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ABSTRACT

This paper investigates the effect of state-level policy regarding access to advanced
course curriculum on participation and performance within the Advanced Placement (AP)
program. From the early 2000’s through 2019, participation in the Advanced Placement
(AP) program, the most popular college-preparatory course in the United States, has nearly
tripled in size. Today, nearly 20% of all high school students taking at least one AP exam per
year. The AP program provides an opportunity for students to potentially earn college credit
while still in high school which, at least in theory, reduces the cost of a college education.
While the AP program provides many benefits to students, it also presents two major barriers
– the ability to access advanced-level courses, and the monetary cost associated with taking
the AP exam. We find that when states require schools to offer AP courses and when
states fund AP exams, participation within the program increases drastically. For Black
and Hispanic students, our estimates indicate a large increase in the number of exams that
receive a passing score. These findings indicate that when states reduce the financial burden
associated with taking an AP exam, students have the ability to participate and succeed
in the program at higher rates than their peers in states without AP curriculum and exam
funding.
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INTRODUCTION

“We are true to our creed when a little

girl born into the bleakest poverty

knows that she has the same chance to

succeed as anybody else.”

— Barack Obama

Public programs concerned with universal access to education resources and curricula

seek to mitigate obstacles that hinder students from obtaining a high-quality education. This

is evident in recent policy actions taken at the state level to assist students that often lack

equal access to education. A central tenet to such actions is that access to education should

be universal, free of structural barriers. Many argue that state efforts to encourage universal

access to education would allow students otherwise left behind, a chance to participate.

Others argue that these efforts are costly and only benefit a small set of students.

Existing research typically finds that school and district level policies that encourage

access to various education curricula can positively affect students. However, we know

less about how state level policies can affect students. Hence, this paper investigates two

questions often asked about access to education. First, are state efforts to reduce barriers

associated with college-preparatory programs effective at increasing participation in those

programs? Second, do students benefit from college-preparatory programs, and is the effect

the same across demographic groups?

Empirically addressing these questions is often difficult to ascertain; at the very least,

it requires data on outcomes from identical programs observed under varying conditions

of access – a circumstance that rarely occurs in practice. The Advanced Placement (AP)
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program in the United States provides a rare opportunity to examine this topic. While one

in five high school students take at least one AP exam per year, seldomly is the AP program

associated with universal access. This is because as not all schools offer AP courses and the

fees associated with the exams are a barrier to access. This paper examines two types of

state policy designed to mitigate these barriers – (1) legislation that mandates all schools

(or all districts) to offer AP courses and (2) policies that pay AP exam fees for all students.

Using a data set constructed from College Board reports of AP exam performance, I use

both an event study and a difference-in-differences strategy to estimate the effect of state

policies that mandate the provision of AP courses and/or fund AP exams. By including

data on states that do not have AP course mandates and/or AP funding (referred to as

AP program policies), I control for changes that occur over time and in all states. While

there is a growing literature on the benefits of advanced coursework, 1 no papers to date

have estimated the effect of increased access to advanced courses on student participation

and performance on college entrance exams. I examine course offering and funding effects in

aggregate, for students from various racial and ethnic backgrounds, and by exam subject.

I show that state efforts to reduce barriers associated with college-preparatory programs,

either through mandating the provision of courses or through funding exams, increase student

participation in the AP program. For states that mandate the provision of courses, I observe

a 17% increase in the number of students taking an AP exam. Estimated impacts are

slightly higher in states that fund at least one AP exam. In those states, funding leads to a

19% increase in AP test-taking. The estimates are higher for traditionally underrepresented

minorities, consistent with literature that suggests Black and Hispanic students have less

access to college preparation than their peers (Klopfenstien, 2004).

States that mandate AP courses experience increases in the number of students earning

1Studies on the AP program include Mattern et al. (2011), Smith el al. (2017), Avery et al. (2018),
Evans (2019), Guarantz (2021).
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a score of 3 or higher (the typical cutoff for college credit) by around 6%. Funding all AP

exams increases the number of students earning a score of 3 by around 10%. At the same

time, the number of students failing AP exams also increases, lowering the overall pass rate.

I also find that the positive impact of funding AP exams is larger for Black and Hispanic

students, consistent with the idea that AP exam fees act as a more substantial barrier to

test taking for high ability minority students than for White or Asian students.

The event study analysis indicates no significant difference in trends between states that

passed AP program policies and control states, adding greater confidence that trends between

the states would have remained parallel in the absence of the AP policies. The event study

analysis also does not indicate any evidence of anticipatory effects before the passage of these

policies. Further, the effects are relatively uniform after the policies are enacted rather than

increasing or changing over time, and consequently, newer difference-in-difference estimation

approaches show similar results.

This study makes two primary contributions. First, it provides the first estimates of

the short-run impact of state policies that reduce barriers to accessing the AP program.

Expanding prior research of that focused primarily on limited intervention programs

(Jackson, 2010) and external effects of state policies regarding AP access (Arce-Trigatti,

2018), I find that a vast number of students lack access and could benefit from state efforts

to ensure more equality. 2 Black and Hispanic students are particularly hindered by financial

barriers associated with taking AP exams, so reducing this financial burden is an impactful

and potentially efficient economic mobility lever available to state policymakers.

Second, this study shows that increased access to the AP program, induced through

state policies that reduce barriers associated with the program, increase the number of

2Smith et al. (2017), Avery et al. (2018), and Gurantz (2021) examine the effect of receiving a passing
score on an AP exam. While I am unable to comment on the relative benefit of these programs on students
outcomes directly, these papers suggest that we should expect a positive benefit for a sample of students
that now receive a passing score on exams where they previously did not.
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students who apply to university.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows: Chapter 2 provides a brief history of

advanced course programs and the policies of interest in this study. Chapter 3 provides a

discussion of relevant literature associated with this study. Chapter 4 provides a theoretical

framework to motivate the empirical methodology. Chapter 5 provides the formal empirical

strategy utilized in this study. Chapter 6 presents the estimation results, and Chapter 7

concludes.
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POLICY INFORMATION AND BACKGROUND

Background on the Advanced Placement Program

The Advanced Placement (AP) program was the first formalized program developed

to bring higher level academic curriculum to students in high school.1 The core of the

AP program was to grow and develop strong high school curriculum in preparation for

college.2 In 1955, the first AP exams were administered in twenty-seven schools with resulting

performance on exams to be examined by major U.S. universities. Today, AP courses are

taught in high schools across the country using a standardized curriculum set forth by

the College Board. Each May, students have the opportunity to take the AP exam that

corresponds with the AP course offered in their high school.

There is no requirement to be enrolled in an AP course to take an AP exam.3 Students

who wish to take an AP exam arrange to take the exam at their school or, if their school does

not administer the exam, at a local school or testing center that administers it.4 Students

who participate in AP exams tend to be academically stronger than average college-aspiring

students as shown by a higher than average performance on the SAT (Smith et al. 2017).

The choice to offer AP classes is typically done at the school or district level.5 College

credit is earned when a student achieves a certain score on the respective course exam

offered.6

1Other programs were developed in a similar vein. Most notably was the International Baccalaureate (IB)
program which was formalized in the early 1960’s. Other curriculum of similar design include the Cambridge
AICE program which was developed by the University of Cambridge in the late 1990’s.

2See Rothschild (1999) for an exhaustive history of the AP program.
3This may occur for a variety of reasons. One such reason is students may be interested in subject that

their school may not offer. In such a case, students have the ability to access study materials provided
through the College Board to study for the exam. Students who participate in home schooling are guided
in the same manner. Another reason may be students who participate in other advanced course programs
may want to utilize the AP exam as a method of receiving post-secondary credit.

4An exhaustive explanation of this process can be found on the College Board website.
5See Iatarola et al. (2011) and Gagnon and Mattingly (2016)
6The score a student needs to achieve to receive college credit depends on the university.
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Structure of Advanced Course Mandates

Mandating advanced courses, particularly courses associated with the AP program, has

recently become a popular legislative topic. Starting in 1985 and later in the early 1990s,

South Carolina and Virginia passed legislation that required all schools in the state to offer

AP courses. From 2005 to 2012, seven more states passed similar legislation. Nine other

states have mandated that general college preparatory courses must be offered to students

in every school or in every school district. The mandates allow schools to fulfill the mandate

through either AP, International Baccalaureate (IB), Cambridge or other forms of college-

preparatory courses.7

General college preparatory course mandates and AP course specific mandates, differ

across states in a number of ways. For AP mandates, heterogeneity is present mostly in the

magnitude of the mandates. In Arkansas, schools are required to offer an AP course in one of

the four core areas 8 - math, science, social studies, and English. In Indiana, the requirement

is only for courses in math and science (i.e., two courses are required, one in math and the

other in science). For more general college preparatory course mandates, some place a higher

emphasis on AP or IB courses while others emphasize dual enrollment courses.

Table A.1 indicates policy status over time, which is shown visually in Figure B.3. Table

A presents the mandate policies used in this study and the exact language specified in the

policy.

7There are other advanced courses that are offered in high school curriculum however, this study focuses
on the major programs often mandated at the state level. For the purposes of this study, an advanced course
is a course within the AP/IB/Cambridge or Dual Enrollment programs.

8A core area is described by policy and is not a College Board definition. I refer to core subject areas as
those defined by legislative policy.
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Structure of AP Funding Policies

In 2001, the cost of an AP exam was $77 before additional fees were applied by districts.

In 2022, the cost was $96 before additional fees – a 25% increase. In 2002, Florida became

the first state to pay all student AP exam fees, regardless of household income status. Since

then, nine additional states have followed suit and now pay for all exam fees for at least

one student AP examination. These policies pay for all AP exams, leaving the cost to the

student to be zero. Table B reports the funding policies used in this study and the exact

language specified in the policy.
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A large and growing body of research in economics and education focuses on curriculum

choice and the benefits associated with education access. This chapter describes the current

state of the literature and explains the contribution of this paper.

Literature on Course Curriculum

Research on the effects of different educational curricula tends to focus on high school

students. 1 Altonji et al. (2012) find that the types of courses students take has a substantial

impact on the economic returns to their education. They find that taking advanced courses

has a substantial economic return for those who utilize those courses while vocational courses

has substantial economic return for students who do not intend to go to college.2 A number

of papers have estimated the effect of changing course curriculum, particularly in math and

science, with later high school decisions and college enrollment. 3 One shorting coming of

most papers concerning education access the resulting effect is the they fail to identify a

causal effect – without exogenous variation in course offerings, it is difficult to control for

selection bias.

Arce-Trigatti (2018) is the first paper to examine the effect of mandated AP courses

on curriculum offerings, enrollment and student performance on end-of-course exams. Using

data from Arkansas for 2004 and 2008, she uses a difference-in-difference methodology to

compare outcomes in schools in pre-compliance with the AP mandate and schools not in pre-

1Most research has been concerned with curriculum and wages (Altonji 1995; Levine and Zimmerman
1995; Dolton and Vignoles 2002; Rose and Betts 2004; Joensen and Nielsen 2009; Goodman 2012).

2Student choice is often limited by the school-level choice to offer courses. Iatarola et al. (2011) finds that
schools offer AP courses when they have enough students with high levels of prior achievement to justify
forming a separate class. This suggests that schools maximize their resources based on their student body.

3Aughinbaugh (2012) found that a including more rigorous high school math curriculum is associated
with a higher probability of attending college. Similarly, De Philippis (2021) finds that increasing exposure
to science courses increases the probability of enrolling in and graduating with a degree in STEM.
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compliance. She finds that the AP mandate generated decreases in enrollment but increases

in graduation rates as schools shifted away from CTE courses in order to comply with the

mandate.

Even advanced courses themselves, different types of courses appear to attract different

types of students. Speroni (2011) finds that when schools in Florida implement dual

enrollment courses, the students who take these courses are inherently different than students

who take AP courses. This is supported by Hemelt et al. (2020) who explores the impact of

dual enrollment courses when such courses are introduced into a school. They find that top-

performing students were more likely to enroll in AP math courses, but middle performing

students were more likely to take dual enrollment math courses. Speroni (2011) finds that

when schools in Florida implement dual enrollment courses, the students who take these

courses are inherently different than students who take AP courses.

There remains a dimensional aspect to AP participation – while overall participation in

AP course may be on the rise, participation by sociodemographic group differs drastically.

Klopfenstein (2004) finds that Black and Hispanic high school students enroll in AP courses

at approximately half the rate of white students.

Steps have been taken to increase student engagement to the AP program, particularly

for students of low-income backgrounds. The most notable example of this is the Advanced

Placement Incentive Program (APIP) which was enacted in Texas in 1996. The APIP is an

incentive program that pays students and teachers and is targeted primarily to low-income,

minority dominated school districts with a view toward improving college readiness. In his

paper, Jackson (2010) finds that the APIP is associated with increases in the number of

students taking AP courses and the number of students taking AP/IB exams. While there

are no significant differences by gender, he finds the program substantially increased AP/IB

exam taking for black and Hispanic students.
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Literature AP Program Demographics

Different sociodemographic groups engage in the AP program at very different rates4 In

2000, the College Board produced a general report on the achievement of minorities (College

Board, 2000). Even when positive outcomes are found to be associated with taking AP

exams, the results are often found to be concentrated within a small subgroup population

of students. Students who participate in the AP program tend to be from higher income

families, are more likely to be white and attend suburban schools, and have better academic

preparation for high school than non-AP students (Warne et al. 2015; Cisneros et al., 2014;

Dougherty and Mellor, 2010; Jeong, 2009; and Moore and Slate, 2008).

Contributions

To my knowledge, this study is the first to directly address the effect of state mandated

AP courses and funding AP exams on the number of students taking AP exams and their

performance. Using data on state-level course and funding mandates combined with state-

level data on AP participation and performance, this paper examines the state AP mandates

on AP-related outcomes. Additionally, I contribute to a body of literature that examines

the effect of changing course curriculum on participation and performance within courses.

Similar to Speroni (2011) and Arce-Trigatti (2018), I examine the effect of state intervention

programs changing the curriculum available to students. Further, this paper addresses the

how state efforts can increase engagement in the AP program for different sociodemographic

groups. As Jackson (2010) found, intervention programs for the AP program directly impacts

4The benefits associated with the AP program are well studied. Studies on the benefits associated with
receiving college credit through AP examination include Smith et al. (2017), Avery et al. (2017), Gurantz
(2021) and Boatman et al. (2019). Studies examining the effect of AP participation on first-year college
outcomes include Klopfenstien and Thomas (2009), Sadler and Sonnert (2010), Sadler and Tai (2007), Sadler
and Sonnert (2018), Duffy (2010) and Geiser and Santelices (2004).
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low-income students in a positive manner. Similarly, I examine the relationship between state

AP course and funding mandates designed to reduce barriers to accessing the AP program

and the direct outcomes within the AP program.
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THEORETICAL MOTIVATION

One of the main benefits to taking an AP exam is the money saved as a result of

receiving college credit. For students, the potential savings associated with passing an AP

exam is nearly $1,000 in the first year of college – equating to a %10 reduction in the average

cost for a year of college tuition (Smith et al. 2017). The cost of an AP exam is both a

financial cost and a time cost. The financial cost is clear – students wanting to take an AP

exam must pay the associated fee for the exam which is charged to all students. The time cost

however, depends greatly on the students and their resources. For example, students may

need to travel or input extra effort in order to successfully learn required exam curriculum.

A student chooses to take an AP exam if the marginal benefit of taking the exam exceeds

the marginal cost. A marginal student is then a student who participates in the program

directly as a result of an AP program policy.

The marginal student induced is different depending on the AP policy. The marginal

student induced as a result of an AP funding policy is a student who was previously hindered

by the financial cost of the exam. In these states, funding AP exams reduces the marginal

cost of taking an exam by removing the financial cost associated with the exam. As a result,

the marginal cost to all students is left as the non pecuniary costs of the exam. All else

equal, it should be expected that the number of students taking the AP exam increases as

a result of the funding polices.

There are two types of students affected by AP mandate policies – 1) students who had

no access to AP courses in their school or district; 2) students who had access to some set

of AP courses but lacked access to courses that may have been beneficial to them. In the

first case, AP mandate policies reduces the marginal cost of taking an AP exam as these

students now have access to an AP course when previously there were no options available.1

1Since students are able to take AP exams without the AP course, the marginal benefit does not change.
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In the second case, the AP mandate policy increases the set of courses directly available to

the student, reducing the cost of pursuing those courses otherwise. Subsequently, access in

both cases is made easier, thus reducing the marginal cost associated with taking an AP

exam overall.

As discussed, the marginal cost corresponding to each student differs. For higher ability

students, the academic preparation needed to take an AP exam is lower than students of

lower ability. The infra-marginal students are likely of higher ability – their cost to prepare

for an AP exam is on average less than students of lower ability. AP program policies

reduce the marginal cost for all students; so, the only remaining cost is that of time in

learning exam curriculum which is less, on average, for higher ability students. It should be

expected that the marginal student will be of lower ability than the infra-marginal student,

on average. Consequently, the average exam score for a marginal student should be lower

than the average exam score for an infra-marginal student.
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EMPIRICAL STRATEGY

Data and Descriptive Statistics

To estimate the effect of state-level AP program policies on student participation and

performance on AP exams, I use annual state-level data from the College Board for exams

taken in 2000-2019. 1 The primary outcome variables of interest are the number of students

who take at least one AP exam and the total number of AP exams taken. Previous research

has found a link between participation in the AP program and enrollment in post-secondary

institutions. Consequently, I estimate the effect of state-level AP program polices using

data from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). IPEDS collects

information from every college that participates in federal student financial aid programs.

I restrict my analysis to public four-year universities, the set of universities whose students

are likely most directly affected by AP program policies (Cowan and Goldhaber, 2015). I

use data on the number of students who send AP exams scores to a university, the number

of students who apply to a university, and the number of students who enroll in a university.

A full explanation of the outcome variables used in this analysis is found in Table A.2. Table

A.3 presents descriptive statistics for the outcome measures utilized in this study.

All state policies of interest are found within Education Commission of the States

publications and matched to their original source documents. 2 I match the policy to the

year and state in which a policy is passed for the source document. Since AP exams are

taken in May of each academic year, policy status is tied to the exam year. 3

1Exam data from May 2020 is excluded from the sample due to concerns of endogenity within exam
offerings and testing as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic. Results are presented with a balanced panel
across all years when data is available.

2The source document is often the legislative bill passed within a states’ legislative body. Using these
documents, a vector of indicators for each state is created to identify each policy.

3An example of this - Arkansas passed Act 102, an AP course mandate, to take effect in the 2004-2005
school year. While the policy first effects course offerings in the fall of 2004, exams are taken in May of 2005.
As a result, policy status for Arkansas turns on in 2005 instead of 2004.
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I define an indicator variable, AP Mandatest, for a state that enacts a policy

that specifically requires schools or districts to offer at least one AP course.4 I define

I{AP Fundingst} = 1 when a state implements a policy that pays for student AP exams,

regardless of income status.

Additional data comes from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)

Common Core Data (CCD), the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS), and the U.S. Census.

I control for expenditures and revenues per student, percent rural schools, number of school

districts, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, unemployment rates, population

estimates, teacher counts, and teacher salary. Table A.6 provides an explanation of the

control variables utilized in this study. Table A.5 presents descriptive statistics for the

control variables.

Identification Strategy

The main analysis uses difference-in-differences (DiD) to estimate of the impact of

AP program policies on students participation in and performance on AP exams. I take

advantage of state-time variation in student exposure to AP courses during high school

generated by state policies on course offerings and funding. By incorporating data on

unaffected states (i.e., states that do not have policies on advanced courses), I control for

changes that occur over time in all states.

I compare changes in pre-post-policy outcome for students in states with AP program

policies to similar changes for their peers in states without mandates. A simple representation

of my estimating equation is:

4AP mandates are likely more binding to a school than general advanced course mandates are. The
rationale behind this is simple - when a state mandates advanced courses, schools have a wider variety of
options available that allows the school to be in compliance with the mandate. Since AP mandates are
specifically for one type of course, schools are forced to offer specifically that course to be in compliance
with the mandate, even if that course is not the curriculum the school would choose to offer if given the
opportunity to choose.
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Yst = ψ + α AP Mandatest + β AP Fundingst + πXst + θt + λs + νst + εst (5.1)

Yst is the outcome measure of interest (as discussed in Table A.2) where s indexes

states and t indexes years. I log transform the level outcome variable because because I am

interested in overall percent effect of AP program policies. 5 The variables, AP Mandatest

and AP Fundingst, indicate whether a state has an AP course mandate or AP exam funding

policy in operation in time t. Xst is a vector of time-varying state-level characteristics

that includes enrollment levels, teacher pay, employment, and population levels. The state

fixed effects (λs) control for any permanent differences between states that implement state

policies such as overall attitude towards college enrollment. The year fixed effects (θt) capture

any time-varying shocks such as changes in difficulty of particular AP exams. I cluster my

standard errors at the state level (Betrand, Duflo, and Mullainathan, 2004) because policy

variation occurs at the state-level. With state and year fixed effects, the parameter(s) of

interest, α and β, is the average difference in AP participation and performance before and

after treatment relative to states that do not pass an AP policy. State level policies differ

by the course/exam subject, we consider exam subject effects. To address this effect, exams

are grouped by their subject identified either within state policy or by the College Board.

For causal identification, difference-in-difference methodology relies on three main

assumptions - (1) common pre-policy trends in outcomes across states that do and do not

implement the policy, (2) exogenous timing and implementation of AP program policies,

5One limitation of using log outcome measures is logged variables cannot be used if the variable takes on a
zero value. While this occurs seldomly within this analysis, there are a number of instances within the panel
where the outcome measure is equal to zero. From Wooldridge et al. (2012), using a log transformation,
log(1 + y), is acceptable when the data on the outcome measure contains relatively few zeros which is the
case in this analysis. There are four zeros in the panel and are only present when considering the number of
black students taking AP exams.
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and (3) no anticipation effects. The assumption of common trends is particularly important

and requires that, in the absence of mandates, the difference between policy and non-policy

states is constant over time. In some specifications, I control for possible differences in

trends by including state time-trends (νst). I also present event study analysis to explore

the plausibility of the parallel trends assumption.

To handle concerns regarding treatment endogenity, my analysis first employs an

exhaustive set of control variables. I address the concern that state policies are are

endogenous by providing regression estimates in which placebo state policies are randomly

assigned to control states. 6

In addition to the state level analysis, I estimate the effects of AP program policies

on the number of AP exam scores that are sent to a university, the number of applications

for enrollment received by a university, and the total in state enrollment at a university. I

modify equation (5.1) to capture outcomes specific to different types of universities and to

individual universities (i.e., private/public, regional/flagship universities). The estimating

equation in that specification is:

Yist = ψ + α AP Mandatest + β AP Fundingst + πXist + θt + λi + νst + εist (5.2)

where Yist is the outcome measure of interest and s indexes states, i indexes universities,

and t indexes years. This model differs from equation (5.1) by the inclusion of university fixed

effects. When applicable, equation (5.2) is conditioned on the university type to examine

whether state policies affect different types of universities differently.

In (5.2), the estimated parameters of interest are AP Mandatest and AP Fundingst but

6I take the approach similar to that of Luallen (2006) – assignment of the placebo ”treatment” was based
on a random draw from a uniform distribution.
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estimated on a dataset of universities that are located in states that have an AP program

policy.7

As noted above, identification of α and β as the causal effect of AP program policies

relies on the treated and control states experiencing the same time trend in the absence

of the treatment. Although the parallel trends assumption is fundamentally untestable

since potential outcomes are never observed, I explore this plausibility, using an event study

analysis to test for any difference in pre-treatment trends. A simple representation of my

estimating equation is:

Yst =
4∑

τ=−4
τ 6=−1

ατ AP Mandatest +
4∑

τ=−4
τ 6=−1

βτ AP Fundingst +
4∑

τ=−4
τ 6=−1

δτ Dual Enrollment Accessst+

πXst + θt + λs + εst (5.3)

All variables are defined as in in equation (5.1), but here ατ and βτ are vectors of

indicator variables for each year in the sample, with the exception of the year prior to a

state policy. Due to the timing of state policies and the desired to create a balanced panel

in all analysis, the event study analysis makes use of four leads and lags. Since there are a

number of states that pass policies near the start or end of the panel, it is difficult to include

an event study analysis that has greater than four leads and lags while maintaining a balanced

panel. A reasoning for four lags/leads is best viewed using the timing of Arkansas’s state

policies. Since Arkansas passed both a funding and a course mandate in 2005, four years

from the start of the panel, including additional leads would change the relevant comparison

group utilized in the model. Even with four leads and lags, a number of states are removed

7Since most students attend a university in which they reside in, I consider universities within a state
that passes a policy to be the most effected.
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from the analysis due to the timing of their state policy and the relative length of the data

panel available.

Equations (5.1) and (5.3) both rely on a two-way fixed effects (TWFE) methodology

that compares outcomes in states that take efforts to increase access to the AP program to

outcomes in states that have not taken such efforts, have already taken efforts, or never take

such efforts. A growing literature shows that TWFE models with variation in treatment

timing can be biased from the true treatment effect if the counterfactual group relies on the

comparison between early treated states and late treated states (Callaway and Sant’Ana,

2021; de Chaisemartin and D’Haultfoeuille, 2020; Goodman-Bacon 2021). Thus, I also

estimate an alternative specification proposed by Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021). This

specification relies on the comparison of states to states that are either never treated or

states that are not yet treated.
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RESULTS

Relationship Between State Policies and Exam Participation

Figure B.5 and Figure B.6 present the event study results for the effect of AP course

mandates and AP funding policies on the number of students who take at least one AP

exam. These figures provide strong support for parallel pre-trends, suggesting that states

without AP program policies may be a reasonable comparison group for states that do have

policies. Results indicate a significant effect the year a policy is enacted as evidenced by the

increase in total candidates the year a policy is passed.1

Table A.7 presents OLS estimates of the relationship between AP state policies and the

number of students that take at least one AP exam (listed in Columns 1 - 3) and the number

of exams taken (listed in Columns 4-6). 2 The results indicate that both course mandates

and funding for exams increase student participation in the AP program. 3

I first consider the effect of state policies on the number of students who take at least one

AP exam. The baseline estimates, Column (1) of Table A.7, suggest that AP program policies

increase the number of students taking AP exams and the number of exams. Mandating the

provision of AP courses is associated with an 18.2% increase in the number of candidates

while funding AP exams is associated with an 24.6% increase in the number of candidates.

I include time-varying controls, presented in Column (2) to control for inherent differences

as a result of state enrollment, population, or relevant funding that is inherent to a state. In

1It is important to note that the effect of funding policies is more precisely estimated than mandate
policies. For mandate policies, very few states pass policies at the same time while three states pass a
funding policy in 2017 alone. As a result, the effect of funding policies are more statistically significant
throughout our analysis.

2Total Candidates provides a unique measure of participation – this represents the number of students
(referred to as candidates) who take at least one exam. Since students have the ability to take multiple
exams, the variable Total Exams measures the total exam volume in a state and year.

3All outcome variables are presented in a log specification. As a result, coefficients are interpreted as
percent change. Results are also included in the appendix that include results shown in percentage point
change.
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this specification, mandates and funding policies individually increase overall participation by

22.4 and 19.8%, respectively. Column (3) includes state-specific linear time trends 4 mandates

and funding increase overall participation on AP exams by 17.3 and 19.4%, respectively. The

coefficient in Column (3) is of smaller magnitude than the parameter estimated in Column

(1) without time-varying controls and state-specific linear time trends, although they are not

statistically different. This indicates that the inclusion of additional observable controls has

little effect on the estimates, supporting the exogeneity of AP program policies.

In a given year, students have the ability to take multiple AP exams. As a result,

the number of candidates and the number of exams students taken are different. Figure

B.7 and Figure B.8 present the event study results for the effect of AP course mandates

and AP funding policies on the number of exams taken. Event study analysis provide

strong support for parallel pre-trends, suggesting that other states without AP course and/or

funding policies may be a reasonable comparison group for states that do have policies.

Results indicate a significant effect the year a policy is enacted, as evidenced by the increase

in total candidates the year a policy is passed.

Column (4) provides a baseline estimate of the effect of state policies on the total

number of AP exams taken. Without time-varying controls and state-specific linear time

trends, mandating AP courses is associated with a 16.6% increase in overall exam volume

while funding AP exams is associated with a 24.1% increase in overall exam volume. The

magnitude of these estimates decreases only slightly with the inclusion of time-varying

controls and state-specific linear time trends however, they are not statistically different.

5

4State-specific linear time trends capture any state-specific deviations from the national trend affecting
participation in the AP program. This is important given that states that implement policies may have
higher rates of involvement with the AP program that may not be captured with the time-varying controls
or fixed effects.

5Due to the nature of this analysis, it is difficult to determine why the magnitude of estimates for exams
is smaller than the estimates found for candidates (although, not statistically different from one another).
Running a model that examines the average number of exams taken per student finds that mandates increase
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Results reported in Table A.8 examine potential heterogeneous effects of different

racial/ethnic groups. 6 These results indicate that there is no difference in the impact of

the mandates across race/ethnicity. Table A.9 examines this relationship instead with exam

volume as the dependant variable. Again, we find that the largest increases are concentrated

within Black and Hispanic exams. These estimates are found to be similar in magnitude to

that found for candidate estimates found in Table A.8. 7

Table A.10 reports estimates of the effect of AP program policies on participation in

different AP exam categories. Increases in participation appear to be concentrated in science

exams for course mandates and across all the core subjects (math, science, social studies, and

English) for state policies concerning exam funding (see Table A.10). The effect of funding

policies is larger in magnitude for all exam subjects and are greatest for science and social

studies exams.

Relationship Between State Policies and Exam Performance

More students take AP exams as a result of state policies. However, does this translate

into more college credit? Or, are marginal takers those who are least likely to pass AP exams

regardless of state policy?

Table A.19 reports the relationship between state policies and the AP pass rate across

all exams. As specified by the College Board, the AP pass rate is the total number of exams

receiving a score of 3 or greater divided by the total number of exams taken. Mandating

AP courses is associated with a 3.4% decrease in the pass rate while AP funding policies are

the average number of exams taken by .01 exams. No statistically significant effect is found for funding
policies.

6Racial/ethnic groups are reported by the student. Prior to 2015, the College Board provided exam data
for a variety of different ethnicities. For the sake of comparison across years, data is pooled based on the
ethnicity classification set forth by the NCES.

7Additional results examine the effect specific to gender. For both male and females, the effect of state
policies is similar to that found across all races and genders, even after including time-varying controls and
state time trends.
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associated with 5% decrease in the pass rate. These estimates, coupled with results found

in Table A.7, suggest that the share of students earning a score of 3 or higher is increasing

at a slower rate than the total participation rate. This is shown visually in Figure B.9.

To estimate the effects of AP program policies on specific exam scores (i.e., exams that

receive a score of 1, 2, 3, ect.), I condition equation (5.1) by the exam score of interest.

Table A.12 reports the relationship between AP state policies and the distribution of scores

by examining the log of the number of exams receiving a certain score. Exams receiving a

score of 1 and 2 see the largest magnitude increases, particularly in states that fund AP exams

(22.7 and 36.5%, respectively). For states that fund exams, we also observe a statistically

significant increase in the number of exams receiving a 3 or 4 (which is considered a passing

score by the College Board) while we observe no significant increase in the number of exams

receiving a 5. These findings are consistent with the theory that a set of marginal students

previously lacked the ability to participation in the program that likely would have succeeded

previously.

Tables A.13 - A.16 report score distributions by race/ethnicity. For all races, there

is a statistically significant increase in the number of exams receiving a score of 1 and

2 (consistently for funding policies, often for mandate policies). For Black and Hispanic

students, the estimates also indicate a large increase in the number of exams that receive a

score of 5 with Hispanic students observing an increase across all passing scores. These results

imply that when states reduce the financial burden associated with taking an AP exam,

students that are from traditionally low-income communities have the ability to participate

and succeed in the program in a manner that they were previously unable to.

Relationship Between State Policies and Post Secondary Behavior

When students apply or attend a post-secondary institution, a student both use an

application and send their AP exam scores to the institution. If increased access to the
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AP program is linked to increased post-secondary attendance, we would expect that the

AP program policies also generate increases in the number of students sending their scores,

submitting applications, and enrollment should be observed.

Table A.17 examines the relationship between AP exam score sending to universities,

to universities inside n and outside students’ state of residence.8 Column (1) presents the

effect of state policies on the overall number of students who send their AP scores to any

university. Column (2) presents the effect of state policies on the total number of exams sent

to universities. I find that for states that fund at least one exam, the number of students

submitting their scores to a university increases by 26.1%, which is similar in magnitude to

the number of students who take exams as a result of the state policy.

I investigate this further by examining the effect of AP state policies on the log number

of students who apply and enroll to individual universities in Table A.19. Column (1) shows

that universities in states that mandate the provision of AP courses and/or fund at least one

AP exam have an increase of 11 and 11.4%, respectively, in applications. Including time-

varying controls and a state-time trend in Column (2), the magnitude of these effects falls

to 4.1 and 1.9 percent, respectively. These results imply that when states increase access

to AP courses and exams, more students apply to in state universities. This suggests that

AP exams may serve as a tool in preparing students for college. Further, Column (3) and

Column (4) shows that universities do not observe higher levels of enrollment following the

policies.

Alternative Difference-in-Difference Specifications

As discussed in Chapter 5, 14 states pass some form of AP program between 2000

and 2019. This variation in treatment timing can bias the main DiD estimates if there are

8AP exam score send data is collected by the College Board. State aggregate data on AP exam score
sends include students sending to two-year universities as well as four-year universities.
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heterogeneous treatment effects across treatment cohorts. To access the extent to which such

bias is a concern in my empirical strategy, Table A.21 compares my main DiD estimated with

TWFE to alternative specifications for the outcome variable of total candidates. I utilize the

estimator proposed by Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021) which allows the DiD coefficients to

be weighted by a counterfactual group of states have not yet adopted a AP policy or states

that never enacted an AP policy. This specification relies on the comparison of treated units

(i.e., states that enacted AP policies) to clean control units (i.e., states that have yet to enact

a policy or never enact a policy) to prevent negative weighting of some effects that may occur

in a traditional TWFE model (Goodman-Bacon, 2021). Comparing the TWFE estimates to

the estimator proposed by Callaway and Sant’Anna (2021), the results are nearly identical

and none of the estimates are statistically different from one another.

Alternative College Preparatory Programs

Analysis up until this point has considered states that have AP program policies

as ”treated” states while treating all other states as control states. While the focus of

this analysis is still on AP program policies, nine states have general college preparatory

course mandates that this paper has previously excluded in the analysis. If general college

preparatory course mandates have an effect on the number of students taking exams or the

performance on AP exams, the exclusion of these mandates have bias the estimates presented

thus far. I define an indicator variable, Advanced Course Mandatest, for a state that enacts

a policy that specifically requires schools or districts to offer at least one advanced course.

If students benefit differently by having access to a broader range of curriculum, it should

be expected to observe changes in participation in the AP program as differing curriculum

are introduced to students.9 I additionally define an indicator variable, Dual Enrollment

9The estimates for advanced course mandates represent an average treatment effect since all states with
an AP mandate also have an advanced course mandate. The estimate indicated for AP mandates is a
differential treatment effect relative to the advanced course mandates. All other estimates follow from
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Accessst to pick up access specifically to the dual enrollment program.10

Table A.20 examines the effect of advanced course mandates on the total number of

students who take at least one AP exam. In this specification, a state having an advanced

course mandate is only statistically significant when all treatment indicators are included in

the model. Even so, the inclusion of advanced course mandates does not change the estimated

effect as originally presented in Table A.7. Overall, the increase in the number of students

taking at least one exam and the total exam volume caused by the state policies indicates

that an expanded set of students now participate in the AP program. No specification finds

increasing access to dual enrollment has a statistically significant effect on participation in

the AP program. This implies dual enrollment does not appear to be a close substitute for

AP courses.

Additional State Subsidies

In an effort to reduce the cost of an AP exam to low-income students, the College

Board provides a fee reduction for low-income students. Moreover, a number of states further

reduce the cost of AP exams for low-income students (referred to as AP exam subsidies).

Depending on the state, the cost of an exam is a few dollars or zero for a qualified student.

Analysis in this paper has excluded AP exam subsidies due to difficulties with policy timing

determination. By excluding AP exam subsides in this paper, the estimates presented

throughout are likely downward biased. Since AP exam subsidies reduce the cost of an

AP exam for low-income students and are negatively correlated with states that have AP

funding policies, the estimates in this analysis are likely downward biased from the true

previous specifications.
10For additional information on dual enrollment programs, see Cowan and Goldhaber (2015). Access to

the dual enrollment program is defined differently than for other advanced courses. Unlike in states with
AP mandates or advanced course mandates, no states specifically mandate dual enrollment. I define a
state mandating access to dual enrollment when they requires schools to inform students of dual enrollment
opportunities are available to them.
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relationship.
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CONCLUSION

From the early 2000s through 2019, participation in the AP program has nearly tripled

in size. Nearly 20 percent of all high school students take at least one AP exam per year.

To date, 16 states and the District of Columbia have passed legislation to increase access to

AP exams, by either requiring that AP courses be offered or by paying AP exam fees (or

both). Despite public interest, state policies regarding AP courses and exams have received

little attention from researchers.

This study examines the impact of AP policies on the number of students who take

at least one AP exam, the total number of AP exams, the AP exam pass rate, and the

distribution of AP scores. The analysis takes advantage of state-time variation in AP policies

to utilize both difference-in-differences strategy and event study models.

I find that when states mandate AP courses or fund AP exams, the number of students

taking exams and the number of exams taken, increases. The estimates show an increase

in the number of students taking AP exams of around 20% for both mandate and funding

policies with Black and Hispanic groups experiencing the largest increases. This translates

to a 2.5 percentage point increase in the number of high school students who take at least

one AP exam or, an average increase of 2 additional students, per school now taking at least

one AP exam.

Performance on exams also changes as a result of AP program policies. States that

mandate AP courses experience increases in the number of students earning a score of 3 or

higher by around 6 percentage points. The effect of funding AP exams increases the number

of students earning a score of 3 or higher increases by about one and a half times as much as

the course mandates–around 10 percentage points. However, the number of students failing

AP exams also increased as a result of the mandates, lowering the overall pass rate. When

disaggregating racial and ethnic groups, Black and Hispanic students’ exams see relatively
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larger increases in the number of exams that receive a passing score.

We also observe an increase in the number of students submitting AP scores and

applying to universities. However, I find no statistically significant increase in the number

of students enrolled in universities as a result of these policies.

I believe these findings have positive implications for states and students. From the

perspective of states, the positive effects of mandating and funding AP exams may reflect

higher participation in AP course taking as well, indicating that more students have access

to higher level curricular content in high school. Further, the number of students passing

AP exams increases in absolute terms due to the mandates, although the number who score

below a 3 increases by even more, lowering the overall pass rate. While the marginal exam

takers induced by the mandates appear to be less proficient on the exams, the mandates

increase the number of students scoring highly enough to receive college credit, potentially

reducing college costs. Finally, the larger effects for Black and Hispanic students is indicative

of disparities in access to college preparation for these students in the absence of state efforts

to ensure more equity.

Taking and passing AP exams can reduce the total costs associated with obtaining a

post-secondary education. For the typical student, passing (and more importantly, receiving

academic credit at a post-secondary institution) an AP exam corresponds a potential savings

of $914 per year – a near 10% reduction in the costs of a year of college (Smith et al. 2017).

Taking into account the estimated number of marginal students effect by state efforts to

increase access, the potential savings available with increased access to the AP program is

in excess of 3 million dollars.

From a cost perspective, mandating the provision of AP courses and funding AP exams

are vastly different. For funding exams, states provide the funds for students to take the

exam, likely for students who are already engaged with the program (directly or indirectly).

As a result, much of the administrative costs are contained within the state funds with schools
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and teachers largely unaffected. For students, removing the financial barriers associated with

the exam may decrease the perceived risk of the exams. This may induce students who were

perceiving the cost of the exams to be too much to risk the financial burden to now take the

exam.

The cost for states and other agents is vastly different when states mandate the provision

of AP courses. As described by Dutkowsky et al. (2009), the decision to offer advanced

courses is endogenous — schools offer advanced courses when the benefits fit the students

that the school serves. When states mandate the provision of AP courses, this effects schools

that were not offering AP courses for some inherent reasons, likely because the courses are

beneficial to the overall student body. Further, mandating these courses forces schools to

provide additional training for teachers to teach these courses or more hiring of teachers,

incurring a higher administrative cost to the school. For students, the increased access to

the AP program may be a double-edged sword. For a set of students, increased access to the

program may be beneficial. However, as shown by Arce-Triggatti (2018), to accommodate

these mandate schools must reallocate resources, often removing CTE courses. For students

that benefited from having access to these courses, mandating AP courses has a negative

effect on these students.

Importantly, the estimates for states that mandate AP courses may represent a lower

bound on the total number of potential effects for students. Mandate policies effect students

at the course level, not the exam level in which the outcome measure in this study uses.

When students take an AP course, they are not required to take the corresponding AP exam

1 thus understating the overall effect of access. A thorough examination of course offerings

and enrollment should reveal participation increases greater than what is found in this study.

1Past estimates suggest that 30% of students who take an AP courses, do not take the AP exam (Gollub
et al. 2002).
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Table A.1: Table Of Policy Status by Year

AP Mandate AP Funding Both Policies
Arkansas (2005) Tennessee (2013) Arkansas (2005)
District of Columbia (2011) Kentucky (2009) Indiana (2008)
Indiana (2007) Idaho (2017) South Carolina (2018)
Iowa (2009) North Carolina (2014)
Louisiana (2013) South Carolina (2018)
Mississippi (2008) Florida (2002)
South Carolina (1984) Georgia (2018)
West Virginia (2012) Arkansas (2005)

Indiana (2008)
North Dakota (2017)

n = 8 n = 11 n = 3

Table A.2: Table of Outcomes and Explanation

Outcome Variable Description Data Source
Participation

Candidates
The number of students who take
at least one AP exam.

College Board

Exams The total number of exams taken. College Board
Performance

Count of Exams by Score The number of exams receiving a certain score College Board
Post-Secondary

Score Send (Students)
The number of students who send at least one AP
exam score to a university.

College Board

Score Send (Exams) The number of AP exam scores sent to a university. College Board

Applications
The number of first-year, first-time students who apply
to a post-secondary institution for fall
academic term.

IPEDS
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Table A.3: Summary Statistics of Outcome Variables

At baseline (2000)

All States Never Treated
Treated
(Mandate)

Treated
(Funding)

Total Candidates 14,665 17,601 4,078 13,178
Total Exams 24,359 26,782 6,259 21,780
Pass Rate .597 .639 .576 .612
Exam Score - 1 3,355 3,984 1,047 3,609
Exam Score - 2 5,694 5,873 1,614 5,573
Exam Score - 3 6,816 7,520 1,726 5,897
Exam Score - 4 5,113 5,864 1,159 4,077
Exam Score - 5 3,553 4,012 711 2,622

n = 51 n = 43 n = 10 n = 10

Note – The table reports averages of each outcome variable for states in the year 2000
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Table A.4: Sample Summary Statistics of Control Variables, by eventual treatment status
(mandate)

At baseline (2000)
Never Treated Treated (Mandate) Difference T-Value

High School Enrollment 278,886 144,886 131,287∗∗ (2.3)
Enrollment (Asian) 47,849 5,249 36,635∗∗ (2.4)
Enrollment (Black) 137,936 133,343 27,731 (0.5)
Enrollment (Hispanic) 183,492 11,519 152,061∗∗ (2.3)
Enrollment (White) 604,128 357,198 245,791∗ (2.0)
Pupil Teacher Ratio 15.87 15.4 .47 (0.6)
Full Time Employees 65,350 32882 33,927∗∗ (2.7)
# of Secondary Teacher 26,172 13,208 12,721∗∗ (2.4)
Expenditure Per Pupil 13,674 12,457 611 (0.3)
Revenues Per Pupil 15,492 14,694 121 (0.0)
Average Teacher Salary 45,041 41,866 2,422 (0.8)
Median Household Income 45,572 37,122 7,310∗∗ (3.2)
Count of Schools 1,791 1,165 590∗ (1.8)
Percent Schools – Rural .32 .34 .02 (-0.3)

At end of the period (2019)

High School Enrollment 317,527 149,750 170,860∗∗ (2.5)
Enrollment (Asian) 64,988 9,666 49,376∗∗∗ (2.8)
Enrollment (Black) 126,942 124,534 29,810 (0.6)
Enrollment (Hispanic) 320,736 49,040 254,877∗∗ (2.6)
Enrollment (White) 480,422 310,193 181,635∗ (1.8)
Pupil Teacher Ratio 16.12 15.74 .38 (1.3)
Full Time Employees 59,579 32,186 27,019∗∗ (2.4)
# of Secondary Teachers 21,261 11,987 9,127∗∗ (2.2)
Expenditure Per Pupil 6,719 6,344 163 (0.2)
Revenues Per Pupil 7,651 7,164 266 (0.4)
Average Teacher Salary 39,551 35,961 2,794 (1.1)
Median Household Income 38,291 31,420 6,008∗∗∗ (3.3)
Count of Schools 1,888 1,061 780∗∗ (2.3)
Percent Schools – Rural .32 .36 .04 (-0.6)

Observations n = 41 n = 10 n = 51

Note – The table reports averages of each variable for states that do and do not implement an AP
mandate policy at some point between 2000 and 2019. T-test for difference in means between the
two groups (never treated and eventually treated) is included – *, **, and ***, indicate statistical
significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.5: Sample Summary Statistics of Control Variables, by eventual treatment status
(funding)

At baseline (2000)
Never Treated Treated (Funding) Difference T-Value

High School Enrollment 259,364 149,750 6,175 (0.1)
Enrollment (Asian) 42,595 9,666 29,268∗ (1.7)
Enrollment (Black) 138,522 124,534 -95,603 (-1.3)
Enrollment (Hispanic) 162,005 49,040 98,407 (1.2)
Enrollment (White) 563,174 310,193 -31,004 (-0.2)
Pupil Teacher Ratio 16.24 16.00 .24 (0.2)
Full Time Employees 60,633 32,186 -7,746 (-0.4)
# of Secondary Teachers 24,156 11,987 -142 (-0.0)
Expenditure Per Pupil 13,640 6,344 3,349∗∗∗ (4.2)
Revenues Per Pupil 15521 7,164 3,687∗∗∗ (3.9)
Average Teacher Salary 44,621 35,961 3,389∗∗ (2.3)
Median Household Income 44,537 31,420 5,654∗∗∗ (3.9)
Count of Schools 1,696 1,061 112 (0.3)
Percent Schools – Rural .32 .30 .02 (-1.0)

At end of the period (2019)

High School Enrollment 292,864 314,762 -2,1897 (-0.2)
Enrollment (Asian) 57,862 29,316 28,546 (1.4)
Enrollment (Black) 127,021 245,501 -11,8479 (-1.5)
Enrollment (Hispanic) 285,231 202,114 83,118 (0.6)
Enrollment (White) 450,159 535,528 -85,369 (-0.8)
Pupil Teacher Ratio 16.20 16.12 .08 (-0.4)
Full Time Employees 55,710 54,617 1,093 (0.1)
# of Secondary Teachers 19,780 20,191 -410 (-0.1)
Expenditure Per Pupil 6,697 5,619 1,078∗∗∗ (3.9)
Revenues Per Pupil 7,603 6,533 1,070∗∗∗ (3.2)
Average Teacher Salary 39,075 35,490 3,585∗∗ (2.4)
Median Household Income 37,399 33,342 4,057∗∗∗ (2.9)
Count of Schools 1,768 1,592 176 (0.4)
Percent Schools – Rural .32 .28 .04 (-1.3)

Observations n = 41 n = 10 n = 51

The table reports averages of each variable for states that do and do not implement an AP funding
policy at some point between 2000 and 2019. T-test for difference in means between the two groups
(never treated and eventually treated) is included – *, **, and ***, indicate statistical significance
at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.6: Table of Covariates

Covariate Description Data Source

Enrollment - Grade 9
Total state enrollment in Grade 9 -
also included by race.

CCD

Enrollment - Grade 10
Total state enrollment in Grade 10 -
also included by race.

CCD

Enrollment - Grade 11
Total state enrollment in Grade 11 -
also included by race.

CCD

Enrollment - Grade 12
Total state enrollment in Grade 12 -
also included by race.

CCD

Pupil Teacher Ratio The number of students per teacher. CCD

Full Time Employees
The number of full-time employees
employed across all schools.

CCD

Count of Secondary Teachers
The number of secondary teachers
employed.

CCD

Count of Rural Schools The total number of public schools. CCD
Percent of Schools - Rural The percent of total schools identified as rural. CCD
Average Teacher Salary The average salary a teacher recieves. NEA
Median Household Income The median household income. ACS
Yearly Population Estimates The estimated population - included by race. ACS

Unemployment Rate
The seasonally adjusted unemployment rate
average for the year.

BLS
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Table A.7: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Candidates and
Exams

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Log Total Log Total Log Total Total Log Total Log Total

Candidates Candidates Candidates Exams Exams Exams

AP Mandate 0.182∗ 0.224∗∗ 0.173∗ 0.166∗ 0.208∗∗ 0.162∗

(0.101) (0.096) (0.090) (0.096) (0.093) (0.088)

AP Funding 0.246∗∗∗ 0.198∗∗∗ 0.194∗∗∗ 0.241∗∗∗ 0.192∗∗ 0.204∗∗∗

(0.063) (0.070) (0.060) (0.066) (0.074) (0.063)

R-squared 0.992 0.994 0.998 0.992 0.994 0.998
Observations 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020

Years 20 20 20 20 20 20
States 51 51 51 51 51 51

Time-Varying Controls No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend No No Yes No No Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP and dual
enrollment mandates in regard to funding and access on the total number of students
who take at least one AP exam. This sample includes students of all grade levels and
ethnicities. Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses. Standard errors are
clustered on the state level. Regression includes state-level control variables when indicated
- these are controls, in log, for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average
teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median household income,
unemployment rates, and population estimates by race. *, **, and ***, indicate statistical
significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.8: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Candidates by
Ethnicity Group

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Log Candidates Log Candidates Log Candidates Log Candidates

. Ethnicity: White Ethnicity: Black Ethnicity: Asian Ethnicity: Hispanic

AP Mandate 0.137 0.214∗∗ 0.138∗ 0.147∗∗

(0.091) (0.142) (0.066) (0.086)

AP Funding 0.243∗∗∗ 0.298∗∗ 0.118∗∗ 0.256∗∗∗

(0.064) (0.120) (0.052) (0.086)

Years 20 20 20 20
States 51 51 51 51

R-squared 0.896 0.976 0.970 0.985
Observations 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020

Time-Varying Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP and dual
enrollment mandates in regard to funding and access on the total number of students
who take at least one AP exam. This sample includes students of all grade levels and
ethnicities. Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses. Standard errors are
clustered on the state level. Regression includes state-level control variables when indicated
- these are controls, in log, for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average
teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median household income,
unemployment rates, and population estimates by race. *, **, and ***, indicate statistical
significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.9: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Exams by
Ethnicity Group

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Log Exams Log Exams Log Exams Log Exams

. Ethnicity: White Ethnicity: Black Ethnicity: Asian Ethnicity: Hispanic

AP Mandate 0.195∗∗ 0.315∗∗ 0.103 0.213∗∗

(0.086) (0.156) (0.079) (0.095)

AP Funding 0.207∗∗∗ 0.227 0.107∗ 0.366∗∗∗

(0.067) (0.156) (0.063) (0.108)

Years 20 20 20 20
States 51 51 51 51

R-squared 0.994 0.987 0.994 0.990
Observations 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020

Time-Varying Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP and dual
enrollment mandates in regard to funding and access on the total number of students
who take at least one AP exam. This sample includes students of all grade levels and
ethnicities. Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses. Standard errors are
clustered on the state level. Regression includes state-level control variables when indicated
- these are controls, in log, for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average
teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median household income,
unemployment rates, and population estimates by race. *, **, and ***, indicate statistical
significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.10: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Exams By
Exam Type

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Log English Log Social Log Math Log Science

Exams Studies Exams Exams Exams

AP Mandate 0.095 0.153 0.068 0.171∗∗

(0.078) (0.095) (0.054) (0.080)

AP Funding 0.165∗ 0.222∗∗∗ 0.194∗∗ 0.278∗∗∗

(0.096) (0.075) (0.086) (0.103)

Years 19 19 19 19
States 51 51 51 51

R-squared 0.995 0.997 0.997 0.996
Observations 969 969 969 969

Time-Varying Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP and
dual enrollment mandates in regard to funding and access on the total number
of AP exams broken up by the subject type. This sample includes students of all
grade levels and ethnicities. Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses.
Standard errors are clustered on the state level. Regression includes state-level
control variables when indicated - these are controls, in log, for school spending,
number of schools, % rural schools, average teacher salary, total enrollment,
enrollment by race and grade, median household income, unemployment rates,
and population estimates by race. *, **, and ***, indicate statistical significance
at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.11: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Pass Rate

(1) (2)
Pass Rate Pass Rate

AP Mandate -0.051∗∗∗ -0.034∗

(0.018) (0.018)

AP Funding -0.016 -0.050∗∗∗

(0.015) (0.016)

Years 20 20
States 51 51

R-squared 0.905 0.963
Observations 1,020 1,020

Time-Varying Controls No Yes
State FE Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes
State Time Trend No Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the
effect of state-level AP and dual enrollment mandates
in regard to funding and access on the AP pass rate.
Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses.
Standard errors are clustered on the state level. Regres-
sion includes state-level control variables when indicated
- these are controls, in logs, for school spending, number
of schools, % rural schools, average teacher salary,
total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median
household income, unemployment rates, and population
estimates by race. *, **, and ***, indicate statistical
significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels,
respectively.
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Table A.12: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Candidates
and Exams

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Log Exams Log Exams Log Exams Log Exams Log Exams

Score: 5 score: 4 Score: 3 Score: 2 Score: 1

AP Mandate 0.026 0.066 0.089 0.184∗∗ 0.274∗∗

(0.049) (0.052) (0.056) (0.087) (0.150)

AP Funding 0.043 0.079∗ 0.122∗∗ 0.227∗∗ 0.365∗∗

(0.042) (0.042) (0.051) (0.078) (0.109)

Years 20 20 20 20 20
States 51 51 51 51 51

R-squared 0.997 0.998 0.998 0.996 0.992
Observations 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020

Time-Varying Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP and dual
enrollment mandates in regard to funding and access on the total number of AP exams
broken up by the score the exam received. This sample includes students of all grade
levels and ethnicities. Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses. Standard
errors are clustered on the state level. Regression includes state-level control variables
when indicated - these are controls, in log, for school spending, number of schools, %
rural schools, average teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade,
median household income, unemployment rates, and population estimates by race. *,
**, and ***, indicate statistical significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels,
respectively.
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Table A.13: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Exams by
Score - White Students

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam
Score: 5 Score: 4 Score: 3 Score: 2 Score: 1

AP Mandate 0.011 0.067 0.083 0.172∗ 0.280∗

(0.045) (0.051) (0.052) (0.080) (0.097)

AP Funding 0.051 0.083∗ 0.131∗∗ 0.242∗∗∗ 0.382∗∗∗

(0.039) (0.047) (0.060) (0.092) (0.137)

Years 20 20 20 20 20
States 51 51 51 51 51

R-squared 0.997 0.998 0.997 0.995 0.990
Observations 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020

Time-Varying Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP and dual
enrollment mandates in regard to funding and access on the log number of exams taken
by students who indicate their race/ethnicity to be white that receive a certain score.
Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses. Standard errors are clustered on
the state level. Regression includes state-level control variables when indicated - these
are controls, in logs, for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average
teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median household
income, unemployment rates, and population estimates by race. *, **, and ***,
indicate statistical significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.14: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Exams by
Score - African American Students

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam
Score: 5 Score: 4 Score: 3 Score: 2 Score: 1

AP Mandate 0.165 0.039 0.152 0.243∗∗ 0.293
(0.127) (0.103) (0.141) (0.117) (0.187)

AP Funding 0.280∗ 0.142 0.172 0.235∗ 0.463∗∗

(0.152) (0.127) (0.162) (0.124) (0.205)

Years 20 20 20 20 20
States 51 51 51 51 51

R-squared 0.975 0.984 0.987 0.990 0.986
Observations 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020

Time-Varying Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP and dual
enrollment mandates in regard to funding and access on the log number of exams taken
by students who indicate their race/ethnicity to be African American that receive a
certain score. This sample includes students of all grade levels and ethnicities. Robust
standard errors are in shown in parentheses. Standard errors are clustered on the
state level. Regression includes state-level control variables when indicated - these are
controls, in logs, for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average
teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median household
income, unemployment rates, and population estimates by race. *, **, and ***,
indicate statistical significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.15: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Exams by
Score - Asian Students

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam
Score: 5 Score: 4 Score: 3 Score: 2 Score: 1

AP Mandate 0.057 0.077 0.107 0.165 0.356∗∗∗

(0.074) (0.060) (0.068) (0.074) (0.119)

AP Funding 0.001 0.049 0.028 0.090 0.274∗

(0.057) (0.053) (0.044) (0.054) (0.089)

Years 20 20 20 20 20
States 51 51 51 51 51

R-squared 0.992 0.995 0.994 0.994 0.988
Observations 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020

Time-Varying Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP and dual
enrollment mandates in regard to funding and access on the log number of exams taken
by students who indicate their race/ethnicity to be Asian that receive a certain score.
Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses. Standard errors are clustered on
the state level. Regression includes state-level control variables when indicated - these
are controls, in logs, for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average
teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median household
income, unemployment rates, and population estimates by race. *, **, and ***,
indicate statistical significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.16: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Exams by
Score - Hispanic Students

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam Log Exam
Score: 5 Score: 4 Score: 3 Score: 2 Score: 1

AP Mandate -0.049 -0.024 0.118 0.184∗ 0.193
(0.169) (0.084) (0.097) (0.097) (0.175)

AP Funding 0.155∗ 0.191∗∗ 0.141∗ 0.280∗∗∗ 0.391∗∗

(0.085) (0.092) (0.078) (0.105) (0.147)

Years 20 20 20 20 20
States 51 51 51 51 51

R-squared 0.988 0.991 0.993 0.992 0.989
Observations 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020

Time-Varying Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP and dual
enrollment mandates in regard to funding and access on the log number of exams taken
by students who indicate their race/ethnicity to be African American that receive a
certain score. This sample includes students of all grade levels and ethnicities. Robust
standard errors are in shown in parentheses. Standard errors are clustered on the
state level. Regression includes state-level control variables when indicated - these are
controls, in logs, for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average
teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median household
income, unemployment rates, and population estimates by race. *, **, and ***,
indicate statistical significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.17: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Students
Sending AP Exam Scores to Universities

(1) (2)
# Students Sending # Exams Sent
To All Universities To All Universities

AP Mandate 0.153 0.149
(0.137) (0.133)

AP Funding 0.261∗∗∗ 0.264∗∗∗

(0.081) (0.082)

States 51 51
Years 19 19

R-squared 0.985 0.987
Observations 969 969

Time-Varying Controls No No
State FE Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes
State Time Trend No No

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP
policies in regard to funding and access on the log number of students who
apply to a university. Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses.
Standard errors are clustered on the state level. Regression includes state-level
control variables when indicated - these are controls, in logs, for school spending,
number of schools, % rural schools, average teacher salary, total enrollment,
enrollment by race and grade, median household income, unemployment rates,
and population estimates by race. *, **, and ***, indicate statistical significance
at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.18: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Students
Sending AP Exam Scores to Universities

(1) (2) (3)
# Students Sending # Students Sending # Students Sending

To In State Universities To Out of State Universities To All Universities

AP Mandate 0.188 0.066 0.148
(0.132) (0.107) (0.134)

AP Funding 0.233∗∗∗ 0.258∗∗∗ 0.262∗∗∗

(0.085) (0.065) (0.081)

States 51 51 51
Years 19 19 19

R-squared 0.989 0.979 0.985
Observations 969 969 969

Time-Varying Controls No No No
State FE Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend No No No

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP policies in regard to
funding and access on the log number of students who send at least one AP exam to a university.
Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses. Standard errors are clustered on the state
level. Regression includes state-level control variables when indicated - these are controls, in logs,
for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average teacher salary, total enrollment,
enrollment by race and grade, median household income, unemployment rates, and population
estimates by race. *, **, and ***, indicate statistical significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent
levels, respectively.
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Table A.19: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Students
Applying to Universities

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Log Applications Log Applications Log Enrollment Log Enrollment

AP Mandate 0.110∗∗ 0.024 0.086∗∗ 0.002
(0.044) (0.028) (0.036) (0.025)

AP Funding 0.114∗∗∗ 0.126∗∗∗ 0.010 0.024
(0.036) (0.039) (0.033) (0.028)

Universities 430 430 430 430
Years 19 19 19 19

R-squared 0.947 0.950 0.954 0.957
Observations 8,170 8,170 8,170 8,170

Time-Varying Controls No Yes No Yes
University FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend No Yes No Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP and dual
enrollment mandates in regard to funding and access on the number of students who apply
to a university. Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses. Standard errors are
clustered on the state level. Regression includes state-level control variables when indicated
- these are controls, in logs, for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average
teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median household income,
unemployment rates, and population estimates by race. *, **, and ***, indicate statistical
significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.
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Table A.20: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Number of Candidates

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Log Total Log Total Log Total Log Total Log Total

Candidates Candidates Candidates Candidates Candidates

Advanced Course Mandate 0.083 -0.047 -0.048 0.049 -0.057∗∗∗

(0.071) (0.042) (0.042) (0.051) (0.018)

AP Mandate 0.269∗∗ 0.274∗∗ 0.228∗∗

(0.122) (0.123) (0.092)

AP Funding 0.217∗∗∗ 0.196∗∗∗

(0.075) (0.061)

Dual Enrollment Access -0.023 0.005 -0.014
(0.042) (0.037) (0.039)

States 51 51 51 51 51
Years 20 20 20 20 20

R-squared 0.998 0.998 0.998 0.998 0.998
Observations 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020 1,020

Time-Varying Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
State Time Trend Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the effect of state-level AP and dual
enrollment mandates in regard to funding and access on the total number of students who
take at least one AP exam. An advanced course mandate is defined as any state level policy
that requires schools or school districts to offer advanced courses. An AP mandate is defined
as any state level policy that requires schools or school districts to specifically offer courses
from the Advanced Placement program. This sample includes students of all grade levels
and ethnicities. Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses. Standard errors are
clustered on the state level. Regression includes state-level control variables when indicated
- these are controls, in log, for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average
teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median household income,
unemployment rates, and population estimates by race. *, **, and ***, indicate statistical
significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels, respectively.



58

Table A.21: The Effect of Advanced Course Mandates on the Log Total Candidates

(1) (2)
Log Total Log Total

Candidates Candidates

AP Mandate 0.178∗ 0.180∗

(0.091) (0.098)

AP Funding 0.230∗∗∗ 0.232∗∗∗

(0.073) (0.079)

Years 20 20
States 51 51

Comparison Group Not Yet Treated Never Treated

R-squared 0.905 0.963
Observations 1,020 1,020

Time-Varying Controls No Yes
State FE Yes Yes
Year FE Yes Yes
State Time Trend No Yes

Note – The table reports regression estimates of the
effect of state-level AP and dual enrollment mandates
in regard to funding and access on the AP pass rate.
Robust standard errors are in shown in parentheses.
Standard errors are clustered on the state level. Regres-
sion includes state-level control variables when indicated
- these are controls, in logs, for school spending, number
of schools, % rural schools, average teacher salary,
total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median
household income, unemployment rates, and population
estimates by race. *, **, and ***, indicate statistical
significance at the ten-, five-, and one-percent levels,
respectively.
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APPENDIX B

FIGURES



60

Figure B.1: Growth of the AP Program
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Note - This plots the percent of high school students who take at least one AP exam across
the United States per year.



61

Figure B.2: Growth of the AP Program – By Race
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Note - This plots the percent of high school students, by race/ethnicity, who take at least
one AP exam across the United States per year.
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Figure B.3: US Map with AP Policy Status by 2019
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Note - This plots policy status for each state by the year 2019.
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Note - This plots the percent of AP candidates who send at least one AP exam score to a
university in the same state in which they took their AP exam.
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captionPercent of AP Candidates Sending AP Exam Scores to Out of State Universities
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Note - This plots the percent of AP candidates who send at least one AP exam score to a
university that is not in the same state in which they took their AP exam.
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Figure B.4: Percent of AP Candidates Sending AP Exam Scores to Any University
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Note - This plots the percent of AP candidates who send at least one AP exam score to a
university.
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Figure B.5: Effect of AP Mandates on the Log of Total Candidates
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Note - This plots the event study estimation for the log of total students who take at least
one AP exam in states that mandate AP courses compared to all other states using 2001 -
2019 data from the College Board. We define an AP mandate as a state-level policy that
requires schools to offer AP courses specifically. This estimation includes state time trends
and state-level control variables - these are controls, in log, for school spending, number of
schools, % rural schools, average teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and
grade, median household income, unemployment rates, and population estimates by race.
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Figure B.6: Effect of AP Funding on the Log of Total Candidates
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Note - This plots the event study estimation for the log of total students who take at least
one AP exam in states that fund AP exams compared to all other states using 2001 - 2019
data from the College Board. We define AP funding as a state-level policy pays for students
to take AP exams regardless of need. This estimation includes state time trends and state-
level control variables - these are controls, in log, for school spending, number of schools, %
rural schools, average teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median
household income, unemployment rates, and population estimates by race.
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Figure B.7: Effect of AP Mandates on the Log of Total Exams
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Note - This plots the event study estimation for the log of total exams in states that mandate
AP courses compared to all other states using 2001 - 2019 data from the College Board.
We define an AP mandate as a state-level policy that requires schools to offer AP courses
specifically. This estimation includes state time trends and state-level control variables -
these are controls, in log, for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average
teacher salary, total enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median household income,
unemployment rates, and population estimates by race.
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Figure B.8: Effect of AP Funding on the Log of Total Exams
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Note - This plots the event study estimation for the log of total exams in states that fund AP
exams compared to all other states using 2001 - 2019 data from the College Board. We define
AP funding as a state-level policy pays for students to take AP exams regardless of need. This
estimation includes state time trends and state-level control variables - these are controls,
in log, for school spending, number of schools, % rural schools, average teacher salary, total
enrollment, enrollment by race and grade, median household income, unemployment rates,
and population estimates by race.
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Figure B.9: Pass Rate on AP Exams by State, Year, and Mandate status
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Caption: Each point represents the AP pass rate (proportion of scores 3+) for a state in a year normalized to the national pass rate in that year 
 Data source: College Board

Note - This plots the pass rate for each state and year normalized to the national average
pass rate across all AP exams. For years and states that have an AP mandate, the pass rate
is indicated as such.
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POLICY TABLES



72

 

T
able A

: Table of A
ll State Policies R

egarding M
andating A

dvanced C
ourses – Includes Policies R

elated to A
P/IB

/D
ual Enrollm

ent and O
ther 

Pathw
ay Program

s 
State 

Policy Y
ear 

Policy Sum
m

ary 
Specific A

P 
M

andate 
M

agnitude of M
andate  

A
rkansas 

2005-2006 
school year. 

A
ll high schools m

ust offer at least four A
P 

courses. 
Yes 

Four A
P courses in all high schools. O

ne A
P 

course in English, m
ath, science and social 

studies in each district. 
C

onnecticut 
2011-2012 
school year. 

Local boards of education m
ust provide 

advanced course program
s. 

N
o 

N
o specification on the num

ber of courses. 

D
istrict of 

C
olum

bia 
2010 

A
t least four A

P courses offered at each 
traditional high school. 

Yes 
Four A

P courses at each traditional high school. 

Florida 
2011-2012 
school year. 

Each high school m
ust offer a com

bination 
of at least four courses in dual enrollm

ent 
or A

P. 

N
o 

Four courses that can be either A
P or dual 

enrollm
ent. 

Idaho 
2009-2010 
school year. 

A
ll high schools m

ust offer “advanced 
opportunities”. 

N
o 

N
o specification on the num

ber of courses. 

Indiana 
2006-2007 
school year. 

Each high school m
ust provide at least tw

o 
A

P and tw
o dual credit courses. 

Yes 
Tw

o A
P courses and tw

o dual enrollm
ent 

courses. A
P m

ath and science sources m
ust also 

be provided. 
Iow

a 
2008-2009 
school year. 

A
P courses m

ust be available to resident 
students. 

Yes 
N

o specification on the num
ber of courses. 

K
entucky  

2015 
A

ll high schools m
ust offer A

P, IB
, dual 

enrollm
ent or dual credit courses. 

N
o 

N
o specification on the num

ber of courses. 

Louisiana 
2012-2013 
school year. 

Each high school m
ust offer at least one 

A
P course in each of the four content areas 

plus one additional A
P course. 

Yes 
Four A

P courses, one in each content area plus 
one additional A

P courses – total of five A
P 

courses m
ust be offered. 

M
aine 

2013 
Secondary schools m

ust offer opportunities 
for learning in m

ultiple pathw
ays. 

N
o 

N
o specification on the num

ber of courses. 

M
ississippi 

2007-2008 
school year. 

A
ll districts m

ust offer at least one A
P 

course in the four content areas. 
Yes 

Four A
P course, one in each content area. 
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T
able A

 (continued): Table of A
ll State Policies R

egarding M
andating A

dvanced C
ourses – Includes Policies R

elated to A
P/IB

/D
ual 

Enrollm
ent and O

ther Pathw
ay Program

s 
N

ew
 

H
am

pshire 
2010 

Schools are required to dem
onstrate 

instructional program
s that encourage 

students to participate in advanced courses. 

N
o 

N
o specification on the num

ber of courses. 

N
ew

 Jersey 
2011 

Local boards m
ust establish a process to 

approve post-secondary learning 
opportunities. 

N
o 

N
o specification on the num

ber of courses. 

N
ew

 M
exico 

2009-2010 
school year. 

A
t least one of the units required for 

graduation m
ust be earned as an A

P, 
honors, dual credit or online course. 

N
o 

N
o specification on the num

ber of courses. 
Students m

ust take at least one courses but 
schools are not given a specific of courses to 
offer.  

N
orth C

arolina 
B

ill passed in 
July 2013. 

Local boards m
ust ensure all high school 

students have access to advanced courses 
in the four content areas. 

N
o 

N
o specification on the num

ber of courses. 

N
orth D

akota 
2011 

A
ll high schools m

ust offer one unit of an 
A

P or dual credit course. 
N

o 
A

t least one A
P or dual credit course is 

required. 
O

hio 
2007-2008 
school year. 

A
ll schools/districts m

ust offer students the 
opportunity to participate in a dual 
enrollm

ent program
. 

N
o 

N
o specification on the num

ber of courses. 

O
regon 

2014-2015 
school year. 

A
ll school districts m

ust offer accelerated 
college credit program

s. 
N

o 
N

o specification on the num
ber of courses. B

ill 
does specify that access is particularly 
im

portant in English, m
ath and science. 

R
hode Island 

2013 
D

istricts m
ust establish pathw

ays that 
represent a set of courses that allow

 
students to achieve their academ

ic and 
career goals. 

N
o 

N
o specification on the num

ber of courses. 

South C
arolina 

1984 
State board policy requires all high schools 
m

ust offer at least one A
P course. 

Yes 
A

t least one A
P course m

ust be provided. 

Texas 
2013 

A
ll districts are required to offer students 

the opportunity to earn at least 12 sem
ester 

credit hours of college credit in high 
school. 

N
o 

N
o specific specification on the num

ber of 
courses.  
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T
able A

 (continued): Table of A
ll State Policies R

egarding M
andating A

dvanced C
ourses – Includes Policies R

elated to A
P/IB

/D
ual 

Enrollm
ent and O

ther Pathw
ay Program

s 
V

irginia 
1992 

A
ll high schools m

ust offer at least three 
college-level courses for degree credit. 

N
o 

A
t least three courses (either A

P, IB
 or 

C
am

bridge). 
W

est V
irginia 

2011-2012 
school year. 

A
ll high schools m

ust offer at least one A
P 

course in each of the four core content 
areas. 

Yes 
Four A

P course, one in each content area. 
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Table B: Table of All State Policies Regarding Funding Advanced Placem
ent Exam

s 
State 

Year 
Citation 

Description 
Tennessee 

2013 
HB 705 (2013) 

Public high school students enrolled In Advanced Placem
ent courses shall not be 

required to pay any fee to take the AP exam
ination. 

Kentucky 
2009 

160.348 (2013) 
Effective w

ith the 2008-2009 school year and thereafter, students enrolled in AP 
or IB courses in the public schools shall have the cost of the exam

inations paid by 
the Kentucky Departm

ent of Education. 
Idaho 

2017 
HB 458 (2016) 

Students attending public schools in Idaho w
ill be eligible for four thousand one 

hundred tw
enty-five dollars ($4,125) to use tow

ard overload courses, dual credits, 
college credit-bearing exam

inations and professional certificate exam
inations. 

N
orth 

Carolina 
2014 

SL2013-360 section 8.27 (2014) 
“…

 appropriating funds to pay for all AP, IB, and AICE exam
s for public school or 

charter school students w
ho are enrolled in the corresponding AP/IB/AICE courses. 

This funding continues in the recurring budget.” 
South 
Carolina 

2018 
Section 59-18-325 (2017) 

“…
 This course selection m

ight include rem
ediation courses, dual-enrollm

ent or dual-
credit courses, advanced placem

ent courses/International Baccalaureate, 
internships, career and technology courses that are aligned w

ith appropriate 
industry credentials or certificates, or other options during the rem

aining sem
esters 

in high school…
” 

 “The State Departm
ent of Education shall reim

burse districts for the adm
inistration 

of the college entrance and career readiness assessm
ents.” 

Florida 
2002 

S.B. 20E 
“…

 public secondary school students are exem
pt from

 paym
ent of Advanced 

Placem
ent exam

 fees, regardless of w
hether or not they obtain a passing score on 

the exam
.” 

Georgia 
2018* 

https://w
w

w
.covnew

s.com
/new

s/education/georgia-
redirects-support-ap-exam

s/ 
“This year Georgia w

ill pay only for science, technology, engineering, or m
athem

atics 
(STEM

) related AP exam
s. It no longer w

ill pay for AP exam
s in the arts, English, 

history, social science, or w
orld languages and cultures. Law

m
akers also opened up 

the opportunity to all students, that is, Georgia now
 w

ill pay for one STEM
-related 

AP exam
 for any public-school student regardless of the student’s econom

ic status.” 
 



76

  

Table B (continued): Table of All State Policies Regarding Funding Advanced Placem
ent Exam

s 

Arkansas 
2005 

TBD 
All AP Exam

 fees paid by the state. Student m
ust take 

and com
plete corresponding AP course to qualify. Students 

m
ay take unlim

ited exam
s as long as they m

eet the other 
requirem

ents. In order to receive w
eighted credit for the 

course, students m
ust take the AP exam

. 
Indiana 

2008 
P.L. 20-2007, SEC.4. 

To pay the fees for each m
ath or science advanced placem

ent exam
ination that is 

taken by a student w
ho is: 

(a) enrolled in a public secondary school; and 
(b) a resident of Indiana. 

Priority shall be given to paying the fees for each m
ath or science advanced 

placem
ent exam

ination that is taken by a student in grade 11 or 12. 
N

orth 
Dakota 

2017 
TBA 

For econom
ically disadvantaged students, the state w

ill cover the entire exam
 fee for 

up to 4 exam
s in English, m

ath, science or com
puter science over the student's high 

school career. For non-econom
ically disadvantaged students taking AP exam

s in 
these subjects, the state w

ill cover the exam
 fee for the student's first qualifying 

exam
, and w

ill cover 50%
 of the exam

 fee for the follow
ing 3 qualifying exam

s over 
the student's high school career. These exam

 fee w
aivers extend to private school, 

Bureau of Indian Education, and hom
e school students. 
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