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Over the past 20 years there has been a dramatic increase in the 

number of adults enrolling in institutions of higher education across 

America. Adult students presently constitute nearly one-half of all 

undergraduate enrollment. This influx of adults has generated interest in 

nontraditional programs, including external degree programs, degree 

completion programs, and prior learning assessment programs. 

The purpose of this study was to determine if an association 

existed between membership in the Council for Adult and Experiential 

Learning (CAEL) and quality in prior learning assessment services as 

provided by senior level institutions in the Southern Association of 

Colleges and Schools accrediting region. CAEL has been a pioneer in 

developing adult degree programs and commissioned Urban Whitaker in 

1989 to define the standards for quality in such programs. A survey 

instrument utilizing these standards, principles, and procedures as the 

criteria for quality prior learning assessment services was mailed to a 

random sample of CAEL member and non-member institutions in the 

Southern Association accrediting region. Member and non-member 



responses were compared utilizing the Chi-square statistical analysis to 

determine any differences. 

The results of this study showed that members and non-members 

of CAEL are equally concerned in maintaining quality in their prior 

learning assessment services. What differences did exist were primarily 

in the academic rather than the administrative procedures of the 

programs. 

The results also revealed that both members and non-members 

tend not to solicit feedback from students concerning the value and 

quality of the services provided to them. Also, both groups indicated 

that a high percentage of assessors have not received specific training in 

prior learning assessment nor is the training regularly updated. These 

results would indicate areas that are potential subjects for further 

research. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The present is a time of enormous change, not only for the world, 

but for higher education as well. The college environment has changed. 

With dramatic increases in adult enrollment, fewer students are on 

campus and even traditional age students often attend classes only 

part-time rather than full-time. 

Many traditional 4-year colleges now resemble community colleges 

of the 1970s. The average age of students is about 25 years with 

significant numbers of adults (those over 25 years old) attending 

part-time and working. Many of these adult students are in need of 

developmental courses to assist them in their entrance or reentrance to 

the academic world. Predictions for the future indicate that only the 

very wealthiest traditional colleges will be able to maintain a full-time 

student population of 18- to 22-year-olds. For most students higher 

education will be mixed with work and may even be delivered to the 

workplace via electronic, distance nodes of learning (Mayville, 1989; 

Stewart, 1993). 

In the decades to come, institutions of higher education will no 

longer be places where 18- to 22-year-old-students come to make the 

transition from home to the world and a career, but places where 



students of all ages come to continue to learn throughout their lifetime. 

They will learn new skills, new technologies, and new ways to access the 

enormous amount of information that will be available. With all the 

career and life demands of the 21st century, the average age of college 

students will increase and more adults than ever before will be enrolling 

in colleges and universities (Morrison and others, 1984; Naisbitt & 

Aburdene, 1990). 

This increase in adult students, those who are 25 years old and 

over, on college campuses has generated much interest in nontraditional 

or adult degree programs, many of which offer assessment of prior 

learning services. In the past 20 years there has been a dramatic increase 

in the number of institutions with adult degree programs and programs 

to assess prior learning. Only 100 programs could be identified in 1983 

when the American Council on Education (ACE) published a Guide to 

External Degree Programs in the United States. In the revised 1993 edition, 

there are 284 such programs listed. Additionally, the programs offered to 

assess prior learning have increased from a meager 40 programs that 

could be identified 20 years ago to more than 600 institutions reporting 

such programs today. Such innovations have increased access to higher 

education to adults and, in turn, bolstered sagging college enrollments 

(Council for Adult and Experiential Learning [CAEL] & American 

Council on Education [ACE], 1993). 

The term adult degree program actually refers to any collegiate 

degree program designed exclusively for adult students. External degree 



programs offer much of the collegiate learning experience through a 

variety of delivery forms, such as off-campus instruction. Degree 

completion programs are usually offered at the bachelor's level and assist 

students, who have dropped out of college at an earlier time, by offering 

them an opportunity to finish their degrees. These programs often 

include the assessment of prior learning as an integral part of the degree. 

The contract adult degree program seen in recent years in franchising 

agreements is typically designed around a standardized curriculum in an 

accelerated format (CAEL & ACE, 1993). 

During the 1960s and 1970s, the number of prior learning 

assessment programs increased dramatically and with this increase, the 

body of literature concerning problems encountered by assessors in trying 

to perform prior learning assessment grew. The Council for Adult and 

Experiential Learning (CAEL) gradually accumulated a body of work 

concerning standards, practices, procedures, and problems in prior 

learning assessment. In 1988, Susan Simosko and her associates 

developed a handbook to make assessors' tasks easier and to keep them 

apprised of new techniques. At this time, members of the council saw a 

need for a "systematic explication of underlying standards and principles" 

and noted that a "book by Urban Whitaker meets that need" (Whitaker, 

1989, p. vii). 

Urban Whitaker was chosen by Morris Keeton to update 

Willingham's book because of the wide range of responsibilities that 

Whitaker had during his 15 years of working with CAEL. Urban 



Whitaker also maintained an encompassing concern for all of the services 

offered by CAEL when many others paid special attention only to areas 

of their own interest and expertise. Whitaker had always been able to 

balance all of the concerns of CAEL without allowing his own agenda to 

overshadow any of these concerns (Whitaker, 1989). 

Whitaker's (1989) Assessing Learning: Standards Principles and 

Procedures of Good Practice, published by CAEL, is currently the most 

widely accepted criteria for quality in prior learning assessment. In the 

book, Whitaker outlines five standards for academic policies and 

procedures and five administrative standards. 

These standards, the assumptions on which they are based, and the 
principles, procedures, and practices which derive from them were 
developed after intensive conversation with hundreds of learners, 
assessors, faculty members, administrators, and accrediting agency 
representatives. They do not necessarily represent consensus but 
are considered best practice. (CAEL & ACE, 1993, p. 7). 

A copy of the 10 standards is provided in Appendix A. 

In 1990, the American Council on Education in conjunction with 

the Alliance: An Association for alternative Degree Programs for Adults, 

developed a statement of the Principles of Good Practice for Alternative and 

External Degree Programs for Adults. The standards are similar to those 

written by Whitaker but focus more on overall quality of programs rather 

than specific procedures. They address issues of attitude, environment, 

accessibility, flexibility, and relevance of learning outcomes to the life 

and career needs of students as key elements in offering quality programs 

with a commitment to serve adult learners (CAEL & ACE, 1993). 



CAEL was founded in 1974 as a research and development project 

administered by the Educational Testing Service on nonclassroom 

learning. During the period from 1974 to 1982, the organization 

operated as the Cooperative Assessment of Experiential Learning. Morris 

T. Keeton served as the chief executive officer of the council from 1977 

through 1989. Much of the strength and success of the organization is 

owed to ICeeton's dedication to the importance and credibility of prior 

learning. In 1982, the organization's name was changed to CAEL. Since 

its inception, the council has published studies concerning prior learning 

assessment and has presented model programs to instruct practitioners in 

good practice of prior learning assessment programs. In the late 1970s 

there was a growing acceptance of prior learning assessment and, by 

1979, the American Council on Education, the Council on 

Postsecondary Accreditation, and the American Association of Collegiate 

Registrars and Admissions Officers endorsed prior learning assessment 

with the understanding that it would be conducted according to the 

council's principles of good practice. The council continues to be an 

independent organization with interests in all aspects of adult learning as 

well as an advocate for innovation and change (Keeton, 1990). 

Within the past 5 years, a demand for greater accountability from 

taxpayers and consumers has arisen for traditional as well as 

nontraditional higher education. Whitaker outlined 10 principles of 

good practice in prior learning assessment in an effort to meet this 

growing demand for quality and accountability. Along with the increase 



in the over 25-year-old student population has been an increase in 

unethical programs trying to tap-in on this growing market (Brock, 

1993). Adult-returning students with diverse backgrounds who are 

seeking an avenue to convert prior learning into college credit have very 

little to reference in identifying institutions with quality prior learning 

assessment services. The council set to work in 1987 to address these 

needs by developing standards, principles, and procedures that identify 

ethical, high quality practices. A comparative-descriptive study to 

identify institutions with prior learning assessment services that adhere 

to the council's standards would be beneficial for adult student 

consumers as well as the institutions that face growing demands for 

greater accountability and the diverse needs of a changing student 

population. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study concerned the association between 

membership in CAEL and the quality of prior learning assessment 

services of senior-level institutions in the Southern Association of 

Schools and Colleges accrediting region offering such services. 

Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of the study were to identify characteristics of prior 

learning assessment services that indicate quality and to determine if a 

relationship exists between membership in CAEL and quality as 

measured by the frequency of application of the standards. 



Hypotheses 

The following hypotheses were tested in order to carry out the 

purpose of this study. 

1. There will be a significant difference between members and 

non-members of CAEL with respect to the frequency of their adherence 

to each of the 10 standards. 

2. There will be a significant difference between members and 

non-members of CAEL in total overall quality of the program. 

Significance of the Study 

This study is significant because it provides an accurate description 

of the senior-level institutions that offer credit for prior learning 

experiences. This study also provides a measure of the quality of these 

services based on the 10 standards of good practice as outlined by 

Whitaker. The findings of this study increase access for adult students 

to institutions that offer quality prior learning assessment services. This 

is of particular significance for colleges as they experience an increase in 

adult student enrollment and a decrease in traditional-age student 

enrollment. 

This study also provides educators with guidelines for adult degree 

program development. In addition, it supports and lends credibility to 

many of the schools that offer quality services currently. 
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Definition of Terms 

Adult students are students who are 25 years of age or older. 

Prior learning assessment is the practice of evaluating, for college 

credit, learning acquired outside a formal educational setting. Emphasis 

is on learning outcomes rather than on years of experience. These 

practices include CAEL examinations, the use of standardized guidelines 

such as the American Council on Education, individualized portfolio 

assessment, and departmental challenge examinations. 

Ten standards of good practice are guidelines developed by Whitaker 

(1989) for CAEL as measures of quality in the assessment process and 

administration of prior learning assessment programs. 

Quality, in this study, is used to describe practices which are 

designed to adhere to the ten standards. 

Total overall quality, in this study, indicates that each of the 10 

standards is being met at an established level of acceptance. 

Limitations 

The use of a self-report instrument may reflect bias on the part of 

the respondents in this study. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

AND RESEARCH 

A review of related literature and research with regard to the 

purpose of this study is presented in this chapter. Because the purpose 

of this study was to examine relationships between membership in the 

Council for Adult and Experiential Learning (CAEL) and the quality of 

an institution's prior learning assessment program, the focus of this 

review is on adult learners as change agents in higher education, a brief 

history of prior learning assessment programs in the United States, 

quality issues confronting prior learning assessment services, and the 

council's role as an advocate for prior learning assessment and quality in 

such programs. 

Adult Learners as Change Agents in 
Higher Education 

In the past 2 decades, an interesting event has been taking place on 

college campuses across America. Against all predictions, college 

enrollment jumped almost 50% in the 1970s, from about 8,000,000 to 

approximately 12,000,000. In the 1980s, when high schools were 

graduating 25% fewer seniors, college enrollment increased from 

12,000,000 to 13,500,000, a 12.5% over-all increase (Aslanian, 1991). 



10 

Some colleges credit this increase to the fact that they are attracting a 

larger share of a smaller market-graduating high school seniors. In fact, 

this cannot possibly account for the nationwide increase in enrollment, 

because every college cannot be gaining a greater share of one market. 

The proportion of adult students has been rising steadily over the 
past 2 decades, roughly from 30% in 1970 to 40% in 1980 to 45% 
in 1987. That means that, for every collegian under 25, there's 
one over the age. (Aslanian, 1991) 

The explanation for increases in college enrollment during the past 2 

decades is the increase of adult students-those over 25 years of age. To 

deal effectively with the shrinking pool of traditional college-age students 

during this time period, many schools began courting the over-25 age 

group, for financial reasons. Some institutions have also been forced to 

reassess their mission and priorities in relation to the changing 

demographics (Bianchi, 1991; Rountree-Wyle &. Lambert, 1988; Tifft, 

1988). 

In a 1992 article in the Chronicle of Higher Education, Jean 

Evangelauf cited the most recent Department of Education statistics 

published since the census. The department's data indicated that the 

trend of declining enrollments among 18- to 24-year-old students will 

continue until 1996, and then increase by 13% into the year 2002. 

Another finding reflects the impact of adult students in the college 

population. The age distribution is expected to shift, and to include 

increasing numbers of students who are 35 and older. These older 

students "will account for 23% of the enrollment in 2002, up from 19% 
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in 1990 . . . while the proportion of those from the ages of 25 to 34 will 

drop to 20% from 25%" (Evangelauf, 1992, p. A36). 

Many institutions reported an increase in admissions in the fall 

1991, despite the depressed economy and the still-shrinking pool of 

18- to 24-year-old high school graduates. Much of the increase, however, 

was reported in private institutions, whereas public institutions still 

experienced small declines. This slight increase in private institutions 

may be related to the fact that many students have used the decline in 

their age group to gain admission to prestigious colleges that might not 

have admitted them in the past (Collison, 1992). 

Carol Aslanian (1991), of the College Board, cited a 1989 board 

study indicating that one of every 25 Americans over the age of 25 years 

enrolls in a college course or program. This means that 6,000,000 adults 

attend credit courses annually. If noncredit courses and continuing 

education are included, the number is at least 12,000,000. Aslanian 

(1991) noted that "The notion that higher education is made up of 

18-24 year olds from middle class families is almost as inaccurate as the 

belief that the average American family is Dad (wage earner), Mom 

(homemaker), and 2.3 kids" (p. 58). Several interesting patterns 

emerged from the College Board study (cited in Aslanian, 1991). First, 

more women than men attend college as adults, due in part to the fact 

that many women have their education interrupted by the birth of 

children or marriage whereas men do not have these interruptions as 

often. This, coupled with the fact that as many women as men enter 
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college after high school graduation, means that women eventually 

obtain more years of college education than do men, thus reversing the 

trend that has been true in the past. Second, adults participate in college 

less as their age increases. This is directly related to declines in the 

number of changes in the lives of older adults and the lack of pressure in 

their jobs to continue learning new skills. A third, and more interesting, 

pattern shows that 50% of all adult students take classes during the day, 

usually in the morning. This is in direct contrast with the assumption 

that adults only attend classes in the evening. Also, 60% of adult 

students are degree-seeking students, and 25% attend college full-time. 

Both of these facts refute the myth that adults are not serious students. 

Finally, data on graduate school enrollment is even more surprising. 

Because the graduate schools surveyed by Aslanian indicated that 55% of 

their students were 30 years of age or older, it can be said that all 

graduate schools in the United States have become adult institutions. 

Therefore, if all students who are age 25 and over withdrew from 

graduate schools, most or all of these schools would be forced to close 

(Aslanian, 1991). 

Many factors effect these changes in the demographic patterns of 

America's colleges and universities. It is important to look at the major 

factors that contribute to increases in adult students in America. One 

major factor is the advancement of technology and the information age. 

In a 1985 article concerning the changing role of higher education, 

Patricia Cross stated that new knowledge is created faster than it can be 
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learned or taught. Between 6,000 to 7,000 scientific articles are written 

each day, and the volume of information doubles every 5.5 years. The 

problem for the future is not the supply of information, but the selection. 

Cross viewed this selection as the challenge to higher education to 

recognize students as lifelong learners, as permanent members of the 

academic community. All students must learn to select appropriate 

information from the overwhelming array available, and need to know 

how to use it in conceptual thinking. 

Adults must also learn new technological skills to keep up with the 

changes if they are to remain marketable in the work force. They may 

also need to change careers four to five times in their lifetime. The 

demands of accelerated change in the workplace call for a more highly 

educated work force in order to remain competitive in a global 

marketplace (Naisbitt &. Aburdene, 1990). If workers cannot keep pace 

with this change, America will have a work force at risk as they enter the 

21st century. 

Four interesting trends emerged in a 1987 study conducted by the 

Hudson Institute's Herman Kahn Center in Indianapolis that will shape 

not only the work force but the future of higher education. The findings 

were reported in a 1991 article by Elinor Greenberg entitled, "The Class 

of 2000: A Workforce at Risk." Greenberg summarized the trends by 

stating that the American economy should grow at a relatively healthy 

rate, particularly in the world economy. Even with this comeback in the 

international market, United States manufacturing will still claim a much 
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smaller share of the economy in the year 2000. All of the new jobs 

created over the next 13 years will be created in the service industries. 

The profile of the work force will change also as workers become 

older, more female, and more disadvantaged. Over the next 13 years, 

only 15% of the new entrants in the work force will be white males who 

currently compose 47% of that category (Greenberg, 1991). 

One of the major changes in the jobs available in service industries 

will be the need for more education than the jobs of today demand. 

Workers who cannot read, follow directions, or use mathematics will be 

at an extreme disadvantage in the future as even entry level positions in 

the service industry will demand a higher skill requirement. Ironically, 

this trend will lead to both higher and lower unemployment (Greenberg, 

1991). These trends certainly indicate that one of the major challenges 

facing higher education now and into the next century is the 

improvement of the educational preparation of the work force. 

Another contributing factor is the aging of the population. At the 

beginning of the 20th century, men and women could anticipate working 

only until about the age of 50 years. Now that expectancy has risen to 

well past 60 years, and new retirement legislation has opened the door 

for workers to continue employment until the age of 70 years or beyond. 

This change in society as a whole will create challenges not only for 

employers and the work force, but for higher education as well. As a 

result, higher education will be forced to change with society. Higher 

education professionals will need to understand the motives of older 
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returning adult students, and their attitudes toward family, work, and 

citizenship. It will also be necessary for college and university educators 

to understand what these students already know, what they seek to learn, 

and the ways in which they learn best. This means that institutions must 

become more consumer oriented if they are to compete (Cross, 1991; 

Schlossberg, Lynch, & Chickering, 1989; Treadwell, 1992). Adults, who 

are more active learners, tend to challenge the traditional model of 

teacher as expert. This is often unnerving to established faculty members 

who must assume new roles and seek innovative teaching methods for 

students who do not view themselves as "empty vessels waiting to have 

knowledge poured in" (Watkins, 1989, p. A27). In a 1988 study of 

3,154 graduates of the nontraditional degree program offered at 

Southwest Texas State University, Pierson and Springer found that the 

perception among adult students is that they are independent, 

self-motivated, and have a strong desire to achieve. In addition, 58.3% 

of the adult students surveyed indicated that developing a new career 

was a major factor in their returning to school. Interestingly enough, 

another motivating factor was personal satisfaction. The mean scores of 

the study indicated that this seemed to be the single most powerful 

factor effecting adult students' decision to enroll in college. 

Adult students are usually hard workers and are decisive. They 

want to know where the educational experience is leading them. They 

tend to view themselves as consumers and often make demands as 

consumers. Understandably, many are concerned about the efficient use 
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of their time because most have full-time jobs as well as home and family 

responsibilities (Giezkowski, 1990; Greenberg, 1980). 

Formal education is now changing from a full-time commitment 
for four years of a student's life to a part-time commitment for 
forty years. The first priority of the adult learner of today is not 
college, but job, family, and an array of other adult responsibilities 
that serve as enhancers, detractors, and sometimes inhibitors of 
education. Education cannot do whatever suits institutional 
convenience and assume that students can or will go along with it. 
(Cross, 1985, p. 104) 

The current climate of change does not allow higher education the 

luxury of being inflexible. It will require a tremendous amount of effort 

from faculty, administrators, and students to effect a positive change that 

will lead the way to a future that is different but academically sound. 

Educational institutions must be open to the concept of educating the 

masses. They can no longer afford the luxury of choosing students for 

programs, but must develop programs to fit students' needs based upon 

student satisfaction (Keeton, 1980c; Moretz, 1985; Pierson & Springer, 

1988). 

A factor that is not so easily recognized, but that effects all adults 

returning to college, is their particular stage of adult development. 

Different life stages are represented by what are termed marker events 

that introduce developmental tasks. These stages and transitions are 

illustrated in Table 1 (Levinson and associates, 1978; Office of Research 

and Evaluation, 1980). Adults generally return to college during a life 

crisis or transition period because they are seeking answers. Common 

life transitions that stimulate a return to school are job loss, the need to 
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change professions or learn new job skills, the death of a loved one, or 

children leaving home. In a 1980 College Board study, Aslanian and 

Brickell hypothesized that the motivation to learn in adulthood was 

triggered by these life transitions. Merriam and Clark (1991) cited the 

results of this interesting study in their book Lifelines. Eighty-three 

percent of the learners sampled in their study indicated that they had 

sought learning experience during a life change. The study categorized 

transitions into seven types: work, family, leisure, art, health, religion, 

and citizenship. Fifty-six percent indicated work as the major motivation 

to seek a learning experience, while 16% reported family related concerns 

as the primary reason. Other areas reported were leisure (13%), art 

(5%), health (5%), religion (4%), and citizenship (1%). Also, in 

classifying the specific event that triggered the transitions, 56% indicated 

career related and 36% indicated family related events. So, in gaining a 

greater understanding of adult life transitions and patterns, Merriam and 

Clark found that there are real connections between work, love, and 

learning. These life transitions are often compounded by the learner's 

particular life stage. Most adult students return during the early to 

middle adult stages, which can include what has been termed mid-life 

transition. This is often a time of great questioning, for both men and 

women, and a time of significant change in family relationships. Health 

changes and issues become more important than before. It is significant 

to note that, as previously referenced, the greatest growth in adult 

students into the year 2000 will be in the age group over 34 years. The 
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time period between 38 and 43 years of age is often difficult for men as 

they enter mid-life. They struggle with questions about their life and the 

choices made, and often feel a need to choose a new path or modify an 

old one. For women, this is often the time period in which they seek to 

find something for themselves after a lifetime of caretaking of children 

and family. They often return to college to complete the degree they 

began in their 20s or to begin a new career. All of these life transitions, 

coupled with the students' particular developmental stage, motivate them 

to find answers and seek change. For many adult students that change 

can best be accomplished by returning to college (Bauer & Mott, 1990; 

Levinson and associates, 1978). 

History of Prior Learning Assessment and the Council for 
Adult and Experiential Learning's Role 

Because human beings live in a world that is constantly changing, 

they are required to learn throughout their lifetime. The more a person's 

life changes, the more opportunities he or she has for learning. Through 

practical experiences, individuals acquire knowledge outside the 

traditional academic environment (Sansregret, 1991). Cyril Houle stated 

in his 1988 work, Patterns of Learning, that experience brings knowledge 

and understanding and impacts individuals in immediate ways or in ways 

that may not be realized until later. Any purposeful activity can result in 

"unforeseen educative consequences" (p. 2). 

Barry Sheckley offered a current perspective on experiential 

learning in 1990 at the National Institute on the Assessment of 
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Experiential Learning. He stated that, according to experiential learning 

theory, learners are exposed to a new learning experience through direct 

concrete experience such as operating a computer, or in a more abstract 

experience such as reading a computer manual. The learner then 

processes this new information either by thinking about it or by active 

experimentation. 

Therefore, individuals learn each day through a variety of 

experiences. According to Willingham (cited in Kleppick, 1979) 

"experiential learning is that which an individual attains through 

experience prior to enrollment in an academic program, either through 

life activities generally or from some specific activity" (p. 4). Simosko 

and associates (1988) described experiential learning as describing most 

of the learning that occurs in our lives. Experiential learning then 

requires that the learner be in direct contact with the subject being 

studied or the particular skill in which they are trying to gain 

competence. 

Some acknowledgement of experiential learning was evident as 

early as 1900, when the college Entrance Examination Board was 

established and began developing tests for aptitude. Later, the board 

developed tests for achievement in college studies and in 1942 developed 

the General Equivalency Diploma examinations. It was not until the 

1960s and 1970s, though, that there was a sudden expansion and 

interest in adult programs. Colleges experienced an enormous increase in 

enrollment during this time period and 13 colleges established from 1968 
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to 1974 were specifically designed for adult students. This was a period 

of innovation and change in higher education which mirrored the 

sociological upheaval of the time. "By the 1980s, over 500 colleges and 

universities were recognizing prior learning assessment. GED reported 

that it had awarded 500,203 high school equivalency diplomas, 

representing 13 percent of that year's total high school diplomas and 

equivalencies" (Keeton, 1990, p 10). 

Prior learning can be acquired through a variety of sources, such as 

job related experiences, volunteer and community services, military 

training, and other noncollegiate-sponsored instruction. The assessment 

of this learning can be a productive way in which to attract and meet the 

educational needs of the growing number of adult students on campuses. 

Lois Lambdin offered a more in-depth discussion of the importance 

of prior learning assessment in her 1992 book, Earn College Credit for 

What You Know. Lambdin stated that the most obvious reason for prior 

learning assessment is fairness. Why should students repeat material 

they have already mastered? Beyond the obvious reason of fairness is the 

practical reason of saving the student time and money. Busy adults 

returning to school are often juggling the demands of career and family. 

Their time is limited and is very important to them. Education usually 

produces a financial burden on the family for tuition and books. Even 

when an employer pays for students to attend school, students often 

must pay tuition in advance and be reimbursed at the end of the 

semester. For employers that pay tuition for employees, prior learning 
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assessment can be a great bargain if the number of courses required is 

lessened. Prior learning assessment also assists students in developing a 

course of study that accurately reflects their needs by defining what they 

do not know. Assisting students to discover and remediate academic 

weaknesses also increases the retention of adult students who find 

themselves discouraged during the process. Perhaps the most important 

reason why prior learning assessment programs are important is that the 

majority of students report increased confidence and self-esteem after 

going through the process of prior learning assessment (Shulman, 1978). 

The appeal of a prior learning assessment program is that it is a 

respectful recognition by the institution that the adult learner has 

acquired valid learning and should not have to repeat that experience. 

Many adults who have acquired usable skills and developed intellectual 

competence avoid traditional colleges because, in the past, they have 

rarely been willing to acknowledge learning that has occurred outside an 

academic setting (Keeton, 1976; Miller & Daloz, 1989). 

Prior experiential learning is assessed by many methods. The 

portfolio method seems to be the most flexible and the most accurate. 

Other methods include testing, either by individual teachers or by 

standardized tests, and interviews. These include such programs as those 

in the military, corporations, and unions, as well as the evaluation of 

licenses, certificates, and apprenticeships (Lambdin, 1992; Rolls, 1987; 

Sansregret, 1984). Lambdin offered a clear discussion of the acceptable 

methods. Credit by examination commonly refers to the College Level 
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Examination Program (CLEP) but actually includes many such 

standardized testing programs. There are two kinds of CLEP 

examinations: general and subject. The general examinations cover 

mainly material taught in the first 2 years of college, whereas the subject 

examinations cover material in a specific undergraduate course. The 

American College Testing Proficiency Examination (ACT-PEP) covers 

more than 40 courses, including arts and sciences, business, and nursing. 

The Defense Activity for Nontraditional Educational Support 

(DANTES) was originally designed for military personnel only but is 

now available to the civilian population as well. It covers a wide variety 

of general subjects. The Student Occupational Competency 

Achievement Tests (SOCAT) were designed to assess the competency of 

students in a number of vocational and technical fields. The Advanced 

Placement (AP) examinations, which can be taken by anyone, test 

learners' competency in subjects such as English, history, and 

mathematics. The Graduate Record Examination (GRE), routinely taken 

as a requirement for readmittance to graduate school, is sometimes used 

as an assessment tool at the undergraduate level. Challenge 

examinations are designed by individual institutions, departments, or 

faculty members responsible for a subject. Oral examinations, like 

challenge examinations, are not standardized and are given by faculty 

members in their area of expertise. They may be formal or informal. 

Professional certification examinations are designed by organizations that 

wish to encourage the development of their members by offering college 



24 

credit for the completion of certification courses. One such organization 

is Professional Secretaries International (PSI), which is a nonprofit 

organization that offers members professional growth and whose aim is 

to elevate secretarial standards. 

Several national organizations make credit recommendations based 

on courses offered by the military, corporations, unions, and government 

agencies. The two main sources of credit awards for evaluated programs 

are available through the American Council on Education. The American 

Council on Education has two guides that are widely accepted by most 

colleges and universities The Guide for the Program on Non-Collegiate 

Sponsored Instruction lists evaluations on several hundred corporate 

training programs as well as a number of union and government 

programs. A Guide to the Evaluation of Educational Experiences in the Armed 

Services is available for each branch of the armed services and includes 

evaluations of formal service school courses, correspondence courses, 

Department of Defense courses, Army military occupation specialties, 

and Navy general rates and ratings (Lambdin, 1992). 

Because much of the learning that adults acquire is through direct 

experience in a variety of different situations, there may be difficulty in 

providing proof that the learning is valid. For this reason many schools 

have adopted the portfolio-assisted method as a reliable and flexible way 

to document the skills and competencies acquired by adults outside the 

academic environment (Lambdin, 1992; Rolls, 1987). 
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A portfolio is a formal written document prepared by the student 

requesting credit for extra-collegiate learning. The portfolio must clearly 

distinguish between college-level learning and experience and include 

documentation as the basis for such learning evaluation. As outlined by 

Lambdin (1992), criteria for the identification of college-level learning 

must 

• be measurable; 
• be at a level of achievement defined by the faculty as college 

equivalent or consistent with the learning of other students 
engaged in college studies; 

• be applicable outside the specific job or context in which it was 
learned; 

• have a knowledge base; 
• be reasonably current; 
• imply a conceptual or theoretical as well as a practical 

understanding; 
• show some relationship to your degree goals and/or lifelong 

learning goals; and 
• not repeat learning for which credit has already been awarded. 

(P- 101) 

While many methods are utilized by institutions to develop the 

portfolio, the criterion listed by Lambdin (1992) form the basis for 

quality portfolio assessment services. The writing and documenting of 

such a portfolio is challenging and is an arduous task for most students. 

It requires the active participation of the student as well as the faculty 

assisting in the process. A well-developed portfolio provides an adult 

student with a vehicle to facilitate further learning and a greater 

awareness of his or her potential (Mandell & Michelson, 1990). 
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Quality Issues and Council for Adult and 
"Experiential Learning's Role 

One of the concerns that many educators and the public have 

about such prior learning assessment services centers around quality. In 

this day of greater accountability, all of higher education must be 

concerned with the issue of quality in all programs. Much has been 

written in an effort to define the term quality. A fair amount of 

resources in higher education are currently being spent in an effort to 

define this ambiguous term. It is rarely defined clearly, even in the most 

traditional colleges and universities. Everyone seems to want it but no 

one knows what it is (Bogue & Saunders, 1992; Brown, 1993; Smith & 

Baxter, 1992). Morris Keeton (1980a) pointed out that 

it is important to keep in mind that the quality of any educational 
program is dependent on three factors: its purpose, its educational 
strategy, and the effectiveness with which resources are applied to 
that strategy. A program of highest quality, then, is one which 
fulfills these three demands, (p. 1) 

The ACE/Alliance Principles of Good Practices also offer excellent 

guidelines for evaluating quality programs. They list the elements that 

are critical to providing a high quality adult higher education program as: 

a mission that supports the mission of the university, administrative 

structure which provides for appropriate staffing and cross-campus 

involvement, faculty which is a combination of full-time and adjunct who 

have qualifications and experience in the field taught, accreditation by 

one of the six national regional accrediting agencies, curriculum which 

takes into account prior learning experiences of adult students, learning 
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outcomes that are clearly articulated and measure specific objectives, 

library and learning resources adequate to support research, student 

support services which meet the special needs of adult students, 

committed and competent leadership who support the program as 

important to the institution. These are much the same factors critical to 

the quality and success of any higher education program. However, 

these guidelines emphasize the importance of commitment to adult 

education from all sections of the university (ACE Center for Adult 

Learning and Educational Credentials/The Alliance, 1990). 

In addition, adults are often more interested in being involved in 

the development of their educational experience than are younger 

students with less experience. Adult students are more 

consumer-oriented and outspoken about where they spend their time and 

money. They are often more focused on the educational process itself 

and can offer insight to the value and quality of a particular program to 

them. Adult students respond well to such processes as mentoring either 

from other students or instructors. This is often an effective method to 

use in the educational process as adults are more willing to take 

responsibility for their learning and do not become dependent on 

mentors as easily as younger students (Brookfield, 1990; Daloz, 1987). 

Although little discussion can be found in the literature concerning 

the use of student feedback in the quality assurance process, one entity 

that does support including student feedback in their quality 

management system is the Institute for Professional Development (IPD). 
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IPD, a firm that consults with institutions to develop high quality adult 

degree programs, recommends the use of student surveys to evaluate the 

curriculum, the instructors, and the value of the experience to the 

graduate. In addition, they recommend adult student representatives 

serve as a liaison between students and the institution. Student 

representation is often a forgotten area for many adult students since 

they are not always on campus during the day or for more than a few 

hours a week. IPD views the evaluation of the entire educational process 

experienced by the adult student as critical to the development of quality 

programs. By including student feedback and representation, a 

multi-facetted approach develops which evaluates the entire educational 

process rather than a few selected areas (Institute for Professional 

Development [IPD], 1994). 

In nontraditional programs offering prior learning assessment, the 

problem of quality is complicated by several factors. It is difficult to find 

common ground because of the number and variability of methods 

utilized in the assessment process. Although some colleges have 

articulation agreements, there is generally no transferability of credit 

among institutions offering prior learning credit because there is no 

standardized assessment method. As a result, it becomes a confusing 

process for potential students to determine which programs are worth 

their time and interest (Knapp &. Jacobs, 1981; Lambdin, 1992). 

Another factor contributing to the problem of quality in prior 

learning assessment programs and services is the proliferation of 
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fraudulent institutions and programs. These sometimes called diploma 

mills often advertise themselves as nontraditional, thereby tarnishing the 

reputation of quality programs. Diploma mills, according to Stewart and 

Spille (1988), are those organizations that issue diplomas or certificates 

from institutions that do not exist or forge documents from legitimate 

schools. These organizations prey on adults who feel that they are being 

passed over at work because they lack a bachelor's degree. Their 

advertising promises credit for life experience, which is the major draw 

for such students. Applicants are led to believe that the evaluation will 

result in the awarding of almost all credits necessary for a degree. Too 

often this is the case. Characteristics of diploma mills are the awarding 

of credit for experience rather than learning, the awarding of all credits 

necessary for a degree, a mailing address that is only a post office box, 

few admissions or degree requirements, extensive advertising picturing a 

diploma, no affiliation with any accrediting body, and tuition and fees on 

a per-degree basis which must be paid in advance (Stewart & Spille, 

1988). 

The problem of ethical advertising is a concern for all 

nontraditional and adult degree programs. In a 1988 interview, Allen 

Tough (cited in Brindley, 1988) described the over-emphasis in some 

institutions on marketing as dangerous. Tough stated that when all 

efforts are directed toward attracting students, the quality of the course 

itself often suffers. A major concern in the field of adult education as a 

whole is that it becomes preoccupied with the number of students and 
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dollars without paying enough attention to quality factors, such as what 

students are learning, and its use in students' lives. 

Groups within the prior learning assessment movement often 

identify more specific problems related to quality within the prior 

learning assessment process. The authenticity of a portfolio and its 

supporting documents is of primary concern to competent practitioners. 

In terms of the evaluators themselves, there is a constant problem in 

maintaining interest. Institutions must monitor the consistency and 

reliability of faculty evaluations of credit over time, and be sure that 

evaluators maintain their objectivity (Keeton, 1980b; Mandell, 1989). 

CAEL, the leading organization in the prior learning assessment 

movement, has worked to develop high standards and encourage quality 

in adult degree programs. Since its inception in the 1960s, CAEL has 

been the chief advocate for quality adult degree programs. The council's 

purpose has never been to become an accrediting agency for such 

programs, and even though many outside forces have tried to force the 

council into that role, it has maintained its role as advocate. 

The need for an organization such as CAEL became apparent in 

the expansive 1960s as new programs and new innovations in higher 

education were introduced all over the country. Many of the educators 

involved in these innovations became marginal in their own traditional 

institutions and became more isolated. As a result, their efforts were 

scattered and invisible. Program developers were constantly designing 

programs that already existed in some form. A need became apparent for 
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a central organization to act as a clearinghouse for information and to 

draw individuals together (Gamson, 1989). 

In addition, the new programs drew criticism from traditional 

faculty members who were threatened by the shift of attention from the 

teacher to the student. "Such a shift required faculty to stop telling 

students what they wanted them to learn and begin helping students 

discover what they needed to know in order to understand the realities 

they had experienced directly" (Gamson, 1989, p. 8). The new activities 

that experiential education brought to the traditional area of higher 

education, the change in the position of the faculty, and the lack of 

organization to bring about such change forced experiential education to 

the fringes of higher education and set the stage for CAEL (Gamson, 

1989). 

As these matters drew the attention of national policy-making 

bodies for higher education, the Carnegie Commission on Higher 

Education issued reports on almost every aspect of higher education from 

the middle 1960s to the early 1970s. During this time they made several 

recommendations concerning experiential education programs. The 

commission argued that change in the economy would force colleges and 

universities to address the needs of the work force to be educated 

throughout life. In general, the commission recommended that higher 

education be more open to adult students and their differing needs and 

offer a means for acknowledging and awarding credit for learning that 

occurs outside a formal setting (Gamson, 1989). 
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When members of the Commission on Non-Traditional Study 

began their work in 1971 under the joint sponsorship of the Educational 

Testing Service and the College Board, the need became apparent for a 

common agenda for change in traditional higher education. In 

September 1973, an exploratory conference was held at the Educational 

Testing Service headquarters in Princeton, New Jersey. Attending the 

conference were representatives from all levels of higher education as well 

as researchers and consultants. Many who attended this first conference 

were to become central figures in the history of the CAEL. Among that 

first group were Morris Keeton from Antioch College, Arthur Chickering 

from Empire State College, and Cyril Houle from the University of 

Chicago (Gamson, 1989). The official agenda for the conference was to 

approach the validation of nontraditional education, but an underlying 

agenda was to improve relations between practitioners and the 

Educational Testing Service. Many of the practitioners suspected that 

the Educational Testing Service was using them to sell more standardized 

tests. There were many differences in philosophy and style at the group's 

first meeting. The result was a proposal for a grant request for $2.3 

million for 3 years and 4 months from the Carnegie Corporation for a 

project to be named the "Cooperative Assessment of Experiential 

Learning" (Gamson, 1989). 

The proposal made an important contribution in that it 

highlighted the fact that the council was interested in measuring and 

documenting "learning" rather than the experiential activity itself. There 
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were several benefits from the shift to "learning": first, although serious 

practitioners made it clear that they were not awarding credit for 

experience only, they were likely to use the term "experiential education" 

which could be confusing to outsiders; second, it focused more attention 

on the student making the task of evaluation and testing clearer; and 

last, it established clearly that CAEL was about learning and learners 

(Gamson, 1989). 

The Carnegie Foundation funded the grant for $821,000 for 16 

months. This was substantially less than requested but the project went 

forward anyway. Fortunately for all involved, the task of pulling the 

various factions involved in the schools, Educational Testing Service, and 

the Steering Committee itself fell to the chair of the Steering Committee, 

Morris Keeton. Keeton set the tone for CAEL from these beginnings and 

became the first president of the organization. Keeton was not prone to 

be drawn into disputes. He came to Antioch college in 1947 as a college 

pastor with the American Friends Service Committee. He eventually 

became the provost in 1973 and led Antioch through its most 

tempestuous period. He gained a national reputation and published 

several books on off-campus programs, the reform of higher education, 

and liberal arts colleges. He was then and for many years to come the 

stabilizing force at CAEL (Gamson, 1989). 

During the spring of 1974, invitations were sent to all 

undergraduate colleges and universities to join CAEL. Responses to the 

invitations exceeded all expectations. Within 2 months 140 institutions 
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had joined and by the end of the project the membership had grown to 

270. At 3 years, the council had grown into an organization with a 

strong identity and unique culture. It proved that it is possible to tackle 

a nationwide problem in a systematic way. "In addition to the report and 

materials it produced, CAEL was extraordinarily imaginative 

organizationally. There was a 'sense of congruence' in CAEL between its 

purposes and its actions which, in the eyes of one observer ought to be 

'bottled'" (Gamson, 1989, pp. 61-62). 

CAEL was granted $975,000 by the W. K. Kellogg Foundation for 

a project called the Institutional Development Program. This was only 

the first in a series of grants from Kellogg; the total was $7 million by 

1985. This program defined the beginning of the second phase of CAEL. 

The Institutional Development Program extended many of the 

techniques developed by the original CAEL, particularly in the area of 

faculty development. It also emphasized commitment of institutional 

leaders as a key to acceptance of experiential education programs. 

During this time period, CAEL embarked on a major publications 

program with Jossey-Bass Publishing House. CAEL guaranteed sales to 

its membership and Jossey-Bass began publishing New Directions in 

Experiential Learning. This provided a vehicle for CAEL to publish its 

research and promote its agenda for the future in a timely manner. 

Publication of New Directions in Experiential Learning continued until 1983 

(Gamson, 1989). 
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In 1985, CAEL became the Council for Adult and Experiential 

Learning. After the name change in 1985, CAEL continued to receive 

grants from Kellogg for Project Learn, developed a system of regional 

managers, and generally gave more structure to a loose network. When 

Kellogg ended its grants to CAEL it became apparent that CAEL could 

not continue to depend solely on grant money. This was the stimulus for 

CAEL to find other avenues of support in business and industry, 

government, and state agencies with the beginning of the Joint Ventures. 

At this point, the focus of CAEL shifted from higher education to Joint 

Ventures and educating the work force for the information age. This 

project put CAEL on solid ground financially; less than 6% of its budget 

is now generated in grants, down from the original 80%. CAEL is still 

the major force in the experiential education movement and sets the 

standards which most quality programs follow. Because the 

organization's base was broadened, there is no reason to suspect that it 

will not continue to be successful. In 1990, Morris Keeton retired as 

president and Pamela Tate, who succeeded him, moved the national 

headquarters of CAEL to Chicago. Tate continues the forward 

movement of CAEL and its programs and even though retired, Keeton 

still provides support and remains interested and involved in the 

organization that he developed and led for so many years (Gamson, 

1989). 

CAEL continues to maintain its leading role in prior learning 

assessment. The council has devoted time to developing standards for 
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the award of credit through assessment, training faculty evaluators, and 

implementing research on the outcomes of these efforts. In its 18-year 

history, the council has surveyed institutions concerning these practices 

four times. The most recent survey, published in 1992, was an endeavor 

to establish a compilation of information that was useful to adult 

learners, higher education administrators, and members of other 

institutions who were interesting in prior learning assessment was 

defined to include "all modes of assessing learning gained outside the 

classroom" (CAEL, 1992, p. 4). 

The response rate to the survey was 47% reflecting a broad section 

of all 50 states and from Puerto Rico, American Samoa, Guam, and the 

Virgin Islands. An encouraging note from the survey was that the 

response rate was almost equally distributed between public and private 

institutions. This was particularly significant as CAEL's membership had 

historically come primarily from the private sector (CAEL, 1992). 

The distribution of the responses was 55% 4-year colleges, 56% 

comprehensive universities, 49% 2-year community or junior colleges, 

and 25% all other institutional types. Seventy-two percent of the 

responding 4-year colleges are private, and 56% of the responding 

comprehensive universities are public; 89% of the responding community 

or junior colleges are public. Fifty-five percent responded from the 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools, the accrediting region 

with which the current study is concerned (CAEL, 1992). The Southern 

Association of Colleges and Schools responded in the individual 
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categories as follows: credit available through the American Council on 

Education/military-75%, credit available through the American Council 

on Education/Program on Non-Collegiate Sponsored Instruction-25%, 

credit available through course challenge examinations at responding 

institutions~77%, and credit awarded through individualized assessment 

at responding institution-39% (CAEL, 1992). 

Further analysis indicated that 49% of the institutions reporting 

use some form of prior learning assessment and that almost 97% allow 

these credits to be used at the undergraduate level while only 8% allow it 

at the graduate level; 67% report that credits can be used at both the 

upper and lower division levels. A majority (77%) reported 

institution-wide policies governing the awarding of credit. The highest 

percentage (87%) using some form of prior learning assessment was 

reported by public institutions, however the use of some form of 

individualized comprehensive assessment was reported equally by private 

and public institutions. Over half (53%) of the 4-year colleges reported 

using individualized assessment, while only 36% of the comprehensive 

universities reported doing so (CAEL, 1992). 

In the data analysis, CAEL was particularly interested in the 

responses to questions concerning portfolio assessment. Separate 

analysis indicated that 49% of the responding institutions that award 

credit through this process also offer courses, advising, or both to 

students. Additionally, 26% offer a specific portfolio development 
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course in which the student receives a grade in addition to the 

experiential learning credit award (CAEL, 1992). 

In regard to the administration of prior learning assessment 

programs, the majority (75%) of institutions that award credit for some 

form of prior learning reported that they have a central office where 

students can gain information about prior learning assessment 

procedures. Almost half of these offices are located with the registrar. 

Seventy percent of the institutions reported having assistance for 

students with the prior learning assessment procedures, but only 57% 

have written guidelines. Fifty-one percent of the responding institutions 

reported some type of appeal procedure and 53% allow students to 

supply additional information for reassessment. Surprisingly though, 

only 21% reported that provision of specific training for faculty. 

Transfer of experiential credit continues to be low (CAEL, 1992). 

Conclusions to the survey indicate an increasingly positive climate 

for prior learning assessment. Greater numbers of institutions are now 

utilizing individualized assessment in addition to the more well-known 

standardized examinations such as CLEP. Acceptance of more 

qualitative methods, such as ACE guides and individualized portfolio 

assessment appears to be increasing. This is particularly evident in 

4-year public institutions where acceptance of individualized assessment 

has historically been lower than the private. The trends indicated by the 

data in this survey point to an increasing acceptance of prior learning 

assessment in both public and private institutions (CAEL, 1992). 



CHAPTER 3 

PROCEDURES OF THE STUDY 

A survey instrument was mailed to a random sample which 

reflected equal proportions of the Council for Adult and Experiential 

Learning (CAEL) member and non-member senior-level institutions in 

the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools region. A letter of 

transmittal was mailed with the survey. Two weeks after the initial 

mailing, follow-up procedures were initiated; another copy of the survey 

with a new letter of transmittal and a self-addressed stamped envelope 

were mailed to all nonrespondents. The response rate for the first 

mailing was 69%. Returns from the second mailing raised the response 

rate to 82%. Surveys were analyzed based on participants' responses to 

objective questions determined from the 10 standards of good practice 

outlined by Urban Whitaker (1989). Using these 10 standards as the 

accepted norm for quality in prior learning assessment services, 

institutions were compared based on how often and to what degree they 

deviated from the norm. 

Instrumentation 

A survey instrument was designed for this study based on the 10 

standards of good practice outlined in urban Whitaker's book and 

entitled Assessing Learning: Standards, Principles, and Practices (1989). 
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Questions for the survey, which were correlated with each of the 10 

standards, addressed assessment procedures and administrative 

procedures of prior learning assessment services. Because some standards 

reflect a broader scope, they were addressed in more than one question. 

The scale used was a Likert-type scale, termed the verbal frequency scale. 

The items on the verbal frequency scale indicate actions the respondents 

might have taken. This scale is particularly appropriate when "the focus 

is on the policies of the respondents concerning the frequency of certain 

actions, rather than the actual number or percentage of performance" 

(Alreck & Settle, 1985, p. 137). 

The advantages of the verbal frequency scale include the ease of 
assessment and response by those being surveyed. The number of 
opportunities to perform the action is automatically assumed 
within the question and served as the basis for picking the 
frequency category, (p. 137) 

A copy of the survey instrument is included in Appendix A A copy of 

the 10 standards is included in Appendix B. 

The survey was reviewed by five experts in the field of prior 

learning assessment to determine content validity. The experts were 

Morris Keeton, past president of CAEL, and current Director of the 

Institute of Research on Adults in Higher Education at the University of 

Maryland University College; Urban /hitaker, Director of the Learning 

Center in San Francisco, California and author of Assessing Learning: 

Standards, Principles, and procedures; Denise Hart, University Director of 

Adult Education at Fairleigh Dickinson University and CAEL regional 

representative; Valerie Mclntyre Sherwood, former CAEL staff employee 
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who is currently with Oxford University, Oxford, England; John Moss, 

founding President of East Texas State University at Texarkana (an 

upper-level university of approximately 1,400 predominantly adult 

students) and strong advocate of the university's prior learning 

assessment program for the past 15 years. 

The Population 

A representative random sample reflecting equal numbers of CAEL 

member and non-member senior-level schools in the Southern 

Association of Colleges and Schools accreditation region that offer credit 

for prior learning experiences constituted the sample for this study. The 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools region incorporates the 

following states: Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, 

Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and 

Virginia. A total of 110 surveys were mailed. Member schools were 

selected using the CAEL Membership Roster for 1993. The non-member 

schools were selected from a list of 73 schools who indicated they offered 

prior learning assessment services on the CAEL 1992 survey. The 55 

non-member schools were selected from the list of 73 by using all 

multiples beginning with the number 2 through the number 14 to 

achieve the desired number. 
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Research Design 

This study, which is comparative-descriptive in nature, was 

undertaken to determine if an association exists between membership in 

CAEL and program quality. For each of the 10 standards there is a 

specific item correlate on the survey as follows: standards I and II--

questions 5, 6; standard Ill-question 8; standard IV--question 7; 

standard V-question 2; standard V-question 13; standard VH-questions 

10, 14; standard VIII--question 9; standard IX-questions 16, 17; 

standard X-questions 11, 12, 14; questions 1, 3, 4, and 15 are 

informational only. Demographic information was placed at the end of 

the survey as suggested in The Survey Research Handbook, by Alreck and 

Settle (1985). Groups of items were used as factors in a factor analysis 

comparing member responses to non-member responses. Chi-square was 

used to determine if significant differences in quality existed between 

programs of members and non-members for all questions except those 

included for descriptive-demographic purposes only. 

Procedure for Analysis of Data/Testing 
of Hypotheses 

Data obtained from surveys were recorded according to frequency 

of response on questions 1 through 15. The chi-square test was used to 

determine the significance of any differences between CAEL members 

and non-members. It was also used to determine the association of 

CAEL membership to the quality of the prior learning assessment 
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services in each institution surveyed as categorized by the 15 questions 

on the survey instrument. The Statistical Package for Social Sciences 

computer program was used to calculate data. Expectation was that 

significance would be found at the p < .05 level. 

Reporting of Data 

Data received from the surveys were coded and analyzed using the 

Statistical Package for Social Sciences computer program. Data are first 

reported by overall frequency of response to each question by both 

members and non-members. The data are then reported in 

cross-tabulation tables comparing member responses to non-member 

responses to each question. This comparison was made to determine if 

an association was evident between the independent variable of CAEL 

membership and the dependent variables of assessment service quality as 

represented by the 15 survey questions. 



CHAPTER 4 

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS 

The purpose of this chapter is to present the analysis of the data of 

this research investigation. The purposes of the study and the 

procedures used are presented in the introduction. The next section 

includes a narrative summary of the demographic data. The third section 

provides a description of the analysis of the data utilizing the Statistical 

Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) computer program to test each of the 

hypotheses using the chi-square statistical procedure. The results of this 

analysis are presented with a summary of each standard. 

Introduction 

The primary purpose of this study was to determine if an 

association exists between membership in the Council for Adult and 

Experiential Learning (CAEL) and quality of the prior learning 

assessment services offered at senior-level institutions in the Southern 

Association of Schools and Colleges (SACS) accreditation region. An 

additional purpose was to identify overall quality in the prior learning 

assessment services. The term "total overall quality" is defined for the 

purpose of this study to mean that the respondents indicated on the 

survey that they met each of the 10 standards designated by Urban 
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Whitaker (1989) as the principles and procedures for assessing prior 

experiential learning at an acceptable level. 

Care was taken in the selection of participants to include 

institutions that, as indicated on the 1992 CAEL Nationwide Survey, 

offered individualized assessment. This does not exclude other types of 

non-traditional credit such as the College Level Examination Program 

(CLEP), the Defense Activity for Nontraditional Educational Support 

(DANTES), and the American Council on Education (ACE) 

recommendations, but focuses more on the institutions' prior learning 

assessment services. Two hypotheses were developed to determine (a) if 

there was a significant difference between members and non-members of 

CAEL with respect to the frequency of adherence to each of the 10 

standards outlined in Whitaker's (1989) Assessing Learning Standards, 

Principles, & Procedures, and (b) if there was a significant difference 

between members and non-members of CAEL in total overall quality of 

their programs. 

The survey questionnaire used was developed for this study and is 

provided in Appendix A. The population for this study consisted of 

senior-level institutions in the SACS accreditation region which reported 

offering prior learning assessment services on the 1992 CAEL nationwide 

survey of prior learning assessment. All of the 55 CAEL member schools 

listed in the 1993 CAEL Membership Directory who are members of SACS 

were used as the sample of member institutions. The sample of 55 

non-member institutions was randomly selected from the section of the 
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1992 CAEL nationwide survey that reported results from the Southern 

Association. The random sample was selected from this list which 

contained 75 schools. Using multiples of numbers 2 through 14, every 

second name was selected from the list, then every third name from the 

remaining list and so on until 55 schools were selected. A packet 

containing a survey, letter of transmittal, and a self-addressed, stamped 

envelope was sent to «ach of the 110 schools included in the sample. 

The survey packet was sent to the institutional representatives, whose 

names were listed in the 1993 CAEL Membership Directory for the 

members and to the chief academic officers listed in SACS Proceedings for 

March-April 1993 for each of the non-members in the sample. A copy of 

the survey with letters of transmittal are provided in Appendix B. 

Approximately 2 weeks after the first mailing, a second survey and a new 

letter of transmittal were sent to non-respondents. A copy of the second 

letter of transmittal is also provided in Appendix C. The first mailing 

resulted in a response rate of 69%; the second mailing brought the total 

response rate to 80.9%, with 46 members and 43 non-members 

responding. One survey was received too late to be included in the 

study, one survey was not included because the demographic data were 

not completed, and two institutions declined inclusion in the study. In 

all, 92 of the 110 institutions surveyed responded, yielding 89 usable 

responses. It is important to note that in addition to the high response 

rate received, the member and non-member schools were equally 

represented. The return rate, according to membership classification, is 

illustrated in Table 2. 
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Table 2 

Response Rate by Membership Classification 

Membership Class Surveys Mailed Surveys Returned Percent 

Members 55 46 83.64 

Non-members 55 43 78.18 

Total 110 89 80.90 

The questions on the survey were designed to correlate with the 

standards of good practice outlined by Urban Whitaker in his 1989 

book. In addition, some questions were designed to illicit information as 

to the methods used and the extent to which the institutions award prior 

learning credit and other forms of nontraditional credit. Respondents 

were asked to check the appropriate response to each question which 

contained a Likert-type scale which defined the responses as follows: 

Never--0%, Somewhat--1 to 35%, Usually-36 to 66%, Often-67 to 

99%, and Always—100%. The last portion of the survey contained 

questions that were descriptive or demographic in nature. 

Question 17 on the survey, which asked how often assessors of 

prior learning received training, had 48 missing cases. Question 16, 

which asked how many of the faculty assessors had received specific 

training in prior learning assessment, had a total of 17 missing cases. 

Even though this appears to be a high incidence of missing data, it is 
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attributed to the fact that 17 of the respondents indicated on question 1, 

section E that they never utilized individualized assessment of prior 

learning and 38 checked somewhat as their response to the question. It 

would follow that these respondents would not answer questions 16 or 

17 because they did not have occasion to utilize faculty assessors. This 

accounts for the high number of missing cases. 

Institutional Descriptions and Demographics 

The last portion of the survey was primarily descriptive and 

demographic in nature. The data illustrate little difference in the average 

age of the prior learning assessment programs at member and 

non-member institutions or in the average number of faculty involved in 

the assessment process. However, the data do reflect some differences 

between members and non-members in the average amount of credit 

awarded and, in particular, in the average maximum credit awarded. 

Member institutions appear to be more comfortable in awarding higher 

levels of credit than do non-member institutions. The findings from this 

section are displayed in Tables 3 and 4. 

Questions 1,3, and 4 were designed to illicit primarily descriptive 

information concerning accepted forms of credit and procedures used by 

the institutions. Question 1 was developed to reflect the use of the most 

accepted means of awarding experiential credit through standardized 

testing such as ACE and CLEP, internal testing such as departmental 

examinations, or individualized assessment as in the development of a 

portfolio. Question 3 was designed to determine the most prevalent 
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Table 3 

Average Number of Faculty Involved in the Prior Learning Assessment Program of 
Responding Institutions Based on Membership 

Members Non-Members 
(n = 46) (n = 36) 

Average faculty participants 12 14 

Note. Missing cases = 7. 

Table 4 

Average Age of Program and Average Credit Awards 

Members Non-Members 

Average age of PLA 
n = 37, 11 years program n = 37, 11 years n = 28, 13 years 

Average hours of 
credit awarded n = 34, 11 credit hours n = 36, 9 credit hours 

Average maximum 
credit awarded n = 34, 25 credit hours n = 35, 19 credit hours 

Note. PLA = Prior Learning Assessment. 

method or methods used to determine credit awards. The vehicle by 

which this assessment was administered, such as seminars or an 

individualized format, was determined in question 4. 
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Because these questions are primarily descriptive, chi-square 

analysis was not reported on any questions except question 1 which 

revealed significant differences between members and non-members in 

the sections concerning the acceptance of ACE military, ACE/PONS I 

recommendations, and the prevalence of individualized prior learning 

assessment programs. For this reason, the chi-square analysis is included 

in the data presented in Table 5 for question 1. Significant difference 

was found in the analysis of the data between members and 

non-members and indicated that non-members had a lower level of 

acceptance than did members of the ACE recommendations for military 

credit and PONS I credit. Also, fewer non-members than members 

utilized the individualized format to assess experiential credit. This level 

of usage by members and non-members indicates that they award credit 

based on the ACE military guidelines and the ACE/PONSI guidelines to 

a greater extent than indicated by the Southern Association respondents 

to the 1992 CAEL Nationwide Survey. A valid comparison may not be 

possible to the CAEL study because designation was not made between 

public and private institution respondents, as indicated on the 1992 

CAEL study. 

Analysis of the data collected for questions 3 and 4 indicate an 

area in which members and non-members differed appreciably in the 

percentage that they utilized the portfolio assessment. Members 

responded "usual," "often," or "always," which indicate that they used the 

portfolio method 36 to 100% of the time, a greater percentage than for 
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non-members. This was confusing because both members and 

non-members indicated that their most common choice was the 

individualized method for administering the assessment. Generally, the 

portfolio was used in the individualized method. These data are 

discussed further in Chapter 5. The data for questions 3 and 4, 

respectively, are summarized in Tables 6 and 7. 

Geographically, all institutions were located in the SACS 

accrediting region and all areas or states responded equally well, as 

indicated by the high response rate. Also, member and non-member 

responses were almost equal; 46 members and 43 non-members returned 

surveys. 

Analyses of Research Hypotheses 

This study was designed to determine differences, if any, in the 

frequency with which members and non-members of the CAEL 

organization adhered to the 10 quality standards. Overall quality of the 

program, as related to the principles and procedures utilized in the prior 

learning assessment program, was also examined. Acceptable levels of 

adherence to the 10 standards were set for this research based on those 

outlined by Urban Whitaker in 1989. 

The main differences found between members and non-members 

are reported in the section concerning the chi-square statistical analysis 

for the questions that represented each standard. Two hypotheses, 

developed for this study, were tested at the p < .05 level of significance. 

The sample of 110 senior-level institutions consisted of 55 members and 
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55 non-members of CAEL. After two mailings of the survey instrument, 

89 institutions returned usable surveys. 

Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1 predicted significant differences between members 

and non-members of CAEL in following the 10 standards of good 

practice in academic and administrative procedures in their 

non-traditional programs. 

Hypothesis 1: There will be a significant difference between 

members and non-members of CAEL with respect to the frequency of 

their adherence to each of the 10 standards. 

In order to test this hypothesis, survey questions were designed to 

illicit information specific to each of the 10 standards. The standards are 

in two categories-5 academic standards and 5 administrative standards. 

The questions, as numbered on the survey, and the standards which they 

address are as stated in the following description of data analysis. 

Questions 2, 5, 6, 7, and 8 addressed the academic standards and 

questions 9 through 17 addressed the administrative standards, with the 

exclusion of question 15 which was informational. Questions 1,3, and 

4, which were descriptive, were examined earlier in this chapter. The 

chi-square analyses are presented with regard to each standard and the 

corresponding question rather than by the sequence of questions in the 

survey. 
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Academic Standards 

Standard One 

Standard one states that credit should be for learning only and not 

for experience. Adherence to this standard is reflected in the responses 

to question 5, which asked "to what extent credit is awarded for prior 

experience as distinguished from the learning derived from it" (Whitaker, 

1989). The inverted nature of this question means that those 

respondents replying "never" were in adherence with the standard and all 

other responses indicated non-compliance. A significantly larger 

percentage of members (76.7%) than non-members (50%) answered 

"never" to the awarding of credit for experience. The data in Table 8 

illustrate that the differences between membership and the awarding of 

credit for learning rather than experience were significant (p = .015) 

based on the chi-square analysis. It is important to note that even 

though the non-members' response at the "somewhat" level accounted for 

the majority of the remaining responses (32.5%), this indicates that they 

are awarding credit for experience rather than learning up to 35% of the 

time. This is an important issue and a major contention among critics of 

prior learning assessment-that credit is being awarded for "time spent" or 

experience rather than equivalent college-level learning. Whitaker stated 

that this standard is at once the most important and the most frequently 

violated. 
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Table 8 

Chi-Square Statistics for the Extent to Which Credit is Awarded for Prior 
Experience as Distinguished From the Learning Derived From It 

Member Non-Member 
(n= 43) (n = 40) 

N % N % 

Always 3 7.0 1 2.5 

Often 3 7.0 2 5.0 

Usually 1 2.3 4 10.0 

Somewhat 3 7.0 13 32.5 

Never 33 76.7 20 50.0 

Note. X2: 12.3 (df = 4) *p = .015. *Significant at the .05 level. 

Standard Two 

Question 6 addressed standard two by determining if the 

institutions utilized years of experience in granting credit. Standard two 

states that college credit should be awarded only for college-level 

learning. The two questions that should be answered are: Is the subject 

matter appropriate for credit at the college level? and Is the learner's 

competence at a level that would warrant college-level credit? (Whitaker, 

1989). Both questions 5 and 6 addressed this standard, but question 6 

was included to determine if the institutions were using unethical 

practices such as a "formula" based on years of experience only to 

determine credit awards. Once again, a larger percentage (77.3%) of 
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members indicated that they never awarded credit based on number of 

years experience. Whereas only 48.8% of the non-members indicated 

the same response, a disturbing percentage (37.2%) indicated that they 

awarded credit based on years of experience (see Table 9). 

Table 9 

Chi-Square Statistics for the Extent to Which Responding Institutions Utilize 
Years of Experience in Granting Credit 

Member Non-Member 
(N = 43) (N = 44) 

N % N % 

Never 34 77.3 21 48.8 

Somewhat 7 15.8 16 37.2 

Usually 1 2.3 2 4.7 

Often 1 2.3 2 4.7 

Always 1 2.3 2 4.7 

Note. .X2: 7.6 (df = 4) *p = .108. *Significant at the .05 level. 

Standard Three 

Standard three states that credit should be awarded only for 

learning that has a balance, appropriate to the subject, between theory 

and practical application. This standard is included to address 

allegations from critics that prior learning assessment programs fail to 

require students to provide evidence of theoretical balance in their prior 
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learning sufficient to award college credit. Standard three requires that 

the learning be transferable to contexts other than the specific learning 

environment and meet criteria established by faculty in the subject area. 

The learning is not complete unless the learner has some understanding 

of how the theory and practice relate to each other (Whitaker, 1989). 

The chi-square values for all three sections of question 8 revealed 

significant differences between members and non-members (x: 11.7, 

p = .018, .050, .019). This analysis is presented in Table 10. 

As illustrated by the data, the non-members had no particular 

method in place to determine college-level learning in their credit awards. 

The fact that 33.3% indicated that they "never" required an identification 

of balance between theory and practice denotes a relatively high level of 

non-compliance with this particular standard. Even though 21.4% of the 

members answered "never" to the question of balance and theory, it is 

important to note that more than one-third responded "always" to the 

sections for use of course descriptions, balance of theory and practice, 

and faculty established criteria, all of which are described as acceptable 

criteria by Whitaker (1989). 

Standard Four 

Standard four specifies that to maintain quality in prior learning 

assessment, the determination of competence levels and of credit awards 

must be made by appropriate subject matter and academic experts. This 

standard supports the idea that quality decisions concerning the type and 

amount of credit awarded involves two types of expertise. The first is 
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content, which addresses how much the learner knows or how well. The 

second is academic expertise, which determines the subject or academic 

area and the level to which credit should be applied. The use of faculty 

members who are experts in certain academic disciplines is one method 

of making such a determination. The use of outside experts to share in 

this decision when the credit award may be outside the curricular 

offerings of the institutions can extend the institution's flexibility. The 

use of outside experts is supported by the same principle that allows 

colleges and universities to grant credit for CLEP, ACE, and transfer 

credit (Whitaker, 1989). 

The chi-square analysis of this question revealed that one section 

of the question indicates significance between members and 

non-members. The section in which respondents were asked to check 

the level of their use of trained faculty in the assessment process has a 

chi-square value of x = 12.8, p = .012. The data indicate that 50% of 

the non-members "never" utilized trained faculty as opposed to only 

20.5% of the members who chose "never" (see Table 11). It is unclear 

from the data which of the three choices offered as responses, "outside 

experts," "subject experts from within the institution," or "faculty trained 

in prior learning assessment at your's or other institutions" was used most 

frequently by the non-members. Just over 45% of the members indicated 

a tendency to use subject experts, such as faculty experts in specific 

disciplines, more often than others. 
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Standard Five 

Credit should be appropriate to the academic context in which it is 

accepted. Whitaker (1989) offered the idea that this standard should be 

the criteria applied to all learning, regardless of its source. If standards 

one through four have been met, then it follows that standard five should 

guide the assessor in determining the proper fit of the experiential credit 

in the current program. College-creditable learning occurs through 

experience in several areas: the major, general education, and in the 

electives. This standard is crucial to making appropriate decisions about 

potential duplication of credit and overlap (Whitaker, 1989). Adherence 

to standard five was addressed in question 2 on the survey. This 

question had five areas in which credit could be awarded, and it was 

possible for respondents to choose more than one of the areas. The areas 

include the major, general education sequence, existing courses, electives, 

and block credit. The differences between member and non-member 

responses in the major and course-match sections were shown to be 

significant, with a chi-square value of x = 5, p = .053 and x = 11.1, 

p = .025, respectively. These data, which are displayed in Table 12, 

illustrate the difference between members and non-members with respect 

to the fact that non-members awarded credit in the major a smaller 

percentage of the time than did members. Also, the members were much 

more inclined to award credit by matching to existing courses than were 

non-members. Over 50% of the members indicated that they award by 

course match either "often" or "always." It is interesting to note that large 



64 

CN 

<0 

£ 

*S 

I 

1 

5 

• s 

- § 

*55 

6 

1 

I 

£ s; 

£ 
« 
<s> •*»* 
t i 
<a 
Ru 
g 

Ch 

• 5 

. 3 

•a 
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percentages of both members (79.1%) and non-members (63.4%) chose 

not to award credit in a block. 

Administrative Standards 

Standard Six 

This standard states that credit awards and their transcript entries 

should be monitored to avoid giving credit twice for the same learning. 

Monitoring to avoid duplication of credit on the transcript requires the 

cooperative effort of the prior learning assessment program and the 

registrar. The method used to transcript credit is a decision that should 

be made before the assessment process is begun and should conform to 

standard registrarial practice. Institutions must have such procedures in 

place if their programs are to be considered of good quality (Whitaker, 

1989). 

In question 13 of the survey, respondents were asked if procedures 

were in place to insure that credit is not awarded twice for the same 

learning. If the respondent answered "yes" to the question, they were 

also asked to indicate how often the procedures are evaluated. There are 

14 missing cases in the data, 1 responded that there were no such 

procedures in place, 74 responded "yes." More than 83% of the members 

and 84% of the non-members stated that they had a review process in 

place. The other responses, indicating the frequency of the review period 

or "no review," which are provided in Table 13, illustrate that member 

and non-member responses were almost equally divided in relation to 



66 

Table 13 

Chi-Square Statistics Indicating Procedures for the Monitoring of Credit on 
Transcripts to Avoid Duplication of Credit Award and Evaluation 

Member Non-Member 
(N = 38) (N = 37) 

N % N % 

Annually 11 28.9 13 35.1 

Bi-annually 2 5.3 1 2.7 

Each semester 16 42.1 15 40.5 

Each quarter 3 7.9 1 2.7 

No review 16 15.8 6 16.2 

No procedures 0 0.0 1 2.7 

Note. X2: 2.5 (df= 5) p = .774. Missing cases: 14. 

how often the procedures were monitored. The chi-square analysis, 

which was performed on section E only, indicated whether or not the 

procedure was reviewed, and calculated a value of x = 2.5, p = .774, 

indicating no significant difference between members and non-members. 

Standard Seven 

This standard requires that policy and procedures applied to 

assessment, including provision for appeal, be fully disclosed and 

prominently available. It is important that every caution be taken to 

avoid misleading statements that might encourage unrealistic 

expectations. Students should also know what the policy and procedures 
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are for the prior learning assessment prior to enrolling. Adherence to this 

standard is vital to the quality assurance of any program (Whitaker, 

1989). 

Questions 10 and 14 of the survey addressed standard seven. In 

the six sections on question 10, respondents were asked to indicate who 

participates in writing policy and procedures, if they have such. The five 

categories were faculty, administrators, students, faculty council, and 

committees. The sixth category, "no review," was to be checked if no 

written policy and procedure were in place. The chi-square analysis 

revealed no significant difference between members and non-members. 

Because both the members and non-members indicated high levels of 

involvement with faculty, administrators, and committees, it was 

expected that those indicating the use of committees would check faculty 

or administrators also. It is noteworthy that of the 42 members and the 

46 non-members who responded to the question, all indicated that they 

currently had written policies and procedures. These data are presented 

in Table 14. 

In addition to written policies and procedures, standard seven 

advocates that the written policies and procedures contain an appeal 

policy. Question 14 required respondents to indicate first if they had an 

appeal policy and, if so, how often was it reviewed. The data 

accumulated from this question, as well as the chi-square value (x = 3.9, 

p = .423) calculated for data indicating whether or not the institution 

currently had an appeal policy, are summarized in Table 15. It is 
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Table 14 

Chi-Square Statistics Indicating Participation in the Development of Written 
Policy and, Procedures 

Member Non-Member 
(N = 42) (N = 46) 

Yes No Yes No 

N % N % N % N % 

Faculty3 37 80.4 9 19.6 36 85.7 6 14.3 

Administratorsb 33 71.7 13 28.3 32 76.2 10 23.8 

Students0 1 2.2 45 97.8 4 9.5 38 90.5 

Faculty councild 11 23.9 35 76.1 11 26.2 31 73.8 

Committees® 26 56.5 20 43.5 24 57.1 18 42.9 

No reviewf 46 100.0 0 0.0 42 100.0 0 0.0 

Note. 'X2: A (df= 1) p = .511. .2 (df= 1) *p = .635. 'X2: 2.2 (df = 
l)p = .137. .06 (df= 1 )p = .805. e ^ : .003 (df= 1) p = .953. fX2: 
cannot be computed. *Significant at the .05 level. 

important to note that 46.2% of the non-members and 33.3% of the 

members have no written appeal policy. 

Standard Eight 

The focus of standard eight is on a major quality assurance issue in 

prior learning assessment, the relationship between fees and credit 

awarded. It states that fees charged for assessment should be based on 

services performed in the process and never determined solely by the 
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Table 15 

Chi-Square Statistics for the Review Period of Institutions Indicating a Written 
Appeal Policy 

Member Non-Member 
(N = 42) (N = 39) 

N % N % 

Annually 15 35.7 11 28.2 

Bi-annually 2 4.8 3 7.7 

Each semester 5 11.9 1 2.6 

Each quarter 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No review 6 14.3 6 15.4 

No procedures 0 0.0 1 2.7 

Note. No policy: N = 14, % = 33.3; N = 18, % = 46.27. X2: 3.9 
(df= 4) *p = .423. Missing cases: 8. *Significant at the .05 level. 

amount of credit awarded. Fees may vary as the amount of credit 

attempted varies. This is the policy with tuition in traditional classes in 

which the cost of instruction, including assessment, is the same whether 

the student passes the course and is awarded credit or not (Whitaker, 

1989). It is encouraging to note that 60.5% of the members and 48.7% 

of the non-members answered "never" to the "credits attempted" section 

of question 14, thus indicating that the percentage who do, adhere to the 

standard completely. Further examination reveals a clustering of 

responses at opposite ends of the Likert-type scale in the "never" and 

"always" categories, which could lead to invalid conclusions. This 
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suggests that there is no clear indicator as to the method employed by 

either members or non-members for determining fees. These results and 

the corresponding chi-square values, none of which indicated 

significance, are presented in Table 16. 

Standard Nine 

Standard nine requires that all personnel involved in the 

assessment process receive adequate training and be provided with 

continued professional development. Most university and college 

professors are better prepared in content than they are in process. The 

training that they receive in graduate school is usually centered around 

research and leaves them with virtually no training for their teaching or 

assessment roles (Whitaker, 1989). Because the standard also requires 

that there be continued training, it was assumed for this study that if the 

program provided training for assessors annually, bi-annually, or on an 

on-going basis, it was in compliance with this standard. Only programs 

whose faculty had been trained only once or never were considered in 

non-compliance. 

Questions 16 and 17 address the issue of training in prior learning 

assessment and the continued development of trained faculty. As 

previously presented in Table 3, the average number of faculty 

participating in the assessment process was 12 for members and 14 for 

non-members. 
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Data from question 16 concerning the number of faculty who 

received training in prior learning assessment are displayed in Table 17. 

Although the calculated chi-square indicates no significant differences 

between members and non-members, it is important to note that 45.5% 

of the faculty in non-member programs and 28.2% of the faculty in 

member programs received no training. This is disturbing in terms of 

adherence to standard nine and is relieved only by the fact that 51.% of 

the members and 33.3% of the non-members responded that all of their 

assessors had received training. Even so, this area merits further 

discussion in Chapter 5. 

Table 17 

Chi-Square Statistics for the Number of Faculty Having Received Specific 
Training in Prior Learning Assessment 

Member Non-Member 
(N = 39) (N = 33) 

N % N % 

None 11 28.2 15 45.5 

One-quarter 2 5.1 2 6.1 

One-half 2 5.1 1 3.0 

One-third 4 10.3 4 12.1 

All 20 51.3 11 33.3 

Note. 3.1 (df = 4) *p = .544. Missing cases: 17. *Significant at the 
.05 level. 
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In reference to the time period in which faculty continued to 

receive training in prior learning assessment, examination of the data 

from question 17 reveals a high number of missing cases (48). This 

number is less disturbing when viewed in conjunction with question 1 

that indicates a low level of acceptance and usage of the individualized 

assessment method which requires involvement of a larger number of 

faculty in the prior learning assessment process. The data from that 

question, which indicate that 53.3% of the non-members and 38.5% of 

the members trained their faculty only once in prior learning assessment 

techniques, are summarized in Table 18. Members also continued to 

Table 18 

Chi-Square Statistics for the Time Period in Which Faculty Receive Specific 
Training in Prior Learning Assessment 

Member Non-Member 
(N = 26) (N = 15) 

N % N % 

Once 10 38.5 8 53.3 

Annually 6 23.1 1 6.7 

Bi-annually 0 0.0 3 1.9 

Ongoing basis 9 34.6 2 13.3 

Never 1 3.8 1 6.7 

Note. .X2: 8.9 iM — 4) *p = .062. Missing observations: 48. *Significant 
at the .05 level. 
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train assessors, as reflected in the 34.6% who selected the "ongoing basis" 

category, as opposed to the non-members who selected 13.3% in the 

same category. In addition, 23.1% of the members trained on an annual 

basis, compared to only 6.7% of non-members who did so. Although the 

chi-square analysis reveals no significant differences between members 

and non-members, closer examination indicates that the members were 

more interested in the training of assessors and continued their 

development in a greater percentage than did the non-members. 

Standard Ten 

The final standard states that assessment programs should be 

monitored, reviewed, evaluated, and revised as needed to reflect changes 

in the needs being served and in the state of the art of assessment. 

Whitaker (1989) acknowledged that this monitoring and evaluation can 

take many valid forms. With this in mind, question 11 was designed to 

determine if and how often the institutions reviewed their written policy 

and procedures. A large percentage of both the members (62.5%) and 

the non-members (65.8%) indicated that they reviewed policy and 

procedures annually. A small percentage, 12.% of the members and 

18.4% of the non-members, performed no review. An institution was 

considered in compliance if its written policies and procedures were 

reviewed, regardless of the time period. The data and the results of the 

chi-square analysis for this question are displayed in Table 19. 

Question 12 asked if institutions monitored students for feedback 

on the value of the assessment process and, if so, how often. Although, 
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Table 19 

Chi-Square Statistics for the Review of Written Policy and Procedures 

Member Non-Member 

N % N % 

Annually 25 62.5 25 65.8 

Bi-annually 6 15.0 6 15.8 

Each semester 4 10.0 0 0.0 

Each quarter 0 0.0 0 0.0 

No review 5 12.5 7 18.4 

Note. X2: 4.3 (df = 3) *p = .232. Missing cases: 11. *Significant at the 
.05 level. 

the monitoring of students was not specifically mentioned by Whitaker 

(1989), it was included as a point of interest. In comparison, review of 

the data from question 12, indicates that almost half of the members 

(47.4%) and over half of the non-members (52.5%) did not solicit 

student feedback concerning the value of the assessment process. The 

remaining data for this question are scattered and show no real pattern as 

to the importance that institutions place on students' perceptions of the 

assessment process. Data illustrating the monitoring of students are 

presented in Table 20. 

Questions 18 through 20 also concerned support services offered 

to students, especially efforts to make claims for experiential learning 
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Table 20 

Chi-Square Statistics for the Monitoring of Students to Determine Value of the 
Assessment Process 

Member Non-Member 

N % N % 

Annually 7 18.4 12 30.0 

Bi-annually 1 2.6 1 2.5 

Each semester 10 26.3 6 15.0 

Each quarter 2 5.3 0 0.0 

No review 18 47.4 21 52.5 

Note. .X2: 4.5 ( d f = 4) *p = .343. Missing cases: 11. *Significant at the 
.05 level. 

credit and to document those claims. The format that students were 

required to use when petitioning for credit varied from requiring 

enrollment in a regularly scheduled class to providing advising on an 

individual basis. Question 18 sought to determine the percentage of 

institutions offering support services to students. Even though the 

chi-square analysis of this data did not show significant differences 

between members and non-members, examination of the data reveals 

that a larger percentage of members (79.5%) offered support than 

non-members (51.2%). This difference in percentages is displayed in 

Table 21. 
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Table 21 

Chi-Square Statistics for the Institutions That Offer Services to Support Students 
Preparing to Make Appropriate Claims for Prior Learning Credit and Document 
Those Claims 

Member Non-Member 
(N = 39) (N = 41) 

N % N % 

Yes 31 79.5 21 51.2 

No 8 20.5 20 48.8 

Note. X2: 7.1 ( d f = 1) *p = .008. * Significant at the .05 level. 

The purpose of question 19 was to determine the number of 

institutions that required participation in any of the support services 

offered to students, such as workshop, individual advising, or courses. 

Although non-members were almost equally split on this requirement, a 

substantially higher percentage of members required participation in such 

services (see Table 22). 

Question 20 further defined this response by asking if the 

institution required participation in a credit course for the awarding of 

prior learning credit. Although members were almost equally divided on 

this question, two-thirds of the non-members had no such requirement 

(see Table 23). The chi-square analyses of these three questions showed 

no significant differences between the members and non-members; 
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Table 22 

Chi-Square Statistics for the Institutions That Require Participation in any 
Services Offered as Support to Students Such as Workshops, Individual Advising, 
or Courses 

Member Non-Member 
(N = 36) (N = 34) 

N % N % 

Yes 22 61.1 15 44.1 

No 14 38.9 19 55.9 

Note. .X2: 2.0 (df= 1) *p — .154. Missing observations: 19. *Significant 
at the .05 level. 

however, certain variations in the percentages are shown in Tables 21 

through 23. 

Table 23 

Chi-Square Statistics for the Institutions That Require Participation in a Credit 
Course for the Awarding of Prior Learning Assessment 

Member Non-Member 
(N = 38) (N = 39) 

N % N % 

Yes 18 47.4 13 33.3 

No 20 52.6 26 66.7 

Note. X2: 1.6 (df= 1) *p = .209. Missing observations: 12. *Significant 
at the .05 level. 
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In summary, hypothesis 1 was rejected. There was not a 

significant difference between members and non-members of CAEL with 

respect to the Frequency of their adherence to each of the 10 standards. 

Significant differences were found only on the questions which 

represented the academic standards (standards one through five) and 

then only on certain sections of the questions. Significant differences 

between member and non-member institutions were shown through the 

chi-square analysis of the following questions: question 2 (Table 12--

standard five) concerning the awarding of credit in areas in which it is 

appropriate; question 5 (Table 8~standards one and two) concerning the 

awarding of credit for learning rather than experience; question 7 (Table 

11 -standard four) addressing the need for prior learning assessment 

performed by academic or subject experts; question 8 (Table 10-

standard three) concerning the determination of college level learning; 

question 1 (Table 5-descriptive) concerning the awarding of credit from 

standardized testing or individualized assessment methods. The major 

area in which there were significant differences between members and 

non-members was that of learning versus experience. As previously 

stated, a greater percentage of members awarded credit only for learning 

and not merely for experience. The data from questions 2 and 7 (Tables 

12 and 11, respectively) indicate that only the section marked, "trained 

faculty," of question 7 and the sections labeled "major" and "course 

match" of question 2 exhibited significant differences between members 

and non-members. Only questions 8 and 5 contained data in all sections 
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that were shown to be significant through the chi-square analyses. For 

these reasons, hypothesis 1 was rejected; no clear difference could be 

determined between members and non-members of CAEL and their 

adherence to the 10 standards. 

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2: There will be a significant difference between 

members and non-members of CAEL in total overall quality of the 

program. 

In order to better define the parameters for "total overall quality," 

acceptable levels were set for each of the 10 standards. These acceptable 

levels were determined from the descriptions and limits given to each 

standard by Urban Whitaker (1989). The explanation of each standard 

was recorded in the data analysis of hypothesis 1 in this chapter. The 

existing data were then examined to determine the numbers and 

percentages of members and non-members who adhered to each standard 

at the acceptable level (see Table 24). Institutions were designated as 

having "total overall quality" only if they adhered to each of the 10 

standards at the acceptable level. A chi-square analysis was also 

conducted on the recoded data and is presented in Table 24. The 

acceptable levels are as follows: standards one and two, questions 5 and 

6, "never"; standard three, question 8, sections A and C, "usually-always," 

section B, "always"; standard four, question 7, any section A through C 

marked "usually-always"; standard five, question 2, any section A through 

D marked "usually-always"; standard six, question 13, first section, "yes"; 
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Table 24 

Chi-Square Analysis of Members and Non-Members Responding at Acceptable 
Levels for Total Overall Quality 

Member Non-Member 

Standard Question N % N % X df V 

1 &-2 5 33 76.7 20 50.0 7.560 1 *.006 
6 34 77.3 21 48.8 6.420 1 •.Oil 

3 8a 29 69.0 26 61.9 .474 1 .491 
8b 27 64.2 16 41.0 4.390 1 •.036 
8c 32 74.5 29 69.0 .302 1 .582 

4 7a 7 15.2 5 12.2 .167 1 .683 
7b 39 84.8 31 73.8 1.620 1 .202 
7c 22 50.0 16 38.1 1.230 1 .266 

5 2a 25 51.2 14 33.3 2.770 1 .096 
2b 21 48.9 26 61.9 1.470 1 .226 
2c 28 68.4 17 41.5 5.960 1 •.014 
2d 33 76.8 26 62.0 2.200 1 .138 
2e 2.250 1 .112 

6 13 38 100.0 37 97.3 1.040 1 .308 

7 10a 37 80.4 36 85.7 .432 1 .511 
10b 33 71.7 32 76.2 .225 1 .635 
10c 1 2.2 4 9.5 2.210 1 .137 
lOd 11 23.9 11 26.2 .060 1 .805 
lOe 26 56.5 24 57.1 .003 1 .953 

14 28 66.7 21 53.8 1.390 1 .238 

8 9a 26 65.0 31 83.8 3.530 1 .060 
9b 26 60.5 19 48.7 1.140 1 .286 
9c 24 57.1 28 71.8 1.890 1 .169 
9d 29 69.0 32 84.2 2.530 1 .112 

9 16 20 51.3 11 33.3 2.350 1 .125 
17 15 57.7 6 40.0 1.190 1 .275 

10 11 40 87.5 38 81.6 .524 1 .469 
12 40 52.6 38 47.5 .205 1 .651 
14 42 66.7 39 53.8 1.390 1 .238 

'Significant at the .05 level. 
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standard seven, question 10, sections A through E any section marked, 

question 14, first part, "yes"; standard eight, question 9, sections A, C, or 

D marked "usually-always," section B, "never"; standard nine, question 

15, informational only, question 16, "all," question 17, "annual," 

"bi-annual," or "on-going"; standard ten, question 11, any section A 

through D marked, question 12, any section A through D marked, 

question 14, second part, sections A through D marked. 

Acceptable and unacceptable levels were recoded into the data and 

a post hoc chi-square analysis was conducted to determine if there were 

significant differences between members and non-members in terms of 

adherence to the defined levels for each of the 10 standards. The 

numbers and percentages of members and non-members and the 

chi-square analysis for those responding at acceptable levels set for 

overall quality are presented in Table 24. Few significant differences 

were found between members and non-members through the chi-square 

analysis; therefore, hypothesis 2 was also rejected. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

FOR FURTHER RESEARCH 

Chapter five is divided into three sections. The first section, the 

summary, includes a brief restatement of the research problem, methods 

used, and a listing of the research hypotheses. The second section, the 

conclusions, includes both general conclusions and conclusions based on 

the findings. The third section, recommendations for further research, 

includes suggestions for further study. 

Summary 

Since its conception in 1977, the Council for Adult and 

Experiential Learning (CAEL) has been dedicated to assisting colleges 

and universities in developing programs for assessing the prior 

experiential learning of adult students. This commitment to adult 

learning has advanced innovation in adult degree programs across the 

United States. It has also created opportunities for adults to return to 

college who might not otherwise have the incentive. In addition to this 

interest in advancing innovative degree programs and methods, CAEL 

has been committed to the quality of such innovations. During the past 

18 years, CAEL has devoted much time and effort into developing and 

promoting quality standards in prior learning assessment. The most 
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recent refinement of these standards came from Urban Whitaker of San 

Francisco State University who was active in the original CAEL project 

and currently serves on the board. These standards are presented in 

Whitaker's book Assessing Learning: Standards, Principles, and Procedures 

(1989) and were used as the criteria for quality in this study (Council for 

Adult and Experiential Learning [CAEL], 1992; Gamson, 1989; 

Whitaker, 1989). 

Whitaker acknowledged the fact that institutions can address 

experiential learning in two ways. One is by offering sponsored 

experiential learning experiences such as internships and the other is by 

offering assessment of prior learning experiences that occurred outside 

the academic environment. This assessment of prior learning or 

nonsponsored learning is often different and more difficult than the 

assessment of sponsored experiences which have had the advantage of 

planning. Within the assessment process itself, many methods and 

procedures can be used that fall within the general principles of good 

practice and increase the likelihood that an institution is meeting quality 

standards. Institutions can also offer and accept various forms of credit 

that is not used in traditional programs, such as the American Council on 

Education (ACE) evaluated courses for both military and business and 

industry, and standardized testing such as the College Level Examination 

Program (CLEP). For these reasons, many institutions which indicate 

that they accept nontraditional credit may only utilize one of these 

methods, such as acceptance of ACE guidelines. This often makes these 
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institutions appear less homogenous than might be expected with 

institutions claiming to offer nontraditional programs (Whitaker, 1989). 

Conclusions 

Because both hypotheses were rejected based on the analysis of the 

data, a major conclusion of this study is that members and non-members 

of CAEL are equally concerned in maintaining quality standards in their 

prior learning assessment services. In reviewing the adherence to the 10 

standards by members and non-members, it is clear that there are no 

differences in the adherence of the two groups to the administrative 

standards. The differences between members and non-members occur in 

observance of the academic standards which directly reflect the 

procedures related to prior learning assessment. The two standards 

which had differences in levels of adherence by members and 

non-members were standards two and three which deal with awarding 

credit only for learning rather than experience, and awarding credit that 

has a balance of theory and practical application. Just over 76% of the 

members reported observing standard two, with the other percentages 

spread almost evenly among the remaining four categories. Although 

50% of the non-members indicated adherence to standard two 100% of 

the time, an additional 32.5% indicated that they observed this standard 

"somewhat" (1 to 35%). Because the respondents were not questioned as 

to their membership in other organizations that support non-traditional 

education, the conclusion cannot be drawn that the non-members had 

less access to information or exposure to discussions through meetings 



86 

concerning the awarding of credit for learning rather than experience. It 

is disturbing that any of the programs offered by non-members indicated 

that they ever award credit for experience; but for members, who clearly 

have such information available, to indicate that they ever award credit 

for experience is an even greater concern. This conclusion supports 

Whitaker's suggestion that this is the most often violated standard 

(Whitaker, 1989). 

The data analysis of question 8 concerning methods used to 

determine college level learning indicated that there were significant 

differences between members1 and non-members' use of course 

descriptions, balance of theory and practice, and faculty established 

criteria. The conclusion can be drawn from this analysis that the 

members determined college-level learning by requiring students to 

articulate a balance of theory and practice in their claims for prior 

learning credit more often than did non-members. They also utilized 

criteria established by faculty in the appropriate subject area to 

determine college-level learning to a greater degree than did the 

non-members. 

An additional conclusion from this study is that a problem exists 

for both members and non-members in the use of faculty who are not 

trained specifically in prior learning assessment in the assessment 

process. Both members and non-members appeared to rely on faculty 

who were subject experts that may not have had training in prior learning 

assessment. Whitaker (1989) specifically stated in his discussion of the 
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10 standards that faculty who are subject experts have often received 

little preparation for their teaching and assessment roles, whether in 

traditional settings or for experiential learning. For this reason, it is 

critical that professional development be provided to such faculty who 

are to be involved in the assessment process. Even though the chi-square 

analysis revealed a significant difference between members' and 

non-members' use of trained faculty in the assessment procedure, that 

same analysis also showed that members and non-members alike relied 

predominantly on faculty subject experts. In addition, analysis of the 

data concerning the training and continued professional development of 

such faculty indicated no significant differences. These same data 

indicated that a disturbing number of non-members (45.5%) responded 

that none of their faculty had received training in prior learning 

assessment. Of the non-member faculty who had received specific 

training, 53.3% had been trained only once rather than receiving 

on-going training. In comparison, the members indicated that 28.2% of 

their faculty had received no training in prior learning assessment and 

that 38.5% of that number had received training only once. This is 

clearly an area in which additional research is necessary and one for 

which members and non-members should both have concerns. 

Another conclusion from this study is that members and 

non-members need to review their stance on having a written appeal 

policy available for students as required by Standard VII. Almost half 

(46.2%) of the non-members and a third (33.3%) of the members 
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indicated on the survey that their institutions had no appeal policy. Of 

the member institutions that had a policy, 35.7% indicated that the 

policy was reviewed annually, but 14.3% indicated that no review of the 

policy was made. In comparison, 28.2% of the non-members reviewed 

their appeal policy annually and 15.4% had no review. Even though all 

members and non-members responding to this survey indicated that they 

had written policies and procedures, the data concerning the inclusion of 

an appeal policy reflect sufficient numbers of members and non-members 

that did not offer an appeal process to warrant concern. This is further 

compounded by an additional result of this study which indicates that 

both members and non-members showed a lack of concern in 

monitoring students. This finding is particularly interesting in light of 

the fact that students are, in effect, the consumer and should be part of 

the quality assurance process at any institution. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

Further research should be conducted to determine the level of 

understanding of the prior learning assessment process in relation to the 

awarding of credit based on learning rather than experience in 

institutions that offer such assessment. It was a point of confusion in the 

results of this survey as to the correct number of institutions that truly 

had a prior learning assessment program because of the low level of 

response to the use of portfolio assessment. 

It also appears that more in-depth research is needed to determine 

the training level of practitioners in the field. As reported earlier in this 
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chapter, the number of assessors who have received no training in prior 

learning assessment or who have been trained only once deserves further 

consideration. If prior learning assessment programs are to increase and 

become more widely accepted, it is imperative that the practitioners be 

well trained and have a thorough understanding of the process. 

The findings of this study indicate a lack of concern on the part of 

practitioners and their institutions in students' opinions and feedback. 

The literature review for this study revealed little that specifically related 

to students' perceptions of the value of the prior learning process to 

them, to the success of their educational career, or with their overall 

satisfaction. Further study in this area is indicated, particularly in 

today's climate of increased competitiveness in higher education. 
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IPKO®® A S i i i s i i i i M i r P M N M & I 

Please check the most appropriate response for each of the following items. For purposes of response 
Never is defined as 0%, Somewhat is 1-35%, Usually is 36-66%, Often is 67-99%, Always is 100%. 

1. To what extent is credit awarded by the following means: Never somewhat Usually Often Always 

A. Standardized examinations: AP, CLEP, ACT/PEP, 
DANTES 

• • • • • 

B. Course challenge or departmental-examinations • • • • • 

C. American Council on Education (ACE) recommendations 
on military education and training 

• • • • • 

D. ACE recommendations on corporate education and 
training programs (ACE/PONSI) 

• • • • • 

E. Individualized PLA programs: portfolio-assisted, oral 
interviews, and competence demonstrations. 

• • • • • 

For what proportion of petitioners is credit awarded in the 
following areas: 

Never Somewhat Usually Often Always 

A. In the major: • • • • • 

B. In general education: • • • • • 

C. Learning equivalent to that taught in existing courses: • • • • • 

D. In electives: • • • • • 

E. In a block of credit without specification of subject: • . • • • • • 

To what extent is the assessment procedure completed by: Never Somewhat Usually Often Always 

A. Essay: • • • • • 

B. Written Examinations: • • . • • • 

C. Performance Assessment: • • • • • 

D. Oral examination or interviews: • • • • • 

E. Standardized Examinations: • • • • • 

F. Simulations and role plays: • • • • • 

G. Combination of procedures as in portfolio-assisted 
assessment: • • • • • 
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H. Other: (Please explain^ 
• • • • • 

4. To what extent is the assessment administered in: Never Somewhat Usually Often Always 

A. Class which meets regularly: • • • • • 

B. Individualized format: • • • • • 

C. Seminars or workshops: • • • • • 
D. Other. (Please explain) • • • • • 

5. To what extent is credit awarded for prior experience as 
distinguished from the learning derived from it: 

Never 

• 

Somewhat 

• 

Usually 

• 

Often 

• 

Always 

• 

6. To what extent do you utilize years of experience in granting 
credit: 

Never 

• 

Somewhat 

• 

Usually 

• 

Often 

• 

Always 

• 

7. To what extent do you utilize the following in the 
assessment procedures: 

Never Somewhat Usually Often Always 

A. Outside experts: • • • • • 
B. Subject experts from your own institution: • • • • • 
C. Faculty trained in prior learning assessment 

at your or other institutions: 
• • • • • 

8. In what ways do you determine college level learning: Never Somewhat Usually Often Always 

A. Course descriptions from college catalogs: • • • • • 
B. Identification of balance between theory and practice: • • • • • 
C. Criteria established by faculty in relevant area: • • • • • 
D. Other (Please explain) • • • • • 

9. What basis for charging fees or tuition do you use in your 
PLA services: Never Somewhat Usually Often Always 

A. Credits attempted: • • • • • 
B. Credits awarded: • • • • • 
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C. Fee for administrative services: • • • • • 

D. Fiat fee regardiess of size of claim or award: • • • • • 

E. A combination of preceding, please list in the space 
provided below: 

10. Who participates in developing written policy and procedures for PLA ? (check all that apply) 

• A. Faculty • C. Students • E. Committees 

• B. Administrators • D. Faculty Council • F. No review 

11. How often do you review written policy and procedures? 

• A. Annually • C. Each semester • E. No review 

• B. Bi-annually • D. Each quarter 

12. How often are students monitored to determine value of the assessment process to them? 

• A. Annually • C. Each semester • E. No review 

• B. Bi-annually • D. Each quarter 

13. Are there procedures in place to monitor credit placed on transcripts to insure that credit is not 

awarded twice? Yes No If yes, when are these procedures evaluated? 

• A. Annually • C. Each semester • E. No review 

• B. Bi-annually • D. Each quarter 

14. Do you have a written appeal policy? Yes No If yes, how often is this policy reviewed? 

• A. Annually • C. Each semester • E. No review 

• B. Bi-annually • D. Each quarter 

15. What is the total number of faculty involved in the assessment process yearly? 



94 

16. How many of this number have received specific training in prior learning assessment?, 

17. How often have they received such training? 

Name of institution: 

Name and title of respondent:. 

Number of years in position: Telephone number:. 

Council for Adult and Experiential Learning (CAEL) membership: Institutional Individual, 
Both Number of years Non-member 

Please indicate the age of your prior learning assessment service (PLA) 

Average number of semester credit hours awarded in the 1992-1993 academic year per student 
applying for prior learning credit Maximum number awarded to any one student in that year 

Do your PLA services include workshops, individual advising, or courses (credit or non-credit) to 
prepare students to make appropriate claims for credit for prior learning and to document those claims 
adequately? Yes No Is participation in any part of these services required for those claiming 
credit? Yes No 

Does this require enrollment in a credit course? Yes No 

Other comments may be listed on the back. Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. 



BOX 5518 
TEXARKANA, TEXAS 75505-5518 

903-838-6514 
FAX: 903-832-8890 

EAST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY at TEXARKANA 

February 24,1994 

Dr. Charles J. Bensman 
President 
Thomas More College 
333 Thomas More Parkway 
Crestview Hills, KY 41017 

Dear Dr. Bensman: 

I am the coordinator of a prior learning assessment degree program at East Texas 
State University at Texarkana and a doctoral candidate in tile Higher Education 
program at the University of North Texas in Denton, Texas. My study will concern 
quality of prior learning assessment services, as measured by Urban Whitaker's 
standards of good practice. You have been selected to participate in this study for one 
of two reasons: either you are a member of CAEL or a non-member who indicated 
on the CAEL nationwide survey in 1993 that your institution offers individualized 
assessment of prior learning. The study is also confined to institutions in the 
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools accrediting region. 

I have tried to design the survey so that it will not require much of your time to 
complete. Please note that all comments will be kept confidential and individual 
respondents will not be identified in the published results. For your convenience, I 
have enclosed another copy of the survey and a stamped preaddressed envelope in 
which to mail your response. I hope to have the responses returned by March 17, 
1994. If you have any problems or questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 
(903) 838-6514 Ext. 325. Also, please indicate on the survey if you would like a copy 
of the results, I will be happy to share them. Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Lila B. Walker, Coordinator 
Bachelor of Applied Arts and Sciences 
East Texas State University 



BOX 5518 
TEXARKANA. TEXAS 75505-5518 

903-838-6514 
FAX: 903-832-8890 

EAST TEXAS STATE UNIVERSITY at TEXARKANA 

April 15,1994 

Charles J. Bensman 
President 
Thomas More College 
333 Thomas More Parkway 
Crestview Hills, KY 41017 

Dear Dr. Bensman: 

In February, 1994, you were sent a survey that addresses prior learning assessment. 
As of today, your survey has not been received. I know how busy you are and how 
easy it is to put aside things that are not urgent. But without your help I cannot 
complete this study concerning quality in prior learning assessment, an issue that 
concerns us all. To date I have received 63% of the surveys but need your response 
to insure that your geographical area is correctly represented in this study. 

I am the coordinator of a prior learning assessment degree program at East Texas 
State University at Texarkana and a doctoral candidate in the Higher Education 
program at the University of North Texas in Denton, Texas. My study will concern 
quality of prior learning assessment services, as measured by Urban Whitaker's 
standards of good practice. You have been selected to participate in this study for one 
of two reasons: either you are a member of CAEL or a non-member who indicated 
on the CAEL nationwide survey in 1993 that your institution offers individualized 
assessment of prior learning in the SACS accrediting region. 

Please note that all comments will be kept confidential and individual respondents 
will not be identified in the published results. For your convenience, I have 
enclosed another copy of the survey and a stamped preaddressed envelope in which 
to mail your response. I hope to have the responses from this second mail out by 
April 30,1994. Thanks again for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Lila B. Walker, Coordinator 
Bachelor of Applied Arts and Sciences 
East Texas State University 
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Ten Standards for Quality Assurance in 

Assessing Learning for Credit 

Urban Whitaker 

Academic Standards 

I. Credit should be awarded only for learning, and not for experience. 

II. College credit should be awarded only for college-level learning. 

III. Credit should be awarded only for learning that has a balance, 
appropriate to the subject matter and academic experts. 

IV. The determination of competence levels and of credit awards must 
be made by appropriate subject matter and academic experts. 

V. Credit should be appropriate to the academic context in which it is 
accepted. 

Administrative Standards 

VI. Credit awards and their transcript entries should be monitored to 
avoid giving credit twice for the same learning. 

VII. Policies and procedures applied to assessment, including provision 
for appeal, should be fully disclosed and prominently available. 

VIII. Fees charged for assessment should be based on the services 
performed in the process and not determined by the amount of 
credit awarded. 

IV. All personnel involved in the assessment of learning should receive 
adequate training for the functions they perform, and there should 
be provision for their continued professional development. 
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X. Assessment programs should be regularly monitored, reviewed, 
evaluated, and revised as needed to reflect changes in the needs 
being served and in the state of the assessment arts. 
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