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Summary Report of DSP Program Evaluation 

In Fall 2006, Fresno State implemented a 5‐year pilot of the Directed Self‐Placement (DSP) program for freshmen English. This 
program replaced English classes in which students were required to take a specific English class (English 1, or English 1 with a lab) 
based on results of the English Placement Test (EPT). In the DSP, students can choose to enroll in a one‐semester English class 
(English 10) or a two semester sequence (English 5A and 5B) regardless of their EPT score. This study examines first‐year freshman 
retention rates and course passing rates as two measures of the DSP’s effect. 

Four cohorts of 3788 first‐time freshmen who took Eng 1, Eng 10 or Eng 5A in their first semesters were selected for the study. 
These students were further classified into 15 student‐course groups and Chi‐square tests were applied to identify significant 
differences between student success in the DSP program and the previous English courses (See Appendix for detailed technical 
report).  

Major Findings 

• Eng 5A5B appears to have a positive effect on retention rates, especially among students who needed remediation and failed 
English 5B. (Table 1)    

• In the first year of DSP implementation, the passing rates significantly decreased for multiple groups. Passing rates of 
students who tested into remediation and only enrolled in Eng 5A were lower than for the comparable group that enrolled in 
English 1LA. (Table 2) 

•  In the 2nd year, students needing remediation who completed English 5A5B passed at higher rates than comparable 
students who took English 1 LB in the pre‐DSP program. (Table 2)  

 
This study will be repeated with the three subsequent cohorts in the pilot‐test period to determine whether these findings persist. 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1. Student‐course subgroup classification 
Program effects are usually small and can be difficult to detect given that so many factors influence the outcome of human and 
systems behavior. To detect potential effects of the DSP program, we developed comparison groups by controlling for the influences 
of remediation status, the type of DSP course chosen, and, for retention rates, passing or failing the course. Given that the 
differences in students’ English proficiency level and the type of English courses taken by students may affect the evaluation of DSP 
program effects, students are first broken down into two groups of remedial and non‐remedial students in terms of their EPT status, 
and then further broken down into different course subgroups as below.  In evaluating the effect of DSP program on the retention 
rate, students are further broken into two groups of passing and failing based on their grades received.   

Student classification: 
Remedial students: consists of students who tested into remediation based on their EPT status. In pre‐DSP English, these students enrolled in 
Eng 1 along with a lab (Eng 1LA or 1LB). In the DSP program (beginning Fall 2006), they can enroll in either Eng 10 or the Eng 5A5B sequence.  
Non‐remedial students: consists of students whose EPT status does not require remediation. In pre‐DSP English, these students usually took Eng 
1. In the DSP program, they can enroll in either Eng 10 or Eng 5A and 5B. 
 
Course classification 
Pre_DSP course groups: 
Eng 1 Only: consists of freshmen who took Eng 1 and no lab in fall 2004 or 2005. 
Eng 1 LA: consists of freshmen who took Eng 1 and Lab A in fall 2004 or 2005. 
Eng 1 LB: consists of freshmen who took Eng 1 and Lab B in fall 2004 or 2005. 
DSP course groups: 
Eng 10 (accelerated option of DSP program): consists of freshmen who enrolled in Eng 10 in fall 2006 or 2007. 
Eng5A5B (stretched option of DSP program): consists of freshmen who enrolled in Eng 5A in fall 2006 or 2007 and then took Eng 5B the following 
semester.  
Eng 5A: consists of freshmen who enrolled in Eng 5A in fall 2006 or 2007. 
 


