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Abstract: Recent research at several colleges and universities around the US
has suggested directed self-placement (DSP) programs are better predictive
indicators of students’ actual performance in their first-year writing courses
than single-score placement tests (Conference on College Composition and
Communication, 2014; Ferris et al., 2016). Students deserve to exercise some
agency in their placement (Crusan, 2011) and are encouraged to take respon-
sibility for their own education through DSP (Royer & Gilles, 1998; Toth &
Aull, 2014). In our chapter, we share a pared-down, emergency/COVID-19
online DSP (ODSP) tool and the effect that it had on placement of students
during the COVID-19 pandemic starting in Spring 2020. We also present the
data of students’ choices and their outcomes as well as implications as an in-
terrogation of placement effectiveness and equity (e.g., Poe et al., 2018). We
hope that this detailed presentation of this ODSP will help other institutions
that seek to explore implementing DSP or ODSP.

Genesis of the ODSP

Our community college in southwestern Arizona has long used the ACCU-
PLACER exam to place incoming students into the first-year composition
(FYC) courses. Because of the large number of multilingual students who enroll
at our college, particularly at the campuses closer to the U.S.-Mexico border,
we believe it is crucial that writing instruction and pedagogical practices be
adapted to better serve these linguistically diverse students. In order to address
vast differences in their linguistic backgrounds, writing experiences, and unique
needs, we originally designed an online directed self-placement (ODSP) survey
to help students determine their placement in mainstream or multilingual FYC
classes. The questions in this ODSP were aimed at asking students to reflect
on their prior writing and reading experiences in relation to the new writing
context they were about to enter in order to encourage identification as multi-
lingual writers. Ultimately, the ODSP was designed for the students to make the
final decision, but it was hoped that students positively identified as multilin-
gual writers, thus shedding a stigma that has been placed on students in “ESL”
classes (e.g., Ortmeier-Hooper, 2008).

DOI: https://doi.org/10.37514/PRA-B.2022.1565.2.1 | 263


https://doi.org/10.37514/PRA-B.2022.1565.2.11

264 Snyder, Amani, and Kato

When we proposed this multilingually sensitive placement tool to the college in
the spring of 2020, COVID-19 had just begun to wreak havoc on higher education,
including the ACCUPLACER exam, which was rendered unusable due to the need
for in-person proctoring. We were asked by administration to quickly repurpose
the survey to place students into transfer- or below-transfer-level FYC classes with-
out sensitivity to multilingual students or classes. Administration further request-
ed that the original 17-question survey be cut to five questions so as to reduce or
eliminate as many barriers to enrollment as possible. In this chapter, we share the
pared-down, emergency/COVID-19 ODSP and the effect that it had on placement
of students. We also present the data of students’ choices and their outcomes as well
as implications as an interrogation of placement effectiveness and equity (e.g., Poe
et al., 2018). We hope that this detailed presentation of the emergency ODSP will
help other institutions that seek to explore implementing DSP or ODSP.

Literature Review
Writing Placement Overview

At many institutions, before taking college-level composition courses, incoming
students are required to demonstrate specific levels of literacy and readiness. The
widely used tests at many postsecondary institutions, particularly in communi-
ty colleges in Arizona, are ACCUPLACER, SAT, and ACT. Students who have
proven ready based on their placement test scores are allowed to enroll into the
appropriate transfer-level FYC course, while those whose placement results have
shown that they are academically underprepared are referred to take below-trans-
fer-level, developmental coursework before beginning FYC. Many of these tests
cost students and institutions money to take and administer. EdReady is another
example of a standardized placement test, much like ACCUPLACER; however,
it is different as it allows the student to take developmental coursework and re-
take the placement test recursively until the student has successfully “passed” the
placement test or has earned the placement score that is acceptable to the student.
EdReady is also free to the student.

Furthermore, instead of using single measures for placement, there has been
an increasing interest among institutions to seek ways beyond the commonly
available placement tests to improve college-entry assessments (Klausman et al.,
2016). These options include using alternative measures; for example, Virginia
and North Carolina have developed assessment systems that place students into
specific developmental modules (e.g., Hodara et al., 2012) and “multiple mea-
sures” as a system to combine two or more (typically existing) measures for place-
ment purposes. “Multiple measures” can include high school grade point average
(GPA) and other items from the high school transcript, and SAT/ACT scores that
are less than ten years old. Course grades in high school writing have also been
used for placement decisions.
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Some colleges have incorporated the use of noncognitive assessments to mea-
sure students’ psychosocial characteristics, such as motivation, learning strategies,
academic tenacity (grit), or sense of belonging (Lipnevich et al., 2013). SuccessNavi-
gator (offered by Educational Testing Service), Engage (offered by ACT), the Learn-
ing and Study Strategies Inventory (offered by H&H publishing), and the College
Student Inventory (offered by Noel Levitz) are some examples of noncognitive tests.

In some institutions, such as Wright State University and the University of
Wisconsin, students both take a standardized placement test and write an essay
which then gets scored by faculty based on the FYC learning outcomes (e.g., Cru-
san, 2011). While such performance assessments can provide information helpful
to placement, they require added faculty time to score large numbers of incoming
students within a short period of time (Rodriguez et al., 2015). Critiques of this
measure include that relying upon a one-shot essay as the sole means of placing
incoming students lacks interrater reliability and predictive ability, and places too
much emphasis on one rhetorical mode (Haswell, 2004).

Directed Self-Placement

Alternatively, colleges may ask incoming students to take a survey about their
prior writing experiences and their readiness and confidence about future col-
lege courses (Venezia et al., 2010). Overall, many writing assessment scholars are
calling for a revolution in placement procedures. In particular, they are pointing
to the complexity and value of directed self-placement (DSP), which emphasizes
student agency, or the ability of the incoming students to choose their appropri-
ate class (Conference on College Composition and Communication, 2014; Cru-
san, 2011; Klausman et al., 2016; Nastal, 2019; Royer & Gilles, 1998; Ruecker, 2013;
Toth, 2018; Toth et al., 2019).

Recent research at several colleges and universities around the US has sug-
gested DSP and online DSP (ODSP) programs are better predictive indicators of
students’ actual performance in their first-year writing courses than single-score
placement tests. Researchers argue that much of this success is due to students
exercising agency in their placement (Crusan, 2011) and being encouraged to take
responsibility for their own education (Royer & Gilles, 1998; Toth & Aull, 2014).

With ODSP, students are integrated into the important process of deci-
sion-making and are guided to place themselves into the course level of choice.
This decision is usually informed by the information provided to students about
college-level expectations in FYC, results of placement scores, review of high
school GPA and other transcript data, and/or consultations with college advi-
sors and faculty who have knowledge about and experience with the curriculum
and its demands. For instance, all colleges in Florida have been administering
self-placement since Florida’s 2013 legislation ending mandatory placement test-
ing. Shouping Hu et al. (2016) have reported that the use of DSP in Florida has
led to higher enrollment rates in first-year courses (FYC) in English as well as
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math, and higher pass rates for cohort analysis, especially for Hispanic and Black
populations. Additionally, students in corequisite courses (also known as ALP
or Accelerated Learning Program by Adams et al., 2009) had the highest rates of
passing in comparison to others (Hu et al., 2016).

More research is coming concerning DSP in multilingual writing programs—
an important factor in determining the appropriateness of ODSP for our highly
multilingual student population described in the next section. In some initial ver-
sions of DSP, multilingual writers were even excluded from any form of self-place-
ment. The main objections to administering DSP to multilingual writers were that
the students would make unrealistic evaluations of their proficiency and would
choose a higher level in order to save time and money (Crusan, 2002, 2006; Reyn-
olds, 2003). However, the findings in some more recent DSP research studies sug-
gest that multilingual students are capable of exercising agency and choice in their
educational decisions in responsible ways (Ferris & Lombardi, 2020; Inoue, 2015;
Sinha, 2014). Furthermore, the inclusion of multilingual writers in well-designed
DSP can afford them a sense of belonging and can convey a powerful message to
them by affording them not only some agency and autonomy in their self-evalu-
ations, but also fairness and social justice (Crusan, 2006, 2011; Toth, 2018). Tanita
Saenkhum (2016) and Dana Ferris and Amy Lombardi (2020) argued that giving
multilingual students a voice in their placement contributes to their overall sat-
isfaction with the placement process, and affects their attitudes, motivation, and
self-efficacy levels. The research conducted in the field of L2 writing on the issues
concerning multilingual writers in mainstream composition classrooms continues
to address considerable linguistic, cultural, and rhetorical challenges of these stu-
dents (Ferris, 2014; Matsuda, 2006, 2012; Zamora, 2020).

Context
Setting

Arizona Western College (AWC) almost exclusively serves the counties of Yuma
and La Paz, which cover almost the entire southwest quadrant of the state of Ar-
izona. According to the 2018-2019 AWC Fact Book, AWC served 11,521 students
(unduplicated headcount) of which the population is roughly 55 percent female, 45
percent male, and 68 percent Latinx, 19 percent White, and 13 percent all additional
race/ethnicities combined (Lopez et al., 2019, pp. 6-7). The largest population of
students is between the ages of 20 and 24 (34%), but the fastest-growing age demo-
graphic is 18 and under at 30 percent. Thirteen percent of the students are in the age
category of 25-29 and another 13 percent are 30-39 years old (Lopez et al., 2019, p. 8).

AWC was using the ACCUPLACER test to place students into reading, writ-
ing, and mathematics classes. For writing, the cutoff score into transfer-level FYC
classes (e.g., ENG 101) was 80, and a score below 40 would indicate an ESL place-
ment ("“ACCUPLACER;” n.d.). This was the only method of placement before the
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COVID-19 pandemic. The ODSP survey was created in the hopes of affecting
change to the multilingual placement practices, but was quickly repurposed to
differentiation between transfer- and below-transfer-level student placement and
replaced ACCUPLACER in response to the pandemic.

Description of Emergency/COVID-19 ODSP Tool

As described in the “Genesis of the ODSP” section, the focus of the Multilingual
ODSP changed abruptly because of the COVID-19 pandemic, from multilingual
to mainstream placement, differentiating between transfer-level and below-trans-
fer-level placement. With heavy emphasis on removing barriers to enrollment, we
were forced by administration to pare the original 17-question Multilingual ODSP
survey down to five questions without a multilingual emphasis (Figure 11.1).

Home / Enrollment / Testing Services / Guided Course Placement

Guided Course Placement "

- h ¥

o

Start English Math Complete

Please answer the following questions to help you know which classes are the
best for you. There are no wrong answers. Please be honest and answer every
question.

How many essays of five paragraphs or longer have you written? *
O None
O One to three

O More than four

What grades do you mostly get on your writing? *

O Mostly C or below

O Mostly B

O Mostly A

When | write a paper, | usually... *

O Start it the night before and turn it in the next day.

O Start writing about a week before, but don't ask any questiens.

O Start the paper early and ask my professor questions, and go to the writing
center.

When | read a textbook, | usually... *

O Have trouble understanding, and get distracted by unknown words easily.
O Understand the content without problems, but don't take notes.

O Understand the content easily, take notes, and read it again before class.
When | am feeling like | have too much work in a class, | usually... *

O | get stressed out and give up.

O Ask my classmates for advice, and try to get the work done, even if it's late.
O Ask my teacher for help and make a plan to get the work done on time.

< Previous Page

Figure 11.1. Multilingual ODSP survey.
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We asked questions that we thought could help students critically reflect on
the following criteria: the amount and quality of their previous writing experienc-
es (questions 1 and 2), their knowledge and practice of the writing process (ques-
tion 3), their reading abilities (question 4), and their grit/independence (question
5). Although it was not our intention, the pattern of answers was limited by the
complexity of the webpage coding, and therefore was kept in a predictable pattern
oflow to high score (or developmental/non-transfer to mainstream/transfer-level
recommendation). The options that each pattern of scores and their cutofts were
to be placed into included the following:

1. ENG ogo: prematriculation/below-transfer-level/developmental*
2. ENG 100+101 (ALP) or ENG 100 standalone
3. ENG 101 transfer-level graduation coursework (Composition I)

Students also took separate three- to five-question ODSP surveys for ESL and
mathematics, and received their results at the end of the web form. Students were
given recommended class descriptions on the final page based on their ODSP an-
swers, and chose accordingly either by themselves or with the help of an advisor.

Research Design
Research Questions

The research questions that this study aimed to answer were:

1. What differences (if any) exist between placement tool and placement level?
2. What differences (if any) exist between placement tool and enrollment
level?

For analysis purposes, we considered two tiers of placement: transfer and be-
low-transfer level. Students who were placed into the ENG 100+101 corequisite
model (or what is otherwise known as the ALP [e.g., Adams et al., 2009]) were
considered transfer level because students were simultaneously earning transfer-
and non-transfer-level credits.

Data

Student data for English placement and enrollment were applied for and col-
lected through the office of Institutional Effectiveness, Research, and Grants
(IERG). The roughly 2,500 administrative records span four semesters between
the spring of 2019 and the fall of 2020. Linked to these data are each student’s
demographic information, placement, enrollment, success, and placement tool.
This data structure allowed for tracking of individual students’ patterns (i.e.,
placement, enrollment, and success) from semester to semester. As the anal-
ysis focuses on exploring any differences between placement tools, the IERG
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data was sorted into two major groups by placement tool. The ACCUPLACER
group consisted of 2,240 student records, while the ODSP group contained 203
student records.

Method

Student data were analyzed primarily through the use of frequency and descrip-
tive statistics. The crosstab and select cases features of SPSS were extensively used
to calculate frequencies and generate tables for analysis. The chi-square statistic
was also calculated to provide insights into answering the research questions,
with placement tool as an independent variable. Chi-square was selected as a
non-parametric (distribution free) test and for its ability to handle diverse data
and unequal study group sizes. Individual cell chi-square values were calculated
to enhance the interpretation. Cramer’s V, a statistical strength test measuring
correlation, was also calculated to provide better insights into any differences
emerging from the chi-square statistic. Student success was considered a grade of
A, B, or C, and a designation of unsuccessful was all other labels, including grades
of D and E or W (withdrawal) and I (incomplete).

Results and Discussion

As can be seen in Table 11.1, the chi-square test revealed a statistically signifi-
cant p-value (p=.001), which resulted in rejecting the null hypothesis for research
question 1 (i.e., there is no difference between placement tool and placement lev-
el) and accepting the alternative hypothesis (i.e., there is a difference between
placement tool and placement level). This result was primarily due to the much
larger observed count (vs. the expected count) of the ODSP student group being
placed into ENG 101 (¥ cell value=128.98).

The result from the chi-square statistic can also be observed descriptively in Ta-
ble 11.1 through the variance in placement distributions between ACCUPLACER
to ODSP. Whereas ACCUPLACER has an overwhelming pattern of placing stu-
dents into below-transfer-level courses (84.64%, n=1,896), the ODSP has a pat-
tern of placing students into transfer-level courses more often (52.71%, n=107).

The chi-square test revealed a statistically significant (p=.001) change in en-
rollment distributions across writing courses. Regarding research question 2,
the second null hypothesis (there is no difference between enrollment level and
placement tool) was rejected, and the alternative hypothesis (there is a difference
between enrollment level and placement tool) was accepted. Students who en-
rolled in ENG 101 and were placed by ODSP had a higher observed count versus
expected count (176 vs. 130.1), which contributed to the distribution differences
between the placement tools as evidenced by the cell chi-square value (>=16.17).
Additionally, there were lower observed counts versus expected counts for ENG
90 (0 vs. 24.6, x>=24.60) and ENG 100 (27 vs. 45.8, x*>=7.71).
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Table 11.1. Overall Student Placement Results in English
Courses by Placement Tool and Course Level

Placement Tool Total
ACCUPLACER | ODSP
N % N % N %
Course Level | Placement
Course
Transfer level | ENG 101 344 15.36% 107 |52.71% | 451 18.46%
Transfer Level Total 344 15.36% 107 [ 52.71% [ 451 18.46%

One level be- | ENG 100 1,531 | 68.35% 91 44.83% 1,622 | 66.39%
low transfer
level

Two levels ENG 090 315 14.06% 5 2.46% 320 13.10%
below trans-

fer level

Three levels ENG 080 50 2.23% — — 50 2.05%
below trans-

fer level

Below Transfer Level Total | 1,896 | 84.64% 96 47.29% | 1,992 | 81.54%
Total 2,240 | 100.00% | 203 | 100.00% | 2,443 | 100.00%

Note. Includes successful and unsuccessful students. A significant difference was found between place-
ment tool and level of course placement, chi-square (df=3) = 179.829, p <.001, Cramer’s V=.271

Table 11.2 shows that 86.70% (n=176) of ODSP students began their journeys
in a transfer-level course compared to 62.05% (n=1,390) of traditionally test-
placed enrollees. This discrepancy in enrollment behaviors was drastically differ-
ent from the placement recommendations from ACCUPLACER and ODSP al-
though at different rates. ACCUPLACER only placed 15.36% (n=344) of students
into ENG 101, but 1,390 students enrolled into ENG 101. In comparison, ODSP
placed 52.71% (n=107) of students into ENG 101, while a total of 176 students in
this group enrolled into ENG 101.

Cross Sectional Ad Hoc Analysis

As for overall success rate by placement tool, results of an ad hoc analysis, shown
in Table 11.3, indicate that ACCUPLACER has a higher success rate (68.84%) than
ODSP (55.67%), but when the data is further disaggregated, as shown in Table
11.4, students placed by ODSP are successful more often in transfer-level classes
(57.52%). Conversely, Table 11.4 shows that none of the students who were placed
in ENG 101 (the transfer-level course) by ACCUPLACER were successful, re-
gardless of course enrollment. ACCUPLACER students were instead successful
in below-transfer-level classes.
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Table 11.2. Overall Students Enrolled in English
Courses by Placement Tool and Course Level

Placement Tool Total

ACCUPLACER ODSP

N % N % N %
Course Level | Enrolled

Course

Transfer level | ENG 101 1,390 62.05% 176 86.70% 1,566 64.10%
Transfer Level Total 1,390 | 62.05% | 176 86.70% | 1,566 64.10%
One level be- | ENG 100 524 23.39% 27 13.30% 551 26.70%
low transfer
level
Two levels ENG 090 296 13.21% 0 0.00% 296 11.47%
below trans-
fer level
Three levels ENG 080 30 1.34% 0 0.00% 30 1.16%
below trans-
fer level
Below Transfer Level Total | 850 37.95% |27 13.30% | 877 35.90%
Total 2,240 100.00% | 203 100.00% | 2,443 100.00%

Note. Includes successful and unsuccessful students. A significant difference was found between place-
ment tool and level of course placement, chi-square (df=3) = 55.587, p <.001, Cramer’s V=.151

Table 11.3. Overall Student Success in
English Courses by Placement Tool

Placement Tool Total

ACCUPLACER ODSP

N % N % N %
Successful 1,542 68.84% 113 55.67% 1,655 67.74%
Unsuccessful | 698 31.16% 90 44.33% 788 32.26%
Total 2,240 100.00% 203 100.00% 2,443 100.00%

Table 11.5 shows the course enrollment distribution of successful students
who were placed by ACCUPLACER and ODSP. While 64.85 percent (n=1,000) of
all successful ACCUPLACER students were successful in transfer-level courses,
88.50% (n=100) of all successful ODSP students were successful in transfer-level
courses. As previously mentioned, there were variances in the distribution of rec-
ommended and enrolled courses by both placement tools. The largest deviations
occurred between the number of students ACCUPLACER placed into ENG 101
and the number of students who enrolled in ENG 101. This was also observed to
a lesser degree with the ODSP placement tool.
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Table 11.4. Successful Students Placed in English

Courses by Placement Tool and Course Level

Placement Tool Total
ACCUPLACER ODSP
Course Level | Placement | N % N % N %
Course
Transfer level | ENG 101 |0 0.00% 65 57.52% | 65 3.93%
Transfer Level Total 0 0.00% 65 57.52% | 65 3.93%
One level be- | ENG 100 1,314 85.21% | 46 40.71% 1,360 | 82.18%
low transfer
level
Two levels ENG 090 207 13.42% 2 1.77% 209 12.63%
below trans-
fer level
Three levels | ENG 080 |21 1.36% — — 21 1.27%
below trans-
fer level
Below Transfer Level Total | 1,542 100.00% | 48 42.48% | 1,590 | 96.07%
Total 1,542 100.00% | 113 100.00% | 1,655 100.00%
Table | 1.5. Successful Students Enrolled in English
Courses by Placement Tool and Course Level
Placement Tool Total
ACCUPLACER ODSP
Course Level | Enrolled | N % N % N %
Course
Transfer level | ENG 101 1,000 64.85% 100 88.50% 1,100 | 66.47%
Transfer Level Total 1,000 64.85% | 100 88.50% | 1,100 | 66.47%
One level be- | ENG 100 339 21.98% 13 11.50% 352 21.27%
low transfer
level
Two levels ENG 090 191 12.39% 0 0.00% 191 11.54%
below trans-
fer level
Three levels ENG 080 12 0.78% — — 12 0.73%
below trans-
fer level
Below Transfer Level 542 35.15% |13 11.50% | 555 33.53%
Total
Total 1,542 100.00% | 113 100.00% | 1,655 | 100.00%
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Although Table 11.1 shows only 15.36 percent (n=344) of ACCUPLACER
students were placed into ENG 101, Table 11.5 reveals a total of 1,390 ACCU-
PLACER students enrolled in ENG 101. A cross-sectional view of the ACCU-
PLACER data revealed 74.39 percent (n=1,034) of students who enrolled in
ENG 101 were originally placed into ENG 100—that is, these students opted to
enroll in a higher course than they were placed into. Interestingly, 95.45 percent
(n=987) of ACCUPLACER students who were placed in ENG 100 but who en-
rolled in ENG 101 were successful.

Variance between the recommended and enrolled courses was also observed
in the ODSP student group. As noted earlier, the ODSP placement tool more
often placed students in transfer-level courses (52.71%, n=107), but a total of
176 ODSP students enrolled in ENG 101. Similar to the ACCUPLACER student
group, many ODSP students were originally placed in ENG 100 and elected to
enroll in ENG 101. Of the 176 students who enrolled in ENG 101, 40.34% (n= 71)
were originally placed into ENG 100 by ODSP. The success rate for these stu-
dents was 52.11 percent (n=37). However, nearly 94 percent (n=61) of successful
ODSP students placed into ENG 101 also enrolled in ENG 101. Moreover, these
students comprised 61 percent (n=61) of all ODSP students successful in trans-
fer-level courses.

One of the most interesting ACCUPLACER findings was a significant mis-
alignment between ENG 101 placement result and course enrollment. In the
data set, ACCUPLACER placed only 344 students into ENG 101, but nearly
four times the number of students enrolled in ENG 101. Concerning enroll-
ment practices, of the 344 students placed into ENG 101 by ACCUPLACER, 338
students enrolled in ENG 101, while six enrolled in ENG 100, and interestingly,
none were successful in either of the composition courses.

ACCUPLACER also placed 1,531 students into ENG 100. Only 31.38 percent
(n=487) of these students placed in ENG 100 followed their ACCUPLACER re-
sults and enrolled in the course they were placed in. Regardless of their ACCU-
PLACER placement, 67.53 percent of these students (n=1,034) chose to enroll
one level higher into ENG 101. Placement data show that of the 1,034 ENG 101
students, 910 students enrolled into the mainstream ENG 101, and 121 students
enrolled into the corequisite (three students enrolled for only the 101 portion
of the corequisite class). However, of the total 1,390 students enrolled in the
ENG 101 course, 1,000 students were successful, which is around a 70 percent
success rate.

From this data set, we cannot speculate how these students were enrolled,
although the pre-COVID policy required students to abide by the ACCU-
PLACER placement. One possible hypothesis for why this anomaly exists in
the data is the lifting of placement algorithms within the student enrollment
software. When ACCUPLACER was no longer tenable, the holds that normally
would have prevented students from enrolling in classes that they did not place
into were lifted. This finding requires further exploration.
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Conclusion

Findings are consistent with many of the previous studies about DSP and ODSP.
ACCUPLACER consistently underestimates students for placement (Bahr et al,,
2019; Scott-Clayton, 2012). Also, students, when given the information to enroll
in classes via ODSP recommendations and their own agency, can be successful in
the class that they choose. The main finding of this study, however, is that even a
five-question survey created and deployed quickly and under pressure can be a
useful tool for students.

So the question that becomes is: Which is better: ACCUPLACER or ODSP? This
data set did not allow for a direct success comparison between the ACCUPLACER
and ODSP because ACCUPLACER rarely placed students into the transfer-level
courses, but ODSP did, and students were passing the transfer-level course after
being placed (or deviating from the test/survey placement and placing themselves).
These findings reiterate the importance of redistribution in placement scores for
equity and ethical impact, as the placement of our largely Hispanic and multilin-
gual student population was essentially redistributed by the ODSP, as other studies
have also shown (e.g., Poe et al., 2018). The nature of the question is complicated,
and the interpretation of it relies on the values of the interpreter.

We came to the conclusion that, as an open-access institution, and in terms of
time and resources, the ODSP was more advantageous. It was a brief five-ques-
tion survey (not a test), which helped students understand the behaviors that
were required of them in the transfer-level course of ENG 101. Furthermore, the
ODSP was free to the institution (save the wages of the people who created and
administered it) and did not need to be proctored. Perhaps most importantly, it
was also beneficial for students to have the flexibility, or what Saenkhum (2016)
calls agency, to reject the recommended placement, especially from the ACCU-
PLACER, but also from the ODSP. This could focus on student empowerment
in meaningful ways. Students were allowed to make decisions based on available
information and choose the FYC course that they thought would best serve them.
By fostering choice, the college trusted students with their perceptions of their
writing abilities, their preparedness level, and FYC expectations.

ACCUPLACERS tendency to place students into below-transfer-level courses
supports the concern by multiple scholars that students who are required to take
courses before their transfer-level courses will be delayed in their studies through
higher education (Adams et al., 2009; Caouette, 2019; Snyder, 2017, 2018). In our
experience, it is advantageous for a placement tool like the ODSP to place higher
than previous tools, and for students to have the option to place themselves into
higher courses because, according to the data—and Wayne Gretzky—students
miss 100 percent of the shots they do not take. When the placement rate of the
ACCUPLACER into the transfer-level course is just over one-third that of the
ODSP, but the ACCUPLACER success rate in the same class is zero, something is
wrong, and students are paying for that in multiple ways.
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Limitations

This data set represents a year of anomalies as the COVID-19 pandemic raged
through the United States, and we hope to continue this research as higher edu-
cation recovers from the pandemic to make sure that this data is consistent lon-
gitudinally. Also, at the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, our institution took
an important step to invite students to participate in ODSP as a means to locate
their FYC courses. However, we acknowledge that students were experiencing an
immense amount of stress and the emergency implementation was not perfect.
The data should be acknowledged and interpreted in this light as an anomalous
year, and not representative or generalizable to future years.

Future Implications

The in-house ODSP process is continuing to be refined as it should be revised
continuously to fit our student population. Incorporation of the multilingual fac-
tor into the ODSP is also important moving forward, as we feel that the lack
of placement options for multilingual students signals a lack of equity. We want
ODSP to empower students to positively identify and choose through their own
agency multilingual-specific courses in the future. Because the multilingual FYC
courses were put on hold during the pandemic, and the multilingual ODSP was
not actually used, we hope to reconstruct the multilingual ODSP survey in order
to help students with lateral transfer into a multilingual section.

References

ACCUPLACER course placement. (n.d.). Arizona Western College. https://www.
azwestern.edu/sites/default/files/awc/dual-enrollment/ ACCUPLACER_Course_
Placement.pdf

Adams, P, Gearhart, S., Miller, R., & Roberts, A. (2009). The Accelerated Learning
Program: Throwing open the gates. Journal of Basic Writing, 28(2) 50-69. https://
doi.org/10.37514/]JBW-].2009.28.2.04

Bahr, P. R, Fagioli, L. P, Hetts, J., Hayward, C., Willett, T., Lamoree, D., Newell,

M. A, Sorey, K., & Baker, R. B. (2019). Improving placement accuracy in
California’s community colleges using multiple measures of high school
achievement. Community College Review, 47(2), 178-211. https://doi.
0rg/10.1177/0091552119840705

Caouette, B. L. (2019). Directed self-placement, corequisite models, and curricular
choice. Journal of Basic Writing, 38(1), 56-77. https://doi.org/10.37514/
JBW-J.2019.38.1.04

Conference on College Composition and Communication. (2020). Statement
on second-language writing and multilingual writers. National Council of
Teachers of English. http://www.ncte.org/cccc/resources/positions/second-
langwriting


https://www.azwestern.edu/sites/default/files/awc/dual-enrollment/ACCUPLACER_Course_Placement.pdf
https://www.azwestern.edu/sites/default/files/awc/dual-enrollment/ACCUPLACER_Course_Placement.pdf
https://www.azwestern.edu/sites/default/files/awc/dual-enrollment/ACCUPLACER_Course_Placement.pdf
https://doi.org/10.37514/JBW-J.2009.28.2.04
https://doi.org/10.37514/JBW-J.2009.28.2.04
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091552119840705
https://doi.org/10.1177/0091552119840705
https://doi.org/10.37514/JBW-J.2019.38.1.04
https://doi.org/10.37514/JBW-J.2019.38.1.04
http://www.ncte.org/cccc/resources/positions/secondlangwriting
http://www.ncte.org/cccc/resources/positions/secondlangwriting

276 Snyder, Amani, and Kato

Crusan, D. (2002). An assessment of ESL writing placement assessment. Assessing
Writing, 8(1), 17-30. https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?-
doi=10.1.1.620.7610&rep=rep1&type=pdf

Crusan, D. (2006). The politics of implementing online directed self-placement for
second language writers. In P. K. Matsuda, C. Ortmeier-Hooper, & X. You (Eds.),
The politics of second language writing (pp. 205-221). Parlor Press.

Crusan, D. (2011). The promise of directed self-placement for second language
writers. TESOL Quarterly, 45(4), 774-780. https://www.jstor.org/stable/41307667

Ferris, D. R. (2014). Review: “English only” and multilingualism in composition studies:
Policy, philosophy, and practice. College English, 77, 75-85. https://secure.ncte.org/
library/NCTEFiles/Resources/Journals/CE/0771-sep2014/CEo771Review.pdf

Ferris, D. R., Evans, K., & Kurzer, K. (2016). Placement of multilingual writers: Is
there a role for student voices? Assessing Writing, 32, 1-11. https://www.science-
direct.com/science/article/abs/pii/S$1075293516300691

Ferris, D. R., & Lombardi, A. (2020). Collaborative placement of multilingual
writers: Combining formal assessment and self-evaluation. The Journal of Writing
Assessment, 13(1). http://journalofwritingassessment.org/article.php?article=149

Haswell, R. H. (2005, March 1). Post-secondary entry writing placement. CompPile.
https://wac.colostate.edu/docs/comppile/pd/placement.htm

Hodara, M., Jaggars, S. S., & Karp, M. M. (2012). Improving developmental education
assessment and placement: Lessons from community colleges across the country.
Community College Research Center, Teachers College, Columbia University.
https://doi.org/10.7916/D8SB4F49

Hu, S., Park, T., Woods, C. S., Richard, K., Tandberg, D., & Bertrand Jones, T. (2016).
Probability of success: Evaluation of Florida’s developmental education redesign
based on cohorts of first-time-in-college students from 2009-10 to 2014-15. Center
for Postsecondary Success, Florida State University. https://diginole.lib.fsu.edu/
islandora/object/fsu%3A388909/datastream/PDF/view

Inoue, A. B. (2015). Antiracist writing assessment ecologies: Teaching and assessing
writing for a socially just future. The WAC Clearinghouse; Parlor Press. https://
doi.org/10.37514/PER-B.2015.0698

Klausman, J., Toth, C., Swyt, W,, Griffiths, B., Sullivan, P., Warnke, A., Williams, A.
L., Giordano, J., & Roberts, L. (2016). TYCA white paper on placement reform.
Teaching English in the Two-Year College, 44(2), 135-157.

Lipnevich, A. A., MacCann, C., & Roberts, R. D. (2013). Assessing non-cognitive
constructs in education: A review of traditional and innovative approaches. In
D. Saklofske & V. Schwean (Eds.), Oxford handbook of psychological assessment of
children and adolescents. Oxford University Press. https://doi.org/10.1093/0xfordh
b/9780199796304.013.0033

Lopez, B., Magana, A., & Dickman, M. (2019). 2018-2019 Arizona Western College
Factbook. Arizona Western College. https://www.azwestern.edu/sites/default/files/
awc/institutional-research/2018-2019%20Fact%20Book-Final%20Complete.pdf

Matsuda, P. K. (2006). The myth of linguistic homogeneity in US college compo-
sition. College English, 68(6), 637-651. http://www.bu.edu/wpnet/files/2015/08/
The-Myth-of-Linguistic-Homogeneity-in-U.S.-College-Composition.pdf


https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.620.7610&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.620.7610&rep=rep1&type=pdf
https://www.jstor.org/stable/41307667
https://secure.ncte.org/library/NCTEFiles/Resources/Journals/CE/0771-sep2014/CE0771Review.pdf%20
https://secure.ncte.org/library/NCTEFiles/Resources/Journals/CE/0771-sep2014/CE0771Review.pdf%20
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1075293516300691
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S1075293516300691
http://journalofwritingassessment.org/article.php?article=149
https://wac.colostate.edu/docs/comppile/pd/placement.htm
https://doi.org/10.7916/D8SB4F49
https://diginole.lib.fsu.edu/islandora/object/fsu%3A388909/datastream/PDF/view
https://diginole.lib.fsu.edu/islandora/object/fsu%3A388909/datastream/PDF/view
https://doi.org/10.37514/PER-B.2015.0698
https://doi.org/10.37514/PER-B.2015.0698
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199796304.013.0033
https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199796304.013.0033
https://www.azwestern.edu/sites/default/files/awc/institutional-research/2018-2019%20Fact%20Book-Final%20Complete.pdf
https://www.azwestern.edu/sites/default/files/awc/institutional-research/2018-2019%20Fact%20Book-Final%20Complete.pdf
http://www.bu.edu/wpnet/files/2015/08/The-Myth-of-Linguistic-Homogeneity-in-U.S.-College-Composition.pdf
http://www.bu.edu/wpnet/files/2015/08/The-Myth-of-Linguistic-Homogeneity-in-U.S.-College-Composition.pdf

Community College Online Directed Self-Placement 277

Matsuda, P. K. (2012). Teaching composition in the multilingual world: Second
language writing in composition studies. In K. Ritter & P. K. Matsuda (Eds.),
Exploring composition studies: Sites, issues, perspectives (pp. 36-51). Utah State
University Press.

Nastal, J. (2019). Beyond tradition: Writing placement, fairness, and success at a
two-year college. The Journal of Writing Assessment, 12(1), 1-16. https://eschol-
arship.org/uc/item/4wg8wong

Ortmeier-Hooper, C. (2008). “English may be my second language, but I'm not
‘ESL”. College Composition and Communication, 59(3) 389-419. http://academic.
brooklyn.cuny.edu/english/moser/eng%207506/English%20may%20be%20
my%20second%2olanguage.pdf

Poe, M., Inoue, A. B., & Elliot, N. (Eds.). (2018). Writing assessment, social justice,
and the advancement of opportunity. The WAC Clearinghouse; University Press
of Colorado. https://doi.org/10.37514/PER-B.2018.0155

Reynolds, E. (2003). The role of self-efficacy in writing and directed self-placement.
In D. Royer & R. Gilles (Eds.), Directed self-placement: Principles and practices
(pp. 73-103). Hampton Press.

Rodriguez, O., Bowden, B., Belfield, C., & Scott-Clayton, J. (2015). Calculating
the costs of remedial placement testing. CCRC Analytics. Community College
Research Center, Teachers College, Columbia University. https://files.eric.ed.gov/
fulltext/ED562055.pdf

Royer, D. J., & Gilles, R. (1998). Directed self-placement: An attitude of orientation.
College Composition and Communication, 50(1), 54-70. http://www.jstor.org/
stable/358352

Ruecker, T. (2011). Improving the placement of L2 writers: The students’” perspective.
WPA: Writing Program Administration, 35(1), 91-117. http://associationdatabase.
co/archives/35n1/35nmall.pdf#page=92

Saenkhum, T. (2016). Decisions, agency, and advising: Key issues in the placement
of multilingual writers into first-year composition courses. Utah State University
Press.

Scott-Clayton, J. (2012). Do high-stakes placement exams predict college success?
(CCRC Working Paper No. 41). Community College Research Center, Teachers
College, Columbia University. https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publications/
high-stakes-placement-exams-predict.html

Sinha, A. (2014). Exploring directed self placement as a placement alternative for
first year college students in writing classes [Doctoral dissertation, University of
California, Davis]. UC Davis Electronic Theses and Dissertations (ProQuest).

Snyder, S. E. (2017). Retention rates of second language writers and basic writers: A
comparison within the Stretch Program model. In T. Ruecker, D. Shepherd, H.
Estrem, & B. Brunk-Chavez (Eds.), Retention, persistence, and writing programs
(pp- 185-203). Utah State University Press.

Snyder, S. E. (2018). The Stretch Model: Including L2 student voices. (Publication No.
156480) [Doctoral dissertation, Arizona State University]. ProQuest Dissertations
and Theses Global. https://arizona-asu-primo.hosted.exlibrisgroup.com/perma-
link/f/chl6tq/01ASU_ALMA511068289870003841


https://escholarship.org/uc/item/4wg8w0ng
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/4wg8w0ng
http://academic.brooklyn.cuny.edu/english/moser/eng%207506/English%20may%20be%20my%20second%20language.pdf
http://academic.brooklyn.cuny.edu/english/moser/eng%207506/English%20may%20be%20my%20second%20language.pdf
http://academic.brooklyn.cuny.edu/english/moser/eng%207506/English%20may%20be%20my%20second%20language.pdf
https://doi.org/10.37514/PER-B.2018.0155
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED562055.pdf
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED562055.pdf
http://www.jstor.org/stable/358352
http://www.jstor.org/stable/358352
http://associationdatabase.co/archives/35n1/35n1all.pdf#page=92
http://associationdatabase.co/archives/35n1/35n1all.pdf#page=92
https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publications/high-stakes-placement-exams-predict.html
https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publications/high-stakes-placement-exams-predict.html
https://arizona-asu-primo.hosted.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/f/chl6tq/01ASU_ALMA511068289870003841
https://arizona-asu-primo.hosted.exlibrisgroup.com/permalink/f/chl6tq/01ASU_ALMA511068289870003841

278 Snyder, Amani, and Kato

Toth, C. (2018). Directed self-placement at “democracy’s open door”: Writing
placement and social justice in community colleges. In A. B. Inoue, M. Poe, & N.
Elliot (Eds.), Writing assessment, social justice, and the advancement of oppor-
tunity (pp. 139-172). The WAC Clearinghouse; University Press of Colorado.
https://doi.org/10.37514/PER-B.2018.0155.2.04

Toth, C., & Aull, L. (2014). Directed self-placement questionnaire design: Practices,
problems, possibilities. Assessing Writing, 20, 1-18. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
asw.2013.11.006

Toth, C., Nastal, J., Hassel, H., & Giordano, J. B. (2019). Introduction: Writing
Assessment, Placement, and the Two-Year College. Journal of Writing Assessment,
12(1). https://escholarship.org/uc/item/8393560s

Venezia, A., Bracco, K. R., & Nodine, T. (2010). One-shot deal? Students’ perceptions
of assessment and course placement in California’s community colleges. WestEd.
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED566386.pdf

Zamora, E E. (2020). Digital native tongue: Bringing multilingual, multimodal
curriculum to college composition for beginning Latinx writers [Master disser-
tation, Texas A&M International University]. Research Information Online.
https://rio.tamiu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1027&context=etds


https://doi.org/10.37514/PER-B.2018.0155.2.04
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2013.11.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.asw.2013.11.006
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/8393560s
https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED566386.pdf
https://rio.tamiu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1027&context=etds

