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cetera. Such questlons as eppear on thls form we have eXammed and‘ o
capproved ; :

Another 1mportant area in Whlch a question of mvaslon of pmvacy, hsg

‘may be raised is that of research in the field of personality and mental
“health, best illustrated by the research projects of the Public Health
Service. In this area questions of a personal or intimate nature often
are involved, but participation is entirely voluntary, and it has been ,

our view that the i 1ssue of invasion of privacy does not arise.
“These studies, whether carried out directly by Government re-
“searchers or through contracts with non-Government research or-

 ganizations, are evaluated on their merits. We satlsfy ourselves

- that the proposed tests or ?uestlons are apﬁ;roprlate in relation to the
~objectives of thestudy. If the use of a well-established, standardized -

~ test is proposed, we do not attempt to amend it, but only to appraise :

the appropriateness of its use as a whole in’ terms of its known attri-

butes and their relationship to the study in question. In mekmg'

judgments of this sort, we consult experts both W1th1n and out81de the -

- Goyernment.

- In addition to employment eppllcatlon procedures and psychologlcal
research projects, there remains a miscellaneous variety of general
: 'sta,tlstlcal ‘or- administrative reports with respect to which the issue
of privacy may arise—census forms, applications for privileges or
~benefits; surveys of participants in Tederal programs, and the llke '
‘Here again, we evaluate each case on its merits.

. We were also asked to be responsive to ‘the question of Whet are
‘some examples of how we have amended or- dlsapproved questlons,
‘which have involved the issue of privacy. = ,

Let me repeat in this connection that such: examples ‘as T can clte'
illustrate not actions in terms of the simple issue of invasion of privacy,
‘ but judgments as to appropriateness-and technical adequacy. :

Item 1: We received a proposal to administer a well-known stand-

~ardized personality test to 6- to 12-year-olds in connection with &

‘health examination survey. We questioned the a,pproprla,teness of
this particular test for children as young ‘as 6 years. 'Consultation
with psychologists confirmed the view tk et the test, however valid

- for other purposes was’ not epproprlate m thrs case, and 1t Was '
dlsepproved 4

Ttem 2: In a. recent review of a group of naturehzatlon end visa

:appheatlon forms we questioned the propriety -of requiring a report
of all cases of “offenses” against the law regardless of whether they -
had resulted in arrest or conviction. We were able‘to work out with
~ the Imm1gratlon and Naturalization Service some modification of the
~original language, but, the INS demonstrated that they were governed
by the requirements of their statute and thet httle \could be done
amendment to existing law. = » c
- Item 3: About 15 years ago we Worked w1th the Orvxl Serv1ce Com—‘
“mission in revising Standard Form 57 to make certain questions on -
~ personal ‘conduct more realistic, less burdensome, and less likely to
- evoke false answers—as in'the case of the question requlrmg & hstmg g
of all trefﬁc v1olet1on regardless of seriousness. @
I ‘We have recently reviewed the applic
~‘selors to dlsadvanteged youth under the CAUSE IT' program of BES.
‘This questionnaire was desigried to- obtain information on the soeio-
economic background of the apphcant and hls ablhty to understand :

ilon form for coun-: S



