Program have brochures describing
special testing arrangements Admissions persunnel are suppused to
review and evaluate the suggestions made in these brochures, in
preparation for developing other testing arrangements in the future.
Since the first articulation of the interim policy, which has been
confirmed 1 successive editions of the Handbook for the Implementation
of :Section 504 of the Rehabiitation Act of 1973, the U.S. Supreme
Court's deasion n Southeastern Communty College v Dauts (442 U.S.
397 (1979)) has lccugmled “that there may be physical quahificauons
. that are necessary for particpation i d p.xrllcul.ar academic program.
Moreover, m the Davis case. the Court focused on whether the
applicant would ever be capable of performing many of the fundions
required by the profession for which the educational program tramns.
+ This suggests the dppropriateness of some loosening of the regulatory

ban on preadnussion inquiry,” which would permut colleges to ask

. . whether applicants meet these quallﬁc‘nwns The agéncy has inter-
preted that decision to mean that a recipient nm\ obtain mformation
from an apphcant concgrning his or her capacity to satisfy “essential
‘physical quahfu.muns but mav not ask general questions about
disability, such as. "Are there anyv problems with physical disability
that will prohubit vou from completing the program?” (CRC Edueation
4nd Human Development, Inc 1981:313). ‘ s

3

JUDICIAL INTERPI(ETATION OF §EC'i‘ION 504 .

- Section 30+ and 1ty implementng regulations have not produced a
great deal of lmgdlmn focused on substantive 1ssues. and there are
only a few.cases that imnvolve testing pld(ll((.‘ As mentioned above,
judicial detistons are divided on the question of whether Section 504

\ protects against cmplmmenl discrimingtion in any but the ‘most
limited arcumstances, with the reult that OC R has instructed its
comphance staff not to take acton on employment discrimination
complaints methe Secopd, Fourthy apd Eighth Circuts.™ Given this

) .
( *
“The 1979 echuon of the handbook 1s beng replaced by an updated version, which

1s scheduled w be released i carly 1982 ,0ur discussion 1y based on o draft of the -

updated version, which OCR kindly made available to us
. 99 S (1 2962 (1979)
“The leading cases rostncung the torce of the regulations i amployment discninunauon
xomplants are Trageer v abhie Rehabibitation Center, T, 5901 2d 87 (4h Cir |, 1078),
. Carmi v Metropolitan St Lows Sewer Dustriet, 620 F 2d 672 Bth Cip.. 1980)s U5 v
Cabrint Medial Center, No 80-6106 (2nd Cir , Jan 27, 1981) But see, flart v County of
Alameda Probution Department. 485 F Supp 66 (NP La. 1979)

: . Y '
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paucity of case law, 1t 1s not possible to specity with certainty the
vbhgauons imposed by Section 304 ‘on educatiopal institutions and
emplovers who 4re reupients of federal financial assistance from the .
. Deparunent of Eduacaton or the Department of Health and Human .
| Services. Nevertheless, despite the narrowing effect of the Davu
deusion, the bods of cvil 11ghts case law that provides a context for
Section 304 makes it possible to articulate the contours of the emergmg
law ) . .

.

School Testing Cases Under Section 504

A Y]

The U.S. Supreme Court m Brown v. Board of Education ruled tRat
the maintenance of dual, segregated school systems denied to black :
children equal protection of the law and ordered that dual systems

‘be abolished. Dismantling dual systems, however, did not automati-

cally bring abuut racal mtegration 1n the schools. In fact, after Broun

many formerly segregated schodl sy stems intrdduced testing programs

to track students mto ability groups, with the effect that paterns of

racal segregation contipued within a school. As a result, despite the

genetal reluctance of the uW{\ene in matters of education

pohcy, the federal courts have, sincd: the late 1960s, repeatedly struck

down thé use of ostensibly neutral mechanisms that resulted in

perpetuating or recreating segregated systems.* .

. This history provides the general background for the first major
testing case brought under Section 504, Larry P. v. Riles." Larry P.,
which began i 1972, concerned the use of general aptitude tests as
a basis for, determining whether black pupils should be placed in
special classes for the educable mentalh retarded (EMR J(lsses). ['hus,
the case combimed the issues of racial discrimination and discrimi- .
nation on the basts of (presumed) hdndicap. The complaint made
two principal allegations. first, that the tests in question were racially
and culturally biased against black pupils and did not reflect their
experience asa cass, with the result that sume pupils were misclassified
‘and wrongfully femoved from the regular course of instruction, and..

’

L] Y - .

_ "See, e Smgleton v Juckson Municapal Separate School System, 419 F 2d 1211 (1969),
rev'd in part on other grounds. 396 U9 290 (1970), Moses v Washington Parish School
Board, 330 F Supp 1340 (1971), Lemon v Bossier Paruh Schonl Board. 444 F 2d 1400
(1971), Unaited States v Gadsen Caty School District, 508 F.2d 1017 ¢(1978) ‘
“343 F Supp 1036 (1972), 502 F 2d 963 (1974), 495 F Supp 926 (1979), 48 LW
2298 11979) In addiion (o reliance on Sectton 304, the case alleged violgtpn of other
statutory and consteutonal prpsisions. most notably the Equal Protecuon Clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment . .
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second, that the bpe(.ldledut.d[lon(_ldsses were dedd end, nonacademic
classes that offered nothing to the puplls Pplaced in them. The case
orlgmalh con‘c{irned placement practices in the San Francisco area,
but it ultimatély affected the entire state of California.

One of the most intergsting things about Larny P. was the district

court’s attention to the U.S. Supreme Court’s analysis ip (:ngg's that

“not only overt discrimination but dlsQ*)rdctlces that are fair in form,
_ but discriminatory in operation” are: proscribed (p. 431). Equally
important, however, was the court’s recognition that the function of

Jpublic education placed limits on the applicability of thuse precedents. *
Larry P. was the first federal case to require scientific yalidation of -

. tests used for, EMR placement.! The plainuffs sought an mjunction

against the use of the Wechsler Intelligence-Scale for Children, the
Stanford-Binet, and other mtelligence tests administered m the San
Franasco United School District until a full trkal could be heard. The
court issued a preliminary injunction against the usé of “the tests,
reasoning from precedents established m the employment discrimi-*
natign case law that the use of standardized tests must be shown to
be valid for the purpose at hand (in this mstance, the dentification
of mild mental retardation in black children) to avoid the inference
of discrimination. Absent such showinfy, the court said, the use of
tests that have adverse impact cannot be considered to be substantially
related to a legmmdle state purpose and thus constitutes a denal of
the equal protection of the law. -

By the ume the trial on the merits began m 1977, the original
complant had been amended to, indude alleged violations of thiee
statutes. Section 504 of the Rehabilitatioh Act of 1973, Title VI of

 the Civil Rights ACt of 1964, and the Education for All Handicapped :

Children Act of 1975. Ulumately, the évldénce supported « deasion
that both the umsutunondl and statutory claims had been proved by’

" plaintiffs.

» The cruaal conceptual question concerned the nature of that

empmcal showing. What, in the context of educational tésting for?

ussignment purposes, takes the place of the job- -relatbdness doctrine
in employment-testing litigation? Larry P. does not provide dear
guidance. The defendants attempted to establish the predictive
validity of.the intelligence lesls by showing the correlation of those
test scores with two criterion measures, namely, achietement test
scores and grades.” The court rejected this approach to tramlating

\ -
N

9495 F Supp 926, 989

¢
:
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the noton of predicung job performance to the educational
context ¥

1f tests can predict that a person is guing to be a poor emplovee. the emplover
wan legiumately deny that person a jub, butf tests suggest that a voung child
1 probably going to be ¢ pour stadent. the schopl canmot on that basis alone
denv the child the opportumn o un'pl'me and develop the acadermc skalls
NECessars (o success 1 ol societs \\\lgmm?nl to EMR dasses denies that
opportumty through relegauon o o markedly infenor, essettually dead-end
track .

The argument 1s that the quality of the academmc mstrucuon m the
special educauon dasses, which emphasized sodal adjustment and
economic usefulness, would make this a self- fulhlhng pmpheu
One weakness of the detendants’ line of redsomng lav in their
* tarkze to distinguish the role of busmess trom the function of public
education m the United States, which the Supseme Coutt m Brown .
v Board described as “the very toundaton of good auzenship.”** The .
doctrine of job-relatednessancludes the pr mdiplé of busmessnecessity,
by which the courts have, recognized that an emplaver's interest n
productr\m mav outweigh, m hmited drlumstances, a paru(ular
“imndividual’y mterest m_getting g job. In education, thcrc 15 no other
mnterest competing with the educational needs ot gach child (except,
perhaps, the edudcational needs ot all children thit would, according
to the 304 regulatons, jusufy the removal of an obstructive child
from the classroom*)., Thus, while vahdation m the emplovment
context has been understood by the courts to mean showing the
relationship of the test to the job (or test scores to job performance),
Carry Pt s defined as showimng the appropriateness of the test
and placement deasion to the spedific educational needs of the ¢hild
The evidence of high correlations between intelhgence test scores
and school pertormance did not, in the eyes of the trial judge, justfy
. plaang the child 1n an environment in which the attempt at academic
education would, for all practical purposes, cease.”- . .-
In Larny P the school otfiaals did not argue stienuously agamst
the allegaugn of ¢ ultural bias, mdeed, the opinion remarks that the
unItural bias of the tests was hardly disputed in the hugation (p 959).

- ) ‘ .
»

2495 F Supp 926, Y64 .
U347 U S 483, 499 (1954). -
“Section-byssection analvses, 42 Fed Reg 22691 ’

' The trnal qudge suggested that construct vahdauon nught he a monc appropridte
strategy than predicive or content validavon (fn 84) :

S .
. L] -
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The opinion of the court 1s largel devoted to the question of what
legal consequences flow from a finding of racial bias in the tests."
The case might well have developed differently had it turned primarily
on the question uj bias on the basis of handicap. For example,
establishing the prima faae case would have been a different hind
of statistical enterprise. But the ruling concerning vahdation—that 1t
consists 'in showing the appropriateness of the test and placement
deasion to the specific educational needs of the child—may have
significance for future judiaal policy concerningethe assessment wf
handxapped pupils in making.placement decisions.

Another case mvolving the use of intelligence tests for placement
of black children i EMR classes, Parents in Action un Specal Education
(PASE) v. Hannon,” came to quite ditferent conclusions about the
adequacy of 1Q tests for assessing mental retardation m black children.
The plamtiffs in PASE charged that the use of racially biased
mtelhgence tests yolated the Equal Protection Clause of the Four-
teenth Amendment as well as Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act

of 1973, Itle VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the Equal Educational '

Opportunittes Act of 1974 (20 USC. 1703), and the Educaton for All
Handrapped Children Act. (,unlrdr\ to the finding in the California
case, the trial court in Parents i Action on Special Education V. Hannon
found the Wethsler tests and the Stanford-Binet substantially free of
cultural buas. After examining the test questions item by item, the
judge deaded, on a commonsense basis, that onb nine questions
were “biased or so subject to suspicon of bias that thev should not

* be used” (slip opinon.98). Because the test scores were interpreted

by masters-level school psychglogists, many of whom were black, and
because test scores were only one of the criteria for the placement
dedision. the court found 1t unlikely that those few items would result
in misplacement of black children m the Chicago school system. The
judge held that the tests, used i this manner, did not discriminate
agaiast black children in the Chicago public schools (slip opimon. 113).

Although judiaahinterpretation of the pbligations of school otficials
under Section 304 with regard to testing practices is just beginmng,
it sgems Dikely that the assessment of handicapped students will
continue to be subject to judicial scrutiny, given the special regulatory
protections afforded such students. At the very least, school othidals

w e
¢ v

'

3

«
¥ The judgment cnjomed Californa from wsing any standardized sneelligence tests
without securing the priot approval of the*court

YCivil Number 74 (. 3586 (1980)

,
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are on notice that thev must address questions of vahdation and

impact.’ The unquestioned or naive use of intelhgence tests or other

assessment devices to place childrer of radal or inguistic minority
status i classes for the mentally retarded will not be defensible 1n
court, there is every reason to beheve that the coutrts will atford
handicapped students a similar level of copcern

-

.
<

Postsecondary Admissions

There has not been any htigation concerning postsecondary admis-
stons practices that has focused directhy on the use of tests. The few
cases to arise have dealt generally with procedural questions, such as

the existence of”a private right of action under Section 504 (see”
Paolicelli 1979 and Ray 1979-80). Interpretation of the substantiye *

provisions of Section 304—the meaning of discrimination on the basts
ot handicap, tor example—has just begun to emerge. '

The hist case to review the scope ot Section 304 was Southeastern
(ommunm College v. Daves.™ In its 1979 decision, the U.S. Supreme
€ourt addressed two important issues. the meaning of the statutory
language, “otherwise fualified hdn(hc.lpped individual,” and the
extent of the modifications an institution mugst make in its programs
to accommodate the handicaps or disabilities of apphcants

The Dauus cdse mvolved the applicifion of Frances Davis, o hearing-
lmp.ured licensed pramc.l’r nurse, to enter the college’s associate
degree nursing program in order to become a 1egistered nurse. In
the course of admissions screening, Dasvis was exariined l)\, an
audl()l()glst who advised the adnussions authorities that, while a bettet

-hearlng ard would enable her to hear sounds, Davis would not be
“able to understand normal speech unless positioned so-that she could
lip-read. The college consulted with the direwr of the State Board
of Nursimg to determine whether Davis would be eligible tor certifi-
cation 1 she completed the program. The ditector recommended
against admission’ on the grounds that Davis would not be able to
pdrtlupate safely 1n the obligatory chnical training and could not
practice after gmduduon "

Davis filed suit against the college on the grounds that the denial

< of admssion constituted a violation of the Equal Protection and Due

' N .
=90 S Cr 2361 (1979) kot discussions of the case. see, Gohen (1980), Hightower
(1980). Rav. (1979-80), Cook (1980) .
998 Gt n 69, at 23645
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Process Clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment Md of Section 504
of the Rehabilitation Act. ;The district court held that the college’s
decision not to admit Dasis did not violate Section 504; the judgé
found that while the plaintiff, a handicapped person, was entitled to
the protection of Section 304, she was not an “otherwise qualified
mntnidual” within the meaning of the statute because the nature of
heY handicap would not allow her to “fully and effectively participate”
in the program.™ Davis appealed the decision on the basis of the
newly 1ssued HEW regulations that defined a qualified handicapped
person with respect to postsecondary admissions as “a handicapped
person who meets the academic and technical standards rcql_nié_it‘e to
admission or partiapation in the recipient’s education programt*or
acuvity.™ In hght of those regulations, the Court of Appeals for the
Fourth Circuit ruled that the lower court had erred in taking Davis’
handicap mto consideration, ruling that it should have looked only
at her acadenic and technical qualifications. The court also held that
consideration should be given to Davis’s claim that Section 504
required the college to inodify its nursing program to accommodate
her hearing impairment no matter what the cost.””

In a unanumous dedsion, the U.S. Supreme Court revetsed the
appellate court dedision 1 Davis.™ Writing for the Court, Justice
Powell held that Section 304 does not “compel educational institutions
to disregard the disabiliies of handicapped individuals or to make
substantial modifications in their programs to allow disabled persops
to participate.” The oanioﬁ' supported the district court’s interpre-
tation of “otherwise qualified” to mean “qualified in spite of the
handicap”. what the statute prohibits is disqualification of a person
based on “unfounded assumptions” about the limitations imposed by
ahandicap (p. 2366). The Court held turther that Section 50- imposes
no affi matn e obhigation on recipients of federal funds to substantially
moghfy existing programs o1 to lower standards to accommodate a
handicapped person (p. 2370), although pointedly stating that the
hine between a lawful refusal to extend athrmative action and illegal
discnmination under Section 504 will not always be clear.

The U.S. Supreme Court deasion in Dares does not providesdetailed
guidance as to the distinction between permissible exclusion and

f

42 Fed Reg 22078 =
2574 F 2d 1160-1162
99 S e 2361 (1979)
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unlawful discinmmation under Section 504, It does make clear,
however. that the regulatory ban on pteadmission inquiry 1s not
apphicable to postsecondary programs that require spedific physical
qualifications and that mstitutions can take disabilities into account
in admitting applicants to sach programs. The 1egulation preduding
consideration of handicaps at the admissions stage is, presumably,
stll enforceable when the applicant’s handicap is irrelevant to partic-
tpation 1n the prograni. which might well be the case for most
undergraduate courses of study. In the Davns case, however, the
applicant’s hearmg disability noWenly would have prevented her from
partiapating in portions ‘of the chnical practicum (for example,
operating-room duty where surgical masks render lip-reading im-
possible), but also would have posed a potential hazard to her patients
once she embarked on a nursing career.

\J

SUMMARY i

[itle V of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 is a civil rights law, akin to
the other il rights statutes passed n the 1960s and 1970s. It is not,
however, an affirmative statement of the civil rights of handicapped
people, rather, it prohibits discrimination against handicapped people
by monitoring the practices of the government, its instrumentalities,
and grantees. The protections offeréd under Title V do notreach to
the private sector but only to recipients of federal funds.

The antdiscnimination provisions of Section 504 are further re-
stricted in scope m that they extend only to qualified handicapped
individuals. This provision is different froin those of all other civil
rights statutes, which extend protection to all members of the covered
dlass. The language of Section 504 as well as Gongress' failure in the
period since 1964 to enact legislation adding discrimination on the
basts Of handicap to the categories protected against employment
discrimination by Title VII, suggests that Congress intended to
distinguish between charactenistics like race or ethnic origin and
having a-handicappirg conditign. Regulatory and judicial construction
of Section 504 have recognized that a handicapping condition can,
under some arcumstances, be 4 legitimate grounds for exdusion and
that distinctions drawn on the basis of handicap do not necessarily
reflect prejudiced attitudes. (In future litigation, this may haie
implications for judicial interpretation of the effects test propounded
by the regulations.) ’ -

‘At the same tune, Congress and the courts recognize that distinctions
drawn on the basis of handicap frequently are the product of prejudice

ERIC 104
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or unwarranted- assumptions about the limitations produced by
handicapping conditions. The public policy preference for main-
streaming—a theme that pervades the regulations—gives positive
expression to the statutorv language of nondiscrimination. It is
evidence of a federal commitment to the principle®that people with
handicappmg conditions should be afforded opportunities to partic-
ipate as fullv as possible n the society. This policy has brought
significant change. Under Section 504 and the Educanon for All
Handicapped Children Act, all childien with hdndlcdppmg conditions
are for the first e guaianteed an appropriate education at public
expense in the most mtegrated seting possible. The due proeess
procedures that are the centerpieces of P.L. 94-142 and the Section
504 regulations seek to ensure that educational decisions will be made
on the basis of the particular child’s needs, not on the basis of
unfounded assumpuons about the child’s pgrformance capabilities.
I'he meaning of equal opportunity for adults seel\mgdubs or higher
education 1s not yetas dear as the pohq concermng schogl children,
but some general prinaples have been éstablished. Figst, the antidis-
crunmation provisions of Section 504 make it unlawful for reuplem
mstitutions to exdude handicapped mdmdud‘ls without maKing an
analvsis of the physical requirements of the program’and the char-
acteristics of the applicant. When-a program of instruction requires
particular physical capabilities, the regulatory ban on preadmission
mquities does not apply s at least with respect to those particular
physical capabilites. For progirams that do not depend on phusical
characterstics, 1t is likely that OCR’s ban on preadmission inquiry
would be sustamed, should the agency dedide to implement that
policy. The panel believes that the policy can reasonably be applied
to most academic progiams at the undergraduate level, provided that
standardized tests that are used as selection alds can be brought to a
pont whete they are as predictive foruapplicants with handicapping
conditions as for the nonhandicapped applicants. Such validation
efforts will tequnie an intensive 1esearch endeavor. If successtul, such
research would provide the means for test users to avord disqualifying
an_apphctnt on the basis of urdounded dssumpuuns about the

hnumlmns imposed by a handicap.
e *




Psychomemc Requirements
of the Regulations - : : ST

_ The regulations implementing Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act’
of 1973 specity, fopr requirements regarding testing for admission to
postsecondary educational institutions that bear directly or? the psy-
chometric characteristics of the tests." An institution subject to the .,
Rehabilitation Act of 1973: ! )

g 1. -may not use a lest that has a disproportionate adverse effect on
- handicapped applicants unless the test has been validated specifically

for the purpose m question 61 unless alternate tests with less adverse
effect are not shown to exist [Sec. 104.42(b)(2)]); '

9, shall assure itsclf that tests are selected and administered so as ' .
to best ensure that the test results reflect the handicapped applicant’s .
“aptitude or achievement level or whatever other factor the test
purports to measure, rather than reflecting the applicant’s impaired
/ sensory, manuadl, or speaking skills (except where those skills are thé
factors that the test purports to measure) [Sec. 104.42(b)(3)]; .

3. maynot make preddmlssmn inquiries as to whether a person is: .
handlcap&ﬂ [Sec. 104.42(b)(4)]; and J

4. ‘may base prediction equauons on first year grades, but shall
conduct pe‘rlodm validity studies against the criterion of overall svicess

It

-

~ - -

A ¢ ]
"We.dre not coticerned here with the requurements, like those regarding umelness ot
test administrations or the accessibihity of testing sites. that are not psychometric issues. .

*» hd -
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in the education program or adtivity in, question in order to monitor
the generdl validity of the test scores"/[Sec. 104.42(d)]. .

The refjuirements regafding selection for employ ment are very similar
but require that a test be validated against job, performance instead
of agaipst educational performance. . . )
Since there have been no compliance reviews of these testing
requirements and since there is as yet no case law, the authoritative
interpretation of these sections of the regulations is still unsettled.
Nevertheless, in hight of the history of the regulations and the interim
policy, some implications seem relatively clear. In bbsrationa! terms,
the regulations seem to requjre that test develapers and users (1) -
modify tests and test administration procedures foy use with handi-
capped people, (2) construct and administer tests so that they reflect
skills independent. of disabilities, (3) report scores for handicapped
people so that they are indistinguishable from and therefore directly
. comparable with those foy nonhandicapped jpeople, and (4) validate
tests used with handicaﬁpcd people for the, purpose at hand. The
crucial question is whether there are psychvmetric techniques that
cah be used to satisfy these requirements. T ~ .
“This chapter discusses psychometric issues relating tg.each of these
four requirements. Test modifications for bqﬁdicappeg}: people, which
have been made in most tests given to large groups (college applicants
or federal civil service examinees, for example), are described in the
‘first section, a review of the evidence relating to the régirement that*
a test accurately reflect skills independent of a handigap is presented
in the second section, validation of tests for handicipped people is .
discussed in the third section, and issues related to the comparability
of tests for handicapped and nonhandicapped peo le are. discussed
in the final section.

, .

-~ ’ . “

MODIFICQTIONS OF TESTS FOR HANDICAPPE

#ropLE -
13

4.
While there undoubtedly is room for improveme l,‘, more ~w6rk has
gone into modifying tests and test administratiof,procedures than
into any other aspect of testing handicapped_peo ,léz. For more than
two decades, major national testing prografs i.\’fp made available
modified versions of tests for handicapped people.’ Long before the
Section 504 .regulations were implemented, t ‘LCollege Entrance
Exarﬁi.natxon Board (now the College Board), ¢ American College
Testing Program, the” Graduate Record Ex;; i'ﬁ/ation Board, and .
.o . ' b o
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others provided. sutite options tor handicapped examinees that mn-
cluded modified admimstration procedures, test booklets, dll(l an-
swering procedures. But those efforts, however laudable ‘or well- .
“intenuoned; have been far from ddequ‘xlt, and hgve been undertaken
by only some test developer—tcen today sume Lu\M testing progrdms,
~ such as the one administeged by the Law School Admmmn Council,
allow only very hmited modthifications of their tests for handicapped
peoplen . '

Despite the history of attempts to modify tests for handicapped
people, there have been few v estigauions of the etfegts of such test
accommodations on the rcsuhmg scores and ¢ on their rehability and .
validity. Strictly spcakmg, unless 1t has been demonstrated that the

- .pswchometrlc properties of a test have not been disturhed by some " «
‘ nmdn"fcanon. the claims-made for the test by its author o1 pubhshu

. " cannot be generalized to the modified version. The nmjur 1e450n
: given by test developers for not having done systematic studies of

modified tests 1s the relatively small number of handicapped exanmu-
nees. Test develupers have argued that most of the standard methods
for investigaung rehabihity and particulatly validity tannot be applied
. 1o very small samples of people.” Studies now belng conducted at the
Eduumondl Testing Service (for researcl';_nul operational putposes)
may represent a shift i attitudes, and the panel has learned of very
regent research inestigations using new lechmqucs“f(u slu(hmg smiall
populations. , ¥ R
Especially “whem studies ofithe \dlldll) of a modlified test are not
anticipated, that_is, when test interpretation will rest largely on
uncorroborated gencrdh/‘muns from the standard test, ope niust be >
very careful in adapting a test not to make chagges that cdn alter the
nature of the task. For example, a’test of mechanical ability that
ol\es manipulation off many pleces of apparatus mnbht become,
L for blind, people, a test of tacule acuity (Bauman t‘)?f)) *O1 10 a test
"~ that presents novel stmuyli (for example, nuscd line dl.mmgs), the ~
" novelty of lhc situation might o¥erwifelm an examinee’s responses. ,
Although, ‘uséful guides to modifying tests for admmistation to
¢ . handicapped people are available (sge, for examplesBolton 19764,

-

A SN '
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‘

'

- v -
TTesumony of Educational [esung Service (ETS) and Amecsrn, College Tesung
Program at the panel’s open mecung. March 1980, letters w the Office for Cavit Rights
from john Winte rhottom of ETS, dated June 17, 1976, Sepempber 10, 1976, November
* 21, 1977, and January 26, 1978 el
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Heaton et al. 1980), no guide can obviate the necessity of trying out
a modified tgst on a sample of exarrrthees oL of validating the modified
version of a vest. . .

‘

Modifications of Test Administration Procedures

-

Most modifications.in the way a test is administered alter the medium
in which the test instructions, and questions are presented to the
examinees. For visually ‘impaired people, a variety of medifications
may be needed. The test bogklet may be produced in large print or
high-quality regular.print, or in braille, or the test may be tape-
recorded or read to the examinee by a live reader. These procedures
usually require more time for the test admlnlslrallon su time limits
are either extended or waived..The tests so modified are usually
administered on an individual basis 10 provide the needed flexibility
in time and to minimize interference of different test administration
procedures with one another. Davis ane Nolan 1961) found that the
otal administration of a \erbaJ achievement test usually results in
inflated scores relative to any ¥ administratien in which the examinee
must read. (whether regular print, large ty pe, or braille). How serious

_and Pervasive this result may be is unknown.

Deaf people, especially the prelingually deaf, ha\e difficulty in
undérsl.mdmg written as well as spoken language, therefore, the
mlelhglbrhl) of the instructions for tests, whether written or spoken,
must be considered when tests are modified for the deaf. Modifications
of test admmistration for deaf and hearing- lmpdlred people often
'xnclude an lnlerpreler who signs or otherwise interprets the test
instructions and questions. Most national test programs that use
interpréf®s instruct them' in how to admunister the test so as to
comturiate appropriately but without giving clues .to correct an-
swers. Additional time to take the test will be needed if lhc,&csl is
signed or interpreted to a deaf person. -

_Iftest administration procedures aze modified for visually impdircd
agyl ‘hearing-impaired people, usually 'no additional adaptations in
thosdqgrocedures are needed for testing olher handicapped individ-
uals.*For examplg, a person without upper limbs who cannot write
an use an amanuensis, 4 person who writes or marks the answers
for the test taker. When test modifications are available, examinees
wish other handicapping conditions select from the available options
the one most preferred. A \mmlly impaired examinee should select
the test administration procedure that best suns his or her preferred

103 .
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and customary mediam, this choce will be espeaally dithicult tor
people who have recenty become nuparred. .

When examinees cannot record then answers to test questions, the
most common procedure 15°to provide an amanuensis. Other ways ot
obtaining a response indude h(mng the respondent use a tdpe
recorder, a tpewriter, or a b alllewtter (a machine that'ts pes braille).
These modthicitions usually I(‘(ﬁllf(‘ that a test be administered
ndinidually Some testing programs provide a large-t pe answer sheet
tor partially sighted or motor-impaired test takers. Use of a large-
tipe answer sheet does not by 1self require an individual adminis-
tration.

Note-taking and computational aids are sometimes provided for
blind exammees because they do not have easy o1 constant access to
the material before l'hem. as do sighted examineés. (When one 1s
searching for a spedific piece of mtormation, 1t is much more “dithcult
and timesconsuming o scan bratle or a tape recording as compared
with print.) Examinces who read braille may benefit fiom use of
note-taking aids such as a braillewnter or a braille slate and stylus,
whether they take the test i braille, from a tape recording, or with
a reader. : o

There has been some fear that the use of certam aids, parucularly
the Cranmer abacus tor atithmeuc computation, ginves blind examiees
an advantage over sighted examinees who may use only paper and
pencil. Brothers (1972) found that blind eighth-graders who uséd an
abacus were eight months below the sighted norm, in anthmetic
computation, but that they performed significantly better than their
blind peers who used mental computauon or a braillewtiter. The
teachig of mathematics to blind students, while apparently facilitated
by the Cranmer abacus, remains a serious concern to educators. In
4 review of the literature, however, Nester (1974) found that while
published rescarch leas e$ many questions unanswered, iwdoes indicate
that the use of the:Cranmer abacus does not give a blind test taker
an unfan advantage over sighted test takers without @ computational
aid The abacus. unlike an electronic calgdator; requires of the user
a fundamental knowledge ot anthmetic operations.

Alterations in Time for Test Administration

Nearly all national tesung prugmms that p.r(mdc modified test
procedures for handicapped pcoplc provide additional titme o take
the test. The effects of maeasing the length of time have not been
stughed fully, even though time may be an important factor for

L 4 - .
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nonhandicapped test takers. With one possible exception, all of the
alternate media used to administer tests to visually impaired people
require more time than the regular form. Reading braille and using
a cassette recorder or a reader take longer than reading regular
print. Reading large type may or may not be more time-consuming,
depending on .the layout of the material and on the nature and

-severity of the impairment. It should be noted that the Law School

Admission Test allows no extra time for any examinee, a practice
that-may have paLndfularl) severe effects on visually impaired exam-
inees. . . )
In setung ume limits for a test for the general population, test
developers usually éstablish a limit within which 75 to 90 percent of
the candidates can complete all of the items (see Tinkleman 1971,
Toops 1960). Such a procedure could be duplicated for handicapped
test takers orfor different test modifications, although a large number
of trials would be necessary. To obtain such data for a large national
testing program, one would have to.aggregate examinees over many
{est administrations in many different locations. '

Only a few studies of the time needed by handicapped individuals
to compléte a modified test are available. For tests for which no
studies have been conducted, time limits are either set arbitrarily
(usually as a multiple of the standard time) or waived altogether.
Studies of the appropriate time limits for modified tests have been
undertaken by the U. S. Office of Personnel Management (Nester
and Sapinkopf 1981, Sapinkopf 1978). In one study, deaf students
first took the Professional and Administrative Career Examination
(PACE) with unlimited time. Then the investigators determined the
amount of tme needed for 90 percent of the test takers to complete
each part of the test. Similar procedures were efhployed in establishing
ume himuts for visually handicapped individuals. Tirme limits were
established separately for each combinatioq of test part and medium
of test admimstration. The results of these studies specifying a time
limit fot each test part and each medium of test admmistration, (e.g.,
braille) or combination of media (e.g., braille and reader) were
subsequently incorporated into instructions for test examiners for
regular use in administering the test to handicapped peoplé.

Speed tests® usually are considered inappropriate for test takers

sIndividual differences i scores on a pure speed test depend only on speed of
response. [n a4 power test. on the other hand. everyone is given enough ume to attempt
all iems. some of which are so diftficult that 1t is highly unlikely that anyone can get a

-

perfect score. .




.

E

O

Psychometric Requirements of the Regulations 101

with visual fmpagrments. Ty ping tests offer a famihar example of a
.speed test. A studs performed m 1958 for the U S Cnil Service
Cominisston (Shultz and Bovnton 1938) found that tvpitig from tape
recordings 1s slower and less accurate than typing from printed copy.
On the other hand. 1llu\\mg blind exammees unhimited tune mav
not alwavs be apprognate Research by Davis and Nolan (1961)
indicates that giving unjimited time ared dllm\mg every blind examinee
a chance to answer every test item results in inflated test scores.

The majority ie tests considered by this panel are regarded as
power tests. Recentls, however, questions have arisen as to what
extent power tests are actually speeded, and concern has been
expressed that speededness might differentially affect the perform-
*ance of groups of test takers (Donlon 1980a, Donlon 1980bj. If 1t
were found that the power tests are more speeded for nonhandi-
capped examinées than previously thought, there would be reason
10 question the wisdom ™ (or fairness) of setting time limits for
handicapped examinees (particularly those with visual impairments)
as a muluple of the time allowed for a ftandard administration, say
2 or 22 umes the 1egular ume limit. Such an allowance may produce
a test that is sull speeded for handicapped people and penalizes them
unnecessarily. Such 4 procedure also presumes for example, that, the
‘ratio of the speed of reading braille versus print isthe same for all
types of material and all levels of difficulty commonly occurning on
standardized tests (see Nolan 1962).

A study of nonhandicapped students by Wild and Durso (1979)
showed that increasing the time dallowed for experimental sections of
th® Graduate Record Examination (GRE) from 20 to 30 minutes
resulted in small but.statistically significant score increases. The sizes
of the increases were not significantly different tor groups defined
by ethnicity, age, and sex. Although handicapped test takers were

"not included 1n the study, the results are important for that group

because they suggest that scores on these experimental subtests of
the GRE, developed just like the nonexperimental or “operational”
subtests, are significantly affected by speed of response. Thus, one
might predict that giving test takers a generous of an unlimited
amount of time would significantly inciease their scores. The limiting
factor of fatgie would, of course, have to be considered if one moyed
from considering a 10-minute-increase (as in the Wild and Durso
study) to considering a several-hour increase (as often occurs in
practice). The effects of time limits on psychometric properties of
tests other than mean sfores (especially reliability and validity) must
also be considered.

Lengthening the time for administration of a test is only one of

N
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several wavs m which the testing time for examinees can be altered.
Taking more rest periods while holding constant the total length of
ume for actually taking the test is one such change. Another is a
combination of lengthening the test administration time and including
more rest periods. Still another 1s allowing not only a longer time
period 1n which to take ddlesl but also more than one day. Obviously,
an unhimited ume period during a single (;d\ regardless of the time
ultimately alloned would not benefit a disabled individual who
becomes fatigued i arelatvely short period. Gunsidering the negative
effects of faugue, extending time hmits well beyond those thought
to be defensible for nonhandicapped examinees may put unekpected
and unreasonable demands on handicapped examinees.
Although mod%&n
among the appropriate test options, there are few data available to
suppott any condusions about the, effects of modifications in time,
number of sittings, of number of recesses on the test results. Fur-
‘thermore, httle 1s known aboul*hmw much time people with various
‘hgndijeapping conditions actually need, because records of time
actually used are rare, and empmt’xl studies to set time lhmits are
even less frequent. Clearly, more research on time limits for test
modifications and for difterent hdndlcappmg conditions is necessary.
v , ) !“?:“

. . *1
Changes in Test Content ¢ .
Changes 1n test content are often required for examinees with visual
or hearng impairments. For visually impaired people, items must be
examined for possible “visual biases.” Test items contain a visual bias
if they measure knowledge, skills, or concepts learned primaily
lhrough visiont or 1if they use visual stimuli to measure”kpawledge
acquired lhrough othersenses. Although either type of visgal bias

. may be detected empirically, the second type mayWwell be easigr than
the former to identify and correct by snmpl) reading th¥ items,
spotung the offenders, and substituting nonvisual sumuli. Sincg the
substitutions may alter gther characteristics of the items, the modified
items should be tried out before they are used in operational testing

sitygtions, Visual biases of the first type may be more difficult to
idenufy and remedy, especially by test developers who are unfamiliar
with visual impairments. Examples of information acquired primarily
through vision would include quesllons relating to geology, meteor-
ology, geography, drchlleuure, or geometry or items requiring dis-
crimindtion of relationships among colors or spatial features.
2 The most thorough and detailed documentation of modifications

\ :
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n test content 15 that done on the PACE, administered by the Office
of Personnel Management for federal employment. The content*of
the PACE has been modified for wvisually and hearing-impaired
examinees. For the visually impaired, two item types were deleted—
figure analogies and tabular completion—because a suitable method
of presenting the content could not be found. Other items were
reviewed by panels of experts to identify those with visual biases.
Scuring norms were established by administering the modified items
- to sighted PACE examinees (see Nester 1980, Sapinkopf 1978).

Changes in the Testing Environment

Many of the modifications in the ways in which tests are administered
for handicapped peuple necessitate that the tests be given individually
rather than to groups of respondents. The reasons for having an
indnvidiial adinmistration indude the existence of no pragtical and
comenient wday to use a group admunistration, the desire not to
interfere with others in 4 group taking a test, and other considerations
for handicapped examinees, such as wanting to reduce their anxiety.—
over the test. Although the administration of a test on an individual
basts is probably the most important modification in the testing
emvironment needed by Wandicappéd examinees, there are some
additional alterations that may be required. For example, a change
in location will be required if the standard testing sge 1s not accessible
to people i, wheelchairs. Examinees with certain physical disabilities
\. may be morecomfortable with tables or chairs unlike the usual pues,
for example, tabletops may need to be bigger or at a different height.
Certain lighting conditions may make reading easier for the partially
sighted. Sonfetimes a test may be administéred to a person confined
to bed, say..,a'\ ictim of an autpmobile accident.

The administration of a test to one individual may differ in
important ways from the standard group administration. The inter-
action betweery. the éxaminer and the examinee may have profound
(but usually unkrawn) effects on the resu ting score. Ragosta (1980)
studied such interaction and, while shef reported many favorable
reactions of test takers to test administratprs, she also recorded some
problc s, some of which seemed to stem from inexperience, igno-
rance, or bias on the part of the test administrator. Some examples
of r,legdllve comments follow (Ragosta 1980:35-36):

Y

2

3

The teacher (test administrator) was uncomfortable with my disabiliy He
kept asking me questions ke . did 1 know what I was there for and did

4
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I realize the importance of the test, ctc. I felt he was questioning my mental
ability [c?‘cbra palsied student].

I fought to take SATs. They said there was no large print versipn! A guidapce
counselor gayve the test to me orally, she was aggravated when [ had to ask
her to repeat. I would hike to have taken the test with somebody who believed
I would pass [legally blind student].

Writers (amanuenses) sometimes inhibit you because they keep waiting for
an answer. Tape recorders might be okay [legally blind student].

When a test admimstrator walks around, 1t is hard to hear what he is saying.
Itry ... then I read directions again. I lose ime [hearing-impaired stpdent)’

»
At present, there are no comprehensive data on the serioushess or
pervasiveness of such difficulties. The problems cited above probably
deflate the test scores oY handicapped people, but without systematic
studies there is no way to know the nature and extent of the effects.
There are also no data on cases in which test administrators, ,inten-
tionally or not, give cues to correct answers or otherwise help
handicapped examinees.

The Option of Not Taking a Test

One alternative to modifying a test is to exempt handicapped people
from taking the test. When a testing requirement is waived, biograph-
ical data, work samples, academic transcripts, and other evidence
usually provide a basis on which a candidate’s record can be evaluated.
Handicapped people, however, particularly those with visual impair-
ments, have argued that exempting them from taking a test places
them at a disadvantage compared with other applicants (National
Federation of the Blind 1980).*

.

Costs of Modifying Tests

Since the regulations implementing Section 504 require that tests be
appropriately modified for handicapped people, questions of the

‘Clearly, there are differences of opimon, but most who expressed their views to the
panel wanted to improve tests, not to waive them. Neyertheless, in some situations the
wawver of a tesung requirement may be the fairest and most appropriate action It
should be noted, however, that, for the general population, altematives to tests, such
as those listed above, generally have considerably lower reliability and validity than
tests themselves. . )
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costs of such modifications naturally arise. Some test producers protest
that the costs are too high. Theré is no comprehensive information
available on this issue, but we present some general estimates of the
costs. We note that an appropriate evaluation of the total costs of test
modification would require data on the costs of all types of modifi-
cation for all of the tests used m employment and educational testing
In this segion we present only a sketch of such a Calculation for
educational testing. The cost figures cited in this section were obtained
from a private tésting organization. .

Before proceeding we note two difficulties in calculating costs
First, the expenditures involved in modifying tests répresent the true
social costs (as typically defined by economists) only if the prices of
resources used m test modification adequately reflect their value in
alternative uses. Prices will not be accurate reflections of value when
markets are not perfectly competitive, and it appears, at least super-
ficially, that the testing industry is not competitive. The number of
testing firms 1s relatively small and the consumers of tests, at least in
the educational segment of the industry, are organizationally linked
to the producers. The observed data on costs are, therefore, a proxy
whose true relationship to social costs is not defined. This caveat
applies to all observed costs on testing and not just to the data that
we present. The second difficulty in calculating costs lies in deter-

- mining how much of the costs of modifying tests is attributable to
changes required to eliminate test bias relating to handicapping
conditions. Consider, for example, a situation in which a printed test
is translated nto braille. Should one count the expenditures for
producing braille tests and of producing and reporting scores as the
cost of the modification? Or is it more appropriate to define the cost
of modification as the difference between the braille-related costs and
those that would have been incurred to test the same number of
individuals using standard tests? Either basis of cost calculation could
be appropriate depending on the situation. ’

Changes in Content

Changes in content are required whénthe substance of a test questiov[
relates to information or concepts that certain people cannot expe-
rience or perceive because of a handicap. The content of educational
admussions tests, howeyer, is most often not modified for handicapped
people. Experts review existing standard test forms and choose for
modification those with the least potential for bias. No cost estimates
are available.” .
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Changes in Medwum * ‘
Commonly available modifications of admissions tests indude lai ge-
type, braille, and cassette versions. In 1979-80 the production of
braille forms of a widely used test cost roughly $6,800 for 30 copies,
or an average cost per test taker of $22¢ B\ Lassette versions of the test
cost 85,600 for 100 copies, or an average cost' per test taker of $56.
The cost for 200 copies of a large-print version was $4,000, an
average cost of $20. The limited number of copies.that were produced
indicates that a substantial portion- of the expenditures are fixed
rather than variable costs. The total cost of the large- print version. is
likely to be dpprox1malel\ constant over a wide range of quantities,
since the ost of preparing copy and printing plates is independent
of the number of ¢opies produced from those plates. The averageq
cost figures, therefore, are extremely sensitive to the quantity of test
instruments produced.

A ) '
.

" Changes in Test Admnustration’ . ’

The primary costs mcurred i modifymmg test administration proce-
dures are the wages pm(l to test center supernsms and proctors. It
was estimated that in 1979-80, the sypervision of tests for 500

handicapped people cost $27,000, o1 an dverage cost of $54 per test _

O
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taker. Of this group, 314 took standard versions of the test.

The costs of modifying the testing environment are, at least in
terms of current practices, primarily variable in nature. In addition,
the Heavy relidnce on the use of personnel and time indicates that

whe potential economies of an increase in the number of tests

administered is quite™small. One would expect, therefore, that total
costs are likely to vary rather directly with number of tests adminis-
tered and that the average total cost per test will be approximately
constant over the number of tests administered.

.

’

»
Admmnstretive Costs

Some test modifications require alterations in the method of producing
and rcpumng test scores. In addition, there are a variety of derical
procedures 1equired for the processing of apphications for modihed
tests. In the above example, the costs of producing scores from’ the
186 modified tests totaled $1,400, averaging approximately $8 per
test. An additipnal $15,600 was reported as the sum of the cost of
derical procedures relating to test registration and score reporting
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($11,000) and of the cost of colkcting, shipping, and checking test
materials (34,600). The clerical costs were computed from the ac-
couming cost of a special derical section whose entire, function is
processing materials for handicapped test takers. Finally there were
administrauve expenditures for pre-test information booklets in
printed and braille form, other information on modified tests, and
the costs of "program management.” The suin of these costs was
$22,200, approximately 33 percent of these costs were for manage- .
ment. The sum of clenical and other administrative costs, thérefore,
was $37,800, or approximately $76 per person. ’

Hence, for this test in 1979-80, the average total cost of modifications
for handicapping conditions, induding all of thuse mentioned above,
was $156 per person, ranging from $130 to $364 per person
depending on the type of test modification.

MEASURES OF ABILITIES INDEPENDENT OF HANDICAPS

The regul.uums directly state that tests should measure a handicapped s
person’s level of aptitude or achievement and not the impaired
functioning unless the latter is what the test purports to neasure.
This is equivalent to saying that a handicapping condition should
have no eftect whatsoever on test scores unless the test is exphatly

designed to measure—au ability directly related to the handicap. In
addition, an “Analysis of the Figal Regulation,” which was published
as an appendix to thé final regulations, includes the following
staternent (42: Fed. Reg. 22692): .

Section, 84, 12(1y(3) also requues a reupieat-to assure self that admissions

tests are selected and adnmunistered to applicants with impatred sensory, .
manual, or speaking skills 1n such manner as 15 necessary to avoid unfair

distoruon of test results. Methods have been developed for tesung the

aptitide and achievement of persons who are not able to take written tests

or even to make the matks requred for mechanically scored objective tests,

in addinon, methods for tesung persons with visual or hearing impairment

are asailable. A reapient, under this paragraph, must assure uself that such

methods are used with respect to the selecuon and administraton of any

admissions tests that it uses. .-

This explanation logically rests on the assumption that the use of
modified tests ang test administration procedures is in itselfsufficient

to ensure that a test will reflect abilities that are unaffected by an —
examinee’s handicap. This assumption is not true, the panel, along
witlt others who are knowledgeable about test development, rejects

it as a reasonable or sate working assumption.

,

’r

W.MTM\ | 1 1 8 -




. ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

108 ABILITY TESTING OF HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

Although the goal uf constructing measures that are unaffected by

a handicapping condition is generally accepted as the ideal, most test, ~

developers believe that it is largely unattainable in the near future in
many if not most instances. Clearly, there are cases in which a
handicapping condition has almost no effect on test performance
and, therefore, modifications of the test are not needed. There are
also cases in which the modifications that are needed are so straight-
forward that they can safely be assumed to have no effect on the test
scores. However, especially when a handicap is severe and when a
test requires high-level .cognitive functioning, the effects of the
handicap on the test are potentially enormous and extremely difficult
if not impossible.to eradicate. 4

In its identification of points in the regulations that the panel
belieres cannot be supported by current scientific endeavor, the Panel
has identified points in psychometric theory that need further de-
velopment. No test score—for handicapped or nonhandicapped
examinees—is a totally pure measure of an ability. Every test score Is
distorted in some way. Even much of our language regarding tests

reveals this phenomenon. test scores reflect, they indicate, they .

represent. Tests give only indirect pictures of what it is they claim to
measure. All measures—physical as well as psychological—are affected
in one way or another by the measuring instrument. Psychometricians
call this inevitable inaccuracy “measurement error” and estimate itin
the process of developing a test. For example, a test of reading ability
will be easier for a student who just happens to be interested in and
familiar with the subjects in the reading passages. Yet the student’s

‘knowledge of those particular subjects has nothing directly to do with

his or her reading ability and ideally should not affect sco¥es on the
reading test. The estimated measurement error will take into account
this and many other (usually unknown) souxces of random error in
test scores. . : .
Consider another example closer to the panel's focus. Suppose that
agroup of deaf people is given a test containing passages on American
history that are written with a more sophisticated vocabdlary and
more complicated syntax than%required to express the important
ideas. For the deaf test takers the test might be a legitimate measure
of linguistic fluency in the context of American history, but it is not
a suitable measure of knowledge of American history. The well-
documented linguistic deficit of deaf people, particularly the prelin-
gually deaf, would preventsthem from accurately displaying their
knowledge of American history unless the language of the test were
simplified. For the deaf examinees in this example, the error in the
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scores taken as measures of knowledge of American history is likely
to be much larger than it would be for nonhandicapged test takers.
Some of the error would be random but much wo‘lyﬁd probably be
systematic—and it would lower th¢ seores of the deaf’people. Addi-
tonally, the usual estimates of measurement error do not reflect this
or other systematic errors. .

Domain-referenced tesging provides an example that focuses our
attention on the ability that a test is claimed to measure. The initial
step in constructing a domain-referenced test is to define the domain,
first generally and then in terms of more specific skills or knowledge.
(Even this first step is somewhat arbitrary; experts might define
domains rather differently.) The nextstep is to decide how to measure -
the different skills, what content to include, what levels of 5ifﬁculiy / .
to cover, and how to weight each component~inthe test. Then the
items are written and refined, psychometric properties of the test are .

- determined, and the test is ready to be administered.

Suppose that the finished product is packaged and sold as the
Acme Test of Reasoning Ability. The title hardly begins to describe
what the test measures. There are many tests of reasoning ability,
and they all differ from one another in more or less significant ways.
Users of the test would have to delve deeply in the literature
(presumably published with the test) on how various concepts were
defined, how measures were developed, and what characterized the
samples, of examinees on whom the test was tried out. Only then
would the users begin to understand what scores on the Acme Test
of Reasoning Ability actually reflect. Furthermore, the meaning(s)
the users attach to scores on ‘the test might change and would almost
certainly be enriched with increased familiarity both with the test and
with how people with various scores perform in other situations.
Some of the users’ knowledge would be specific to that test, and some

A would have derived from experience about'that general type of test—
a paper-and-pencil, multiple-choice, timed test of reasoning ability.
Measurement issues, already difficult, become much more compli-
cated when the test or the test administration procedures are modified
for use with handicapped people. To carry the example further,
suppose the test is modified so that it can be given to visually impaired
examinees, and assume that the' modifications have been expertly
executed and that the resulting test is the best that could be devised
for the visually impaired. The quality of the modifications notwith-
standing, the test users are at a loss as to how to interpret the scores.
There are no standards against which to evaluate the scores of the
_ visually impaired. And much of what the users would hayve learned
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about the Acne Test must be questiohed.,Are all of the same subtests
used? How heavy was the visual Joading of the original test; how
much has the content been changed? Are the same cognitive processes
used by visually impaired people in answering the test questions? Are
the same cognitive processes required of visually impaired people in
other situations of interest: Does performance on: the test bear the
same relationship to othet .performance for sighted as for visually
impaired people? The list of questions is long and has implications
far beyond tesung. All that is known about percepuon and cognition
could and should be brought to bear.

In summary, the panel believes that psychoLOg) and psychomemcs
are not yet fully capable of ensuring that tests fbr handicapped people
measure skills independent of handicapping condluons The reqmre-
ment that they do so, though straightforward in intent, poses serious
prublems for psycbologlsls who attempt to define various abilities, to
measure those abilities, and to describe the underlying cognitive
processes. In short, the panel helieves that demonstrating that tests
can provide measures of abilities independent of handicapping
conditions should be regarded as a long-term research goal. The
panel believes that full compliance with this requirement is not
currently possible, however, compliance with other psychometric
requirements of the regulations are not only possible but will lead to

~ tests for handicapped people that can be used fairly and intelligently
“as predictors of later performance. \

VALIDATION OF TESTS FOR HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

Educational Testing

The Section 304 regulations require that a test that has a dispropor-
tionately adverse effect on handicapped people be validated for the
purpose in question_angd’ preclude using that test if a test with less
adverse effect is shown to exist. The regulations further require that
poslsecondar) educational admissions tests be validated against first-
year grades in the educational’program and that studies be conducted
periodically against the criterion of overall success in the program.
Thus, the regulations very clearly emphasize the importance of
demonstrtaung the validity of tests that are used for handicapped
people. , .

Strictly speaking, one should always refér to the validity of a
particular use of a test. It is the use and not the test itself that has
validity. Validity 1s not an either/or attribute of a use of a test: it exists

—~
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i varving degrees i vanous situations. Conductung validity studies
"bv no means ensures that a partcular apphcation of 4 test 1s
appropriate. The studits help answer such questions as whether the
testimproves selection, that s, whether students who are selecied by
means of the test perforni better i school than those not so screened.
It an admissions test has atleast somie vahdity, then students achieving
higher test scores should be more hikely.to achieve higher grades
, than those with low test scores. Fhus, using the-tgst in the adnussions
process gnés a higher probability of selecting students who will
succeed in school than not using the' test. Certanly, it was the
destructive possibility of denying handicapped people opportunites
bv use of an nrelevant or invalid test that led the drafters of the
regulagons to stress the importance of vahdity. ' .

Predictive validity is @ measure of the relationship between scores
on< test and performance in4he situatipn that the test is intended
to predict In college and professional school admissions, predictive

. validity studies usually measure the relatianship of scores on the

o Tadmssions test (plus previous grade-point average or other predictors)

. to first-vear grade-point aderage. In the employment sphere, the
prediction equation relates teyt 1esults (plus other available predictors)

to some measure of job sutcess, such as performance appraisal,
tangible output, of rate of promotion. Studies of predictive validity

wn theoretically be performed for any subset of the population,

given only suthcdent numbers for statistical extrapolation. .-

Validagon studies for the standard forms of adrgissions tests are
wnducted sepatately for each college or university. Fhey may also

. be conducted separately for each academic department or program,
as in the case’of the Graduate Record Examinatipn with 1ts advanced
tests in 20 disaplines. I he validation studies usually are conducted

T every vedr as a check on changes in [he?%pmldliuns of applicants or
matriculants or changes in the grading scales (the well-publicized
grade inflatonof the late 19605 and’ 1970s). Therefore, there must
be a sutfiaent number of students entening a ghven school or program
in a given year or n a few successive vears if a validauon study is to
¢+ be undemaken. Fhere usually are not enough handicapped students
entering one school in any given year to conduct the regular type
validation study. .

I he admnistrative arrangement for conducting Vilidation studges -
ts that msututons’ may elect to subscribe to the validation”serdice «
offered by the test developers. The subscribers supply students’ first-*
vear grades th the testing companies, Who perform the data analysis
and report the results o the nstitutions: In the case of undergraduate
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schools, regression analysis is used to see how well the admissions
test scores alone predict freshman grades and also how well high
school grade-point averages in conjunction with test scores predict
first-year grades. Other predictors, such as variables representing
extracurricular activities, can be added to the Tegression equation; in

\general, however, the best predictors have been found to be grade-

point averages and admissions test scores (Skager 1982).

Neither testing companies nor colleges and universities have rou-
tinely gonducted either kind of validation study, either against the
criteriopsaffirst-year grades or against the criterion of success in the
program. The testing companies have argued since the drafting of
the Section 504 regulations that analogous studies could not be
conducted for handicapped students because of the small numbeys
of such students. Recently, however, research methods that have been
devglpped to study other relatively small groups are being used in
small studies of handicapped examinees. The Tesearch staff at the
Educational Testing Service has developed and weed methods of
pooling data_across institutions or yeafs in order to increase the
numbers of minority group members to a level sufficient for statistieal
study (Braun and _]ones"1980, Dempster et al. 1980, and Rubin 1980)."
They currently are conducting two studies—one of deaf students at
the California State University at Northridge, and one of learning-
disabled students at Curry Collegé in Massachusetts—and are aggre-
gating the data across several years. Such efforts indicate that
validatipn studies of tests for handicapped people are possible, at
least in some settings. The panel looks with optimism on the possibility

“" of pooling data for groups of handicapped students across years and

across similar institutions, say, small liberal arts colleges or large state
universities. )

‘ .
Unfortunately, there is much less hope of applying similar techniques
in employment testing of handicapped people. The largest employ-
ment testing program in the country is operated by the Office of
Personnel Management using the Professional and Administrative
Career Examination. Since 1975, when modified versions of the PACE
were first made available, approxir‘nalely 300 blinq and 100 deaf
people have taken the exam each year (this compares with 100,000 °
to 150,000 nonhandicapped people per year). OPM has no data on
the number of handicapped candidates who are employed, both
because their PACE scores are not flagged and because handicapped
' ¥
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candidates are not identiified on the regisler of tandidates. However,~
since the PACE covers 118 federal civil service JObS it is unllkel) that
there would be enough handicapped people in-any given job to
conduct validation studies, even if people with certain disabilities tend
to be in relatively few.of the 118 occupations. As an indicator of the
number of deaf people in jobs filled through the PACE, OPM searched

- the central registry of Schedule A {exempted) appointments and

found 11 deaf people ip-PACE jobs in 1974 in the entire country.
(Unfortunately for ou?g'purpose!, that central registry has been
discontinued.) If OPM does not have what could safely be considered
a large testing program for handicapped people, there is almost
certainly no other employment testing program for handicapped
people that could be considered large. In addition, because of the
wide variability of jobs—even those that require similar training or
seem similar along other dimensions—the problems of pooling jobs
for the purpose of validating selection tests are likely to be more
severe than in educational settings. Therefore, there is little hope of

*amassing solid validity data for employment tests of handicapped

people except in rare cases. Nevertheless, the panel does not despair

‘of collecting information that will improv,_,ﬁmploy ment testing of

dandicapped people. We see several promising ways of gathenng
useful data.

The first would be analogous, and as similar as possible, to the
methods of performing multijurisdictional validity studies of em-
ployment tests in the general population. The principle is endorsed
in the Uniform Guidelmes for Employee. Selection Procedures (Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission 1978). Highly similar jobs in
different places (different businesses or industries or different loca-
tions) are pooled for the purpose of validating the single employment
test used to select employees for all of the jobs. The procedure
require eration among many parties but offers an otherwise
nonexistent possibilily of validating tests. Of course, care must be
taken to ensure the closest possible similarity among situations.

A second possible way of collecting useful data would be similar to

a study being undertakent jointly by OPM and the Rehabilitation
Research and Training Center at George Washington University.
- The study began with the identification of handicapped employees
throughout the country and the description of accommodations that
have been made for them. The study will include a job analysis of
the positions held by handicapped employees, a summary of how
well the employees are performing, and how they were selected for
employment. Thus, in a general sense, one component of the study
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is a validity study of the employee selection procedures used for

, handicapped people using.the criterion of performance on the job.

COMPARABILITY OF TESTS FOR HANDICAPPED AND
NONHANDICAPPED PEOPLE

The prohibition of preadmission inquiries regarding a handicapping
condition, which was added to the regulations following the period
of comment, had ramifications that doubtless, far exceeded the
expectations of the drafters of the provision. This requirement
prohibited the usual practice of the testing companies of noting on
the score reports to educational institutions that a score resulted from
a nonstandard test administration. In most cases, this “flagging” is
equivalent to identifying the examinee as handicapped. The aban-
donment of the practice of flagging was clearly what the drafters had
mtended because many handicapped people felt that the involuntary
disclo$ure of the fact that they are handicapped’ was not only a
violation of their rights to privacy but an impediment to their
opportunity to be considered equally for admission to postsecondary
educational institutions.

These considerations notmthsmndmg, the solution to the problem
was not 4 simple removal of the designation of nonstandard admin-
istration on score reports. The, testing companies argued that they
must be allowed to continue to flag scores resulting from npnstandard
administrations. to remove the flag would imply that scores from the
modified tests were equivalent to, in fact, indistinguislmble from,
scores on the'standard forms. Yet hdndlupped examinegs’ scores
have not been shown to be comparable in any sense to those of
nonhandicapped people. Hence, universally removing the flags would
in many cases work 'to the disadvantage of handicapped examinees.

In this section we propose that the establishment of a relation
between scores from modified tests and the kind of performance in
school or employ ment that serves as the validity cntenon for standard
tests can, in effect, serve to define comparability 'of test scores on
madified and standard forms. Although this concept deries.in
straightforward manner from basic psychometric theory, its appli-
cation 1s, rather surprisingly, a flovel approach to the practical
problems of establishing comparability. If all test modifications re-
quired by handicapped people could be shown to be strictly compa-
rable with standard tests through traditional equating procedures,
then there would be no need for special considerations that attend
such modifications. The panel, however, is convinced that traditional

-
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approaches cannot be apphed to establish comparability of standard
and modified forrgs i all respects, especially with regard to underly ing
abilities. For this redson we are willing to turn away from accepted
procedures and advocate an innovative a&prodch that has not, to the
best of our knowledge, been tried on & large scale in operating
programs.

When testing companies introduce a new form of an existung test,
they use a procedure called “equating” to ensure that the new form
will produce scores that can be considered the same as scores on
existing forms of the test. Equating is a technical term that describes
a process of calibrdting two or more alternate forms of the same test
that measure the same abilites and are used on the same population
of test takers. As Angoft (1971:562-563) notes:

With equating properly executed 1t becomes possible to measure growth, to
chart trends, and to mexge data even when the separate pieces of data derive
from different forms of qrest with sumewhat different item charactenstics.
It also becomes possiblg®o compare directly the performances of two
individuals who have taken different torms of a test. In a high-premium
selection program, for exdmple for college admisstons or for scholarship
awdrds, it 1s espeaally important for reasons of equity alone that no applicant
be given special advantage or disadvantage because of the fortuitouy admn-
istration of a refatively easy or ditficult form of the test.

Successful equating lends canstancy of meaning to test scores, over
time and across apphcam groups.

Because such equating has been the usual means.of esmbhshmg
comparability among forms of a test, it is the definition of compar-
ability that test producers have understood the regulations to require.
During formal comment on the proposed and draft regulations, they
protested the 1mposslb|lm of complying with such « requirement.
One impediment to equating test scores resulting from standard and
nonstandard admimstrations is the largely uncharted etfect of vari-
ation in the mode of test administration. Psychometricians simply do
not now know predsely how scores are affected by translation of a
paper-and-pencil test for oral or tactile presentation or by removal
of a time limit. In other words, test producers argued that there is
insufficient reason to believe that a standard test and its modified
counterpart can be considered the same test.

Furthermore, modifications in the medium in which a test is
adminsstered have unknown effects on the cognitive processes called
on by the various types of test questions. Such effects are extremely
difficult if not unpossible to mcla_s’lac empirically. Deleting certain
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types of items from a test—for example, removing cartography
questions from orally administered tests—further increases doubt
regarding the similarity of a standard and modified test forms It'ss,
therefore, not clear that the same abilities are being measured.

Finally, because the present strengths of psychometrics are more
empirical than theoretical, relatively litte is understood about the
mental processes underlying test-taking behavior or the specific
deficits or the speaal skills developed by people with handicaps as a
result of their visual, aural, or motor impairments. In addition, the
techmques most commonly used to equate test forms require that the
same population of examinees take at least portions of all forms of
the test. When dealing with a population as heterogeneous and
necessitating as many special adaptations as handicapped people, this
seems almost impossible. In general, then, the test developer cannot
consider the handicapped and nonhandicapped populations to be
the same in the sense assumed by the technology of equating. )
' For these reasons, test producers concluded that, despite the policy
of the Office for Civil Rights, modified tests could not be considered
to produce scores that are strictly equivalent to thoseproduced by
standard administrations. After careful consideratjon of the matter,
the panel agrees that it is not now possible to equate tests for
handicapped and nonhandicapped peaple.

There is, however, a decond and slightly less restrictive psychometric
concept that should be considered in attempts to align more closely
test scores for handicapped 'and nonhandicapped people: the pro-
duction of “comparable” (in this sense, a technical term) scores. We
quote again from Angoff (1971:590):

Unlike the problem of equivalent scores, which is restricted ta the case of
parallel forms of a test, that 1s to tests of the same psychological function,
the problem of comparable scores may be thought of quite simply as the
problems of “equating” tests of different psychological functions. Ordinarily,
two tests are considered to have been made comparable with respect lo a
particular group of exammnees if their distributions ¢f scores are 1dentical
femphasis in the orignal]. ’

~
-

As indicated in Angoff’s definition, scores usually can be considered
comparable only for a specific population taking the test under
specific conditions. Comparability can be extended to other groups
byt onlyif they are highly similar™with respect to the abilities being
measured, to the group on which the comparability was established.
The most common procedures for deriving comparability require
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that the tests be adininistered to a reference group and that the scores
of each test be scaled to have equal means and standard deviations.
Obviously, because of the modifications of tests necessary for hand-
icapped people, not.all modified forms could be administered to the
same group. Even if a way were found to do this, the resulting
comparability could not' be extended to cover the heterogeneous
groups uf'ﬁandchpped people.who would eventually take the tests.
Thus, the standard technical concept of comparability does not
provide a feasible means of establishing the currespondence between
standard test forms and those modified for handicapped people.

There is another approach to comparability, however, that is more
likely to be attainable if there is full cooperation of test users, test
takers, and compliance authorities. The panel considers predictive
validity to offer the greatest promise in the relatively large testing
programs under investigation. (Small testing programs, particularly
employment testing, present special problems.) In this approach, the
goal is to make tests for handicapped and nonhandicapped applicants
predict equally well the performance of interest. Although the content
of tests modified for handicapped people is kepf as similar as possible
to that for nonhandicapped people, there is no attempt to make the
test scores mean exactly the same thing in terms of the abilities being
measured. This proposal is discussed more fully in Chapter 6, as it
forms_the basis for the panel's major policy recommendations, but
its psychometric features are discussed here.

Predictive validity gives an estimate of the strength of the association
between test scores and a measure of performance on the criterion
to be predlcted In college admissions, SAT or ACT scores (usually
in conjunction with high school grades) are used to pgedict first-year
college grades. The prediction equation is useful in statistically
predicting from test scores and high school grades how well college
applicants are expected to perform in the freshman year of college,
based on experience with many previous applicants. Colleges and
universities typically participate in validation studies performed by
the testing companies and review the results of th%dies for their
own campuses. Thus, over time, admissions offfers accumulate,
knowledge, based on empirica} experience at their schools, about the
meaning and predictive significance of test scores and patterns of
scores and grades. The predictive validation technique works fairly
well for the general population, although there are always individual
deviations (some of them large), and suspicion occasionally arises that
the particular interpretation of test scores is inappropriate for an
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entire group of applicants—in our case, people with handicapping
conditions. In that instance, more refined studies of the special group
"are in order.

The panel believes there is sufficient reason to posit the predictive
validity approach to defining comparability as the most fruitful path
toward a reasonable solution to the current proble}nq in testing
handicapped people. The first step in the proposed plan is research
to answer questions of whether the approach, which is technically
possible, will yield sausfactory score transformations and, secondly,
whether the prediction equations wil] be sufficiently accurate. Put
dnother way, the basic question is whether, with existing scores, one
prediction equation is suitable for all students, including students
with a spedfic handicap taking a particular modified form of a test.
If not, the question becomes une of what adjustments in the prediction
equations are needed for the handicapped people, and whether the
adjustments can be accomplished by a transformation of the score
scale for the modified test forms. Answers to these queries can be
ubtamed through empirical investigation. Furthermore, the necessary
data already exist; they need to be compiled and analyzed. The
studies necessary to determine the feasibility of making the scores un
modified forms comparable to those on standard forms through
predictive validation would be poussible if there is cooperation among
test users, test publishers, handicapped students, and the Office for
Civil Rights.

The technology needed to determine the predictive validity of tests
for handicapped people in large testing programs is currently avail-
able. The procedures routinely used to validate tests for the general
population could be modified to avoid the problem of the small
numbers of handicapped students by pooling (grouping together)
students at several similar schools or students who entered a given
institution in different years. Given the prediction equations at a
number vt colleges and universities based on all students and scores
for students with a particular handicap who took a particular modi-
fication of the test, predicted and actual criterion scores can be
obtained. For example, students who took the large-type version of
the ACT and enrolled in large state universities in the Midwest could
be grouped together and compared with a sample of their nonhan-
dicapped dassmates. Criterion scores at each school could be stand-
ardized so they could be Lompdred across schools, and the discrepancies
between predicted and actual criterion scores could then be pooled
across mistitutions. Similar techniques could be used to aggregate
across years at a given school. Distributions of discrepancies between
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predicted and actual criterion scores for handicapped students could
then be analyzed and compared with the correspondlng distributions
for the general population. The comparison of the distribution of
prediction errors for the handicapped and nonhandicapped groups
would tell whether prediction for the two (or more) groups was
comparable or whether there were systematic differences between
the groups.

The approach could be improved by the use of Bayesian techniques
(see Lindley 1970, Novick et al. 1972) or empirical-Bayes techniques
{sce Braun and Jones 1980, Rubin 1980). The Bayesian and empirical-
Bayes techniques may offer substantial advantages in terms of esti-
mation because of the small number of handicapped students in most
institutions. But the basic concept is the same. If there is a consistent
tendency for predicted grades to be lower (or higher) than actual
grades for members of a special group, then either different prediction
systems are needed or predictor scores for the special group need to
be rescaled by a transformation equation that will eliminate the
systematic tendency for predicted scores ta be too low or too high.

The types of outcomes that might be anticipated and the associated
problems in meeting the federal regulations can be considered without
delving into the technical details of estimation (or, for that matter,
identifying the estimation techniques to be used). It should be noted,
however, that the answer regarding comparability or the particular
score transformation to be used may not be the same for every special
group or every modification. The possnbllll) of this complication can
be seen more fully when we examine the general prediction equation.
Let ' . )

Y, = the criterion score for person i at institution j,
T, = the test score for person : at institution j,
X, = the score on the nontest predictor for person-i at

institution j,
E, = the error of prediction for person ¢ at institution j.

The basic hinear model for a nonhandicapped person taking the
standard form of the test may then be written as -

Y,=a + b7, + cX, + E, (h

.

where a, b, and ¢ are regression coefficients. Parallel equatigns could
be cunstructed for handicapped applicants taking nonstandard forms
of the test as . ‘

S e »
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Yu=a+bTu+ X+ Epe 2)

nk
where k designates each combination of handlcappmg condition and
modified form of a test.

Values for test scores and the nontest predxctor presumably high
school grade-point average, would be enteréd in the first equation
for nonhandicapped students and into the second equation for groups
of handicapped students at selected colleges. Predicted first-year
grades would be calculated separately for groups and then compared
with actual first-year grades.

Thus, at a given institution (or cluster of institutions) there would
be one equation for the nonhandicapped students, (1), and one for
each major combination of handicapping condition and test modift-
cation, (2). One pair of assumptions to be tested is whether the same
prediction equation works equally well for people with the same
handicapping condition who take different modified forms and
whether one equation serves people with different handicapping
conditions who take the same form.

The regression coefficients and error terms would be compared
for the different groups. Ideally, of course, the regression coefficients
would be the same in both equations, the distribution of error terms
(E,) would be the same for handicapped people as for the rest of the
population, and the equations would e the same at all institutions.
This would be equivalent to saying that special adjustments for the
scores of handicapped people are unnecessary at all institutions and

“that the prediction is as accurate for all handicapped groups as for
the general population, that is, that the same regression equation
works equally well for handicapped and nonhandicapped examinees.
This would mean that a person would not need to be identified as
handicapped and that the predictor scores would not have to be
adjusted depending on handicapped status. Under those conditions
the scores would be comparable for purposes of this prediction, and
special flagging of scores would be unnecessary.

The major concern would be with the error terms. Again, ideally,
the prediction errors for the nonhandicapped and the handicapped
would have the same distribution, which would indicate that prediction
using the modified test forms and high school grades was as accurate
for handicapped people as for the general population at those schools.
If, on the other hand, predictions based on a modified form tended
to have substantially larger errors of estimate, then the question of
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flagging would again need to be addressed. The best solution to this
problem, of course, would be to find an improved test modification
that yielded equally accurate predictions to those of the standard
form.

A second concern would be with the comparison of the regression
coefficients for the nonhandicapped and the handicapped equations.
Ideally, the same equation would work equally well for both groups,
that is, test scores and high’school grades would be weighted equally
in the two prediction equations, which would imply that transfor-
mations of the test scores would not be necessary for handicapped
people. If any of the regression coefficients differs from equation (1)
tQ (2), there would then be a need for either separate prediction
equations for modified forms at various schools or for an adjustment
of the test scores for the modified form. The first of these possibilities,
separate prediction equations at different schools, is technically easier,
but major changes would be required on the part of test users and
publishers for this solution to satisfy the requirements of the regu-
lations. In order to avoid identifying handicapped students, scores
would have to be reported in terms of predicted grades at selected
institutions. Test scores, per se, would—not—be reported for any
applicant. Though technically feasible, this would indeed be a major
shift—one that would require agreement among a diverse array of
institutions and test takers. It would also prevent alternative uses of
test scores. For these reasons the panel does not endorse this option.

The second alternative, transforming modified form test scores, is
the clearly preferable alternative, but a technically satisfactory solution
may or may not exist. The goal would be to find a transformation of
test scores, T,,, for the modified form such that, after the transfor-
mation, the regression cofficients in equations (1) and (2) are equal.
This means that test scores would be weighted equally for handicapped
and nonhandicapped applicants, as would high school grades. Fur-
thermore, the desired transformation would be the same at all
institutions. It is possible to imagine situations in which this goal
could be readily achieved, but its feasibility can be determined only
through the analysis of empirical results. It is possible that the goal
could be achieved to a satisfactory degree for some handicaps and
modified forms but not others.

‘Until the validatiori research we have outlined is completed, there
is no way of knowing whether the goal of equivalent prediction for
handicapped and nonhandicapped people can be attained in the near
future. If it appears that the goal will not be reached for some time,

[—0«
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then%it will be necessary to weigh the rﬁlative advantages of temporarily
accepting differences in precision of prediction while avoiding pread-
mission identification of a handicap versus flagging scores or removing
the test requirement. There seems to be no simple resolution of this
potential dilemma, only the hope that research will identify test

modifications that avoid .it. A




Recommendéd Policies
and Procedures . ,'

- .

The Panel on Testing of Handicapped People was charged with the
task of studying the psychometric, social, economic, legal, and ethical
issues surrounding the use of standardized tests in making decisions
about handicapped people, with particular reference to pojtsecondary
admissions. The panel's foremost conclusion is that the technical
. problems of developing and validating tests that accommodate specific
handicaps, while very difficult, are not insurmountable.
. In the first part of this chapter we outline a plan of action that
offers promise of a solution to the problem of producing test scores
for handicapped applicants that can be used in the same way as scores
for the general population. The proposed solution is, we believe, the_
single most important product of the panel and will, if acted on
rcsponsnbly by all concerned parties, succeed in eliminating the most
serious problems currently associated with establishing nondiscrimi-
natory testing practices for handicapped people. That section, on the
issues of validity and comparability, is divided into three subsections:
(1) the regulations and the problem of comparability, (2) flagging,
and (3) small testing programs. The panel’s conclusions and recom-
mendations are presented at the end of each subsection.

The panel has also reached a number of other conclusions regarding
the ways in which tests are developed for, administered to, and used

second part of this chapter presents those additional conedusions and
recommendations, which address issues other than the£entral policy
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questions that constituted our majot charge. The second part of the

" chapter, which presents issues of test administration, is also divided

.into, three subsections, each with its own cdnclusions and recommen-

dations. .
In Chapter 7, we suggest research directions that, over the longer.

term, can be expected to illuminate the undetlying mental processes .

tapped by various test tasks and thus provide better insight into the,
nature of the differences in cognitive or expressive functioning related
to deafness, blindness, or other handjcapping conditions.

THE ISSUES OF VALIDITY AND COMPARABILITY

Tests can, and sometimes do, open the way to new opportunities for’
handicapped people by allowingthem a chance to demonstrate their
abilities, but tests can also function as barriers to the fullest pdssible
participation of handicapped people in American society. For tests
to serve the interests of people with handicaps more consistently than
they have in the past, a major cooperative effort will be. required. In
order to carry out its policy recommendations, the panel calls on
government officials, testing companies, large institutional test users,

and handicapped test tak;):}jmp,together in a program of test

development and validatiga~Tesearch that offers the promise of |

ensuring handicapped applicants equal opportunity in the selection
process. The participation of each is crucial to the success of the plan
specified below.

~ '

Sectipn 504 and the Problem of Comparability -

The fundamental intent of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973 is to eliminate unnecessary barriers, including potentially dis-
criminatory testing practices, to the full participation of handicapped
people in the life of the nation. Administrative mterpretation of
Section 504 has focused on two situations in which tests are commonly
ugpd in making decisions about people: testing for admission to
postsecondary educational institutions and testing for selection and
promotion in employment settings. ‘o ‘

.

As detailed in Chapter 5, the regulations implementing Section
504 seem to require that test'developers and users modify tests and
test administration procédures for use with hdndjcapped people,
construct and administer tests in such a manner that they reflect skills
independent of handicapping conditions, report s%_ores for handi-
capped people in a manner,such that they are indistinguishable from |
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those for r'wnh‘mdlcappe(‘ people, and validate tests for handicapped
people for the purpose at hand. In the subsection of the regulations
dealing with employment testing, the requirement that a test be
shown to be job-related is substituted for the requirement that it be
validatedagainst educational performance. ’

These requirements derive logically from two assumptions: first,
that handicapped people can be tested in a way that will not reflect
the effects of their handicap,‘and second, that the resulting test scores
will be,comparable in some sense to those of the general population.
The panel considers the first assumption a long-term research goa
not a present actuality. With regard to the second assumption—wit
due respect to the discipline of psychometrics and to the good
intentions of the compliance authorities—we conclude that the re-
quirement that test results must reflect the handicapped applicant’s
aptitude or achievement level rather than the applicant’s impaired
sensory, manual, or speaking skills is largely beyond the present
competence of psychometrics. Compliance authorities should treat
the second requirement as a goal of science and social policy rather
than as a requirement of the law that can be currently implemented.

The panel spent gfuch time deliberating various deﬁnj?on‘va
,comparability that would satisfy the requirement of the r€gulation
that test scores of handicapped agplicants not be differentiated from
. those of other test takers while al the same time keeping within th !
‘ bounds;st curreht psychometric learning, and we propose a new

approach to_this isse. The regulations do not explicitly state that

tests r test scores for handicapped people must be made comparable
to those for nonhandicapped'people, but that is clearly the implication
of the regulations (see Chapter 5). The regulations’ prohibition of
the 1dentification of test scores that result from nonstandard admin-
istration$ to handicapped individuals (flagging) assumes that test
scores for handicapped people can be made comparablé to (in fact,
indistinguishable from) those for nonhandicapped people 1f tests
that have been modified as required could be shown to be strictly
compargble to standard tests through traditional progedures, of
. demon 'rating comparability, th¢re would be 1o need f;u_sffzcial
considerations of modified tests. Those pfocedures are not, however,
. . . . &
applicaple to tests modified for handicapped people. )
After careful consideration, the panel concluded fh:§t it is not now
Jossible to achieve the kind of comparability, basedvon traditional
*  equatihg procedures. [nstéad, the panel has concluded that predictive
validation, that is, the establishing of a relation between scores from
) . ;modifed tests and the kind of performance in school or emplgymént
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that serves as the validity criterion for standard tests, can and should
be used to define comparability of modified and standard forms.
® Although using predictive validity to define the comparability of
different forms of a test derives in straightforward manner from
basic psychometric theory, it is, rather surprisingly, a novel approach
to the practical problems of establishing comparability. The panel is
convinced that traditional approaches cannot be applied to establish
eomparability of standard and modified forms in all respects, especially
- withl regard to underlying abilities. For this reason we recommend
turning away from accepted procedures and advocate an innovative
approach that has not, to the best of our knowledge, been tried on
_~n large scale in operating programs. ',

We recommend that, in the four-year period after implementation
of the panel’s recommendations, sponsors of the large testing pro-
. grams develop modified tests to accommodate most kinds of sensory
and motor handicaps and conduct predlcllve validity studies in order
to ascertain whether the modified tests have a predictive power near
that of the standard tests used with the general population. Theo-
retically, this is an attainable form of comp”arability, but empirical
- validity studies will have to be'conducted in order to determine the
actual feasibility of the approach. At the end of the research and
development period, it should be possible to determine whether
modified and standard forms of a test actually have comparable
. predictive power. If the studies proceed smoothly, it may also be
*  possible to report the results of standard and modified tests on a
single scale, because the tests will hive equwalent predictive power.
The existence of a single scale would totally obviate flagging. If
during the researclxand development period one or more modified
fgrms are found to predict the criterion measure much less well than
e standard form, then it may still be possible to refine each modifjed
form in order to improve its predictive validity. (See Chapter 5 for
" definitions of validity and for technical discussion of the feasibility of

this E_)_gposal and of score transformation.)
The major technical problem with doing validation research on
modified tests in the past has been the inadequacy of sample size,
*  but that problem can be obviated by pooling data gathered in several
4~ Years or at large numbers of similar educational institutions. The
Office for Civil Rights can play an important role in facilitating this
process by encouraging the National Center for Education Statistics
' and the Committee on National Statistics of the National Research
Coundil to gather demographic statistics on the handicapped student

population.

ERIC

sl

.




3

Recommended Policies and Procedures 127

We recommend that work be concentrated first on the large testing
programs so that the costs can be spread across a sizable applicant
population and so be kept within reasonable bounds.-Most of the
large testing programs have been offering some modified forms-for
years, and the panel was informed that a good deal of data exists at ¥
colleges and universities that could provide the initial steps in a
systematic research effort. Thus, there should be no need for for a
lengthy lead-in period. We therefore recommend that work com-
mence as s00n as possible and that the validation studies be completed
within four years of the implementation of these recommendations
bv the Office for Civil Rights.

The labels “large” and “small” testing programs are used as an
abbreviated way to distinguish between those programs in which
validation research is believed to have a greater or smaller probability
of being feasible. The distinction is not perfectly clear, however, and
is not just a, matter of size. In general, the greater the experience
with a testing program, the better the validation study is likely to be.
The experience with 4 pipgram can be measured in several ways,
including total number Jt admimstrations, number of years used,
extensiteness and quality of research on the test, and number of
seftings (for example, number of colleges 6r employers). A “small”
program would bg one that is relatively new, seldom used, and from
which the examinees go into a variety of schools or jobs. Without
question, the Scholastic Aptitude Test and the American College
Testmg Program’s assessment can be considered “large testing pro-
grams, " although some combinations of test modification and hand-
icapping condition may be troublesome for even these tesis. In
addition, most modifications of the Graduate Record Examination

- Aptitude Tests, and the Bﬂ‘jduat.c Management Admission Test

" (although modifications of the GMAL first became available in 1979-
80) can be validated for handicapped people. It may well be that”
certain modifications of other tests can also be validated for handi-
capped examinees. We believe that work should begin with the large
testing programs mentioned above so that procedures can be refined
and applied to other situations and so that—with great care—findings
can be generalized. 3

Conclusion  The existing research on the leldl[y of tests and test
modlﬁcatlons used with handlcapped people in postsecondary ad-
“missions and employment selection is in most cases insufficient to
judge-adequatelgagiien tests validity. Most postsecondary admissions
tests are modified and administered to handicapped people without

~
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empirical evidence of the appropriateness of the n?&iﬁcations. In

addition, the modified forms are not developed empirically or used
on a trial basis before they are administered for real decision making.

Conclusion It is not now possible to establish the comparability of
modified and standard tests by the formal equating procedures that
are used to establish the equivalence of alternate forms of a test used

with nonhandicapped people.

Conclusion Empirica) validation of the predictive power of modified
tests is theoretically attainable and would seem to satisfy the statutory
requirement that handicapped individuals receive equal treatment in
postsecondary admissions and employment selection.

U

Conclusion Evenhanded treatment of handicapped and nonhandi-
capped applicants would be best achieved by requiring that the
predictive validity of a modified test be equivalent (within a given
range) to that for the original test. In that situation, scores on the
modified test could be used for prediction in the same way, and with
the same degree of confidence, as scores on the standard test.

Conclusion Given the existence of equivalent predictive validities for
standard and modified tests, there would be no technical bar to
translating the scores from all of the tests to a common scale.

Conclusion The main technical problem in establishing the predictive
validity of modified tests, the inadequacy of sample size, can be
overcome by pooling data from several institutions or from several
years. r

Conclusion The practicality of undertaking predictive validity re-
search is clear in the case of the large testing programs. Many
postsecondary, admissions tests are in this category, although it may
be difficult to get afsufficient sample population for every category
of handicap on tests like the Graduate Record Examination Advanced
Tests, which cover 20 disciplines.

Recommendation I The Panel recommends that the Office for Civil
Rights require that postsecondary educational institutions subject to
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, in their role as members
of the corporations that sponsor the large testing programs, instruct
the testing companies to begin at the earliest opportunity to develop

t




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Recommended Policies and Procedures ’ " 129

modified tests to meet the needs of individuals with sensory and
motor handicaps and to perform predictive validation studies on
these tests. The aalidity studies should be completed and reported
within, four yea’r/s\ of the implementation of this panel’s recommen-
dations by the Office for CiviRRights. .
Recommendation 2 To ensure the success of these validation eftorts,
the Office for Ciyl Rights should do everything in its power to
encourage handicapped students to participate in the studies (after
admission). Such encouragement might include making information
about th€ purposes of the validation program available to the major
vrganizations representing the handicapped and to those who coungel
handicapped people, and undertaking other public education activ-
ities. PR .
Recommendatin 3 Validation studies should be performed separately
for each type of test modification. In some cases it may also be
necessary to validate a particular modification for people with differ-
ent types or degrees of handicap. For example, in the_version of a
test presented orally or on tape, people with a learning disability may

- have a pattern of responses and a relationship between test and

criterion that are distinct from people with a visua?mpairment.
Recommendation4 Testdevelopers should, as the predictive validation
proceeds, develop separate scales for each test, both standard and
modified. When the modified tests have been brought to a condition
of equivalent predictive power with the test for the general pupulation,
the scores can be translated to a common scale before reporting. At
this point, all reasons for flagging will have been eliminated.

Recommendation 5 The panel recommends that the requirement in
the regulations to use only validated tests for handicapped people be
waived during the four-year research period, provided that a user of
modified tests with unknown validity for the appropriate handicapped
group may use only those tests for which producers certify that
research on validation of the type here described is under-way. The
Office for Civil Rights should establish provisions for monitoring and
periodic reporting by test developers to show adherence to the
recommended policies regarding validation studies.

Recommendation 6 The panel recommends that after the four-year
research period no test user covered by the regulation may use a

?

-~
>

140

o




O

ERIC

‘ Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
/ «

N

‘.
130 ABILITY TESTING OF HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

modified form of a test whose validity with respect to relevant
performance is unknown or for which the necessary refinements in
the modified forms have not been made.

" Recommendation 7 The panel recommends that at the close of the

four-year research period a working group be assembled to examine
the valldn) evidence submitted by the testing companies and other
investigators. The tasks of the group should include (1) determination
of the usefulness of modifications for various handicapped groups,
that is, demonstration of reasonably equivalent degrees of predictive
validity as compared with the validity of the standard forms for the
general population, and (2) determination of specific consequences
in those cases in which the predictive validities are not found to lie
within acceptable limits for a modified form or a particular handi-
capped group.

Clearly, if the vdlidity of a modified form approximates that of the
standard form, the working group will recommend acceptance and
use of the modified form. If the validity of another form is slightly
less thant’acceptable, there may be reason to believe that with a
reasonable amount of further effort the form can be lmproxed and
the predictive validity thereby increased (for example, by using a
better reader for a cassette version, or a simpler answer sheet, or a

“clearer presentation of math items for the svisually impaired). If the

validity of a modified form is markedly tower than is acceptable, the

,working group must decide whether further work on the form is

likely to be fruitful or whether that form should be dropped. The
working group should look for patterns across tests, for example,
finding for all tests studied that no adjustment is needed for a given
modification or handicapping condition. In drawing generalizations,
caution must be exercised to ensure close similarity of the tests, the
abilities being measured, and the performance being predicted. The
panel recommends that the rights of the test takers to accurate
assessment should be given highest priority, with’somewhat lower
priority being given to prohibitiun of preselection inquiry. The panel
further recommends that individual applicants should be given the
right to decide for themselves whether or not they choose to take
forms of the test that have not been found technically adequate.

Flagging
One of the most difficult and controversial aspects of the federal
attempt to ensure equal treatment of handicapped people in selection

situations has been the flagging of test scores to indicate a nonstandard

= lag
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administration. The evidence, hmited though it may be, indicates
that handicapped test takers as a4 group tend to score markedly lower
on such tests as the college admissions tests than their nonhandicapped
peers. In light of this evidence, test dey elopers and others reasoned
that, as a group, handicapped applicants would be penalized more if
their scores were not-flagged” than if they were. Hence, testing
companies currently publish statements alerting decision makers to
weigh more heavily other sources of information about an applicant
whose test score is flagged.

Test developers, psvchologists, and educators suspect that seme of
that difference 1n test scores may result from nadequacies in the
modified tegts, while some may result from poorer educational
(rppurlunilié, more hmited experience than the average test taker,
or limitations produced by the handicapping condition. In the absence
of systematic validation studies, 1t is impossible to estimate how much
of the score difference 1s error and how much reflects lower per-
formance probabilities. It was, no doubt, the strength of this concern
that led the Qffice for Civil Rights to hold in abeyance since early in
1978 the part of the regulations that bans preadmission inquiry
through an informal agreement known as the “interim policy.”
Although the regulations remain on the books as the standard for,
testing people with handicapping conditions, OCR's interim policy
. acknowledges that more research into the validity of the modified

« tests is necessary before full complianice can pe realized.

The panel has listened dosely to the represenldli\ es of handicapped
people Many have expressed the opinion that the existence of an
interim policy, particularly one as tentative and unoffical as the
understanding currently i sifu, has blunted the intent of Section 504.
Contrary to the lengthy process of comment and discussion that
preceded final publication of the regulation in 1977, they point out,
the intenim policy was established at the imitiative of the Office for
Civil Rights alone. The population that, the rules were designed to
protect—handicapped test takers—had no voice in the establishment
of this crucial waiver of a portion of the regulations. :

At the same ume, there is no consensus within the handicapped
community on the merits of identifying oneself as handicapped
during the admissions process. The panel has heard strong statements
on both sides of the issue and finds merit in each position. There is
strong agreement, however, on two points: (1) the quasi-official
interim policy must be rescinded as soon as possible, and (2) to
require an mdividual to take an examination with unknown yalidity
and meaning is to nullify that person’s effort.

We endorse both points and take them as the basis for our
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recommended plan of action. To the degree that it is successful, an
intensive research effort to establish the predictive validity of modified
admissions tests will ultimately obviate the necessity for any flagging
of test scores derived from nonstandard administrations. In the
meantime we strongly urge that the client boards and testing com-
panies adopt a policy of allowing_each applicant who has taken a
modified test to decide whether or not the user institution should be
alerted to that fact. Presumably,’ many who achieve high scores will
opt for anonymity, others with high scores may feel that openness
about their handicapping condition gives them added advantage,
those whose scores imply below-average performance will want their
test scores flagged in order to have other factors weighed more
heavily in the selection decision.

The quid pro quo, of course, is that after being admitted, every
handicapped student must be strongly encouraged to participate in .
the validation studies.

o}~

Conclusion , The research literature shows that the oft-held assump-
tion that fthe identification of an applicant as handicapped always
works lO/l(lS or her disadvantage is not accurate. In fact, identification
sometimdes works to the advantage of the applicant with a handicap-
ping ¢ondition (see Chapter | and Appendix A). i

-~

Recommendation 8 Considering the diversity of situations and the
varied perceived effects of identification of a person as handicapped,
the panel recommends no general prohibition or allowance of flag-
ging. The panél recommends that in the period before the validation
studies have been completed, the locus of control vver the flagging
of scores to be used for educational admissions should be shifted
from the test developer to the handicapped person. The gains in
privacy and‘control to the fl'andicapped applicant outweigh any
disadvantage associated with the temporary divergence from custom-
ary practice. Moreover, equity considerations suggest that the gain
for handicapped individuals outweighs the possible disadvantage for
the nonhandicapped, who would have no corresponding choice.
However, this recommendation requires that applicants be carefully
counseled concerning both the merits and the disadvantages of
identifying 4 handicapping condition. The decision to alert admissions
officers to the presence of a handicap that may adversely affect test
scores should be separate from and independent of the test taker's
decision about voluntary participation in validation research. g

143 .
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Small Testing Programs

Most of the discussion above has been developed with postsecondary
admissions tests in mind. Although there is no theoretical reason why
the ¢onclusions and recummendgtions drawn with that focus should
not alsu be applicable in the employment sphere, most employers
and licensing and certification agencies, among others, have relatively
small testing programs. The issues 1n validating tests administered to
smdll numbers of peuple—handicapped and nonhandicapped—are
somewhat different from those for large testing programs, even
where the samples of handicapped people can be considered relatively
small. In small programs there are difterent economic and technical
considerations, most of which emanate from the fact that there is not
a large base of experience from the testing of the general population
to provide support for the testing of the handicapped. The technical
problems with empirical validation with small samples are particularly
severe because some sources of variability may be unknown. Some
large employers, incduding the federal government, could draw on
large enough samples of handicapped applicants o do predictive
validation studies. There is also some possibility that multijurisdic-
tiondl validation efforts could solve the problems of sample size for
certain kinds of jobs and certain kirds of handicapping conditions.

Nevertheless, predictive studies in employment will be’far more
difficult to institute and organize than in the educational context. It
seems likely that most employers will have to depend on the experience
that will be gleaned in other settings in the coming years and in the
meantime continue with the alternate assessment procedures, such
as interviews, work samples, and probationary periods, among others
(described in Chapter 3).

Conclusion  Small testing programs, induding most employ ment test-
ing, present great problems. [t may often be impractical to dg empirical
studies 1n the employment sphere, although the concept of multijur-
isdictional studies offers some hope for a means of conducting
validation research. Absence of validated employment testing, espe-
cially for entry-level jobs, may be particularly problematic for some
handicapped people because there is less likely to be supporting
evidence that an employer could use in place of or in addition to a
test score. , ) s

Recommendation 9 The panel recommends that research on the’
predictuve validity of tests for the handicapped be undertaken in the

» - .
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_employment sphere as well as in education, even though most private

"employers have small testing programs. Although the research is
likely to take longer and to be less rigorous than that for large
_programs, there are some techniques that offer promise of solutions.
Pooling of data across institutions and across years may provide
solutios to problems in some situations, current multijurisdictional
validation of employment tests may offer techniques that could be
adapted for use with handicapped applicants in some job categories
or in some educational settings. These and other potentially beneficial
techniques should be explored by those with small testing programs.
Large employers with large testing programs, such as the federal
government, should proceed immediately with the kinds of validation
research outlined above for large educational testers.

Recommendation 10 The panel recommends that the Office for Civil
Rights encourage the use of multiple sources of information by
employers .in their selection of qualified handicapped applicants.
s of information, which supplement or substitute for test
scop€s, include letters of recommendation, personal interviews, job
ples, and probationary periods of employment. Encouragement
o use multiple sources will be most critical for entry-level jobs where
it also may be most difficult to find several relevant sources.

' ISSUES OF TEéT ADMINISTRATION

- ~
' Emanatifig fronT the panet'sstady arcothrerconcusions-and-recom———

mendations that supplement or support the major policy recommen-
- dations on valldlly and comparability.

»

Modifying Tests Fox: Handicapped People

The panel has been in an especially fortunate position to view the
policies regardlng modifications of tests for handicapped people held
by a wide variety of organizations. Because of its high visibility (from,
" notices in professional journals and newsletters and from publicity
related to the panel's open meeting in March 1980), the panel has
received requests for guidance from people responsible for large and
small testing programs as well as from those concerned with testing
in classrooms. From its vantage point the panel has observed that the
practices and the levels of sophistication vary widely among the
groups who have assumed or who have been given the responsibility

FRIC 0 145
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for accommodating the needs of handicapped pepple in their testing
programs.

Conclusion  Although 1t is true that modifications of some tests have
been available for 20 years or longer, methods for accommodating
the needs of handlcdpped people on standardized tests are far from
systemdtlc or universally known. The factors to be considered are
numerous and often much more subtle or complicated than many
people recognize. The panel has been impressed by the determination,
thoroughness, and sensitivity of some and appalled by the ignorance
and msensitivity of others who are responsible for testing handicapped
people. Among at least some of them, however, there appears to be
a desire to ldwrn how to modity tests appropnately.

v

Recommendation 11 The panel recommends wider publicity and
distribution of information on how to modify tests and test admin-
istration procedures for use with handlcapped people. One of the

handiest and most helpful references is the Guude for Admmistering
Examunations to Handwapped Individuals for Employment Purposes (Heaton
et al. 1980). Although this guide may not give sufficient detail for all
users, 1t may serve as a useful model for similar documents concerning
other types of tests.

Recummendation 12 One commonly employed technique, that is, the
use of groups of expert handicapped people to review modified tests,
is endorsed by this panel. No one knows as well as a knowledgeable
and sensitive blind person, for example, what difficulties other blind

E
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peopic are il;\d;—i"gw on a particular test.

Recommendation 13 We undeYscore here the necessity of research on
the effects of modifications on test scores and on-the effects of
handwapping conditions on the cognitive processes uriderlying test
performance. Obwiously, modi[)ing tests and test administration
procedures 15 but one step in dcwmmz_gjaung handicapped people
in the testng situation. Knowing what the resulting scores signify is
of the utmost mmportance and can be determined only after a
considerable amount of carefully planned, executed and analyzed

research. ,
J

Demand For Modified Test Forms

The data from the two largest developers of educational tests dlearly
indicate an increasing numbu___uﬁ_.u.lmlmstratmns of modified  tests

kY
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over the last five or so years. The increases are probably caused by
increased numbers of handicapped people completing high school
and applying to some type of postsecondary school as well as by
handicapped people’s increased awareness of the availability of the
modified forms.

Conclusion The increases in the number of handicapped people
taking standardized tests (whether modified or not) are important
for several reasons. First, they indicate that more handicapped
individuals are participating more fully in American society. Second,
they underscore the necessity of making modified forms available,
the demand is growing too fast to be ignored. Third, the increasing
numbers offer greater hope for timely and rigorous validation of the
tests administered to handicapped people.

Conclusion  The cited increases notwithstanding, there have been a
number of complaints of inadequate or inaccurate information re-
garding the availability of the modifred forms. Systematic data on the
magnitude of the problem do not exist, but the panel believes the
complaints should be considered seriously. Lack of information about
modified forms of tests may discourage some handicapped people
from attempting or accomplishing some important and satisfying
endeavors. ‘

Recommendation 14 High school counselors should assume respon-
sibility for informing handicapped students of the availability of
modified forms of college admissions and other relevant tests. Coun-
selors should help individual students select the most appropriate
modification and assist them in any other way possible, for example,
in requesting the modified form and in understanding the implications
of flagging or not flagging a test score.

Special Problems With Certain Tests

A few tests or types of tests have come to the Panel's attention as
posing special problems for handicapped people.

Minimum Competency Tests

As the number of handicapped students completing high school

grows, there is increased need to examine state and local policies
{&?
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tegarding minimum competency testing programs. There are two
broad areas of concern directly relevant to the panel’s charge: the
availability of modified forms of the tests and the awarding of diplomas
contingent on passing the minimum competency test.

Conclusion The fairness of minimum compet'gncy testing programs,
particularly those that make the awarding of a diploma contingent
on passing the test, may be critical for many handicapped people
wha completethigh school. Full consideration of the needs of hand-
icapped students is essential if they are not to be summarily denied
high school diplomas. Where diplomas are required for further
education or for employment the impact of minimum competency
programs is especially acute.

Retommendatzoy/ 15 The Office for Civil Rights should study the
effects of min]imum competency testing programs on handicapped
people. State and local policies should be reviewed to ensure that
only validated tests are used for handicapped people, that modified
forms are readily available, and that scoring procedures are de-

~monstrably nondiscriminatory. Special attention should be given to
policies regarding the awarding of diplomas based on scores on
minimum competency tests.

The Law School Admission Test

The panel has heard more criticism of the LSAT than of any other

* single test gor testing program. Criticisms focus on the policy of

allowing no extra time in the administration of the LSAT, a policy
set presumably to approximate compliance with the Section 504
regulations. ’

Conclusion The panel believes that the restrictive policy of the Law
School Admission Council regarding accommodations on the LSAT
for handicapped people is discriminatory and detrimental to potential
law school applicants with handicapping conditions.

Recommendation 16 The panel recommends that the Law School
Admission Councdil review its policy in light of this panel’s central
policy recommendation. We encourage that more modifications of
the test and its administration procedures,be supplied and that
validation studies be conducted, as described earlier in this chapter.
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Cer.'tiﬁcalion and Licensing *

Inquiries by the panel revealed that relatively few handicapped people
have requested modifications in certification or licensing examina-
tions. Still there is some reason to suspect that handicapped people
are discouraged from pursuits that would lead to attainment of a
professional certificate or license long before they approach the
testing situation. Since the panel has had liule hgrd evidence con-
cerning certification and licensing, we draw no firm conckugjons
regarding the presence gr absence of discrimination. Nevertheless,
the panel believes these credentials may become increasingly impor-
tant as mor€ handicapped people complete education and training

- programs and prepare to enter the labor force.
14

Recommendation 17 Because of the dearth of sound evidence and
the potential importance of professional credentials for handicapped
people, the pane] recommends that the Office for Civil Rights perform
a2 modest but nonetheless imponant investigation to determine whether
there are, as some suspect, serious problems for handlcapp‘ed people

, in obtaining occupational certificates fand licenses due to requirements

for achieving a score on a standardized test.

FUTURE DIRECTIONS

We do not pretend that improvement and Validation of modified
tests for handicapped people will be an easy or automatic process.
The implementation of our recommended plan of action for test
validation wﬁ be difficult. It may be necessary, for exdmple, to
validate a given modified test form for a number of kinds or degrees
of handicap. A test designed for the deaf will,'no doubt, demonstrate
different predictive power for those who have been deaf since birth
and those who experienced later onset. For that reason we have
suggested a time period that is long enough to allow for the completion
of the validation studies, however, we want to express our sense of
the urgency of the situation. Four years is adequate time only if work
is begun immediately and if sufficient resources are dedicated to the
endeavors. For several of the postsecondary admissions tests, data
have already been accumulating for several years. THose 8mg should
be retrieved and analyzed without delay.

We would also caution that the program we are recommendlng
will not solve all of the problems that handicapped applicants have
with test performance. It is the totality of one’s edugation, training,

L)
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~and experience that is brought b a standardized test, and fany o
handicapped people have grown up in relatively deprived or atypital
circumstances, These deficits can only be remedied by better schooling
and a more accessible environment throughopt the maturational

years /
What the pgrogram can do is to assure that at the moment of
competition, the handicapped applicant is dSSCSSCd as ac
any other apphcam In other words, ‘the prograri cannot make up
for lhmgs not learned or abilities not de\eloped but it can ensure » W
that the probability of successful performante in a college program
(or on the job) is adequately predicted. Without such a program of
validation research, the use of tests risks great injustice. ’
The Office for Civil Rights ‘carinot, of course, mandate the success
of the validation effdrt, but it can facilitate it. It can and should
requdre that the necessa.u;; research e conducted within four years
after its lmplememanon of this panel's recommendations. This re-
quirement is well within the er of OCR because of existing
“enforcement and institutional arrangements. OCR'currently has the .
.sauthority to find.colleges or universities out of compliance with the - .
Section 504 regulduons Itis those same schools that have Mer over
the testing companies through their membership in the governijig
bodies such as The College, Board. Thus, if OCR impléments the
panel’s central policy recommendation and if the testing companies -~
do not perforni the required r researCh, the+colleges will be found out i
of compliance foy using tests that are not bem’g/mhdaled for )
handicapped. people. 4 B .
We believe that the plan outlifEd -above offers the best poSsane
synthesis of fairness considerations and technical, capabilities fG
foreseeable future. The proposed solution, Wowever, has all lh
limitations of any approach that is largely atheoretical. Predictive )
validity does not explain why some people will probably succeed and :
some fail, and it does not describe the abilities that are being measured.
It describes the statistical relationship between test scores and the
performance to be predicted. Therefore, we also strongly urge the
gradual accumulation of research on cognitive abilities to greatly
enhance information obtained through validation strategies that are
based solely un statistical relationships. In psychometgics there is 2 . §
revitalized interest in construct validity, that is, in theories of what
each kind of item.measures. This line of research seems particularly
important in uﬁersmndmg the abilities of pevple who have handi-
xapping conditigns and of finding the most productive accommoda- \
tions, n(fl%jusl in test format, but of pedagogical methods, restructuring

. _ \




- ERIC.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3

140 ABILITY TESTING OF HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

of job tasks, and so on. The Office of Personnel Management has
made some important beginnings with its modifications of the PACE
(although that examination is now to be phased out for reasons
unrelated to its use with handicapped- people). ~

It is important to emphasize that this is the work of decades. But
it is work that should begin now and with the encouragement of
federal funding agencies, such as the National Institute on Handi-

capped Research and other parts of the Department of Education.
-
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Almost since the promulgation of the Section 504 regulations, it has
been clear that there exists insufficient information to allow for the
demonstrably valid testing of handicapped people, as required in the
regulations. Information on standardized and modified tests taken
by handicapped people, that is, data on their reliability and validity,
and on the effects of modifying test administration procedures, is
essential to the fulfillment of the spirit of the Rehabilitation Act of
1973. In other words, full compliance with the Section 504 regulations
will be possible only after further ‘research has been completed.
Therefore, in order that colleges and universities would not be found
out of compliance until the needed research could be planned and
executed, the Office for Civil Rights formulated and instituted the
interim policy. The task of specifying the research that would provide
the necessary information about tests and their use for péople with
handicapping conditions was explicitly included in the charge to the
Panel on Tegling of Handicapped People. Theref(_)%, the panel has
~incorporated research items that deal specificdlly with characteristics -
of tests as administered to handicapped people in both its research
and policy recommendations. ‘
As the panel's work progressed, it became apparent that too little
was known not only about the tests administered to handicapped
~ people to determine their validity, butalso about the effeits of existing
testing practices on the performance of handicapped ‘people. The
panel, therefore, has specified in its research agenda studies to
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produce the desired information on Mbw test scores are used and
how they affect the lives of people with handicapping conditions.
Several topics, all having significant lmphcauons for policy, are
included under this broad heading. The first is the validity of tests
administered to people with handicapping conditions. The second is
information on the experiences of handicapped people as they
encounter tests. for example, how often they are tested, what kinds
of tests they take, what information they obtain from counselors, and
how they perceive tests and testing personnel. The third is the
decision-making process. how test scores and other information are
used to make selection dedisions regdrding handicapped people and
what will be the effects un these practices of different flagging policies
and of additional information on test validity. Such studies offer the
added advantage that the) will provide data on which to evaluate the
effects of modifications in the policies recommended by the panel.

‘At the vutset, the panel was hindered in its attempts to define the
scope of the problems involved in testing of handicapped people and
t6 place them in perspectve. The hindrance took the form of
unreliable, inconsistent, or uninterpretable data on handicapped
people in the United States and on their experience in taking tests
and in entering the mainstream of education and work. As a
consequence, the panel also recommends a fourth topic of research.
the improvement and expansion of demographic data on people with
handicapping conditions, particularly those who have the potential
to enter the mainstream of American life. Sume of the research
recommended in this area is only indirectly related to the panel’s
study and, therefore, is given lower priority, even though it is of
primary interest to others. Within each of the four mdin sections of
the research agendad, those topics for proposed studies that the panel
voted to give highest priority are marked with an dS[erlSk (*) and are
placed first within their respective sections.

THE VALIDITY ©F TESTS FOR HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

Information on the validity of tests administered to handicapped
people 15 most urgently needed so that progress toward compliance
with the Section 504 regulations can be made. It is for good reason
that validity is mentioned most prominend) inthe regulations. Lacking
knowledge of the validity of a test, that i is, of sume indication of how
well a test fheasures what it purports to measure, one 1s prevented
from using the test results with confidence. Although some handi-
capped individuals can take standardiced tests under the standard

-
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conditions and be reasonably certain that their abilities are being
reflected accurately, others require modificatipns in the test or testing
procedures that cast doubt on the accuracy and meaning of the
measures. The effects of most modifftations are unknown, and the
panel strongly urges research to begin charting the effects, especially
on the validity of the instruments. -

*Nonstandard Testing Procedures and Validity v

What are the effects uf modifying tests and test administration procedures
on the distributons of test scores, test rehability, test validity, and subjective
reports of examinees, such as ease of comprehension of test instructions and
questions, perceived ume pressures, and feelings of fatigue?

Very litde is known about the effects of various deviations from
standard test administration procedures Even changes for nonhand-
icapped examinees, such as varying time limits or rest periods, have
been insufficiently studied. More pertinent to the panel's study, the
effects of changes in the standard test administration procedures
(such as’ large type, tape recorders, amanuenses, and others) are
virtually unknown. Of central concern is the effect of these changes
on the validity of the test. If it could be shown that all of the .
modifications made for handicapped people in a given test produced
scores that predicted future performance as well as scores on the
regular version of the test, then nearly all doubt about the appro-
priateness of the test would disappear. Without that information,
. however, the person trying to use the scores does not know their .
meaning and has no guidelines for legitimate interpretations.

Studies on this tupic would focus on the effects of test modifications
on objective measures, such as changes in the distribution of test
scores (means and standard deviations), test reliability, test validity,
and subjective reports of the examinees (for example, ease of com-
prehension of instructions and test questions, perceived time pres-
sures, and feelings of fatigue). Such studies must include as much
information as poussible on the characteristics of the various modifi-
cations and on their relation to vne another and to the standard
forms. [nformation can be accumulated to build a store of knowledge
on what modified tests seem tu measure for people with different
handicapping conditions and whether the abilities measured appear

to differ over various modifications. .
Admittedly, some of the research will present subtle and compli-
cated problems in experimental design. Research on the effects of .
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changes in the medium of presentation (for example, braille versus
different sizes of print versus aural presentation) will probably require
the use of very carefully matched samples, because few-people would
be equally facile in several modes of presentation and because they
probably could not take the same test several times for the purpose
of comparing media. Some of the problems might be overcome
through the use of experimental designs, perhaps involving balanced
presentations of different test forms or perhaps through training of
nonhandicapped experimental subjects in the use of alternate media
(for example, cassettes). Although ethical considerations will prohibit
most experimentation in actual test situations, other types of research
present fewer difficulties and could even be performed using non-
handicapped examinees. For example, some research on speed of
responding as it affects test scores and on the effects of various time
limits and rest periods could be done with nonhandicapped people.
Because of the methodological difficulties inherent in much of the
work suggested in this research, it will be especially important that
researchers exercise extreme care and that they be especially observant
to note when procedures do and do not work. It may be that some
of the most valuable findings will be more qualitative or subjective
than quantitative or objective.

»

*Validation Techniques for Use on Small Samples of Examinees
What methods are currently available for measuring test reliability and
validity with small or heterogeneous samples? What are the advantages and
disadvantages of the methods, includng_pooling data across samples?

The panel's policy recommendations deal extensively with validation
research and rely heavily on pooling data from several samples as a
workable technique. Nevertheless, we acknowledge that the technique

_is ot yet fully developed and also that there are situations in which

pooling rgiay be of limited value. Therefore, we recommend that the
limits of the applicability of pooling be explored, that other techniques
be sought, and that the practical implications of reduced certainty in
the validity of tests be investigated. We suggest two tasks: a review
of the current techniques of measuring test reliability and validity,
and the development and trial of methods of estimating test reliability
and validity for small samples. The first task should be conducted by
or in close cooperation with the test development companies and
should emphasize any techniques that offer promise for either small
or heterogeneous samples. The second task calls for the development

b
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of practical ways to prepare data for pooling, for example, standard-
izing grades across schools or programs or years. Other techniques,
such as matching handicapped and nonhandicapped students or
employers, should also be explored. . )

-

Uncertainty in the Validity of Tests for Small Samples of .
Examinees

.o
Houw accurate 1s the jnformation regarding validity that is obtained by pooling
data across small samples relative to that obtained by usifig large samples?
What are the effects on decision making of varying degrees of certainty
regarding test validity?

Psychometricians and test developers have traditionally relied on
large samples of examinees on which to norm tests and to measure
their reliability and validity. Emphasis on people with handicapping
conditions, however, has confirmed what has been learned in work
with minority groups. practical techniques for developing and vali-
dating tests used with small samples must be refined. Fortunately, as
noted in Chapter 5, new techniques for pooling data across institutions

and years have been developed for minority groups and offer promise

for work with handicapped examinees.

The main advantage of using large samples is that they increase
the. researcher’s confidence in the results.. A test developed on a
sample of 50 people may have the same validity coefficient for
predicting job success as a test developed on a sample of 1,000, but
the larger sample produces more reliable statistics—that is, estimates
that vary less from sample to sample. However; increasing sample
size is only one statistical method for reducing uncertainty; pooling
results from small samples over time or across situations is another.
There should be an investigation of the effects of pooling techniques
on the accuracy of information about tests, especially their predictive
validity. ‘ ‘

Furthermore, rather little is known about how information regard-
ing error jn test scores or in predictions based on test scores is used.
by decision makers. Therefore, there should be an exploration of the
ways in which information on the uncertainty in test scores or in test
validity is used by decision makers. This task could be accomplished
by reviéwing measures of reliability and validity of a sample of tests
and surveying a sample of people who use those tests to determine
if there is a relationship between the uncertainty of the scores and

&
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their predictive power, on the one hand, and the ways the scores are
used, on the other.

.

HANDICAPPED PEOPLE AND THE TESTING SITUATION

Even though this panel has amassed information on the testing of
handicapped peovple from many sources, there remain important
areas in which little informauon is available. Five research topics are
suggested below.

*Types of Modifications -

What are the characteristics, particularly regarding handicapping conditons,
of handicapped people who request test modifications, 1n comparison with
those who take standard administrations, in companson with those who
request test wanvers, dnd 1n companson with those who ehoose*not to
participate in activities requiring tests? ,

The panel has compiled the available data on the frequency of use
of various modifications of several educationdl, employment, and

. certification or licensing tests. However, the picture presented by

these data is far from complete. In many cases ¢he type or severity
of the handicapping condition of the people requesting each modi-
fication is not known, it is not known how many handicapped people
took, the test in the standard form or requested a waiver, and it is
not known how many other eligible handicapped pevple do not—for
a variety of reasons—request modified tests. The panel suggests that
such information be collected from examinees in the future because
of its uulity in at least two regards. first, the information could be
used to help future handicapped examinees decide whhat modifications
would be most appropriate, second, the information would be essential
in validity studies.

€

*Alternatives and Supplements to Standardized Paper-and-Pencil
Tests

What procedures that may be used as alternatives or supplements to
standardized paper-and-pencil tests offer special promise of application for
people with handicapping conditions?

Although test scores are but one part of #he information used to
make decisions about people, there have been many criticisms of
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standardized testing and many calls for alternatives. There has not
been much evidence of success in finding practical and valid alter-
natives, however. even for the nonhandicapped population. The need
for such alternatives and supplements may be seen as even greater
for the handicapped population since the meaning of scores on many
tests is called 1nto question by the modification of testing procedures.

The panel therefore 1ecommends research on the means of as-
sessing the abilities of handicapped people other than with standard-
1zed paper-and-penail tests. In the educational sphere, in addition to
teachers’ ratngs, the use of a questionnaire on a student’s accom-
plishments mas have promise. The Graduate Record Examination
Bodrd has begun work on something similar for us general student

<population. Pertormance tests, long used by rehabilitation agenaes,

may provide an alternative to papér-and-pencil tests in the employ-
ment sphere. Assessment centers, which are becoming popular 1n
selecting business executives, cost from 3300 to between $3,000 and
31,000 per person and may require several days to administer, but
they may be useful in selecting high-level professivnals with handi-
capping conditions.

Studits of such methods should assess their practicality—the ease
with which they can pe apphed to handicapped people—as well as
their demands on time and money. Studies should also attempt to
determine the potential for systematic discrimination against handi-
capped people and should compare that risk with the potential or
known bias of standardized‘paper-and-pencil tests. The validity of
alternative methods of assessment should alsu be examipee if collec-
tion of the necessary data is feasible. Failing an actadl evaluation of
the validity of the techiniques, the practicality of compiling quantitative
data necessary for measures of validity should be examined. Reason-
able but nonquantitative or nonobjective means of judging the relative
quality of the alternative measures should be explored.

-

e

Attitudes of Testing Persormel Toward Handicapped People

What are the effects of atutudes toward handiwapped people held by testing
personnel on the test scores of handicapped individuals and on the uses of
those scores”

It 1s widely reported that nonhandicapped individuals have a variety

of atutudes toward handicapped people, many of them inaccurate or

discruninatory. Sonie 1esearch shows that certain people react real-

sstically toward blind people whom they know but are afrad of or
L]
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hostile toward the blind as a group. Nonhandicapped people may
assume handicapped people generally to be incompetent, although
in some instances they are believed to possess superior abilities. (A
review of the research literature on labeling of handicapped people
appears in Appendix A.) )

The panel has particular interest in the attitudes of personnel who
interact with handicapped people with regard to tests—counselors,
examiners, readers, amanuenses, and those who use test scores in
making decisions. The panel recommends that studies of the attitudes

» of testing personnel in a variety of settings be conducted.
" Data for the studies could be drawn from samples of four groups:
. (n peopfe who administer tests to handicapped examinees for edu-
cational, employment, and licensing purposes; (2) people who assist .
handicapped examinees with the tests, that is, read for them, sign ‘
for them, and so on; (3) people who score the tests or evaluate the
scores, and (4) people who make decisions on the basis of test scores.
For purposes of clarification and corroboration, data should be
gathered in a variety of ways, such as attitude questionnaires and
interviews with testing personnel as well as interviews with handi-
_ capped examinees. The goals of the studies should be to estimate the”
nature and extent of the effect of the attitudes of testing personnel
on the test performance of handicapped people and on the use of
those scores and to guide the development of strategies for eliminat-
ing, mitigating, or offsetting these effects.

-

FS

Requesting Test Modifications

What information do handicapped individuals who may need to request a
modified test currently have, and what do they need to make the best
informed decisions?

Handicapped examinees currently make a decision regarding tests
that their. nonhandicapped peers are not asked to make: ‘which
/ modification of a test offers the most advantageous testing arrange-
ment. There is some fear that test takers with handicapping conditions
may not have sufficient information from test publishers or counselors
to choose most wisely among the alternatives available. People with
mild handicapping conditions may have a very difficult choice to
make. whether to take the standard administration, which may be
more troublesome but will be reported without a special identifier,
or to take a modified form, which may be somewhat easier but will
for most tests result in a flagged score and greatly reduced inte{~
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pretability. People recently disabled may also have an extremely
difficult choice because they may not yet have acquired a facility for
any modified form, they are likely to find both choosing the form
and actually taking the test troublesome. The pervasiveness and
severity of the problems associated with choosing one type of test
administration over others are unknown and could be investigated
by surveying handicapped examinees. Questions relating to knowl-
edge about and attitudes toward test modifications could be answered
in a small study or could be incorporated into a larger study.

.

Coaching and Experience in Taking Tests

What are the effects on later test performance of handicapped people's
experiences with tests, including the experiences cumulated over the years
in school as well as the specific training in test coaching courses?

Evidence—both experimental and anecdotal—suggests that if one’s
experience in taking tests is limited, then test performancevmay be
artificially suppressed by lack of familiarity with common testing
procedures and test-taking strategies. Results of studies of coaching
and the experience of adults taking tests long after they have
completed their schooling (when they are unfamiliar with tests and
tend to score lower than one might predict) support this finding.
Furthermore, for handicapped students the tests they take in ele-
mentary and secondary schools may bear little resemblance to mod-
ifications of standardized tests for college admission. Therefore, the
panel recommends conducting studies to determine if handicapped
people’s experience with standardized tests seriously disadvantages
them.

Two general types of studies are suggested experlmental studies
of the effects for handicapped examinees of coaching, that is, special
training in strategies to use in taking tests, and nonexperimental
studies (probably using carefully matched samples) of handicapped
students with varying degrees of experience with standardized tests.
Studies of the second ty pe may be helpful in shaping policies regarding
the exemption of handicapped. people from testing requirements.
Studies of coaching would help in measuring the efficacy of offering
coaching courses fur handicapped people, either courses essentially
the same as those for nonhandicapped people or courses with special
instruction on how to handle modified test forms. One must be clear
in generalizing from either type of study to distinguish between
intensive training in test-taking skills and long-term exposure to tests.

j
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Longitudinal Studies through Transition Stages

te
What infurmaton and advice do handicapped people receive, what strategies
do they.use, and what pg)\blems do they face as they encounter tests at points

of transition in their liv

Tests are used to inﬂuéme decisions at important transition points
in people’s lives. Those tra{lsmon points may be especnall) critical for
people who are trying to overcome disadvantages in order to partic-

' lpate fully in American society, including some handicapped people.

At times when they may need §peual support, handicapped people
may receive indccurdte informatiog or inappropriate counseling. What
problems do handicapped people face, what advice do they receive,
and what strategies do they use as they prepare to move from high
school to Loﬂege. or from school to woxk, or from sheltered workshops
to regular jobs, or from life with familjes to life on their own? How
well do various techniques in counseling and rehabilitation serve the=
needs of handicapped people in transition?

To answer these and similar questions, the panel recommends
lungitudinal research following a sample of handicapped people from
high school through their early to middle twenties. Data should be
collected and analyzed on a wide variety topics, including any
difficulties. that occur in testing situations, the relationships of test
scores to other variables (school experience and performance, teach-
ers' ratings, socioeconomic variables, and othets), the consequences
of labeling on a person’s expectations and pefformance; and the

. consequences uf labeling on decisions made aboutan individual. Data

should indlude perceptions of the handicapped pepple, their parents,
teachers, employers, and counselors as well as more objective meas-
ures, such as test scores, grades, and other measutes of aptitude or
performance. Sample design should be given especjally careful con-
sideration to balance the desire to have a homogengous sample for
ease of management and a heterogeneous sample

eralizability.

HANDICAPPED PEOPLE AND THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

More important than the test scores themselves are the ways in which
they are used to influence decisions about people. The use of the
scores 1s especially critical for handicapped people sirice they are
seldom normed and are often flagged as a signal that théy cannot be
nterpreted in the same ways as scores that result from the standard
administration of a test.
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*Role of Test Scores in the Decision-Making Process

) o -
How are test scores actually used in making decistons regarding handicapped
people fur education, employment, rehabilitation, and certification or licen-
sing purposes?

The information the panel has uncovered on how various institutions
(schools, employers, rehabilitation agencdies, and certification or licen-
sing agencies) use tests for handicapped people is somewhat frag-
mented, and the information available in employment settings is
espedially sketchy. Since more complete mformation would be helpful,
we recommend surveys of key personnel in schools, employment
settings, rehabilitation agenaes, and certification or licensing agencies.
Information regarding employment selection and placement is es-
pecially difficult to obtain because of the small numbers of handi-
capped applicants and employees and because of the lack of large-
scale tests or systematic selection procedures, However, that infor-
mation is critical in identifying and overcoming barriers to the
employment of qudlified people with handicapping conditions. The
surveys should describe current policies and compare any policies
that are different for handicapped and nonhandicapped people.
They should seek to distinguish between policies for handicapped
people that seem fair and effective and those that do not. Such
surveys should also estimate the prevalence of different policies and
compare the stated objectives of the policies with what is actually
achieved. The surveys should be conducted so that results can be
reported separately for various types of institutions or organizations.
large state universities compared with small liberal arts colleges,
various types of business or industrri’es, private compared with public
rehabilitation agencies, and so on. Such work should be linked to
studies of the effects of testing (or of various selection procedures
and policies), and every effort should be made to determine what
procedures are actually used, not just purported to be used.

Flagged Scores

How are flagged test scores dctually used in making decisions about handi-
capped apphcants®

When admissions tests for postsecondary schools are taken under
nonstandard conditions, the score reports to the schools make note
of that fact and thereby notify the admissions officers that the
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applicants are probably handicapped. Yet preadmission, inquiry re-
garding handicapping conditions is prohibited in the federal regu-
lations on the assumption that the information would be used to
applicants’ disadvantage more often than to their advantage. Some
admissions officials argue, however, that the flags on the test scores
are used to the advantage of handicapped applicants: if the flagged
score is high and other material corrgborates it, the student is
admutted, if the flagged score is low. itis ighored and other information
is used to deade about admitting the applicant. A survey of actual
practice might corroborate this view or reveal different uses, or, at
the.very least, variations in the use of flagged scores. Furthermore,
it is not known how often a flagged test score is the only indication
in an applicant’s portfolio that he or she is handicapped. S#Ch
information could be revealed by the applicant’s errrollment in a
special school, program, or classes, in letters of recommendation, in
certain extracurricular activities; or by the candidate’s voluntary
statement.

While there has been research on the effects of labeling a4 person
as handicapped, the sum of evidence yields contradictory conclusions.
Additional knowledge would greatly aid in formulating policy. There-
fore, the panel recommends research to describe the current use of
flagged scores. A sample of individual cases should be followed
through. the admissions process to attempt to ascertain the effect of
flags on the interpretation of scores and on the weight of the scores
in the decision-making process. Admittedly, this kind of study is
difficult to conduct because of necessary assurances of confidentiality,
and the results'will be suspect if the admissions officers Know explicitly
about the goals of the study. Therefore, the study design is critical,
and the study may need to be supplemented wili an experiment in
which admussions officers make decisions regarding hjpothetical
handicapped and nonhandicapped candidates, with control variables
relating to their qualifications. The panel acknowledges that the
difficulties may lead to tesults that are less than completely satisfactory
but believes this topic is important enough to warrant study.

Models for the Decision-Making Process

-

i ’,
What decision rules and models are used in determining whether handicapped
individuals should be admitted to schools, or employed, or awarded certificates
and licenses? What are the imphications of moglels used in various institutions
for the cpunseling of haudicapped individuals? ‘

{
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Given the current situatiolt in which test scores for handicapped
people have unknown validity and are flagged, the most equitable
and efficient way to use the scores seems elusive. Presuming that
some seores will continue to be flagged unul validation research is.
complete, thoughtful attention should be given to the 1dentification
of deasion-making stiategies that ar¢ the most equitable for all
apphcants and the most etficient for the institutions or organizatiops’
Fhe panel has been told that there exist informal, mostly nonquan-
ttative rules of thumb used by schoolay nussions officers, and there
are certainly analogies in settings outsidepducation. The panel urges
a study of formal and nformal deasion Nales, examining the rami-
fcations for the apphicants, for the decishon makers, and for the »
institutions. Once the models, using the terfg loosely, are descnibed,
> thev could be tested with retrospective o1 prospestive studies. Atten-
tion should be given, in the reporting of the stady, to the need to .
ounsel handicapped applicants on.the probable effects of requesting .
that test scores be reported with or without flags. Researchers should
also be sensitive to the possibility of generalizing from situations with
relatively abundant data (some forms of postsecondary education) to -
others withgscarce (_lala (most notably, employment). 4 '

. .

-

*

v -

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA ON HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

The first question raised by the panel in beginning its sl)ld) concerned
the number of people with various handicapping €ondnions who
might be able to enter the mainstreamn of American life. The panel
wanted to gain a sense of the size, complexity, and severity of the

. problemn under nvestigation. The question’ ditided 1tself into three
components: (1) How many Americans n vdrious .age groups have
handicaps of ditfering types and severity? (2) How many people with
each handicapping condition are eémployed or in postsécondary
schodiend how many apply for ‘positions but aze regected? (3) How
trequently do hundicapped people také tests, and how often are the
tests an 1mportant fdcu[r'm their acceptance or rejection? We found
nmuch less information to answer these questions than we had expecged. .
Hence, this.fourth and final section of the panel’s research agenda
concerns the demography of the population of people with handi-
capping conditions who niay be in school or in the labor foice. (Fhe
panel’s charge did not cover handicapped people who are institu-
tionalived or who are not attempting to enroll'in school or to be A
emploved ) While we beheve these demographic studhies are important
and of nterest to a broad constituency, they are somewhat peripherat

t .
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" to our work and we therefore gne them lower priority than studies
more directly related to testing. . . |

f -

Incidence of Handicapping Conditions -

‘ o . | ‘
“What are the ‘exisung sources of data on handicapped”people, and how can |
they be made compatible> How can definitions of handicapping conditions o
used for a variety ot purposes by dlffcrent groups be made comparable® ‘

-

Nearly every piece of_fg_d)ral leglsldtlon and every agency or orga-
nization dedhng with handicapped people uses a different definition.

of hartdicapping condition or handicapped person. One reason, for |
the differences stems from the pdrlicwsion or concern of a
particular, act of agency. It would be naive to expect an agency
concerned about the placement of elementary school students in ‘
educational programs to define its population of interest in a way 4
perfectly compatible with.that of an organization concerned with the . |
employment of adults. A second reason for the differences is that,

for the many types of disability, the severity of an impairment is
described in different ways. For example, hearing impairments are |
.scaled in relation to unimpaired auditory acuity and may be related ‘
to a speafic range of pitch. Blindness is scaled very differently,

- bhewever, and there are several markedly different types of visual
lmpmrment (fokl—tﬁple total blindness, perception of light only,
and restriction of usudl field) that are not amenable to clear and

« conuse companson. For motor handicaps, there is no widely accepted
scale of severity. The lack of a common scale makes many poténtially ,
valuable comparisons across handicaps difficult if not impossible.

Since dassification schemes differ, and estimates vary widely, e\en\
. when definjtions seem comparable, we urge that steps’be taken to
make the various definitions of handmappmg conditions as compa-
rable as 1s practical. One possible way to do’this would be to hold a
conference with appropriate representatives from the National Health
Survey, the Socal Security Administration, other relevant agencies,
and, professxon&l and adiocacy associations along with people expe-
rienced in the statistical aspects of demography. Ihe%plcs to be
covered should include:

J. Summaries of sources of data on hdndICdpped people. The
- summaries could be organized by type of disability, type of source
{for example, pubhc or private sector), or use of'the data (for example,
administrative or research).

v
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9. Charactenistics of each data source. Attention should be given
to how to combine data from various sources that have different
purposes, use different definitions o disabilities, and employ different
methods of data collection. (

3. Additional analyses of existing data. Is there additional infor-
mation that could be obtained from existing data sets? In particular,
can finer tabulations be made for W{ei.md severity of handicapping
condition? Is there information relating to particular concerns of the
panet and the Office for Civil Rights (for example, testing, educauon,
and employment) that can be obtained from existing sources?

4. Data for the future. What data collection efforts are anticipated
for the fiture> How can shortcomings of existing data sets be
overcome? What are the most important questions to be answered

' by analysis of the data?> What efforts should teceive highest priority?
How should various efforts be coordinated? How convincing are the
arguments for mamtaining different definitions of handicapping

. condiidns 1n different surveys® The results of such a conference -
would be tiseful to both researchers and policy makers in the private
sector and 1 government. Such a conference should increase the
likelihood that unnecessary duplication of effort is reduced. that the
data collected by diverse sources would be compatible, and that the
data would be collected and analyzed in the most useful and com-
prehensible fashion.

Social Indicators Regarding Handicapped People

v

How can one describe the sowal and economic characteristics of the lives of
people with handicapping conditions?

There are a number of signs that the lives of handicapped people’
are changing markedly with regard to e/}ucalion, work, and inde-
pendent livigg arrangements. For policy and administrative purposes
it 1s important to have accurate and current information about social
and economic characteristics of the lives of these people. Therefore,
the panel recommends that social indicators regarding handicapped

-

people be compiled. -
The book Socal Indicators HI (U.S. Department of Commerce 1980),

. produced by the Bureau of the Census, should serve as a model for

work on the handicapped population. JThe new work (whether a
separate volume or part of a more general publication) should present
data on sodial, economic, educational, and health characteristics of +" "
handicapped people. The quality of data from differefit “sources

Q : -l 8 6
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should be indicated as they are compiled and published. Data that
relate social, educational, health, and employment factors should be
located (or collected), analyzed, and presented.

As the existing data are~compiled, cansideration should be given ]
to-other questions to be asked and other data to be collected. In
addition, the desirability of producing such a compilation periodicatly

and charting changes or trends should be assessed. It 1s likely that

the Ofhce of Federal Statistical Policy and Standards in the U.S.
Departiment of Commerce could offer valuable assistance n planning
or executing this project. . «

s
~

Epidemiology of the Handicappeq Population-

How can one describe the inciderice and distribution of various hdndncdppmg
conditions across populdtion groups defined by age, sex, raual or ethnic
memberr%lp. sodal and economic characteristics, and the like. What are the
known causes of various condiions? What are the ‘projected needs of these
groups® . . -

Providing services to meet the diverse needs of handicapped people
could be planned more effectively if information about the incidence
and distribution of. various handicapping-conditions were known.
Since certain groups, say children affected i utero by their mothers’
rubella, commonfy have a unique set of needs, knowing the incidence
of rubella among pregnant women in various cohorts would make it
relatively easy to predict the future structure and probable needs of
“a segment of the population. To follow this example further, schools
for the deaf could plan more effectively and testing organizations
could predict the demand for certan types of . modifications if
information on rubella were known. Therefore, studies of the epi-
demiology of disabilities would be usefiil for a widerange of situations.
The major topics that should be investigated are the indidence, °
distribution, and likely or known causes 8f various disabilifies and
the educational, medical, and spcial needs of people with various
disabilities. - .
People with multiple handicaps often have special needs or a .
combination of needs that may not be reddlly met in existing
ddmlmstrame arrangeprents for providing services.-In addition, gne
handu;ap may be masked by or _.may ‘masquerade as another, creatng
the possibility that some needs are not met. To alow for better
informed planning in the short and long run, the panel alsp reom-
mends that research be conducted to provide useful esumdtcs of the
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size of groups with multiple haggdicaps and to describe their needs at
various points in the hife cvcle.

Effects of Handicappiné Conditions .

What are the direct and the indirea etfects on a person’s experiences of
having a handicapping condimon® -

It 1s commonly recogniced that handicapping corditions fave both
direct and indirect effects un 2 person’s expen’”mes Four example,
the patents of « hgalicapped child may unnecessarily restrict the
child’s expeniences. thus compounding the disabling effects of the
primary handicapping ondition. In order to deternmine appropriate
and effecuve means of remediation and tu prevent future problems,
it 15 mmportant to separate the direct from the indirect effects of
handicappimg conditions. As a first sep, researchers should determine
whether available data sourtes can be analyzed to help separate the
various effects for dlfferenl' handicapping conditions.

<
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APPENDIX A

?

The Effécts of Knowing Someone is .
Handicapped on Decision ¥aking:

A Review of the Literature* o

i

: SAMUEL L. GUSKIN

.

Federal law and our beliefs in equal opportunity require that decisions
on educational admissions and employee selecfion be unbiased. People
with handicapping conditions must not be denied admissi:;SO schools
or employment positions because they are members of a particular
group or class. One way to enforce this principle is to deny access to
information en group membership to decision makers. This approach
may be feasible when decisions are made largely on the basis of’
established credenuals that provide objective data, such as test scores,
high school grades, employment experience, and educational back-
ground. In these cases, such potentigy biasing information as age,
sex, race, disability, and religion can be deleted from application
forms. This solution to the problem assumes that, if decision makers
know the particular characteristic of a person, in our case, that a

person has a handicapping condition, then the decision will b&)iased ' =

agamnst the person. This paper reviews the published literature relating
to that hypothesized biasing effect. ’ )
What kind of theory and fesearch is relevant to this probliri <

" Sodiological and social psychological writers and investigators haye
%been mterested in such topics as bias, prejudice, and stereotypes for

over 50 years (see, for example, Rice 1926). In more recent work

* [lus Werature review was drawn from a larger paper by the author commlmonc;i/
by the Panel on Tesung of Handicapped People
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over the'pdst 15 years, psychologists and éducators have become
interested in the effects of expectations in the laboratory (Rosenthal
lmme schoul (Dusek 1975), sociologists have been examining
t €quences of labeling someone as deviant (Schurr 1971), and
persunnel selection reseatchers have become concerned with inter-
viewer bias against women and minority group members (Arvey
1979a,b). There is also a considerable body of literature on bias in
testing (Jensen 1980) and 1n selective admissions in higher education
(Carnegie Counal bn Poliéy Studies 1n Higher Education 1977).
Finally, in the past few years cognitive psychologists have provided
new approaches to deal with the classification and integration of
information that bears directly on how stereotypes about groups are
formulated and what their consequences are (Hamilton 1979). Be-
c of the'scope and size of the potentially relevant works, this
review is highly selective and draws most heavily on those studies
deemed most critical. © .

In addition to the larger body of relevant work outlined abosg,
research and theory dealing specifically with reactions to the handi-
capped are accumulating (Bartel and Guskin 1980). Topics include
attitudes and stereoty pes (Gottlieb 1975a,b, Jones 1980, Yuker et al.
1970), reactions-to integration (Semmel et al. 1979), labeling and bias
(Guskin 1978, MacMillan et al. 1974, Rains et al. 1975), and the
p,resumed"neg‘ui»e consequences of knowiqg that individuals are
handicapped (Hobbs 1975 a,b). ) :

‘ 2 ,

FOCUSING ON THE DECISION-MAKING PROCESS

~— “

As Arvey (1979b) has pointed out, stereoty pes may influéfice a decision
in three ways. (1) their general negative effect may lead directly to
rejection, (2) the content of the group stereoty pe may be inconsistent
with the occupational stereotype or job expectations, (3) the stereoty pe
mav lead the decision maker to use a different 3et of criteria or
standards in €valuating the appligant. To illustrate each of these
influences, (1) atutudes toward the mentally ill may be very negative,
leading t few job ofters, (2) expectations regarding the mentally
retarded may Jead employers to select them for unskilled but not
skilled jobs, (3)"the blind applicant for college who has high school
diploma but was in the bdttom half of the dass may be admitted to

,college because even this marginal performance is seen as a sign that

the individual i§ highly motivated and intelligent whereas a sightec

. persbn with the same credentals would be judged inadequate.

"As Arvey (1979b) pomits out, interviewers may also become biasdd

L]
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as a result of differential behavior on thpart of the interviewee that |
leads to discomfort or misinterpretations by the interviewer. Thus,
interviewers may experience tension in interviewing a candidate with
. A speech defedt and therefore may attribute poor social or intellectual
“skills to the applicant. In the case jn which decisions are based on
_wnitten documents rather than interviews, the same phenomenon
" may appear m letters of reference from those with only superhcml ¥
contacts with the apphcant, whose discomtort 1s conveyed in the
© letter )
We have seert, then, how mnformation about handicaps may lead
to negative outcomes and, also how positive effects may be obtained.

What evnden(c 1s there that these actually occur? :

-

- . .

EMPIRICAL FINDINGS ON THE EFFECTS OF KNOWING
SOMEONE IS HANDICAPPED *

L4 ¢

Stereotypes and Attitudes About the 1!—Iandicvaq:»ped

In thrs type-of study, interviews, questionnaires, or other paper-and-
pgncil instruments are employed to obtain answers to such questions
as. What do you think a typical’mentally ill person would be like?
How willing would you be to have each of the following people as a
roommate: epileptic, amputee, athlete, delinquent? . . . Would you
be willing to employ g disabled worker? Tn all of these cases, the
respondent is given almost no information about the person except
the bandicap, and even that information is ysually a popular label
rather than a clear picture of the handicapping condition. I'n addition,
these studies usually involve a forced choice situation., That is, the
person may choose which answer to give but may not |nd|cdte that -
 he feels he Rad |nadequate information to make dJudgmenl Under
* these conditions, it is not surprising that rcdumns to the hdndlcdpped
are’less favorable than 1o the nonhandicapped and that there is a
hrerarchy of preferentes for handicaps (Yuker et al, 1970, Jones
- '1980). -

"We may illustrate a study of Stereoty pes by exammmg some of the
findings of Gottwald's (1970) national.public opinion survey on public
information about mental retardation. On one part of the survey,.
respondents were asked to describe 4 “mentally retarded” person and
4 “normal” person &n a series of 16 bipolar adjective scales. The
retarded person was seen mpre negatively than the normal person
on each of the 16 scales, T'he largest differences were on insanejsane,
‘useless-usetul, sick- hcalth), and 1ignorant-cducated, The smdllcsl dif-
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ferences were on the adjective pairs' ugly-beautiful, cruel-kind, dis-
honest-honest, immoral-moral and unhappy-happy. J hese results are
cansistent with earlier data on smaljer and less representative samples
(e.g., Guskin 1963a,b), which hale also found that-meéntal retardation
s associated by Others with incompetence and mental illness and is
seen as very different from delinquency. . .

An illustration of an attitude study that provides evidence on a
hierarchy of handicaps 1s found in an invesfigation by Shears and
Jensema (1969), ‘who first asked 94 normal adults to rank 10 “an-
omalies” i terms of perceived severity and then had them indicate
their degree of accepjance of each condition on a series of situations
varying in “social distance” from “would marry” to “would live in the
same country.” In both severity and willingness to accept people with
the condition, the most positive reactions were to the amputee, blind,
and wheelchair conditions, intermediate reactions were to the harelip,
stuttérer, and deaf-mute conditions;, there was a moie negatiye
reattion to the cerebral palsied, and the_most unfavorable reactions
were to the mentally ill, _retarded: and homosexual conditions. The™
most relevart—findings for this paper’ aré those that indicate how-
willing respondents would be to work with each type of person.
Approximately 90 percent say they would work with those who were
aniputees, in wheelchairs, or blind, most would wgrk with those with
a harelip (80%), stutterers (74%) or deaf—mute?

the memally\lll (37%), retarded (30%), or homosexual (27%).

A variant of this approach that is more relvant to thé issue at hand
1s the investigation of employérs' ratings of employment acceptability.
Rickard and-colleagues (1963) studied. 105 persopnel directors and
school administrasgrs and repbrted. that former tuberculosis patients
were preferred, followed by eelchalt handicapped, "then deaf
peopl(ﬁ epileptics were the least preferred. A similar study (Nikoloff

"1962) asked 197 privicipals te evaluate the employability of handi- )

capped people as teachers. Blind ow deaf pe‘o’ple were judged to'be
less employable than those with a speech handicap, who were in turn

less employable than those with an artificial leg or crutch.

- -3
v .

The Influence bf Handicap Labels on Evaluation of Individuals

. o . A4
The second category of studies attempts to test explicitly the assump-
tion that stereotypes and attitudes do'in fact affect the way we react

to others. Subjects are asked tomake ratings after they are presented -

-

(67%); only half ~

“would work with the cerebral palsied, and far fewer would work with .

®
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. it. threwing the clay on the floor, stomping or{ it banging it

-
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information about an indwvidual with®or without mdxka;ung that the
individual 1s handicapped. The other information may be presented
in a verbal sketch (e.g., Guskin 1963b, Jaffe 1966, Cook and Woller-
sheim 199, Herson 1974, Kirk 1974) or videotape (Budoff and
Siperstein 1978, Gottheb 1974, 19754, Guskin, 1962b, Loman and
Larkin 1976,~Seiz and Gesky 1977). The videotape may be of a
trained nonhandicapped actor (e.g., Gottlieb 1974, 1975a) or of the
unrehearsed behavior of a haridlca/pped individual (e.g., Guskin
1962a.b). Furthermore, the sketches or tapes may be slruclured or
selected to vary systematically with the behavior of the individual.

Two m\esugauonszb) Goulieb (1974, 1975a) illustrate this para-
digm. In the first study (Gottlieb 1974), elementary school children
Judged a child observed on a videotape as performing either com-
petently or incompetently on a spelling task. The observed child was
described either as a fifth-grade pupil or as being enrolled in a special
class Yor.retarded children. The observed child was actually the same’
on both tapes and had been instructed to perform competently for
the “competent” segment. The study was carried out in two schools,
one middlé-class and one lower-class. The label did not have an effect
on either school, and only in the middle-class school did the com-
petence manipulation result in differential judgments. ,

dn the second nvestigation (Gottlieb 1975a), the designyas similar
but the videotapes varied in aggressive behavior. The same\child was
shown either playing quietly with clay at his desk or “acting otit” with
ith his
fist. This time the retarded label and the aggressivenessZand th®
nteraction of.the two variables—had significant € children’s
judgments. when the observed aggressiveness and retarded labet
were combined, lheJudgmenls (ratings and sodial distance measures)
were substantially more negative than could be predicted from the
separalc effects of each variable. One interpretation of these findings
*is that judges tend to “normalize” when the datais not fully convincing,
mlerprenng the verbal or behavioral information as possibly ngrmal.
However, the combination of the two negau\e pleces of informition
, pushes the judge over the lhresholdmfor perceiving the child as
dewanl

Gottheb's two studies (1974, 1975a) illustrate the dlversuy of findings
of studies in this area. Handicapping information may lead to more

" negative evaluations, but the effect is highly dependent on other

informauon presented about the individual. Positive information will
tend to neutralize the stereotype while negative infurmation may be

-
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attentuated by the stereut;pé. Of course, if the other infarmation is
unambiguously negative, the stereotype may even result in ‘more
favorable judgments (Golin 1970).

Judgments of Resumes

One highly relevant variant of the above approach presents subjects
with simulated job sesumes with or without labeling information and
instructs them to rate the suitability of the applicant for employment
and/or an appropridte salary offer. Studies using this method to
examine bias resulting from race, sex, or age information as well as
handicaps are summarized by Arvey (1979b). Studies using this
paradigm with handicap labels have been reported by Krefting and
Brief (1977), Rose and Brief (1979), and Shaw (1972).

The Shaw (1972) study was designed to examine the differential
effects of negdti»e stereotypes on evaluation of candidates for diffes-
ent occupations. The stereotyping information was either gender
male or female), state of ﬁnancxal and domestic affa;rsj‘mamed or
dnurced and having persundl finandial problems), or ghysical health
(no problem specified or 4¢F, a withered arm, and weak vision

*. requiring glasses). Subjects were 132 wllege recruiters, roughly half

)

of whom were seeking saence and engmeermg graduates and half
seeking management trainees., They were gnen resumes with pho-
tographs, and half wére randomly given variants of the resumes that

luded one of the three types of stereotyping information. Since_
the major interest of the author was in the difference between the
Iwo occupations in the stereotyping effect, they never did test the

, biasing effect wself but only the occupational impact on the effect.

There was no differential effect of occupation when the candidate
had a physical health problem. -However, the author presented
descriptive data and noted that the health problem led to more
positive ratungs on an adjective check list sthan did the control
conditon. The differences were smaller and less consistént when
subjects were asked to make ratings relative to hiring the candidate,
but theré was clearly no trend to reject the handicapped applicant.
Krefting.and Brief (1977) examined the effects of applicant disa-
bility and work experience on judgments of a set of application
matenials by 145 college students. The position applied for was a -
typist's position, and all of the information provided was positive in
tone, indicating the candidate was qualified. Under the disability
condition, the applicant was indicated to be confined to a4 wheelchair
due t0 an automobile acadent. A physician’s report stated that the

1
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applicant "1s & paraplegic confined to a wheelchair, but her condition
has been stable for-over four years. She has adjusted well to her
condwion and lets it mterfere as httle as possible with her activities.”
Disabihity information did have a negative effect on rated potenual
for promotion tand on 1ated health), but it had a posiive effect on
ratings of work mouvauon and potennal for stavimg. ll had no effect
on other evaluation citera (for example, ability, potential for quakity
output, potental for quanuty output, potential for absenteeism,
potenual for tardiness, potental for getting along with others]. On
overall raung of the apphcant, no main effect of disability was found,
but there was sigimificant mteractnon between disability. and expert-
ences While the disabled applicant without experience was preferred
to the lﬁexpcnenud nondisabled, when both applicants were expe-
rienced. the nondisabled was preferred. (Another way of describing
the finding 1s that among the disabled, the mexperienced applicant
was somewhat preferred, for the nondisabled, the experienced ap-
plicant was highly preferred.) This result was contrary to'the authors’
expectations that there would be a generally negative reaction to the
disabled but that thus would be counteracted by experience. A related
mteraction that may explain the overall ratings is that on potential
for staying. For the nondisabled, those with experience are seen as
more likely to stay than the mexpcnen(ed for the disabled, the

'lnexpenenced are seen as more likely to stay.

Rose and Brief (1979) compared the effects of two ty pes of disability
(epileptic and amputee) on evaluations of candidates for jobs varying
in degree of public contact and degree of supervisory responsibility.
As in the previous study, the applicant was described as highly

quahfied m the simulated application materials and the disability was

described as under control and not influenang job performance.
Ratings were made on a series of employment-related scales by 211
advanced busmess administi ation students, and 4 judgment was made
about whether the applicant should be hired. The effects of the
disabthty were exarmmed on 11 measures The only negative effect
of disability was a lower salary rating for the amputee than for the
eptlepuc or nondisabled. Positive effects of disability were found
when comparing the epileptic conditon with the control on satisfac-
tory relationstup with chents and customers and working well with
other emplovees. The authors point out that their positive findings
may be hmited-to the case where dients are described as highly
qualified .

[hese findings on judgments of resumes are even less supportive
of a negative stereotyping effect of handicap iformation than the
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studies nvolving verbal descriptions or videotapes. Perhaps the

incorporation n the resume studies of information describing positive

qualities that are directly relevant tv employment leads to adiscounting
f negative stereotypes.

Field Experiments Examining the Effects of Handicap
Information

A few investigations go beyond the simulation of decision making to
observe what behavior uccurs when handicap information is provided
or withheld in a naturalistic environment. In a series of studies, Kleck
has examined the effect of a simulateg disability (amputee in wheel-
chair) on the way others interact both verbally and nonverbally with
the person (Kleck 1975).

In one nvestigation (Kleck et al. 1966) in which the “amputee” was
an interviewer, it was found that there was greater physiological
arousdl (GSR; when interacting with the amputee than when inter-
acung with a nondisabled interviewer, shorter answers were given to
questivns from the amputee than from the nondisabled, and the
person interviewed expressed more frequent conformity to the
mterviewer's presumed beliefs when the latter was an amputee. The
results suggest greater anxiety or tension and less “naturalness” when

- interacting with a disabled person.

In a second study, Kleck (1968) filmed the behavior of the subject
being interviéwed and had him rate the interviewer. Kleck found
more favorable impressions of the disabled interviewer than the
nondisabled, less movement in the presence of the disabled, and less
variation 1 focus of visual attention when being interviewed by the
amputee. As in the earlier study, opinions were distorted in the
direction of that of the amputee. These findings also imply less
freedom or more tension when interacting with the disabled.

In a third study (Kleck 1969), the nondisabled person was asked

" 10 train two other people in Origami (oriental paper folding) after

being traied herself. One of the people she trained was an Vamputee”,
both were confederates of the experimenter. The training sessions
were momtored by a hidden television camera. Kleck measured the
distance between the trainer and her student and found that the
average distance was less with the “normal” than the “disabled”
person. This effect occurred, however, only in the first teaching
session;, not the second. Similarly, a difference i impressions, which
favored the amputee, occurred only after the first and not the second
session. Finally, disabled learners in both sessions were rated as more

-
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interested and motivated in the ledrning task. As in the first two
investigations, verbal statements by |the nondisabled seemed to be
biased nrfﬁ;r\uf the disabled but nohyerbal measures suggesled less
comfort with the disabled. The third study adds the 5uggeslne finding
that some of the differences dimmnish atier a period of time.

A series of studies by Jones (1968) examined the influence of the
presence of a simulated "blind” person on the performance of other
people on a learning task. While there was no observable influence
on the learning task, subjects said their performance was impaired
as a result of interaction with the blind person.

Farina and his associates have conducted a related series of inves-
ugations. Farina and Ring (1965) examined the influence of inter-
action with a presumed mentally ill person on performance on a
couperatve game. Both peuple were naive subjects but none, one, or
both were privately informed that the other was mentally ill. It was
found that percening the coworker as mentally ill enhanced per-
formance. However, when the coworker was perceived as mentally
ill, subjects preferred to work alone, they also tended to blame th
mentally ill partner for madequacies in their joint performance. The
results make clear that discomfort may accompany improved per-
formance under certain conditions.

Although 4 number of studies have manipulated information in
teaching situatiuns, modeled on the well-known and highly. criticized
expectancy study by Rosenthal and ]dCObSOﬂ {1968), the emphasis in
these studies has generally been on measuring outcomes for learners,
and the findings have usually been disappointing (Dusek 1975).
Furthermore, few of these studies have involved the handicapped,
and even fewer have manipulated information about the handicap
(as opposed to information about general potential).

Guskin (1978) summarized the expectancy findings as they relate
to mental retardation. It appears that while real differences in ability
can mfluence the behavior of those who interact with the retarded,
it1s more difficult to demonstrate effects of artificially induced beliefs
about competence level on interaction. One exception to the generally
negative findings on this topic is provided by Farina and colleagues
(1976). College students were asked to participate in an experiment

at a state training school, supposedly to determine what kind of

students worked best with what kind of residents. Students were told
they would meet someone who was either mentally retarded, mentally
I, or normal. The person they actually met was a confederate of the
expertmenter. The interaction was « pair of learning tasks, in the
first of which the student was to administer shocks when the learner

<
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made errors. The major behavioral measures were the magnitude
and the duration of shocks administered. (These were got actually
recenved b).\ne confederates.) It was found that mentally retarded
confederates were administered less intense shocks and of less duration
than either the "mentally 1lI"” or “normal” confederates. There was
also a significant interaction between the confederate and the label.
One of the four confederates was administered longer shocks as the
mentally retarded than in both of the other conditions.

Thus the behavioral findings of this study indicate that the mentally
retarded label can have a differential effect on the performance of
others and that the effect appears to be supportive, at least in this
type of learning situation where less may be expected of the retarded.
The differential effects of the characteristics of particular “retarded”
individuals on others’ reactions is also of interest, since some retarded
individuals may actually elicit more punitive responses as a result of
the label. Overall, then, these interaction experiments suggest highly
varied vutcomes of thinking someone is handicapped, depending on
whether what 15 measured is nonverbal or verbal or task performance
and on the interacuve demands of the sifuation.

Reactions to Interaction with Handicapped Job Applicants

In an extension of their studies of reactions to mentally ill people,
Farina and his assouates have carried out a series of investigations
of wotkers' evaluations of former mental patients following job
interviews. In each study, workers were told that management was
exploring the use of fellow workers to carry out job interviews and
evaluate candidates and was “also interested in the job potential of
former mental patients. Before each interview, the worker was told
that the applicant either was or was not a former mental patient. The
applicant was the same for all interviews in each substudy and varied
from study to study in gender. The type of worker—induding hospital
workers, department store employees, and university physical plant
,employees—yaried from study to study, but all were considered to
fall within the lower socoeconomic dasses. In addijtion to varying the
informauon about hospitalization for mental illness, the interviews
also varied in the behavior displayed by the applicant. For half of the
iterviewers 1 each study, the applicant portrayed calm, relaxed
behavior, for the other half, the applicant portrayed nervous, tense

behavior. In all of the studies, this behavioral difference resulted in

signmificant effects 1y that the more nervous applicant was seen much
less favorably. The findings were much less consistent for the intor-

. . .
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mation about mental lness. Genetrally, male workers rejected former
mental patients and women accepted them, and male former patients
were more rejected than females. Since the earlier slud'yﬁs involved
same-sex applicants and interviewers (Farina et al. 1973), subsequent
imvestigations (Farina and Hagelauer 1975, Farina et. al. 1978)

.examined variations mn both applicant and interviewer sex. It was
found that women accepted both male and female former mental
pauents but that men reacted differently, depending on the apphicant’s
gender, showing very weak biasing eftects for women but dramatically
negauve reactions to male former mental patients.

One ot the limitations of the above series of studies is that these
interviewers were not normally involved 1n making personnel deci-
Neons In another study (Farina and Felner 1973), a confederate of
the experimenters obtained 32 job interviews in manufacturing firms,
indicating i halt of these that he had been in meqtal hospital for
the previous mne months and in the othex half that he had been
travehng for the same period of tme. Thet;\-rleniews,were surrep-
- titivusly recorded and subsequently analyzed for probability of getting
a job and mterviewer friendliness. The actual number of jobs offered
either immediately or subsequently by telephone was two for the
former patient condiion and four for the control condition. Ob-
viously, the numbers are toe small to demonstrate significant effects.
However, qn-the rated probability of getting a job and friendliness
of inler»iew&r, the former mental patient was rated significantly lower
than the control.

_. Juhmson and Heal (1976) had an applicant approach 50 employment
agencies looking for a Job as a receptionist-typist. She appeared for
half of the interviews in a wheelchair. She was offered fewer future
job interviews when handicapped and was generally discouraged by
the interviewers.

Unlike the previous studies, each ofewhich had a single person as
the applicant in all job interviews, Brand and Claiborn (1976) had
six tramned college students apply for a total of 36 advertised retail
sales jobs, presenting themselves as (f/fmer convicts, former mental
patients, or former. tuberculosis patients. Although the presented
work history was marginal, approximately two thirds of the applicants
were offered posittons regardless of the stigmatizing conditions. No
significant differences appeared’ among the three conditions. The
authors attributed the findings to the verbal and social skills of the
applicants in the interview situation,

I'aking together the three studies of actual job interviews and
studies of worker nterviews of former.mental palents, it appears

) .
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- that handicap information may bias some kinds of interviewers against
certain types of applicants, but that this negative effect is by no means

inevitable.
/

SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION OF EMPIRICAL STUDIES

What can we make of the diverse set of findings reported and their
inconsistency with the commonly described bias against handicapped
people? First, the studies indicate that when people know only the
handicap, they react negatively to it, and the strength of the reaction
varies greatly by the nature and severity of the handicap.

Second, information about handicap may influence judgments of
a hypotheucal person presented in verbal sketches or of an observed
individual presented on videotape. Although negative effects have
been demonstrated, they are highly dependent on the particular
teatures of the person that are not related to the handicap. in many

. nstances no differences are found, apd occasionally positive effects
of hundicap labels are obtained. Inathe special case in which the
informatign was presented as a set of application materials for a job,
three studies found either a slight positive effect or mixed positive
and negauve effects, depending on the applicant’s experience, the
specific disability, and the particular judgment being made.

- Finally, where nvestigators have examined what happens in situ-
ations i which other people interact with the handicapped individual,
interpersonal behavior appears to be influenced by the hapdicap,
showing that the other person is uncomfortable and attributes the
discomfort to the handicapped person. Behaviors, however, may be
protective rather than negative. In those investigations in which the
interaction mvolves a handicapped job applicant, findings are mixed,
depending on the sex of the applicant and the interviewer as well as
other unspecified factors. *

Can we say any more than “it depends—that handicapping infor-
mation may or may not influence decisions but that we cannot.predict
its effect n any specific situation because there are too many other
variables that may influence the effect?” Why are these findings not
fully supportive of reports of widespread difhculty experienced by
handicapped people in obtaining jobs (e.g., Nagi et al. 1972):

One clue comes from Farina's series of studies in which the job
apphicant's nervousness was manipulated for half of the candidates
who were controls and half of those who were supposedly former
mental paticnts. Nervousness consistently resulted in rejection, al-
though thé label had mixed ettects. Apparently, when applicants

\ . . . . . . .
demonstrate confidence and social skills in the interview, this often .
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overcomes any resistance that might be established by the haidicap.
Similarly, in the studies by. Gottlieb (1974, 1975a,b), and Yoshida and
Meyers (1975), competence was recognized and the label “mentally
retarded” was ignor&. It may be that handicapped applicants are
less likely to present themselves in a way that establishes their
competence, in other words, more like the nervous candidate in
Farina’s studies. Another study by Farina and his associates (1971)
demonstrates that mental pauenls were more likely to be tense and
perform poorly in ‘a situation in which they thought the other person
. knew they were mentally 4ll. It may be that a lack of confidence and
competence i job interviews is also common among nonhandicapped
_individuals with a recent history of unemployment.

Another possible explanation is that most of the handicapped
people seeking jobs are men, and most employment interviewers are
men—conditions that Farina’s studies suggest are least favorable for
handicapped people. In addition, many of the less severely handi-
capped people may not have observable handicaps and may choose
to “pass” as nonhandlcapped thereby depressing the “success rate”
for research purposes and also giving employers no reason to change
their perceptions of handicapped people.

How relevant are these findings to formal decision making, where
the candidate is not met and the applicant is judged. largely on the
basis of objective data, such as test scores? First, most of the experi-

- mental studies do not involve interaction with the candidate but
require judges to rate or make decisions on the basis of verbal
descriptions or resumes, and, therefore, seem relevant. Second,
raungs based on nterviews may have the same status before the law
as do test scotes (Arvey, 1979a,b),and their appropriateness may be
challenged if they result in disproportionate rejection of applicants
who are handicapped, and if they cannot be demonstrated to be
olheé;iise valid.

It should be noted that very little, if any, biad was found in the
studies that used resumes. The characterization of the applicant in
the materials was positive in each study, and in none of the studies
did the decision maker assume that the judgment would lead to actual
employment or rejection of an applicant. This may limit the applic-
ability of the findings to the “real world” of formal decision making.

" CONCLUSIONS

1. Knowledge that someone is handicapped, in the absence of
other exposure to or information abgut the person, is likely to lead
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to less positive evaluations than if the person did not have a handi’
capping condition. :

2. “Thesé evaluations will vary with the severity and nature of the
handicap.

3. When other information is known about a person, knowledge

of a handicap will have less impact than when other information is

abseht. .

1. Depending on the ‘nature of both the other information and |

the handicapping knowledge, the effects of the latter may be nil,
small or large, positive or negative.

a. Where the other information is positive and inconsistent with
a stereotype (e.g., a blind high school serior in-the upper half of his
regular, high school class), the handicap will not result in a more
negative evaluation and may, by its contrast with the stereotype, lead
to a more positive evaluation than for a nonhandicapped person with
the same “other” characteristics.

b. Where the other information is ambiguous or somewhat
negative, the handicap information may either accentuate the negative
evaluations or decrease them (e.g., a below-average SAT score may
be seen as accountable by the spedial difficulty faced by a blind
student taking an oral or braille version of the-test).

5. Empirical data on these, effects (in_#4) are limited both in
number and in representativeness of natural conditions. Most relevant
studies are simulations using wllege students and paper-and-pencil
measures.

6. Eormal deusions invsreal life” are more heavily constrained by
other factors, such as the proportion of all applicants who can be (or
must be) hired and formal dedision rules about minimal academic
records and requirements and minimal test scores.

. Deasions about handicapped people are, also influenced by the
desue to be fair, to be consistent with reguldtlons and to appear just
and equitable.

8. Although the av onddnccofnegame bias is, 0f course, the primary
concern,. pusitive discrimination in admissions or empl pyment may
have even more serious negative consequences for fundicapped
people if the)Q are placed mn a situation in Wthh they \ire likely to
fail. R . .

.
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_Testing of Handicapped People: b
Summary Proceedings of an Open Meeting, *
.. March 14-15, 1980 > -

Y [

d ‘ v

The-Panel on 1esting of Handicapped People held an open meetin
as part of 1ts study of current practices Q the testing and assessmeﬁgt
of people with various handisapping conditions, the nature of the
selection process as encountered by handicapped individuals who
seek employment or educational opportunities, and the extent to
which handicapped-people are participating in our schools and work
force. The panel conducted the meeting to provide interested groups
and individuals the opportunity to present their views and supply

_pertinent data. The meetng was held on*March ]4-15, 1980, at the
National Academy of Sciences. /

*  Partiapants were asked to submit written testimony prior to the.

. meeting and were urged to share with the panel copies of any studies
on the assessment and selection of people with various handicaps,
the participation of hdhdi(/dpped people in ediication and, émploy-
ment, and alternatives to' conventional testing that are especially
sutable for handicapped people. A list of people ané organizations )
ivited to contribute to the meeting is attached; those who spoke at
the meeting or submitted material are so designated.

1S ’ L L

TEST DEVELOPERS . . )

»

Several test developers, buth profit-making and nonprofit organiza-
tions, presented naterial to the panel. The U.S. Office of Personnel
Management (OPM]J also presented information on test desvelopment,

186 .

i
’ -~




-
. £l
' i

Appendix B'- . : - : 187

but since’their procedures have unique characterstics. they will be
discussed sepaf'a(eh The major (es(_de\elqpers are best known for
thetr tests used for educational selection and_ placement, however,
two of the three organizations dlsu develop tests for employment’

‘ selection as well as certification and licerdure.

<. . The American College Tesung Program (ACT) reports that 1n

each of several recent vears 11,000 of treir l'.()k()(),()()() test-takers say
thev will require some -accommodation (presumably - because of a .
handicapping condition) on the tollege cgmpus, but only 1,000 take
the AUT in modified form. The E‘tmammal Testing Service (ETS)
reports that in 1978-79 about 2,500 of _their 1,000,000 test takers
took the’ Scholasuc Aptitude Test (SAX] in modified form. ETS hag *
no record of those handicapped examinees who take the SAT undx
standardXonditions. While the Psychological Corporation publishes

“tests used in educational, medical, and employment settings, their
test of major interest to the panel is the Miller Analogies Test, which' -
1s used along with other information-to make decdisions regarding
admissions to graduate schools, The Psychological Corpordtion has "
no availabje daga on the numbers of handicapped people who take,:
that test In their score reports to test users, all tHree test developers,
note those scores thatresulted tom a wonstandard administration
af a test. ' W RN *

The majar ;g(im) of test developers in accomnodating the neéds -
of handicappéd examinees is modifying the test admindstraton pro-
cedures, with'some aftenion beigg given to culling out (or modifying)

', testitems that are inappropriate for a given handicapping condition.
Modifications Iof tesung procedures clude extended time hmiits,
printung of the test in large type or hraille, recording of the test on
cassettes, pripting of large answer sheets, and provision for tht use
of a reader or an amanuensis., Some tests administered to the deaf
may have reduced emphasis on verhal abulity. Not all ajtered formats=
or procedures are available for all testing programs. The selegtion of
which to make available appears to depend on the judged appropri-
ateness of the ,modifications for the particular test and predicted
activity as Wwell as on economic considerations. Good adaptations
require kéen awareness of ramifications of a variety of handicapping
conditions as well as considerable sophisucation in test development.

Only one of the three privdte test developers who testified had at,
that time conddcted validation studies for handicapped examinees
« alone. ACT has studied the performance of handicapped students
who took the ACT on a national test date, thit is, who took the, test
without modification. (Since that time ET S has also undertaken stuthies

-
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of the predictive vahdity of the SAF for some handicappéd students?
ACT found the test predicted first-year college grades as well for
those handicapped examinees as for the nonhandieapped; however,
this study leaves unanswered the question of how wellt various
modifications of a test predict later performance. Test developers say
they have condutted no such studies because of the small numbers
of students with the same handicap entering the same institution i
the same year. ACT reports that only 13 colleges requiring the ACT
had enrolled 75 or mofe handicapped students*in a recent thres
year period. ETS has suggested a stfategy that may allow for the
pooling of students in different schpols for the purpose of conducting,
predicive validity studies. EXS has also suggested that studies of
construct validity might be possible where studies of predittive validity
are precluded by small sample sizes. There Have been no studies to
estimate the magnitude of score differences expected as a result of
ditferent test administration procedures. *

~ <.

‘.

.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

.

The Office of Personnel Management (OPM) reported on the changes
in test admmnistration methods and test tontent to accommodate
handicapped people in the Professional and Administrauve Career
Examination (PACE). OPM offers considerable flexibility in test
admmistration methods to handicapped examinees. Time limits have
been set empirically for each test part and each type of modification.
OPM has done extensive work in changing the content of a test to
measure the intended abilities. Their wark falls into four categories:
(17 deleung single items and substituting more appropriate items to
measure,the same ability, (2) modifying items to better measure the
ntended ability, (3) deleting all items of one type and substituting
another item type to meagure the ability, and (4) deleting all items to
testagn ability and therefa:}'g not measuring that ability. -

In modrfyi;lg its tests OPM uses experts who are knowledgeable
about specific handicaps, as do other test developers. OPM akso’
compiles and uses considerable information on the psychometric
¢haractenistics of its items and tests. Tests for handicapped competitors
are statistically“equated” with those for nonhandicapped competitors;

‘that 15, they are made to;have approximately the same mean, standard

deviation, and distribution of scores. OPM uses measures of construct
validity rather than predictive validity, thereby being able to estimate
the ¥ahdity of a test as modified in a particular way. Scores obtained
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by handicapped people are not flagged but are' used in the same
manner as those of nonhandicapped competitors.

Representatives from the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped
(BEH) outhned its role in admimstering P.L. 94-142, the Education
for All Handicapped Children Act, with particular emphasis on
aspects relating to assessment of handicapped children. BEH
funded sgveral research projects on testing of.handicapped people
and 1s concerned with issues such as the following How can existing
tests be modified for appropriate use with the handicapped? What
interpretauons of results-of modified tests are warranted? How can
handicapped people be treated fairly in minimum competency testing
programs, especially when grddudlmn from higlt school is made
contingent on Passing the tests? In the fall of 1980 BEH will collect
data o the gxtent to which handicapped children experience testing
in the schools. The panel expressed interest in seeing a report of
those data . .

Representatives from the Veterans Administration (VA) focused
on the positive aspects of psychological testing, stating that tests offer

. acompassionadte, objective, and prease means of evaluating people’s
. performance. lhe VA provides’vocational counseling to its clients to
assist them in achieving independence and efficiency. Representatives
of the VA noted that norms based solely on hdndicapped examinees
may not be appropriate when hdnd}g,.ipped people are competing
with nonhandicapped. Tests®were not seen as barriers to appropriate
job placement, although it was noted that this belief was based on
experience rather than data. It was stressed, however, that tests can
be dangerous unless used appropniately by personnel who are well- -
trained with respccl to both testing and dealing with handicapped
people.

The 3pokesperson from the National Instigte on Hdndlcdpped
Research (NTHR) described the new organization, its probable future
activities, and those of its predecessors, especially the Rehabilitation
Services Administration (RSA). Since the c,jrly 1960s RSA has funded
research relating to the development of tests but not the \dllddll()n "
or use of tests. NIHR is interested in statistical data on JuxndICdpped
people and will be responsible for cullecung the information in a
central location. - .

~ .
. . . . —

EDUCATORS - - .

/ - . o .
Several educators, o1 people from organizationg representing edu-
cators or educationdl institutions, testified in thfe open meeting ’I‘l\e

, - 198 -
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National Educauon Assodiation (NEA) expressed its concern about
implementation of the Education for All Handicapped Children Act
(P.L. 94-142), an act the NEA endorses. The NEA is principally
concérneéd with the use of tests in furmulating students’ individualized
educational programs (IEP). They believe that teachers and others

: shpuld be adequately trained to admimster and interpret tests in
- order to formulate satisfactorily a student’s IEP. The NEA opposes

the use of equivalency examinations n heu of tradiuonal criteria for

awardihg a high school diploma. The NEA believes that handicapped

- students should not'be denied the nghl to take tests and that reduced

standards of educational achievement should not be applied to

handicdpped students. However, the NEA seriously questions the
value of using standardized tests at all.

A spokesperson from the American Association” of Collegiate
Reglstrars and Admissions Officers (AACRAOQ) described the diffi-
¥ culties in trying to deal fairly with hdndlcapped people who apply

for admission to college. It was reported that it is common, but not
universal, practice to note when low scores are associated with a
nonstandard administration of a college entrance test so that special
consideration can be given the handicapped applicant. There is said
to be considerable confusion among admissions officers, however,
over the meaning of scores resulting from nonstandard test admin-
. istrations. It.1s also possible that an admissions officer will fail 0 .
notice that a particular score has been flagged. In a survey by
AACRAO of 60 public and Private four-year schools in 11 states, no
school reported changing its admissions poliaes because of the
implementation of the Section 504 regulations. AACRAQO recom-
mends continuing to collect andgnalyze data to judge the validity of
the tests as given to handicapped people It was reported that schools
do not usually reject students solely because of low test scores.
A_representative from the Center for Unique Learners, which
offers assessment services to multiply handicapped students at Gal-
laudet College, spoke to the panel. She stressed that one of lhf: main s
problems 1s in the human interaction in the testing situation. that it
1s important to distinguish between an examinee’s failure tos under-
stand a question and his or her failure to know the answer, and that
- 1t 15 also 1nportant for a test administrator to be supportive, to give
a handicapped examinee a sense of accomplishment. ‘

The Assoaation on Handicapped Student Service Programs in
Post-Secondary Education submitted written testimony to the panel.
Briefly, the association endorses the use of data such as grades and

A FuiText provided by Eric .
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extracurriculas dactivities to ,suppleme test results as well as research

to increase the, accuracy of assessment of handicapped people.
P 5 .

EMPLOYERS ‘ -

Human Resources Center vf Albertson, New York, submuitted a
written statement to the panel. The statement outlined some of the
testing problems faced in the rehabilitation of people with disabilities.
Flexibility in testing, the use of local norms, and a close link with the
local business community were stressed as important to the success
of the rehabilitation system.

The Metropolitan New York Chapter of the National Rehabilitation
Association 1ssued a brief written statement outlining its concerns
with discriminatory testing procedures.

A representative of the Animal Husbandry Division, Department
of Amimal Mediane, Uniformed Services University of the Health
Scdiences spoke at the meqmg He outlined concerns reldung to
appropriate trainipg and testing of hearmg impaired personnel. He
recounted that the deaf people n his trairiing program were trained
and tested fairly only when a’sign interpreter was provided.

Representatives from the New York State Office of Vocational
" Rehabilitation (OVR) were present at the meeting. They'stressed the

need for psychologists involved in the tésting of handicapped people

to shed their biases and pré&onceived notions about what handicapped
people can do and to become familiar with rehabilitation practices
for moditying jobs or training handicapped people to perform certain
jobs. The main problem is percei»ed to be the improper use of tests,
stemming from nadequate training of those who administer tests,
not the tests per se. The New York QVR fias anecdotal, but not
systematic, evidence to support this view. They believe that the
curtent safeguards agdinst discriminatory testing of handicapped
people are inadequate 1 part because handicapped people may not
be gware of their nghts and the sanctions available to them and
because employers may not know%xactly what constitutes compliance

with the federal regulations. .

An unscheduled speaker represented Youthwork, Inc, a firm
under contract with the U.S. Department of Labor doing CETA
(Comprehensive Employment and Irammg Act) demonstration proj-
ects with €économically (llsacl\anmged mmorlt), and hdndlcdpped
young people. Youthwork, Inc., is interested in ledrnmg hosv to
modify tests dpproprmtel) for handicapped people and is willing to

-
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share with the panel information it has on the experiences of
handicapped youth in its programs.

GROUPS REPRESENTING HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

The statement of the American Foundation for the Bhnd discussed
problems associated with testing visually impaired people, such as
deciding ‘which norm groups to use for comparative purposes,
determining the extent to which a low score is attributable to fmpaired
visual functioningrather than lack of abitity, the effect of the amount
of vision on the testing process, and the advisability of using certain
test modifications and aids. It was noted that blind people are divided
in their attitudes toward special tests and separate norms.

Testimony from the National Federation of the Blind cited nu-
merous examples of discrimiration against blind people, some in-
volving the use of tests. The representative stressed that blind people
want to be treated equally, that is, the same as nonhandicapped
people. They seek equality of opportunity and view testing as a right
that should not be denied blind people. For example, they want the
right to take the LSAT to compete for admission to law school.
Furthermore, many think the flagging of a score as resulting from a
nonstandard admunistration is prejudicial and confusing to those who
try to interpret the test score. They want tests that are the same as
those for sighted people and that can be inlerpreled'in the same way.
The National Federation of the Blind offers its help to those who
work with the blind and try to understand their special sifuations,
including those who construct or modify tests for the blind.

The spokesperson for the National Association of the Deaf con-
tended that no test currently in use is valid for the deaf and that tests
should be given in the examinee’s language, which for many deaf
people 1s American Sign Language. Pending the development of tests
that are fair and valid for deaf individuals, they should not be tested.
Deaf people should be involved in future test de\elopmenl and
modification. Cases of discrimination against deaf people in publlc
and private employment were described.

The Alexander Graham Bell Association of the Deaf advocates
aurdl-oral communication of deaf people to facilitate theiw partici-
pation in soctety. It was noted that.audiometric tests are often used
to place hearing-impaired children in educational programs and that
the decfsion to keep a hearing-impaired child out of the regular
classroom may work to his or her disadvantage. Audiometric tests
are necessary for hearing-impaired students, but they should be

v
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supplemeiited with other st Since hea mg-impdlfcd children learn
language at a chfferent rate fr anng children, tests involving
their linguisuc ability will not show the same stability as those: of
heaning children. Tests are viewed as providing usetul information,
and the notation of a nonstandard administraton as necgssary and
desirable. ' .

Representatyyes from the United C crebml Palsy Association (L(,P%) )

testified that their organization supports the notion that tests should,

be modified s0 as-10 assess a person’s abihties rather than his or her
sensory or motor mparment. The UCPA further advocates the 4se
of other information, such as developmental history, observation,
and nonstandardized tests, to supplement test results' in making
deusions about mdwviduals. The UCPA recommends that a profes-
stonal or consumer who 1s knowledgeable about necessary accom-
modations be consulted when a person, with cerebral palsy is tested.
I'hev 1ecommend.the use of item analvses to investigate the reddons
for low scores of handlcdpped people. The UCPA representatives
see educational mdms(redmmg as a positive g(ml They suggest that
handicapped peoplereceive traming in test-taking skills and strategies.

The representatives from the Assoctation for Children with Learn-
ing Disabilities (ACLD) highlighted some of the areas of disabshity to

be considered in testing learning-disabled children. Learning disability -

15 defined as « discrepancy between mental ability and one or more)
of the following areaf of behavior. auditory receptive langlage,
«tuditory expressive language, reading, written ldngtmge mathemat-
15, nonverbal skills, perceptudl-motor functions, attention, social
percepuon, logical thinking, problem solving, and others. The defy-
nition ts apphied independent of achievement level, that is, a generally
intelligent person may have a learning disability i a spedific area. It
I IMportant to use a test of mental abihity that yields scores tor verbal
and nonverbal fudttoning. A u;mpleh(nsne test battery should tap
many of the functons Iisted above m order to pinpoint the problem

ared. ‘Test modifications need to be determined on an individual

basis. ACLD estimates that at least 3 or 4 percent of the school
population has a learning disability, but others estimate that figure
fo-be as highvg 17 percent. .

. —

.
.

PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS ANIS RESEARCHERS®

Two ;,ruups withm the \menc(m Psychological Association (APA)
were represented at the meeting. the Division of Industrial and
Organizational Psychology (Division 14) and the Task -Force on

) . . . -
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Psychology and the Handicapped of the Board on'So,Lial and Ethical
Responsibility. .o,

The representative of the task force outlined issues of conqerp to
psiychologists, pdrllcularl) the establishment and use of appropriate
normsand the limited information on the validity of tests administered
to handicapped people. The APA supported P.L. 94- 142 but is
concerned about proper implementation of the act, in parllcular the
appropriate use of tests with handicapped childrén. It was noted that
most textbooks un testing say little if anythipg about testing handi-
capped people and that textbooks on the disabled rarely say much
about testing. The APA ¥nhcourageés the panel to help in its efforts to
ensure ddequdle lrammg of peopJ€ who test handicapped individuals.
The task force encourdges the use of behavioral assessments, such-as
the work sdmpleé, in place of the usual standardized tests, even though
déveloping an%usxng them can be very expefisive.

In 1975 the Divisio Industriad and Organizational Péychology
_ puplished principles fof the validation and use of persopnel selection
procedures, but concerns regarding handlcapped people were not
specifically mentioned. That publication is currently being revised
and will be shared with the panel when it has cleared review. Employers
must deal );'/ﬁh complicated and perhaps conflicting federal require-
ments with regard to recruitment and selection, including the regu-
lations regarding handicapped people. Industrial psychologists have
serious doubts as to whether compliance with the refulations con-
‘cerning testing of the handicapped is possible. In response to a
question, the representative speculated that courts’ may accept evi-
dence of validity (such as content validity) other than predictive or
crterion;related vahdity if the study, espedially the job analysxs is
well done. He predicted that in the future more tests will he used in
employment selection and that they will be better than those currently
used.- - .

The representative from the American Assodiation for the Ad-
vancement of Saence (AAAS) described the work of the AAAS with
handicapped scientists over the last five and a half years. T he'AAAS
has studied the barriers faced by scientists in their education and
careers. The American Council on Education (ACE), has initiated
project HEATH (Higher Education and the Handicapped) to give
technical ‘assistance to 3,000 colleges and universities régarding
comphance with the Section 504 regulauons The representativé sees
lesung ds 4 major source of discrimination against handicapped

people but beliewes that nondlscnmmdlor) tests should be made

available to handicapped pu)plc who may want to demonstrate their
abilities ‘via test results.
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" The AAAS representative said that the executive directot of ghe

- American Assouaation of CullegldlARegislrdrs amd Admissions Of-

ficers had reported informally that a study by that orgapization’

showed that admissions_ufficers pay, little attention to the test scores -
l{e‘ score 1s high b consider other

indicators of performance. If that 1s true, the, AAAS representatne

" .argued, then admissions procedures would hot be altered substantially

if admussions tests were waned for handicapped applicants but could
be improved 1f nondiscriminatory tests were available.

A representatine from the Deafness Research and Trdingn'g Center |
e

at New York University testified  about problems in asse¥sing deaf
people. Two Factors that must be considered in the assessment of
deaf people are degree of impairment dnd age of onset, hoth’ of
which affect linguistic competence and general experience. Problems
it the administration and interpretation of tests may or may not be
obvious or severe.'Recent studies have shown that deaf children tend
to distribute themnselves normally on performance on intdlligence
tests and that the predictive val#® of the scores is the same as fo&
hearing children. , . .
In response to a queslron? the spokesperson reported that the
Deafness Research and Training Center's experience with work

“samples has been promising. Researchers videotaped and signed

instructions for certain’work sample mstruments and administered
them to deaf examinees. Preliminary data suggest the work damples
are good prédictors of performgnce on the job. N

The representative summarized research results showing that deaf
secondany school students go toTallege about one-fifth as often as
hearing students He also cited a study at.a collegectpr the déaf that
.showed that, of the nstruments examined, the best predictor of
college grades for deaf students was a particular verbal test. He
believes, based on research and experience, that employment discrim-
ination against handicapped people lies in-the job descriptionrather

than in the tests. . L . . .
" +
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**  LIST OF INVITEES TO OPEN MEETING OF PANEL ON TESTING
OF HANDICAPPED PEOPLE

NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES )
‘MARCH 14-15, 1980 ,

[y

NOTE. The organizations marked with an astenisk (*) entbler tesufied at the hearings
. or submitted documents )

S - ‘ . ' sha
.

*Alexander Graham Bel.l _Association for the Deaf

i . *Amerlcan Association for the Advancement of Science, B
*Amerlcan Agsociation of Collegiate Reglstrars and Admissions
Officers =4
- American Association of Umversnty Afﬁlldted Programs for the
~ . " . Developmentally Disabled ,
- American Association of Workers for the Blmd N
American Association on Memalfl)eﬁaency ‘ .
. American Automoblfe Association 7 -
American Cealition of Citizens with DlSab,;lmes, Inc.
American. College Pérsonnel Association.© = - o
_ *American College Testing Program i
O American Council of the Blind - .
American Dengal Association
Division of Educational Measurement . ‘

American Educauonal Research Assoc1auQn
AFL-CIO " * .
Industrial Union Department
*American Foundation for the.Blind
American Medical Association, Education and Research Foundation
: * v American Personnel and Guidance Association
American Printing House for the Blind
American Professional Society of the Deaf e
American Psychologncal Association b .
Bgard on Social and Ethical Responsibility Division on Exaluation
and Measurement o
* Division of Industrial and Orgarizational Psychology
Division of Rehabilitation Psychology -~
* TWk Force on Psychology and the Hdndlcapped
American Rehabilitation Committee
American School Counselors Association
Arthritis Foundation ¢ - N .
| Association for Children with Learmng Disabilities
| ‘Assocnauon for Education of Visually Handicapped
‘Assoclauon for Students with Handicaps .

t

-
N .
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Association of American Law Schools ‘ s
. Association of American Medical ‘Colleges *
Blinded Veterans Association
*Bureau of Education for the Handlcapped U.S. Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare
California Association for the Handicapped
CTB/McGraw-Hill
Center for Independent Living, Berkely, CA
*Center for Unique Learners
Children’s Defense Fund
Citicorp
*The College Board : . - g
Council for Excepuonal Children o :
Council of State Administrators of Vocational Rehabilitation
Deaf Commumty Analysts
Department of Rehabilitation, Sacramento, CA N
Disability Rights Center
Disabled in Action
Disabled American Veterans .
Educational Rehabilitation Services, Wayne State University
*Educational Testing Service
Fight for Sight .
Foundation for the Handicapped ;
*Gallaudet College
Goodwill Industries of America
*Human Resources Center and Abilities, Inc.
Institute on Attitudinal, Legal and Leisure Barriers
International Center for ‘the Disabled
Jewish Braille Institute
Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr. Foundation -
Lions Eye Bank and Research Foundation
Mainstream, Inc. R
Manufacturer’s Hanover Trust
@ Mental Health Association, National Heéedquarters
Muscular Dystrophy Association, Inc. )
Nationdl Association for Visually Handicapped
National Association for Retarded Citizens
#* xNational Association of the Deaf
National Association of the Deaf-Blind of America .,
National Association of the Physically Handicapped
National Braille Association
National Center for Deaf-Blind Youths and Adults
National Center for Law and the Deaf

s
Ll

L

»

-




198 - Appendix B

-

National Center for Law and the Handicapped

National Council on Measurement in Education

National Easter Seal Society for Crippled Children and Adults
*National Education Association
*National Federation of the Blind

National Foundation—March of Dimes

National Industries for the Blind*
*National Institute of Handicapped Research®
National Institdte of Neurological and Communicative Disorders
and Stroke
" National Multiple Sclerosis Society
National Paraplegia Foundation
National Rehabilitation Association
National Society for Medical Researc
Natlonalﬂsomety for the Prevention of Blindness
*New York State Office of Vocational Rehabilitation i
. *New York University Deafness Research and Training Center
Office of Handicapped Individuals, Office of Assistant Secrgtary
for Human Development, US. Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare ' i
*Office of Personnel Management
The Orton Society, Inc.
People-to-People Health Foundation -
Perkins School for the Blind
President’s Committee on Employment of the Handlcapped
President’s Committee on Mental Retardation
*The Psychological Corporation
Public Interest Law Cénter of Philadelphia,
Rehabilitation Commission, Boston, MA .
Rehabilitation Services Administration, U.S. Departmemt of
Health, Education, and Welfare ~ .
Research to Prevent Blindness, Inc.
. Harold Russell Associates’
Science Research Associates
Spina Bifida Association of America
*Uniformed Services University of the Health Sciences
*United Cerebral Palsy Association
*Veterans Administration . .
Stout Vocational Rehabilitation Institute, Menomonie, W1
Texas Institute of Rehabilitation
Vocational Rehabilitation S€rvices, Lansing, MI
West Virginia Resedrch and Training Cen(,er
Xavier Society for the Blind
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NANCY M. ROBINSON is Associate Professor of Psychiatry and Behavioral
Sciences-and Adjunct Associate Professor of Psychology and Péediat-
rics, Head, Psychology/Education, Clinical Training Unit, Child De-
velopment and Mental Retardation Center, and Director, Child
a Development Research Group, University of Washington, Seattle.
Her work has focused primarily on mentally retarded and gifted
children, with particular attention to educational interventions, clinical
treatment, and cross-cultural perspectives. She is a fellow of the
American Psychological Association and edits the American’ Journal of
Mental Deficiency. She received her BA, MA, and PhD in psychology - 'Y
from Stanford University. '

" MARGARET E. BACKMAN i currently a psychologist‘ﬁ] private practice
in New York City. Previously she was the Director of Program
Development Services at The College Board, and prior to that,
Director of Vocational and Social Science Research at the ICD
Rehabilitation and Research Center. Her work has focused on research
and test development in education and rehabilitation, specifically
vocational evaluation of handicapped people. She received her PhD 4.
in psychology from Columbia University, where she specialized in
measurement and evaluation, and has pursued postdoctoral studies
in clinical psychology at New York University. Her MA from Teachers
College Columbia University, and her AB from Barnard College are
both in psychology.
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EMERSON FOULKE is Professor of Psychology, Associate in Education,
and Director of thé Perceptual Alternatives Laboratory at the Uni-
versity of Louisville, Kentucky. His work includes research on the
development and evaluation of methods of presenting information
in aural and haptic form to blind people, the development of methods
to aid blind people in scanning aural recordings, the improvement
of methods for constructing tangible displays, research on the per-
ceptual and cugnitive processes on which the mobility of blind persons
depends, plus other research on sensory and perceptual processes.
He received his BA from the University of Arkansas and his PhD
from Washington University, St. Louis, Missouri, both in psychology.

JosepH s. HIMES is Excellence Fund Professor Emeritus of Sociology
at the University of North Carelina at Gréensboro. He is founder
and first president of the North Carolina Sociological Association,
Yormer president of the Southern Sociological Association, and mem-
ber of the American and of the International Sociological Associations.
His research has focused on racial and ethnic relations, political
sociology, and the family. He received his AB and AM from Oberlin
College and PhD from Ohio State University, all in sociology and
.

economics. ;o
\’: t‘ .

* IRA J. HIRsH is Professor of Psychology at Washington University, and

Director of Research at the Central Institute forfthe Deaf, St. Louis,
Missour:. His research has focused on psychoacoustics, perception of
complex auditory patterns, including speech, music, and other time-
varying signals, and applications to audiology and to the education
of the deaf. He is-a member of the National Academy of Sciences, a
fellow and former president of the Acoustical Society of America.
He received his AB from the New York State College for Teachers
(Albany), his AM in speech pathology from Northwestern University,
and his MA and PhD in experimental psychology from Harvard
University. - .

WILLIAM G. JOHNSON is Professor of Economics, The Maxwell School,
Syracuse University and Senior Research Associate of the Health
Studies Program, The Maxwell School and the Upstate Medical
Center (S.U.N.Y.). He is also Professor of Administrative Medicine,
Upstate Medical Center. His research has centered on the relationship
between health and productive activities, analysis of public programs
and poliues relating to health and welfare, and the economics of
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occupallonal health and safety. He received his BS from the University
of Pennsylvania, his MA from Temple Unnersity, and his PhD from”
Rutgers University, all in economics.

NADINE M. LAMBERT is Professor of Education at the University of
California, Berkeley. Her work has centered on school mental health,
educational measurement, special education, nonintellectual attri-
butes associated with learning, adaptive behavior in public school
children, dnd hy peractivity in children. She is a fellow of the American
Psychological Association and the ‘\menca\Oghopsychlamc Asso-
tiation. She received her PhD in psychology from. the University of
Southern California, her MA in education from Los Angeles State
College, and her AB in psychology from the Unnersnly f California
« .. atlos Angeles.. « .- vo o o Lo R N e

™ of Education, University of Minnesota. He has worked principally in
educational and psychological measurement and evaluation. He 1% a
fellow of the American Psychological Association and a. former
, president of the National Council on Measurement in Education. He
received his EAD and MS in educatioral psycholog) and his BS in
mathematics education from fhe University of Illinois.

JACK . MERwIN is Professor of Educational Psychology in the Q}l:’zge

STEPHEN J. POLLAK is a partner in the firm of Shea and Gardner,
Attorneys at Law, Washington, D.C. He served as Assistant At(0riey
General in charge of the Civil Rights Division of the U.S. Depar{:‘:%nt
of Justice under President Johnson. He has been president of ¥e
District of Columbia Bar and co-chairman of the Lawyers’ Committee
for Cixil Rights Under Law. He has participated as counsel in major
lawsuits dealing with the use of standardized tests in selection of
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Testing and also senior research associate with the Panel on Testing
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