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Background: 

Beginning January 1, 2020, the Association of State and Provincial Psychology Board 
(ASPPB) will be implementing a new Examination for Professional Practice in 
Psychology (EPPP) which will consist of two parts: 

• EPPP Part 1 - Assessment of Required Knowledge 
• EPPP Part 2 - Assessment of Required Professional Skills 

EPPP Part 1 will be available to candidates prior to their degree completion, once all 
academic coursework, excluding practicum, research or internship credit has been 
completed. The EPPP Part 2 will be available to candidates after completion of their 
degree and ASPPB recommends that candidates complete all required supervised 
professional experience prior to taking this part of the exam. 

Issues for Discussion: 

The creation of an additional part to the EPPP examination creates a longer pathway to 
lieens1:1re--and-iAereases-the east 0f- tl=le-examiAati0n-fF0m $680:08-to $~-208.00. 
Additionally, the creation of an additional part of the EPPP examination and changes to 
the criteria for eligibility of such an examination raise important policy considerations 
and questions that must be addressed. 

a) Is Implementation of a New National Licensing Examination in the Best 
Interests of California Consumers of Psychological Services and Prospective 
Licensees? 

Currently in psychology, there is not a standardized skill-based examination to 
assess and establish competence to practice independently as a psychologist. In 
2016, ASPPB approved the development of a skills-based examination that is 
intended to enhance the knowledge-based examination that is currently 
administered as part of the licensure process. By creating a test to assess skills in 
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addition to the current test to assess knowledge, ASPPB intended this examination 
to provide licensing boards the option of an enhanced EPPP that offered a 
standardized, reliable and valid method of assessing competence. The EPPP2 
examination is the skills examination that ASPPB developed. More information on 
ASPPB's rationale for creating the EPPP2 and the process they used to develop the 
EPPP2 are provided in Attachment A. 

b) Should the Board Allow ASPPB to Determine Eligibility for Taking the National 
Examination for California Applicants? Should There Be Different Eligibility 
Criteria? 

For purposes of comparison, the table below demonstrates how the Board of 
Psychology and three other California healing arts boards determine or cede 
determination for eligibility for the respective national examination. 

Board 
Board of Psychology 

Dental Board of 
California 

Board of Behavioral 
Science (BBS) 

Medical Board of 
California 

Examination Reauirement 
To become a licensed psychologist, individual must apply to the 
Board, take and pass the National Exam (Examination for 
Professional Practice in Psychology (EPPP)) and State exam 
(California Psychology Laws and Ethics Examination (CPLEE)) and 
pay all applicable fees. To qualify for the EPPP individual must have 
a qualifying doctorate degree in psychology and at least 1500 hours 
of supervised professional experience (SPE). To qualify for the 
CPLEE one must pass the EPPP, complete a total of 3000 hours of 
SPE. 
To become a Dentist, the Board has four (4) license pathways, they 
are as follows: 

• Requires no examination of any kind. Licensure is by 
credential. 

• Require the Western Regional Examining Board (WREB) 
examination (clinical, not administered by the Board) and 
jurisprudence examination (not administered by Board), 

• Require a competency portfolio "exam" (administered by the 
dental school) and jurisprudence examination (not 
administered by the Board), 

• Require completion of a post-degree residency program and 
•t=ie-complelion-of-a-jurispruc:\ence-examinalion-~a§ain,n0t 
administered bv the Board). 

LCSW's (Licensed Clinical Social Worker) and LPCC's (Licensed 
Professional Clinical Counselor) apply directly with the Association 
of Social Work Boards (ASWB) or the National Board of Certified 
Counselors (NBCC) to take the national exam after BBS has 
annroved them to do so. 
Physicians must take and pass all three steps of the USMLE (United 
States Medical Licensing Examination) to qualify for a 
_license. There are a couple of other options for examinations that 
candidates could have taken in the past, as well as other pathways 

'that they can use to obtain a license, but the USMLE is the main 
one. 

Applicants apply for the examination directly through USMLE and 
the Medical Board has no nart in that process. Medical Board 



requires the results be provided directly to the Medical Board from 
USMLE when an applicant applies. 

No state exam. 

c) How Would California Licensing Requirements Be Impacted if ASPPB Allows 
Candidates to Directly Register for and Take the EPPP (Part 1) Prior to 
Graduation and Completion of 1,500 Hours of SPE? 

According to ASPPB not all academic programs, internships or post-doctoral 
residencies are APA or CPA accredited. Students from a non-APA or CPA program 
consistently underperform on the EPPP when compared to the average student from 
an accredited doctoral program. ASPPB values graduating students from an APA or 
CPA accredited program and feel the accreditation should be the minimum 
requirement for doctoral level licensure. 

With the enhanced EPPP, applicants who are in a APA/CPA doctoral program will 
have the ability to apply directly to ASPPB to take the EPPP Part 1 once all 
academic coursework, excluding practicum, research or internship credit has been 
completed. The EPPP Part 2 will be made available to candidates after completion 
of their degree and ASPPB recommends that candidates complete all required 
supervised professional experience prior to taking this part of the exam. 

Section 2914 of the Business and Professions Code, requires an applicant to 
complete a doctoral degree in Psychology or Educational Psychology or in 
Education with a field of specialization in Counseling or Educational Psychology 
from a school that is accredited by a national or regional accrediting agency. To 
qualify to take the EPPP, students must apply to the Board; complete an acceptable 
doctoral degree as defined in Section 2914 of the B&P code and 1500 hours of 
Supervised Professional Experience. 

Currently the Board's laws and regulations do not prevent applicants from applying 
directly to ASPPB and taking the exam before meeting California's requirements or 
seeking Board approval. The regulation is also not clear if we can accept two exam 
scores for the EPPP. Regulation section 1388 only specifies the applicant must take 

-----------<>nel-pass-the-EPPP-:-T'ypieally,the-EPPP-only-reports-one-score:--With-the-enhance,.J----­
EPPP, the Board would be receiving two exam scores. Can the Board accept both 
scores based on regulations or does the regulation need to be amended to account 
for both parts of the EPPP exam. 

Allowing students who are in an APA/CPA doctoral program to apply directly to 
ASPBB to take the EPPP creates an unfair disadvantage for students who attend 
schools that do not hold APA/CPA accreditation. Our statute only requires a degree 
from a regional accreditation or national accreditation. By creating this incentive 
students in CA may decide to choose an APA approved school as opposed to just a 
WASC accredited (regionally accredited) school because ASPPB would allow them 
to apply for the EPPP1. Attached is the Board's School Exam Statistics for the past 
three years for your reference. 



Action Requested: 

Discuss the above policy considerations and issues, and provide a recommendation to 
the Board. 

Attachment A: The EPPP Part 2 The Assessment of Skills needed for the 
Independent Practice of Psychology 

Attachment B: School Exam Results Data 
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An Overview of the Rationale for the EPPP Part 2 

Assessing competence to practice independently is a critical function of psychology 

licensing boards and colleges throughout the United States and Canada. Competence is the 

integrated and habitual use of knowledge, skills, attitudes, and values in psychology. The 

evaluation and establishment of competence is necessary to ensure the protection of the public. 

Establishing competence is the key to ensuring that a professional is capable of 

practicing as part ofthe profession safely and effectively (Rodolfa et al., 2005). 

A current component of the profession's assessment of readiness for independent 

practice is a test of knowledge, the Examination for Professional Practice in Psychology 

(EPPP). The EPPP has served the profession well for over 50 years, but as the profession has 

moved toward embracing a culture of competence it has become clear that a standardized 

method to assess the skills needed to practice independently is also required. Other 

professions that embrace a culture of competence utilize knowledge-based and skills-based exams 

to determine readiness to practice independently. 

Currently there are a number of educational models used to train students in the field 

of psychology, many of which are accredited by the American Psychological Association (APA) 

and the Canadian Psychological Association (CPA). The APA and CPA accreditation systems do 

not require a prescribed course of education and training. Rather the focus of both 

accreditation systems is on ensuring that the core competencies for the profession are covered 

as opposed to prescribing the means by which they are covered. Thus, there is diversity in how 

students are trained, resulting in sometimes vastly different levels of knowledge and skills in 

students. ASPPB values these accreditation systems, and in fact has endorsed the position that 

" ... graduation from an APA or CPA accredited program should be a minimum requirement for 

doctoral level licensure for health service providers". 

It should be noted that accreditation systems accredit training programs, nOt 
individuals. As licensing boards license individuals, it is their duty to assure the public that each 

individual who is licensed is competent to practice independently. 

Evidenc:e-0f-a lack of standardiz-ation-in-t,F-aining e-a n be-seen in the range-of EPPP pass 

rates for APA/CPA-accredited programs, which ranges from 13% to 100% (ASPPB, 2016). 

Additionally, as can be seen from summary data on the APPIC Application for Psychology 

Internship, there is great variability in the type and quantity of practicum experiences that are 

required by accredited programs (APPIC, 2015, 2016). This variability in training models and 

experiences results in students accruing anywhere from a few hundred hours, to several 

thousand hours of practicum experience. 

Not all academic programs, internships or post-doctoral residencies are APA/CPA 

accredited; thus, some individuals who become licensed have received training from program s 

that have not been reviewed by an external agency. Students from these academic programs 
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consistently underperform on the EPPP when compared to the average student from an 

accredited doctoral program (Lightfoot, Rodolfa & Webb, 2016). This raises questions about the 

effectiveness of the training provided by these programs, and suggests the importance of 

programs being reviewed by an external agency. 

Concern regarding the reliability and validity of supervisor written assessments of 

trainees has been raised for years, and it has been demonstrated that supervisors tend to 

overestimate their supervisees' competence (e.g., Gonsalvez, 2007; Miller, Rodney, Van 

Rybrock & Gregory, 1988). This tendency is perhaps the result of the inherent conflict of being 

in gatekeeper and mentor roles simultaneously. The problem of supervisors overvaluing the 

competence of their supervisees led APPIC to change its format for intern letters of evaluation 

to encourage a more accurate evaluation of competence. APPIC requires supervisor letters to 

address the strengths and weaknesses of their trainees as opposed to a general statement of 

their performance. The issues of variability in ratings, a lack of standardization in the evaluative 

process, and the questionable validity of supervisor ratings make it difficult for licensing boards 

to attest to the competence of the psychologists they license. The EPPP Part 2 will provide an 

independent, standardized, reliable, and valid assessment of the skills necessary for 

independent practice. 

Critically, the profession of psychology's move towards a "culture of competence" has 

resulted in essential agreement among key stakeholder groups (e.g., APA's CoA, CPA's AP, 

ACPRO and ASPPB) regarding the necessary competencies for independent practice. This 

essential agreement was a necessary precondition to developing a skills examination. Lastly, 

the technology is now available to assess skills via a computer based examination, rather than 

the costlier and time-consuming examination using either real or standardized patients. Thus, 

ASPPB concluded that it is the optimal time to develop a standardized examination to assess 

the functional skills necessary for independent practice. 

In January 2016, the Board of Directors {BOD) of the Association of State and 

Provincial Psychology Boards {ASPPB) approved the development of a skills-based exam. 

The skills exam will enhance the knowledge-based examination that is currently 

administered as part of the licensure process. The first part of the new and enhanced EPPP will 

be the knowledge-based exam, the current EPPP, and the second part will be the skills- based 

(functional skills) exam, the EPPP Part 2. With a test to assess skills in addition to the current 

test to assess knowledge, licensing boards will have available to them an enhanced EPPP that 

will offer a standardized, reliable and valid method of assessing competence. 

This document provides an overview of the development of the EPPP Part 2. 
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Developing an Empirical Base for a Competency Model 

The historical efforts of the competency movement propelled the profession of 

psychology forward in its development of a conceptual basis for a competencies framework. 

ASPPB's initial attempt to use empirica l evidence to inform the development of a competency 

model occurred in 2009 with the work of the ASPPB Practice Analysis Task Force (PATF). In 

addition to the task of revalidating the knowledge domains ofthe EPPP, the PATF was charged 

with: 1) identifying and validating underlying professional competencies in psychology, and 

2) identifying assessment methods that would best measure these competencies. The goal of 

the EPPP practice analysis is to ensure that the exam reflects the knowledge necessary for competent 

practice, and in doing so the public interest is protected. 

A competency model was proposed by the PATF based on the data obtained from 

the practice analysis. The PATF then developed a survey regarding the practice 

competencies identified in the model, and randomly sampled 4732 licensed psychologists 

from across Canada and the United States. Psychologists were asked to rate and comment 

on the relevance to the practice of psychology, of 37 competency statements and 276 

behavioral exemplars in the following clusters: 

• Scientific Knowledge 

• Foundational competencies 

o Evidence-based decision making/critical reasoningcluster 

o Interpersonal and cultural competence cluster 

o Professionalism/ethics cluster 

• Functional competencies 

o Assessment cluster 

o Intervention/supervision/consultation cluster 

Survey respondents were asked to indicate the frequency with which they 

performed each competency in their ractice during the previous year, the degree to which 

each competency was critical for optimizing outcomes for clients, and the importance of 

each competency to their psychology practice during the previous year. Respondents were 

also asked to comment on the point in their development at which a psychologist should be 

able to demonstrate each behavioral exemplar. 

The ASP PB Competency Model and results of the survey were described in the 

Pra ctice Analysis Report (ASPPB, 2010) and in an article written by members of the PATF 

(Rodolfa et al., 2013). The full report of the Practice Analysis is available on the ASP PB web 

site. 
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In 2010, the ASPPB Board of Directors appointed a task force to investigate the 

possibility of developing a method to assess functional skills. The Competency Assessment 

Task Force (CATF} used the PATF competency model as the basis of its continued 

development of an ASP PB Competency Model for Licensure. It reviewed the competency 

model, carefully exploring the data generated in the PAFT survey and comparing the model 

with other competency models, including the competency model utilized in Canada that is 

part of the Mutual Recognition Agreement (MRA}. 

The CATF developed criteria to focus the model to include only those competencies 

and behavioral exemplars that are the most relevant and needed at the point of initial 

licensure. The criteria chosen were based on empirical results from the PATF study. The CATF 

then conducted an in-depth examination of each competency and its related behavioral 

exemplars, eliminating redundancies ·and rewording for clarity when necessary. This process 

resulted in a model with 6 competency clusters, 32 competencies and 97 behavioral 

exemplars. 

Once this was completed, the CATF sought the opinions stakeholders, conducting 

two surveys of the revised model of competency: 

CATF Regulator Survey: The CATF surveyed the ASPPB membership to determine 

regulators' opinions regarding whether entry-level licensees/registrants should be 

able to demonstrate the 97 behaviors that defined in the model, and whether these 

behaviors are critical to public prot ection. 

CATF Training Director Survey: The CATF subsequently surveyed the Association 

of Psychology Postdoctoral and Internship Centers (APPIC} 

membership (internship and postdoctoral residency training directors) and APPIC 

subscribers (academic program directors) regarding the competency model. Helpf ul 

ratings were received about which behavioral exempla rs they felt trainees were 

expected to demonstrate at three different developmental levels (end of internship, 

end of postdoctoral residency, and post-licensure). 

Results of the Surveys and 2014 Competency Model 

Seventy regulators from 42 jurisdictions in the United States (81%) and 6 

ju risdictions in Canadian (60%} provided empirical support for the majority of the model. 

The data from the training director survey (N=216} substantially mirrored the results of the 

regulator survey, and also provided empirical support for the model. As a result of the 

survey feedback, the CATF made further modifications to the proposed ASPPB Competency 

Model and eliminated the Supervision competency. The model, ASPPB Competencies 

Expected at the Point ofLicensure, was approved by the AS PPB BOD in 2014. 
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2016 Job Task Analysis 

Another job task analysis (also known as a practice analysis) was initiated in 2016 

to revalidate the knowledge base for the EPPP Part 1 and to validate the current form of 

the competencies model to be used to provide the blueprint for the new exam, the EPPP 

Part 2. The Job Task Analysis Advisory Committee with the assistance of the exam vendor 

(Pearson Vue) analyzed the results of survey responses received from 2736 licensed 

psychologists from across Canada and the USA. The responses were used to formulate the 

2017 version of the ASPPB Competencies Expected at the Point of Licensure. The 

respondents, all of whom were practicing psychologists rated the competencies in the model 

according to whether or not they are needed at the point of licensure, as well as on the 

criticality and utility of each. The results validate the original competency model, with the 

addition of a Supervision competency. Changes were made to the structure of the original 

competency domains based on the data received and the feedback of the expert panel advising 

the job task analysis. Thus, there are different names for some of the domains in this latest 

iteration of the model (e.g., Professional Practice is focu sed on two major areas of practice -

Assessment and Intervention; Systems Thinking has been broadened to include Collaboration, 

Consultation and Supervision). While most of the language of the competencies and behavioral 

exemplars was retained, some of the actual competencies and behavioral exemplars were 

refined, moved, clarified and updated, or deleted based on the data received. The comments 

below provide an overview, and Appendix A contains the updated ASPPB competency model 

which was empirically based on the input from these various sources. This model was 

approved by the ASPPB BOD in February, 2017. A full report of the 2016 Job Task Analysis is 

available on the ASPPB website. 
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2017 ASPPB Competencies Expected of Psychologists 

at the Point of Licensure 

The 2017 version of the competency model contains the following competency domains: 

I. Scientific orientation: This competency domain involves an orientation to the knowledge 

developed through the science of psychology, including evidence-based practice, as well 

as a scientific method of looking at and responding to psychological problems. This 

general competency also involves the knowledge of the core areas of psychology, which 

will not be assessed by the new competency part of the EPPP as they are currently well 

assessed by the Part 1 of the Examination for Professional Practice in Psychology. 

2. Assessment and Intervention: This competency domain involves the provision of 

psychological assessment and intervention services to the public. 

3. Relational competence: This competency domain includes the ability to engage in 

meaningful and helpful professional relationships, as well as to understand and interact 

appropriately in a variety of diverse cultural and social contexts. It includes the two sub­

categories of diversity and relationships. 

4. Professionalism: This competency domain includes personal competence, the ability to 

identify and observe the boundaries of competence and reflective practice, the ability to 

be self-reflective and to receive feedback from others in relationship to one's 

psychological activities. 

5. Ethical practice: This competency domain involves the ability to apply both the ethical 

codes of the profession and the laws and regulations that govern the practice of 

psychology. 

6. Collaboration, Consultation, and Supervision: This competency domain involves the ability 

to understand and work with individuals within broader systems and includes the skills 

to operate effectively and ethically within organizational structures, to collaborate with 

others in a cooperative, multidisciplinary manner and to effectively and ethically provide 

supervision to students, trainees and other professionals. 

Appendix A contains a complete list of competencies and the behavioral exemplars 

that were identified within each competency cluster. 
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Comparison of Competency Models 

A comparison of the competency clusters articulated in the current ASPPB 

Competency Model (2017}, the competencies articulated in the Canadian Mutual 

Recognition Agreement (MRA, 2004), and the competency model contained in the APA 

Commission on Accreditation's (CoA) Standards ofAccreditation (2015) is presented in 

Appendix B. In comparing these three models, it is clear that there is substantial overlap at 

the domain or cluster level of the models, as well as at the competency level. The 

comparison suggests that there is agreement among educators, practitioners, and 

regulators regarding the competencies required for the independent practice of psychology. 

Assessment of Competence 

Miller's Pyramid (1990} is an assessment framework that was designed for use in the 

assessment of practitioner clinical skills, and was developed for use by the ·profession of medicine. 

This framework was adapted by the CATF to describe the developmental process that 

psychologists go through as they establish the competence necessary for independent 

practice. The CATF's adaptation of the Pyramid provides a simple representation of the 

manner in which the practice competencies develop, and provides a useful rubric for their 

assessment. As displayed in Figure 1, the first and foundational stage in the pyramid is 

"KNOWS", the second is "KNOWS HOW", the third is "SHOWS HOW", and the fourth and 

final level is "DOES". 

The EPPP Part 1 is a test of core knowledge in the profession, and in essence forms the 

base of the pyramid - "KNOWS." In this stage of competency development, the candidate 

knows information (e.g., the tenets that are part of a well-known theory of personality 

development}, and can demonstrate this knowledge on the test. The next stage of competency 

development reveals that the candidate "KNOWS HOW" to do something {e.g., can state the 

basic procedure for administering common intelligence tests and "apply" such information to 

an assessment situation). The EPPP Part 2 will be able to assess many of the competencies 

related to the "KNOWS HOW" stage of competency development and a number of the 

-----eempeteAcies-in-the-t:hird-s-t:age~ SH0W-S H0W~ {e:-g~ correctly-using-a-standard-score table-). 

Other competencies in the "SHOWS HOW" stage will need to be assessed through direct 

observation, either with an Objective Structured Clinical Examination {OSCE) or similar type of 

assessment tool, or by enhanced supervisor assessments. 

It is important to stress that no single method can measure all of the competencies 

needed to practice psychology. Thus, the CATF discussed a number of other methods to assess 

a candidate's skills at each of the levels of the Pyramid. The CATF encouraged the development 

of enhanced competency-based supervisory evaluation forms and processes to be included in 

the information provided to psychology licensing boards/colleges that demonstrates the 

candidate's competency in terms of the "SHOWS HOW" stage. 
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The "DOES" stage reflects the actual practice of psychology that may be assessed in an 

ongoing way through practice or workplace audits. Epstein and Hundert's (2002) often quoted 

definition of competency sums up 'DOES" as the "habitual and judicious use of communication, 

knowledge, technical skills, clinical reasoning, emotions, values, and reflection in daily practice 

for the benefit of the individual and community being served (p. 226) .... Competence depends 

· on habits of mind including attentiveness, critical curiosity, self-awareness, and presence 

(p.228)." In the world of psychology licensing, however, assessment of the "DOES" stage 

remains a future endeavor. 

The CATF's adapted version of Miller's Pyramid for assessing competency for licensure 

in psychology is shown below. 

ASPPB Pvramld for th- Ms.essmen\ of Compel n e 

WorkptaceAudits 

Performance 
Direct Observation 

EPPP Part2 

IntegratedKnowledge &Skills 
EPPP Part2 

Knowledge 
EPPP 

AdiJptedfrom Miller, 1(}90 
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Reviewing Methodologies to Assess Competency 

Based on a review of the literature and consideration of testing methods in other 

professions, the two general methodologies that appeared to be the most appropriate for a 

skills examination were computer-based testing and in-person testing. The CATF reviewed each 

of the ASP PB competencies to determine how a skill might best be tested and determined that 

the majority of competencies could be sufficiently assessed by a computer-based, written 

examination. When the ASPPB Competency Model changed as a result of the 2016 Job Task 

Analysis, the members of the EPPP Part-2 Implementation Task Force and the AS PPB Job Task 

Analysis Advisory Committee reviewed each of the competencies of the revised model. Based 

on this review, it was again determined that the majority of the competencies could be 

sufficiently assessed through computer-based testing. 

Computer-Based Testing Procedures 

There is extensive information available in the literature about the use of innovative 

item types that can be administered to candidates via computer to assess competence (Parshall 

& Harmes, 2007, Parshall & Harmes, 2008). These innovative item t ypes can be used to pose 

the "KNOWS HOW" questions and basic "SHOWS HOW" items as identified within the proposed 

assessment framework. 

The current EPPP (now known as the EPPP Part 1) uses a multiple-choice examination 

format, but there are many other item type options for computer-based examinations. Such 

innovative item types include expanding the multiple-choice format to include a larger number 

of distractors or multiple correct responses, including sequencing questions (e.g., the best next 

steps to be taken in a series of actions). Other possibilities include fill-in-the-blank, short answer 

completion, or questions requiring the candidate to circle or highlight the most important 

information presented in a table, figure, or paragraph. Graphics and images (audio or video) 

and stimuli including short video vignettes with multiple serial questions can also be used. 

Although most commonly used as a summative evaluation of examinee's mastery of the 

--------'-"'--'-'o '--'---'->"""' _ _ ~ _kn ,,,_w ledge base (as the Cl.!ILeJJ.t Ee_Pe_does), carefulb/ develope_d examinatioos can_also-evaluate 

a number of foundational and functional competencies. 

Review of Competency Assessment Procedures Used by Other Professions 

A review of how other human service professions evaluate the competency of 

applicants for licensure revealed that typically skills examinations are utilized. Most other 

professions require both a test of knowledge and a test of skills in their assessment of 

candidate competence to practice independently. The number of examinations utilized in 

assessing competence varies between professions, and can be two or three separate 

examinations. 
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The first examination is most commonly a test of what the candidate "KNOWS"; the 

second is a "KNOWS HOW" ski lls test; and when there is a third examination, it is a "SHOWS 

HOW" examination that requires the application of "KNOWS HOW" ski lls when interacting with 

another human being, typically a standardized patient. The intent is that the EPPP Part 2 will 

allow for assessment at both the "KNOWS HOW" and the "SHOWS HOW" stages of competency 

development. 

Other professions' competency examinations are consistently based on their 

competency models. These competency models used to assess practice readiness typically 

include assessment, intervention, ethics, professional behavior and interpersonal behavior, and 

interprofessional consu ltations. 

There were many different models for item development described by the professions. 

The CATF found that the most relevant model w ith the most utility for the development of a 

Knows How/Shows How Examination is used by the Medical Council of Canada. Their 

documents can be obtained at http://meds.queensu.ca/assets/CDM_Guidelines_e.pdf. 

The Timeline for Skills Assessment in Psychology 

As one might imagine, there are many tasks involved with the development of a skills 

examination. The time line below outlines the exam development tasks accomplished to this 

point, what remains to be done, and when it will be done. From 2010-2014, ASP PB developed a 

competency model w ith significant input from psychology member boards. In 2015 ASPPB 

determined that developing the EPPP Part 2 was feasible, both conceptually and financially. In 

2016, the competency model was tested and validated through the 2016 job task analysis 

project that resulted in the blueprint that will form the basis for the structure of the EPPP Part 

2. Over the next severa l years ASPPB will be training licensed psychologists to write items for 

the new exam. Both traditional item types like multiple choice questions, and innovative item 

types such as the use of avatars to demonstrate a targeted skill, presentation of a section of a 

test manual or a test protocol to use in answering questions, written vignettes with cascading 

questions, or questions that require ordering of information will be utilized in the new exam . 

During the coming years, ASPPB w ill develop a robust item bank, will create exam olicies a=n-'-'d=--­

procedures, and wi ll develop multiple exam forms. ASPPB will then conduct beta testing for the 

new exam, and use the results of that testing to help create the final forms of the EPPP Part 2. 

The target date for lau nching the exam is January 2020. 

11 

http://meds.queensu.ca/assets/CDM_Guidelines_e.pdf


EPPP Part 2 Exam Development Outline 
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APPENDIX A: 2017 ASPPB Competencies Expected of Psychologists 
at 

the Point of Licensure 

For ease of reading and understanding the model, the competencies are identified by the letter 

"C" and a number and the behavioral exemplars are identified by the letter "B" and a number. 

Domain 1: Scientific Orientation 

Cl. Select relevant research literature and critically review its assumptions, 

conceptualization, methodology, interpretation, and generalizability 

Bl. Critically evaluate and apply research findings to practice, with 

attention to its applicability and generalizability 

B2. Interpret and communicate empirical research results in a manner 

that is easily understood by non-scientific audiences 

C2. Acquire and disseminate knowledge in accord with scientific and ethical 

principles 

B3. Critically evaluate the literature relevant to professional practice 

84. Share psychological knowledge with diverse groups (e.g., 

students, colleagues, clients, other professionals, the public) 

w ithin professional settings in an unbiased manner 

Domain 2: Assessment and Intervention 

C3. Apply knowl edge of individual and diversity characteristics in assessment and 

diagnosis 

BS. Integrate knowledge of client characteristics in formulating assessment 

questions and understanding the reason for assessment 

B6. Select assessment methods and instruments based on psychometric 

properties, available normed data and/or criterion-referenced 

standards, and address any limitations in that selection 

B7. Ensure that profess ional opinions, recommendations, and case formulations 
adequately reflect consideration of client characteristics 
C4. Demonstrate effective interviewing skills 

B8. Adapt interview questions and behaviors in light of the 

characteristics of the interviewer and interviewee 

15 



B9. Demonstrate flexible, empathic, and appropriate use of a broad range of 

interview techniques 

B10. Consider contextual information (e.g., reason for assessment, possible 

legal or forensic considerations) in conducting an interview 

CS. Administer and score instruments following current guidelines and research 

B11. Administer, score, and interpret a range of commonly used standardized 

assessment instruments 

B12. Adapt relevant guidelines in situations requiring non-standard 

administration, scoring, interpretation, or communication of assessment 

results 

C6. Interpret and synthesize results from multiple sources (e.g., multiple methods of 

assessment, written documentation, interviewees, collateral sources of 

information) following current guidelines and research 

B13. Interpret and integrate results from standardized tests and interviews 

following established guidelines and, as appropriate, multiple applicable 

norm sets 

B14. Identify the strengths and limitations of various types of assessment data 

B15. Reconcile or explain discrepancies between various sources of data and 

suggest alternative interpretations or explanations in light of any 

limitations of assessment instruments 

B16. Synthesize client-specific and scientific data with contextual factors to 

refine working hypotheses and develop conclusions and 

recommendations across a range of problems 

C7. Formulate and communicate diagnoses, recommendations, and/or professional 

opinions using relevant criteria and considering all assessment data 

B17. Formulate diagnoses using current taxonomies 

B18. Provide recommendations that incorporate client and contextual factors, 

including diagnoses 

B19. Communicate assessment results to clients, referral sources, and other 

professionals in an integrative manner 

C8. Select interventions for clients based on ongoing assessment and research 

evidence as well as contextual and diversity factors 

B20. Conceptualize intervention or treatment on the basis of evidenced-based 
literature 
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B21. Integrate client or stakeholder opinions, preferences, readiness for 
change, and potential for improvement into intervention plan 

C9. Apply and modify interventions based on ongoing assessment, research, 

contextual factors, client characteristics, and situational and environmental 

variables 

B22. Articulate evidence-based rationale for decisions, recommendations, and 

opinions to clients and others as indicated 

B23. Continually evaluate, modify, and assess the effectiveness of interventions, 

considering all relevant variables including biases and heuristics 

B24. Consult with qualified peers when facing the need to modify interventions 

in unfamiliar situations 

Domain 3: Relational Competence 

ClO. Integrate and apply theory, research, professional guidelines, and personal 

understanding about social contexts to work effectively with diverse clients 

B25. Recognize, understand, and monitor the impact of one's own identities in 

professional situations 

B26. Engage in respectful interactions with an awareness of individual, 

community, and organizational differences 

B27. Modify one's own behavior based on self-reflection and an understanding 

of the impact of social, cultural, and organizational contexts 

B28. Follow professional guidelines and the scientific literature, when 

available, for providing professional services to diverse 

populations 

B29. Apply culturally appropriate skills, techniques, and behaviors with an 

appreciation of individual differences 

Cll~ Workeffect1vely w ith 1nd1viauals;fam1l1es, groups, communi 1es, an or 

organizations 

B30. Use relational skills to engage, establish, and maintain working 

relati~nships with arrange of clients 

B31. Communicate respectfully, showing empathy for 

others 

B32. Collaborate effectively in professional 

interactions 

Cl2. Demonstrate respect for others in all areas of professional practice 
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B33. Consider differing viewpoints held by clients and 
others 

B34. Respond to differing viewpoints by seeking clarification to increase 

understanding before taking action 

C13. Identify and manage interpersonal conflict between self and others 

B35. Manage difficult and complex interpersonal relationships between self and 

other 

B36. Consult with peers to examine and address one's own reactions and 

behavior when managing interpersonal conflict 

Domain 4: Professionalism 

·Cl4. Identify and observe boundaries of competence in all areas of professional 

practice 

B37. Identify limits of professional competence 

B38. Use knowledge of professional competence to guide scope of practice 

B39. Seek appropriate consultation when unsure about one's competence and 

additional needs for training and professional development 

B40. Seek additional knowledge, training, and supervision when expanding 

scope of practice 

B41. Update knowledge and skills relevant to psychological practice on an 

ongoing basis 

ClS. Critically evaluate one's own professional practice through self-reflection and 

feedback from others 

B42. Engage in systematic and ongoing self-assessment and skill development 

B43. Accept responsibility for one's own professional work and take 

appropriate corrective action if needed 

B44. Maintain awareness of personal factors that may impact professional 

functioning 

Domain 5: Ethical Practice 

C16. Demonstrate and promote values and behaviors commensurate w ith st andards of 

practice, including ethics codes, laws, and regulations 

B45. Demonstrate integrat ion and application of ethics codes and laws in all 

professional interactions 
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B46. Communicate ethical and legal standard s in professional interactions 

as necessary 

B47. Seek professional consultation on ethical or legal issues when 

needed 

B48. Discuss with peers or collaborators any ethical concerns with their 

behavior 

B49. Take appropriate Parts to resolve conflicts between laws or rules and 
codes of ethics in one's professional practice 

C17. Accurately represent and document work performed in professional practice and 

scholarship 

B50. Maintain complete and accurate records 

B51. Report research results accurately, avoiding personal biases 

B52. Ensure adequate and appropriate credit is given to trainees and 

collaborators in scholarship 

C18. Implement ethical practice management 

B53. Practice in a manner commensurate with laws, ethical standards, 

practice guidelines, and organizational constraints 

B54. Manage billing practices in an ethical manner 

C19. Establish and maintain a process that promotes ethical decision-making 

B55. Systematically identify the ethical and legal issues and conflicts 

that occur in professional practice 

B56. Consult with peers to aid in ethical decision-making when needed 

B57. Proactively address identified ethical issue 

Domain 6: Collaboration, Consultation, and Supervision 

C20. Work effectively within organizations and systems 

B58. Recognize the organizational and syst emic factors that affect delivery 

of psychological services 

B59. Utilize knowledge of organizations and systems to optimize delivery of 

psychological services 

C21. Demonstrate interd_isciplinary collaborations 

B60. Collaborate with various professionals to 

meet client goals 

C22. Consult and collaborate within and across professions 
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B61. Tailor consultation requests and provision of information based on 

knowledge of others' professional needs and viewpoints 

B62. Use evidence-based psychological theories, decision-making 

strategies, and interventions when consulting 

B63. Continually evaluate, modify, and assess the effectiveness of 

consultation, considering all relevant variables 

C23. Evaluate service or program effectiveness across a variety of contexts 

B64. Develop plans for evaluating service or program 
effectiveness 

B65. Assess outcome effectiveness in an ongoing way 

C24. Ensure supervisee compliance with policies and procedures ofthe setting, the 

profession, and the jurisdiction 

B66. Provide a supervision plan that details the supervisory relationship and 

the policies and procedures of supervision, including procedures to 

manage high-risk situations 

B67. Identify responsibilities of supervisees towards clients, including 

informed consent and supervisory status 

C25. Monitor, evaluate, and accurately and sensitively communicate supervisee 

performance to the supervisee, the organization, and the jurisdiction as needed 

B68. Regularly provide behaviorally anchored feedback about supervisee 

strengths and areas that need further development 

B69. Assure that supervisees who are trainees practice within the scope 

of supervisor's competence and license 

C26. Create and maintain a supportive environment in which effective supervision 

occurs for trainees and other professionals being supervised 

B70. Attend to the interpersonal process between supervisor and supervisee 

B71. Monitor possible multiple roles or conflicts of interest, and work toward 

resolution, if needed 
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Attachment B 
School Exam Results Data 



&TATE DF CALIFORNIACALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS 
BREEZE SYSTEM 

600 • Board of Psychology 
SCHOOL EXAM RESULTS Cle a 

EXAM OATES: Jul 1, 2014 THROUGH Jun 30, 2017 BRErEE DEPARTMENT OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS 

LICENSE TYPE: PSY 
EXAM CODE· CPLEE 

SCHOOL 

SCHOOL NAME 

A/1.M Unwers1!y 

ADE.lPtil UNIVERSITY 

I 

A UNIV ~1=A ELU 

TAKING EXAM 

1 

5 

APPLICANTS 

PASSED PASS PERCENT FAILED 

10000% 0 

4 8000% 1 

• FAILED PERCENT 

000% 

20 00% 

t-lRST TAKING EXAM 

5 

FIRST TIMER I 
FIRST PASSED F IRST PASSED PERCENT FIRST FAILED FIRST FAILED PERCENT 

1 10000% 0 000% 

4 80 00% 2000% 
ADLER SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY SPP 13 10 76 92% 3 23,08% 11 9 81 82% 2 1818% 
ALLIAN T IN1El"mATIONAL UNIVERSITY ALHAMBRA 

A llmnt lnternar1onal u m ....irs1!y lrvi11e 

ALLIANT UNIVERSITY, FRESNO 

ALLIANT UNIVERSITY LOS ANGELES 

Alh;;mt Um11crs11y, S.icramo.:nlo 

ALLIANT UNIVERSITY, SAN DIEGO 

UF 

UL 

SACr1uso 

05 
5 

64 

63 

30 

195 

75 

3 

-18 

51 

23 

155 

7895':ii, 

6000% 

7500% 

8095% 

7667% 

79,19% 

20 

2 

16 

12 

7 

40 

21 05% 

40 007.. 

25 00% 

1905"/.. 

23 33'l.. 

20 s1n,:, 

82 

3 

51 

56 

23 

164 

64 

2 

42 
46 

17 

132 

713 05% 

66 67% 

82 35% 

8214% 

73 91% 

80 -19% 

18 

9 

10 

6 

32 

21.95% 
33 33% 

17 65% 

11 ss~1... 

26 09')(, 

19 51% 
ALLIANf UNIVERSITY SAN H=IANCl~CO 

AMERIC AN BEHAVIORAL STUDIES INSTITUTE 

AMERICAN SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCI IOLOGY 

AMERICAN UNIVERSITY WASHINGTON DC 

AMERICAN UNIVERSITY WASHINGTON. DC 

ANTIOCH NEW ENGLAND GRADUATE SCl lOOL 

us 

A ER 

A WASf
Alr EGS 

105 

1 

7 

1 

6 

96 

0 

0 

I 

1 

5 

91 43% 

ooo•,, 
85 7 1'X, 

100 00% 

10000% 

83 33o/.. 

9 

0 

0 

1 

8 57% 

100 00% 

14 29% 

0 00% 

000% 

16 67% 

100 

1 

7 

1 

1 

5 

92 

0 

6 

4 

92 00% 

0 00% 

85 71% 

100.00% 

100 00% 

80 00% 

8 
1 

1 

0 

0 

1 

800% 

10000% 

14 29% 

0 00% 

O.OOo/.. 
2000% 

ANTIOCH UNIVERSITY, LOS ANGELES 
ILA 

1 1 10000'Y.1 0 000% 1 100 00"1.. 0 000% 
ANTIOCH UNIVERSITY. SAN FRANCISCO 

ANTIOCH UNIVERSITY SANT A BARBARA 58rF 4 

9 ' 8 
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88 89% 

0 

I 

000% 

111 1% 

4 

8 

4 

7 
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87 50% 

0 

I 
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An11och Urnvers!ly Seallle SE ' 1 10000% 0 000% 1 1 100 00% 0 000% 

ARGOSY UNIVER SITY A GOS 134 101 75 37% 33 2-163"/.. 105 83 7905% 22 2095o/11 

ARIZONA STATE UNIVERSIT Y , SU 11 8 "/273% 3 27 27% 8 6 75 00"/4 2 25 00% 

AUBURN UNIVERSITY AUBURN ' 3 7500% 2500% 3 2 66 67% 1 33 33% 
AZUSA PACIFIC UNIVERSITY. AZUSA AbUA 46 36 78 26% 10 21 74",{, 36 27 75 00% 9 2500% 

BALL STATE UNIVERISTY I SU 4 2 5000% 2 5000'% 3 1 33.33% 2 66 67% 

BIOLA UNIVERSITY LA MIRADA BOLA 20 20 1000~:.. 0 000% 20 20 10000¾ 0 000% 

BOSTON COLLEGE Bl STC 2 2 100 00",1, 0 000% 2 2 10000% 0 000% 

BOSTON UNIVERSITY e,,sru 4 4 100 00"1.. 0 000",{, 4 4 10000",{, 0 000% 

BOWLING GREEN STATE UNIVERSITY OHIO B bWL 3 1 33 33% 2 6667% 1 1 10000% 0 000% 

BRIG t-tAM YOUNG UNIVERSITY I YU 9 4 44 44% 5 55 56% 4 2500% 3 7500% 
BRYN MAWR COLLEGE EMC 1 1 100 00% 0 000% 1 100.00% 0 0.00% 

CALIFORNIA COAST UNIVERSITY ( cu 3 0 000% 3 1000()')/., 0 000% 1 10000% 

CALIFORNIA CRADUATE INSTITUTE WEST LOS ANGELES GI 15 12 80 00% 3 2000"/.. 12 11 91 67% 1 8.33¾ 
CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE FOR HUMAN SCIENCE C FHS " 3 75 00% 1 25 00'¾, 3 2 66 67'X, 1 33 33% 

CALIFORNIA INSrtTUTE OF INTEGRAL ST UDIES. SAN FRANCISCO I 115 5 1 39 7047% 12 23 53% 40 31 77 50% 9 22 50% 

CALIFORNIA LUTHERAN COLLEGE THOUSAND OAKS c 1 era 7 4 57 14'',(, 3 42 86% 5 2 4000% 3 6000% 

CAUrORNIA SCl lOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY, BCRKELE Y c: PPB 5 2 40 00",{, 3 6000% 4 1 25 00% 3 7500% 

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY LOS ANGELES C PPL 6 3 5000% 3 5000% 4 1 2500% 3 7500% 

CALIFORNIA SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY SAN DIEGO c: PPS 7 a 85 71% ,. 14 29% 6 5 83 33"1,, 1 1667% 

CAUFORN!A SOUTHERN UNIVERStlY ( SU 13 9 69 23% •1 3077o/. 9 6 66 67% 3 33.33% 

CAPELLA UNIVERSl fY MINNEAPOLIS C, PLA \ 10000% 0 0 00% 1 1 10000% 0 000% 

CARLOS ALBIZU UNIVERSITY ( AU 7 5 71 43% 2 28 57% 5 3 6000% 2 4000¾ 
CASE WE5TERN RESERVE UNIVERllSY C'ivRU 1 1 100 00% 0 000% I 1 10000% 0 000% 

L:ENTRAL MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY 

CHtCAGO SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY 

CITY UNIVERSll Y Of NEW YORK 

CLAREMONT GRADUATE SCHOOL CLAREMONT 

CLARK UNIVERSITY 

C PPC 

C NY 

C REr 2 

132 

9 

4 

2 

99 

7 

2 

1 

10000"/4. 

7500% 

77 7S% 

5000% 

10000"/4. 

0 

33 

2 

2 

0 

000% 

25 00% 

2222% 
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0 00% 

2 
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7 

2 

2 

80 

5 

0 

1 

10000•,,:, 

7547% 

71 43% 

000% 

10000% 

0 

26 

2 

2 
0 

0 00% 

24 53% 

28 57% 

10000% 

000% 

COLORADO SCHOOL OF PROF PSYCHOLOGY 

COLORADO SfATE UNIVERSITY 

COLUMBIA UNIVERtSTY NEW YORK 

CORNELL UNIVERSITY 

DEPAUL UNIVERSITY 

c~rC pp

c;tC NY 

c�f 
3 

2 

2 
4 

0 

2 

' 

000% 

10000% 

10000% 

50 00% 

100 00".<, 

3 

0 

0 

0 

10000"/.. 
000% 

000% 
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1 

2 
1 

4 

0 

2 

I 

0 

4 

000% 

10000",(, 

100 00% 

000% 

10000% 

0 

0 

1 

0 

10000¾ 

000"!.. 

0.00% 

10000% 

000"/11 
DREXEL UNIVERSITY D IEX 6 ' 66 67% 2 33 33% 6 4 66 67% 2 3333% 

DUKE UNIVERSITY 1 10000% 0 000% 1 1 10000% 0 000% 

T E 



DUQUESNE UNiVERSITY quouE ' 100 00% 0 0 00% ' ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 

East Tenness.e<e State Un,v~rs,ty ETSU ' ' 100 00% 0 0,00% ' ' 100.00% 0 (l.00% 

EMORY UNIVERSITY. GEORGIA 

FAIRLEIGH DICKINSON UNIVERSITY, NEW JERSEY E~~~y ' ' ' ' 
100.00% 

100.00% 

0 

0 

0.00% 

0.00% 

2 

' 
2 

' 
100.00% 

100.�o% 

0 

0 

0.00% 

0.00% 

FIELDING INSTITUTE, SANTA BARBARA E("IELD " H 80 95% ' 19 05% rn rn 88.89% 2 11.11% 

FLORIDA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

FLORIDA STATE UNIVERSiTY [F~~ s 
s ' ' 

66:67% 

40.00% ' s 
:33.33% 

6000% 

s 

' ' ' 
66.67% 

25.00% ' s 
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FORDHAM UNIVERShY, NEW YORK 

FORR!=:ST JNSTITL,'TE OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY 

FULLER THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY PASADENA" 

EfORD

leRe 
ULLE 

e 

' ss 
' s 

" 

87,50% 

71.4'.lo/, 

83.64% 

2 
s 

12.50% 

26.57% 

1636% 

' ',o 

6 
s 

'° 

85.71% 

71.43% 

83.33% ' s 

14.29% 

26.57% 

16.67% 
GEORGE FOX UNIVERSITY cc ' ' 8D 00% 20.00% ' s 75.00% 25.�o% 

GEORGE MASON UNIVERSITY IN FAIRFAX, VIRGINIA FM" 10000% 0 0.00% 100.00% 0 0.00% 
GEOFWE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 

GEORGIA STATE UNIVERSITY ~"SC " 0 " 
' 

93.75% 

66.67% 

6.25% 

a3 33% " s 
N 

' 
93.33% 

68.67% ' 
' 

6.67% 

33.33% 

GRADUATE CENTER FOR CHILD DEVELOPMENT & PSYCHOTHEAAPY qccDP 100.00% 0 0.00% ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 
GAADUATE SCHOOL & UNIVERSITY CTR GSUC ' s 75.00% 25,00% s 2 66.67% 3333% 

HARVARD UNIVERSITY 

HOFSTRA UNIVERSITY, HEMPSTEAD, NY 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY, WASHINGTON. 0 C 

Idaho S:ate Univ~rsi!y 

OFST 

C WMSf"'ow 

' s 

' 
' 

' s 

' 0 

25.00% 

100.00% 

50 00% 

o.�o% 

s 
0 

2 

75,00% 

0.00% 

50,00% 

100.00% 

2 

' 

0 

0 

' 0 

0.00% 

100.00% 

50.00% 

0.00% 

2 

0 

' 

100.00% 

0.00% 

50.00% 

100.00% 

ILLINOIS SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY 

ILLIOIS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY l'ppIIOT " ' ' ' 
58.33% 

50.00% 

s 

' 
41.67% 

5000% 

s 

' 
0 

' 
60.00% 

50.00% ' ' 
40.00% 

5000% 

IMMACULATA UNIVERSITY l~MU s ' 66.67% ' 33.33% 2 ' 50.00% 50.00% 

INOIANA STATE UNIVERSITY "" s ' 80.00% 20.00% ' 0 75.00% ' 25.00% 
INDIANA UNIVERSITY LUSB ' 100.00% 0 0.00% ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 

INDIANA UNIVERSITY OF PENNSYLVANIA I PEN ' ' 66.67% ' 33 33% ' ' 50.00% ' 50.00% 

INOIANA UNIVERSITY, BLOOMINGTON 

INSTITUTE OF TRANSPERSONAL PSYCHOLOGY, MENLO PARK 

Jackson State University 
j""'" SCN 

' " 2 

' ' 
100 00% 

642S% 

50.00% 

0 

s 
0.00% 

35.71% 

50.00% 

' ' ' 0 

0 

100.00% 

55.56% 

0.00% 

0 

' 
0.00% 

44.44% 

100.00% 

JAMES MAOiSON UNIVERSITY 10000% 0 0.00% ' ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 

JOHN F. KENNEDY UNIVERSITY, ORINDA tuFKU " " 72.73% ' 27.27% " " 70.37% 8 2S.63% 

KENT STATE UNIVERSITY ENT ' 0 71.43% ' 26.57% ' s 60.00% ' 40.00% 

LA SALLE UNIVERSITY LhSAL 

' ' 100.00% 0 000% 100.00% 0 0.00% 

LA SALLE UNIVERSITY 

LOMA LINDA UNIVERSITY, ORINDA 

LONG ISLAND UNIVERSITY 

LOUISIANA STATE UNIVERSITY & A&M COLLEGE, SAT ON ROUGE 

LOYOLA UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 

cuo 
OHG 

SUI"'
CH, 

' " ' 2 

s 

" ' ' s 

100.00% 

78.13% 

100 00% 

100.00% 

100.00% 

0 

' 0 

0 

0 

0 00% 

:21.88% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

" ' 2 

0 

" ' 2 

0 

100.00% 

77.78% 

100.00% 

100.00% 

100 00% 

0 

' 0 

0 
0 

0.00% 

22.22% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

MARQUETTE UNIVERSITY 

MASSACHUSETTS SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY 

MCGILL UNIVERSITY, QUEBEC 

secMT"'"I CGIL 

0 

" ' 

0 

0 

' 

55 56% 

75.00% 

100.00% 

' 
'0 

44.44% 

25 00% 

0.0~% 

0 

' ' ' 
40.00% 

66.67% 

100.00% 

s 
s 
0 

60.00% 

33.33% 

0.00% 

MERIDIAN UNIVERSITY MO ' ' 10000% 0 0.00% ' ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 

MIAMI UNIVERSITY, OHIO ,.~uoo ' 2 100.00% 0 0.00% 2 ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 

MICHIGAN SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONA~ PSYCHOLOGY pp ' ' 100.00% 0 000% ' ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY MICHS ' 0 75.110% ' 25 00% ' 2 66.67% ' 33.33% 

MIDWESTERN UNIVERSITY rfUNI ' ' 100 00% 0 000% ' ' 100.110% 0 0.00% 

NEW MEXICO STATE UNIVERSITY 
~MSU ' s 50.00% 0 50.00% ' 2 50.00% 2 50.00% 

NEW SCHOOL fOR SOCIAL RESEARCH sse ' 0 75.00% 25 00% 0 ' 66.67% 33.33% 

NEW SCHOOL UNIVERSITY 

Nl:W SCHOOL UNIVERSITY, NEW YORK 

NEW YORK UNIVERSI IY 

NE>.VPORT UNIVERSITY, NEWPORT SEACH 

NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSIW 

:r"'U UNY 
1 

MCr" 
2 

s 
0 

s 
'0 

' 

50 00% 

33.33% 

66,67% 

0.00% 

66 67% 

' 
' ' ' 
' 

50 00% 

66.67% 

:n.33% 

100.00% 

3333% 

' 
' s 

' 2 

' 0 

0 

' 

50.00% 

0.00% 

33.33% 

O.OG% 

50.00% 

' 2 

' 
' 

50.00% 

100.00% 

66.67% 

100,00% 

50.00% 

NORTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 

NORTHWE:STERN UNIVERSITY 
ru'" WO 0 

1001]0% 

71.43% 

0 

' 
0.00% 

28.57% ' ' 
100.00% 

30 00% 

0 

' 
0.00% 

20.00% 

NOVASOUl'HEASTERN UNIVERSITY OVA " 0 69.23% ' 30.77% " 8 66.67% ' 33.33% 

OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY O~IOS ' ' 100.00% 0 0,1)0% 100.(!0% 0 0,00% 

OKLAHOMA STATE UNIVERSITY ©W ' ' 100.00% 0 0 00% ' ' 100.00% 0 0.0D'Yo 

Our Lady of the Lake Un1versny 

OUT-OF-COUNTRY 

dLLU 

foo " 
' 
' 

50 00% 

61.82% ' 
' 

50 00% 

16.18% ' 0 

0 

e 
0.00% 

88.89% ' 
' 

100.00% 

11.11% 

Out-of-Stal,; 

PACE UNIV~RSI rY 

PACIFIC GRADUATE SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY, PALO AL TO 

cet' 
PGRUS 

' ' " 
'e 

" 

100.00% 

100.00% 

YO,\,!% 

0 

0 

' 

0.00% 

0.00% 

29 03% 

'a 

" 
'a 

" 

100.00% 

100.00% 

Tf,')7% 

0 

0 

0 

0.00% 

0.00% 

22.13% 

PACIFIC GRJ>.QUATE SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY, SAN DIEGO P~e " rn 85 71% s 14.29% rn ,a 84.21% s 15,79% 

PACIFIC UNIVERSITY FOREST GROVF. OMF.GON P~FGO ,s " 93.33% ' 6.67% " " 92.36% ' 7.14% 

PACIFICA GR/\DU/\l lc INS'I 1·1 U i"E. CARPINTERIA so, " '° 7843% " 21.57% " " 78.57% ' 21.43% 

PALO AL TO SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY P~LO '° ' 40 00% e 60.00% ' 25.00% s 75.00% 



PALO ALTO UNIVERSITY IPAU 
8, " 81.61% " 18.39% " " 82.05% " 17.95% 

PENNSYLVANlA STATE UNIV!';RSlTY 

PEPPERDINE UN!VERS:TY - CULVER CITY 

PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY - MALIBU 

''"rePUM " " 
' " 22 

71.43% 

10000% 

91 67% 

2 

0 

2 

28.57% 

0.00% 

8.33% 

0 

" " 
' " 20 

66.67% 

100 00% 

90 91% 

2 

0 

2 

33.33% 

0.00% 

9.09% 

PHILADELPH!A COLLEGE OF OESTEOPATHIC MEDICINE CDM ' 2 50 00% 2 5000% ' ' 33.33% 2 66.67% 

PHILLIPS GRADUATE INSTITUTE IPHIL " " 90.91% 9 09% " 9 90.00% ' 10.00% 

Ponce School oi Medicine Puerto Rico fSMP ' 100 00% 0 0.00% ' 1�0.00% 0 0.00% 

PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY 

PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY, SAN FRANCISCO 

PURDUE UNIVERSITY. WEST LAFAYETTE 

es,I"A
UWL 

2 ' 
' 

25.UO¾ 

50.00% 

100.00% 

' 
0 

75.00% 

50 00% 

000% 

' ' ' 
0 

0 

0.00% 

0.00% 

100.00% ' 0 

100.00% 

100.00% 

0.00% 

REGENT UNIVERSITY 

ROOSEVELT UNIVERSITY, CHICAGO 

ROSEMEAD SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY. LA MIRADA 
;~~ 

SEM 

" 
0 

' 
' 
'3 

3750% 

83.33% 

100.00% 

' 
a 

62.50% 

18.67% 

0 00% 

0 

' ' 

2 

' 

66.67% 

80.00% 

100 00% ' a 

33.33% 

20.00% 

0.00% 

RUTGERS RUTGS ; ' 80.00% ' 20.00% ' ' 80.00% 20 00% 

RYOKAN COLLEGE, LOS ANGELES 

Sam Housten State University 

''I''"' 
SHSU ' ' ' ' 

100.00% 

100.00% 

0 

' 
0 00% 

0.00% '; ' ' 
100.00% 

100.00% 

0 

0 

0.00% 

0.00% 

SAN DIEGO STATE UNIVl:.RSITY 'SANDI ' ' 80.00% 20.00% ' ' 75.00% 25.00% 

SAYBROOK GRADUATE SCHOOL, SAN FRANCISCO SAYSF ' 42 86% ' 57.14% ' 3 60.00% 2 40.00% 

SEA TTL!: PACIFIC UNIVERSITY ~SPU ' 77,78% ' 22.22% ' ' 71.43% ' 28.57% 

SETON HALL UNIVERSITY. NEW JERSEY ETON ' 0 0 00% 100 00% 0 0.00% ' 100.00% 
SIERRA UNIVERSITY: A UNIV:CRSITY WITHOUT WALLS SIERA 2 50.00% 50.00% 0 0.00% ' 100.00% 

Sot1a University fOO ,, 
" 92.86¾ 7.14% " " 92,31% ' 7.69% 

i50UTHERN CALIFORNIA SCHOOL OF THEOLOGY: THEOLOGICAL STUDIES SCST 

' ' 33 33% 2 66.67% 0 0.00% ' 100.00% 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA SEMINARY scsc 2 50.00% 50.00% ' 0 0.00% 100.00% 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA UNIVERSITY FOR PROFESSIONAL STUDIES *UPS 0 ' 33.33% ' 66,67% ' 0 0.00% ' 100.00% 

SOUTHERN ILLINOIS UNIVERSITY 

ST. JOHNS UNIVERSITY. QUEENS. N.Y 

STATE UNIV:CRSlTY OF NEW YORK AT ALBANY 

STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT BUFFALO 

STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW YORK AT STONY BROOK 

SOUIL 

S "' NYOf"NYS 

' 
' 7 

' 

' ' 
' 

100.00% 

100 OG% 

100.00% 

50.00% 

33,33% 

a 

' 0 

' 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0,00% 

50.00% 

66.67% 

' 
' 3 
2 
2 

' 
' 
' ' 0 

100.00% 

100.00% 

100.00% 

50.00% 

0.00% 

0 

0 

0-, 
2 

0.00% 

0.00% 

0.00% 

50.00% 

100.00% 

Suffoi.\ Univers~y 

SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY. NEW YORK 

TEACHERS COLLEGE, COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY 
;:;;

ACH 

' ' ' 
' 
' ' 

100.00% 

100.00% 

80 00% 

0 

a 

' 

0.00% 

0.00% 

2000% 

; 3 

' 

100.00% 

100.00% 

75-,00% 

0 

a 

' 

0.00% 

0.00% 

25.00% 

TEMPLE UNIVERSITY 

TEXASA&M 

TEXAS TECH UNIVERSITY 

T~MPL;=1 xrn 
" ' 

s 
; 

66.67% 

71 43% 

75 00% 

'7 

33.33% 

28.57% 

25.00% 

s 

' ' 

; 

' ' 

62.50% 

60.00% 

75.00% 

' ' 
37.50% 

40.00% 

25 00% 

TEXAS WOMAN'S UNIVERSITY ywu 100 00% 0 0.00% 1 100.00% 0 0.00% 

THE CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY Of- AMERICA d:ATH ' ' 100.00% a 0.00% ' 100 00% 0 0.00% 

UNION INSTITUTE ~ICOH ' ' 10000% 0 0 00% ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UNITE� STATES INTERNATIONAL UNiVERSiTY. SAN DIEGO JrSIU 7 ' 42 86% ' 57.14% ; 33.33% 2 66.67% 

UNIVERISTY OF MINNESOTA. TWIN CITIES ~TC 3 75.00'¾. ' 25.00% ' 2 66.67% ' 33.33% 

UNIVERSITY AT ALBA.\JY ' 2 100.00% 0 0.00% ' ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UNIVERSITY NEVADA.,"lENO U~:R 3 ' 100.00% 0 000% ' ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF AKRON, OHIO 

UNIVERSITY OF ALABAMA ro" 
2 ' 100.00% 

100.00% 

a 
0 

0.00% 

000% ' ' 100.00% 

100.00% 

0 

0 

0.00% 

0.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA. TUSCON ARIZ 

' 
s s 8889% 11.11% s s 88.89% 11.11% 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA. BERKELEY 

U:sJIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA. LOS ANGELES 
LtBER cc, 

7 
;o 

7 

26 
100.00% 

86 67% 

0 

' 
0.00% 

13.33% ' 
" " 

100.00% 

85.19% 

0 

' 
0.00% 

14,81% 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA. RIVERSIDE JCRIV 2 ' 50.00% 50.00% ' ' 50.00% 50.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA. SAN DIEGO COD rn " 88 8B% ' 11.11% " " 87.50% ' 12.50% 

UNIVERSITY 0~ CALIFORNIA, SANTA BAR8ARA ~CSB " 20 83 33% ' 16.67% 20 ,e 80.00% ' 20.00% 

Ur.i_v.,rshy of Centr,el Flond~ 

UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI t'"l!ICIN ' 
' 

' 
' 

100.00% 

100.00% 

0 

0 

0.00% 

0.00% ' 
' 

' 
' 

100 00% 

100.00% 

0 

0 

0.00% 

0.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO 'UCOLO 

' ' 100.00% 0 0 00% ' ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UNIVERS!TY OF DENVER UDENV ' ' 87.50% 12.50% ' ' 85.71% 14.29% 

UNIVERSITY OF DETROIT ~OD 

' ' ' 33.33% ' 66.67% ; 33.33% ' 66.67% 

UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA. GAINESVILLE UOFFG ' ' 1 00,00% 0 0.00% ' ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA. ATHENS 'UfEOR ' ' 06 67% ' 3333% ' 66.67% 33.33% 

UNIVERSITY OF I IARTFORD UHART ' ' 100.00% C 0.00% 2 ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF HAWAII U~AW 100.00~(, 0 0.00% ' ' 100,00% 0 0.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON urous ' ' 100()0% ' 000% 3 0 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UN IVS RSI rY OF ILL,INOIS. CHICAGO VIC s 71.43% 2 28.57% ; ' 60.00% 2 40.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINO!S, URBANA-CHAMPAIGN J1uc ' ' 100 00% 0 0.00% ' ' 100.00% a 0.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF INDIANAPOLIS, INDIANA JoFI ; ' 80.00% 20.00% ' ' 75.00% 25.00% 

UNIV'cRSJT\' OF IOWA ujOwA C ' 1Q0.00% 0 0.00% ' ' 100 00% 0 0.00% 

IJNIVERSiTY OF KANSAS Ut:'NS ' ' 10000% C Cl.OD% 0 ' 100.00% ' 0 00% 

UNIVERSITY OF LA VERNE LA VERNE " " " 82 86% ' 17.14% 30 " 80.00% ' 20.00% 



UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE 10000% 0 0.00% 100.00% 0 0.00%fUOL 
UNIVERSITY OF MAINE U~AINE 100.00% 0 0.00% 100.00% 0 0.00%' ' UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND, COUEGE PARK 2 2 100.00% 0 0.00% 2 2 100.00% 0 0.00%rey

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND. COLLEGE PARK M,C 0 2 66.67% 33.33% 0 2 66.67% 33.33% 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST MA rn 2 70.00% 0 30.00% 6 71.43% 2 28.57% 
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, BOSTON 0 56.67% 0 33 33% 50.00% 50,00% 

1~:~TS 'UNIVERSITY OF MEMPHIS, TN 6 100.00~. 0 0.00% ' ' '100.00% 0 0.00%' 'UNIVERSITY OF MIAMI JM1AM 0 75.00% 0 25.00% 0 ' 0 66.67% 0 33.33%" UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN JMICH 0 50.00% 50.00% 2 SOOD% 2 50.00% 
UNIVERSITY OF MINNESOTA. MINNEAPOLIS JNINlv: ' '0100,00% 0.00% ' 100.00% 0 0.00%' UNIVERSITY OF MISSISSIPPI JM1SS ' '0 100,00% 0 0.00% 0 0 100.00% 0 0.00%'UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI iliMSL 0 6 100.00% 0 0.00% 6 0 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI, COLUMBIA 0 75 00% 25.00%~~1!SC 0 75.00% 25.00% 
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOUR!, KANSAS CITY MKC ' 0 25.00% ' '75.00% 3 75.00% 25.00%'UNiV!::RSITYOF MISSOURI, KANSAS CITY. MO ' '100.00% 0 0.00%10002 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UNIVERSITY Oi= MONTANA, MISSOULA l!JNIM 0 ' 0 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 ' 0 100.00% 0 0.00% 
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA. LINCOLN 63 64% 4 36.36%iONL 8 6 62.50% 0 37.50%"UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA - LAS VEGAS s 100.00% 0 0.00%"v 6 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO ' 3 100 00% 0 0.00% '' 0 100.00% 0 0.00%rM 
UNIV'cRSITY dF NORTH CAROLINA, CHAPEL HILL U tCH ' 100 00% 0 0.00% ' 100.00% 0 0.00%' UNIVERSITY OF NORTH CAROLINA. GREENSBORO ' U~CGR 100.00% 0 0.00% 100.00% 0 0.00%'UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA, GRAND FORKS UNDGR 0 33 33% 66.67% ' 0 0.00% 100.00%' Ul\:IVERSl'rY OF NORTH TEXAS, DENTON JNTX 6 80.00% ' 20.00% 0 75.00% 25.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF NORTHERN COLORADO CNC ' ' 100.00% 0 0 00% ' 1()()_00% 0 0.00%' 'UNIVERSITY OF NOTRE DAME uNf"oFND 100.00% 0 0.00% ' ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 
UNIVERSITY OF OKLAHOMA upKLA 5000% 50 00% 0 0 0' UNIVERSITY OF OREGON. EUGENE UORE s 8 100.00% 0 0.00% 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH ' '8000% 20.00% e ' 80.00% 20.00%'UNIVERSITY OF REGINA R.'cG 33.33% 68.67%i'"' 
t 

0 0.00% 100 00% 
UNIVERSITY OF RHODE ISLAND, KINGSTON ' 2 ' 50.00% '2 SO.OD% '0 0.00% 2 100.00%' UNIVERSITY OF ROCHESTER NOS 100,00% 0 0.00% ' 0 0 0' UNIVERSln' OF SAN FRANCISCO, SAN FRANCISCO se 50 00% 50 00% 0 0.00% 100.00%' ' UNIVERSITY bF SOUTH CAROLINA. COLUMBIA 'USCCL 10DOO% 0 0.00% 100.00% 0 0.00%'UNIVERSITY Oi' SOUTH DAKOTA, VERMILLION 0 ' 86.67% 33.33%~OSD 2 ' 50.00% 50.00% 

UNIVEF!SITY OF SOUTH FLORIDA. TAMPA sec 2 ' 100.00% 0 ' 0.00% 2 2 100.00% 0' 0.00%'UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA, LOS ANGELES 20 20 100 00% 0 000% 100.00% 0 0.00% 
UNIVERSITY OF ST. THOMAS t~ " "100.00% 0 0.00% 100.00% 0 0.00%' ' UNIVEF!SITY CF TENNESSEE. KNOXVILLE 2 100.00% a 0 00% UTENK' 2' 2 100.00% 0 0.00%'UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS. AUSTIN CT><A e 8 10000% 0 0.00% e e 100.00% 0 0.00%,UNIVERSln' OF UTAH uiLTAH 2 77.78% 22.22% e e 75.00% 2 25.00%'UNIVERSITY OF VERMONT 100.00% 0 0.D0%ufERM 100.00% 0 0.00%' 'UNIVERSITY OF VICTORlA. BC 1 100.00% 0 0.00% 100.00% 0 0.00%tee 

0 ' 'UN°IVERSITY OF VIRGINIA U RG 0 s 100.00% 0 0.00% 3 100.00% 0 000% 
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON U'fASH 2 100.00% 0 0.00% 2 100.00% 0 0.00% 

UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN 50.00% 50 00% 0 0.00% 100.00%UtMIL ' 'UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN - MADISON l.J\ MAD '2 100.00% 0 0.00% 2 2 100.00% 0 0.00%' UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN. MILWAUKEE 100.00% 0 0.00% 1 100.00% 0 0.00%' UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING, LARAMIE ow 50.00% 50.00% 2 50.00% 50.00%'t' 'VANDER81LT UNIVERSITY '2 0 000% 2 10000% 0 0 00% 100.00%V '° 
WALDEN UNIVERSITY ' e ' 50 (){)% ' 50,00"/4 e 2 40.00% 0 SO.DO%tDu 

WASHINGTON STATE UNIVERSITY 3 75 00% 1 25.00% e 2 66.67% 33.33%' '" ' WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY IN ST, LOUIS 4us1 e 80.00% 20.00% 6 80.00% 20.00%' ' WAYN[ STATE UNIVlcRSITY, MICHIGAN 100.00% 0 0.00% ' ' 100.00% 0 0.00% 
V:t:~E ' ' ' 'WEST VIRGINIA UNIVERSITY 100.00% 0 0.00% 100.00% 0 0.00%' ' 'WESTERN MIGHIGAN UNIVE:RSITY JMc 100.00% 0 0.00% 0 0 0 

WHEliTON COLUCGE, ILLINOIS WH~ATON ' ' 100,00% 0 0.00% 10000% 0 0.00%' 'WHEATON COLLECE, ILLINOIS W-c1L 1 100.00% 0 0.00% 100.00% 0 0.00%' Wil1F.:NER UNIVERSITY s 2 66.67% 33.33% ' 50,00% 50.00%wr,
William James College, MA \· JC ' ' 5000% 50,00% 0 0 00% 100.00% 

WRIGHT INSTITUTE. BERKELEY WEIER mo ' Se 85.00% ' 15.00% so 20 84.88% n 15.12% 
WRIGHT STATE UNIVERSln'. DAYTON. 01-1 <SC 6 0 50 00% "0 5000% 50.00% 2 50.00% 

WRIGHT STATE UNIVERSITY, OHIO 2 100.00% 0 D 00% '2 ' 1()000% 0 0.00%WiUOH 
YALE UNIVERSITY- N.'::W HAVEN 100 00% 0 0.00% 'YI LE 100.00% 0 0.00%' YESHIVA UNIVt°RSITY - BRONX, NY YESHI rn ,e 88.89% 2 11.11% 12 ,e 88.24% 2 11.76% 

YORK UNIVOCRSITY, ONTARIO YiliRK 1()()00% 0.00%' 100.00% 0.00%" 'EXAM CODE: CPSE I 
SCHOOL ! APPLICANTS FIRST TIMER 



SCHOOL NAME SCH L COOE TAKING EXAM PASSED PASS PERCENT FAILED FA ILED PERCENT FIRST TAKING EXAM FIRST PASSED F IRST PASSED PERCENT FIRST FAILED FIRST FAILED PERCEN T 
ADELPHI UNIVER~I I Y DELU 1 100()0% 0 000')-i, 1 1 100 OOo/. 0 ooo·"' 

ADLER SCHOOL OF PROFESSIONAL PSYCHOLOGY SPP ' ' 10000% 0 000% ' ' 100 00% 0 000% 
ALLIANT IN TERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY ALHAMBRA IUA 116 75 64 66% '1 35 34'X, 61 36 5902% 25 40 98% 

Alliant ln l.:rn.::it,onal University, ll"lllne IUIR 1 0 000% I 100 00"I~ 0 0 0 
ALLIANT UNIVERSITY FRESNO AUF " 15 48 39% 16 51 61 ~. 2 1 9 42 86% 12 57 14% 

ALLIANT UNIVERSITY LOS ANGELES AUL 22 11 50 00% 11 50 00% 13 5 38 46% 8 61 54% 
All1r1n1 Umv...r:;,ty Sacram,:mta SAC 19 10 52 63¾ 9 47 37% 11 5 45 45% 6 54 55¾ 

A LLIAN T UNIVERSITY $AN DIEGO USO 131 85 64 B9% <6 35 11"/~ 87 5, 62 07¾ 33 37 93% 
ALLIANT UN!VERStTY, SAN FRANCISCO S I 63 6923% 28 30 77% 56 37 66 07",1, 19 33 93% 

AMF RICAN BEi IAVIORAL SlUOIES INSTI TUI E 

AMERICAN SCHOOL Of PROFESSIO NAL PSYCHOLOGY 

ANl tOCH UNIVEHSITY LOS ANGELES 

AN I IOCH UNIV ERSIT"t' SAN FRANCISCO 

ANTIOCli UNIVERSITY SANTA 8AR8ARA 

ARGOSY UNIVERSITY 

ULA fl 
USF 

I SBGOS 

1 

2 

a 
11 4 

0 

1 

1 
1 

3 

67 

0 00% 

5000% 

100 00~1.. 

10000% 

3150'½. 

58 77% 

1 

1 

0 

0 

5 

4f 

10000% 

50 OO'Jb 

000% 

000% 

62 50% 

4 1 23% 

o 
1 

o 
1 

4 
68 

0 

o 
o 

2 

" 

000% 

10000% 

5000% 

6324% 

o 
1 

o 
o 
2 

25 

100 00% 

000% 

50 00¾ 

36 76% 
ARIZdNA STATE UNIVERSITY SU 4 ' 100 00% o 0 00'}., ' ' 10000% 0 000'1,, 

AZUSA PAC1i-:1c UNIVER-:i!TY AZUSA PUA 16 11 68 15% 5 31 25"1(; 12 8 66 67% 4 33 33% 
BAYLOR UNIVERSITY AYL 1 1 100 OCY'A, 0 0 OOo/. 1 10000% o 000% 
BAYLOR UNIVERSITY 

9 /0LA lJNIVERSJT'f LA MIRADA 

1 

lo 

1 

13 

10000% 

a, 2s~1... 
o 
3 

000¾ 

18 75'}., 

1 

11 

1 

11 

10000% 

100.00"4 

o 
o 

000% 

000% 
BO~TON UNIVERSITY STU 1 10000% 0 000% 1 100 OD"'.<. o 000% 

BRYN MAWR COLLEGE 10000% o 000% 1 1 100 00% O· 000'¥.. 
CAI IFO RNIA G RADUATE INSl lTUTE, WEST LOS ANGELES 7 2 28 57¾ 5 71 -13% l o 000% 1 10000¾ 

C ALIFO RNIA GRA DUA TE SCHOOL OF PSYCHOLOGY 2 5000¾ 5000",(, 1 o 000% 1 10000% 
CALI FORNIA INSTITUT E FOR HUMAN SCIENCE IFHS 4 o ooo¾ 4 10000% 1 0 000% 1 100 00% 

CALtrORNIA INSTITUTE OF INTEGRAL STUDIES SAN FRANCISCO IIS 27 21 "/778'¼. 6 22 22% 17 15 BB 24% 2 11 76% 
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