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Several valid approaches to program evaluation have been developed as the field of 

evaluation research has matured. However, no approach in its totality provides an 

exact fit for any particular evaluation project. Therefore, integrating aspects of valid 

approaches that are practical for the project at hand is an evaluation approach worthy 

of exploration. This integrative, pragmatic approach to evaluation informed this study, 

which was aimed at evaluating the College-Level Examination Program (CLEP). How 

CLEP is implemented by postsecondary schools participating in the program, how it is 

perceived by schools, faculty, and students, and outcomes for students who earn credit 

through CLEP relative to those who earn credit through the Advanced Placement (AP) 

program and through course enrollment were examined. A stratified random sample of 

participating postsecondary institutions was surveyed to learn how they were 

implementing CLEP and how they perceived it. Samples of students and faculty 

members also were surveyed about their perceptions of CLEP. To evaluate the 

educational outcomes of CLEP for students who earn credit through the program, 

measures for three entering classes of students who earned credit for nine different 
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Subject Examinations were compared to those of closely matched students who earned 

credit through course enrollment. CLEP students also were compared to students who 

earned credit through AP in six of the nine subjects. Results indicated that CLEP is 

being implemented favorably by participating schools, however students and faculty 

likely are not receiving sufficient information about it. Both students and schools 

expressed positive perceptions of CLEP, while faculty members were more critical. 

On the educational outcomes measured, CLEP students did as well as or better than 

those in the comparison groups in nearly every case. These findings indicate that 

CLEP is a successful credit-by-examination program that could benefit more students 

if issues regarding communication of school policies and faculty attitudes were 

resolved. The use of the integrative, pragmatic approach demonstrated effectiveness in 

allowing for a meaningful summative statement to be made about CLEP’s value, but a 

metaevaluation is needed to determine if the approach is a valid framework for 

evaluation research. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 Evaluation research informed the scope and provided a framework for this study. 

The history of program evaluation reaches back to the late 19th century, when 

qualitative measurement of student achievement was replaced with quantitative 

assessment (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000). As evaluation research evolved and 

became more widespread and frequent during the 20th century, a number of different 

approaches to conceptualizing and conducting program evaluations emerged. In 

1994, the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation released the 

second edition of their Program Evaluation Standards. These standards have become 

a way to validate methods of approaching evaluation research, and of evaluating 

individual evaluations that have been completed.  

Among the evaluation approaches that have been shown to be valid under the 

Standards, are the CIPP model (Stufflebeam, 2000b), the utilization-focused 

approach (Patton, 1997, 2000), and the consumer-oriented approach (Scriven, 1991; 

Stufflebeam, 2000a). Although all of these approaches offer a great deal of 

conceptual assistance in understanding how to design and conduct a program 

evaluation, each has its limitations. Some elements of each approach are difficult or 

impossible to implement in the context of a specific evaluation project, or are not 

appropriate to the research questions under investigation. Therefore, a new approach 

to evaluation is proposed for use in the present study. This integrative, pragmatic 

approach involves adapting the shared components of each approach and some of the 
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unique characteristics present in each. These components can be brought together in 

an integrative approach to evaluating a credit-by-examination program that is 

pragmatic in the sense of choosing those aspects of each approach that are practical 

in the context of the present evaluation.  

The program of interest in this evaluation was the College-Level Examination 

Program, sponsored by The College Board. CLEP was initiated in the 1960s to allow 

college students to earn credit for learning that took place outside a traditional 

classroom. The program purports to especially benefit students who have acquired 

knowledge through job training and other life experiences. Currently, The College 

Board offers five general examinations and 29 subject examinations. Students can 

take the exams at 1,400 different test centers and earn credit by examination at 

approximately 2,900 colleges and universities (The College Board, 2002a). The most 

recent development in the history of the program is the introduction of computer-

based testing (CBT). 

Though approximately 2,900 colleges and universities accept CLEP scores for 

credit or placement, no systematic evaluation has been done on the long-term 

benefits of credit by examination via CLEP. Although previous research has 

indicated positive outcomes for CLEP students in terms of graduation rates, GPA, 

and subsequent course performance, further research was needed. In particular, 

research was needed on the outcomes of CLEP for students who earn credit through 

the Subject Examinations. Additionally, differences exist in the way colleges have 
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implemented CLEP. Policies concerning which tests are accepted, cutoff scores, and 

whether advanced standing or credit is granted vary. More information is needed on 

the ways in which colleges and universities implement CLEP and how they set their 

CLEP policies. An evaluation of a national higher education program with the broad-

reaching effects enjoyed by CLEP provided an opportunity to illustrate the use of the 

integrative, pragmatic approach to program evaluation. 

In order to evaluate how CLEP is being implemented, a survey of a 

representative sample of colleges and universities that accept CLEP scores was 

conducted. To determine how CLEP is perceived by its stakeholders, a survey of 

faculty who teach courses in departments that accept CLEP scores for credit and a 

survey of students (who are among the consumers of CLEP) was conducted. 

Information on the perceptions of CLEP held by institutions was obtained through 

questions on the survey they receive. In order to evaluate the effectiveness of CLEP 

as an alternative to completing an introductory college course, an analysis of the 

academic performance of students who received credit through CLEP and matched 

samples of those who received credit through the Advanced Placement (AP) program 

and those who completed an introductory course instead of receiving credit by 

examination was conducted. Because of the change in the scoring scale implemented 

by The College Board in 2001, an exploratory study was attempted with data from 

the entering class of 2001. Analyses focused on detecting group differences in 
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subsequent academic performance between students who received credit through 

CLEP, through the AP program, and by completing an introductory college course. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
 

Program Evaluation 
 

 The program evaluation literature is reviewed below to gather heuristics that 

helped to create a framework for the present evaluation. This framework allows for a 

study of a credit-by-examination program that includes elements not traditionally 

evaluated in previous research on such programs. These elements include the 

program’s long-term outcomes, the way the program is being utilized by those who 

implement it, and the satisfaction and perceived value of the program as seen by its 

consumers. Concepts developed over the history of evaluation research that have been 

deemed valid informed the creation of the evaluation plan implemented for 

determining the value of the College-Level Examination Program (CLEP). 

 
Historical overview 

As Madaus and Stufflebeam (2000) pointed out, “program evaluation is often 

mistakenly viewed as a recent phenomenon” (p. 3), with its roots in the social services 

and educational programs introduced in the 1960s. The history and growth of 

evaluation in practice and as theory dates back much further (Stufflebeam & 

Shinkfield, 1984; Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000). Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (1984) 

and Madaus and Stufflebeam (2000) trace the history of evaluation research back to 

the late 19th century. Madaus and Stufflebeam (2000) divide the history of program 

evaluation into seven “ages.”  
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The “Age of Reform” spans the longest of the seven ages—108 years from 

1792 to 1900 (Madaus & Stufflebeam, 2000). The year 1792 was selected as the birth 

of evaluation because in this year qualitative measurement of student achievement was 

replaced with quantitative assessment. For the first time, students received grades and 

were ranked. During the Industrial Revolution of the 19th century, efforts to improve 

education, health, and social services were made in Britain based on crude attempts 

(by modern standards) at evaluating programs. The earliest American attempts at 

evaluation were developed in the military, and some years later evaluation was 

introduced  in education. The accreditation of schools has its roots in this period of 

evaluation history. The “Age of Efficiency and Testing,” which followed, saw the 

expansion of program evaluation into the office and factory. This age is considered to 

have lasted from 1900 to 1930. Educational evaluation continued to develop during 

this period as well, becoming more systematic and comprehensive. Standardized test 

data came into common use as a measure of educational effectiveness on the local 

level. 

The period from 1930 to 1945 was labeled the “Tylerian Age” because of the 

great impact made by Ralph W. Tyler on evaluation in educational settings. In fact, the 

term “educational evaluation” was set forth first by Tyler in a publication that 

emphasized the importance of clearly stating objectives for educational programs. In 

the 1930s, Tyler completed a landmark eight-year study to examine the effectiveness 

of new high school curricula and teaching strategies. Tyler also is responsible for 
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putting forth a view of evaluation that involved the comparison of intended and 

realized outcomes. The “Age of Innocence” that followed (from 1946 to 1957) was 

marked equally by racism and the deterioration of urban life as well as the growth of 

educational opportunities and facilities. Some educational evaluation was done during 

this time, but not as an attempt to improve education. Society did not seem to value 

accountability for the social and educational programs that were underway in these 

years. However, some development occurred in the methodology of evaluation, 

especially with this period’s boom in standardized testing and the improvements made 

in statistical methods.  

An influx of federal funding jump-started the next period of evaluation, which 

lasted from 1958 to 1972. The “Age of Development” (labeled the “Age of Realism” 

in Stufflebeam & Shinkfield (1984)) began with a demand for the evaluation of large, 

federal-funded curriculum development efforts. During this time, evaluation expanded 

into a profession as evaluators were called on to determine if federal education 

programs (particularly in science and mathematics, and programs to help 

disadvantaged children) were effective. The growth in social service programs that 

came from the “War on Poverty” that was launched in the late 1960s came with a 

demand for accountability for how federal resources were being used. Evaluators 

found opportunities to put their expertise to use in answering these important 

questions. At the same time, new approaches to evaluation research surfaced. These 
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approaches called for a broadening in the task of evaluation to consider more than just 

intended outcomes.  

Although a great deal of evaluation had occurred before the emergence of the 

“Age of Professionalism” (1973 to 1983), criteria for being an evaluator and a 

professional association and professional journals for evaluation researchers were non-

existent. Little formal training in how to design and conduct evaluations was available. 

During this period, many positive changes occurred that brought about a higher level 

of quality in the field of program evaluation. These changes include the establishment 

of several journals, the publication of numerous books, and the founding of 

professional associations for evaluators. New training opportunities came as 

postsecondary courses and graduate programs began to be offered in evaluation 

research. Approaches to evaluation were more fully articulated and disseminated. 

Standards for evaluation research also were established during this time. 

The period that Madaus and Stufflebeam (2000) label the “Age of Expansion” 

is said to have begun in 1983 and continued through 2001, though it could be 

considered the present age. This age has seen a growing acceptance of evaluation 

research and the appreciation of its necessity. Evaluation has grown on the 

international front, with the establishment of professional associations in more than 20 

countries. Evaluation results are increasingly being used for decision-making in the 

fields of health, education, and social services, among others. Evaluation is on the 
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verge of becoming a trans-discipline—one which informs and provides resources for 

the work of researchers in many different disciplines. 

 

Conceptual approaches to evaluation  

 As the field of evaluation research developed, a number of researchers 

constructed frameworks for their approaches to conceptualizing and conducting 

evaluations. The level of structure and the extent to which each framework is 

descriptive and/or prescriptive varies among the different approaches set forth. As a 

result, the terminology used to characterize these frameworks differs. Some prefer the 

term “model,” which implies a level of specificity and formality on par with a 

hypothesis (Scriven, 1991). However, not all frameworks for evaluation fit the 

connotations of this term. As Stufflebeam (2000a) pointed out, “model” implies a 

more stringent type of construct than many researchers are comfortable with in 

describing their perspective on evaluation. He chose the word “approach” in 

describing the plethora of ways of conceptualizing evaluation that abound in the field 

of evaluation research today, though from his view “model” applies equally well to 

most of what he described. To him, the fact that these approaches represent an ideal 

for carrying out evaluations means that the term “model” is generally appropriate. 

Other authors suggested that “heuristic” is a better term for describing 

conceptualizations of evaluation (Borich & Jemelka, 1982). This term implies a 

guided way of thinking about the work of evaluation—a frame of reference. It is 
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broader than “approach” in allowing less structured and formal conceptualizations of 

evaluation to be considered. “Heuristic” also avoids the implication that all of the 

answers for how to conduct any particular evaluation are contained within one 

particular conceptualization and that these conceptualizations are somehow verifiable, 

like scientific models (Borich & Jemelka, 1982).  

 The term “approach” is applied to the guiding conceptualizations of evaluation 

that informed the present research. Of “model,” “approach,” and “heuristic,” 

“approach” represents a good middle ground in naming evaluation researchers’ 

descriptions of ways to envision and carry out evaluations. It accommodates the 

greater level of formality that does exist in some conceptualizations while allowing for 

the inclusion of conceptualizations that are comprised as much of philosophy as they 

are of guidelines for practice. Additionally, it acknowledges that the authors of the 

conceptualizations do have some sense of an ideal for how an evaluation should be 

conceived and conducted and that their approach represents their articulation of that 

ideal.  

 Because evaluation by definition involves a decision about what to ascribe 

value and worth to (Stufflebeam, 2000a), any particular approach to evaluation is a 

reflection of the values of the researcher who developed it. As a result, each evaluation 

approach is to some extent narrow in its perspective on how to design and conduct an 

evaluation. Some evaluation approaches have grown directly from specific evaluations 

conducted by the researchers, and as a result the approach may not be completely 
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applicable in the context of a different evaluation. However, according to Scriven 

(1991), evaluation approaches should not be dismissed just because they are difficult 

to implement fully in practice. The study of evaluation approaches is important for 

helping evaluators to consider critical issues in constructing their evaluation plans so 

that their resulting evaluations conform with sound standards of practice (Stufflebeam, 

2000a).  

Ultimately, the evaluator must choose among the different approaches based 

on their strengths and weaknesses and the match between the approach and the 

evaluation at hand. Stufflebeam (2000a) reviewed 22 approaches to evaluation, 

measuring them against professional standards in the areas of utility, feasibility, 

propriety, and accuracy. Of the 22, among those receiving the highest overall ratings 

were the decision/accountability approach (represented best by Stufflebeam’s CIPP 

approach), the utilization-focused approach (developed by Patton), and the consumer-

oriented approach (developed by Scriven). These three approaches represent the best 

in current conceptualizations of evaluation. They have been described and applied 

widely in the evaluation literature and even articulated in checklist form (Stufflebeam, 

2001). However, none on its own is applicable in its entirety to the present evaluation. 

Instead, they provide a toolbox of sound evaluation elements from which to choose. 

The descriptions below detail the aspects of each approach that were adopted into the 

approach implemented in the present evaluation design. 
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 CIPP. An acronym for context, input, process, and product, CIPP was developed 

for use in educational evaluation (Stufflebeam, 2000b). Context evaluation refers to 

examining the factors that gave rise to the need for the program, especially the needs 

of the program’s intended beneficiaries. The initial goals of the program are delineated 

in order to use them as criteria for evaluating the program’s outcomes. Background 

information on the program’s history is also compiled and assessed as part of the 

context aspect of CIPP. In input evaluation, the program’s strategy is assessed 

compared with that of similar alternatives. Process evaluation focuses on the way the 

program is being implemented in order to review its faithfulness to the original intent 

and to provide information to use in understanding the program’s outcomes. Product 

evaluation involves discovering the program’s positive and negative effects, including 

measuring the outcomes the program is trying to achieve and the side effects of the 

program. The interests of key stakeholders, such as community leaders, beneficiaries, 

program leaders and staff, and others impacted by the program are considered in each 

aspect of CIPP evaluation and stakeholders are involved to the greatest extent 

possible. 

 Each aspect of the CIPP model can be carried out independently; one evaluation 

does not have to include all four parts. Furthermore, they need not follow in 

succession. Any element of CIPP may be carried out before or after any other element 

(Stufflebeam, 2000b). Stufflebeam (2000b) urged evaluators to “keep in mind that 

evaluation’s most important purpose is to improve services” (p. 303). This goal 
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requires that attention be paid to the program’s past and present, as well as its future. 

Programs that have been underway for some time and whose goals focus on long-term 

outcomes are ideal candidates for evaluation using the CIPP approach (Stufflebeam, 

2002).  

 Utilization-focused evaluation. The utilization-focused approach to evaluation, as 

set forth by Patton (1997; 2000), places primary emphasis in evaluation on the ways in 

which the evaluation can be maximally useful to those who intend to use its results. 

This philosophy is the guiding principle in the selection of topics and methods and in 

the overall focus of the evaluation. The interests of those who have the ability to 

implement changes in the program that follow from the evaluation results dictate the 

values that will direct the evaluation. However, professional standards of evaluation 

set the boundaries within which the users’ values and interests can operate. 

Utilization-focused evaluation differs from other approaches in its focus on the use of 

the evaluation results from the very beginning of the planning and conducting of the 

evaluation, rather than toward the end of the process.  

 The first step in a utilization-focused evaluation is, therefore, the identification 

of those who will use the evaluation  (Patton, 1997; 2000). Next, a close partnership is 

forged with those users and their agreement to be actively involved in the evaluation 

enterprise is secured. Utilization-focused evaluation calls for the users to be involved 

in choosing evaluation methods, collecting data, and interpreting it. The need for such 

a high level of participation by the evaluation users is often a hurdle to fully 
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implementing the utilization-focused approach. Many times (as in the present 

evaluation) the primary users of an evaluation are not willing to be intimately involved 

in the evaluation process. They may lack the time to devote to the evaluation or they 

may not see the need or value of being involved in the evaluation every step of the 

way. This problem becomes especially apparent when the program being evaluated is 

expansive or when the organization with primary responsibility for it is large and the 

program of interest is one of many within its umbrella. A further problem noted by 

Stufflebeam (2000a) is that the interests of the users may constrain the evaluator from 

investigating potentially sensitive aspects of the program that the users would prefer 

not to have included in the scope of the evaluation, but which are important to a 

thorough evaluation of the program and its impacts. In most cases, the end result of 

utilization-focused evaluation is intended to be information that can guide the intended 

users in making decisions about the program’s future. It is the conviction of the 

utilization-focused evaluator that the information generated by the evaluation will only 

be of value to the extent that it is used by those with responsibility for and authority 

over the program.  

 Consumer-oriented evaluation. The consumer-oriented approach to evaluation is 

much less of a formal model of evaluation than CIPP or utilization-focused evaluation 

and more of a philosophy. Its author, Michael Scriven, is by training a philosopher and 

his approach reflects more of a theoretical than an applied orientation. Scriven’s 

approach places highest value on evaluating programs in light of what is best for the 
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consumers of the program (Scriven, 1991; Stufflebeam, 2000a). Alternatives to the 

program being evaluated are considered to see if they provide equal benefits in terms 

of meeting the program beneficiaries’ needs for the cost involved. The evaluator 

should consider whether the needs of the consumers are being adequately met by the 

program (Scriven, 2002).  

 No specific methodology is prescribed for designing or conducting the evaluation, 

but Scriven (1991) does recommend taking a goal-free approach. In this approach, the 

evaluator is naïve to the intended outcomes of the program (at least at the start of the 

evaluation) and works to document all of the effects of the program. By taking this 

approach, side effects are thought to be easier to uncover. The evaluator also is 

advised to take a broad look at short-term and long-term effects of the program for 

those who participate in it. Additionally, the program should be described in detail in 

order to document its history and implementation (Scriven, 2002). One difficulty in 

working from the consumer-oriented approach is the issue of determining the true 

costs of the program and its alternatives. Cost analysis is hindered by the intangible 

nature of many of the aspects of a program and the difficulty in documenting the value 

of such things as the participants’ and program staff’s time, the opportunity costs 

involved, and the cost per outcome achieved (Scriven, 1991).  

 

An integrative, pragmatic approach 
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 Although all of these approaches are exemplary, none provide an exact match 

with the needs and constraints of the present evaluation. The shared components of 

each approach and some of the unique characteristics present in each can be brought 

together in an integrative approach to evaluating CLEP that is pragmatic in the sense 

of choosing those aspects of each approach that are practical in the context of the 

present evaluation. No single approach fits any evaluation project in its totality (with 

the possible exception of the project that helped give rise to the approach). Therefore, 

taking a pragmatic approach (considering the realities of the project at hand) and 

weaving together aspects from the best of valid approaches to evaluation in an 

integrative framework is advocated and implemented here. 

 The three evaluation approaches described above share some attributes that 

provided a foundation for the integrative, pragmatic approach taken in evaluating 

CLEP. First, all are committed to a definition of evaluation that sees its primary task 

as evaluating the program’s value (Stufflebeam, 2000a). This definition is 

fundamental to most modern conceptualizations of true evaluation (Stufflebeam, 

2000a). Second, the importance of identifying and involving the program’s 

stakeholders is advocated by each approach. Stakeholders are those individuals with a 

significant investment in the program and in the outcome of the evaluation (Scriven, 

1991). Third, all approaches recognize the importance of documenting the history and 

implementation of the program in addition to looking at its outcomes. This step is 

important to understanding the outcomes (if a program isn’t being implemented as 
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designed, its outcomes are in jeopardy). Fourth, all approaches allow for the use of a 

mixed-methods approach. Qualitative and quantitative methods of gathering data are 

considered legitimate in all cases. Fifth, all three approaches have been shown to be in 

line with the established professional standards for evaluation (Stufflebeam, 2000a). 

These standards have been set by the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational 

Evaluation [JCSEE] and approved by the American National Standards Institute 

[ANSI] (JCSEE, 1994). Finally, each approach advocates the use of metaevaluation. 

Metaevaluation is the “evaluation of evaluations” (Scriven, 1991, p. 228). It is meant 

as a check on the validity of the evaluation project that considers how well it meets the 

JCSEE standards.  

 Some unique aspects of each approach have been included in the integrative, 

pragmatic approach being used here. CIPP places heavy emphasis on evaluating the 

effectiveness of the program, with the end result being a summative judgment of the 

program’s value. The ability to make an informed decision about the program at the 

conclusion of the evaluation is also integral to CIPP and was among the goals of this 

evaluation. CIPP also requires an analysis of whether the program reached its target 

population and how well the program met their needs. Along with consumer-oriented 

evaluation, CIPP involves an analysis of the program’s worth and value in light of its 

main competitors.  

 From utilization-focused evaluation, the identification of the main users of the 

evaluation results was included in the present evaluation plan. Their interests 
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concerning the program were used in deciding what data to collect. The usability of 

the results of the evaluation by all of its intended users was given consideration 

throughout the evaluation. Utilization-focused evaluation requires the evaluator to 

gather information that gives the users feedback on how to improve the program, that 

helps them to make decisions about the program, and that contributes to the available 

knowledge about the program. These concerns were the undergirding purposes of the 

present evaluation. Additionally, utilization-focused evaluation emphasizes the 

importance of communicating with the intended users through the process of the 

evaluation to provide them with intermediate findings and a report on the progress of 

the project.  

 Since consumer-oriented evaluation leans more in the direction of a 

philosophy of evaluation than a prescriptive model, the elements adopted from it 

guided the evaluation on that level. One aspect of the consumer-oriented approach that 

was important to the present evaluation was a slightly wider focus for the evaluation 

effort than just the main intended users. The interests of the consumers of the program 

was considered in designing and conducting the evaluation. In particular, the question 

of the cost of the program relative to alternatives was determined to the extent 

possible. The degree to which the program has met their needs was evaluated. Both 

short-term and long-term outcomes (to the extent that available data allowed) were 

investigated. 
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 The program of interest in this evaluation is the College-Level Examination 

Program, sponsored by The College Board. In moving forward with conceptualizing 

and conducting of the evaluation, it was important to document how the program 

originated, how it was developed, and how it is meant to function. Previous research 

and writings concerning the program also were vital to review before proceeding with 

the collection of data on the program’s current implementation and outcomes. The 

theoretical foundation of the program was important to understand as well. In the case 

of CLEP, this theory is found in the educational approach of credit by examination. 

 
Credit by Examination 

 
The concept of granting academic credit by examination is not a modern 

innovation. In the mid-nineteenth century, The University of London began granting 

bachelor’s degrees completely based on candidates’ scores on examinations (Kreider, 

1980). As the American university system developed, a number of universities 

developed proprietary “challenge” examinations that students were permitted to take 

to demonstrate that their knowledge of the material of a particular course was 

equivalent to that of students who had taken the course (Kreider, 1980). The theory 

behind credit by examination involves several complementary ideas. 

First, students arrive at colleges and universities with diverse levels of prior 

knowledge of academic disciplines and with differing levels of ability. It is thought to 

be advantageous to the academic process for all students if those who have already 

mastered the introductory-level material in a particular area are allowed to proceed 
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directly to an intermediate-level course (Aleamoni, 1979). This is the philosophy of 

advanced placement, which dictates assigning students to courses that match their 

knowledge levels (Willingham, 1974). Under the philosophy of advanced placement, 

students are not necessarily exempted from degree requirements or given credit on 

their transcripts for the introductory-level course (Willingham, 1974). They may be 

required to take an alternate course in place of the introductory course, with the result 

that they take an equivalent number of college credits toward their degree compared to 

students who do not receive advanced placement.  

A second idea behind credit by examination takes advanced placement a step 

further, combining placement with exemption (Aleamoni, 1979). Under exemption, 

students who demonstrate mastery of introductory course material are not required to 

take an alternative course in place of the introductory course; they are freed of the 

general education requirement that the introductory course fulfills (Aleamoni, 1979). 

Students may not necessarily receive academic credit along with exemption for the 

course, meaning their degree programs would not be shortened (Willingham, 1974). 

However, exemption gives students more freedom in customizing their academic 

program so that they can focus on more advanced courses of interest to them 

(Aleamoni, 1979).  

Taking these two ideas and marrying them to a third creates a true credit-by-

examination paradigm. This third idea is to allow qualified students to shorten their 

degree program by granting academic credit for the introductory course along with 
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placement or exemption (Aleamoni, 1979). This approach is especially helpful and 

attractive to nontraditional students re-entering higher education after a break in 

formal schooling because it provides the opportunity for them to complete their 

degrees in less time than a traditional four-year program (Willingham, 1974). It is also 

thought to conserve educational resources by reducing the number of introductory 

course sections (and therefore the overall number of courses) that an institution must 

offer, though the competing interests of administrators and faculty members make this 

potential result not a universally lauded benefit of credit by examination  (Willingham, 

1974).  

Once the credit-by-examination approach is adopted by postsecondary 

institutions, one way of implementing it is for individual institutions to create 

examinations that are aligned with the content and objectives of the introductory 

courses they choose to include in their programs (Aleamoni, 1979). However, 

developing and validating these exams is a laborious and potentially expensive process 

for postsecondary institutions. Additionally, credit granted based on local 

examinations may not be accepted by another institution if the student later chooses to 

transfer (Willingham, 1974). The alternative is for there to be a common set of 

reliable, valid examinations accepted by postsecondary institutions as sufficiently 

matching their curriculum. With such a program in place, students would have the 

opportunity to demonstrate their knowledge of introductory material and gain credit 
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that would remain with them through the completion of their bachelor’s degree, no 

matter the institution. 

The first successful attempt at creating a credit-by-examination program in the 

United States came about in the 1950s with the introduction of The College Board’s 

Advancement Placement program (AP; Willingham, 1974). Students participating in 

the AP program take college-level courses while in high school and demonstrate their 

mastery of the material on a nationally administered year-end examination comprised 

of a multiple-choice section and a free-response section involving computations or 

essay writing (The College Board [CB], 2002d). AP courses are taught around a 

common course description developed by a committee of high school and college 

faculty who also develop the examinations (CB, 2002d, 2002e). The institutions where 

the students are admitted for postsecondary work determine the scores that are 

accepted for exemption or credit. The success of AP, the realization that the program 

was potentially limited to only high-achieving students who were enrolled in high 

schools with sufficient resources to offer AP courses, and the increasing number of 

nontraditional students who wished to enroll in college soon led to a call for a second 

type of national credit-by-examination program (Willingham, 1974). 

 

The College-Level Examination Program 

History and purpose 
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 As the AP program advanced the legitimacy of the concept of credit-by-

examination, awareness grew of a need for a standardized national testing program 

that would allow students to earn college credit for learning that had occurred outside 

of a traditional classroom (Krieder, 1980). Part of the push for such a program came 

from the large number of military veterans who had gained knowledge through 

military training. They needed a way to have their learning recognized (CB, 1991). 

The needs of these and other non-traditional college applicants gained the attention of 

some higher-education administrators. In the 1950s, several postsecondary institutions, 

including Columbia University, the University of Oklahoma, and the University of 

South Florida, began to develop ways in which students could gain credit for the 

knowledge they had gained thorough life experiences (CB, 1991). Although these 

programs met at least some of the needs of non-traditional students, problems 

remained. Students who earned credit by examination at one university were not 

assured that they could retain that credit if they transferred to another institution. Also, 

the psychometric properties of the exams had not been thoroughly investigated, so 

their reliability and validity remained in question (CB, 1991). A better solution was 

needed. 

 Out of the need for a better solution came an initiative by the Carnegie 

Corporation, in partnership with the Educational Testing Service (ETS), to establish a 

committee charged with the responsibility of implementing a standardized national 

testing program for credit by examination (CB, 1991). The result of the committee’s 
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efforts was the Comprehensive College Tests (CCTs), a battery of five general 

examinations covering the liberal arts and ten subject examinations in areas such as 

American Government, General Chemistry, and Introductory Calculus (CB, 1991). 

The CCTs were first administered in 1965 to a large group of present and former 

military service men and women (CB, 1991). In 1966, the name of the testing program 

was changed to the College-Level Examination Program (CLEP), and the program 

came under the oversight of The College Board (CB, 1991).  

The College Board established a Council on College-Level Examinations, 

comprised of leaders in postsecondary education, to guide the new program (Krieder, 

1980). The Council soon gained the endorsement of the American Council on 

Education, who offered guidelines to colleges and universities on how to set policies 

for use of the exams (CB, 1991). The initial objectives the Council set for CLEP 

included the creation of examinations to measure learning acquired  in any setting, 

making the program accessible to those who had traditionally been excluded from 

higher education (such as the those with low socioeconomic status, women, and 

members of minority groups), and encouraging acceptance of CLEP tests for credit at 

postsecondary institutions throughout the nation (Krieder, 1980). The Council also 

sought to increase the number of subject examinations available to as many as 200 

(CB, 1991).  

Fifty testing centers were established for the first national administration of 

CLEP in 1967; just four people came to take an exam (CB, 1991). However, the 
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number of willing examinees for the program grew quickly as the number of colleges 

and universities and their enrollments rapidly expanded in the late 1960s and 1970s 

(CB, 1991). The College Board launched a national advertising campaign in 1971 to 

increase awareness of the opportunities for adult learners to earn credit through CLEP. 

The result was a significant increase in the number of examinees sitting for CLEP 

exams. By the late 1970s, 47 subject examinations were available and several hundred 

testing centers were administering CLEP exams (CB, 1991). During this period, the 

general examinations were lengthened to 90 minutes and many of the subject exams 

were revised (CB, 1991).  

Currently, The College Board offers five CLEP general examinations and 29 

CLEP subject examinations. Students can take the exams at 1,400 different test centers 

and earn credit by examination at more than 2,800 colleges and universities (CB, 

2002a). The most recent development in the history of the program is the introduction 

of computer-based testing (CBT). As of July 2001, all administrations of all CLEP 

tests have been done on computers (ETS, 2000). The move to CBT has allowed for the 

introduction of new types of items and the provision of immediate test results for 

examinees (ETS, 2000). Also, The College Board introduced a uniform scoring scale 

(previously the scales differed across exams) to make it possible to recommend a 

uniform credit-granting score for all 34 exams (ETS, 2000). 
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Controversy 

 The successful initial implementation and growth of CLEP has attracted 

criticism from members of the higher education community who question the 

legitimacy of the program. The major criticisms of CLEP have centered around 

several issues: 1) by granting credit for knowledge gained outside the classroom, 

CLEP devalues the contribution of the teacher-student and student-student relationship 

to learning (Apstein, 1975; Kreider, 1980); 2) the content of the CLEP exams (in 

particular the General Examinations) is below the college level (Caldwell, 1973; 

Apstein, 1975; Stecher, 1977); 3) performance sufficient for earning credit based on 

CLEP exams would not be sufficient to earn credit in the equivalent college 

coursework (Caldwell, 1973; Apstein, 1975; Stecher, 1977); 4) earning a year or more 

of CLEP credit is harmful to students because it reduces the quality of their 

educational experience (Apstein, 1975; Kennamer, 1980). 

 Critics who have emphasized the harm caused by CLEP to the classroom-

learning experience point to the inability of a multiple-choice examination to test deep 

conceptual knowledge gained through interaction between students and faculty. 

Apstein (1975) leveled this criticism at the program, stating that “the implication of 

CLEP is that nothing special goes on in the classroom” (p. 356). She insisted that 

CLEP tests the type of knowledge that could be gained by studying a test-preparation 

guide, which is qualitatively different from knowledge gained through interacting with 

the course material in a traditional setting. Students who take CLEP are asked only to 
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recall information, not to develop and articulate their own ideas or to interact with 

others’ thoughts.  

 Kreider (1980) pointed out that this issue is, in general, a “problem of 

perception” (p. 12). He questioned whether many of the courses that students place out 

of using CLEP truly involve a significant amount of teacher-student interaction. Since 

these are generally introductory courses, in many cases they are taught in large lecture 

sections where the testing may not be much different in format from the CLEP tests. 

Yamamoto (1975) similarly critiqued Apstein’s (1975) argument, stating that she has 

painted an idealized portrait of the academic climate of most introductory-level 

courses. The size of these courses and the limited amount of previous knowledge the 

students have of the subject matter present obstacles to effective learning through 

interpersonal interaction. In answer to criticisms concerning the adequacy of a 

multiple-choice format to test the type of conceptual learning and ability to express 

ideas that Apstein is concerned about, The College Board offers an optional essay 

section on 24 of the 30 CLEP Subject Examinations and on the English Composition 

General Examination (CB, 1990). These essays are not graded by The College Board, 

but sent to the institution the examinee is applying to or attending and graded by 

individuals designated by the institution. 

 A second major criticism of CLEP argues that at least a portion of the content 

of the CLEP exams (especially the General Examinations) is not at the college level 

and that successful performance on the exams is not equivalent to successful 
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completion of college coursework. With regard to the General Examinations, Caldwell 

pointed out that a relatively low percentage of correct item responses is needed to earn 

a scaled score at the 50th percentile (a cut-point used by many schools to grant credit). 

This percentage ranged from 26% to 44% of the items on the forms of the test 

available at the time of Caldwell’s writing. Of greater concern to Caldwell was the 

content of the items on the tests. An analysis by experts in the content area of each 

General Examination indicated that the exams contained high-school level material. 

The percentage of items that was rated as reflecting high-school content ranged from 

12% (Humanities) to 88% (Mathematics). Caldwell concluded, therefore, that 

successful performance on the CLEP General Examinations was not equivalent to 

successful completion of introductory college-level coursework. 

 Stecher (1977) reached a similar conclusion about the level of the General 

Examinations. He noted that high percentages of incoming freshmen at several large 

state universities who attempted the General Examinations successfully earned CLEP 

credit. His interpretation of these results was that the low raw scores needed to score at 

the credit-granting percentile permit students with little real knowledge of an academic 

discipline to gain General Examination credit. In defense of this interpretation, he 

cited the types of questions asked on the exams. According to Stecher, the knowledge 

needed to answer at least a portion of them is reflective of high-school curriculum at 

best. He also pointed to research that found no differences in scores between students 

who had and had not taken introductory college courses in the areas covered by the 
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examinations. Although overall many of the questions on the General Examinations 

are difficult, Stecher concluded that the combination of low-level questions and low 

raw-score equivalents to credit-granting percentiles makes it too easy to earn credit 

through CLEP and makes successful performance on the exam not equal to the 

outcome of successful completion of college coursework. Apstein (1975) equally 

criticized the Subject Examinations for failure to test college-level material. She noted 

in particular that the types of questions asked on the American Literature exam 

required trivial levels of knowledge about authors and their works and literary 

concepts.  

 The College Board’s procedure for developing the content for the CLEP 

General and Subject Examinations is meant to ensure that the material tested on each 

exam is at what is generally considered to be the college level. Committees comprised 

of college faculty from a diversity of institutions specify the content for the exams, 

after a survey has been conducted to determine the curriculum in use nationwide in 

each academic discipline for which a CLEP test exists (CB, 1990). For the Subject 

Examinations, the survey helps the committee to determine the topics that should be 

included and their relative importance in order that the resulting examination reflects 

as much as possible the commonality in the way the relevant course is taught 

nationwide. For the General Examinations, the curriculum is not from a single course, 

but from general education requirements in the areas of interest of each exam. Test 

items for both types of CLEP examinations are written by college faculty who serve 
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on the committees and reviewed, accepted or rejected, and revised if needed by the 

entire committee. The intent of this test development procedure is to produce 

examinations that test knowledge that a consensus of faculty members believe is 

appropriate at the college level. 

A related criticism of CLEP is that performance sufficient for earning credit 

based on CLEP General Examinations would not be sufficient to earn credit in the 

equivalent college coursework. Some institutions have set their credit-granting score at 

the 25th, 50th, or 75th percentile (Stecher, 1977). These percentiles are set based on 

norms provided by The College Board. The procedures used to establish norms (or 

reference data, which is the term The College Board prefers to use to refer to this type 

of information) for the General Examinations are cited as problematic (Caldwell, 

1973; Stecher, 1977).  

When the reference data for the General Examinations were initially collected 

in 1963, the exams were administered to a national sample of second-semester 

sophomores (CB, 1990). The sample was not restricted to students who had completed 

introductory coursework in the academic areas covered by the exams. Stecher (1977) 

insisted that these normative data were not valid, since The College Board could not 

guarantee that the students who were in the normative group had gained college-level 

knowledge of the exam content. Further, he noted that data collected a year later using 

second-semester freshmen showed that their performance was nearly the same as the 

sophomore reference group. According to Stecher, the reason the freshmen and 
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sophomores did about as well had to do with the circumstances surrounding the 

administrations of the exams. The sophomores were not rewarded in any way for their 

performance on the exams; they were instructed simply to do their best. Stecher stated 

that as a result, they were not motivated to score as high as possible, and this lack of 

motivation caused the norming to be skewed. By comparison, freshmen who are 

taking the tests hoping to earn college credit are far more motivated and therefore are 

likely to perform much better than the CLEP reference group.  

The College Board answered part of Stecher’s criticism in their 1978 collection 

of reference data for the General Examinations. For this data collection, only students 

who had completed general education requirements in the disciplines of the exams 

were permitted to participate (CB, 1990). Two factors make a comparison of the 1978 

and 1963 data difficult: the data collection drew a poorer response from institutions 

asked to participate (25% versus 75% in 1963) and the examinations were at the same 

time lengthened from 60 minutes to 90 minutes (however the tests were equated) 

(Flaherty, 1982). The changes in the composition of the sample and the length of the 

test seemed to have a negative effect on performance. The participants’ scaled scores 

averaged 40 points lower than the previous reference group on the examinations 

(Flaherty, 1982). Both sets of data were made available to institutions to allow them 

the option of choosing which reference group to use in establishing their credit-

granting policy (Flaherty, 1982). As ETS tracked the effects of the longer tests on 

examinee scores in 1978-79, they noted that those who took the 90-minute exam had 
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scaled scores that averaged more than 100 points higher than those who had taken the 

shorter exam the previous year (Flaherty, 1982). The College Board and ETS decided 

to recommend that schools change their cutoff scores for the General Examinations to 

compensate for this effect (Flaherty, 1982), again casting doubt on the validity of the 

reference data. 

Unlike the General Examinations, from the initiation of the Subject 

Examinations their reference data were based on the performance of students who 

were completing a course corresponding to the examination (CB, 1990). Reference 

data for the Subject Examinations provide information on the average CLEP score of 

students by the final letter grade received in the corresponding course (Flaherty, 1982; 

CB, 1990). Less criticism has been leveled toward the reference data for the Subject 

Examinations (Flaherty, 1982). 

Another answer to Stecher’s criticism lies in The College Board’s 

recommendations for CLEP policy setting. The College Board places the 

responsibility for determining credit-granting scores for both the General and Subject 

Examinations with the local institution (CB, 1990). Local institutions are free to make 

policy decisions that take into account the way that reference data were collected. 

Since the inception of CLEP, The College Board has recommended that institutions 

collect local data on CLEP test performance and set local norms accordingly (Flaherty, 

1982; CB, 1990).  
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However, as Caldwell (1973) pointed out, collecting local norming data is 

difficult and it is unlikely that most institutions will conduct these types of studies. A 

national survey of institutions conducted in 1975 found that just 16% of respondents 

based their credit-granting policy at least in part on local norming studies (Grandy & 

Shea, 1976, cited in Flaherty, 1982). A few such studies have been conducted and 

their results published (Beanblossom, 1969; Angell & Bailey, 1972, as cited in 

Druesne, 1982; Kennedy, 1976, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Appenzellar & Kelley, 

1983; Curran, Appenzellar, Kelley, & Osborn, 1983). Angell and Bailey (1972, as 

cited in Druesne, 1982) found that scores on the General Examinations by a large 

random sample of students in the California State University System were comparable 

to the national reference data collected by The College Board in 1963. Entering 

juniors who took the Humanities, Natural Sciences, and Social Sciences and History 

General Examinations at The University of Washington scored higher in general than 

the 1963 reference group (Beanblossom, 1969). Kennedy (1976) found differences 

between the performance of students at Metropolitan State College and the 1963 

reference group on the English Composition General Examination and on some 

subsections of the Humanities and Social Sciences and History Examinations. 

Students performed more poorly than the national reference group. However, on the 

Mathematics General Examination, students did better overall than those in the 

reference group.  
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At The University of Texas at Austin, Appenzellar and Kelley (1983) 

conducted a validity study to investigate the usefulness of the CLEP Subject 

Examination in Calculus with Elementary Functions for determining credit by 

examination. Students took the CLEP examination as their final examination in the 

corresponding Mathematics course at the University. Preliminary course grades were 

obtained from the course professors prior to administration of the exam. A high 

correlation was found between preliminary grade and CLEP score (.66). The study did 

not compare the performance of local participants to the CLEP reference group; 

however, as a result of the study, cutoff scores were set for granting credit and letter 

grades based on CLEP examination performance. The cutoff score for granting credit 

adopted based on the study (scaled score of 46) was comparable to the credit granting 

score recommended at the time by the American Council on Education (ACE)—a 

scaled score of 47.  

A similar study was done to validate the CLEP College Algebra exam for local 

use (Curran, Appenzellar, Kelley, & Osborn, 1983), however 10 institution-specific 

items were added to the CLEP items when the CLEP examination was administered to 

a group of students completing a summer course in college algebra. The correlations 

found between preliminary course grade and CLEP exam score (not including the 

institution-specific items) was .61; when the additional items were included the 

correlation was basically unchanged (r=.62). The University adopted a credit-granting 

scaled score of 49 (including both the CLEP and institution-specific items) based on 
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the study results; researchers report that using the CLEP items only a cutoff score of 

48 would have been implemented. These scores are somewhat higher than the ACE 

recommendation at the time to use 45 as a cutoff score for granting credit on this 

examination. 

Chapman and Hargrett (1979) refuted Stecher’s (1977) claim that CLEP credit-

granting scores are too low, resulting in a credit “giveaway.” Their study of students at 

six colleges who took the CLEP Subject Examination in Introductory Psychology after 

having completed an introductory psychology course found a slightly higher mean 

score than that in the CLEP reference group. However, they also found that the 

recommended credit-granting score of 47 was too high when compared to the final 

course grade of the students in the study. Students who scored a 47 had earned a B- or 

better in the course, not a C as in the students in the reference group. They concluded 

that it is unlikely that the CLEP recommended score for this examination is so low that 

it is allowing unqualified students to earn credit by examination. 

The introduction of computer-based testing for all CLEP examinations in 2001 

again raises the question of the appropriateness of reference data to determine credit-

granting scores. The College Board cited difficulty in gathering sufficient nationally 

representative data to set norms for the exams (ETS, 2000). Twenty of the 34 

computer-based CLEP examinations use questions taken from the paper-and-pencil 

versions of the tests. The College Board has used the data available from 

administrations of the paper-and-pencil tests to link the computer-based exam scales to 
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the reference data from the paper-and-pencil administrations (ETS, 2000). For the 

remaining 14 exams (all of which are Subject Examinations), the recommended credit-

granting score was determined by the committee that worked on the development of 

the test, with input concerning the passing rates of students on the examinations (ETS, 

2000). The effect of the new format for the examinations on the number of students 

receiving credit is not yet known. However, Mazzeo and others (1991) found an effect 

for mode of administration when comparing scores from students who took both 

computerized and paper-and-pencil versions of the Mathematics and English 

Composition General Examinations. Students scored lower on the computerized 

versions. The researchers pointed out the critical importance of empirically 

investigating rather than assuming that paper-and-pencil and computerized versions of 

exams are equivalent. 

The College Board also has looked to the American Council on Education 

(ACE) to help institutions set their policies. ACE has made recommendations 

concerning credit-granting scores to help guide institutions in setting policies since 

near the beginning of the program (Flaherty, 1982). ACE originally recommended that 

the 25th percentile be used as a cutoff point for the General and Subject Examinations. 

In 1972, ACE changed its recommendations for the Subject Examinations to state that 

the credit-granting score should equal the mean score for students in the norm group 

who earned a C in the corresponding college course (Flaherty, 1982). ACE revised its 

General Examination recommendations in 1976 to state that scaled scores between 
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421 and 500 should be the minimum credit-granting scores, except for the English 

Composition examination (a scaled score of 530 to 610 was recommended as the 

minimum for this exam) (Flaherty, 1982). This recommendation remained in place 

after review of the 1978 reference data (Flaherty, 1982).  The current ACE 

recommendations reflect the change in the scoring scale that occurred with the switch 

to computer-based testing. The change allowed for a uniform recommendation of a 

credit-granting scaled score of 50 for all 34 examinations (ETS, 2000). In August 

2002, ACE conducted a review of CLEP that involved analysis of psychometric data 

on the examinations as well as reviews of test content by subject matter experts and 

examination of procedures for developing and administering the tests (CB, 2002c). 

The ACE review team concluded that all of these aspects of CLEP met or surpassed 

ACE’s standards. Other groups, such as The Mathematical Association of America, 

have also issued guidelines on proper use of the CLEP examinations (CB, 1990).  

   A final major criticism of CLEP has focused on its effects on the educational 

experience of students. This criticism has especially focused on the possibility for 

recent high school graduates to be given sophomore or junior standing based on 

accumulating a large number of CLEP credits (Kennamer, 1980). Critics have pointed 

out that CLEP was created to provide opportunities for nontraditional students who 

had gained knowledge through life experiences, not traditional students moving 

directly from high school to college (Apstein, 1975; Kennamer, 1980). Apstein 

likened the creation of “instant sophomores” via CLEP to the making of instant coffee; 



 38

she stated that in both cases there is “only a superficial resemblance to the real thing” 

(p. 356). She suggested that the maturity and intellectual development of a CLEP-

created sophomore and a sophomore who has earned a year’s worth of credit through 

course enrollment are not equivalent.  

 Students who have participated in CLEP do not seem to share the critic’s 

concerns about the effect of CLEP on their education. Losak (1978) surveyed more 

than 200 students who had received at least 12 hours of CLEP credit. Seventy-eight 

percent of the students reported that they had no problems in their advanced 

coursework as a result of exemption from introductory courses. Nearly all students 

(98.5%) said that would take CLEP again if they were repeating their college 

experience. Other researchers have found similar results when surveying students 

about their experience with CLEP (Abraham, 1975; Caldwell, 1977; Moughamian, 

1978, as cited in Druesne, 1982). Casey (1974), a student who participated in CLEP, 

defended the program as an important way for all college students to realize their full 

potential by allowing them to enter into the postsecondary education system at their 

level of knowledge and ability. He noted that CLEP helps to motivate students to enter 

higher education and follow through with their degree programs.  

 Perhaps the silent voice of criticism toward CLEP is heard via the decline in 

use of the examinations. A Florida study (Florida State Postsecondary Education 

Commission, 1987) noted an 84% decrease from the 1974-75 academic year to the 

1983-84 academic year in the number of CLEP credits earned by students in Florida. 
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Researchers reported that the trend in Florida is representative of a national decline in 

the use of the General Examinations (Florida State Postsecondary Education 

Commission, 1987). The majority of the decline is in the General Examinations 

portion of the program. Nationally, more than 225,000 CLEP General Examinations 

were taken by students in 1974-75; this number shrunk to just over 31,000 in 1985-86 

(ETS, 1986, as cited in Florida State Postsecondary Education Commission, 1987). In 

the testing year between July 2001 and June 2002 (the first year CBT was available for 

all CLEP examinations), The College Board reports that 28,360 General Examinations 

were administered, indicating a continued decline in use of the General Examinations 

(CB, 2002c). The Florida study stated three possible causes of the decline in General 

Examination use by students: a desire by high-achieving students to inflate their GPAs 

by taking easier, introductory coursework; the increased expense involved in taking 

the examinations; and a failure by members of the postsecondary education 

community to inform students of CLEP opportunities based on the negative 

perceptions of the program they hold (ETS, 1986, as cited in Florida State 

Postsecondary Education Commission, 1987). A smaller decline from about 54,000 

administrations to about 48,000 administrations has been reported for the Subject 

Examinations (ETS, 1986, as cited in Florida State Postsecondary Education 

Commission, 1987). However, during the year between July 2001 and June 2002, the 

number of Subject Examination administrations had grown to 95,078 (CB, 2002c). 

The future of CLEP appears to lie most solidly with the Subject Examinations. 
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CLEP versus AP 

 The AP program is the main alternate to CLEP for students who desire to gain 

credit by examination through a national testing program. Both programs are offered 

by The College Board, and in that sense are not competitors. However, they do offer 

examinations in many of the same subject areas (CB, 2003). Table 1 compares some 

of the features that make the two programs distinct. 

 
Table 1 
Comparison of features of CLEP and the AP program1 
 AP CLEP 
Classroom experience required Yes No 

Examination format Multiple choice and 
free response 

Multiple choice with 
optional essay 

Examination content developed by High school and 
college faculty College faculty 

Testing open to anyone  No Yes 

Number of examinations 34 34 (29 Subject 
Examinations) 

When examinations offered Once per year (May) Throughout the year 
When examinations can be taken Only in high school Any time 

Examination fee $80 $50, plus site fee  
(usually $15) 

Need-based fee reduction available 
through The College Board Yes ($22 reduction) No 

Number of schools accepting 
scores for credit or placement Approximately 3,000 Approximately 2,900 

Number of examinations 
administered 

937,951  
(in 2002) 

123,438  
(July 2001-June 2002) 

 

 As a result of some of the features that differentiate it from CLEP, AP has 

been less severely criticized by the higher education community (Kennamer, 1980). 

                                                 
1 Information taken from CB (2002a, 2002c, 2002d, 2002e, 2003). 
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Specifically, because AP involves an actual classroom experience, the criticism that 

students receiving CLEP credit miss out on the give-and-take that occurs among 

students and faculty is not as relevant though some would argue that there is a 

distinction between the types of interactions that occur in high school and college 

classrooms. Additionally, the required free-response section on the AP examinations 

counters the criticism leveled at the CLEP tests, where scores are computed only for 

multiple-choice questions. However, AP has been criticized as a program that only 

benefits elite students in wealthy school districts where schools can afford to offer AP 

courses and students’ families can afford the examination fee (Krieder, 1980). The 

College Board has addressed this concern by offering fee reductions to low-income 

families, and more than 40 states have initiatives aimed at making AP affordable for 

and available to all students (CB, 2003). 

 Many researchers have investigated the later educational outcomes of students 

who receive AP credit. Results have shown those who receive AP credit do at least as 

well if not better than students who do not receive AP credit on a number of 

indicators. The research discussed here is a sample of recent studies that have looked 

for differences between AP and non-AP students in their later achievement.  

 Koch, Fitzpatrick, Triscari, Mahoney, and Cope (1988) investigated outcomes 

for AP students and surveyed them on their experiences with AP and intentions for 

using their AP credit. They found that AP students generally reported that they 

planned use their AP credit to take other required courses earlier in their academic 
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careers, to take additional electives, or to take additional advanced coursework in the 

area where they had received AP credit. Students also reported a high level of 

satisfaction with their AP course and felt prepared for more advanced college 

coursework. In the outcome aspect of their study, Koch et al. compared AP students to 

a matched comparison group of non-AP students and found a consistent difference in 

their academic achievement. After completing two years of college, the AP students 

had better GPAs and had successfully completed more credit hours. These results 

replicated across the universities involved in the research project.  

 In a study of 3,000 students who had received AP credit in Biology, Calculus 

AB, and Chemistry, Morgan and Crone (1993) also found that AP students did not use 

their credit to avoid coursework in the area of their AP credit. Instead, Calculus AB 

students were found to have taken almost double the number of math courses than 

non-AP students. Similar results were found for Chemistry students. Additionally, AP 

students who had earned a score of 3 or better on their AP examination had a mean 

course grade of 3.00 or higher in most of their more advanced first-year coursework. 

This level of achievement was significantly greater than that of non-AP students.  

 Similarly, when looking at the academic achievement of students at 21 

colleges and universities, Morgan and Ramist (1998) found that in most subject areas 

AP students had higher grades and were more likely to earn grades of A or B in 

advanced college coursework than were students who had enrolled in an introductory 

college course. Expanding on this earlier work, Morgan and Maneckshana (2000) 
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found that nearly all students who earned AP credit at these colleges and universities 

took additional coursework in the subject area of their credit by examination. AP 

students were more likely to take an additional course in the subject area than non-AP 

students. Additionally, most of the AP students in their sample graduated in four years 

or less and had at least a 3.00 GPA. 

 Dodd, Fitzpatrick, De Ayala, and Jennings (2002) investigated the later 

academic performance of students who had received AP credit for the English 

Language and Composition, Calculus AB, and Biology examinations in terms of 

sequent course outcome, number of additional courses taken in the subject area of the 

AP credit, and GPA for these courses. Significant differences between AP students 

and a matched comparison group of non-AP students were found on all indicators for 

the English and Calculus samples. These differences replicated across more than one 

year of incoming students. Their findings indicated that AP students do at least as well 

on these indicators as students who enroll in introductory coursework.  

 These results indicate that students earning credit through AP generally have 

successful academic careers that involve further study in the area of their AP credit. 

Similar studies have been carried out by researchers seeking to learn whether students 

who earn credit by examination through CLEP also succeed in their later college 

coursework. 
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Subsequent CLEP Student Performance 

Much research has been conducted to track the later academic performance of 

students who earned credit through CLEP examinations to determine the effects of the 

program. In general, the results have been extremely positive. Some researchers have 

found that students who earned credit through CLEP have higher GPAs later on in 

college than students who did not earn CLEP credit compared to those who did not 

take CLEP exams (Montclair State College, 1973, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Volker, 

1973, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Worchester State College, 1973, as cited in Druesne, 

1982; Buckner & Cox, 1974, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Enger & Whitney, 1974; 

Hadley, 1974, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Abraham, 1975; Caldwell, 1977; Meenihan, 

1976, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Halinski & Vogel, 1977; Ozaki, 1978) and those who 

took CLEP but did not earn credit (Richmond & McCluskey, 1973; Lewis, 1974, as 

cited in Druesne, 1982; Losak, 1977; McCluskey, 1971, as cited in Druesne, 1982; 

Richmond & McCluskey, 1976, as cited in Druesne, 1982). Other studies have found 

no differences in the GPAs of students who did and did not earn CLEP credit (Losak 

& Lin, 1973; Brack, 1976, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Legg & Webb, 1977). A positive 

correlation between CLEP scores and GPA (Angell & Bailey, 1972, as cited in 

Druesne, 1982; Montclair State College, 1973, as cited in Druesne, 1982) and number 

of CLEP credits earned and GPA (Abraham, 1975) also has been found. The CLEP 

General Examination in Social Science and History was found to be a significant 

predictor of GPA (Johnson & Knight, 1987).  
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CLEP students have been shown to be less likely to withdraw from college 

(California State University and Colleges, 1975; Caldwell, 1977; Legg & Webb, 

1977). Graduation rates for CLEP students are as good as or better than those of 

students in general (Enger & Whitney, 1974; California State University and Colleges, 

1975; Caldwell, 1977; Halinski & Vogel, 1977; Legg & Webb, 1977; Losak, 1977). 

When researchers have looked at the performance of CLEP students in sequent or later 

advanced coursework in their area of CLEP credit, most have been found to earn 

grades of C or better (McCluskey, 1971, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Worchester State 

College, 1973, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Ozaki, 1974, as cited in Druesne, 1982; 

Grisvard, 1975, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Barrett, 1976, as cited in Druesne, 1982; 

Lichtenstein, 1976, as cited in Druesne, 1982). Pliska (1973, as cited in Druesne, 

1982) found correlations of .31 to .62 between CLEP scores in economics, education, 

and sociology and final course grades in equivalent courses. 

 Although the research on the subsequent performance of CLEP students is 

quite voluminous, it suffers from several limitations. Most of the research cited above 

involved students who took CLEP General Examinations; fewer studies have looked at 

the subsequent performance of students who earn credit only for Subject Examinations 

(Chapman & Hargrett, 1979). Given the sharp decline described above in use of the 

General Examinations and the growth in the use of the Subject Examinations, 

additional research on the outcomes of students who receive credit through Subject 

Examinations is clearly needed. A further problem with the published research is that 
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most studies have not compared CLEP students to a matched sample of students who 

did not earn CLEP credit. It is important that a comparison group of students with the 

same level of previous academic success be used because previous research has found 

differences between the entrance examination scores and high school ranks of students 

who did and did not earn CLEP credit (McKean, 1972, as cited in Druesne, 1982; 

Buckner & Cox, 1974, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Enger & Whitney, 1974; Berilla, 

1976, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Kieft & Goupell, 1976, as cited in Druesne, 1982; 

Richmond & McCluskey, 1973; Richmond & McCluskey, 1976, as cited in Druesne, 

1982; Halinski & Vogel, 1977). Additionally, the published research is dated and there 

is a call for new research on the program (Druesne, 1982; Florida State Postsecondary 

Education Commission, 1987). 

 
 

Statement of the Problem 

 As program evaluation emerged as a discipline, many different approaches to 

conceptualizing, designing, and conducting an evaluation were advanced by 

researchers and theorists. A number of these approaches have been shown to be valid. 

However, each approach is somewhat narrow, and applying any one approach to a 

particular evaluation presents many practical difficulties. Therefore, in order to 

evaluate CLEP, an evaluation approach is needed that looks at the issues of 

practicality present in an evaluation project and draws upon valid approaches to 
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evaluation research to synthesize them into an integrative, pragmatic approach to the 

evaluation.  

 With more than a 40-year history, CLEP has been the subject of a number of 

outcome studies that looked at its effects on students and a few implementation 

studies. However, much of the published research is dated and new research is needed, 

especially on the Subject Examinations and given the recent change in CLEP to 

computer-based testing. Additionally, no broad, systematic evaluation has been 

conducted on CLEP to look at the long-term effects of receiving credit by examination 

for students. Because the way the program is being implemented by postsecondary 

institutions and the way it is perceived by its consumers has a significant effect on the 

success of CLEP, information is needed on how institutions, faculty members, and 

students perceive CLEP and how institutions are implementing the program.  

 The ultimate goal and primary task of a true program evaluation lies in 

determining the value of the program that is the subject of the evaluation 

(Stufflebeam, 2000a). Based on previous research findings and the current state of the 

program, three aspects of CLEP were chosen for inclusion in this evaluation: how 

CLEP is being implemented, how it is perceived by its stakeholders, and its academic 

outcomes for student participants. These aspects of CLEP have a reciprocal 

relationship; each one affects the others. Student outcomes of CLEP affect stakeholder 

perceptions of the program. If CLEP students have poor outcomes, the program will 

be accurately perceived as problematic. Additionally, poor student outcomes would 
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(or should) lead to changes in the way the program is implemented (for example, 

requiring a higher minimum score for receiving credit). The way the program is 

perceived has an impact on both its implementation and outcomes. If CLEP is 

perceived to be a beneficial program by faculty and postsecondary institutions, it is 

likely to be implemented more broadly. Positive perceptions of the program by 

students would lead more students to participate in the program, potentially affecting 

the overall outcomes observed in program participants. Finally, the implementation of 

CLEP affects its potential outcomes by determining which students can receive credit 

and for which examinations. The implementation of the program can affect 

perceptions of it as well; if minimum credit granting scores are very high, students 

likely will perceive the program as a difficult and unlikely means of gaining credit and 

faculty may view the program as rigorous and perhaps more acceptable as a result. 

 In studying these three aspects of CLEP, it was anticipated that CLEP would 

have be a program of value if it: 

• Is implemented with policies that make the program attractive to students 

and acceptable to faculty and administrators, and that allow students to 

gain credit only if they have demonstrated knowledge at least equivalent to 

an acceptable grade in a comparable college course. 

• Is perceived as a beneficial program by postsecondary institutions, faculty, 

and students. 
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• Has a high level of awareness and visibility among students (which 

requires communication about CLEP policies from postsecondary 

institutions to students and faculty).  

• Shows educational outcomes for student participants that are equal or 

superior to that of alternative means of gaining credit (i.e., through AP or 

course enrollment). 

The study described in the next chapter sought to determine CLEP’s value 

based on the criteria listed above using an integrative, pragmatic approach to 

evaluation. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

Method 

The study consists of three parts: 1) an implementation evaluation 

investigating the ways in which CLEP is being used by postsecondary institutions; 2) 

an evaluation to determine how CLEP is viewed by its consumers; and 3) an outcome 

evaluation looking at the academic performance and other outcomes for students at a 

major university who received CLEP or AP exam credit and matched samples of those 

who did not. The three aspects of this study share a common view on who the 

stakeholders in CLEP are: The College Board, administrators at postsecondary 

institutions, students, and faculty. The primary intended user of this evaluation is The 

College Board. A secondary user group is credit-by-examination policy setters at 

colleges and universities. Because the participants, instrumentation, and procedure for 

each part of the proposed study differ, each part is described separately below. 

 

Part one: Implementation of CLEP 

Participants 

 In order to evaluate how CLEP currently is being implemented at 

postsecondary institutions, a survey was conducted. Using an proportionate implicit 

stratified random sampling technique, 403 institutions were selected from among the 

nearly 2,900 colleges and universities that accept CLEP scores. The sampling frame 

was the list of institutions that accept CLEP scores in The College Board’s 
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publication, 2001-2002 CLEP Colleges (CB, 2001j). Stratification criteria included 

total undergraduate enrollment, location (state), and type of affiliation (public, private 

non-profit, private for-profit) in order to obtain a sample that is representative of the 

population of postsecondary schools that accepts CLEP scores. The decision to use a 

sample of 403 institutions was based on the following sampling equation (given in 

Kalton, 1983): 

,/)( nPQpSE ′=   (1) 

where SE=acceptable margin of error, p=endorsing trait, P=estimate of population 

proportion, Q=1-P, and n′= the initial estimate of sample size. A conservative choice 

for the estimate of the population proportion is .50 (Kalton, 1983). In small 

populations, the equation is multiplied by the finite population correction factor, which 

is equal to 1-N/n′ (where N=size of population and n′=the initial estimate of sample 

size calculated from the equal above, (Kalton, 1983)). To account for non-respondents, 

n′ is then divided by the expected response rate to arrive at the needed sample size. In 

the present case, with the equation adjusted for the size of the population (2,900 

schools) and an expected response rate of 80%, 403 institutions was determined to be 

the appropriate number. Surveys were mailed to the director of admissions at each 

institution.  

 The sample that was mailed surveys included 220 public institutions, 163 

private non-profit institutions, and 20 private for-profit institutions. The mean 

undergraduate enrollment of the schools in the sample was 4423.70 (SD=5722.86) and 
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ranged from 9 to 36,331. The sample contained 98 institutions with an enrollment of 

less than 1,000 students, 143 institutions with between 1,000 and 3,000 students, 95 

institutions with between 3,001 and 8,000 students, 41 institutions with between 8,001 

and 15,000 students, and 26 institutions with more than 15,000 students. Eighty-nine 

institutions offer only an associate’s degree program. The remaining 314 offer a 

bachelor’s degree program. 

Instrumentation 

 The institution survey (see Appendix A) focused mainly on investigating the 

following aspects of CLEP implementation: adherence to American Council on 

Education recommendations for credit-granting scores and to the five key elements of 

The College Board’s stated ideal CLEP policy; school policies for acceptance of 

CLEP scores and how these policies are determined; changes in CLEP policies 

reflecting the change in the scoring scale in 2001; parity in acceptance of CLEP scores 

and scores from other College Board tests such as the SAT II and AP examinations; 

the ways in which credits gained based on CLEP scores can be applied (such as 

whether students gain credit or advanced standing, and whether CLEP credit can be 

accrued for courses in a student’s major area of study); and how CLEP policies are 

communicated to students and used in the schools’ advertising materials.  

 In part, the questions for the institution survey were based on The College 

Board’s statement of the information that is critical to include in setting and 

communicating CLEP policy. These include a statement of: which exams are accepted 
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for credit; the credit-granting score cut-off; the number of credit hours available 

through each accepted exam; the introductory courses for which the CLEP credit 

applies; and the total number of credit hours a student may gain through CLEP (CB, 

2002a). The College Board also recommends that institutions publicize their CLEP 

policies to prospective students and currently enrolled students through means such as 

the institution’s catalog and web site, publications on credit by examination, through 

the admissions office, and throughout the process of academic advising. The 

information gathered through the institution survey allows for evaluation of whether 

institutions are adhering to these recommendations in implementing CLEP on their 

campuses. 

Procedure 

The institution survey was distributed by mail to the participating schools in 

January, 2003. The survey was accompanied by a letter (on letterhead from The 

College Board) explaining the purpose of the survey and the general nature of the 

research project. Information about the schools’ CLEP policies also was gleaned from 

the schools’ web sites and official publications (including admissions materials, 

catalogues, and publications dedicated to credit by examination policies). The 

institutions involved in the survey were asked to include with their returned survey a 

copy of any credit-by-examination brochures they produce. 

To try to ensure a high response rate, follow-up contact was attempted with the 

survey recipients who did not respond to the survey within four weeks. Email 
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messages were sent to the director of admissions at all non-responding institutions. 

The messages included a copy of the survey that could be printed and returned. This 

follow up yielded a return of an additional 25 surveys. A random sample of 50 

institutions was then selected from among those schools who had not responded to the 

survey. Attempts were made to contact these institutions by phone to inquire about 

their non-response to the survey. At 35 of the 50 schools, the individual who was 

designated as the appropriate contact by the director of admissions did not respond to 

repeated phone messages. Nine individuals stated that they did not receive the survey 

and requested a second copy be sent to them; just two of these individuals later 

returned the survey. Of the remaining six schools: two said they were too busy to 

participate; two said they did not receive enough requests from students for CLEP 

credit for their participation to be meaningful; one said the institution’s CLEP policy 

was not well articulated and could not provide meaningful information; and one 

individual reported that the survey was returned, however it was never received. As a 

result of these responses, the decision was made to suspend efforts to contact non-

responding schools and to collect whatever data were available on the institution’s 

CLEP policies through their web sites and official publications. The total number of 

completed surveys returned by the institutions contacted was 129 (approximately 32% 

of the institutions in the sample). 
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Part two: Perceptions of CLEP 

Participants 

Participants who responded to the institution survey items described in part one 

of this study also responded to items regarding their perceptions of CLEP for part two 

of this study. Additionally, a survey was distributed to all faculty members at The 

University of Texas at Austin (UT-Austin) who teach courses in departments where 

UT-Austin accepts CLEP scores. These departments are English, mathematics, 

psychology, sociology, government, and economics. Faculty members were identified 

through the listing of current faculty members on the official web site for each 

department. Professors, Associate Professors, Assistant Professors, Senior Lecturers 

and Lecturers in each department were contacted by email and invited to respond to a 

brief web-based survey regarding their opinions of CLEP. In total, 361 faculty 

members were contacted. It was expected that at least 50% of the faculty would 

respond to the survey.  

A third survey involved undergraduate students at UT-Austin. These survey 

respondents were students who participated in the Department of Educational 

Psychology subject pool at UT-Austin during the Spring 2003 semester. Participation 

was not limited to just those students who took CLEP tests. Since all students are 

potential CLEP consumers, learning their perception of the program is important. The 

researcher was allocated 135 student participants through the subject pool.  
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Instrumentation 

Items were included on the institution survey to measure the perception of 

CLEP by colleges and universities. The faculty survey (see Appendix B) focused on 

the following: awareness of their department’s CLEP policy; perceived effect of 

policy on how prepared students are for upper division courses; perceived effect of 

CLEP on number of faculty needed in their department; perceived effect of CLEP on 

department revenue; and overall positive/negative attitude toward credit by 

examination through CLEP. The student survey (see Appendix C) focused on 

awareness of CLEP and University policy on CLEP score acceptance; awareness of 

credit-by-examination opportunities available through CLEP; and whether the 

admissions and financial aid offices gave information concerning CLEP credit 

opportunities to the students. Students also were asked if they took CLEP tests and 

earned credit. Those who had taken CLEP were asked about the number of CLEP tests 

they had taken, their opinion of the difficult level of the tests, and if they had earned 

credit through CLEP. Those who had earned credit were asked additional questions 

concerning their perception of the effect of CLEP on their academic experience in 

terms reducing their time at UT-Austin and reducing the total cost of their 

undergraduate education; whether they believed CLEP has had a positive or negative 

effect on their overall academic experience; whether they believe CLEP is a good 

value; and any difficulties they have experienced in upper-division courses after 

exemption from introductory courses through CLEP.  
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Procedure 

A link to the web-based faculty survey was distributed via e-mail, again along 

with a brief message explaining the purpose of the survey and the nature of the 

project. A reminder email was sent to faculty members who had not yet completed the 

survey two weeks after the initial contact to again request their participation. The web-

based student survey was distributed to students who signed up to participate in the 

research project through the Department of Educational Psychology’s subject pool. 

Students were sent an email message explaining the purpose of the survey and the 

nature of the project, along with a link to the survey. Students who had not yet 

responded to the survey received a reminder email with a link to the survey every 

week over a period of six weeks. 

 

Part three: Outcome evaluation 

Participants 

   The third part of the study focused on the educational outcomes of students 

who had been granted credit for CLEP test scores at UT-Austin. Many students now 

require five to six years to complete their undergraduate degrees. Therefore, to allow 

for analysis of the graduation rates of CLEP students, students in the fall 1994, fall 

1995, and fall 1996 entering freshman classes were included as participants. The 

participants for this aspect of the study were drawn from existing student records data 

provided by UT-Austin’s Measurement and Evaluation Center.  
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All students who were both eligible for and accepted CLEP credit through the 

credit-by-examination program at UT-Austin in the entering classes of interest were 

selected.  Students from the same entering classes who earned and accepted credit as a 

result of scores on the AP exams in the areas corresponding to the CLEP tests of 

interest were selected for participation as well. Additionally, comparison groups of 

students who did not take an eligible AP or CLEP test or who took either (or both) 

tests but did not qualify for credit for these tests, but who did complete the equivalent 

introductory course at UT-Austin, also were chosen. The samples were matched based 

on entrance examination (SAT or ACT) scores and high school rank. (The procedure 

for matching the groups will be described later.) Because of potential differences in 

the ability distributions of the AP and CLEP groups, separate comparison samples 

were matched to each group. It should be noted that across different subject areas, it is 

likely that there is some overlap in the AP and CLEP group participants. Many 

students participate in both programs and earn credit as a result. Therefore, across all 

nine subject areas, the CLEP and AP groups are not composed of mutually exclusive 

groups of students. However, within each subject area students were grouped based on 

the examination for which they received credit by examination. 

Students who qualified for credit by examination under CLEP or AP but did 

not accept the credit were not included in the study because it is difficult to determine 

their reasoning for refusing credit. Differences in reasoning within the group might 

confound the results obtained. Also, the inclusion of more groups would have 



 59

increased the needed sample size in each group. Because the researcher did not have 

control over the sample size in this study, limiting the number of groups to include 

only those who can be most meaningfully compared was a practical necessity.  

 Because of the change in the scoring scale that The College Board 

implemented in 2001, an additional exploratory study was conducted with data from 

the entering class of 2001. Subject size was too limited to calculate inferential 

statistics because few students in this cohort had submitted CLEP scores based on the 

new scoring scale. Descriptive statistics are reported in the Results section. 

Demographic information on members of all groups was tabulated from the 

existing data. Tables 2 and 3 show the gender and ethnicity of the participants in each 

of the groups. 
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Table 2 
Gender of participants in all groups 

 CLEP CLEP Match AP AP Match 
Year/Exam Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women 

1994 Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 
American 
Government 488 50.5 479 49.5 505 53.3 442 46.7 137 56.6 105 43.4 135 57.0 102 43.0

American 
Literature 10 62.5 6 37.5 8 53.3 137 56.6 X3 X X X X X X X 

Calculus 14 50.0 14 50.0 18 64.3 10 35.7 329 56.8 250 43.2 348 60.2 230 39.8
College Algebra 6 54.5 5 45.5 5 45.5 6 54.5 X X X X X X X X 
English 
Literature 8 66.7 4 33.3 7 58.3 5 41.7 X X X X X X X X 

Macroeconomics 32 60.4 21 39.6 34 64.2 19 35.8 104 68.0 49 32.0 88 59.9 59 40.1
Microeconomics 35 61.4 22 38.6 38 69.1 17 30.9 32 76.2 10 23.8 21 51.2 20 48.8
Psychology 36 52.2 33 47.8 34 49.3 35 50.7 12 36.4 21 63.6 16 48.5 17 51.5
Sociology 51 49.0 53 51.0 55 53.4 48 46.6 X X X X X X X X 

  
1995 Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

American 
Government 442 47.7 484 52.3 471 54.1 399 45.9 184 52.6 166 47.4 179 53.0 159 47.0

American 
Literature 6 50.0 6 50.0 5 41.7 7 58.3 X X X X X X X X 

Calculus 19 79.2 5 20.8 9 45.0 11 55.0 336 57.8 245 42.2 331 58.8 232 41.2
College Algebra 6 66.7 3 33.3 5 62.5 3 37.5 X X X X X X X X 
English 
Literature 13 76.5 4 23.5 11 64.7 6 35.3 X X X X X X X X 

                                                 
3 X’s in the table indicate that no group was formed in that cell. 
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Table 2 (cont.) 
Gender of participants in all groups 

 Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women 
1995 Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

Macroeconomics 31 68.9 14 31.1 27 61.4 17 38.6 134 64.1 75 35.9 135 66.8 67 33.2
Microeconomics 32 72.7 12 27.3 27 61.4 17 38.6 36 75.0 12 25.0 31 64.6 17 35.4
Psychology 35 55.6 28 44.4 27 42.2 37 57.8 34 49.3 35 50.7 38 55.9 30 44.1
Sociology 53 56.4 41 43.6 44 43.8 50 53.2 X X X X X X X X 
 

1996 Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 
American 
Government 513 49.6 522 50.4 563 55.5 451 44.5 205 57.3 153 42.7 217 59.3 149 40.7

American 
Literature 11 61.1 7 38.9 13 72.2 5 27.8 X X X X X X X X 

Calculus 18 60.0 12 40.0 19 73.1 7 26.9 412 59.1 285 40.9 413 63.1 241 36.9
College Algebra 9 60.0 6 40.0 11 78.6 3 21.4 X X X X X X X X 
English 
Literature 8 57.1 6 42.9 8 57.1 6 42.9 X X X X X X X X 

Macroeconomics 26 78.8 7 21.2 22 73.3 8 26.7 117 70.5 49 29.5 76 64.4 42 35.6
Microeconomics 12 75.0 4 25.0 11 68.8 5 31.3 39 69.6 17 30.4 39 69.6 17 30.4
Psychology 27 49.1 28 50.9 30 54.5 25 45.5 41 40.2 61 59.8 50 49.0 52 51.0
Sociology 50 56.2 39 43.8 47 52.8 42 47.2 X X X X X X X X 
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Table 2 (cont.) 
Gender of participants in all groups 

        

 Men Women Men Women         
2001 Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq %         

American 
Government 19 55.9 15 44.1 17 68.0 8 32.0         

American 
Literature 1 100 0 0 X X X X         

Calculus 9 75.0 3 25.0 10 90.9 1 9.1         
College Algebra 7 46.7 8 53.3 6 54.5 5 45.5         
English 
Literature 0 0 2 100 X X X X         

Macroeconomics 9 45.0 11 55.0 9 60.0 6 40.0         
Microeconomics 4 80.0 1 20.0 X X X X         
Psychology 5 50.0 5 50.0 4 57.1 3 42.9         
Sociology 12 70.6 5 29.4 6 42.9 8 57.1         
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Table 3 
Ethnicity of participants in all groups 

Year/Exam  White Native 
American 

African 
American 

Asian 
American Hispanic Foreign 

1994 Group Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 
CLEP 717 74.1 2 .2 37 3.8 114 11.8 94 9.7 3 .3 
CLEP Match 651 68.7 3 .3 69 7.3 80 8.4 144 15.2 0 0 
AP 162 66.9 1 .4 2 .8 59 24.4 18 7.4 0 0 

American 
Government 

AP Match 159 67.1 0 0 18 7.6 26 11.0 33 13.9 1 .4 
CLEP 12 75.0 0 0 1 6.3 3 18.8 0 0 0 0 American 

Literature CLEP Match 9 60.0 0 0 1 6.7 4 26.7 1 6.7 0 0 
CLEP 19 67.9 0 0 0 0 5 17.9 4 14.3 0 0 
CLEP Match 12 42.9 0 0 1 3.6 12 42.9 2 7.1 1 3.6 
AP 337 58.2 3 .5 22 3.8 172 29.7 41 7.1 4 .7 Calculus 

AP Match 392 67.8 0 0 23 4.0 82 14.2 80 13.8 1 .2 
CLEP 5 45.5 0 0 4 36.4 1 9.1 1 9.1 0 0 College Algebra CLEP Match 4 36.4 0 0 2 18.2 1 9.1 4 36.4 0 0 
CLEP 8 66.7 0 0 2 16.7 1 8.3 1 8.3 0 0 English 

Literature CLEP Match 7 58.3 0 0 2 16.7 2 16.7 1 8.3 0 0 
CLEP 39 73.6 0 0 1 1.9 8 15.1 5 9.4 0 0 
CLEP Match 41 77.4 2 3.8 0 0 5 9.4 5 9.4 0 0 
AP 88 57.5 0 0 2 1.3 53 34.6 9 5.9 1 .7 

Macro-
economics 

AP Match 102 69.4 1 .7 3 2.0 30 20.4 10 6.8 1 .7 
CLEP 44 77.2 0 0 0 0 9 15.8 4 7.0 0 0 
CLEP Match 36 65.5 0 0 1 1.8 9 16.4 9 16.4 0 0 
AP 31 73.8 0 0 0 0 10 23.8 1 2.4 0 0 Microeconomics 

AP Match 24 58.5 0 0 1 2.4 11 26.8 9 16.4 0 0 
CLEP 57 82.6 0 0 0 0 6 8.7 6 8.7 0 0 
CLEP Match 45 65.2 0 0 3 4.3 7 10.1 14 20.3 0 0 
AP 26 78.8 0 0 1 3.0 3 9.1 3 9.1 0 0 Psychology 

AP Match 17 51.5 0 0 0 0 12 36.4 4 12.1 0 0 
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Table 3 (cont.) 
Ethnicity of participants in all groups 

1995 Group Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 
CLEP 85 81.7 0 0 1 1.0 8 7.7 10 9.6 0 0 Sociology CLEP Match 67 65.0 1 1.0 8 7.8 15 14.6 12 11.7 0 0 

 
1995 Group Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

CLEP 699 75.5 7 .8 19 2.1 122 13.2 79 8.5 0 0 
CLEP Match 619 71.1 1 .3 25 7.4 29 8.6 45 13.3 1 .3 
AP 244 69.7 2 .6 2 .6 68 19.4 34 9.7 0 0 

American 
Government 

AP Match 237 70.1 1 .3 25 7.4 29 8.6 45 13.3 1 .3 
CLEP 7 58.3 0 0 0 0 4 33.3 1 8.3 0 0 American 

Literature CLEP Match 8 66.7 1 8.3 1 8.3 1 8.3 1 8.3 0 0 
CLEP 15 62.5 0 0 0 0 8 33.3 1 4.2 0 0 
CLEP Match 13 65.0 0 0 0 0 4 20.0 3 15.0 0 0 
AP 382 65.7 2 .3 5 .9 142 24.4 48 8.3 2 .3 Calculus 

AP Match 377 67.0 4 .7 24 4.3 87 15.5 70 12.4 1 .2 
CLEP 4 44.4 0 0 1 11.1 2 22.2 2 22.2 0 0 College Algebra CLEP Match 6 75.0 0 0 0 0 1 12.5 1 12.5 0 0 
CLEP 15 88.2 0 0 0 0 2 11.8 0 0 0 0 English 

Literature CLEP Match 8 47.1 1 5.9 0 0 3 17.6 5 29.4 0 0 
CLEP 31 68.9 0 0 0 0 10 22.2 4 8.9 0 0 
CLEP Match 31 70.5 0 0 1 2.3 7 15.9 5 11.4 0 0 
AP 129 61.7 2 1.0 4 1.9 59 28.2 14 6.7 1 .5 

Macro-
economics 

AP Match 140 69.3 0 0 5 2.5 37 18.3 19 9.4 1 .5 
CLEP 32 72.7 0 0 0 0 10 22.7 2 4.5 0 0 
CLEP Match 29 65.9 0 0 2 4.5 11 25.0 2 4.5 0 0 
AP 27 56.3 1 2.1 2 4.2 16 33.3 2 4.2 0 0 Microeconomics 

AP Match 33 68.8 0 0 1 2.1 11 22.9 3 6.3 0 0 
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Table 3 (cont.) 
Ethnicity of participants in all groups 

  White Native 
American 

African 
American 

Asian 
American Hispanic Foreign 

1995 Group Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 
CLEP 35 55.6 1 1.6 2 3.2 17 27.0 8 12.7 0 0 
CLEP Match 46 71.9 0 0 3 4.7 7 10.9 8 12.5 0 0 
AP 52 75.4 0 0 2 2.9 9 13.0 6 8.7 0 0 

Psychology 

AP Match 46 67.6 1 1.5 4 5.9 12 17.6 5 7.4 0 0 
CLEP 74 78.7 1 1.1 1 1.1 10 10.6 8 8.5 0 0 Sociology CLEP Match 61 64.9 1 1.1 3 3.2 16 17.0 13 13.8 0 0 

 
1996 Group Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 

CLEP 817 78.9 7 .7 22 2.1 106 10.2 82 7.9 1 .1 
CLEP Match 710 70.0 4 .4 42 4.1 111 10.9 147 14.5 0 0 
AP 250 69.8 3 .8 3 .8 74 20.7 27 7.5 1 .3 

American 
Government 

AP Match 262 71.6 3 .8 19 5.2 44 12.0 38 10.4 0 0 
CLEP 7 58.3 0 0 0 0 4 33.3 1 8.3 0 0 American 

Literature CLEP Match 8 66.7 1 8.3 1 8.3 1 8.3 1 8.3 0 0 
CLEP 17 56.7 0 0 0 0 12 40.0 0 0 1 3.3 
CLEP Match 19 73.1 1 3.8 1 3.8 3 11.5 2 7.7 0 0 
AP 443 63.6 1 .1 9 1.3 182 26.1 59 8.5 3 .4 Calculus 

AP Match 427 65.3 6 .9 19 2.9 112 17.1 88 13.5 2 .3 
CLEP 10 66.7 0 0 0 0 3 20.0 1 6.7 1 6.7 College Algebra CLEP Match 6 75.0 0 0 0 0 1 12.5 1 12.5 0 0 
CLEP 11 78.6 0 0 0 0 2 14.3 1 7.1 0 0 English 

Literature CLEP Match 9 64.3 0 0 0 0 1 7.1 4 28.6 0 0 
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Table 3 (cont.) 
Ethnicity of participants in all groups 

  White Native 
American 

African 
American 

Asian 
American Hispanic Foreign 

1996 Group Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 
CLEP 19 57.6 0 0 0 0 7 21.2 7 21.2 0 0 
CLEP Match 25 83.3 0 0 0 0 4 13.3 0 0 1 3.3 
AP 100 60.2 1 .6 2 1.2 54 32.5 9 5.4 0 0 

Macro-
economics 

AP Match 81 68.6 1 .8 3 2.5 24 20.3 9 7.6 0 0 
CLEP 9 56.3 0 0 0 0 4 25.0 3 18.8 0 0 
CLEP Match 6 37.5 0 0 1 6.3 6 37.5 3 18.8 0 0 
AP 41 73.2 0 0 0 0 13 23.2 2 3.6 0 0 Microeconomics 

AP Match 31 55.4 0 0 0 0 19 33.9 5 8.9 1 1.8 
CLEP 36 65.5 3 5.5 0 0 9 16.4 6 10.9 1 1.8 
CLEP Match 36 65.5 1 1.8 1 1.8 11 20.0 6 10.9 0 0 
AP 61 59.8 1 1.0 0 0 32 31.4 8 7.8 0 0 Psychology 

AP Match 77 75.5 0 0 1 1.0 17 16.7 7 6.9 0 0 
CLEP 72 80.9 0 0 0 0 8 9.0 9 10.1 0 0 Sociology CLEP Match 54 60.7 0 0 5 5.6 19 21.3 11 12.4 0 0 
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Table 3 (cont.) 
Ethnicity of participants in all groups 

  White Native 
American 

African 
American 

Asian 
American Hispanic Foreign 

2001 Group Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % Freq % 
CLEP 29 85.3 0 0 0 0 5 14.7 0 0 0 0 American 

Government CLEP Match 20 80.0 0 0 1 4.0 3 12.0 1 4.0 0 0 
American 
Literature CLEP 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CLEP 4 33.3 0 0 0 0 8 66.7 0 0 0 0 Calculus CLEP Match 9 81.8 0 0 0 0 1 9.1 1 9.1 0 0 
CLEP 11 73.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 26.7 0 0 College Algebra CLEP Match 4 36.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 7 63.6 0 0 

English 
Literature CLEP 2 100 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

CLEP 10 50.0 0 0 0 0 9 45.0 1 5.0 0 0 Macro-
economics CLEP Match 8 53.3 0 0 2 13.3 2 13.3 2 13.3 0 0 

Microeconomics CLEP 3 60.0 0 0 0 0 1 20.0 1 20.0 0 0 
CLEP 7 70.0 0 0 0 0 3 30.0 0 0 0 0 Psychology CLEP Match 3 42.9 0 0 0 0 3 42.9 1 14.3 0 0 
CLEP 10 58.8 0 0 0 0 6 35.3 1 5.9 0 0 Sociology CLEP Match 11 78.6 0 0 0 0 2 14.3 1 7.1 0 0 



Instrumentation 

 UT-Austin currently accepts the following CLEP Subject Examinations for 

credit by examination: American Government, American Literature, English 

Literature, College Algebra, Calculus, Introductory Psychology, Introductory 

Sociology, Principles of Macroeconomics, and Principles of Microeconomics. The 

properties of these Subject Examinations are reported in The College Board’s official 

Test Information Guides. The information reported here refers to the paper-and-pencil 

versions of the examinations, which was the format of the exams until 2001. All of the 

examinations are 90 minutes in length, though the number of questions on each exam 

varies depending on the subject area. The items are all multiple-choice. Examinees 

may choose to answer an essay item as well, which is scored at the institution the 

examinee designates to receive the exam results.  

The American Literature examination tests knowledge concerning literary 

works produced between the American colonial era and the present as well as literary 

terms and concepts (CB, 1997). The test is 100 items in length. Estimates of alternate-

forms reliability calculated using the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 (KR-20) were .92 

and .91. Evidence for the concurrent validity of the American Literature exam comes 

from a correlation of .48 between CLEP test scores and final grades in American 

literature courses. The English Literature examination measures knowledge of British 

literature from Beowulf to the modern day, along with the history of British literature 

and literary concepts and terms (CB, 1997). The exam consists of 95 items. The 
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reliability estimates reported in 1997 were .93 and .94. CLEP scores on the English 

Literature exam had a .47 correlation with final course grades. 

 The College Algebra examination tests both basic skills in algebraic operations 

and problem-solving involving conceptual knowledge (CB, 1994). The exam consists 

of 60 questions. The reliability estimate for the paper and pencil version of the exam 

available in 1994 was .89. The correlation between CLEP College Algebra scores and 

final course grades was reported as .58. The Calculus examination includes 45 items 

on limits and differential calculus along with integral calculus (CB, 1995). The 

reported reliability for the 1994 version of this CLEP exam was .83. Scores on the 

Calculus exam correlated .45 with final course grades. 

 The Introductory Psychology examination touches on all areas of basic 

psychology, including social psychology, cognitive and behavior psychology, 

personality, abnormal psychology, developmental psychology, the history of 

psychology, and statistics (CB, 1992). The test consists of 100 items. The two forms 

of the Introductory Psychology exam in use in 1992 had reliability estimates of .91. 

Final grades in introductory psychology courses correlated .51 with CLEP scores on 

this exam. The Introductory Sociology examination also consists of 100 items. It tests 

knowledge of the key names and concepts from the field of sociology, theories and 

methods of sociology, and the ability to apply this knowledge (CB, 1999). The 

estimate for the reliability of the form of the Introductory Sociology exam in use in 
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1999 was .89. The correlation between final courses grades and this CLEP exam was 

.58. 

The American Government examination includes questions concerning the 

organization and function of the federal government, the federal judiciary, the content 

of the Constitution and constitutional rights, and the political process (CB, 1999). This 

exam is 100 items in length. The reliability estimate calculated using KR-20 was .91. 

The correlation between final course grade in American government and CLEP test 

scores was .35 for the 1997-98 form of the exam. 

 The Principles of Macroeconomics examination requires examinees to 

demonstrate knowledge of foundational concepts of economics, national and 

international economics, trade and currencies, and how to interpret graphs (CB, 1994). 

It contains 80 items. The two forms of the exam in use in 1994 had reliability 

estimates of .91 and .87. CLEP scores on this exam had a correlation of .58 with final 

course grades. The Principles of Microeconomics examination also consists of 80 

items. It measures examinees’ knowledge of concepts of consumer and business 

economic behavior, free markets, and the effects of governmental policies (CB, 1994). 

Application of this knowledge also is tested. The estimates of reliability for the two 

forms of this exam in use in 1994 were .89. Final course grades in microeconomics 

correlated .54 with scores on the Principles of Microeconomics examination. 

 For the computer-based versions of the CLEP exams currently in use, The 

College Board has reported reliability coefficients (CB, 2001a, 2001b, 2001c, 2001d, 
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2001e, 2001f, 2001g, 2001h, 2001i). It no longer collects data on the relationship 

between CLEP test scores and final course grades, though it encourages institutions to 

conduct these types of validity studies on their own. The reported KR-20 reliabilities 

for the tests of interest in the proposed study are: College Algebra, .93 (CB, 2001a); 

American Government, .91 (CB, 2001b); American Literature, .89 (CB, 2001c); 

English Literature, .93 (CB, 2001d); Introductory Psychology, .90 (CB, 2001e); 

Introductory Sociology, .86 (CB, 2001f); Principles of Macroeconomics, .90 (CB, 

2001g); Principles of Microeconomics, .89 (CB, 2001h); and Calculus, .89 (CB, 

2001i). In all cases, the reliability estimates reported are based on estimates from the 

paper-and-pencil versions, with an adjustment made for the length of the test. The 

College Board plans to release updated information on the reliability of the computer-

based versions of the exams when sufficient data from examinees are available.  

For four of the exams (American Government, American Literature, English 

Literature, and College Algebra), UT-Austin requires that students pass an additional 

section designed by UT-Austin in order to be awarded credit. For the American 

Government exam, this additional section consists of items on Texas government. The 

English Literature and American Literature CLEP tests are supplemented by an essay 

requirement. Earning credit for the College Algebra examination requires that students 

respond to an additional set of test items constructed by UT-Austin. No specific CLEP 

score is set as a cut-off for credit for these exams because of the UT-Austin 
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supplemental items. The cut-off scores for the remaining exams were as follows for 

the 1994-95, 1995-96, and 1996-97 academic years: 

Calculus with Elementary Functions 46 

Principles of Macroeconomics 48 

Principles of Microeconomics 47 

Introductory Psychology  47 

Introductory Sociology  53 

 Students who score at the minimums listed above received a C for the 

corresponding introductory course. Students with higher scores earned an A or B. 

Because of the change in the scoring scale that accompanied CLEP’s move to 

computer-based testing in 2001, UT-Austin score acceptance policy also changed. The 

minimum scores for earning credit in 2001 for students submitting scores for the 

computer-based CLEP tests were: 

Calculus with Elementary Functions 46 

Principles of Macroeconomics 59 

Principles of Microeconomics 60 

Introductory Psychology  60 

Introductory Sociology  53 

Additionally, the policy for granting letter grades for successful CLEP 

performance has also changed since the 1996-1997 academic year. Students now 
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receive credit only (no letter grade) for scores at or above the minimums listed above 

in Macroeconomics, Microeconomics, and Introductory Psychology.  

All students who score at or above the minimum and choose to accept credit 

for the corresponding introductory course are exempted from the course as well and 

may register for an intermediate-level course. The courses corresponding to each of 

the accepted CLEP examinations during the period between 1994 and 1997 were: 

American Government  GOV 310L 

American Literature   E 316K 

English Literature   E 316K 

Calculus with Elementary Functions M 408C 

College Algebra   M 301 

Introductory Psychology  PSY 301 

Introductory Sociology  SOC 302 

Principles of Macroeconomics ECO 302 

Principles of Microeconomics ECO 303 

For the 2001-2002 academic year, the course number for which students 

earned credit for Principles of Macroeconomics changed to ECO 304L and for 

Principles of Microeconomics to ECO 304K. 

The AP tests accepted by UT-Austin that correspond to the subject areas of the 

CLEP tests involved in the present study were used to define groups of students who 

earned credit by examination under a different program for comparison with the CLEP 
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groups. The AP exams used were: Government and Politics of the United States, 

Calculus AB, Psychology, Macroeconomics, and Microeconomics. AP exams are not 

offered in sociology or college algebra. An AP examination in English Literature and 

Composition is available, however it was  not a suitable comparison to the CLEP 

American Literature and English Literature examinations. The AP English 

examination differed enough in content from the CLEP literature examination to make 

a comparison difficult. Additionally, approximately 100 times as many students 

earned credit through the AP examination as through either of the CLEP literature 

examinations, making a meaningful comparison of the groups difficult. Therefore, the 

CLEP students who took exams in literature, sociology, and algebra were not be able 

to be compared to those who earned credit by examination through the AP program. 

The AP exams consist of multiple-choice and essay questions. The reported combined 

reliabilities for both portions of each of the exams (using Cronbach’s alpha estimates) 

are: Government and Politics of the United States, .90; Calculus AB, .94; Psychology, 

.90; Macroeconomics, .90; and Microeconomics, .90 (CB, 2002b). 

Procedure 

For each student participant, data on the variables of interest were obtained 

from existing data contained in University records in August 2002. Active written 

consent was not obtained to use this data study because participants had already 

completed the examinations or courses that constituted the data to be analyzed and the 

research could be viewed as institutional research that benefits UT-Austin. No 
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identifying information (such as names, social security numbers, or birth dates) was 

obtained, thus providing anonymity and confidentiality to all participants. The 

following data were requested: first mode of admission; first semester enrolled; 

current or final major; high school rank; SAT/ACT scores and test dates; gender; 

ethnicity; all AP scores and test dates; all CLEP scores and test dates; all courses and 

grades per semester; last GPA; last semester enrolled; and graduation status (1994-

1996 classes). 

The comparison groups were matched to the AP and CLEP credit-by-

examination groups based on high school rank and SAT total scores. For those 

students whose records contained ACT scores, ACT composite scores were converted 

to SAT total scores using the tables provided by Dorans (1999).  A small number of 

students whose records contained missing data for either high school rank or entrance 

examination score were excluded from participation.  

To accomplish the matching, high school rank was divided into five percentile 

categories: 1-19, 20-39, 40-59, 60-79, and 80-99. SAT total score was divided into 13 

categories by 100 point increments (ranging from 400 to 1600). Credit-by-examination 

students were assigned to subgroups based on a 5-by-13 table of high school rank by 

SAT total score. The records of corresponding groups of students who had taken the 

introductory course were searched to select an equal number as in each of the credit-

by-examination subgroups. When the number of course-taking students in a subgroup 

exceeded the number of credit-by-examination students in the subgroup, course-taking 
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students were randomly selected for inclusion in the comparison group. In some cases, 

fewer course-taking students were available in a subgroup than credit-by-examination 

students in the subgroup. In these cases, all course-taking students in that subgroup 

were included. They were randomly assigned to the AP match group or the CLEP 

match group. Small differences in the number of students in a credit-by-examination 

group and its corresponding matched comparison group resulted when insufficient 

numbers of students were available in the course-taking group. 

 

Research Questions and Data Analyses 

 Because the present study involves separate data analysis efforts aimed at 

evaluating the implementation of CLEP, the perception of CLEP, and its outcomes for 

students, the research questions, hypotheses, and data analysis strategies are presented 

separately for each aspect of the study.  

Part one: Implementation of CLEP 

Research Question 1: How are colleges and universities implementing CLEP?  

 Data analysis: Data from the institution survey were used to answer this 

question. Specifically, data from items 1, 2, 4, and 6-12 in Section 1 and all items in 

Section 3 were analyzed. Within these items, only responses regarding CLEP are 

presented in order to address this research question. Percentages of schools responding 

in each category to each item are reported. Descriptive statistics for item 4 (minimum 

credit granting scores and number of credit hours awarded for each CLEP test) and 
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items 10-12 (maximum number of credits granted and numbers of students receiving 

credit or placement only through CLEP) are reported.  

Research Question 2: What level of parity exists in acceptance of CLEP scores 

and scores from the SAT II and AP examinations? 

Rationale: In general, more criticism has been leveled at CLEP than at AP as a 

legitimate means of earning credit by examination. AP differs from CLEP in that an 

actual classroom experience is involved in the process of earning credit through the 

AP program, and AP involves a partnership between high schools and colleges built 

on a designated curriculum (Kreider, 1980). This difference is significant in the minds 

of at least some postsecondary educators (Kennamer, 1980). Additionally, AP has a 

somewhat longer history than CLEP and the number of AP exams administered has 

risen steadily over time, to the point that more than 900,000 exams were taken during 

the 2000-2001 academic year (CB, 2002d). Therefore, it is expected that at most 

postsecondary institutions a higher percentage of AP exams than CLEP exams would 

be accepted for credit.  

Data analysis: Data from the institution survey were used to investigate the 

parity in acceptance of CLEP, SAT II, and AP examination scores. Responses to all 

items in section 1 of the survey were used to look for differences in patterns of score 

acceptance for credit and placement. Descriptive statistics are presented in the Results 

section for items 3, 4, 5, 11, and 12. Percentages in each response category for each 

exam type are reported for all other items.  
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Research Question 3: How are decisions regarding CLEP policy made by 

colleges and universities? 

Data analysis: All items in section 2 of the institution survey were used to 

explore and describe the way institutions set their CLEP policy. Percentages in each 

response category for each exam type are reported in the Results section for all items.  

 

Part two: Perceptions of CLEP 

Research Question 4: How is CLEP perceived by its consumers (including 

students, faculty, postsecondary institutions, and The College Board)? 

Data analysis: Responses to Section 4 of the institution survey, the faculty 

survey, and the student survey were used to explore this research question. Responses 

to all items in section 4 of the institution survey were analyzed to capture the 

institutional perception of CLEP. Descriptive statistics are reported in the Results 

section for all items. Responses to all items from the faculty survey were used in 

answering this question. Descriptive statistics are reported in the Results section for all 

items. Responses to all items from the student survey were used to ascertain student 

perceptions of CLEP. Information concerning The College Board’s perception of 

CLEP was gathered through a document review of their published materials and some 

internal reports concerning the program. As a result of all of the information gathered, 

each stakeholder group’s perspective on CLEP can be portrayed and compared. 
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Part three: Outcome evaluation 

The research questions, hypotheses, and rationales are presented separately 

below for each variable of interest in the outcome evaluation. The data analyses are 

described after the discussion of all of the research questions for this aspect of the 

evaluation. 

Research Question 5: Do students who received credit by examination through 

AP or CLEP and students who completed an introductory course differ in their overall 

GPA? 

Rationale: Researchers have found that students who earned credit through 

CLEP have higher GPAs later on in college than students who did not take CLEP 

exams (Montclair State College, 1973, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Volker, 1973, as 

cited in Druesne, 1982; Worchester State College, 1973, as cited in Druesne, 1982; 

Buckner & Cox, 1974, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Enger & Whitney, 1974; Hadley, 

1974, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Abraham, 1975; Caldwell, 1977; Meenihan, 1976, as 

cited in Druesne, 1982; Halinski & Vogel, 1977; Ozaki, 1978). A positive correlation 

between CLEP scores and GPA (Angell & Bailey, 1972, as cited in Druesne, 1982; 

Montclair State College, 1973, as cited in Druesne, 1982) and number of CLEP credits 

earned and GPA (Abraham, 1975) also has been found. No differences have been 

reported in the GPAs of CLEP and AP students.  
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Research Question 6: Do students who received credit by examination at UT-

Austin based on AP or CLEP test scores in calculus and college algebra and students 

who completed an introductory course perform equally well in the sequent course? 

Rationale: When researchers have looked at the performance of CLEP students 

in sequent or later advanced coursework in their area of CLEP credit, most have been 

found to earn grades of C or better (McCluskey, 1971, as cited in Druesne, 1982; 

Worchester State College, 1973, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Ozaki, 1974, as cited in 

Druesne, 1982; Grisvard, 1975, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Barrett, 1976, as cited in 

Druesne, 1982; Lichtenstein, 1976, as cited in Druesne, 1982). Of the academic 

disciplines involved in the present study, sequent courses exist only for calculus and 

college algebra. Therefore, the examination of sequent course outcomes was limited to 

performance in M 408D (for calculus) and M 305G (for college algebra). No 

differences between CLEP and AP students in sequent course performance have been 

reported.  

Research Question 7: Do students who received credit by examination through 

AP or CLEP and students who completed an introductory course differ in the number 

of additional courses later taken in the subject area of the introductory course?  

Rationale: No published research has addressed differences in the number of 

additional courses later taken in the subject area where a student has earned credit by 

examination. However, there is no basis for believing that students who are exempted 

from introductory courses would be less likely to enroll in higher-level coursework.  
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Research Question 8: Do students who received credit by examination through 

AP or CLEP and students who completed an introductory course differ in their GPAs 

for additional courses later taken in the subject area of the introductory course? 

Rationale: Little published research has investigated how CLEP students do 

overall in all of their additional courses in the subject area where they received credit 

by examination. McKean (1972, cited in Druesne, 1982) reported that CLEP students 

were at least as successful in advanced coursework as students who had not received 

CLEP credit.  

Research Question 9: Do students who received credit by examination through 

AP or CLEP and students who completed an introductory course differ in the number 

of semesters enrolled at UT-Austin? 

Rationale: Some research has shown that CLEP students are more likely than 

non-CLEP students to graduate in less than four years (Enger & Whitney, 1974; 

California State University and Colleges, 1975; Legg & Webb, 1977). Losak (1973) 

noted that two-thirds of CLEP students stated that they planned to use their CLEP 

credit to speed their degree programs. No differences are expected between CLEP and 

AP students because both programs are potential means of acceleration of 

undergraduate degree programs and would be expected to have a similar effect on the 

number of semesters enrolled.  

Data analyses for research questions 5-9: In most cases, univariate analyses 

(one-way ANOVA or t-tests as appropriate) were carried out on each subject area 
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examination in each class’s data and replicated on the subsequent classes. However, 

due to the very small number of students who received credit for the American 

Literature, English Literature, and College Algebra CLEP examinations, data from the 

1994, 1995, and 1996 entering classes were aggregated for each of the three subject 

examinations to provide sufficient power for univariate analyses. In these subject 

areas, only CLEP and a matched group of students who completed the corresponding 

introductory course were compared. Comparison group students were matched to 

CLEP students within each year before the data were aggregated.  

It was hoped that univariate analyses also could be conducted on the 2001 class 

data. The  very small number of students who took the computer-based CLEP tests 

between the initiation of CBT for CLEP (July 2001) and the time the data were 

collected (August 2002) made these comparisons impossible. However, descriptive 

data on students who received CLEP credit in the 2001 class and matched comparison 

group students are presented where meaningful. 

Research Question 10: Do students who received credit by examination 

through AP or CLEP and students who complete an introductory course differ in the 

percentage who graduate from UT-Austin? 

Rationale: CLEP students have been shown to be less likely to withdraw from 

college (California State University and Colleges, 1975; Caldwell, 1977; Legg & 

Webb, 1977). Graduation rates for CLEP students are as good as or better than those 

of students in general (Enger & Whitney, 1974; California State University and 
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Colleges, 1975; Caldwell, 1977; Halinski & Vogel, 1977; Legg & Webb, 1977; Losak, 

1977). However, no differences have been reported in the graduation rates of AP and 

CLEP students.  

Data analysis: A chi squared test of association was conducted on graduation 

status for each of the groups in the 1994, 1995, and 1996 classes. Descriptive statistics 

are presented on the graduation rate of students in each group. 

Research Question 11: How has the new scale that was implemented when 

CLEP switched to computer-based testing affected the number of students earning 

credit? 

Rationale: Mazzeo (1991) found an effect for mode of administration when 

comparing scores from students who took both computerized and paper-and-pencil 

versions of the Mathematics and English Composition General Examinations. 

Students scored lower on the computerized versions, which would result in a lower 

percentage of students earning credit.  

Data analysis: Comparisons are made between the percentage of students in the 

1994, 1995, and 1996 entering classes who attempted a CLEP CBT and earned credit 

and those in the 2001 entering class who attempted CLEP and earned credit. A chi 

squared test of association was conducted to determine if differences exist in the 

percentages of students earning credit through paper-and-pencil CLEP examinations 

and computer-based CLEP examinations. 
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 Additional post hoc analyses: Because of the results found through the 

examination of Research Questions 9 and 10, additional univariate analyses were 

conducted on the number of semesters students in all groups who graduated were 

enrolled. Additionally, data on the total number of credits students in all groups had 

accrued through course completion and their average number of course credits per 

semester were analyzed.  
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS 

 
Part one: Implementation of CLEP 

 
Response Rate 

A response rate of at least 80% to the institution survey was expected to yield a 

final sample size of 320 institutions. The actual response rate was considerably lower 

than expected, with just 129 schools returning a completed survey (a response rate of 

31.9%). As a result of this response rate, the actual margin of error (using a 95% 

confidence interval) for the results reported in the text of this report is approximately 

6%, unless otherwise noted.  

Additionally, 16 institutions indicated explicitly that they refused to 

participate. Their reasons for refusal included: the institution’s recent discontinuation 

of acceptance of CLEP scores for credit (n=7), lack of time or personnel to complete 

the survey (n=3), that the institution was in the midst of re-evaluating its CLEP policy 

given the shift to CBT (n=3), that their CLEP policy is not well-articulated or is 

decided on a student-by-student basis when students petition for credit (n=3). The 

remaining 258 non-responding institutions did not respond to repeated attempts to 

contact them concerning their participation in the survey. Data on the CLEP policies 

of these schools and any other data pertinent to the survey items was collected from 

these institutions through their web site, catalog, other institutional publications, phone 

calls to contact individuals at the institutions, and e-mail when available. In total, data 
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for 174 of the 258 non-responding institutions was collected in this manner. Therefore, 

data from 303 institutions (75.19% of the entire sample) are included in this report.  

 

Preliminary Analyses 

 Because of the lower than anticipated response rate, analyses were conducted 

in an attempt to detect non-response bias. Non-response bias exists when survey 

respondents and/or non-respondents differ significantly from the population from 

which they were sampled, or when survey respondents differ significantly from non-

respondents within the sample. Two possible areas of bias were investigated: non-

response bias due to differences in the type of institution (as categorized using the 

Carnegie classifications) and non-response bias due to differences in the number of 

CLEP tests accepted.  

The non-response bias due to differences in Carnegie classification was able to 

be assessed by comparing respondents and non-respondents to the population of 

institutions that accept CLEP examinations because the classification codes were 

available for every institution in the sampling frame. Because of the large number of 

Carnegie classification groups and the small number of schools that accept CLEP 

examinations in some of the classification groups, only the seven largest classification 

groups were used. These seven groups included 2,064 of the 2,900 institutions in the 

sampling frame, 114 respondents, and 245 non-respondents. The results of a chi-

squared test of association indicated no significant association between Carnegie 
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classification and response status (X2(6, n=2,423)=12.94, p=.11). Therefore, it appears 

that certain types of institutions were not more likely to respond to the survey than 

others. 

The number of CLEP tests accepted was not available for every institution in 

the sampling frame. Therefore, in an effort to detect non-response bias based on the 

number of tests accepted, respondents were compared to non-respondents for whom 

the number of tests accepted was reported on the non-respondents’ web sites or in 

their official publications. A t-test was conducted, which indicated no significant 

differences in the number of tests accepted between survey respondents and non-

respondents for whom the number of tests accepted was able to be determined 

(t(299)=-1.65, p=.10). The mean number of tests accepted by respondents was 24.58 

(SD=9.60), while the mean number of tests accepted by non-respondents was 26.39 

(SD=9.15). 

It is possible that other sources of non-response bias are present in this sample. 

This bias could result from any of the reasons given by those who refused to 

participate in the survey, such as a lack of a clearly articulated CLEP policy, a low 

number of students who present CLEP scores, and the institutions’ need to re-evaluate 

their policies following the change to CBT. These sources of bias could not be 

assessed within the bounds of the present research because the information needed to 

assess them was not available. As a result, non-response bias due to these or other 

unknown factors is a limitation of the findings presented here. 
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Research Questions 

Research Question 1: How are colleges and universities implementing CLEP?  

 Results indicated that CLEP is rarely used for placement only (with no credit 

granted) by the institutions that accept CLEP scores. Of the 312 institutions in this 

sample, just 9 report using CLEP scores for placement only without granting credit, 

while 303 grant credit for at least one CLEP examination. Two institutions of these 

303 institutions used CLEP for both placement and credit. The mean number of CLEP 

examinations accepted by the institutions surveyed was 25.65 (SD=9.36, SE=.54). On 

average, the institutions surveyed accept 75.43% of all 34 CLEP exams. Table 4 lists 

the number of institutions that grant credit for each CLEP examination and the percent 

of all institutions for which data were available that grant credit for each examination. 

The exams accepted for credit least often were the General Examinations. Still, more 

than half of all institutions that accept CLEP scores for credit do grant credit for all the 

General Examinations with the exception of the English Composition exam without 

essay. 
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Table 4 
Number and percent of institutions granting credit for CLEP examinations (N=303) 

Exam title Number  Percent3 
Introductory Psychology 252 89.0% 
Introductory Sociology 252 89.0% 
American Government 245 86.6% 
Principles of Macroeconomics 244 86.5% 
Principles of Microeconomics 243 85.9% 
Calculus with Elementary 
Functions 240 85.4% 

U.S. History II 239 84.5% 
U.S. History I 238 84.1% 
Chemistry 237 84.3% 
Principles of Accounting 228 81.4% 
General Biology 227 80.8% 
Western Civilization II 227 80.5% 
Western Civilization I 224 79.4% 
College Spanish Level 1 222 79.0% 
American Literature 221 78.4%  
College Algebra 220 78.0% 
Human Growth and Development 215 76.0% 
College French Level 1 212 75.4% 
English Literature 211 75.1% 
Principles of Management 211 75.4% 
Principles of Marketing 207 75.0% 
Introduction to Business Law 206 73.6% 
Trigonometry 205 72.7% 
College Algebra-Trigonometry 202 71.9% 
College German Level 1 199 70.8% 
Information Systems and 
Computer Applications 196 70.0% 

College Spanish Level 2 194 69.3% 

                                                 
3 The margin of error for the percentages reported in Table 4 is +/- 6%, using a 95% confidence 
interval. 
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Table 4 (cont.) 
Number and percent of institutions granting credit for CLEP examinations (N=303) 

Exam title Number  Percent 
College French Level 2 185 66.1% 
Freshman Composition 183 65.1% 
College German Level 2 183 65.4% 
Analysis and Interpretation of 
Literature 182 64.5% 

Humanities* 179 63.3% 
College Mathematics* 174 61.9% 
Introduction to Educational 
Psychology 174 61.9% 

Natural Sciences* 173 61.3% 
English Composition with 
Essay* 169 59.9% 

Social Sciences and History* 166 59.1% 
English Composition* 122 43.3% 
* indicates General Examinations 

Due to the switch to CBT in 2001, and the accompanying change in the scoring 

scale for the CLEP examinations, statistics on average scores accepted can be reported 

only for those institutions who have indicated that they have modified their policies to 

reflect the new scale (n=246). Table 5 provides minimum mean scores (with standard 

deviations and ranges) for credit to be granted for each CLEP examination. The mean 

scores are very close to those recommended in the ACE guidelines for granting credit 

for CLEP (a score of 50 for all examinations other than level 2 foreign languages). 

However, only 41 institutions reported that they rely solely on the ACE 

recommendations when setting their policy for granting CLEP credit. 
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 Table 5 
Minimum accepted scores for each CLEP CBT examination  

Exam title N 
Mean  

(with SD in parentheses) 
SE Range 

American Government 211 50.77 (3.09) .21 47-67 
American Literature 191 50.26 (1.75) .36 46-60 
Analysis and Interpretation of 
Literature 159 50.20 (1.20) .08 47-57 

Calculus with Elementary Functions 205 50.23 (2.54) .18 41-65 
Chemistry 203 50.25 (2.56) .18 41-65 
College Algebra 192 50.12 (1.51) .11 45-59 
College Algebra-Trigonometry 175 50.31 (1.73) .13 45-59 
College French Level 1 184 49.51 (2.87) .21 39-62 
College French Level 2 157 56.66 (5.66)  .45 45-75 
College German Level 1 173 49.76 (3.52) .27 32-63 
College German Level 2 157 59.32 (6.03) .48 42-75 
College Spanish Level 1 195 49.74 (2.77) .20 40-66 
College Spanish Level 2 168 58.41 (6.98) .54 47-75 
English Literature 183 50.29 (1.78) .13 46-60 
Freshman Composition 163 50.41 (2.21) .17 44-63 
General Biology 200 50.17 (1.66) .12 46-60 
Human Growth and Development 183 50.87 (3.38) .25 45-63 
Information Systems and Computer 
Applications 170 50.39 (1.76) .14 47-60 

Introduction to Business Law 178 50.43 (1.80) .13 48-62 
Introduction to Educational 
Psychology 154 50.22 (1.33) .11 47-59 

Introductory Psychology 215 50.61 (2.40) .16 47-63 
Introductory Sociology 216 50.36 (2.04) .14 46-60 
Principles of Accounting 196 50.16 (1.86) .13 45-70 
Principles of Macroeconomics 208 50.21 (1.76) .12 44-57 
Principles of Management 183 50.09 (1.45) .11 44-59 
Principles of Marketing 177 50.22 (1.52) .11 48-62 
Principles of Microeconomics 205 50.13 (2.19) .15 41-60 
Trigonometry 182 50.41 (1.50) .11 48-59 
U.S. History I 205 50.40 (1.99) .14 45-60 
U.S. History II 206 50.44 (2.12) .15 45-60 
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Table 5 (cont.) 
Minimum accepted scores for each CLEP CBT examination 

Exam title N 
Mean  

(with SD in parentheses) 
SE Range 

Western Civilization I 192 50.60 (2.23) .16 46-60 
Western Civilization II 195 50.57 (2.17) .16 47-60 
Social Sciences and History* 137 50.23 (1.38) .12 48-60 
College Mathematics* 144 50.28 (1.65) .14 48-65 
Natural Sciences* 140 50.10 (1.25) .11 46-56 
Humanities* 148 50.29 (1.65) .14 48-61 
English Composition* 120 50.11 (.85) .08 48-56 
English Composition with Essay* 141 50.22 (1.70) .14 42-60 
* indicates General Examinations 

 Table 6 lists the mean minimum amount of credit granted for each examination 

(with standard deviations and ranges). The data in the table represent the credit 

granted for the minimum accepted score for each exam; some institutions grant more 

credit hours for higher scores. The data provided below reflect all the institutions that 

reported granting credit for each exam. Most institutions grant 3 credits for subject 

examinations in literature and composition, social sciences, mathematics, and business 

(with the exception of Principles of Accounting). More variation is seen in the amount 

of credit granted for the general examinations and for subject examinations in foreign 

languages and science. 
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Table 6 
Credit granted for each CLEP examination 

Exam title N 
Mean 

(with SD in parentheses) 
SE Range 

American Government 188 3.17 (.61) .05 3-8 
American Literature 165 4.60 (1.57) .12 2-9 
Analysis and Interpretation of 
Literature 133 4.35 (1.70) .15 3-13 

Calculus with Elementary Functions 180 4.44 (1.52) .12 3-9 
Chemistry 179 5.50 (2.19) .17 3-12 
College Algebra 168 3.19 (.50) .04 2-6 
College Algebra-Trigonometry 150 3.62 (1.03) .08 1-8 
College French Level 1 158 5.60 (2.26) .18 3-15 
College French Level 2 132 8.59 (4.01)  .36 3-20 
College German Level 1 146 5.76 (2.34) .19 3-15 
College German Level 2 133 8.77 (4.04) .35 3-20 
College Spanish Level 1 169 5.71 (2.33) .18 3-15 
College Spanish Level 2 143 8.56 (3.92) .34 3-20 
English Literature 159 4.66 (1.53) .12 3-9 
Freshman Composition 135 4.18 (1.45) .13 3-9 
General Biology 176 5.02 (2.04) .15 3-12 
Human Growth and Development 161 3.12 (.45) .04 3-6 
Information Systems and Computer 
Applications 144 3.20 (.94) .08 1-13 

Introduction to Business Law 153 3.12 (.46) .04 3-6 
Introduction to Educational 
Psychology 128 3.13 (.52) .05 2-7 

Introductory Psychology 193 3.18 (.58) .04 3-8 
Introductory Sociology 192 3.12 (.40) .03 3-6 
Principles of Accounting 171 5.00 (1.79) .14 3-12 
Principles of Macroeconomics 186 3.13 (.43) .04 3-6 
Principles of Management 158 3.13 (.46) .04 3-6 
Principles of Marketing 157 3.13 (.43) .03 3-6 
Principles of Microeconomics 183 3.14 (.45) .04 3-6 
Trigonometry 158 3.08 (.53) .04 1-6 
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Table 6 (cont.) 
Credit granted for each CLEP examination 

Exam title N 
Mean 

(with SD in parentheses) 
SE Range 

U.S. History I 182 3.11 (.40) .03 3-6 
U.S. History II 184 3.12 (.45) .03 2-6 
Western Civilization I 166 3.19 (.40) .04 3-6 
Western Civilization II 195 3.16 (.67) .03 3-10 
Social Sciences and History* 116 5.11 (1.54) .15 3-10 
Natural Sciences* 118 5.32 (1.58) .14 2-9 
College Mathematics* 122 4.45 (1.49) .14 3-9 
English Composition with Essay* 120 4.73 (1.49) .14 3-9 
English Composition* 83 4.65 (1.53) .16 3-9 
* indicates General Examinations 

 Other aspects of CLEP policy also were similar among the institutions 

surveyed. Only 10 schools (2.5%) reported that they require additional work from 

students beyond the CLEP examination before granting credit. Nearly all institutions 

(96.5%) allow students to apply CLEP credit to their major area of study; 96.7% allow 

students to apply CLEP credit to their minors. No schools reported assigning letter 

grades when credit by examination through CLEP was granted to a student. Most 

schools (78.4%) capped the amount of credit students could earn through 

examinations; the remaining schools have no stated limit on the number of credits by 

examination allowed. The maximum amount of credit by examination varied from 8 to 

126 credits. Sixty-three schools (40.9%) had a limit of 30 hours. The mean maximum 

amount of credit was 32.87 hours, but there was a great deal of variation among 

schools on the credit limit as evidenced by a standard deviation of 19.69 hours.  
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Just 59 schools reported the number of students granted CLEP credit. The 

mean of 35.03 students is not a helpful estimate of the number of students receiving 

credit given the standard deviation of 113.72 and the range of 0 to 850 students. The 

median of 17.85 better represents the central tendency of the number reported by most 

schools. With the small number of schools (only 11) reporting that they use CLEP for 

placement without granting credit, less information is available about the number of 

students receiving placement only. Only eight institutions reported this number. The 

range for the number of students receiving advanced placement only through CLEP 

was 0 to 15 (M=3.00, SD=6.00).  

 What emerges from this analysis is a portrait of the way the average institution 

that accepts CLEP examinations has implemented CLEP. This institution accepts 

subject examinations more readily than general examinations. It grants credit for about 

25 of the 34 CLEP examinations (the approximate mean number of examinations 

accepted) and requires a minimum score of 50 on most exams. Students earn 3 credits 

for examinations in literature, composition, history, social sciences, mathematics, and 

business; 4 credits for examinations in science; 6 credits for foreign languages at an 

introductory level and an additional 8 credits for successful performance at an 

intermediate level; and 6 credits for the General Examinations that are accepted. On 

average, students can earn up to two semesters of credit by examination, making it 

possible for them to enter the post-secondary school as sophomores. However, less 
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than 20 of the institution’s students are known to have taken advantage of the 

opportunity to earn credit through CLEP. 

A second aspect of the implementation of CLEP by colleges and universities 

involves their efforts to communicate these policies to current and potential students. 

Survey items asked how institutions communicate and advertise their policies. The 

institutions also were asked to send a brochure containing their CLEP policy 

information along with their completed survey if they published such a brochure. Just 

18 institutions included brochures with their completed survey. Responses to the items 

concerning communication and advertising of CLEP policies were limited to only 

those institutions who returned completed surveys because this information was not 

able to be obtained through web sites and college publications. The number of 

responses to the items in this section of the survey ranged from 88 to 117. 

 Survey respondents were asked about their inclusion of their CLEP policies in 

various modes of communication. Figure 1 shows the percent of respondents who 

indicated that their policies were included in each type of communication with 

students. The small number of schools that include CLEP information in their 

financial aid materials indicate a potential missed opportunity for students to learn 

about CLEP as a way of reducing the cost of their education. The “CLEP scholarship,” 

as it is called in promotional materials produced by The College Board, can save 

students a significant amount in tuition since CLEP examination fees are generally far 

below the cost of college tuition for the equivalent course. 
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Figure 1. Inclusion of CLEP policy information in 
institutional communications.
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 The College Board makes materials available to institutions who participate in 

CLEP to help them to advertise CLEP to their students. When asked if they used these 

materials to advertise CLEP, 57.4% of respondents indicated that they had. The CLEP 

Tool Kit  (CB, 2001k), a handbook for promoting CLEP on college campuses, is 

available at no cost to institutions from The College Board. This publication includes 

sample brochures, posters, and information on how to effectively publicize CLEP as 

an opportunity for students to earn credit by examination. Just 19.3% of respondents 

indicated that they had used the recommendations in the CLEP Tool Kit. It appears 

that institutions rely more on their own materials to advertise CLEP than materials or 

information from The College Board. 

 As a result, it is important to assess if the institutions’ publications contain the 

information students need to have to decide if they should participate in CLEP or 
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apply for credit for CLEP examinations they have already taken. The College Board 

states that the “ideal CLEP policy” (CB, 2002a) includes the following elements: 

 the exams that are accepted for credit 

 the credit-granting score  

 the number of credit hours available through each accepted exam 

 the introductory courses for which the CLEP credit applies 

 the total number of credit hours a student may gain through CLEP  

Survey respondents were asked if each of the above pieces of information was 

included in the information they distribute about their CLEP policies. Figure 2 

indicates the percentage of respondents who include each element of the ideal policy 

in their communications concerning CLEP.  
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Figure 2. Percentage of institutions who include each element of 
the "ideal CLEP policy statement."
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As shown, most institutions comply fairly closely with The College Board’s 

recommendations for the information to include in their policy statements. Of the 

institutions that responded to these questions, 39.13% indicated that they include all 

five aspects of the “ideal CLEP policy statement” in their communications. 

 

Research Question 2: What level of parity exists in acceptance of CLEP scores 

and scores from the SAT II and AP examinations? 

In general it does not appear that institutions accept AP examination credit 

more often than CLEP credit. The number of institutions in the sample that are known 

to accept AP credit (277, or 68.7% of the total sample) is similar to the number known 

to accept CLEP credit (303, or 75.2%). The margin of error for these percentages is 
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+/- 6%, using a 95% confidence interval. A straight comparison of the number of AP 

versus the number of CLEP examinations accepted by institutions is not meaningful 

because the programs differ in the number of examinations offered.  

A comparison of the percentage of the total number of exams available in each 

program indicates that about the same number of AP exams and CLEP exams are 

accepted. A mean of 80.06% (+/- 3.5%, using a 95% confidence interval) of the 

available AP exams are accepted by institutions surveyed, as compared to 75.43% (+/- 

3.2%, using a 95% confidence interval) of available CLEP exams. When the general 

examinations are eliminated from consideration, the mean percentage of CLEP 

examinations accepted rises to 77.61% (+/- 3.2%, using a 95% confidence interval) of 

available subject examinations. Because AP has no examinations of a general nature, 

this percentage is more comparable and indicates a small disparity in the exams 

accepted from each program. 

AP examinations are offered in many areas where no comparable CLEP 

examination exists. However, 15 AP examinations do overlap in the subject area 

tested with CLEP examinations. Table 7 shows a comparison of the number and 

percentage of schools accepting AP and CLEP exams in areas of overlap. 
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Table 7 
Acceptance of CLEP and AP exams in comparable subject areas (N=277 for AP, N=303 for 
CLEP) 

Subject area Number granting credit Percent granting credit 4 
AP 204 94.9% Biology CLEP 227 80.8% 
AP 199 92.6% Chemistry CLEP 237 84.3% 
AP 167 77.7% Computer Science (A for AP) CLEP 196 70.0% 
AP 197 91.6% English Language and 

Composition CLEP 169 59.9% 
AP 194 90.2% English Literature CLEP 211 75.1% 
AP 183 85.5% French Language CLEP 212 75.4% 
AP 168 78.5% German Language CLEP 199 70.8% 
AP 193 89.8% Spanish Language CLEP 222 79.0% 
AP 194 90.2% American Government CLEP 245 86.6% 
AP 192 89.3% European History (AP)/Western 

Civilization (CLEP) CLEP 224 (WC I)/227 (WC 
II) 

79.4%/80.5% 

AP 204 94.9% U.S. History CLEP 238 (US I)/239 (US II) 84.1%/84.5% 
AP 200 93.0% Calculus (AB for AP) CLEP 240 85.4% 
AP 177 82.3% Macroeconomics CLEP 244 86.5% 
AP 180 83.7% Microeconomics CLEP 243 85.9% 
AP 182 84.7% Psychology  CLEP 252 89.0% 

In all subject areas other than psychology and economics, the percentage of 

institutions granting credit for CLEP examinations is lower than the percentage 

                                                 
4 The margin of error for the percentages reported in this table is +/- 6%, using a 95% confidence 
interval. 
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accepting the comparable AP examination. The actual number of schools accepting 

the examination is often higher for CLEP because CLEP policies were obtained for 

more schools (303 total) than were AP policies (277 total).  

It is not possible to compare the mean minimum accepted AP scores to the 

mean minimum accepted CLEP scores because the examinations use different scoring 

scales. However, it is possible to compare the mean number of credits granted in areas 

where comparable exams exist. This information (along with standard deviations) is 

contained in Table 8. Differences in the amount of credit granted for comparable AP 

and CLEP examinations are consistently small or non-existent.   
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Table 8 
Number of credit hours granted for CLEP and AP exams in comparable subject areas 

Subject area Mean number of credits granted 
(with SD in parentheses) SE 

AP 4.94 (2.03) .15 Biology CLEP 5.02 (2.04) .15 
AP 5.17 (2.12) .16 Chemistry CLEP 5.50 (2.19) .17 
AP 3.41 (1.01) .08 Computer Science (A for AP) CLEP 3.20 (.94) .08 
AP 3.89 (1.45) .11 English Language and 

Composition CLEP 4.73 (1.49) .14 
AP 4.10 (1.70) .13 English Literature CLEP 4.66 (1.53) .12 
AP 5.78 (2.97) .23 French Language CLEP 5.60 (2.26) .36 
AP 5.65 (2.85) .23 German Language CLEP 5.76 (2.34) .35 
AP 5.70 (3.00) .23 Spanish Language CLEP 5.71 (2.33) .34 
AP 3.27 (.73) .06 American Government CLEP 3.17 (.61) .05 
AP 4.21 (1.56) .12 European History (AP)/Western 

Civilization (CLEP) CLEP 3.19 (.40) (WC I)/3.16 (.67) (WC 
II) 

.04/.03 

AP 4.47 (1.59) .12 U.S. History CLEP 3.11 (.40) (US I)/3.12 (.45) (US II) .03/.03 
AP 4.04 (1.24) .09 Calculus (AB for AP) CLEP 4.44 (1.52) .12 
AP 3.15 (.49) .04 Macroeconomics CLEP 3.13 (.43) .12 
AP 3.21 (.67) .05 Microeconomics CLEP 3.14 (.45) .16 
AP 3.22 (.55) .04 Psychology  CLEP 3.18 (.58) .04 

Few other differences exist in the implementation of the two programs. As 

with CLEP, few institutions (7.8%) reported using AP examinations for placement 

only (compared to 9.5% for CLEP). A similar percentage of schools reported requiring 

additional work beyond the examination to grant credit for AP exams as for CLEP 
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exams (5.9% for AP, 8.3% for CLEP). These percentages represent just 7 schools for 

AP and 10 for CLEP. There were virtually no differences in the institutions policies 

regarding allowing students to apply AP and CLEP credit to their major and minor 

requirements (about 12% of schools do not allow credit by examination under either 

program to be used for major requirements; 3.3% do not allow CLEP credit to be used 

for minor requirements; 4.2% do not allow AP credit to be used for one’s minor). Only 

two schools reported assigning letter grades for AP credit, compared to zero schools 

for CLEP.  

There is little evidence to suggest that AP examinations are more widely 

accepted for credit than CLEP examinations. Overall, the percentage of examinations 

accepted from each program by institutions is similar. AP examinations are accepted 

more often than CLEP examinations in comparable areas. However, only small 

differences exist in the number of credits granted for comparable examinations. It 

appears that for schools that choose to offer students the opportunity to use either 

program as a means of earning credit by examination, parity does exist.  

Students, however, may be more likely to seek credit through AP examinations 

than through CLEP. The mean reported number of students per school granted AP 

credit in the past academic year was 76.93 (compared to 35.03 for CLEP), but as with 

CLEP the standard deviation was quite large (148.59 for AP, 113.72 for CLEP), so the 

means are misleading. The median for AP (15) was higher than the median for CLEP 

(17.85). However, only a small number of respondents provided information on the 
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number of students who were granted AP credit (54 schools). It is therefore difficult to 

generalize from these data. Future research is needed on the potential differences in 

students’ use of the two programs.  

The second aspect of this research question concerned parity between CLEP 

and SAT II examinations. Only six institutions responding to the survey indicated that 

they grant credit for SAT II examinations. Seventeen institutions reported using the 

examinations for placement only. Given the small number of schools offering SAT II 

as a means for students to gain credit by examination, it appears that CLEP is far more 

widely accepted. Among those schools that do grant credit for SAT II, each grants 

credit for fewer than five of the 22 available SAT II examinations. Just one school 

reported allowing students to earn credit through The College Board’s 

ACCUPLACER examinations. Twenty-one schools use ACCUPLACER 

examinations for placement only.  

 

Research Question 3: How are decisions regarding CLEP policy made by colleges and 

universities? 

Survey questions were included that addressed how colleges and universities 

establish their CLEP policies. Information was obtained for these survey items mainly 

from survey respondents, since little information was available through web sites and 

college publications that would provide answers to the questions of interest. The 



 106

number of responses to these items (all from Section 2 of the Institution Survey) 

ranged from 118 to 204.  

Most schools (73%) had revised their CLEP policies following the change to 

CBT in 2001. However, given that this survey was conducted 18 months following the 

implementation of CBT, it is disturbing to note that more than one-fourth of 

institutions had not made changes to their policies by this point. The use of outdated 

scores could adversely affect students’ opportunity to gain credit by examination 

through CLEP. Given that a number of schools refused to participate in the survey 

because their policies were under review, it is hoped that institutions are increasingly 

becoming aware of the need to revise their policies following The College Board’s 

change in the mode of administration and scoring scale of the CLEP examinations. 

One large state university indicated in their refusal to participate that they were 

waiting for research on the effects of CBT for CLEP before changing their policies. 

This institution had frozen acceptance of CLEP exams taken since the switch to CBT, 

awaiting research results before beginning to accept CLEP for credit again. 

Institutions were asked to indicate the person with primary responsibility for 

setting policies for acceptance of CLEP for credit or placement. Table 9 contains the 

responses given to this survey item. The main individuals named as the primary 

decision-makers for credit by examination appear to be deans, the registrar, and 

faculty members in academic departments.  
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Table 9 
Individual/group with primary responsibility for CLEP policy setting (N=125) 

Person/Group N %5 
Dean of college/academic affairs/student services 29 23.2%
Registrar 23 18.4%
Department faculty 20 16.0%
Department heads 15 12.0%
State education administrators/legislators 9 7.2%
Provost  7 5.6%
Admissions office/director of admissions 5 4.0%
Academic affairs committee 3 2.4%
Testing coordinator/director 3 2.4%
Vice president for academic affairs 2 1.6%
Institutional researchers in measurement and evaluation 1 0.8%
Administrative coordinator 1 0.8%
Director of counseling services 1 0.8%
Group decision involving several individuals mentioned above 6 4.8%

 Overall, faculty members in academic departments appear to have a great deal 

of influence on CLEP policy setting. In addition to the above item that asked about the 

primary CLEP policy setter, institutions were asked about the extent of involvement of 

academic departments in policy setting. As shown in Figure 3, nearly three-fourths 

indicated that faculty were somewhat or extremely involved in policy setting. 

                                                 
5 The margin of error for the percentages reported in Table 9 is +/- 6%, using a 95% confidence 
interval. 
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Figure 3. Extent of involvement of academic departments in CLEP 
policy setting

Involved very little
13%

Not involved in 
any way

13%

Somewhat 
involved

29%

Extremely 
involved

45%

  

When asked about other influences on CLEP policies, slightly more than one-

third of the institutions (36.4%) indicated that they had conducted research at some 

point in the past to help them set their policies for acceptance of College Board tests. 

About a third of the schools (34.2%) stated that their policy for acceptance of CLEP 

examinations was based solely on the recommendations of ACE. However, as noted 

earlier, most institutions policies for minimum credit-granting scores are closely 

aligned to ACE recommendations. Therefore, ACE recommendations may have a 

greater role in influencing CLEP policy setting than is apparent from responses to this 

survey item.  

Given the significant amount of influence as noted above that faculty and 

administrators have on CLEP policy setting, the perceptions that these individuals 
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hold of CLEP are important to understand. Negative perceptions of the program by 

these individuals could lead to decreased acceptance of CLEP examinations or 

discouragement from faculty and administration of students’ attempts at these exams. 

Students’ perceptions of CLEP also are important to examine in order to understand 

what information they have received from their institutions about CLEP, their 

willingness to attempt to earn credit through CLEP examinations, their experience of 

the examinations, and their sense of how bypassing introductory courses affects their 

college career. Perceptions of all three groups are explored in the next section of this 

report. 

 

Part two: Perceptions of CLEP 

Response Rate 

Faculty survey. It was expected that at least 50% of the 361 faculty members 

contacted would respond to the survey. In all, 125 faculty responded to the request to 

participate and completed the survey, yielding a response rate of 34.6%. Additionally, 

32 faculty members responded but declined to participate. Most cited reasons such as 

lack of familiarity with CLEP or lack of time to participate. One cited his close 

involvement in the development of a CLEP examination and felt his opinion would be 

biased as a result.  

Undergraduate survey. The researcher was allocated 135 undergraduate 

student participants through the subject pool of the Educational Psychology 
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Department at The University of Texas at Austin. Of these, 132 students completed 

the web-based survey, for a response rate of 97.8%. No information was available on 

the reason for non-response of the three students who did not respond to the survey. 

Of the 132 students who responded, 49 had taken at least one CLEP test and 42 of the 

49 had earned credit through CLEP. 

 

Research Question 

Research Question 4: How is CLEP perceived by its consumers (including The 

College Board, postsecondary institutions, faculty, and students)? 

On all survey items relating to perceptions of CLEP, respondents were given 

the option of indicating that they had no opinion (faculty and student survey) or that 

they were not able to answer (institution survey). When descriptive statistics were 

tabulated on these items, those who had indicated either of these response options 

were excluded from the analysis. Results from all three surveys are discussed in terms 

of four aspects of the consumers’ perceptions of CLEP: their awareness and overall 

opinion of the program, how information is communicated about CLEP, the 

respondents’ perceptions of the academic implications of CLEP for students, and their 

perceptions of the financial implications of CLEP for the postsecondary institutions, 

academic departments, and students. Faculty members surveyed were invited to share 

additional comments about CLEP in an open-ended question at the end of the survey. 

Their comments are discussed along with the quantitative information from the 
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survey. The perceptions of consumers of CLEP also are compared to the view of 

CLEP put forth by The College Board in its publications. 

Awareness and overall opinion of the program. Faculty members were asked 

for their overall opinion of both the concept of granting credit by examination to 

undergraduates and of CLEP. About a third (30.4%) expressed no opinion about 

CLEP, indicating that they were not familiar with the program. Also, just 38.4% of all 

respondents said they knew that their department accepted CLEP scores for credit (all 

faculty surveyed were in departments that accepted CLEP), though nearly all (95.2%) 

reported that they teach undergraduate students. It appears that awareness of CLEP is 

low among faculty. Many of the comments faculty members made about CLEP 

expressed their lack of knowledge about the program. A comment by one faculty 

member sums up those made by others: “I have been at UT since 1964, but I don’t 

have the foggiest idea about the acceptance of CLEP by my college or my department. 

The topic has never been discussed in a faculty meeting in my department.” 

Students generally were more aware of CLEP than were faculty members. 

Overall, 87.1% indicated that they were aware of CLEP and 75.8% knew that UT-

Austin accepts CLEP scores for credit. However, just 49 of the 132 students 

responding to the survey had taken at least one CLEP examination. Students who 

reported that they had never taken a CLEP examination were asked to comment on 

why they had not. Thirty-five of the 86 students (40.7%) who responded to this item 

stated that they had not taken a CLEP test either because they had never heard of the 
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program or had heard of it but were never given information on UT-Austin’s policies 

for taking the tests and receiving credit. Two other reasons why students had not taken 

a CLEP test stood out in their comments. Eleven students perceived the tests to be too 

difficult to pass at the level required by UT-Austin. Eight students stated that they had 

used the AP program to earn credit by examination and therefore did not need to use 

CLEP. 

Generally, faculty members who did express an opinion were more supportive 

of the concept of credit by examination in general (56.3% of the 119 who expressed an 

opinion were somewhat or strongly supportive) than of CLEP (48.2% of the 87 who 

expressed an opinion were somewhat or strongly supportive). Many of the comments 

made by faculty members expressed negative overall perceptions of the program. 

Among the comments made were the following: 

The exam rewards a minor superiority in skills or knowledge and 
deprives the student of the deeper learner that would come with real 
classroom work. 
 
I strongly favor giving high school students Advanced Placement credit 
for courses taken in their school program at the level of college courses. 
I do not favor giving students in other categories credit by examination. 
 
A fundamental part of university education is attending classes and 
hearing professors who are leading specialists in their fields, having 
give and take with them and fellow students, etc. Often, these classes 
and professors present idiosyncratic but quite invaluable points of view 
and approaches to problems that simply cannot be encompassed by a 
standardized, necessarily mainstream and more or less lowest common 
denominator CLEP-type examination. In these respects, the CLEP 
process vitiates university education quite seriously.   
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Some faculty did express positive perceptions of CLEP, such as the following: 
 
Getting CLEP credit help me to afford getting a B.A. when I returned 
to college after a four-year absence. 
 
I think they [CLEP tests] serve a useful purpose. They can save 
students a lot of time and money, and that’s a good thing. 
 
Faculty also were asked about their support for their department’s policy 

regarding CLEP score acceptance. Of the 54 who stated an opinion, 50% stated that 

they somewhat or strongly supported their department’s policy. A number of the 

comments made by faculty members did express objections to their department’s 

CLEP policy. Three faculty members who commented stated that they thought CLEP 

should be used for exemption only, not for credit. Two others commented that they 

thought it was not appropriate to give students a letter grade for credit by examination.  

The College Board advances their perception that CLEP score acceptance 

makes an institutions more attractive to potential students (CB, 2002c). Institutions 

were asked about their opinion of the effect of CLEP score acceptance on their ability 

to attract students. Of those expressing an opinion, 35% said they believed CLEP 

attracted high-achieving students to their institution and 50.9% said that CLEP 

attracted non-traditional students.  

Flow of information about CLEP. Results of a College Board survey indicate 

that most students (55.6%) found out about CLEP through the college they attend 

(CB, 2002c). The College Board encourages institutions that participate in CLEP to 

advertise to students the opportunity to earn credit through the program. They suggest 



 114

including information about CLEP policies in admissions and financial aid materials, 

as well as informing faculty and staff about the program and their institution’s CLEP 

policies (CB, 2001k, 2002a). However, less than half (46.9%) of institutions reported 

including information about CLEP in their admissions materials. Students were asked 

if they received information about CLEP when they applied to UT-Austin. Just one-

third (33.3%) reported that they recalled receiving this information with UT-Austin’s 

admissions materials. As described above, most faculty members in departments that 

accept CLEP appear to be unaware of their department’s policy. Therefore, it is 

unlikely that faculty members are communicating opportunities to earn credit through 

CLEP to the students in their departments. 

Although The College Board perceives CLEP as a way for students to save 

money on college tuition (The College Board’s web site points out to students that the 

CLEP examination fee of $50 is far less than the tuition for an equivalent course (CB, 

2002a)), it appears that this perception is not communicated to students by their 

institutions. Only 10.2% of institutions reported including CLEP information with 

financial aid materials, and very few students (6.1%) reported that they received 

information about CLEP when they applied for financial aid through UT-Austin.  

Academic implications of CLEP for students. The College Board presents 

CLEP as an academically rigorous credit-by-examination program, citing the 

American Council on Education’s (ACE) endorsement of the program (CB, 2002a, 

2002c). It appears that faculty members don’t necessarily share this perception. Of the 



 115

87 faculty members expressing an opinion, just 27.5% said they somewhat or strongly 

agree that students who receive credit through CLEP are as well-prepared for upper-

division courses as students who take an introductory course. Many of the faculty 

comments expressed their perception of the ability of CLEP students to do well in 

later coursework, such as the following: 

Students who place out of E 306 [a freshmen English course] usually 
are deficient in preparation for upper-division writing skills. 
 

The main trouble is that the students receive credit, but they come here 
unable to construct sentences. 
 
I've had many students who suffered because they passed out of first 
year composition courses due to their CLEP scores. CLEP tests 
students' abilities to write 9th grade essays. It doesn't test their abilities 
to write researched arguments—that’s what college requires. 
 

Students who had received credit through CLEP expressed perceptions of the 

program that were much more like those of The College Board than like those of 

faculty members. Twenty-six of the 42 students who had earned credit through CLEP 

(61.9%) somewhat or strongly disagreed that they experienced difficulty in upper 

division courses as a result of being exempted from an introductory course through 

CLEP. Students generally felt that the exams were rigorous (only 24.5% rated the 

difficulty level of the test as somewhat or extremely easy). Of the 42 students who had 

received credit for at least one CLEP examination, most felt positively about the 

program’s effect on their overall academic experience (72.5% somewhat or strongly 

agreed that CLEP had had a positive effect on their academic experience).  
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The College Board also has communicated their perception that CLEP is a way 

for students to shorten the time it takes to earn an undergraduate degree (CB, 2002a, 

2002c, 2002d). About half (48.0%) of institutions reported that they somewhat or 

strongly agreed that students who earn credit through CLEP finish their degrees faster. 

On the student survey, of the 42 students who earned credit through CLEP, 15 (35.7%) 

said they expected to spend fewer semesters at UT-Austin as a result of having earned 

CLEP credit. All of the students surveyed who took CLEP examinations took four or 

fewer tests, and most (70.8%) took just one or two exams. Therefore, their perception 

that CLEP will not shorten their degree program may result from the fact that they did 

not take enough of the examinations to significantly reduce the number of hours they 

need to graduate. 

Financial implications of CLEP. CLEP has potential financial implications for 

students (by reducing the cost of their degree), academic departments (by reducing the 

number of faculty members needed to teach introductory courses), and institutions (by 

reducing the institution’s revenue from tuition). As stated earlier, The College Board 

communicates their perception that students can reduce the cost of their education by 

taking CLEP examinations (which cost far less than the tuition for the equivalent 

course). Most students (95%) somewhat or strongly agreed with The College Board 

that CLEP is a good value (financially) for students. However, only about half of the 

students who had earned credit through CLEP (20 of 42, or 47.6%) stated that they 

thought CLEP would reduce the total cost of their undergraduate education. Again, 
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this may be a realistic perception given the small number of tests taken by the students 

surveyed. Of the 109 institutions surveyed who stated an opinion on this issue, most 

(67.9%) somewhat or strongly agreed that gaining credit through CLEP reduces the 

total cost of a student’s degree. 

The College Board makes no statements in its publications about potential 

negative financial effects for institutions of participating in CLEP. Rather, it publicizes 

the potential for institutions to generate revenue by becoming a CLEP testing center 

and provides institutions with resources for advertising their test center (CB, 2001k). 

Of the 110 institutions that expressed an opinion, only 12.7% somewhat or strongly 

agreed that acceptance of CLEP scores reduced their revenue. Similarly, only 14 of the 

68 faculty members (20.6%) who expressed an opinion somewhat or strongly agreed 

that CLEP score acceptance reduced their department’s revenue from tuition. About a 

third (36.8%) of faculty members somewhat or strongly agreed that CLEP score 

acceptance reduced the number of faculty needed in their department, while few 

(2.7%) institutions somewhat or strongly agreed with this statement. It appears that 

most faculty members and institutions do not perceive CLEP to be a threat to their 

revenue or the number of faculty positions needed.  

Summary. Of the three groups of consumers of CLEP (students, faculty, and 

institutions), it appears that The College Board’s perception of CLEP is most similar 

to that of students and institutions. Students are more aware of the program than are 

faculty members and feel more positively about its effect on their academic 
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experience. Students do not appear to share the concerns expressed by faculty 

members about their performance in more advanced coursework after receiving credit 

and exemption from an introductory course. Although The College Board makes many 

resources available to institutions to raise awareness of CLEP, it does not appear that 

the information is being passed on to students and especially to faculty members in a 

systematic manner. Additionally, faculty members either are not aware of or are not 

persuaded by research that shows that CLEP students do at least as well in later 

coursework as students who enroll in introductory courses. Because much of this 

research is dated, it may be that current faculty have not been made aware of it. 

Changing their perceptions of the rigor and validity of CLEP examinations appears to 

be something The College Board needs to address. Fear of negative financial 

implications from acceptance of CLEP does not appear to be part of the perceptions 

that faculty or institutions have of the program.  

 

Part three: Outcome Evaluation 

For all analyses in this section, the alpha level for rejecting the null hypothesis 

that the groups do not differ on the variable of interest was set at p=.01. The large 

number of univariate tests conducted dictated this choice of a more conservative alpha 

level. In many of the univariate analyses, the Levene test for the homogeneity of 

variance indicated that the variances were significantly different. Therefore, the 
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Games-Howell post hoc test (which does not assume equal variances) was used for all 

pairwise comparisons. 

Initial analyses 

 To determine whether the matched comparison groups and their corresponding 

credit-by-examination groups had similar mean high school ranks and SAT total 

scores, one-way ANOVAs (or t-tests, in cases where only two groups were used in 

later analyses) were conducted comparing all groups for each of the nine subject 

examinations on these variables. There were no significant differences between the 

CLEP group and the corresponding CLEP match group or the AP group and the 

corresponding AP match group in any of the analyses. However, significant 

differences were found in some cases between other groups. In general, where 

differences existed the AP group tended to have a higher SAT score or high school 

rank than the CLEP group and the CLEP match group. The AP match group also 

tended to be higher on these variables than the CLEP group or the CLEP match group. 

Table 10 lists the means and standard deviations for high school rank and SAT total 

score for all groups.  
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Table 10 
High school rank and SAT total score of 1994-1996 groups6 

Year/Exam  High School Rank7 SAT Total Score 
1994 Group Mean SD N Mean SD N 

CLEP 15.69 a, b 14.47 970 1223.78 e, f 151.98 970 
CLEP Match 16.01c, d 14.18 947 1221.03 g, h 129.43 947 
AP 10.37a, c 10.73 243 1313.50 e, g 153.66 243 

American 
Government 

AP Match 11.77b, d 10.31 237 1314.64 f, h 125.21 237 
CLEP 15.27 14.31 16 1301.25 179.51 16 American 

Literature CLEP Match 15.41 16.25 15 1271.33 174.84 15 
CLEP 10.10 11.08 28 1325.00 23.25 28 
CLEP Match 9.36 8.80 28 1328.93 127.49 28 
AP 8.67 8.98 586 1274.04 182.47 586 Calculus 

AP Match 9.36 9.15 578 1283.93 117.49 578 
CLEP 7.84 5.95 11 1162.73 153.43 11 College Algebra CLEP Match 11.09 7.55 11 1160.00 175.50 11 
CLEP 13.14 12.74 12 1317.50 94.21 12 English 

Literature CLEP Match 16.53 14.46 12 1304.17 98.02 12 
CLEP 11.41 10.34 53 1289.81 113.84 53 
CLEP Match 13.25 11.53 53 1282.08a 111.72 53 
AP 10.97 12.03 153 1348.89a 127.90 153 Macroeconomics 

AP Match 11.95 11.73 147 1332.72 124.24 147 
CLEP 11.41 9.53 57 1281.93a 141.54 57 
CLEP Match 12.97 9.85 55 1265.27b, c 136.18 55 
AP 8.22 9.64 42 1361.19a, b 101.77 42 Microeconomics 

AP Match 9.10 9.74 41 1345.61c 108.14 41 
CLEP 18.21 17.03 71 1196.48a, b 244.87 71 
CLEP Match 17.37 18.09 69 1221.88c, d 135.42 69 
AP 11.64 12.94 33 1322.73a, c 102.02 33 Psychology 

AP Match 11.84 15.93 33 1320.91b, d 116.17 33 
CLEP 16.67 17.01 106 1226.04 211.14 106 Sociology CLEP Match 17.90 16.50 103 1235.53 124.25 103 

                                                 
6 Means with matching superscript letters within each subject area and year are different at the p=.01 
level. 
7 High school rank are expressed in terms of the student’s place from the top of the class. For example, 
a high school rank of 15 would indicate that the student was ranked in the top 15% of his or her high 
school class. 
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Table 10 (cont.) 
High school rank and SAT total score of 1994-1996 groups 

  High School Rank SAT Total Score 
1995 Group Mean SD N Mean SD N 

CLEP 14.90a, b 14.09 926 1241.31  138.98 926 
CLEP Match 15.16c, d 13.77 870 1227.99  125.90 870 
AP 9.39a, c 10.82 350 1318.26   114.24 350 

American 
Government 

AP Match 11.42b, d 10.37 338 1305.47  113.70 338 
CLEP 11.97 7.07 12 1350.00 76.63 12 American 

Literature CLEP Match 8.39 8.95 12 1347.50 80.35 12 
CLEP 5.79 6.25 24 1304.17 150.13 24 
CLEP Match 9.56 6.34 20 1263.50 129.30 20 
AP 8.16 7.56 581 1317.68 120.11 581 Calculus 

AP Match 9.44 8.25 563 1307.41 118.19 563 
CLEP 16.95 9.71 9 1160.00 142.57 9 College Algebra CLEP Match 22.00 12.77 8 1167.50 109.25 8 
CLEP 6.41 7.47 17 1409.41 112.50 17 English 

Literature CLEP Match 9.95 7.71 17 1401.76 99.64 17 
CLEP 9.64 8.44 45 1310.22 126.98 45 
CLEP Match 10.31 9.12 44 1313.64 123.08 44 
AP 10.10 11.23 209 1341.77 113.09 209 Macroeconomics 

AP Match 11.11 11.31 202 1328.02 107.20 202 
CLEP 13.78a 12.93 44 1298.41a 100.97 44 
CLEP Match 14.45b 13.69 44 1288.64 105.71 44 
AP 6.10a, b 6.42 49 1350.00 221.93 49 Microeconomics 

AP Match 7.51 5.82 48 1367.71a 106.02 48 
CLEP 14.09 11.49 63 1282.54 146.91 63 
CLEP Match 13.41 10.47 63 1278.44 139.50 63 
AP 12.62 12.86 69 1303.48 109.34 69 Psychology 

AP Match 13.85 12.62 68 1290.44 114.64 68 
CLEP 17.01 16.79 94 1256.06 139.32 94 Sociology CLEP Match 15.44 15.16 94 1259.04 136.09 94 
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Table 10 (cont.) 
High school rank and SAT total score of 1994-1996 groups 

  High School Rank SAT Total Score 
1996 Group Mean SD N Mean SD N 

CLEP 17.14a, b 15.87 1042 1223.02a, b 174.51 1042
CLEP Match 17.15c, d 15.38 1014 1228.22c, d 141.32 1014
AP 11.10a, c 11.63 359 1326.02a, c 114.24 359 

American 
Government 

AP Match 12.20b, d 11.36 366 1330.82 b, d 130.02 366 
CLEP 11.57 13.07 18 1361.67 117.29 18 American 

Literature CLEP Match 12.28 9.87 18 1358.33 120.40 18 
CLEP 7.66 7.08 30 1350.33 132.65 30 
CLEP Match 13.50 7.14 26 1328.08 118.83 26 
AP 9.69 9.50 697 1317.65 127.68 697 Calculus 

AP Match 11.20 10.03 654 1298.79 123.16 654 
CLEP 14.36 14.98 15 1278.67 128.94 15 College Algebra CLEP Match 16.15 14.95 14 1228.57 115.55 14 
CLEP 9.24 7.66 14 1325.71 121.45 14 English 

Literature CLEP Match 9.22 6.19 14 1312.14 124.97 14 
CLEP 10.08 7.09 33 1289.70a 146.30 33 
CLEP Match 11.91 9.83 30 1281.33b 120.48 30 
AP 9.02 9.44 166 1381.51a, b 111.29 166 Macroeconomics 

AP Match 9.63 7.61 118 1347.54 105.45 118 
CLEP 7.11 6.32 16 1315.00 132.97 16 
CLEP Match 9.84 6.09 16 1295.00 130.08 16 
AP 10.13 9.72 56 1351.42 150.63 56 Microeconomics 

AP Match 10.57 8.79 56 1352.14 146.57 56 
CLEP 12.45 11.55 56 1262.14a 220.72 56 
CLEP Match 13.24 12.93 55 1279.82 154.05 55 
AP 13.41 12.92 102 1338.04a 102.30 102 Psychology 

AP Match 13.25 12.93 102 1333.92 104.01 102 
CLEP 15.08 12.34 89 1283.03 139.64 89 Sociology CLEP Match 14.97 12.16 89 1275.84 144.60 89 

  

Data on high school rank and SAT total score are presented in Table 11 for the 

2001 class participants. Due to the very small number of participants, no statistical 

group comparisons could be calculated to determine if differences existed between the 

CLEP group and the corresponding matched group. Throughout this report, 2001 

descriptive data are presented for exploratory purposes where enough data were 
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available for a meaningful comparison. Additionally, unlike in the 1994-1996 class 

groups, participants were retained in the 2001 CLEP groups even if their records 

lacked data on high school rank or SAT score. Excluding participants with missing 

data on these variables would have greatly reduced the group sizes. No AP or AP 

match groups were created because no statistical tests were to be conducted to 

compare the groups. Because the American Literature CLEP group contained only 1 

member and the English Literature CLEP group contained only 2 members, no 

descriptive statistics were calculated for these groups. Also, the records of 3 of the 5 

members of the CLEP Microeconomics group were missing data on high school rank. 

As a result, descriptive data are not included on this group for the high school rank 

variable and no comparison group could be created. 

Table 11 
High school rank and SAT total score of 2001 groups 

Year/Exam  High School Rank SAT Total Score 
2001 Group Mean SD N Mean SD N 

CLEP 9.27 11.18 34 1313.24 116.64 25 American 
Government CLEP Match 11.31 9.22 25 1315.20 123.56 25 

CLEP 17.92 19.60 12 1384.17 119.88 12 Calculus CLEP Match 14.06 12.97 11 1366.36 131.93 11 
CLEP 14.64 12.07 12 1142.00 130.89 15 College Algebra CLEP Match 11.92 11.69 11 1104.55 127.31 11 
CLEP 6.78 8.14 16 1365.50 109.38 20 Macroeconomics CLEP Match 10.56 7.91 15 1310.00 178.63 14 

Microeconomics CLEP    1386.00 117.18 5 
CLEP 16.71 7.45 8 1373.00 60.01 10 Psychology CLEP Match 12.21 8.01 7 1368.57 86.68 7 
CLEP 10.08 16.20 15 1337.65 157.54 17 Sociology CLEP Match 11.56 8.50 14 1310.00 178.63 14 
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Research Questions  

The analyses described below were conducted on the 1994 entering class and 

replicated on the 1995 and 1996 classes for all CLEP subject areas other than College 

Algebra, English Literature, and American Literature. In these subject areas, data were 

aggregated across years for analyses due to insufficient sample sizes in the individual 

years. Insufficient data were available on the 2001 entering class to replicate the group 

comparisons, but descriptive data are presented for exploratory comparison purposes 

when sufficient meaningful data were available. 

Research Question 5: Do students who received credit by examination through 

AP or CLEP and students who completed an introductory course differ in their overall 

GPA? 

American Government. In the 1994 sample, the groups differed significantly in 

overall GPA (F(3, 2392)=107.35, p<.001). This result held for the 1995 sample (F(3, 

2319)=118.79, p<.001) and the 1996 sample (F(3, 2772)=87.03, p<.001). Post hoc 

comparisons indicated that the CLEP group had a significantly higher mean GPA than 

the CLEP match group and than the AP match group in all three classes (p<.001 in all 

cases). Additionally, the AP group had a significantly higher mean GPA than the AP 

match group and than the CLEP match group in all three classes at the p<.001 level. 

The AP match group had a significantly higher mean GPA than the CLEP match 

group at the p<.001 level in all three classes. In the 1996 class, the difference in mean 
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GPA between the CLEP and AP groups was significant (p=.003), with the AP group 

having a higher mean GPA.  

The CLEP group consistently had a higher mean GPA than its matched 

comparison group. A possible difference exists in the mean GPAs of CLEP and AP 

students, but the difference was only statistically significant in one of the three years. 

The means and standard deviations for all groups in all years are given in Table 12. 

Table 12 
Overall GPA for American Government groups by year8 
 1994 1995 1996 2001 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 3.20a, b .51 967 3.27 a, b .47 926 3.23a, b, f .51 1035 3.55 .44 34 
CLEP 
Match 2.77a ,c, e .64 947 2.83a, e .67 870 2.88a, c, e .65 1014 3.20 .66 25 

AP 3.31c, d .50 242 3.36c,d .48 350 3.34c, d, f .53 358    
AP 
Match 2.97d, e .68 237 3.03d, e .64 338 3.04d, e .68 366    

 

CLEP American Literature. Group comparisons for the CLEP American 

Literature examination were limited to comparing the aggregated 1994-1996 entering 

class’s data with that of a matched comparison group. Given the small size of the 

CLEP American Literature group even when aggregated (total n= 46), the AP English 

Literature and Composition group could not be used to make a meaningful comparison 

(the aggregated sample size for AP English Literature and Composition would have 

been more than 4,400). T-test results reveal that the mean overall GPA of the CLEP 

group was significantly higher than that of the CLEP match group (t(89)=2.62, p=.01). 

                                                 
8 Means with matching superscript letters within each year are different at the p=.01 level. 
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The CLEP group had a mean GPA of 3.33 (SD=.54, n=46), compared to 3.01 

(SD=.62, n=45). In the 2001 entering class, only 1 student received credit through the 

CLEP American Literature examination. Therefore, no descriptive statistics can be 

calculated.  

Calculus. A significant difference was found in the mean GPAs of the 1994 

Calculus sample (F(3, 1212)=37.04, p<.001), the 1995 Calculus sample (F(3, 

1187)=37.72, p<.001), and the 1996 Calculus sample (F(3, 1406)=27.83, p<.001). In 

the 1996 class, the CLEP group had a significantly higher mean GPA than the CLEP 

match group (p=.009), but this difference did not replicate in the 1994 or 1995 classes. 

The CLEP group had a significantly higher mean GPA than the AP match group in the 

1995 class (p=.01) and in the 1996 class (p<.001).  

In the 1994 class, there was a statistically significant difference in mean GPA 

in the AP and AP match groups (p<.001), with the AP group having a higher GPA. 

This difference was replicated in the 1995 sample (p<.001) and the 1996 sample 

(p<.001). Though the CLEP group did not consistently have a higher mean GPA than 

its comparison group, they did have a consistently higher mean GPA than the AP 

match group. The lack of a significant difference between the CLEP and CLEP match 

group may have resulted from the small sample size of these two groups. The means 

and standard deviations for all groups in all years are given in Table 13. 
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Table 13 
Overall GPA for Calculus groups by year9 
 1994 1995 1996 2001 
Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 

CLEP 3.11 .75 28 3.24a .54 24 3.41a, b .50 30 3.39 .45 12 
CLEP 
Match 2.92 .81 28 2.93 .67 20 2.90a .63 26 3.24 .80 11 

AP 3.23a .56 579 3.28b .61 581 3.25c .61 697    
AP 
Match 2.81a .74 579 2.85a, b .76 563 2.94b, c .72 654    
  

College Algebra. Aggregated data from the 1994, 1995, and 1996 entering 

classes indicated no significant difference in overall mean GPA for the CLEP and 

CLEP match groups (t(66)=.88, p=.38). The mean GPA for the CLEP group was 2.88 

(SD=.70, n=35) compared to a mean GPA of 2.73 (SD=.70, n=33) for the CLEP match 

group. Limited available data from the 2001 entering class showed a mean overall 

GPA of 3.19 (SD=.50, n=15) for the CLEP group and 3.13 (SD=.56, n=11) for the 

CLEP match group.  

English Literature. As with the CLEP American Literature examination, the 

AP English Literature and Composition examination group was not used for 

comparison to the CLEP English Literature group due to its size relative to the sample 

size for this CLEP examination (n=43). A significant difference in mean overall GPA 

was found between the CLEP and CLEP match groups (t(84)=3.07, p=.003). The 

CLEP group had a mean GPA of 3.40 (SD=.57, n=43), while the CLEP match group 

had a mean GPA of 3.01 (SD=.60, n=43). In the 2001 entering class, just 2 students 

                                                 
9 Means with matching superscript letters within each year are different at the p=.01 level. 
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received credit as a result of their scores on the CLEP English Literature examination. 

Therefore, descriptive statistics were not calculated.  

Macroeconomics. A significant difference was found in the mean overall 

GPAs of the groups in the 1994 sample (F(3, 405)=8.15, p<.001), the 1995 sample 

(F(3, 499)=6.51, p<.001), and the 1996 sample (F(3, 346)=7.11, p<.001). The CLEP 

and CLEP match group showed a difference that was statistically significant in 1995 

sample (p=.006) and the 1996 sample (p=.009). The CLEP group and the AP match 

group differed significantly in the 1995 and 1996 samples, (p=.002 for 1995 and 

p=.006 for 1996), but not in the 1994 group. A statistically significant difference 

found between the AP and AP match groups in the 1994 sample (p<.001) and the 1996 

sample (p=.008), with the AP group having a higher mean GPA. Table 14 shows the 

means and standard deviations for all groups.  

  

Table 14 
Overall GPA for Macroeconomics groups by year10 
 1994 1995 1996 2001 
Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 3.31 .54 53 3.46a, b .42 45 3.49a, b .45 33 3.77 .25 20
CLEP 
Match 3.00 .78 53 3.04a .71 44 3.01a .66 30 2.99 .70 15

AP 3.33a .55 153 3.34 .57 209 3.40c .53 166    
AP 
Match 3.02a .69 147 3.18b .61 202 3.13b, c .79 118    

 

Microeconomics. A statistically significant difference was found in mean 

overall GPA for the 1994 (F(3, 194)=14.52, p<.001) and 1995 samples (F(3, 

183)=6.48, p<.001), but not in the 1996 class (F(3, 143)=1.34, p=.265). Statistically 

                                                 
10 Means with matching superscript letters within each year are different at the p=.01 level. 
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significant differences were found in post hoc tests for the 1994 class between the 

mean GPA of the CLEP and CLEP match groups (p<.001). This difference failed to 

replicate in the 1995 and 1996 classes. In the 1994 sample, the AP group had a higher 

mean overall GPA than the CLEP match group (p<.001). This difference was 

replicated in the 1995 class (p=.003), but not in the 1996 class. Table 15 shows the 

means and standard deviations for all groups.  

Table 15 
Overall GPA for Microeconomics groups by year11 
 1994 1995 1996 2001 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 3.46a .40 57 3.22 .49 44 3.50 .33 16 3.90 .16 5 
CLEP 
Match 

2.92a, b .58 55 3.02a .71 44 3.29 .56 16    

AP 3.50b .46 42 3.49a .50 48 3.43 .50 56    
AP Match 3.24 .56 41 3.29 .57 44 3.27 .62 56    

  

Psychology. The mean overall GPA differed significantly among the groups 

for the 1994 (F(3, 203)=3.78, p=.01), 1995 (F(3, 263)=5.01, p=.002), and 1996 (F(3, 

313)=6.38, p<.001), classes. In post hoc comparisons, the CLEP groups had 

significantly higher mean GPAs than the CLEP match groups in the 1995 (p=.002) 

and 1996 (p=.004) classes, but showed no differences in the 1994 class. In the 1995 

class, the CLEP group also had a significantly higher mean GPA than the AP match 

group (p=.01), but this difference failed to replicate in any other class. In the 1994 

class, the AP group had a significantly higher mean GPA than the CLEP match group 

(p=.002). This difference was replicated in the 1996 class (p=.01), but not in the 1995 

class. Table 16 shows the means and standard deviations for all groups.  
                                                 
11 Means with matching superscript letters within each year are different at the p=.01 level. 
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Table 16 
Overall GPA for Psychology groups by year12 
 1994 1995 1996 2001 
Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 3.06 .60 69 3.35a, b .51 64 3.33a .51 55 3.66 .34 10
CLEP 
Match 2.87a .82 69 2.95a .79 63 2.85a, b .88 55 3.10 .38 7 

AP 3.35a .50 33 3.18 .63 69 3.26b .54 102    
AP 
Match 3.07 .71 33 2.98b .79 68 3.19 .64 102    

  

Sociology. Comparisons of the 1994, 1995, and 1996 classes indicated the 

presence of statistically significant differences in the mean overall GPAs of the CLEP 

and CLEP match groups only in the 1994 class (t(177.52)=3.35, p=.001). The 1994 

CLEP group had a mean GPA of 3.14 (SD=.52, n=104), which was significantly 

higher than the CLEP match group’s mean of 2.84 (SD=.78, n=103). The difference in 

mean GPA between the groups was not statistically significant in the 1995 class 

(t(182.31)=2.40, p=.017). The 1995 CLEP group had a mean GPA of 3.20 (SD=.56, 

n=94), while the mean GPA for the match group was 2.99 (SD=.65, n=94). The 

difference also was not significant in the 1996 class (t(176)=2.52, p=.013). The 1996 

CLEP group had a mean GPA of 3.23 (SD=.54, n=89) and the CLEP match group had 

a mean GPA of 3.01 (SD=.60, n=89).  

Summary. Across the nine CLEP examinations, differences in mean overall 

GPA between the CLEP group and its matched comparison group were found in at 

least one year in all subject areas except for College Algebra. These differences 

replicated in at least one other year in three of the six subject areas where replication 

                                                 
12 Means with matching superscript letters within each year are different at the p=.01 level. 
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was attempted. These results suggest that students who receive credit by examination 

through CLEP for an introductory course generally have higher overall GPAs than 

students who complete the introductory course. 

Research Question 6: Do students who received credit by examination at UT-

Austin based on AP or CLEP test scores in calculus and college algebra and students 

who completed an introductory course perform equally well in the sequent course? 

 This question could only be explored for the College Algebra and Calculus 

samples because of the nine subject areas, only these two have a sequent course. For 

the Calculus groups, it was tested on the 1994 entering class and replicated on the 

1995 and 1996 entering classes. For College Algebra, insufficient numbers of CLEP 

students were present in the datasets to allow for replication and data were aggregated 

across the three entering classes. 

 Calculus. A significant difference in sequent course grade was found in the 

1994 (F(3, 659)=7.13, p<.001), 1995 (F(3, 651)=3.90, p=.009), and 1996 (F(3, 

813)=5.33, p=.001). In post hoc comparisons, no groups differed at the p=.01 level in 

the 1995 class. In the 1996 class, the CLEP group had a higher mean sequent course 

grade than the AP match group (p=.004). The AP and AP match groups differed 

significantly in the 1994 class (p=.001), with the AP group having a higher mean 

sequent course grade than the AP match group. Table 17 shows the means and 

standard deviations for all groups in the calculus samples.  
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Table 17 
Sequent course grade for Calculus groups by year.13 
 1994 1995 1996 2001 
Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 3.39 .78 18 3.39 .70 18 3.35a .78 23 3.00 .93 8 
CLEP 
Match 3.26 .99 19 3.08 .95 13 2.72 1.27 18 3.57 .54 3 

AP 3.09a .82 322 3.03 .81 309 2.95b 1.06 404    
AP 
Match 2.82a .88 301 2.85 .91 312 2.69a, b 1.15 369    

 

College algebra. The aggregated data from the 1994, 1995, and 1996 entering 

classes showed no significant difference in mean sequent course grade between the 

CLEP and CLEP match groups (t(18.26)=1.77, p=.094). The mean sequent course 

grade for the CLEP group was 3.40 (SD=1.04, n=30) and the mean sequent course 

grade for the CLEP match group was 2.57 (SD=1.60, n=14). Limited available data 

from the 2001 entering class showed a mean sequent course grade of 3.67 (SD=.21, 

n=6) for the CLEP group and 2.50 (SD=.29, n=4) for the CLEP match group.  

Summary. In all cases in the 1994-1996 entering classes, the CLEP Calculus 

group did at least as well on average in the sequent math course as the CLEP match 

group and the AP group did at least as well as the AP match group. The results from 

the Calculus samples show differences among the groups. These differences indicate 

superior performance by the credit-by-examination groups. The direction of any 

difference that might exist in the College Algebra sample is toward the CLEP group 

having a higher mean grade than its matched comparison group. 

  

                                                 
13 Means with matching superscript letters within each year are different at the p=.01 level. 
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Research Question 7: Do students who received credit by examination through 

AP or CLEP and students who completed an introductory course differ in the number 

of additional courses later taken in the subject area of the introductory course?  

American Government. A significant difference between groups in the mean 

number of additional courses taken in the subject area of the introductory course was 

found in the 1994 class (F(3, 2382)=6.48, p<.001). The difference was not significant 

in the 1995 (F(3, 2483)=3.21, p=.022) and 1996 (F(3, 2772)=3.03, p=.028) classes. 

No significant differences were found between the CLEP and CLEP match groups in 

any class. In the 1994 class, AP students took significantly more courses than students 

in the AP match group (p=.004). This difference failed to replicate in the 1995 or 1996 

classes. See Table 18 for the means and standard deviations for all groups.  

Table 18 
Number of additional government courses for American Government groups by year 14 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 1.37 1.49 967 1.18 1.06 926 1.40 1.62 1035 
CLEP Match 1.34 1.73 947 1.29 1.56 870 1.45 1.86 1014 
AP 1.81a 2.39 242 1.43 1.70 350 1.71 2.16 358 
AP Match 1.22a 1.23 237 1.35 1.65 338 1.36 1.79 366 
  

 American Literature. No significant difference existed in the number of 

additional English courses taken by students in the aggregated data from the 1994, 

1995, and 1996 classes (t(75.71)=-1.38, p=.17). The CLEP group on average took 1.50 

                                                 
14 Means with matching superscript letters within each subject area and year are different at the p=.01 
level. 
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additional English courses (SD=2.05, n=46) and the CLEP match group on average 

took 2.27 additional English courses (SD=3.13, n=45).  

 Calculus. Analysis of the 1994 and 1995 class data for the Calculus groups 

produced an unusual result. Although significant differences were indicated by the F 

test in the 1994 (F(3, 1212)=4.69, p=.003) and 1995 (F(3, 1187)=4.47, p=.004) 

classes, post hoc comparisons showed no differences for any pairs in either class. As 

shown in Table 19, the means vary numerically by the largest degree between CLEP 

group and the AP and AP match groups. The result of no differences for pair 

comparisons might have resulted from the large difference in cell size between the 

CLEP group and the AP and AP match groups. The 1996 Calculus groups did not 

differ in the number of additional math courses taken F(3, 1406)=1.11, p=.343).  

Table 19 
Number of additional math courses for Calculus groups by year 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 4.50 4.46 28 4.71 4.22 24 3.50 1.91 30 
CLEP Match 3.00 1.56 28 3.00 1.56 20 2.89 2.20 26 
AP 2.75 2.26 579 2.90 2.74 581 2.95 2.58 697 
AP Match 2.88 2.53 578 2.77 2.29 563 2.79 2.42 654 
  

College Algebra. A significant difference was found in the number of 

additional math courses taken by CLEP and CLEP match group students in the 

aggregated data from the 1994, 1995, and 1996 classes (t(52.28)=3.69, p<.001). The 

mean number of additional math courses taken by the CLEP students was 3.03 

(SD=2.31, n=35), while for CLEP match group students the mean was 1.36 (SD=1.22, 

n=33).  
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English Literature. The aggregated data from the 1994, 1995, and 1996 classes 

showed no differences in the number of additional English courses taken by the CLEP 

and CLEP match group students. CLEP students took on average 1.42 additional 

English courses (SD=2.18, n=43), while CLEP match group students took on average 

1.88 additional English courses (SD=2.30, n=43).  

Macroeconomics. No significant differences were found in the number of 

additional economics courses taken by students in the 1994 (F(3, 405)=1.55, p=.202), 

1995 (F(3, 499)=2.65, p=.048), or 1996 (F(3, 346)=1.93, p=.124) classes. Table 20 

contains the means and standard deviations for all groups. 

Table 20 
Number of additional economics courses for Macroeconomics groups by year 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 1.02 2.16 53 .78 1.13 45 1.15 1.68 33 
CLEP Match 1.00 1.57 53 .96 1.36 44 1.17 1.23 30 
AP .78 1.80 153 .87 1.81 209 1.08 2.12 166 
AP Match 1.24 1.88 147 1.32 1.95 202 1.65 2.11 118 
  

 Microeconomics. Significant differences in the number of additional 

economics courses were found only in the 1995 class (F(3, 183)=3.87, p=.01). 

However, no significant differences were present in the 1994 (F(3, 194)=2.39, p=.07) 

or 1996 class data (F(3, 143)=.60, p=.615). In post hoc comparisons for the 1995 

class, a significant difference was present between the CLEP and AP group (p=.01), 

with the CLEP group having taken more additional courses. See Table 21 for the 

means and standard deviations for all groups.  

 



 136

Table 21 
Number of additional economics courses for Microeconomics groups by year. 15 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 1.19 1.42 57 2.68a 3.21 44 .69 .70 16 
CLEP Match 1.75 2.38 55 2.00 2.58 44 1.38 2.63 56 
AP .76 1.67 42 .85a 2.07 48 1.04 2.13 56 
AP Match 1.24 1.56 41 1.69 2.53 48 .82 .97 56 
  

 Psychology. In the 1995 and 1996 classes, significant differences were found 

in the number of additional psychology courses taken (for 1995, F(3, 263)=4.52, 

p=.004; for 1996, F(3, 313)=7.45, p<.001). In the 1994 class, there were no 

differences (F(3, 203)=2.58, p=.055). Post hoc comparisons with the 1995 data 

showed no significant pairwise differences. However, the means show a trend toward 

the AP group taking more psychology courses than the AP match group and the CLEP 

group. The difference between the AP and AP match group was significant in the 1996 

class (p<.001), as was the difference between the AP group and the CLEP match 

group (p=.008). Again, the AP group had taken more psychology courses than the 

other two groups. Table 22 shows the means and standard deviations for all groups.  

Table 22 
Number of additional psychology courses for Psychology groups by year 16 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP .68 1.84 69 .92 2.39 64 1.33 2.76 55 
CLEP Match .57 2.01 69 .91 2.42 63 .56a 1.81 55 
AP 1.85 3.46 33 2.39 4.02 69 1.97a, b 3.63 102 
AP Match 1.24 2.87 33 .87 2.31 68 .38b 1.18 102 
  

                                                 
15 Means with matching superscript letters within each subject area and year are different at the p=.01 
level. 
16 Means with matching superscript letters within each subject area and year are different at the p=.01 
level. 
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 Sociology. No significant differences were found between the CLEP and CLEP 

match groups for number of additional sociology courses taken in the 1994 

(t(187.26)=-1.36, p=.175) 1995 (t(186)=.58, p=.563) and 1996 (t(176)=-1.97, p=.051) 

classes. The means indicate few additional sociology courses taken overall by students 

in these samples. The 1994 CLEP group took an average of .38 additional courses 

(SD=1.18, n=104), while the CLEP match group took an average of .65 additional 

courses (SD=1.60, n=103). In the 1995 class, the CLEP group took an average of .70 

additional courses (SD=1.83, n=94), and the CLEP match group took an average of 

.55 additional courses (SD=1.70, n=94). In the 1996 class, the CLEP match group took 

a mean of 1.35 additional courses (SD=2.75, n=89), while the CLEP group took on 

average an additional .63 courses (SD=1.35, n=89).  

 Summary. No consistent pattern of differences was found in the number of 

additional courses later taken in the subject area of the introductory course or 

examination. Differences were found in five of the nine subject areas, but all failed to 

replicate across years. Where differences existed, the credit-by-examination groups 

tended to take more additional courses in the subject area than the match groups. It can 

be said that students who receive credit by examination generally take at least as many 

courses in the subject area as students who complete the introductory course in that 

subject area. 
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Research Question 8: Do students who received credit by examination through 

AP or CLEP and students who completed an introductory course differ in their GPAs 

for additional courses later taken in the subject area of the introductory course? 

For all of the analyses conducted for this research question, participants who 

had taken no additional coursework in the subject area were excluded from the 

samples. Therefore, the sample sizes are smaller here than those reported elsewhere in 

this study.  

American Government. Significant differences exist in the mean GPAs for 

government courses among the groups in the 1994 (F(3, 2229)=30.42, p<.001), 1995 

(F(3, 2319)=33.68, p<.001), and 1996 (F(3, 2589)=20.60, p<.001) classes. In post hoc 

comparisons, the pattern of group differences was fairly consistent across years. In the 

1994 and 1995 classes, the CLEP group had a significantly higher mean government 

GPA than the CLEP match group (p<.001 in both years) and the AP match group 

(p=.01 for 1994; p=.007 for 1995). The difference between the CLEP and CLEP 

match groups was replicated in the 1996 class also (p<.001), but the difference 

between the CLEP and AP match groups was not significant. Across all three years, 

the AP group had a significantly higher mean government GPA than the AP match 

and CLEP match groups (p<.001 in all three classes for both the AP match and CLEP 

match groups). In the 1995 class, the AP group had a significantly higher government 

GPA than the CLEP group (p<.001). In the 1994 and 1996 classes, there were no 
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differences between the AP and CLEP groups. See Table 23 for the means and 

standard deviations of all groups. 

Table 23  
GPA for additional government courses for American Government groups by year 17 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 3.13a, b .77 942 3.13a, b, e .82 907 3.10a .85 1005 
CLEP Match 2.80a, c .94 832 2.83a, c .94 771 2.86a, b .94 909 
AP 3.26c, d .79 237 3.35c, d, e .76 336 3.26b, c .84 346 
AP Match 2.94b, d .82 219 2.93b, d .98 306 2.96c .96 330 
  

 American Literature. No difference was found between the CLEP and CLEP 

match groups in their mean English GPAs in the aggregated data from the 1994, 1995, 

and 1996 classes (t(72)=1.66, p=.10). The CLEP group had a mean English GPA of 

3.71 (SD=.42, n=38). The CLEP match group had a mean English GPA of 3.51 

(SD=.57, n=36).  

 Calculus. Significant differences were found in mean math GPAs in the 1994 

(F(3, 1161)=7.32, p<.001), 1995 (F(3, 1181)=5.20, p=.001), and 1996 (F(3, 

1309)=8.65, p<.001) classes. In post hoc comparisons, the only group difference 

shown to replicate across years was the difference between the AP and AP match 

group (p<.001 in all three classes, with the AP group having a higher mean math GPA 

than the AP match group). In the 1996 class, the CLEP group had a significantly 

higher mean math GPA than the AP match group (p=.002). Table 24 lists the means 

and standard deviations for all groups.  

                                                 
17 Means with matching superscript letters within each subject area and year are different at the p=.01 
level. 
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Table 24 
GPA for additional math courses for Calculus groups by year 18 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 3.36 .86 28 3.32 .77 24 3.54 a .61 30 
CLEP Match 3.18 .83 27 3.06 .81 19 3.13 .76 25 
AP 3.38a .75 539 3.30a .85 539 3.30b .85 652 
AP Match 3.02a .87 539 3.01a .91 529 3.08a, b .89 603 
  

 College Algebra. No significant difference in mean math GPA appeared in the 

aggregated data from the 1994, 1995, and 1996 classes (t(51.06)=.04, p=.97). The 

CLEP group had a mean math GPA of 2.75 (SD=.98, n=33), while the CLEP match 

group had a mean math GPA of 2.74 (SD=.86, n=23). 

 English Literature. The difference in mean English GPA in the aggregated data 

from the 1994, 1995, and 1996 classes was not significant (t(62.96)=2.39, p=.02). The 

mean English GPA for additional coursework for the CLEP group was 3.83 (SD=.35, 

n=31). The CLEP match group had a mean English GPA of 3.55 (SD=.64, n=40).  

 Macroeconomics. Significant differences in mean economics GPA were found 

only in the 1996 class (F(3, 222)=4.14, p=.007). No significant differences existed in 

the 1994 (F(3, 199)=.55, p=.646) or 1995 class data (F(3, 268)=3.76, p=.011). In post 

hoc comparisons for the 1996 class, no pairs differed significantly. See Table 25 for 

descriptive statistics for all groups.  

 

 

                                                 
18 Means with matching superscript letters within each subject area and year are different at the p=.01 
level. 
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Table 25  
GPA for additional economics courses for Macroeconomics groups by year 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 3.17 .79 22 3.45 .12 26 3.27 .76 22 
CLEP Match 2.90 1.12 32 2.69 1.06 25 2.71 .90 25 
AP 3.10 .88 51 3.19 .90 82 3.35 .78 72 
AP Match 2.97 .95 95 3.06 .83 136 3.03 .92 104 
  

 Microeconomics. Significant differences between groups in economics GPA 

were found in 1994 class data (F(3, 127)=6.83, p<.001). This result failed to replicate 

in the 1995 (F(3, 124)=.49, p=.687) and 1996 (F(3, 74)=.42, p=.738) classes. In post 

hoc comparisons, the only significant group difference occurred between the CLEP 

and CLEP match groups (p<.001), with the CLEP group having a higher mean 

economics GPA. See Table 26 for the means and standard deviations for each group. 

Table 26 
GPA for additional economics courses for Microeconomics groups by year 19 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 3.63a .56 41 3.27 .92 40 3.56 .53 9 
CLEP Match 2.88a .92 41 3.03 .85 36 3.31 .78 11 
AP 3.35 .74 14 3.16 1.21 14 3.39 .76 20 
AP Match 3.08 .85 32 3.11 .76 35 3.27 .69 35 
  

 Psychology. No significant differences appeared in mean psychology GPA for 

the 1994 (F(3, 47)=.23, p=.873), 1995 (F(3, 74)=.44, p=.729), or 1996 (F(3, 95)=.70, 

p=.556) classes. Table 27 provides the means and standard deviations for each group. 

                                                 
19 Means with matching superscript letters within each subject area and year are different at the p=.01 
level. 
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Table 27  
GPA for additional psychology courses for Psychology groups by year 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 2.70 .89 14 2.99 .76 17 3.06 1.00 18 
CLEP Match 2.87 .74 11 2.79 1.06 14 2.59 .85 13 
AP 2.96 .99 13 2.81 .92 29 2.93 .88 46 
AP Match 2.89 .71 10 3.11 1.09 15 2.78 1.25 19 
  

 Sociology. Significant differences were not found in the mean sociology GPA 

for the 1994 (t(41)=.05, p=.958), 1995 (t(24.12)=1.26, p=.219), or 1996 (t(50)=-.46, 

p=.610) classes. For the 1994 class, the CLEP group had a mean sociology GPA of 

3.03 (SD=.66, n=19), while the CLEP match group’s mean was 3.02 (SD=.71, n=24). 

For the 1995 class, the CLEP group’s mean was 2.94 (SD=.69, n=23) and the CLEP 

match group’s mean was 2.54 (SD=1.17, n=17). For the 1996 class, the CLEP group 

had a mean sociology GPA of 2.79 (SD=.83, n=11) and the CLEP match group had a 

mean of 2.94 (SD=1.02, n=41). 

 Summary. Significant differences were found between the CLEP and CLEP 

match groups on their mean GPAs for additional coursework in the subject area of the 

introductory course in two of the nine subject areas. However, overall differences 

replicated across years in just one subject area (American Government). AP and AP 

match group differences were found in two subject areas and replicated in all three 

classes in those areas. In all but one instance, where differences existed the credit-by-

examination group had a higher overall GPA for the subject area than the course-

taking group. These results indicate that, for the most part, few differences exist in the 
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additional coursework GPAs of students who receive credit for the introductory course 

via examination and those who complete the additional course.  

 

Research Question 9: Do students who received credit by examination through 

AP or CLEP and students who completed an introductory course differ in the number 

of semesters enrolled at UT-Austin? 

It should be noted that all students included in these analyses had either 

graduated or were no longer enrolled at UT-Austin. 

American Government. Significant differences in the number of semesters 

enrolled were found in the 1995 (F(3, 2483)=10.29, p<.001) and 1996 (F(3, 

2769)=6.46, p<.001) classes, but not in the 1994 class (F(3, 2392)=6.50, p=.451). In 

post hoc comparisons, there were no differences in the mean number of semesters 

enrolled for CLEP students and their matched comparison group in any class year. 

CLEP students were observed to be enrolled for more semesters than AP students in 

the 1995 (p<.001) and 1996 (p<.001) classes. However, AP students were enrolled for 

fewer semesters than CLEP match group students in both the 1995 (p=.001) and 1996 

(p<.001) classes. See Table 28 for the means and standard deviations for all groups. 
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Table 28 
Number of semesters enrolled for American Government groups by year20 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 10.03 2.17 967 9.93a 1.96 926 9.87a 1.98 1035
CLEP Match 10.12 3.20 947 10.22b 2.96 870 9.81b 2.73 1014
AP 9.85 2.48 242 9.38a, b 1.96 350 9.26a, b 2.08 2.08 
AP Match 10.12 3.20 947 9.74 2.74 338 9.59 2.71 2.71 

  

American Literature. In the 1994-1996 aggregated data for the CLEP 

American Literature examination, no differences exist between the CLEP and CLEP 

match group in the mean number of semesters enrolled (t(77.19)=.83, p=.408). The 

mean number of semesters enrolled for the CLEP group is 9.41 (SD=2.37, n=46), 

while the mean for the CLEP match group is 9.93 (SD=3.50, n=45).  

Calculus. There were no significant differences in the mean number of 

semesters enrolled for the 1994 (F(3, 1212)=1.83, p=.14), 1995 (F(3, 1187)=1.87, 

p=.13), or 1996 (F(3, 1406)=1.52, p=.21) classes. Table 29 contains the means and 

standard deviations for each group. 

Table 29 
Number of semesters enrolled for Calculus groups by year 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 10.50 3.36 28 9.96 1.83 24 8.87 2.94 30 
CLEP Match 10.50 2.78 28 10.00 3.60 20 9.42 2.67 26 
AP 9.44 2.75 579 9.13 2.69 581 9.25 2.55 697 
AP Match 9.60 3.72 578 9.48 3.52 563 9.42 2.67 26 
  

College Algebra. There was no significant difference between the CLEP and 

CLEP match groups in the mean number of semesters enrolled for the aggregated data 

                                                 
20 Means with matching superscript letters within each year are different at the p=.01 level. 
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from the 1994, 1995, and 1996 classes (t(66)=.77, p=.445). The CLEP group was 

enrolled for an average of 10.54 semesters (SD=3.15, n=35). The CLEP match group 

was enrolled for an average of 11.12 semesters (SD=3.06, n=33).  

English Literature. No statistically significant difference existed in the mean 

number of semesters enrolled for the aggregated data from the 1994, 1995, and 1996 

classes (t(84)=2.00, p=.049). The CLEP students were enrolled on average for 9.14 

semesters (SD=2.04, n=43), while the CLEP match group students were enrolled on 

average for 10.16 semesters (SD=2.67, n=43).  

Macroeconomics. No significant differences in the mean number of semesters 

enrolled were found in the 1994 (F(3, 405)=.42, p=.742), 1995 (F(3, 499)=.27, 

p=.847), or 1996 (F(3, 346)=3.55, p=.015) class data. Table 30 contains the means and 

standard deviations for all groups. 

Table 30  
Number of semesters enrolled for Macroeconomics groups by year 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 9.55 2.61 53 8.78 1.59 45 8.88 1.82 33 
CLEP Match 9.21 3.21 53 9.02 3.10 44 10.10 2.75 30 
AP 9.06 2.20 153 9.14 2.60 209 9.15 2.26 166 
AP Match 9.18 3.11 147 9.02 2.61 202 8.53 2.86 118 

  

Microeconomics. No significant differences were found in the mean number of 

semesters enrolled for the 1994 (F(3, 194)=1.35, p=.26), 1995 (F(3, 183)=.252, 

p=.86), or 1996 (F(3, 143)=.96, p=.412) classes. See Table 31 for the means and 

standard deviations for all groups.  
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Table 31 
Number of semesters enrolled for Microeconomics groups by year 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 8.95 2.13 57 9.14 2.00 44 8.06 1.53 16 
CLEP Match 9.29 2.90 55 9.11 2.04 44 8.88 1.78 16 
AP 8.48 2.03 42 9.27 2.46 48 9.05 2.42 56 
AP Match 9.42 2.29 41 8.90 2.01 44 8.82 1.86 56 

  

Psychology. No significant differences were found in the mean number of 

semesters enrolled for the students in the 1994 (F(3, 203)=1.51, p=.214), 1995 (F(3, 

263)=2.83, p=.039) and 1996 (F(3, 313)=3.03, p=.03) classes. Table 32 shows the 

means and standard deviations for each group. 

Table 32 
Number of semesters enrolled for Psychology groups by year 
 1994 1995 1996 

Group Mean SD N Mean SD N Mean SD N 
CLEP 9.48 3.07 69 8.62 2.49 64 8.31 2.62 55 
CLEP Match 9.67 3.72 69 9.78 2.98 63 8.56 2.97 55 
AP 8.24 3.41 33 8.96 2.57 69 8.82 2.74 102 
AP Match 9.06 2.87 33 9.68 2.71 68 9.56 2.79 102 
  

 Sociology. A statistically significant difference was present in the mean 

number of semesters enrolled for the 1994 class (t(177.52)=3.33, p=.001). The mean 

number of semesters enrolled for the 1994 CLEP group was 10.28 (SD=2.23, n=104), 

while the mean number of semesters enrolled for the CLEP match group was 8.88 

(SD=3.59, n=103). However, this difference failed to replicate in the 1995 

(t(169.15)=1.42, p=.158) or 1996 (t(176)=0.00, p=1.00). classes. The mean number of 

semesters enrolled for the 1995 CLEP group was 10.05 (SD=2.17, n=94), while the 

CLEP match group had a mean of 9.51 semesters (SD=2.17, n=94). In the 1996 class, 
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both the CLEP group and the CLEP match group were enrolled for an average of 9.52 

semesters, though their standard deviations differed (for CLEP, SD=2.60, n=89; for 

CLEP match, SD=2.84, n=89). 

 Summary. The results from the analyses reported above provide little support 

for the idea that CLEP students would be enrolled for fewer semesters than students 

who took the introductory course. Significant differences were found only in two of 

the nine subject examinations, and the differences only replicated across years in one 

instance (American Government). It appears that CLEP students spend about the same 

number of semesters enrolled in college as students who do not earn CLEP credit. 

However, in no cases were differences found between the CLEP and AP groups in the 

number of semesters enrolled. Group comparisons did not approach significance for 

any of the analyses. Additionally, differences were found between the AP group and 

either its match group or the CLEP match group in only two comparisons. Therefore, 

it appears that earning credit by examination does not shorten a student’s length of 

college enrollment.  

 

Research Question 10: Do students who received credit by examination 

through AP or CLEP and students who complete an introductory course differ in the 

percentage who graduate from UT-Austin? 

For the analyses for this research question, chi square tests of association were 

conducted to compare each credit-by-examination group with its corresponding match 
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group and the CLEP and AP groups. Descriptive statistics are given for all four 

groups. All students included in these analyses had either graduated or were no longer 

enrolled at UT-Austin. 

American Government. Significant differences in graduation rate were found in 

all three class years. More CLEP students graduated than CLEP match group students 

in the 1994 (X2(1, n=1914)=155.16, p<.001), 1995 (X2(1, n=1796)=176.42, p<.001), 

and 1996 (X2(1, 2049)=114.51, p<.001) classes. Additionally, more AP group students 

graduated than AP match group students in the 1994 (X2(1, n=479)=22.24, p<.001), 

1995 (X2(1, 688)=33.30, p<.001), and 1996 (X2(1, 724)=27.92, p<.001) classes. 

Significant differences in graduation rate between CLEP and AP students were found 

only in the 1995 class (X2(1, 1276)=6.94, p=.008). See Table 33 for the number and 

percentage in each group who graduated. 

Table 33  
Number and percentage of students graduating in all 
American Government groups 
 1994 1995 1996 
Group N % N % N % 
CLEP 913 94.4 892 96.3 938 90.6 
CLEP Match 697 73.6 647 74.4 733 72.3 
AP 228 94.2 325 92.9 321 89.7 
AP Match 189 79.7 261 77.2 273 74.6 
  

 American Literature. In the aggregated data for the 1994-1996 classes, the 

CLEP students were more likely to graduate than the match group students (X2(1, 
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n=91)=14.36, p<.001). Overall, 93.5% of the CLEP group graduated (43 students), 

compared to 60.0% (27 students) in the CLEP match group. 

 Calculus. CLEP students did not appear to be significantly more likely to 

graduate than CLEP match group students in the 1994 (X2(1, n=56)=1.70, p=.193), 

1995 (X2(1, n=44)=1.15, p=.284), or 1996 (X2(1, n=56)=.38, p=.541) classes. 

However, AP students were more likely to graduate than AP match group students in 

the 1994 (X2(1, 1157)=29.31, p<.001), 1995 (X2(1, n=1144)=39.24, p<.001), and 1996 

(X2(1, n=1351)=38.04, p<.001) classes. CLEP and AP students were not found to 

differ in their graduation rates in the 1994, 1995, and 1996 classes. See Table 34 for 

the graduation rates of all groups. 

Table 34 
Number and percentage of students graduating in all 
Calculus groups 
 1994 1995 1996 
Group N % N % N % 
CLEP 20 71.4 21 87.5 24 80.0 
CLEP Match 24 85.7 15 75.0 19 73.1 
AP 490 84.6 492 84.7 581 83.4 
AP Match 413 71.5 389 69.1 452 69.1 
  

 College Algebra. CLEP students were not more likely to graduate than CLEP 

match group students in the aggregated data from the 1994-1996 classes (X2(1, 

n=68)=4.42, p=.036). In all, 85.7% (30) of students in the CLEP group graduated. In 

the CLEP match group, 63.6% (21) of the students graduated. 
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 English Literature. CLEP students were no more likely than match group 

students to graduate in the aggregated data from the 1994-1996 classes (X2(1, 

n=86)=.31, p=.579). In the CLEP group, 83.7% of students (36) graduated. By 

comparison, in the CLEP match group 79.1% of students (34) graduated. 

 Macroeconomics. An inconsistent pattern of results was found in the 

graduation rates of CLEP and CLEP match students across the three classes. CLEP 

students in the 1995 class were more likely to have graduated than CLEP match group 

students (X2(1, n=89)=9.90, p=.002). However, in the 1994 class both groups of 

students were equally likely to have graduated (Χ2(1, n=106)=1.18, p=.278). The same 

result held for the 1996 class (X2(1, n=63)=1.53, p=.217). In the AP and AP match 

groups, students in AP group in the 1994 class were more likely to have graduated 

(X2(1, n=300)=9.48, p=.002). This result failed to replicate in the 1995 class (X2(1, 

n=411)=.53, p=.468) and in the 1996 class (X2(1, n=411)=5.22, p=.022). No 

differences were found between CLEP and AP students in the likelihood that they had 

graduated in any of the three classes. See Table 35 for the number and percent of 

students who graduated in each group. 

Table 35 
Number and percentage of students graduating in all 
Macroeconomics groups 
 1994 1995 1996 
Group N % N % N % 
CLEP 47 88.7 44 97.8 30 90.9 
CLEP Match 43 81.1 33 75.0 24 80.0 
AP 137 89.5 185 88.5 144 86.7 
AP Match 112 76.2 174 86.1 90 76.3 
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Microeconomics. In the 1994 class, CLEP students were not found to be 

significantly more likely than CLEP match group students to have graduated (X2(1, 

n=112)=2.65, p=.104). This result held true for the 1995 class (X2(1, n=88)=3.09, 

p=.079) and the 1996 class (X2(1, n=32)=3.31, p=.069). Differences in their likelihood 

to have graduated were not found in the AP and AP match groups in the 1994 (X2(1, 

n=83)=.61, p=.436), 1995 (X2(1, n=96)=.71, p=.399), or 1996 (X2(1, n=112)=3.77, 

p=.052) classes. No differences were found between the CLEP and AP groups. Table 

36 lists the number and percentage of students who have graduated in each group. 

Table 36  
Number and percentage of students graduating in all 
Microeconomics groups 
 1994 1995 1996 
Group N % N % N % 
CLEP 51 89.5 42 95.5 16 100 
CLEP Match 43 78.2 37 84.1 13 81.3 
AP 39 92.9 44 91.7 45 80.4 
AP Match 36 87.8 37 84.1 52 81.3 
  

 Psychology. CLEP students were shown to be significantly more likely than 

CLEP match group students to graduate only in the 1994 class (X2(1, n=127)=7.69, 

p=.006). no differences were present in the 1995 class data (X2(1, n=138)=1.71, 

p=.191) or in the 1996 class data (X2(1, n=110)=5.95, p=.015). Among AP and AP 

match group students, no differences were found in the 1994 (X2(1, n=66)=.09, 

p=.769), 1995 (X2(1, n=137)=.002, p=.967), or 1996 (X2(1, n=204)=.74, p=.391) 

classes. Differences between the AP and CLEP groups were not found in the 1994, 



 152

1995, or 1996 classes. See Table 37 for the number and percentage of students who 

graduated in each group. 

  

Table 37 
Number and percentage of students graduating in all 
Psychology groups 
 1994 1995 1996 
Group N % N % N % 
CLEP 58 92.1 59 85.5 43 78.2 
CLEP Match 47 73.4 53 76.8 31 56.4 
AP 56 81.2 25 75.8 83 81.4 
AP Match 55 80.9 26 78.8 78 76.5 
  

 Sociology. CLEP students were significantly more likely to have graduated 

than CLEP match group students in the 1995 class (X2(1, n=207)=16.53, p<.001). No 

significant differences were found in the 1994 (X2(1, n=188)=5.71, p=.017), or 1996 

class (X2(1, n=178)=.61, p=.435). In the 1994 CLEP group, 90.4% (85 students) had 

graduated, compared to 77.7% (73 students) in the CLEP match group. In the 1995 

class, 93.3% (97) of the CLEP students had graduated, compared to 71.8% (74) of the 

CLEP match group students. In the 1996 class, 84.3% (75) of the CLEP students had 

graduated, compared to 79.8% (71) of the CLEP match group students.  

 Summary. Differences in the graduation rates of CLEP and CLEP match group 

students were found in at least one class in five of the nine subject areas. However, 

these results only replicated across years in two of the five subject areas. Therefore, a 

firm conclusion about an increased likelihood of graduation among students who 

receive credit by examination through CLEP as opposed to those who complete an 
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introductory course cannot be reached. It appears that CLEP students are at least as 

likely to graduate as those who complete an introductory course. Based on the results 

presented above, the same can be said about AP students compared to a matched 

sample of students who complete an introductory course. Few instances of differences 

were found in the graduation rates of CLEP students and AP students. It appears that 

students in these groups are equally likely to graduate.  

 Additional post hoc analyses. A related question to differences in graduation 

rates is whether students who receive credit by examination graduate in fewer 

semesters than those who enroll in an introductory course. This question was explored 

by examining the mean number of semesters enrolled among those students in all four 

groups who had graduated. In four of the nine subject areas, graduates who had 

received credit by examination through CLEP graduated in significantly fewer 

semesters than those in the matched comparison group (1994-1996 American 

Government, p<.001; 1995 Psychology, p=.004; 1996 Macroeconomics, p=.01; 

English Literature, p=.002). These differences replicated across years in just one of 

the four subject areas (American Government). Significant differences between AP 

and CLEP group graduates were found only in the 1995 and 1996 American 

Government groups (p<.001 in both years), with AP students graduating sooner. AP 

students graduated in significantly fewer semesters than AP match group students in 

the 1995 and 1996 American Government groups and in the 1994 and 1996 Calculus 
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groups (p<.001 in all cases). Table 38 lists the mean number of semesters enrolled for 

graduates from all groups.  

Table 38 
Number of semesters enrolled for graduates in all groups21 

1994 Group Mean SD N 
CLEP 10.10a 2.01 913 
CLEP Match 10.86 a, b 2.26 697 
AP 9.89b 2.13 228 American Government 

AP Match 10.38 1.99 189 
CLEP 10.50 1.79 20 
CLEP Match 10.79 2.23 24 
AP 9.92a 1.95 490 Calculus 

AP Match 11.01a 2.34 413 
CLEP 9.89 2.41 47 
CLEP Match 9.91 2.24 43 
AP 9.31 1.85 137 Macroeconomics 

AP Match 9.88 2.00 112 
CLEP 9.31 1.73 51 
CLEP Match 9.56 1.81 43 
AP 8.77 1.69 39 Microeconomics 

AP Match 9.92 1.79 36 
CLEP 10.07 2.33 59 
CLEP Match 10.55 2.51 53 
AP 9.36 1.66 25 Psychology 

AP Match 9.92 2.24 26 
CLEP 10.37 2.12 97 Sociology CLEP Match 10.45 2.25 74 

      
1995 Group Mean SD N 

CLEP 9.91a, b 1.84 892 
CLEP Match 10.63a, c 2.02 647 
AP 9.41b, c, d 1.87 325 American Government 

AP Match 10.35d 2.05 261 
CLEP 9.96 1.82 24 
CLEP Match 10.00 3.60 20 
AP 9.13 2.69 581 Calculus 

AP Match 9.48 3.52 563 

                                                 
21 Means with matching superscript letters within each subject area and year are different at the p=.01 
level. 
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Table 38 (cont.) 
Number of semesters enrolled for graduates in all groups 

1995 Group Mean SD N 
CLEP 8.82 1.59 44 
CLEP Match 10.00 1.82 33 
AP 9.59 2.06 185 Macroeconomics 

AP Match 9.56 1.93 174 
 

1996 Group Mean SD N 
CLEP 9.21 2.01 42 
CLEP Match 9.49 1.39 37 
AP 9.52 2.22 44 Microeconomics 

AP Match 9.17 1.52 46 
CLEP 9.10a 1.82 58 
CLEP Match 10.49a 2.14 47 
AP 9.32 1.86 56 Psychology 

AP Match 10.13 1.83 56 
CLEP 9.89 1.68 85 Sociology CLEP Match 10.19 1.91 73 
CLEP 9.82a, b 1.68 938 
CLEP Match 10.31a 1.87 733 
AP 9.31b, c 1.79 321 American Government 

AP Match 10.18c 1.87 273 
CLEP 9.71 2.07 24 
CLEP Match 10.53 1.78 19 
AP 9.56a 1.77 581 Calculus 

AP Match 10.60a 1.99 452 
CLEP 8.77a 1.25 30 
CLEP Match 10.38a 2.10 24 
AP  9.10 1.83 144 Macroeconomics 

AP Match 9.32 1.75 90 
CLEP 8.06 1.53 16 
CLEP Match 9.23 1.74 13 
AP 9.09 1.84 45 Microeconomics 

AP Match 9.04 1.55 52 
CLEP 8.98 1.88 43 
CLEP Match 10.03 1.82 31 
AP 9.37 1.94 83 Psychology 

AP Match 9.95 1.62 78 
CLEP 9.73 2.03 75 Sociology CLEP Match 10.16 1.90 71 
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Table 38 (cont.) 
Number of semesters enrolled for graduates in all groups 
Aggregated 1994-1996 Group Mean SD N 

CLEP 9.54 2.39 43 American Literature CLEP Match 10.07 2.15 27 
CLEP 10.60 2.44 30 College Algebra CLEP Match 11.48 2.09 21 
CLEP 9.08a 1.54 36 English Literature CLEP Match 10.41a 1.92 34 

  

Given that the number of semesters enrolled was the same for most groups in 

the above analysis, it may be that students who earn credit by examination use this 

credit to lower their course load (and thus take fewer courses per semester compared 

to students who did not earn credit by examination) rather than to reduce the length of 

their undergraduate career. However, it is also possible that students who earn credit 

by examination enroll in more advanced courses or take additional elective courses in 

place of the course for which they earned credit by examination (and thus take the 

same number of credits per semester as students who did not earn credit by 

examination). To explore these possibilities, group comparisons were conducted on 

the average number of credits taken per semester in all groups. Credits earned through 

examination were not included in calculating the average number of credits taken per 

semester in any of the groups. Averages reflect credits earned through course 

enrollment only. 

 Significant differences were found in the average number of credits taken 

between the CLEP and CLEP match groups (at the p=.01 level) in two of the nine 

subject examinations. Significantly higher mean number of credits per semester were 
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taken by the CLEP students in the 1994 Sociology sample (p=.001) and in the 

aggregated College Algebra sample (p=.002). In the 1996 Calculus sample, the AP 

group had a significantly higher average number of credits taken per semester than the 

AP match group (p=.001). Table 39 presents the means and standard deviations for the 

average number of credits taken per semester for all groups.   

Table 39 
Average number of credits taken per semester in all groups22 

1994 Group Mean SD N 
CLEP 13.31 1.86 967 
CLEP Match 13.05a 2.58 947 
AP 13.55a 2.00 242 American Government 

AP Match 13.42 3.00 237 
CLEP 13.86 1.75 28 
CLEP Match 13.15 2.25 28 
AP 13.72 2.03 579 Calculus 

AP Match 13.57 2.69 578 
CLEP 13.46 2.61 53 
CLEP Match 13.39 1.71 53 
AP 14.13 1.75 153 Macroeconomics 

AP Match 13.42 2.21 147 
CLEP 13.68 2.31 57 
CLEP Match 13.47 2.22 55 
AP 14.73 1.93 42 Microeconomics 

AP Match 13.37 2.67 41 
CLEP 13.48 3.24 69 
CLEP Match 14.16 7.62 69 
AP 13.31 1.80 33 Psychology 

AP Match 13.48 1.49 33 
CLEP 13.06a 2.16 104 Sociology CLEP Match 13.10a 1.81 103 

                                                 
22 Means with matching superscript letters within each subject area and year are different at the p=.01 
level. 



 158

 
Table 39 (cont.) 
Average number of credits taken per semester in all groups 

1995 Group Mean SD N 
CLEP 13.37 2.17 926 
CLEP Match 13.21 3.64 870 
AP 13.62 1.92 350 American Government 

AP Match 13.36 2.71 338 
CLEP 13.99 2.24 24 
CLEP Match 14.04 2.60 20 
AP 13.83 1.94 581 Calculus 

AP Match 13.65 2.97 563 
CLEP 13.90 2.05 45 
CLEP Match 13.10 2.22 44 
AP 13.79 1.85 209 Macroeconomics 

AP Match 13.76 3.22 202 
CLEP 13.89 2.09 44 
CLEP Match 13.60 1.66 44 
AP 14.13 1.94 48 Microeconomics 

AP Match 13.39 1.37 48 
CLEP 14.10 2.59 64 
CLEP Match 13.27 2.22 63 
AP 13.51 1.98 69 Psychology 

AP Match 13.48 1.95 68 
CLEP 13.21 1.70 94 Sociology CLEP Match 13.29 2.01 94 

 
1996 Group Mean SD N 

CLEP 13.08 2.02 1035 
CLEP Match 13.00 2.34 1014 
AP 13.40 2.10 358 American Government 

AP Match 13.10 2.17 366 
CLEP 14.76 3.57 30 
CLEP Match 13.90 2.47 26 
AP 13.85a 2.02 697 Calculus 

AP Match 13.42a 1.87 654 
CLEP 13.18 2.58 33 
CLEP Match 12.62 2.73 30 
AP  13.74 1.96 166 Macroeconomics 

AP Match 13.44 2.18 118 
CLEP 14.64 2.35 16 
CLEP Match 13.77 1.26 16 
AP 13.76 2.04 56 Microeconomics 

AP Match 14.31 2.11 56 
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Table 39 (cont.) 
Average number of credits taken per semester in all groups 

1996 Group Mean SD N 
CLEP 14.57 3.67 55 
CLEP Match 13.32 1.98 55 
AP 13.63 2.61 102 Psychology 

AP Match 13.69 2.93 102 
CLEP 13.48 3.18 89 Sociology CLEP Match 13.43 2.05 89 

 
Aggregated 1994-1996 Group Mean SD N 

CLEP 13.21 2.47 46 American Literature CLEP Match 13.54 4.65 45 
CLEP 13.79a 1.88 35 College Algebra CLEP Match 12.33a 1.77 33 
CLEP 13.58 1.56 43 English Literature CLEP Match 12.89 1.92 43 

 

 Summary. In general, these additional analyses indicated few differences 

between groups in the number of semesters enrolled prior to graduation and the 

average number of credits taken per semester. Differences between CLEP and CLEP 

match groups in the number of semesters enrolled prior to graduation were observed in 

four subject areas but replicated only in one. Two subject areas showed differences 

that replicated for the AP and AP match groups. Differences between AP and CLEP 

students were seen in two classes in one subject area. Results indicate that students 

who earn credit by examination may not be graduating sooner than other students 

because they take additional courses in place of those for which they received credit 

by examination. Differences in the average number of credit hours taken per semester 

were observed in only a few instances. 

 



 160

Research Question 11: How has the new scale that was implemented when 

CLEP switched to computer-based testing affected the number of students earning 

credit? 

 At the time the data from the 2001 class were obtained, these students had been 

enrolled for two semesters. Therefore, the number of CLEP tests they had taken was 

limited compared to the earlier classes. In order to compare the 2001 class data to the 

data from the 1994-1996 classes, the percentage of students who received a score that 

was at or above the credit-eligible score as set by University policy was calculated. As 

shown in Table 40, in most cases the percent of students receiving credit-granting 

scores on the CLEP examinations of interest does not seem to have been affected by 

the switch to computer-based testing.   
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Table 40 
Number and percent of students attempting and receiving a passing (credit-
eligible) score for CLEP examinations 

Exam Year Attempted Passed Percent Passing 
1994 1314 1158 88.13 
1995 1258 1103 87.68 
1996 1288 1139 88.43 American Government 

2001 47 32 68.08 
1994 31 21 67.74 
1995 23 14 60.87 
1996 27 19 70.37 American Literature 

2001 5 1 20.00 
1994 62 46 74.19 
1995 38 34 89.47 
1996 58 41 70.69 Calculus 

2001 31 20 64.52 
1994 18 13 72.22 
1995 23 13 56.52 
1996 29 20 68.97 College Algebra 

2001 21 13 61.90 
1994 15 12 80.00 
1995 22 17 77.27 
1996 22 15 68.18 English Lit 

2001 4 2 50.00 
1994 103 61 59.22 
1995 94 51 54.26 
1996 127 35 27.56 Macroeconomics 

2001 27 16 59.26 
1994 116 66 56.90 
1995 95 50 52.63 
1996 74 17 22.97 Microeconomics 

2001 17 6 35.29 
1994 83 81 97.59 
1995 71 69 97.18 
1996 66 63 95.45 Psychology 

2001 16 9 56.25 
1994 129 115 89.15 
1995 121 107 88.43 
1996 112 99 88.39 Sociology 

2001 18 13 72.22 
  

A chi squared test conducted on the percentages did show that students who 

took the computer-based test American Literature examination were less likely to 
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receive a credit-earning score (X2(3, n=141)=30.28, p<.001). This result held true for 

the Microeconomics examination as well (X2(3, n=441)=17.69, p=.001). The result for 

the Psychology examination was also significant (X2(3, n=459)=14.23, p=.003). Given 

the small number of students in the sample who had taken a computer-based CLEP 

examination, the results for this research question should be viewed as exploratory and 

interpreted with caution.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 

Evaluating the success of CLEP 

In order to be a successful national credit-by-examination program, CLEP 

must be implemented by colleges and universities with policies that make the program 

acceptable to faculty and administrators and attractive and accessible to students. 

Policies must effectively limit the earning of credit by examination to those students 

who demonstrate learning that is equivalent to that of students who have successfully 

completed the corresponding introductory college course. CLEP also must be 

perceived as a beneficial program by its consumers—postsecondary institutions, 

faculty, and students. Additionally, CLEP must have a high level of awareness and 

visibility among students and faculty (which requires that postsecondary institutions 

communicate about CLEP to their students and faculty). Above all, the educational 

outcomes for students who earn credit through CLEP must be equal to or better than 

those of students who complete the equivalent introductory course or who earn credit 

by examination through another well-regarded national credit-by-examination 

program (i.e., AP).  

This research was conducted to evaluate how well CLEP meets the above 

criteria for success. As such, the way CLEP is being implemented, how the program is 

perceived, and the outcomes for CLEP students compared to other groups were 

investigated. By reviewing the findings in each of these areas, a conclusion can be 



 164

reached regarding the current status of CLEP as a national credit-by-examination 

program.  

Implementation. Survey results indicated that CLEP policies at most schools 

are quite favorable for the success of the program. On average, participating schools 

accept more than 75% of the 34 different CLEP examinations, with half accepting the 

General Examinations. The number of credits granted for acceptable CLEP scores are 

similar to those that would be earned through course enrollment (3 for most courses; 

3-6 for science; 4-8 for foreign languages). Nearly all schools allow students to use 

CLEP credit toward their major or minor requirements and they set a fairly high cap 

on the number of hours of credit that students can accrue through CLEP (around 32 

hours). Most schools that accept both AP and CLEP scores have similar policies for 

both programs regarding the percentage of examinations from the programs that are 

accepted for credit and the number of credits granted for comparable examinations, 

indicating that the schools see the two programs as fairly equivalent. These indicators 

point to CLEP’s acceptability to postsecondary school administrators, who tend to be 

the ones designated by their schools to set CLEP policies. Faculty members are 

involved in CLEP policy setting at most schools. Their voice in establishing policy 

may improve CLEP’s acceptability in their eyes as an alternate means for students to 

earn college credit.  

Policies of most schools concerning minimum credit-granting scores for CLEP 

resemble those recommended by the American Council on Education. This policy sets 



 165

minimum scores at those equivalent to the score achieved by students who earned a 

grade of C in an equivalent course, which would help to ensure that students who are 

granted credit have scores that represent achievement at an acceptable level for an 

equivalent course. Given that just about one-third of schools conducted research to 

help determine their policies for CLEP score acceptance, adherence to ACE 

recommendations (which are based on a thorough review of the program) is a 

safeguard that helps schools set appropriate credit-granting scores. (A similarly small 

number of schools were found to have based their CLEP policies on local norming 

studies in previous research (Grandy & Shea, 1976, cited in Flaherty, 1982)). 

In order for CLEP to be accessible to students, they must know what their 

school’s CLEP policies are. Students rely on their schools to communicate 

information to them about which exams are accepted, what the minimum score for 

credit is, the number of credits that can be earned through each exam, the total number 

of credits a student can earn through CLEP, and the courses for which the CLEP credit 

applies. Overall, less than 4 in 10 schools included all five pieces of information in 

their communication of their CLEP policies to students. Most schools include at least 

some of this information in their college catalog, while about two-thirds make the 

information available on their web sites. However, less than half include information 

on CLEP in admissions or orientation materials and few include it in financial aid 

materials. As a result, students may not realize the potential benefits available to them 

through CLEP and may be less likely to participate in the program. Little data were 
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available on the number of students granted CLEP credit at participating schools each 

year. 

From a consumer standpoint, CLEP also is financially beneficial to students as 

an alternative to the AP program and course enrollment. Although a $22 fee reduction 

is available for AP but not for CLEP for students with financial need, for other 

students CLEP test fees are at least $15 less than AP examinations fees (depending on 

the site fee set by the testing center the student chooses). Since the results of the 

present study indicate that CLEP and AP students appeared to have similar 

educational outcomes, CLEP is a good alternative to AP for students and comes at a 

lower cost.  

The financial benefits of CLEP compared to traditional course enrollment are 

even greater. The courses for which CLEP tests can be substituted for course 

enrollment at UT-Austin provide students with 3 to 4 hours of credit. Current tuition 

and fees for 3 hours of credit at UT-Austin is approximately $558 and for 4 hours of 

credit is approximately $689. At other institutions, particularly private colleges and 

universities, tuition costs greatly exceed those of UT-Austin. CLEP is clearly a less 

expensive means of earning credit compared to course enrollment. However, students 

only realize this benefit if they do not take other courses in place of the course for 

which they received credit. Based on the results of the present research, it does not 

appear that students use their CLEP credit to reduce their tuition costs because they 

appear to choose in general to take the same number of credits per semester as 
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students who do not receive CLEP credit. Nevertheless, the potential savings makes 

CLEP a good value for students. Participating in CLEP allows them to achieve the 

same or better educational outcomes as students who receive credit through the AP 

program or through course enrollment, and at a lower price. 

 

Perceptions. The information on student attitudes toward CLEP gathered in 

this study was limited to a convenience sample of students at one major state 

university where CLEP is heavily used. For the most part, these students were aware 

of CLEP, but fewer than half of them had taken a CLEP test. Of those who hadn’t 

taken a CLEP test, most said it was because they were unaware of the program or of 

UT-Austin’s policies. Only a third of students recalled receiving information about 

CLEP from UT-Austin. However, those students who had participated in CLEP 

largely believed it was a beneficial program that had a positive effect on their overall 

academic experience and was a good value (financially) for them. Students who 

received credit through CLEP generally reported that they experienced little difficulty 

with later coursework in the subject where they’d earned credit. This finding agrees 

with previous surveys of students taking CLEP examinations (Abraham, 1975; 

Caldwell, 1977; Losak, 1978). Most students didn’t expect that CLEP would shorten 

the length of time they were enrolled at UT-Austin or lessen the cost of their 

education. This perception was realistic given that most students surveyed had only 
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taken one or two CLEP tests. It appears that students who have experienced CLEP feel 

positively about the program, but have not made extensive use of it. 

The current perception of CLEP by postsecondary institutions appears to be 

quite positive. In addition to the evidence from the overall favorable CLEP policies in 

place at the institutions surveyed, more than half believed that accepting CLEP scores 

for credit helped to attract non-traditional students to their schools and a third felt that 

CLEP helped to attract high-achieving students. Few schools believed that CLEP 

represented a financial threat by reducing revenue received from tuition, and even less 

thought that accepting CLEP reduced the number of faculty members needed at their 

institutions.  

By comparison, faculty in departments that accepted CLEP examinations for 

credit had little knowledge about the program or about their department’s CLEP 

policy, to the point that nearly two-thirds could not say whether or not their 

department accepted CLEP tests. Of the faculty members who were familiar with 

CLEP, only about half were supportive of the program and about the same number 

were supportive of their department’s CLEP policy. Many expressed negative 

opinions about the program when asked to comment on it and believed that students 

who bypassed introductory coursework by taking a CLEP examination were not as 

well prepared for later courses as students who had taken an introductory course. 

Faculty members’ view of CLEP did not appear to be related to the financial 

implications of the program, as only a small percentage thought CLEP reduced their 
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department’s revenue from tuition. About one-third believed CLEP reduced the 

number of faculty needed in their department.  

The negative perception that at least this sample of faculty members have 

about CLEP is a hindrance to the program’s success, especially if it is shared by 

faculty members at other institutions. Students are less likely to learn about CLEP if 

their professors and advisors are unaware of the program or do not support it. Negative 

perceptions of CLEP by faculty members were cited in the past as a possible reason 

for the decline in the number of CLEP examinations taken (Florida State 

Postsecondary Education Commission, 1987). Additionally, faculty attitudes may 

result in changes to the way CLEP is implemented by postsecondary institutions. One 

critically important vehicle for changing negative views that faculty members may 

hold about CLEP is demonstrating through research that the educational outcomes for 

students who take CLEP examinations in place of introductory courses are as good as 

if not better than those of students who take an equivalent introductory course. 

Outcomes. CLEP credit-earning students were compared in this study to a 

closely matched sample of students with similar entrance examination scores and high 

school ranks who earned credit through taking an introductory course, as well as to 

students earning credit through corresponding AP examinations and to a group of 

course-taking students closely matched to the AP students. Comparisons were made of 

each group’s overall GPA, sequent course grade (for two examinations), number of 

additional courses taken in the subject area of the credit by examination or 
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introductory course, GPA for additional courses taken in the subject area, number of 

semesters enrolled, and graduation rate. Additional analyses were conducted on the 

number of semesters graduates in each group were enrolled and the average number of 

credits per semester taken by all groups. In all, outcomes for students in three different 

entering classes taking nine subject examinations were examined. 

Results were overwhelmingly favorable for CLEP students. For overall GPA, 

CLEP students outperformed students in their matched comparison group in at least 

one year in eight of the nine subject examination groups. In the subject areas where 

sufficient data were available to replicate the analyses across years of entering 

students, the differences between CLEP students and the matched comparison group 

were found in at least two classes of students in three of six areas. There were no 

instances where comparison group students had significantly higher GPAs than CLEP 

students. These results regarding CLEP agree with previous research that found higher 

GPAs for students who earned credit through CLEP (Montclair State College, 1973, as 

cited in Druesne, 1982; Volker, 1973, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Worchester State 

College, 1973, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Buckner & Cox, 1974, as cited in Druesne, 

1982; Enger & Whitney, 1974; Hadley, 1974, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Abraham, 

1975; Caldwell, 1977; Meenihan, 1976, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Halinski & Vogel, 

1977; Ozaki, 1978). In just one year of data for one subject examination, AP students 

were found to have a significantly higher mean GPA than CLEP students. In all other 

cases, the groups had similar GPAs. As with CLEP students and their match group, 
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AP students were consistently found to have higher GPAs than students in their 

matched comparison group.  

Fewer consistent differences between groups were observed on other variables 

of interest. Sequent course grade could be examined only in the Calculus and College 

Algebra groups. Little evidence for significant differences between groups was found, 

but in all cases the CLEP group did at least as well as their matched comparison group 

in their sequent course. The same finding is true of AP students and their match group. 

No differences between CLEP and AP students in sequent course grade were found. In 

previous research, CLEP students have been shown to do well in sequent courses, but 

no comparison was made with students who had taken an introductory course 

(McCluskey, 1971, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Worchester State College, 1973, as 

cited in Druesne, 1982; Ozaki, 1974, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Grisvard, 1975, as 

cited in Druesne, 1982; Barrett, 1976, as cited in Druesne, 1982; Lichtenstein, 1976, as 

cited in Druesne, 1982). 

Differences between CLEP and CLEP match group students in the number of 

additional courses taken in the subject area of the examination/introductory course 

were found in five of the nine subject areas. However, in no cases did the results 

replicate across years. Across all subject areas, CLEP students took at least as many 

courses in the subject as the students in the matched comparison group and no 

differences were found between AP and CLEP students. Consistent differences in 

number of additional courses taken were not found between AP students and students 
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in their comparison group. When comparing groups in their GPA for additional 

coursework in the area of credit by examination or introductory course, differences 

were found between the CLEP and CLEP match groups in just two subject areas (with 

CLEP students having higher GPAs). The differences replicated across years in just 

one subject area. Only one instance of significant differences between CLEP and AP 

students was found; in all other cases CLEP students had GPAs for additional 

coursework that were at least as high on average as students in all other groups. No 

previous published research has investigated differences between CLEP students and 

the other groups compared here in terms of number of additional courses taken in the 

subject where credit by examination was awarded. The results regarding GPA for 

additional coursework are similar to McKean (1972, cited in Druesne, 1982), who 

reported that CLEP students were at least as successful in advanced coursework as 

students who had not received CLEP credit. 

In terms of their length of enrollment, few differences were found among any 

of the groups. CLEP students in just two of the nine subject areas were enrolled for 

fewer semesters than the students in the matched comparison group, and the 

differences failed to replicate across years in one of the two subjects. No differences 

were found between AP and CLEP students in length of enrollment, and few 

differences were found between AP students and those in their matched comparison 

group. It appears that in general, earning credit by examination does not reduce the 

length of a student’s enrollment. However, CLEP students were found to be more 
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likely to graduate than students in their matched comparison group in at least one 

entering class in five of the nine subject areas. The results replicated across years in 

two instances. Previous research regarding the graduation rates of CLEP students has 

found similar results (Enger & Whitney, 1974; California State University and 

Colleges, 1975; Caldwell, 1977; Halinski & Vogel, 1977; Legg & Webb, 1977; Losak, 

1977). The pattern of differences between AP students and students in their matched 

group was similar to that of CLEP and their comparison group. In just one instance, 

AP students were found to be more likely to graduate than CLEP students. Students in 

all groups appear equally likely to graduate.  

Some previous research (Enger & Whitney, 1974; California State University 

and Colleges, 1975; Legg & Webb, 1977) has shown that CLEP students tend to 

graduate in less than four years. To investigate the findings of the present study 

further, the number of semesters enrolled was compared for just those students in all 

groups who graduated. CLEP students graduated in fewer semesters than comparison 

group students in four of the nine subject areas, but differences failed to replicate 

across years in all but one subject area. A similar pattern of differences was found 

between AP students and AP comparison group students. In one subject area, AP 

students were found to graduate sooner than CLEP students. In general, however, one 

cannot conclude that CLEP students who graduate are enrolled for fewer semesters 

than students in other groups who graduate.  
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This conclusion begs the question of how students who earn credit by 

examination are using this credit within their degree program. If these students are not 

graduating sooner, are they taking a lighter course load per semester enrolled or taking 

additional coursework? Comparisons were made of the average number of credit hours 

taken per semester in all groups. Few differences were found among the groups, but in 

all but one case where differences existed the credit-by-examination group had a 

higher average number of hours per semester than the course-taking group. It appears 

that students, at least those enrolled at UT-Austin involved in this research, are not 

using CLEP as a vehicle to accelerate their degrees or reduce their course loads, but 

instead are taking either additional coursework in the area where they received credit 

by examination or to take additional elective courses.  

The outcomes described above paint a very favorable portrait of CLEP 

students that contrasts markedly with criticisms leveled at the program by faculty 

members surveyed for this report and by others who have published the critiques of 

the program cited earlier in this report (Caldwell, 1973; Apstein, 1975; Stecher, 1977). 

When compared to a closely matched sample of students who earned credit through 

introductory college coursework, students who earned credit through CLEP generally 

had higher overall GPAs at the terminus of their undergraduate education. CLEP 

students did at least as well as course-taking students in sequent mathematics courses. 

They remained enrolled for a similar amount of time as other students, took a similar 

number of additional courses in the subject area (indicating their interest in further 
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learning in the area where they earned credit by examination), and did at least as well 

as other students in these courses. CLEP students were somewhat more likely to 

graduate than students who completed a comparable course, graduated in about the 

same number of semesters, and carried a similar course load while enrolled. For all of 

these indicators, CLEP students were not found to be systematically different from AP 

students. This finding refutes the positions of those who find AP acceptable as a 

means of credit by examination and yet object to CLEP. These results are the best 

indicator of CLEP’s success and of the value of the program.  

Recommendations for continued success and growth of CLEP 

 Based on the results of all three aspects of this study, the main hindrance to 

the success of CLEP as a program appears to lie in the areas of perception and 

awareness of the program, particularly among university faculty members. Despite the 

evidence from previous research and the present study, faculty members appear to 

hold a negative overall perception of CLEP if they are even aware that the program 

exists. The College Board has some work to do in making faculty members more 

aware of the program and in helping them to realize that earning credit through CLEP 

is at worst not harmful and at best beneficial to the academic experiences of 

undergraduate students. By doing so, the number of students taking advantage of the 

opportunities available to them through CLEP is likely to increase. The College Board 

also must encourage participating schools to distribute information about CLEP to 

students in admissions, advising, and financial aid materials and continue to advocate 
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and publicize the critical aspects of CLEP policy that should be included in the 

schools’ communication of its CLEP policies. 

Additional research is needed to continue to explore the outcomes of CLEP for 

students who earn credit through the program. Compared to the AP program, little 

published research is available on CLEP. This is especially true of the subject 

examinations, which currently are the most widely accepted of the examinations in the 

program. With additional evidence in the published literature, The College Board 

likely will find convincing faculty members of the value of CLEP an easier task.  

Further research also is needed given the switch to CBT for CLEP. In the 

present study, findings from the 2001 class data were limited to the observation of 

significantly lower rates of earning scores at the credit-granting level on three of the 

nine subject examinations. Data available for the present study were insufficient to 

investigate whether results found for the paper-and-pencil versions of the 

examinations would replicate for the computer-based versions. However, it is critical 

that this research be completed as the use of CLEP CBT grows. 

It is important that future research include both a closely matched comparison 

group for the CLEP credit-earning group and a group of students earning credit 

through AP. The worth of future findings of positive outcomes for CLEP can only be 

judged by the groups to which CLEP is compared. Continued findings of equal or 

better outcomes for CLEP students when they are compared to AP students and 

students of similar previous academic achievement who earned credit for an 
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introductory course will be the most convincing to current critics of the program. 

Additionally, future research should seek to learn more about student and faculty 

perceptions of AP in order to make a better comparison of how these groups view the 

two programs. Findings from this research will be useful to guide The College Board 

in knowing how better to communicate with students and faculty about CLEP as an 

alternative or addition to AP as a means for earning credit by examination. 

Future survey research on CLEP at the institutional level should attempt to 

track the number of students granted credit at participating schools. Little data was 

provided by respondents to the institutional survey in response to items asking about 

the frequency with which credit or placement is granted. However, this information 

would be valuable to The College Board as it seeks to understand how CLEP is used 

nationwide. 

 

Limitations of the present study 

 The main limitation of the perceptions and outcome aspects of this study is the 

involvement of just one university. UT-Austin is one of the largest users of CLEP (and 

more CLEP examination were administered in Texas in 2001-2002 than any other 

state (CB, 2002c)), however it is not typical of the population of postsecondary 

institutions that accept CLEP scores. Given the selectivity of UT-Austin in 

admissions, it may be that CLEP students enrolled here have a higher level of 

academic achievement than CLEP students in general.  
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Additionally, UT-Austin’s implementation of CLEP is somewhat different 

from that of other institutions that use CLEP. Unlike the vast majority of schools 

responding to the institutional survey, UT-Austin requires additional work for four of 

the nine subject examinations accepted in order for students to be awarded credit for 

their CLEP scores. Also, unlike virtually all schools in the survey, UT-Austin awards 

letter grades for CLEP scores in some subject areas. These differences may mean that 

students who accept CLEP credit at UT-Austin are higher achieving students than 

CLEP students in general. Future research should focus on replicating the present 

findings at additional state universities, small colleges, junior colleges, private 

colleges and universities, and other types of postsecondary institutions represented 

among the 2,900 that participate in CLEP. 

An additional limitation in the outcome evaluation aspect of this research was 

the low number of students taking several of the examinations. Replication was not 

possible for the College Algebra examination and either of the literature examinations 

due to small sample size. By including data from multiple universities in future 

research, a larger sample size can be amassed in order to accommodate replication of 

results. However, it should be noted that the literature subject examinations had low 

rates of administration nationwide in the 2001-2002 testing year (approximately 1,200 

American Literature exams and 879 English Literature exams were administered, as 

reported in CB, 2002c). Therefore, finding sufficient numbers of students who have 

received credit for these examinations may be difficult.  
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 The attempt to research changes in the variables of interest with the switch to 

CBT for CLEP was unsuccessful in this study because few students had taken the 

CBT versions of CLEP at the time the data were collected. Little data was available to 

even detect changes in credit-granting score rates for the examinations. This limitation 

can be overcome in future research as more students take the CLEP CBT and their 

records become available.  

 The generalizability of the perceptions survey data from students and faculty is 

seriously limited by both the number of responses obtained and the nature of the 

sample. A convenience sample was used in both cases and those responding to the 

surveys may not have opinions that represent those of students and faculty at other 

postsecondary institutions. Students surveyed were limited to those taking courses in 

one department and may not generalize within UT-Austin or to other schools. Future 

research should include systematic random samples of both students and faculty at 

schools that are implementing CLEP. 

 The institutional survey, though distributed to a stratified random sample, had 

a low response rate. Although little evidence of non-response bias was found, it is 

possible that schools that failed to respond had perceptions about CLEP or CLEP 

policies that differed significantly from those of responders. Additionally, it is possible 

that nonresponders represent schools that receive few requests for CLEP credit from 

students. Studying the CLEP policies and perceptions of the program of these schools 
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would be particularly interesting and helpful to the future growth and success of 

CLEP.  

 

The integrative, pragmatic approach 

 One of the purposes of this study was to demonstrate the application of the 

integrative, pragmatic approach to evaluation. The integrative, pragmatic approach 

was applied to the evaluation of CLEP by choosing three exemplary approaches to 

evaluation (CIPP, the utilization-focused approach, and consumer-oriented evaluation) 

and conceptualizing and conducting the present evaluation by integrating both shared 

aspects of the three approaches to evaluation and some unique aspects of each. It was 

hoped that by integrating those aspects of each approach that were pragmatic for the 

evaluation of CLEP, a valid summative statement could be made concerning the value 

of CLEP. At the conclusion of the evaluation, a retrospective look at how the 

integrative, pragmatic approach achieved this purpose can provide useful information 

for other evaluators who might consider adopting this approach when evaluating other 

programs. Additionally, researchers studying other credit-by-examination programs 

may profit from an understanding of the ways in which concepts derived from 

evaluation research can effectively broaden their research. 

 Elements of the CIPP approach were thought to be a good fit for the present 

evaluation because those programs with a substantial history of implementation and 

with goals focused on long-term outcomes are said to be ideal candidates for using the 
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CIPP approach (Stufflebeam, 2002). Integrating CIPP into the evaluation plan for the 

CLEP evaluation helped draw attention to the importance of being able to reach a 

meaningful summative judgment about the value of CLEP as a credit-by-examination 

program, since being able to reach such a judgment is an important aspect of CIPP. As 

a result, criteria were articulated that formed the basis for deciding if CLEP was a 

program with value and data were gathered to provide information that allowed for a 

meaningful summative judgment. Additionally, the CIPP approach draws the 

evaluator’s attention to analyzing if the program of interest reached its target 

population and how well it met their needs. These concerns were investigated through 

survey results that indicated that CLEP met the needs of those students who 

participated in it, but that to fully reach its target population the program’s sponsor 

needs to be a stronger advocate of the program’s effectiveness to faculty members and 

help postsecondary schools to communicate about the program to students in more 

ways and with more complete information. 

 Utilization-focused evaluation highlights the importance of placing the 

interests of those with the ability to effect change in the program at the forefront of the 

evaluation and to use professional standards of evaluation as the boundaries within 

which to allow the intended users to influence the areas of investigation included in 

the evaluation (Patton, 1997; 2000). The College Board was involved from the start of 

the evaluation, as recommended by this approach, and providing them with useful 

information on CLEP guided the areas of interest for the evaluation. They were 
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provided with interim reports of methods being used for the evaluation and the 

findings that were emerging at two points during the time the evaluation was being 

conducted. Their feedback on the progress of the evaluation was sought at several 

points in the evaluation, but none was provided. The lack of input from the primary 

intended user limited the extent to which elements of utilization-focused evaluation 

could be integrated into the evaluation of CLEP. However, the primary intended user 

did nothing to influence the areas of investigation included in the evaluation and did 

not interfere with the evaluation in any ways that could be considered prejudicial to its 

findings.  

In reporting the evaluation’s findings, attention was given to making 

recommendations that would help The College Board improve CLEP and that would 

help them make decisions regarding the program. Consistent with the utilization-

focused approach, the present evaluation does contribute to the existing knowledge 

about the program. As mentioned earlier, little research on the implementation, 

perceptions, or outcomes of CLEP have been published in the past 20 years. No 

systematic evaluation has been conducted prior to the present research that looked at 

long-term outcomes for students. The present evaluation benefits the primary intended 

user (The College Board) as well as other users of the program (postsecondary 

schools, faculty, and students) by updating the information available on CLEP. The 

true test of the effectiveness for a utilization-focused evaluation is whether or not the 

results are used by the primary intended user to improve the program. Although the 
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evaluation report has been submitted to The College Board, no information is 

presently available on their intent to use the information obtained. 

 Consumer-oriented evaluation, more of a philosophy than a true “approach” to 

evaluation, highlights the importance of comparing the program to available 

alternatives and considering the best interests of consumers of the program in terms of 

the program’s ability to meet their needs in a cost-effective manner (Scriven, 2002). 

Integrating consumer-oriented evaluation into the conceptualization and process of 

evaluating CLEP meant that the program needed to be compared to other ways to 

reach the same ends: the attainment of college credit. Apart from CLEP, other ways to 

obtain college credit commonly used by students are traditional course enrollment and 

the AP program. AP is the main alternative to CLEP as a means for credit by 

examination. As a result, the AP program was included in many of the items on the 

institutional survey and educational outcomes for CLEP students were compared to 

those of AP students. Results indicated that the two programs provided equal benefits 

to students.  

 Additionally, integrating the philosophy of consumer-oriented evaluation 

broadened the scope of the evaluation beyond just the interests of the primary intended 

user of the evaluation results (The College Board). The interests of the postsecondary 

education community (college and university administrators and faculty) and of 

postsecondary students were considered as well. Providing useful information for all 

of these groups to consider when deciding if and how to use CLEP was a goal of this 



 184

evaluation. Since the results provide updated information on the educational outcomes 

of CLEP for students, all of these groups can benefit from the evaluation’s findings.  

 

Implications for program evaluation 

 The aspects of CIPP, utilization-focused evaluation, and consumer-oriented 

evaluation that were integrated into the approach used to evaluate CLEP were chosen 

because they were practical given the nature of the program, the interests and 

availability of the primary intended user, and the time and financial constraints of the 

evaluator. It was thought that a more effective evaluation could be conducted if 

elements of these approaches were integrated, as opposed to working within the 

framework of just one approach. Although Scriven (1991) has said that practical 

difficulties in fully implementing any one approach to evaluation should not result in 

dismissing that approach, evaluators must wrestle with pragmatic considerations in 

conducting their research.  

Often, primary intended users are not interested in being involved in the 

evaluation to the extent prescribed by utilization-focused evaluation. Estimating all the 

direct and indirect costs of a program and its alternatives and determining all of the 

intended and unintended effects of the program through a goal-free evaluation, as 

advocated in the consumer-oriented approach, can be a difficult if not impossible task 

for the evaluator. The CIPP approach is more flexible and therefore an easier approach 

to follow from a practical standpoint. However, by using only the CIPP approach, 
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important considerations such as the usability of the results and the costs and benefits 

of the program for its consumers would not be part of the evaluation plan. 

Additionally, fully conducting a CIPP evaluation (carrying out all four parts), can be 

difficult when time constraints are involved because it is quite detailed and involves a 

broad range of areas of investigation. 

All of these considerations gave rise to the need for an integrative, pragmatic 

approach. However, unlike the evaluation approaches on which it drew, the 

integrative, pragmatic approach does not have a history of implementation, use, and 

study. To truly determine if it is a worthwhile approach to evaluation, and to 

determine the value of the evaluation of CLEP presented here, a metaevaluation is 

needed. Metaevaluation is prescribed as an important part of an evaluation effort by 

the proponents of CIPP, utilization-focused evaluation, consumer-oriented evaluation, 

as well as by the JCSEE. The pragmatic considerations of time limitations and the lack 

of additional evaluators to evaluate this study made a meaningful metaevaluation 

impossible within the context of the present research.  

The lack of a metaevaluation is a limitation of this study. Stufflebeam (2000c) 

calls metaevaluation a “professional imperative” (p. 457). The integrative, pragmatic 

approach appeared to be effective in the present study because it allowed for drawing 

meaningful conclusions about CLEP and making recommendations for its 

improvement. However, the lack of a metaevaluation presents difficulties in 

advocating its use in other evaluation efforts. Therefore, it is recommended that a 
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metaevaluation be conducted to determine if an integrative, pragmatic approach has 

merit and worth as a method for conducting evaluation research according to the 

standards set by the JCSEE. If such a metaevaluation indicates that this approach 

meets these standards, other evaluators might benefit from considering this approach 

when devising their evaluation plans. 
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Appendix A 

Institution Survey 
  
Section 1. Credit by examination policies 

1. Does your institution grant academic credit for the following examination 
programs? 
  Yes   No  Advanced Placement (AP)  
  Yes   No  College Level Examination Program (CLEP) 
  Yes   No  SAT II 
  Yes   No  ACCUPLACER 
 
2. Does your institution use any of the following examinations for placement 
WITHOUT granting credit? 
  Yes   No  Advanced Placement (AP)  
  Yes   No  College Level Examination Program (CLEP) 
  Yes   No  SAT II 
  Yes   No  ACCUPLACER 
 
3. For the AP exams listed below, please indicate the minimum credit granting score 
and the number of credit hours awarded by your institution. If your institution does not 
grant credit for a particular exam, please write NA in the space provided for the 
minimum credit granting score. 
      

Exam Minimum Credit Granting Score Number of Credit Hours Awarded 
Art History   
Art, Studio: Drawing   
Art, Studio: General   
Biology   
Chemistry   
Computer Science A   
Computer Science AB   
English, Language and 
Composition 

  

English, Literature and 
Composition 

  

Environmental Studies   
French, Language   
French, Literature   
German, Language   
Government and Politics, 
US 

  



 188

 
Exam Minimum Credit Granting Score Number of Credit Hours Awarded 

Government and Politics, 
Comparative 

  

History, European   
History, US   
Human Geography (new)   
Latin, Literature   
Latin, Vergil   
Macroeconomics   
Mathematics, Calculus AB   
Mathematics, Calculus BC   
Microeconomics   
Music Theory   
Physics B   
Physics C, Electricity and 
Magnetism 

  

Physics C, Mechanics   
Psychology   
Spanish, Language   
Spanish, Literature   
Statistics   
Statistics   
 
4. For the CLEP exams below, please indicate the minimum credit granting score and 
the number of credit hours awarded by your institution. If your institution does not 
grant credit for a particular exam, please write NA in the space provided for the 
minimum credit granting score. 
 

Exam Minimum Credit Granting Score Number of Credit Hours Awarded 
American Literature   
Analyzing & Interpreting 
Literature 

  

Composition, Freshman   
English Composition   
English Composition with 
Essay 

  

English Literature   
Humanities   
Algebra   
Algebra-Trigonometry   
Biology   
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Exam Minimum Credit Granting Score Number of Credit Hours Awarded 
Chemistry   
Calculus with Elem. 
Functions 

  

College Mathematics   
Natural Sciences   
Trigonometry   
French, Level 1   
French, Level 2   
German, Level 1   
German, Level 2   
Spanish, Level 1   
Spanish, Level 2   
American Government   
Educational Psychology, 
Intro. To 

  

United States History I   
United States History II   
Human Growth & 
Development 

  

Macroeconomics, Principles 
of 

  

Microeconomics, Principles 
of 

  

Psychology, Introductory   
Social Sciences & History   
Sociology, Introductory   
Western Civilization I   
Western Civilization II   
Accounting, Principles of   
Business Law, Introductory   
Information Systems & 
Computer App. 

  

Management, Principles of   
Marketing, Principles of   
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If your institution does not grant credit for SAT II exams, please skip to question 
6. 
5. For the SAT II exams below, please indicate the minimum credit granting score and 
the number of credit hours awarded by your institution. If your institution does not 
grant credit for a particular exam, please write NA in the space provided for the 
minimum credit granting score.  
 

Exam Minimum Credit Granting 
Score 

Number of Credit Hours 
Awarded 

English Literature   
English Writing   
U.S. History   
World History   
Mathematics IC   
Mathematics IIC   
Biology E/M   
Chemistry   
Physics   
Chinese with listening   
French   
French with listening   
German   
German with listening   
Modern Hebrew   
Italian   
Japanese with listening   
Korean with listening   
Latin   
Spanish   
Spanish with listening   
English Language 
Proficiency 

  

 
6. For any of these College Board examinations, is additional work or testing beyond 
the exam required before credit is granted?  
  Yes   No  Advanced Placement (AP)  
  Yes   No  College Level Examination Program (CLEP) 
  Yes   No  SAT II 
  Yes   No  ACCUPLACER 
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7. For any of these College Board examinations, can credit by examination be used to 
satisfy requirements in a student’s major? 
  Yes   No  Advanced Placement (AP)  
  Yes   No  College Level Examination Program (CLEP) 
  Yes   No  SAT II 
  Yes   No  ACCUPLACER 
 
8. For any of these College Board examinations, can credit by examination be used to 
satisfy requirements in a student’s minor? 
  Yes   No  Advanced Placement (AP)  
  Yes   No  College Level Examination Program (CLEP) 
  Yes   No  SAT II 
  Yes   No  ACCUPLACER 

 Students at my institution do not have minors 
 
9. For any of these College Board examinations, are letter grades awarded when credit 
is granted? 
  Yes   No  Advanced Placement (AP)  
  Yes   No  College Level Examination Program (CLEP) 
  Yes   No  SAT II 
  Yes   No  ACCUPLACER 
 
10. What is the maximum TOTAL number of credits your institution will grant to a 
student as a result of scores on AP, CLEP, SAT II, and ACCUPLACER 
examinations? 

 _________  total credits for College Board examinations 

      No maximum 
 
11. How many students in your Fall 2001 entering class were granted credit for 
College Board exams? 
 _________  students granted credit for AP exams 
 _________  students granted credit for CLEP exams 
 _________  students granted credit for SAT II exams 
 _________  students granted credit for ACCUPLACER exams 
 
12. How many students in your Fall 2001 entering class were granted advanced 
placement but NO CREDIT for College Board exams? 
 _________  students granted placement only for AP exams 
 _________  students granted placement only for CLEP exams 
 _________  students granted placement only for SAT II exams 
 _________  students granted placement only for ACCUPLACER exams 
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Section 2. Establishing CLEP policies 

1. Which of the following individuals at your institution has PRIMARY responsibility 
for setting policies for acceptance of College Board tests for credit and/or placement? 
(Choose only one.) 

 Registrar 
 Provost 
 Admissions office 
 Dean of college(s) 
 Dean of Student Affairs 
 Department heads 
 Department faculty 
 Researchers in the area of measurement and evaluation at your institution 
 State education administrators 

 Other (please specify) 
_________________________________________________________ 
 
2. Has your institution ever conducted research to help you set your policy for 
acceptance of College Board tests for credit and/or placement (including setting cut-
off scores)? 

 Yes   No 
 
3. Is your institution’s policy for acceptance of College Board tests for credit and/or 
placement based solely on the recommendations of the American Council for 
Education?  

 Yes   No 
 
4. In 2001, The College Board converted all CLEP examinations to computer-based 
testing and created a common scoring scale for all CLEP examinations. Has your 
institution revised its policy on CLEP acceptance based on the change to computer-
based testing? 

 Yes   No 
 
5. To what extent are academic departments at your institution involved in setting 
policy for acceptance of College Board tests for credit and/or placement? 
  1 Not involved in any way 
  2 Involved very little 

 3 Somewhat involved  
 4 Extremely involved 
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Section 3. Advertising CLEP policies 

1. Please indicate whether or not your institution communicates your policy 
concerning CLEP score acceptance to students in the following ways. 

 Yes   No   Publishes your policies on your institution’s web site. 
 Yes   No   Uses materials provided by The College Board to advertise CLEP. 
 Yes   No   Includes CLEP policy information in your admissions materials. 
 Yes   No   Includes CLEP policy information in your new student orientation 

materials. 
 Yes   No   Includes CLEP policy information in your college catalog. 
 Yes   No   Includes CLEP policy information in your financial aid materials. 

 
2. Are any of the following included in the information you distribute about your 
policy concerning CLEP score acceptance? Please mark “NA” (not applicable) for any 
items that are not part of your institution’s CLEP policy. 

 Yes   No    NA  The specific exams that are accepted 
 Yes   No    NA  The minimum score required for credit and/or placement 
 Yes   No    NA  The amount of credit granted for each exam 
 Yes   No    NA  The equivalent course(s) for which exams may apply 
 Yes   No    NA  The letter grade students earn based on their exam score 
 Yes   No    NA  The total amount of credit a student may earn through CLEP  

 
3. Have you used the recommendations in the CLEP Toolkit (available from The 
College Board) to guide you in advertising your policy regarding CLEP score 
acceptance? 

 Yes   No 
 
4. Have you used materials provided by The College Board to advertise CLEP at your 
institution? 

 Yes   No 
 
5. Does your institution publish a booklet or brochure that includes a description of 
your CLEP policies? 

 Yes   No    
If YES, please include a copy of the booklet or brochure with this completed survey. 
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Section 4. Effects of CLEP policies  

Please indicate your opinion concerning each of the following statements: 
1. Acceptance of CLEP tests reduces the number of faculty needed at our institution. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 Strongly Disagree  Neutral Agree  Strongly  
 Disagree Somewhat  Somewhat Agree 

 Not able to answer 

2. Acceptance of CLEP tests reduces the revenue from tuition and fees at our 
institution. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 Strongly Disagree  Neutral Agree  Strongly  
 Disagree Somewhat  Somewhat Agree 

 Not able to answer 
 
3. Accepting CLEP scores attracts high-achieving students to our institution. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 Strongly Disagree  Neutral Agree  Strongly  
 Disagree Somewhat  Somewhat Agree 

 Not able to answer  

4. Accepting CLEP scores attracts non-traditional students to our institution. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 Strongly Disagree  Neutral Agree  Strongly  
 Disagree Somewhat  Somewhat Agree 

 Not able to answer  

5. Students who earn CLEP credit complete their degrees more quickly than students 
who do not earn ANY credit by examination. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 Strongly Disagree  Neutral Agree  Strongly  
 Disagree Somewhat  Somewhat Agree 

 Not able to answer 

6. Gaining credit through CLEP reduces the total cost of a student’s degree at our 
institution. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 Strongly Disagree  Neutral Agree  Strongly  
 Disagree Somewhat  Somewhat Agree 

 Not able to answer  
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7. Information provided to my institution by The College Board was helpful in 
implementing our CLEP policies. 

 1 2 3 4 5 
 Strongly Disagree  Neutral Agree  Strongly  
 Disagree Somewhat  Somewhat Agree 

 Not able to answer  
 
Please indicate below the name, phone number, and email address of the person(s) 
completing this survey. 
 
 Name   Phone Number   Email Address 

     _____________________            _________________    _____________________ 

     ____________________            _________________    _____________________ 

     ____________________            _________________    _____________________ 

 

Thank you very much for your participation! 
Please return this survey to: 

CLEP Research Project 
c/o Nancy Scammacca 

3839 Dry Creek Dr. #142 
Austin, TX 78731 
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Appendix B 
 

Faculty Survey 

The College-Level Examination Program (CLEP), sponsored by The College Board, 
provides opportunities for students to earn credit by examination by demonstrating 
their knowledge of college-level coursework in 29 subject areas. Students take 90-
minute examinations and present their scores for evaluation to the schools they choose 
to attend. Individual institutions set their policies on which tests they will accept and 
the acceptable score for earning credit. 

1. What is your overall opinion of the concept of granting credit by examination to 
undergraduate students? 

 1 Strongly do not support 
  2 Somewhat do not support 

 3 Neutral 
 4 Somewhat support  
 5 Strongly support  

  No opinion 

2. What is your overall opinion of the College-Level Examination Program? 
 1 Strongly do not support 

  2 Somewhat do not support 
 3 Neutral 
 4 Somewhat support  
 5 Strongly support  

  No opinion 

3. To your knowledge, does your department accept CLEP scores? 
  Yes   No    Don’t know 

4. Do you teach undergraduate students?  
      Yes    No 
 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following. 

5. Students who receive credit through CLEP are as well-prepared for upper-division 
courses as students who take an introductory course. 

 1 Strongly disagree 
  2 Disagree somewhat  

 3 Neutral 
 4 Somewhat agree  
 5 Strongly agree  

  No opinion 
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6. CLEP score acceptance at The University of Texas at Austin reduces the number of 
faculty needed in my department. 

 1 Strongly disagree  
  2 Disagree somewhat  

 3 Neutral 
 4 Somewhat agree  
 5 Strongly agree  

  No opinion 
 
7. CLEP score acceptance at The University of Texas at Austin reduces my 
department’s revenue from tuition. 

 1 Strongly disagree 
  2 Disagree somewhat  

 3 Neutral 
 4 Somewhat agree  
 5 Strongly agree  

  No opinion 
 
8. I support my department’s policy regarding CLEP score acceptance. 

 1 Strongly disagree 
  2 Disagree somewhat  

 3 Neutral 
 4 Somewhat agree  
 5 Strongly agree  

  No opinion 

 

Thank you for your participation! 
Please return the survey in the enclosed envelope. 
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Appendix C 
 

Student Survey 
 
The College-Level Examination Program (CLEP), sponsored by The College Board, 
provides opportunities for students to earn credit by examination by demonstrating 
their knowledge of college-level coursework in 29 subject areas. Students take 90-
minute examinations and present their scores for evaluation to the schools they choose 
to attend. Individual institutions set their policies on which tests they will accept and 
the acceptable score for earning credit. 
 
1. Before today, had you heard of the College-Level Examination Program (CLEP)? 
  Yes   

 No 

2. To your knowledge, does The University of Texas at Austin accept CLEP test 
scores for credit? 

  Yes   
 No 
 Don’t know 

3. When you were applying for admission to UT-Austin, did you receive any 
information about opportunities to earn credit through CLEP? 

  Yes   
 No 
 Don’t remember 

4. When you were applying for financial aid at UT-Austin, did you receive any 
information about opportunities to earn credit through CLEP? 

  Yes   No 

5. Have you ever taken a CLEP test? 
  Yes   No 

If no, why not? 
 
If you have NEVER taken a CLEP test, please skip the remaining questions. 

6. How many CLEP tests have you taken?  
___________ tests 
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7. What was your opinion of the difficulty level of the tests? 
 1 Extremely easy 

  2 Somewhat easy 
 3 Neither easy nor difficult 
 4 Somewhat difficult 
 5 Extremely difficult 

  No opinion 
 
 
8. Did you earn credit as a result of your score on any of the tests? 
  Yes   

 No 
 Don’t know 

 
If NO, please skip the remaining questions. 

9. As a result of the CLEP credit you earned, do you expect to spend fewer semesters 
at UT-Austin? 
  Yes   

 No   
 Not sure 

10. Do you think that CLEP will reduce the total cost of your undergraduate 
education? 

  Yes   
 No   
 Not sure 

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following 
statements. 

11. I experienced difficulty in upper-division courses because I was exempted from an 
introductory course through CLEP. 

 1 Strongly disagree  
  2 Disagree somewhat  

 3 Neutral 
 4 Somewhat agree  
 5 Strongly agree  

  No opinion 
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12. CLEP is a good value (financially) for students. 
 1 Strongly disagree  

  2 Disagree somewhat  
 3 Neutral 
 4 Somewhat agree  
 5 Strongly agree  

  No opinion 
 
13. In general, CLEP has had a positive effect on my overall academic experience. 

 1 Strongly disagree  
  2 Disagree somewhat  

 3 Neutral 
 4 Somewhat agree  
 5 Strongly agree  

  No opinion 
 
 

 



 201

Appendix D 
 

List of Institutions Surveyed  
 
Schools that responded to the survey: 
 
ABILENE CHRISTIAN UNIVERSITY 
ALL SAINTS UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA INC 
AMERICAN GRADUATE SCHOOL OF INTERNATIONAL MGT 
ARKANSAS TECH UNIVERSITY 
AUBURN UNIVERSITY-MONTGOMERY 
BALL STATE UNIVERSITY 
BERKSHIRE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
BIG BEND COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
BLINN COLLEGE 
BLUE RIDGE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
BOISE STATE UNIVERSITY 
BREVARD COMMUNITY COLLEGE-COCOA CAMPUS 
BROOKHAVEN COLLEGE 
BUCKNELL UNIVERSITY 
BUTLER COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
CASPER COLLEGE 
CENTENARY COLLEGE 
CENTRAL MAINE MEDICAL CENTER SCHOOL OF NURSING 
CERRO COSO COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
CHADRON STATE COLLEGE 
CHARLESTON SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 
CHATTAHOOCHEE VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
CLOVER PARK TECHNICAL COLLEGE 
COCHRAN SCHOOL OF NURSING 
COLGATE UNIVERSITY 
COLLEGE OF EASTERN UTAH 
COLUMBIA-GREENE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
COMMUNITY COLLEGE OF AURORA 
DABNEY S LANCASTER COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
DANVILLE AREA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
DEAN COLLEGE 
DEL MAR COLLEGE 
DELGADO COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
DEPAUW UNIVERSITY 
DON BOSCO TECHNICAL INSTITUTE 
DRURY UNIVERSITY 
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EAST CAROLINA UNIVERSITY 
EAST TENNESSEE STATE UNIVERSITY 
ELAINE P NUNEZ COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
ELLSWORTH COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
EMERSON COLLEGE 
ESSEX COUNTY COLLEGE 
EVANGEL UNIVERSITY 
FAIRLEIGH DICKINSON UNIVERSITY-ALL CAMPUSES 
GARDEN CITY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
GEORGE FOX UNIVERSITY 
GEORGETOWN COLLEGE 
GRACELAND UNIVERSITY-LAMONI 
GREEN MOUNTAIN COLLEGE 
HARRISBURG AREA COMMUNITY COLLEGE-HARRISBURG 
HAWKEYE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
IOWA LAKES COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
JOHN TYLER COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
JOHN WESLEY COLLEGE 
JONES COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEGE 
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY-STARK CAMPUS 
LAKE FOREST COLLEGE 
LAKE REGION STATE COLLEGE 
LANDER UNIVERSITY 
LEE COLLEGE 
LEES-MCRAE COLLEGE 
LIBERTY UNIVERSITY 
LOUISIANA COLLEGE 
MARYGROVE COLLEGE 
METROPOLITAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE AREA 
MILLIGAN COLLEGE 
MINNESOTA STATE UNIVERSITY-MOORHEAD 
MISSISSIPPI STATE UNIVERSITY 
MONMOUTH COLLEGE 
MONTANA STATE UNIVERSITY-COLL OF TECHN-GREAT FALLS 
MONTCLAIR STATE UNIVERSITY 
MORNINGSIDE COLLEGE 
MOUNT SENARIO COLLEGE 
NAROPA UNIVERSITY 
NASHVILLE STATE TECHNICAL INSTITUTE 
NATIONAL EDUCATION CENTER-SPARTAN SCHOOL OF AERO 
NAZARENE BIBLE COLLEGE 
NEW HAMPSHIRE TECHNICAL INSTITUTE 
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NEW JERSEY CITY UNIVERSITY 
NORTH DAKOTA STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
NORTHEAST TEXAS COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
NORTHEASTERN STATE UNIVERSITY 
NORTHWESTERN POLYTECHNIC UNIVERSITY 
PARIS JUNIOR COLLEGE 
PENSACOLA JUNIOR COLLEGE 
PHILLIPS COMMUNITY COLLEGE OF THE UNIVERSITY OF AR 
PHOENIX COLLEGE 
PRATT COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
RAMAPO COLLEGE OF NEW JERSEY 
RANCHO SANTIAGO COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT OFFICE 
ROANOKE COLLEGE 
ROCK VALLEY COLLEGE 
SAINT JOHN FISHER COLLEGE 
SAINT MARY'S COLLEGE 
SAINT PETERSBURG COLLEGE 
SAN JOAQUIN COLLEGE OF LAW 
SOUTHERN WEST VIRGINIA COMMUNITY AND TECHN COLLEGE 
SOUTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY 
SPALDING UNIVERSITY 
SPRINGFIELD COLLEGE 
ST CLAIR COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
STARK STATE COLLEGE OF TECHNOLOGY 
STRAYER UNIVERSITY-WASHINGTON CAMPUS 
SUFFOLK COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE-AMMERMAN CAMPUS 
SUNY COLLEGE AT BROCKPORT 
TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY-COMMERCE 
THE ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF ART AT SCHAUMBURG 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT TYLER 
TIDEWATER COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
TRINITY BIBLE COLLEGE 
UNIVERSITY OF AKRON MAIN CAMPUS 
UNIVERSITY OF BALTIMORE 
UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE 
UNIVERSITY OF MAINE AT FORT KENT 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA-TWIN CITIES 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ROLLA 
UNIVERSITY OF MOBILE 
UNIVERSITY OF MONTEVALLO 
UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA NORMAN CAMPUS 
UNIVERSITY OF PHOENIX-UTAH CAMPUS 
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UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-LA CROSSE 
UTAH STATE UNIVERSITY 
VALLEY FORGE CHRISTIAN COLLEGE 
VICTORIA COLLEGE 
VOLUNTEER STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
WESTMINSTER COLLEGE 
WHITWORTH COLLEGE 
WILLIAM WOODS UNIVERSITY 
YORK COLLEGE 
 
Schools that did not respond to the survey: 
ALCORN STATE UNIVERSITY 
AMERICAN MILITARY UNIVERSITY 
ANTIOCH UNIVERSITY-SEATTLE BRANCH 
ANTIOCH UNIVERSITY MCGREGOR 
ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSITY-MAIN CAMPUS 
ARMSTRONG UNIVERSITY 
ART INSTITUTE PITTSBURGH 
ASNUNTUCK COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
AUGSBURG COLLEGE 
AUGUSTA STATE UNIVERSITY 
AUGUSTA TECHNICAL COLLEGE 
AUSTIN COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
AZUSA PACIFIC UNIVERSITY 
BACONE COLLEGE 
BAKER COLLEGE OF FLINT 
BAKER COLLEGE OF MUSKEGON 
BAKER UNIVERSITY COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIENCES 
BARAT COLLEGE 
BARCLAY COLLEGE 
BARSTOW COLLEGE 
BAY DE NOC COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
BAY PATH COLLEGE 
BELLIN COLLEGE OF NURSING 
BELMONT TECHNICAL COLLEGE 
BERKELEY COLLEGE 
BRIGHAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY-HAWAII CAMPUS 
CALDWELL COLLEGE 
CALIFORNIA LUTHERAN UNIVERSITY 
CALIFORNIA POLYTECHNIC STATE UNIV-SAN LUIS OBISPO 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-CHICO 
CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-DOMINGUEZ HILLS 
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CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY-FULLERTON 
CAPITAL UNIVERSITY 
CARDINAL STRITCH UNIVERSITY 
CASTLETON STATE COLLEGE 
CATAWBA VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY OF AMERICA 
CEDAR CREST COLLEGE 
CENTRAL BAPTIST COLLEGE 
CENTRAL CONNECTICUT STATE UNIVERSITY 
CHESTNUT HILL COLLEGE 
CHICAGO STATE UNIVERSITY 
CHRISTOPHER NEWPORT UNIVERSITY 
CLARION UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA-VENANGO CAMPUS 
CLOVIS COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
COE COLLEGE 
COLLEGE OF OUR LADY OF THE ELMS 
COLORADO MOUNTAIN COLLEGE 
COLUMBIA BASIN COLLEGE 
CONCEPTION SEMINARY COLLEGE 
CONCORDIA UNIVERSITY 
CONNORS STATE COLLEGE 
CORNERSTONE UNIVERSITY 
CUMBERLAND COUNTY COLLEGE 
CUNY BROOKLYN COLLEGE 
CUNY LA GUARDIA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
CUNY YORK COLLEGE 
CURTIS INSTITUTE OF MUSIC 
CUYAHOGA COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT 
DAVID LIPSCOMB UNIVERSITY 
DAVIS AND ELKINS COLLEGE 
DEACONESS COLLEGE OF NURSING 
DEFIANCE COLLEGE 
DENISON UNIVERSITY 
DEPAUL UNIVERSITY 
DOANE COLLEGE 
DORDT COLLEGE 
DURHAM TECHNICAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
DYERSBURG STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
EAST CENTRAL UNIVERSITY 
EAST GEORGIA COLLEGE 
EASTERN ARIZONA COLLEGE 
EDGEWOOD COLLEGE 
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EL PASO COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
ELIZABETHTOWN COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
ELMIRA COLLEGE 
FASHION INSTITUTE OF DESIGN AND MERCH-LOS ANGELES 
FLORIDA GULF COAST UNIVERSITY 
FLORIDA HOSPITAL COLLEGE OF HEALTH SCIENCES 
FLORIDA METROPOLITAN UNIVERSITY-FT LAUDERDALE 
FLORIDA SOUTHERN COLLEGE 
FORT SCOTT COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
FRANKLIN UNIVERSITY 
FROSTBURG STATE UNIVERSITY 
GANNON UNIVERSITY 
GARRETT COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
GEORGIA MILITARY COLLEGE-MAIN CAMPUS 
GEORGIA SOUTHWESTERN STATE UNIVERSITY 
GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY 
GOSHEN COLLEGE 
GRAMBLING STATE UNIVERSITY 
GRAYSON COUNTY COLLEGE 
GUILFORD COLLEGE 
HAGERSTOWN BUSINESS COLLEGE 
HARVARD UNIVERSITY 
HAZARD COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
HOBART WILLIAM SMITH COLLEGES 
HOLY FAMILY COLLEGE 
HOLYOKE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
HONOLULU COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
HUNTINGTON COLLEGE 
HUSSON COLLEGE 
INDIANA UNIVERSITY-SOUTH BEND 
INDIANA UNIVERSITY-SOUTHEAST 
INTERNATIONAL COLLEGE 
INTERNATIONAL FINE ARTS COLLEGE 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
IVY TECH STATE COLLEGE-NORTHEAST 
IVY TECH STATE COLLEGE-WHITEWATER 
JAMESTOWN BUSINESS COLLEGE 
JEFFERSON STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
JOHN A LOGAN COLLEGE 
KALAMAZOO VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
KANSAS CITY ART INSTITUTE 
KANSAS WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY 
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KASKASKIA COLLEGE 
KENT STATE UNIVERSITY-ASHTABULA REGIONAL CAMPUS 
KENTUCKY CHRISTIAN COLLEGE 
LAKE SUPERIOR STATE UNIVERSITY 
LE MOYNE COLLEGE 
LENOIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
LON MORRIS COLLEGE 
LOURDES COLLEGE 
MACOMB COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
MANCHESTER COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
MARIAN COURT COLLEGE 
MARTIN METHODIST COLLEGE 
MARY HOLMES COLLEGE 
MARYCREST INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY 
MARYWOOD UNIVERSITY 
MCDOWELL TECHNICAL COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
MEDAILLE COLLEGE 
MEDICAL UNIVERSITY OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
MEMPHIS COLLEGE OF ART 
MENLO COLLEGE 
MIAMI UNIVERSITY-OXFORD 
MILLIKIN UNIVERSITY 
MISSISSIPPI COLLEGE 
MISSOURI BAPTIST COLLEGE 
MOHAWK VALLEY COMMUNITY COLLEGE-UTICA BRANCH 
MONROE COLLEGE-MAIN CAMPUS 
MONTGOMERY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
MOREHOUSE COLLEGE 
MOUNT IDA COLLEGE 
MURRAY STATE COLLEGE 
NAPA VALLEY COLLEGE 
NATIONAL AMERICAN UNIVERSITY 
NEUMANN COLLEGE 
NEW ENGLAND COLLEGE 
NEW MEXICO JUNIOR COLLEGE 
NEW MEXICO MILITARY INSTITUTE 
NEW RIVER COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
NEW YORK INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY-CENTRAL ISLIP 
NEW YORK UNIVERSITY 
NEWSCHOOL OF ARCHITECTURE AND DESIGN 
NORTH CAROLINA WESLEYAN COLLEGE 
NORTH FLORIDA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 



 208

NORTHCENTRAL TECHNICAL COLLEGE 
NORTHEAST MISSISSIPPI COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
NORTHEASTERN JUNIOR COLLEGE 
NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 
OAKLAND UNIVERSITY 
OAKTON COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
OGLETHORPE UNIVERSITY 
OHIO UNIVERSITY-CHILLICOTHE BRANCH 
OKLAHOMA CITY UNIVERSITY 
OLYMPIC COLLEGE 
ONONDAGA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
OREGON INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 
OUACHITA BAPTIST UNIVERSITY 
OUR LADY OF THE LAKE UNIVERSITY-SAN ANTONIO 
OZARKA COLLEGE 
PACE UNIVERSITY-NEW YORK 
PACE UNIVERSITY-PLEASANTVILLE BRIARCLIFF 
PAUL QUINN COLLEGE 
PAUL SMITHS COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIENCE 
PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY -PENN STATE WORTHINGTON  
PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY-PENN STATE BERKS 
PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY-PENN STATE DUBOIS 
PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIVERSITY-PENN STATE WILKES-BARRE 
PFEIFFER UNIVERSITY 
PIERCE COLLEGE AT FORT STEILACOOM 
PIKES PEAK COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
PLYMOUTH STATE COLLEGE 
POINT LOMA NAZARENE UNIVERSITY 
PORTLAND STATE UNIVERSITY 
PRINCE GEORGES COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
PRINCE WILLIAM SOUND COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
PRINCIPIA COLLEGE 
RAINY RIVER COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
ROANOKE-CHOWAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
ROCHESTER INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 
ROOSEVELT UNIVERSITY 
SAINT HYACINTH COLLEGE AND SEMINARY 
SAINT JOSEPH COLLEGE 
SAINT JOSEPHS COLLEGE-MAIN CAMPUS 
SAINT LOUIS COMMUNITY COLLEGE-FLORISSANT VALLEY 
SAINT LOUIS COMMUNITY COLLEGE-MERAMEC 
SAINT MARY'S COLLEGE OF AVE MARIA UNIVERSITY 
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SAINT MARY COLLEGE 
SAINT THOMAS UNIVERSITY 
SALEM STATE COLLEGE 
SAN DIEGO STATE UNIVERSITY 
SAN FRANCISCO ART INSTITUTE 
SAN JOSE STATE UNIVERSITY 
SANDHILLS COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
SCHENECTADY COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
SCHOOL OF ART INSTITUTE OF CHICAGO 
SCRIPPS COLLEGE 
SHELDON JACKSON COLLEGE 
SHELTON STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE-C A FREDD CAMP 
SONOMA STATE UNIVERSITY 
SOUTH MOUNTAIN COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
SOUTHERN ARKANSAS UNIVERSITY MAIN CAMPUS 
SOUTHERN NEW HAMPSHIRE UNIVERSITY 
SOUTHWEST STATE UNIVERSITY 
SOUTHWESTERN COLLEGE 
SPARTANBURG METHODIST COLLEGE 
STATE FAIR COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
STETSON UNIVERSITY 
SULLIVAN UNIVERSITY 
SUNY COLLEGE AT ONEONTA 
SUNY COLLEGE OF AGRIC AND TECHN AT COBLESKILL 
SUNY COLLEGE OF AGRIC AND TECHN AT MORRISVILLE 
SUNY HEALTH SCIENCE CENTER AT BROOKLYN 
TALLADEGA COLLEGE 
TEMPLE UNIVERSITY 
TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY-KINGSVILLE 
TEXAS WESLEYAN UNIVERSITY 
THE COMMUNITY COLLEGE OF BALTIMORE COUNTY 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS HEALTH SCIENCE-SAN ANTONIO 
THE UNIVERSITY OF THE ARTS 
THE UNIVERSITY OF WEST FLORIDA 
TOCCOA FALLS COLLEGE 
TRINITY COLLEGE OF NURSING 
TROY STATE UNIVERSITY DOTHAN 
TUSCULUM COLLEGE 
UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA AT BIRMINGHAM 
UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO AT BOULDER 
UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA 
UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AT SPRINGFIELD 
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UNIVERSITY OF MAINE 
UNIVERSITY OF MAINE AT PRESQUE ISLE 
UNIVERSITY OF MIAMI 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA-CROOKSTON 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA-MORRIS 
UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA-WILMINGTON 
UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH-JOHNSTOWN 
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON 
UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-PARKSIDE 
VERNON COLLEGE 
VICTOR VALLEY COLLEGE 
VILLA MARIA COLLEGE BUFFALO 
VILLANOVA UNIVERSITY 
VIRGINIA INTERMONT COLLEGE 
WALSH UNIVERSITY 
WARNER PACIFIC COLLEGE 
WASHINGTON BIBLE COLLEGE-CAPITAL BIBLE SEMINARY 
WASHINGTON STATE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
WAYNE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
WAYNESBURG COLLEGE 
WESLEYAN COLLEGE 
WEST TEXAS A & M UNIVERSITY 
WEST VALLEY COLLEGE 
WEST VIRGINIA STATE COLLEGE 
WEST VIRGINIA WESLEYAN COLLEGE 
WESTERN MARYLAND COLLEGE 
WESTERN NEVADA COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
WESTERN OREGON UNIVERSITY 
WESTFIELD STATE COLLEGE 
WESTMORELAND COUNTY COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
WILKES COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
WILMINGTON COLLEGE 
WOODBURY UNIVERSITY 
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