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. , . .
\§ . paper does not represent a policy statement ?ither for Educational
\ e ” , - r . N

'I'es:*.ing ‘Service or for any of the organizations which sponsor the gestiﬁg

.

\ . * . . ¢
programs that are discugsed.
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INTRODUCTION

.r!

This paper reviews the initial impact of the LaValle Test Disclosure

o " Act on 3ix testing programs administered by Educatioral Testing Service
- N ’ . P : LY
. for various sponsoring organizations. Table ! 1lists the testing programs,
. N . . \ " \
. sponsors, and program purposes.
te, The tests that are discussed include two that are taken by high . '
t * [ . |
. v school students: . ) .\" |
» 2 . . - . ,f
' ’ Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test/National Mérit Scholarship - ;
Qualifying Test. (PSAT/NMSQT) : A g e

* - . = ’ ’l
) Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) P .o " . / .
4 " . - " f

There is ope test that nay be taken either by higl3 school or co é’ge_

level students applying for admission to post-secondary educatigr’in the

e,

U.S. ' .
] .

Graduate Management Adm{ssion ,Téh (GMAT)

Graduate Record Ex’aminati na/ "$t1cude Test (GRE)

_ Law Schook Adm:l.ssion/’fu//l-SA’l‘) C ’ . .
* i ) L / v » ' o e ~ -
] ) ~ / ¥ ‘ 5 o




Affected by ﬁéw.York State Test Disclosure Law -

-

t /k/ ’ (LaValle Act) . -
. r‘.“*
r{' ' 3 " i
g‘f,; Exaninations Program Sponsors ' N Purposes of Examinagions
A
éﬁéj l. Graduate Managemént ®  Graduate Management Scrvas‘gole in adnission to

2.

be

L

6.

Admission Test (GMAT) Adnission Council'

(
Graduate Record Pxamina- Graduate Record

tion Aptitude Test (CRE) Exaninations Board

d .
[ \\ .
Law School Admission Test Law SaS;:l Adnission
(LSAT) \ Coun

Preliminary Scholastic , ,, College Bodrd, Nationmal

Aptitude Test/National Merit Scholarship

.
Merit Scho}arship Guali- Corporation \

a—

fying Test%(PSAI/NMSQTi
., 2 . ,

%
Scholastic Aptitude Test College  Board '

(SAT) '

Test of English as a College Board, Gradudte

Foreign Language Record Examinations

(TO%?L) .Board, and Educatio

. _ Testing Service

1
y

Y=,

gradqate.study in manage®

ment
Serves ;qle in admission to &
- g;adué;: study in args‘and
scignceq
Serves rols in admission to )
stdhy of law . )
Serves role in guidanc; and
as initial screen for
Natidhal Heri& Scholarship
-Rfogram
. - L~ A
Serves role in admission. to
undergraduate study - ) :

Serves role in both under—
e - ;.
graduate and graduate

adnissions .

~
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. IMMEDIATE OPERATIONAL EFFECTS ON TESTING PROGRAMS

- - r

L4 “

*

Increase in Number of Test Forms Developed

Prior to ghé’baséage of the LaValle Act in New York State it was

pasaibie to offer tests such as the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and the

- _Graduate Record Exaninations Aptitude Tés? (GRE) on many different occasions .

. Jithout building a new test form for each occasion. The ipdividual test —
L] ‘-. * s »
forms remained "secure". No student received copies of the test questions

after the adminlstration. Sample tests were available to students,

) - J

however, along with explanations of the test content, test developument

procéss, and pNrposes for the tests. /- -

> . Secure testing

. . .fomms, ad mxY] nuober of new forms each year, and retiring froo use
2 . o o

the oldest versions. ¢ anount of money devoted to operational test
y . P J |

prygrans could maintain a skall inventory of test

Y ‘ 4 - " .
+ development was 2 small part of the program budget. Additidnal funds .
. 7’ ]

were used'&p support research on the design, development, and validation

of new types of éuestions. - ) ) ‘ - F "
_ Once the LaValle Act took effect in New Yor State én January'1, 1980 ;

any test covered by th; legislation had to become public éhirty days after

scores were reported, In order to preserve the s?all availab%F idventory

] of*test forms, test program sponsors took such actions as reducing the

“

" number of test administrations in'New York State. To maimtain the testing .
prograns oggr time, Jowever, increases in test development hgd to be
~ . ' u\

. initiated. : ;o ' .

.
a . ’ a -

The two p}ograms requiring the smallest increase in develbpment were
& ¥ -~ -
the PSAT/NMSQT and TOEFL. Paradoxically, these were the programs with the

scallest and largest volumes of test development prior to disclosure. The
. . ) . - *

- L}




PSAT/NMSQT which is administered .only two dates in a single week in
! »

October, continued to heed only two new test forms annually. TOEFL, which

- ]

is administered monthly in states other than New York. State, was developing

oany test forus per year even befb;e passage of the Lthlle Act, This

. high rate of test development for TOEFL was needed to maintain an inter-
A -

national testing program under secure conditiohs., Both the PSAT/NMSQT and S

. . materials to comply with LaValle, Information already contained

rl - ' Ad .
student bulletins and test manuals had to be'organizéd into appropriateé
[

supplementary documents. . : &

For the SAT, GMAT, GRE, and LSAT the increases in workloa

- .

f signifiﬁant: There was about a 45% increase for the SAT af 10 new forms a

. Year were necessary instead of the seven that had been devdloped previousl

twice as many new egaminaéions as were needed in the past had to be
. ¥ ¥ |
. developed each year. N > |

This increase in admissions~related test deGelopment, morebver, . |
- r

occurred at the same tidh that other changes in the design of some of the |

»
.

tests were being required because of’ the impact of disclosuré on test <
. - . .
equating. It was necessary to add new test development staff and to
r . * . . !
increase arrangements*for outside help for test question g;iting and

| review. Major burdens were placed on experienced staff in order %o meet %

the incredse in pew forms needed. Inevitably, the programs affected by

LY - P

disclosuré drew  large amounts af staff :ime away from other ongcing

-

development activities® It would be difficult to, overstate the amount of
] '] ‘ - . ,

- » A
disruption that fijulted., .




Acceleration o‘f Developm.ent‘o% Nq‘!y i-:quating Methods

The LaValle Act req-uired disclogure for all itenms cohtributiné to a

stwdent’s test §core but excluded items included in a test for reasons of

pretesting and equating. The imf)act of the legislation varied from

program to program depfending on_the method of, equating used previously.
f _ N ]
Table 2 summarizes the equating procedures employed by the six programs

(pr.ior, to disclosure and indicates the éffect of the new legislative

- .
requiTenent, - ) ( .

The SAT used separate anchor test equating. Since’anchot tests do

'] L]

not xontribute to the scpres of students, these equating subtests tests

L]
<

,|can remain gecure and the method can still be used,

'IOEFL used Item Response Theory 'Equating.‘ Itens can bé precalib‘ted
be e\they contriblite to students’ scores. The precalibrated items, can
be used only\ once for equating putposes since they contribute, at, that

. & . - "
point, to the scores of students. The method can continue to be used, -

t
however, under fest disclosure conditions.

-

. . S .-
Table 2 , e - .
~ ° [y » ' 1 M - . -
Effect of LaValle Act on Egquating Method Used . Yo
. » . . . ).‘ . .
Prior to Disclosure for Siching Programs Administered ETS -~ ¥

Examination Equating Method Used' Possible to Continue HMethod? *

SAT - Separste Anchor Test 7 Yes == No problem .
] R .

. . , ‘
TOEFL - Item Response Theory Yes == No problem . .
PSAT/NMSQT ~ Embedded Commoh Items For a while — as ldng as Y

undisclosed old SAT forms .

’ are available -
GH.AT,'GRE Aptitude, Spiralling ==~ New form No == 01d and new forms -
and LSAT giveén with one or *will be disclosed
’ more pld forms . '

\ * L]
7 L] ’ - » ' ' *
- - '




|
. { . - » |
-‘7- [ ] . , L] ‘
s . ! 1
. . ' . |
+ " ' - .. . ! \
The*PSAT/NMSQT was equated Xhrough-embedded common’items from retired .
L] ’ /’F
forms of the SAT. Since these items do contribute. to the scores of ;
. r ] . . R ?

students, thewmethod can be used only as long as undisclosed forms’ of the

* éAT are available. ’ . '

. .

For the GRE Aptitude Test, GMAT,. and LSAT the method of equating that /f
]

had been employed is called "spiralling"”. Spiralling requires the adminis=
. A . ) |
=~ tration %}ong with the-new test, of one or more o}d test forms that are

already on the test score scale. 'At a GRE Aptitude administration where a '

new test form was being 1ntfoduced, one-half the students might take this f |
1 . B |
new test and one-half an old test. Since tests were assigned randomly to |

students, differences _between the raw scores on the two E@sts could be
” e ]

" attributed to the differences in the relative.difficulty of the tests and

appropriate equating adjustzents made. ¥nder this model, though, the *
\ [} . - . . -
' entire old test nust remain secute. with disclosure ome can use a test

. " only once. Then it must be disclosed and thus rendered unusable for

future equating. For the GRE, GMAT, 'and LSAT, therefore,. the iaValle/kct

struck down the extsting method of equating. j

. ? N . i .
. Clearly alternmative equating models had to be employed. In the‘case
¢ . L] 1
i
of the GRE the program’continued to employ the sptralling method at
1 . . : \ " 3 N o,
nondisclosed administrations in states other than New York, but also moved

to develpp sets of separate anchor tests for each of 1ts tﬁree gcores ==
. ; P

. analytical, nathematical, and verhal. (These tests represented additional .

| test development work and expense in a program where the Btaff involved
n ¥
were also faced with ‘the additional work required to increase total test

o7 \A 1

form production.) The format of the test was changed to equ?Iize gection

.
L] . [ * .

ERIC . . - : — S




a . z M
. L

timing and the, l:otal fest time was-increased so that equating sections

W .

v could be ad niscered routineiy ?z part of the program. oL
[ ) - )
C‘ ) Reducing the number of admihistration dates in New York 3tate and '

' creating the Boter'u:i'al for.anchor ,test équating provided the GRE p,fogram '

with the time vheeded to plan‘ and carry out additional experimentation.

L

Nondis}loaed.administratio;:s can be used to compare the results obtained
. N *

“ *', by spiralling, anchor {est equating, and the use of item response theory

~ .equating. : '

-
.

i , THe'choice of an alternative equating mgthod for the GMAT and LSAT is

' .8 more difficult problem. The heterogenecus nature of these examinations
’ 7 L. .
argues against the use of either' anchor test equating or item response

. theory equating until additional experimental work i8 carried out. -
' L]

. -

/ .
. = Researjh is needed extending across several administratisns and candidate .

s Ail:hough reaearch or IRT equating for these tests has Ween

b f
proposed, it could not. be carried out wi:hin the develomnental schedule .
. ! ' ~

needed to insure compliance with the LsVslle legis ion.

sample

Por the GMAT and LSAT, as well as other testing programs, the program

¥

spbéngors and ETS have the responsibility either to usd pSyct;ometrie
- “ a £

. fethods that assure that scores ‘from different test forms have the sape

. n;eaning or, if there must be a break in the continuity of the score scalg,

to alert score qslm about the chshg‘e.in the meaning of _scoréa; In either

chse, stéps must be taken to.avoid misinterpretation of test scores’

- -
- “

Breaking the score scale for a program may be necessary to i)emit. the.

-~
s

intraduction of & nevw equating method, but I:tla_l:/ method or a comparable one \

s T .ﬁ . "
oo, . must t en_j:‘gl uged to place future test forms on the new score scale.

"

‘ L]

/ : . bl

- ”4

"y . a -

- . 9 ] o
. . . v f .
:\ * ' +
e v , ’ .
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' For both the GMAT. and LSAT we are currently experimenting with a h .

“« - * i' ;
. newly developed procedure known as section ?rgequating. This method

requires the administration of a final test experingntally in a series of -
y, L. . ; . o
pairs of sections prior to the*operational use of the test, Since sectio >

. «®

. major pretesting effort for the large amount of newly, written test ° )
. questions, as many as 40 different versions of test sections that do,

- . '’ \
not count toward the reported score have had to be included with the
. i

’ operatiopal test used at 3 particular administration. The logistics J/

of developing .such a complex system and seeing 1t thrOugh production,

. T

administration, and analysis have been formidable. - T )

As°part of the adaptation QFf the GMAT to the sectlon pre-equating

method,'the'test has been reformatted so that eacn section has the same

. timing. The total time for the GMAT has also been increased, initially by

p ona~half hour, but with a future time increase also to be required. The, t o

"

tofal increase in time‘wilr“beISS'mihutes. V

4
] ‘s

. For the LSAT tore significant changes im test conte¥E are being

‘. .. ¢ . *
undertaken and the program sponsor, the Law School:hdmission Council, has

decided to™tntroduce a new score scale. The use of a'new score scale will

N . . - -

make it olék;_to score users that the'nature of the test has undergomﬁ a - . 3

major change. Scoreq on the néw score scale will not be linked to scores

.
* -

. on the old scale. t
. [ a *

) \ Although the development of a new equfting pethol oughi to have years

L4
of rasearch to confim its effectiveness and explore its imdplications, the .

»

LaValle Act has greatly reduced the lead time available for such work. L

. While the experimentation underway will almost certainly hasten the use of

' ‘ v . . . ‘\f‘ .
‘ Ll
Y '
.
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' ¢ y '
RN

_new, equating tools, it is hard to ignore the pofengial ddngers of having

to follow a developmantal “timetable Qhat is based on a legislative mandate.

£ : K
A mandate, moreover, that makes little provision for.the research and ’ . ’

analysis that 3.5 éonsistent with high measurem‘ent standards. _'

r
b ~
.

Filing Requirements and Interpretive Materials
Py
The LaValle legislation required the filing of hackground reports

v - "and statistic‘a.{ data regarding the affected tests with the Commissibner of

. the State of ‘New York. In the debate over the need for the LaValle :

' legislation, ETS aha other test publishers argued that high quality
r [ . e * . ‘
tzchnical and interpretive material was readilyfavailable, while critics

of testing contested this claim. ..‘See Strenio, |1979, ACT, 1980, and |
' »

‘Browxi, 1980.) ’ ¢ . . .

- a
-

'The 1979 J..Q'i.alle Act was ammended in 1980 in a manner that plotected

" 1institutional privacy and which provided some flexibility as to the‘oint .
in the testing process at which information could h.e provided to candidates.
. It proved possible for ETS to meet the filing 'requirements of LaValle .

through the subnispion of materials already available to interestéd

parties prior to the legislatiom‘ Reports from New ork State indicate

that the large amount of materials that is now on file with, the Department

of Education has rec\(‘ved little use. For exaople, there appear to have

N

been no inquiriles to Educational 'reati_ng Service during the first 18

months of the LaValle Act (Januar_y 1,“1980 to June 30, 1981) that are

‘\ ,related to the technical materia'ls filed with the Commissioper. ’ N

In addition to filing mate:ials with the Commissioner of Education in

P
L] t

LY

Albany, New York the test program sponsors provided additional maYerial -~

L] L]

. y

~
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. _11_( . N ‘1. ]

—
£

. . - - }
to test takers who requested copies of their test booklets. In, most -
- - r - ¥

instances the material accompanying the book{et was relatively brief,

prow:'iding, for example, an explanation of the procedure used’ Lo derive a =

- .
sdaled store. N

L] ' +

In. the TOEFL program an additional package of materials "Undefstandiing

" )
TOFFL Test Kit 1," going beyond the requirements of the legislation, was

. N t
also prepared. The Test Kit contains a complete TOEFL test along with an
- i < )
explanation of each question in the test and of the four answer choices
/0 2

for each question. The very 'large' response to the Test Kit makes clear

that this publication is filling an important information needs .

- - 5

-

GROUNDWORK FOR,FUTURE CHANGES

N { »
.
v

.

Y 4 P .

&~
Altering One of the Basic Conditions of Testing Prograns

. .t , L]
The greatest impact of test disclosure at ETS may. stem from the

change in al:t{tude it 1s bringing about in the contributors to test '
v . - 1‘
deve{ofmen 31 nal admissions testing programs. * The veoncept of test

security ?L been cen‘tx;al to many Qgpects of the dévelopment of maj9r
13 * -

testing.programs that are providing 'inforlatibn for individuals and
.0 ’ ’ s . "y .

institutions. Now security of test questions can be preserved only up 'to
Al * » < P~ *

the time ‘of the first operational use of a test. » '

~

* The initial accommpdations to disclosure tﬁq: gre described e'a:;ier .

- L ) . - ' - . * - - \

in this paper pemmit test‘ing to continue while more attention. is given to
LA

additio*nal alternatives. ghce test development an_d equating reacfl a

- f - .
stable state, it is likely that. the entire test development :md analysis
prc;cess ‘at ETS will be analyzed and redesigned. ‘Major change is predictéblg

because\ test &isclosure, although a major fogce, is not the only"préssure

- ., . ¢ AN o,

Y
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et / CoL ~12- \hg-,' . _

- * . - . /7 .. — * L1

: ' for ‘{rnovation on the tegt develqpmeﬁt process. Advances in technology .
LT T . , . . P . ., B R
. -

and in neasuremexlt theory also push -0 our current methods. As a result,  ° \

P at Educatiqnal Testing Service, groups of stafﬁ representing different .

. T S . i .

most traditf{on-bound assumptions. , Fundameii#hl changes in measurement

" " . ., \ » [ : R

.+ * ' practicé appear to-g'é:?both possib'lé and desirable. '
x ~ L - .‘ . o, . - . ’ ‘ . ‘

PR .argas of’specialization and interests are ;ojﬁlaborating on reviews of ouf . .
|
I

.
L .

ey L e ' A . o ben .
‘- L _\ . Kro‘adehing Ingut_-to the Test Development Pro&ss I RN
/ “‘ * .. . \Q;le"theme tht‘cu-g'g acrosé ::;any of the emerging trends in tast . ‘. .
'\ ’ i .i . develgpment at ETS™ 18 tha{’ -of'additionhl- external inV°1Veneht. The - - . .
. _.'u‘* ) pa:ticipa&ion of educators fron schools and colleges in uﬂe ;avelbpment of .

' examinations has. 1ong been a standard "féature of our wprk. there is

Y
2 .
3 -.

'ﬁcreasing evidence, though, of E'IS and program_s,ponsor iﬁterest in . .
. . ‘o " .
» - broadening sfill further &he role played by such external contrIbutors. C

Ny
h Such actions arg viewed as' vays of demonstrating our mommitment to public

- / accountability and our, op*ness to the ideas\o‘f those impacted by testing.
3 .
3 .

. I3 R

. ! Anong the kinds of activities that support th}s generalization are ' -~y
‘ 'the following’ . S S -
. " o An increase in the numver of opportunities for students to sit % ) .
v ' * . with subject-matter comn;ittees to discuss the oxperience of oai‘ing s ‘ ‘ .
- l a tegt that had been developed with tho help’ of the eo:mittee. '
p . ‘ . .?Jhe establishment. by test pro'gram sponsors of Test Quéstion ‘Review ’
- . Committees with responsibility for reviewin‘gt ea:h q'uestgon before .

it appears on a £ina1 test. LA practice dlready)ﬂ.n plac$ for nany ) i

) major test prior to test disclosure legislation.) .
QJ i o . s 0"
e The development of a speeH-ications survey model to provide additional
- - ‘1\ -

v '

input into the determinatioh of test qontent specifications, and

x .o~ T3 /-




.} v .. -}3=- . ’ . f

. »
. .
' . ‘ e . . ’
. . »

to evaluate the match betwiren test quéstions the associated

(4 "
. .. specifications \ . .

. A 3 LN
ration, by the ETS Sepior Wiee Presideny for Testing Programs,

e, The fom
. of _a ernal advisory group. This group includes a'mong its memdbers

L -

representatives of student associatipns, rebresentgtives qof other
educational grtoups, and individuals ,prominent in educationig regearch

. and measurement. ' ; ’ o -
» - .
External input to ETS test devflopment includes letters from test

takers and the media coverage given to our work. In some instdnces our . .
activi.ties have ‘even ?oved. from no news coverage at all to4 the education ' .
pages of newspapers to page'oné. Such attention does provide an opportunity

to explainlwhat we beliebe to be the‘strengths add beaknesses Ef our, tests P
to quite a wide audience. If the result is that réaders and listeners end v i

up with a balanced picture, it may be a11 to the good. former ETS President .

- -

Willidm Turnbull noted that educational testing is in greater danger fron

’ . . *

s the zealots who perpetuate fallacies, such 3s the notion that rests

: measure with infallible precisidn; than from our critics (Turn5u11 1978). P 4

' . v -"‘ ' A ) - »
Possihle Changes in the Nature of Tests L~

: It is nmy hope that the thorough shaking which test disclodure has

LY

»
« glven to testing and the continuatioh of the trend toward greater external
: : “

kY

involyement will result in & number: of desirable modifications to testing. L

My reading of the ki}ds of input we are gatting suggests that we will be L

* .

facing incrdasingly greater presaure'not only to provide evidance of

* 1 &
validity for our tests for their intended purposes but alqo to justify '
~ " £ o
. . ; La ' 2 ‘ w—— =~




i 14~ :
v - ’ v
, v . ° . . e
- each question that we include on.a test. It will not be enough to explgin

L A 7

‘the steps leading’ to specifications calling for a question of a pQ;Eicular
type. We will be called dpon to provide evidence that the test questions
. . . -~ .
. measure the cgnstruct that the test is designed to méasure.

Not only do I expect attention to extend to {ndiyidual test questions

- "
~ Y ' L]

but also to the answer choices for these questions. What is the basis ,,
3 .

for giving credit\to a particular answer in scoring? How do the test

directions, the descriptive material, and the question itself establish

~ the context for identifying that.response as the key? In the past, in .

. ,h{ghly structured areas such as mathematibs, we hgave argued the self

~

evident "corractness™ of the keyed answer to 4ifose with the appropriate

- -

‘matyematical skfll. Expgriéhces with question challenges, though, make it

L] LI " : -t "
clear that variations 1in the iftetpretation of 1anguagé can exist in any

' discipline.’v It is the test devélopment process itself that must serve as
. . ‘

- - .
the basis for acceptir® as appropriate a test with its associated key. To

reach that end, the process must permit the tesg,takelf%nd other interested

people a chance to "cﬁhllénse the experts” and be heard. -4 .

-

" * v -
Despite my interest, and that of ny ETS célleagues, in attempting to
: extract some benéfif in ths_future for education and testing from disclosure,

I see some further negative cutgcomes looning ahead.' I believe, for ekample,

4

that the 1980 extension of the LaValle Act to cover achievement examinations

» 18 likely to result in the' complete elimination, in all states, of certain

of these examinations. As of April 1981, only six of the twenty GRE .

‘Advanced tests are offered in New York State. The loss.of New York

® , _ .
t"tins'v°1“ﬂﬁ_£2£;f°me of the remaining tests ghat already have small

volumes further reduces their economic viability. Since swall volume

s
v s

3 -
’ ~
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" tests also pose problems in obtaining equating samples, at 2 minimum 1

-~ 4"‘

expect to see 2 reduced number of offerings nationally. ;

~u
&

f
. Anoti'ler possible negative cor[sequence of disclosure 1s a shif; i

test question content away from more imaginativb and insightful t:ypes and

"towards convencional £oms This type of shift could dccur in an; ef ort

-

w [
- to avoid questions thar. E:| susceptibl ‘criticisa. At worst we ¢ uld
L that oy =9 ,
"end up with tests ofw-nathematical skills that emphasized what one of oy
)
E'I‘S colleagues talls .rat-tat-tat nathematics. The test development Sraff

- < - r

st E'I‘S are working gith extvernal contributors in an attempt to‘devel P ./ o /
7. procedures that wilj, p’emit'the test developdent eﬂterprise to continue tb .
evolve in positive direct‘ions wi-thout being trapped into the kind& ,/, h
content linitation‘sv t’hat are & potem:ial danger.. K N B J ) -
- ' Closing Cotment - * . . ) S v .
- > >

This paper cglls attentior’x. to the ma;lor lmpacts on test develppnent - .
r. !
volumes and equating procedures at ETS as a resblt ¢f test disclosdre - I
I. * ~
is possible that the public stt.sntion that testing is receiving snd the |

increase in sxtsrnal assistance in test planning and deve'lop:nent Will leao’ ‘

£

to more positive fytufe éffects. Aa an ETS test developer I belipve -that i

’ L]

I need to listen qsrsfully to the many 'icinds of snggestions that are Peing . ’
N .

' : nade and to be willing to challenge®past ssstmptions. As 1 se¢ it ndither
_ the critics nor. the proponents of testing are urging ahandot'unent Off
* ‘. . + . ’ ’ '
high measurenent™standatds or of commitment b fairness in testing.ind
¢ N . - .
1]

/ r L) ’
! test uses What is being gsked for, though, is & willingness tofexplore - ’

-

; alternative rou‘tsstto t;.hsse gare endn:Y

oA
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