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An admissions program which includes non-cognitive measures was developed to identify high at

risk college applicants who were likely to be academically successful. The Individual Applicant

Review (IAR) program required high at-risk applicants to complete a survey of accomplishments

and write three essays. The academic performance of fall 1994 freshmen admitted through the IAR

program was compared to that of high at-risk freshmen admitted in fall 1993. No differences were

found between the two groups indicating that the IAR program was not effective. Results of

multiple regression analyses identified a non-cognitive variable (leadership/administrative

experience) that contributed significantly to the prediction of college GPA among high at-risk

students. The relationship between the non-cognitive variable was not validated with another

cohort of high at-risk students.

-2-



The General College of the University of Minnesota has traditionally been an open-admissions

college that serves underrepresented populations of students. The history of the college has

included a variety of approaches. In the 1970s and 1980s the College experimented with

occupational certificates and self-designed baccaluareate degrees in order to meet the needs of

returning, adult, nontraditional college students. Overall, the curriculum has been student-centemd

and involved a high degree of advising on the part of both the faculty and professional advisers.

In the latter part of the 1980s a movement at the University of Minnesota referred to as

"Commitment to Focus" resulted in the elimination of degrees and certificates in the General

College. The focus of the College switched to one of developmental education and the preparation

of nontraditional, underprepared students for transfer to degree granting units within the

University. Central administration gradually downsized the freshmen entering class, which has

resulted in a smaller student body. The focus of the curriculum became the development of

college-level skills within the context of courses that cover college-level content with the aim of

increasing students' likelihood of success while earning credits toward degree completion.

Admissions to the University of Minnesota is generally based on an applicants AAR score

which is calculated as 2 times a student's ACT composite score plus the student's high school

percentile rank (AAR = 2*ACf + HSPR). In the past, all students with AAR scores below 110

were considered for admissions to General College. A report by the University'S Office of

Planning indicated that students with AAR scores below 70 were much less likely to persist and

transfer. This prompted Central Admissions in 1993 to suggest that an AAR score of 70 be a floor

for admissions into the General College. However, research conducted by the General College

Office of Research and Evaluation (GC-ORE) established that while the retention rates and

academic performance of the high at-risk group are lower than those of other developmental

education students in the college, there were still significant numbers of high at-risk students who

persisted and maintained acceptable college GPAs (about 55%). The problem was in identifying

high at-risk applicants who were most likely to persist and maintain acceptable college
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performance. The General College gained permission to run a multi-year "experiment" called the

Individual Applicant Review (IAR) program where additional, non-cognitive information was

gathered from students who either had AAR scores below 70 or no AAR score.

A committee was formed with the task of designing an alternative admissions process for high

at-risk applicants. The summer of 1993 was spent reviewing research on the relationship of non

cognitive variables to college persistence and performance for underserved populations. The work

of Sedlacek (1989), Tom (1982), and Nisbet, Rubie, and Schurr (1982) were among the studies

used to inform the committee's work. Several of the committee members had extensive experience

prompt a reviewer would indicate if the applicant gave a convincing argument, gave evidence of

with admissions and programs such as TRIO and Upward Bound, and their expertise also

informed the design of the program. The committee was in frequent communication with the

University's Office of Admissions and with the General College parent committee on Admissions

and Advancement. Both groups provided useful feedback and significantly shaped the design of

, the program.

• The special admissions program, called the Individual Applicant Review (IAR) program,

began with the identification of high at-risk applicants. Applicants were notified that they would

need to go through a special admissions process and were sent a packet of materials for

completion. The packet consisted of an explanatory letter, a survey of an applicant's

accomplishments in high school or in the community, and an essay section that asked applicants to

respond to three different prompts. The survey asked students to identify any participation or

leadership activity in several areas: high school, work, athletics, artsIhumanities,

government/leadership, and community service (see Appendix A). The writing prompts asked

applicants 1) Why they wanted to pursue a four-year degree at the university, 2) why they believed

they had the potential to be successful at the university, and 3) to provide an example of a life

accomplishment that demonstrated effort, commitment, and follow through (see Appendix B).

Reviewers used a check off list for each essay question to capture various aspects of an applicant's

response (see Appendix C). For example, when reviewing a response to the second writing•
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being likely to succeed in college, and provided illustrative examples. Applicants' high school

transcripts and other precollege measures (e.g., ACT scores) were also considered.

The IAR program was used for the fIrst time with applications for fall 1994. Applications

were reviewed by committee. Each application was reviewed by at least two committee members.

When a disagreement occurred between reviewers, a third reader reviewed the application in order

to determine acceptance or rejection. Reviewers used a standardized form to rate each application

in several areas: indications of positive trends in some area of high school course work,

indications of accomplishment among the participationlleadership survey items, indication of long

term goals in response to the fIrst essay question, and likelihood to succeed and persist based on

responses to the last two essay questions. Based on the ratings, each reviewer indicated either

acceptance or rejection of the application. There were about 300 applicants which resulted in

approximately 200 hours of staff time to review and make admissions decisions.

The IAR admissions program was also used for fall 1995 applications. The IAR process

was essentially the same for fall 1995 applicants although minor changes were made to the

applicatoin materials. Many of the reviewers who served in 1994 returned in 1995, so that the fall

1995 review team was also more experienced. The fIrst part of this paper describes the results of a

study conducted to compare the persistence and academic performance of students admitted

through the IAR program in fall 1994 and fall 1995 with similar freshmen who entered the General

College in fall 1993. The fIrst study looked at whether the IAR program produced cohorts of high

at-risk students with higher likelihood of college success.
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Study 1: Comparison of IAR and Non-IAR admits

Comparison Groups

IdentifIcation of fall 1994 and 1995 IAR admits was based on a list of student names and

UotM identifIcation numbers provided by the General College Office of Admissions and

Perspective Students and students' AAR scores. If a student did not have an AAR score, a

students SAR score (SAR = (SAT Verbal + SAT Math)/lO + HSPR) was converted to an AAR
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score using concordance tables provided by Data and Reporting Services. AAR scores were used

to identify students with an AAR score of 70 or higher who went through the IAR process. These

students were placed into an AAR ~ 70 group and not identified as IAR students. AAR scores

were also used to identify students who would have been eligible for the IAR program but who

were admitted to the General College without submitting an IAR application. These latter students

were not included in the study. In the fall 1994 cohort, 35 students were identified as No AAR

(Le., they were missing a high school percentile rank or ACT score), 83 were identified as AAR <

70, and 501 were identified as AAR ~ 70. Within the fall 1995 cohort, 25 students were identified

as No AAR, 101 as AAR < 70, and 574 as AAR ~ 70. Because the AAR ~ 70 groups were so

much larger than the other two groups in both cohorts, students were randomly selected to produce

sample sizes around 100 in both cohorts. The final sample sizes for the AAR ~ 70 groups were

132 for the fall 1994 cohort and 131 for the fall 1995 cohort.

A comparison group for the fall 1994 and 1995 IAR students was created by identifying

students with AAR scores below 70 or no AAR score in the fall 1993 entering freshman cohort.

Records from the University's Admissions Database (AARDB) were used to determine AAR

scores. There were 763 new freshmen in fall 1993, 97 of whom had no AAR score, 228 of whom

had an AAR score below 70, and 438 who had an AAR score of 70 or higher. Students were

randomly selected from each of the three groups to produce sample sizes similar to those of the fall

1994 and 1995 groups. The final sample sizes for the fall 1993 cohort were 29 students with No

AAR, 106 students withAAR < 70, and 129 students with AAR ~ 70. T-tests were conducted for

each group to determine if students included in the study differed significantly form those who

were not in the study with respect to high school GPA, high school percentile rank, and ACT

scores. None of the tests produced statistically significant results (see Table 1 and Table 2).

•

•

•
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Table 1. Comparison between fall 1993 freshmen included and not included in the study on
precollege variables.

ACT Composite Included Not Included

N Mean N Mean
NoAARscore 25 16.9 54 18.1

AAR<70 106 17.5 122 17.1

AAR~70 129 19.4 309 19.6

High School Rank Included Not Included

N Mean N Mean
No AAR score 4 32.0 9 32.9

AAR<70 106 20.4 122 19.8

AAR~70 129 48.2 306 49.5

High School GPA Included Not Included

N Mean N Mean
NoAARscore 13 2.22 40 2.04

AAR<70 103 1.89 121 1.83

AAR~70 124 2.42 306 2.44
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Comparisons of Precollege Measures of Academic Performance

The three cohorts of freshmen were compared with respect to ACT composite scores, high

school percentile rank, and high school GPA. Table 3 and Figure 1 present mean scores for eaGh

subgroup on the precollege measures. Two-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) tests (AAR

Group by Cohort) were conducted to look for differences in average scores for each of the three

precollege measures. The ANOVA for high school percentile ranks did not include the No AAR.

group because too many students had missing data on the measure. Statistically significant

differences were found between the AAR groups for high school GPA (F[2,714] =196.09, P <

.001), high school percentile rank (F[I,672] =1082.58, P < .001), and ACT scores (F[2,740]= •

38.72, P < .(01). Statistically significant differences were found between the three cohorts for
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• high school GPA (F[2,714] = 6.93, P = .001) and ACT scores (F[2,740] = 4.77, P = .009) but

not for high school percentile rank (F[2,672] =2.75, P=.065). None of the interactions between

AAR group and cohort were statistically significant.

Table 2. Comparison of precollege measures between fall 1994 and fall 1995 freshmen with AAR
~ 70 who were included and not included in the study.

Fall 1994 AAR ~ 70 Included Not Included

N· Mean N Mean

ACT 132 20.0 369 20.2

High School Rank 130 51.1 364 49.2

High School GPA 129 2.56 365 2.55

Fall 1995 AAR ~ 70 Included Not Included

N Mean N Mean

ACT 131 20.3 443 20.1

High School Rank 131 48.7 441 49.5• High School GPA 131 2.60 440 2.61

One-way ANOVAs with Student-Newman-Keuls post-hoc pairwise comparisons were

conducted to further investigate the differences identified by the ANOVAs. As expected given the

definitions of the AAR groups, the results of the post-hoc analyses for high school GPA indicated

that the AAR ~ 70 had high school GPAs that were higher than those of the No AAR group, on the

average, which in tum were higher than the AAR < 70 group. The AAR ~ 70 group also had a

higher mean high school percentile rank than the AAR < 70 group. The average ACT score of the

AAR ~ 70 group was found to be higher than the averages of both the No AAR and AAR < 70

groups, but these latter two groups did not differ significantly.

The post-hoc analyses also indicated that the fall 1994 and fall 1995 cohorts had mean high

• school GPA scores that were higher than that of the fall 1993 cohort, but that the former two

groups did not differ significantly. The same pattern in pairwise differences was found for ACT
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scores. In summary, the AAR > 70 group appeared better prepared for college than the other two

groups, with the No AAR group having a slight edge on the AAR < 70 group as indicated by mean

high school GPA. The fall 1994 and fall 1995 cohorts were better prepared than the fall 1993

cohort with the lack of statistically significant interactions implying that difference between the

cohorts holds for all three AAR categories. Visual inspection of Table 3 suggests that this last

generalization may be questioned for the No AAR group with respect to ACT scores. Within the

No AAR group, the fall 1994 group had a mean ACT score that was lower than those of the other

two cohorts, although the difference is not statistically significant.

delMas and Kroll Non-Cognitive Variables
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Table 3. Comparison of fall 1993 and fall 1994 freshmen cohorts on precollege variables.

ACT Composite Fall 1993 Fall 1994 Fall 1995

N Mean N Mean N Mean

NoAARscore 25 16.9 23 18.0 19 17.5

AAR<70 106 17.5 83 18.3 101 18.0

AAR~70 129 19.4 132 20.0 131 20.3

High School Rank Fall 1993 Fall 1994 Fall 1995

N Mean N Mean N Mean

No AAR score 4 32.0 6 27.5 4 29.0

AAR<70 106 20.4 82 21.9 100 21.1

AAR~70 129 48.2 130 51.1 131 48.7

High School GPA Fall 1993 Fall 1994 Fall 1995

N Mean N Mean N Mean

NoAARscore 13 2.22 27 2.10 14 2.18

AAR<70 103 1.89 83 1.94 99 1.98

AAR~70 124 2.42 129 2.56 131 2.60
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• igure 1. Comparison of precollege academic perfonnance measures.

Figure la. Mean ACT scores.
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Comparisons of College Academic Performance •

Comparisons were made among the freshmen groups with respect to cumulative GPA and

cumulative credit completion ratio (CCR). Cumulative GPA and CCR were measured at the end of

the ftrst academic year for each freshmen cohort. Figure 2 presents a comparison between the

three cohorts for ftrst year cumulative GPA and Figure 3 presents similar comparisons for

cumulative CCR. A two-way ANOVA (AAR group by Cohort) was conducted for both measures

of college academic performance. A signiftcant difference was found between the three AAR

groups (F[2,752] = 14.85, p < .001), but neither the main effect for cohort (F[2,752] =0.97, P =
.370) or the interaction were signiftcant (F[4,752] =1.82, P =.123). The ftndings for cumulative

CCR were similar with a signiftcant difference between the AAR groups (F[2,757] =13.07 P <

.(01) was found, but signiftcant differences were not found for cohort (F[2,757] = 2.53,

P = .081) or the interaction (F[4,757] = 0.91, P = .460).

One-way ANOVAs with Student-Newman-Keuls post-hoc analyses were conducted for both

cumulative GPA and CCR using AAR group as the blocking variable. Despite the sharp drop in •

cumulative GPA for the fall 1995 No AAR group (see Figure 2), the results of the post-hoc

pairwise comparisons indicated that the overall means for cumulative GPA across the three groups

for the No AAR (x =2.27) and AAR ~ 70 (x =2.43) groups were not signiftcantly different,

while both of these groups had means higher than the AAR < 70 group (x =2.01). The results

for cumulative CCR paint a different picture, indicating no difference in cumulative CCR between

the No AAR (x =.68) and AAR < 70 (x =.72) groups, while both of these had mean cumulative

CCRs below the AAR ~ 70 group (x = .82). Overall, the AAR < 70 group had the lowest

measures of academic performance, regardless of the whether or not the students were admitted

through the IAR program.

•
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Figure 2. Comparison of fIrst year cumulative GPA for each AAR group across the three cohorts.•
delMas and Kroll Non-Cognitive Variables
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Academic Standards and the AAR < 70 Admits

Non-Cognitive Variables

•
Figure 4 and Figure 5 provide a look at the AAR < 70 admits from all three freshmen cohorts

with respect to the academic standards set by the General College Scholastic Committee. Students

are expected to maintain a cumulative GPA of at least 2.00 and a cumulative CCR of .67 or highe:r.

Figure 5 breaks the AAR < 70 students into three groups based on term cumulative GPA.

Figure 4 indicates that the trends in fIrSt year cumulative GPA across the three cohorts of

freshmen with AAR < 70 are quite similar. While the fall 1993 AAR < 70 groups appears to havl~

a higher percentage of students with cumulative GPA below 2.00 and a lower percentage of

students with cumulative GPA at or above 3.00 when compared to the other two cohorts, the

differences are not statistically significant (X2 [4] = 2.58, P = .631).

Figure 4. Comparison of first year cumulative GPA categories for AAR < 70 students.
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Figure 5 indicates that about one third of the AAR < 70 admits maintained cumulative CCRs •

below .67 at the end the fIrSt academic year. While there was a slight decrease in the percentage of
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• AAR < 70 students with cumulative CCRs below .67 across the three cohorts, the difference was

not statistically significant (X2 [2] =0.66, P =.718). Overall, the graphs point to a possible

increase in academic performance across the three cohorts, but these increases are not beyond what

is expected by chance and they do not reflect substantial improvements in academic performance

for the AAR < 70 students.

Figure 5. Comparison of first year cumulative CCR categories for AAR < 70 students..
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Special Programs and the AAR < 70 Admits

As the above results were presented to the General College community, some individuals

wondered if AAR < 70 students who participated in special programs within General College

performed better than those who did not. A comparison was made between AAR < 70 admits

from the three freshmen cohorts who participated in the TRIO program and those who did not

• participate in any type of special program during their first academic year. TRIO is a nationally

recognized program that offers academic support through advising, tutoring, and supplemental
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instruction to students who are identified as first generation college, low income, or disabled.

AAR < 70 freshmen who were also in TRIO were compared to AAR < 70 freshmen who had not

participated in any special program within the College. There were 82 students in the TRIO low

AAR group and 175 students in the No Program low AAR group.

delMas and Kroll Non-Cognitive Variables

•

Table 4. Mean scores of AAR < 70 TRIO and No Program students from the fall 1993, 1994,
and 1995 freshman cohorts on precollege measures of academic performance.

TRIO No Program

N Average N Average

ACf 83 16.8 175 18.5

High School Rank 82 21.1 175 21.1

High School GPA 82 1.83 172 1.96

Cumulative GPA 82 2.01 174 1.98

Cumulative CCR 82 .70 175 .73 •
Differences were found between the TRIO and No Program AAR < 70 admits on precollege

characteristics and measures of academic performance (see Table 4). The No Program group had a

higher average High School GPA (t[252] =2.54, P=.013) and a higher average ACT score

(t[256] = 4.40, P < .001) when compared to the TRIO group, while average High School

Percentile Ranks were nearly identical.

Based on the differences in precollege academic performance, the TRIO students were

expected to demonstrate lower college academic performance than the No Program students.

Results of the statistical analyses did not bear out this expectation. Neither the t-test for differenc:es

in cumulative GPA (t[254] =.26, P=.793) or the t-test for differences in cumulative CCR (t[255]

=.51, P=.612) produced statistically significant results. Given the initial differences in

precollege measures of academic performance, the results can be interpreted as an indication that •

the TRIO program helped to increase the academic performance of the TRIO students to a level that
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was comparable to other low AAR students. The evidence does not suggest that enrollment in a

special support program such as TRIO significantly decreases the odds that an AAR < 70 admit

will end up in academic difficulty by the end of the first academic year.

•
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Summary of the Findings from the First Study

The evidence suggests that the JAR program has not been successful in identifying students

with AAR scores below 70 who are likely to succeed in college when compared to the open

admissions policy used in fall 1993. The academic performance of low AAR students is highly

similar to that of a similar group admitted to the General College in fall 1993. Comparisons also

indicate that participation in a special support program did not improve academic performance to a

significant level.

Although students admitted with an AAR less than 70 consistently perform at lower levels

than other students (i.e., no AAR or AAR of 70 or higher), the results do not argue for restricting

General College admissions to either students who are returning to school after being out for some

time (common among the no AAR students) or students with AAR scores of 70 or higher. Low

AAR students typically represent only 10% to 15% of a given freshmen cohort, a representation

that does not dramatically affect the overall performance of the student body. In other words,

eliminating low AAR students will not have a dramatic effect on transfer and graduation rates.

Eliminating low AAR students, however, would remove a segment of the student population that

the General College has traditionally served. Such a decision should be based on more than

statistical results.

The results, however, do not justify the time and effort required of both applicants and

University staff by the JAR program. Students must complete a lengthy admissions document in

addition to documents already submitted to the University, and are required to wait a longer time

before receiving a final admissions decision. Each JAR admissions file is read by at least two

General College faculty or staff members, each read taking between 15 and 30 minutes. With

about 300 applicants, some 150 to 300 hours are spent just reading JAR applications, with

additional time spent in meetings where admittance or refusal is decided. Additional time is also
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spent by support staff in Central Admissions and the General College. The fmdings of this study •

seriously question whether the JAR program should be continued in its current fonn.

Study 2: Relationship of Non-cognitive Factors to Academic Performance

While the JAR process does not appear to have been successful in selecting high at-risk

students with a higher likelihood of college success, this does not rule out the possibility that some

or all of the non-cognitive variables captured by the JAR application process are predictive of

college success. A second study was perfonned to detennine whether such non-cognitive

variables could be identified. The initial phase of the study extracted infonnation from the fall

1994 IAR admits. As stated earlier, the survey asked students to identify any participation or

leadership activity in several areas: high school, work, athletics, artsIhumanities,

governmentlleadership, and community service. Three measures were calculated for each of the

six areas on the survey of accomplishments: the number of participation items checked, the number

of recognition (award) items checked, and the number of administrativelleadership items checked.

Twelve check-off items from reviewers' rating sheets were tallied across the reviewers for each

JAR student to capture students' responses to the three writing prompts. These measures along

with high school GPA, high school percentile rank, ACf scores, and mathematics course

placement test scores were used as predictor variables in multiple regression analyses used to

predict cumulative GPA at the end of the first year.

A stepwise multiple regressions was perfonned with the inclusion criterion set at a. = .05 and

the removal criterion set at a. = .10. The sample consisted of 86 fall 1994 JAR admits with

measures on all variables of interest. The mathematics placement test score was found to account

for the largest amount of variance in college GPA (R =.40, R2 =.160). High school GPA

accounted for an additional 7.5% of the variance (R =.48, R2 =.235). In addition to these two

traditional measures of precollege academic ability, a third non-cognitive measure was identified as

making a significant contribution. The non-cognitive measure consisted of the number of

administrativelleadership items checked by an applicant in the accomplishment areas of work and

- 17 -
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government/leadership. The leadership variable accounted for an additional 7.5% of the variance

in cumulative GPA (R =.56, R2 =.309). None of the check-off list variables were found to make

a significant contribution to the prediction of cumulative GPA.

The results from the fall 1994 cohort seemed very promising. While perfect prediction could

not be expected, there was still the possibility that students with higher likelihood of success could

be identified by considering their level of math achievement, high school GPA, and the number of

leadership roles that had served in prior to coming to college. Fall 1995 IAR freshmen were used

to see if the three variables could be validated as predictive of academic success among high at-risk

students. The sample consisted of 113 Fall 1995 JAR freshmen. A multiple regression was

conducted using first year cumulative GPA as the dependent variable and entering math placement

scores, high school GPA, and the leadership measure on subsequent steps. As with the fall 1994

sample, math placement test scores accounted for the highest amount of variance in cumulative

GPA, but with a lower correlation than was found for the fall 1994 sample (R =.22, R2 =.049).

High school GPA and the leadership measure did not make statistically significant contributions to

the prediction of cumulative GPA. High school GPA accounted for only an additional 1% of the

variance (R = .25, R2 = .061) while leadership accounted for only an additional 0.1 % (R = .25,

R2 =.062). Clearly, the three predictor variables did not have the same relationship to cumulative

GPA in the fall 1994 and fall 1995 high at-risk groups.

An additional multiple regression analysis was run for the fall 1995 sample to determine which

of the variables were predictive of first year cumulative GPA. Recognition, a non-cognitive

variable consisting of the total number of awards and other forms of recognition received by a

student, was found to account for the largest amount of variance (R = .25, R2 = .065).

Surprisingly, recognition had a negative correlation with cumulative GPA (see Table 5).

Mathematics placement test scores accounted for an additional 4% of the variance in cumulative

GPA (R =.33, R2 =.107). No other variables made a significant contribution to the prediction of

cumulative GPA.

-

I-
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Table 5. Correlations between fIrst year cumulative GPA and fIve predictor variables for IAR
admits in the second study.

delMas and Kroll

Fall 1994 Fall 1995

(N =86) (N =113)

High School GPA .382 .141

ACT .296 .206

Mathematics Placement .400 .221

Leadership .262 -.073

Recognition .036 -.254

Non-Cognitive Variable:)

•

Summary of the Findings from the Second Study

The two cohorts clearly differed with respect to both the cognitive and non-cognitive measures

that were predictive of college academic performance. This is illustrated further by the bivariate

correlation presented in Table 5. While the correlations are not of the same magnitude in the two

samples, the samples are consistent in that the three cognitive measures are typically have a positive

correlation with fIrst year cumulative GPA, the exception being high school GPA in the fall 1995

group. While a non-cognitive variable was found to be related to college performance in both

cohorts, they were not the same non-cognitive variables and the two variables had quite differenlt

relationships to cumulative GPA across the two groups. In fact, each non-cognitive variable had a

statistically signifIcant correlation with cumulative GPA in one sample but an essentially zero

correlation in the other sample.

The evidence does not support the use of non-cognitive variables to make admission decisions

•

for high at-risk students. The results do support the use of traditional measures such as high

school GPA and ACT scores, and suggest that taking a closer look at high school work, especially

in the area of mathematics, might be fruitful when reviewing the applications of high at-risk

students. This latter approach is now being explored at the General College and will hopefully be •

the topic of a future paper.
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Name

Non-Cognitive Variables

General College Individual Applicant Review Survey
_______________ Social Security Number _
(print or type)

•
The purpose of this survey is to discover more about you than can be detennined from your
transcript. Most people will only check one or two items, but it will help us learn more about you.

Below is a list of activities and organizations that you may have participated in during high schoo)
or after high school. For each item, indicate whether you were a participant in the type of
organization or activity, held an office or served in a leadership role, or received any recognition or
rewards for your participation. (Check ALL that apply.)

Held office/ Rece:ived
High School or Community Leadership Awards!
Extracurricular Activities Participant Role Recognition

1. Government (student, local, city, state, etc.) 0 0 C)
2. Academic clubs (science, math, art, language, etc.) 0 0 C)
3. Religious organizations 0 0 (J
4. Cultural or ethnic organizations 0 0 (J
5. Intramural/community center athletics 0 0 CJ
6. Varsity athletics 0 0 (J •7. Political organizations 0 0 [J
8. Employee work group or union organization 0 0 [J
9. Radio-TV 0 0 [J

10. Fraternity, sorority, other social or cultural groups or clubs 0 0 (]

11. Special interest groups (ski club, sailing club, 0 0 [J
judo club, drill teams, dance group, etc.)

12. School or community service organizations 0 0 (J

Work Experience

13.0 Held a regular part-time job (e.g. waiter/waitress, sales, newspaper carrier, etc.)

14.0 Held a full-time paying job

15.0 Started my own business or service

16.0 Supervised the work of others

17.0 Managed the financial affairs of some organization

- 21 -
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• Athletics
18.0 Participated in one or more varsity athletic team events (football, basketball, volleyball,

soccer, gymnastics, hockey, baseball, etc.) while attending high school

19.0 Earned a varsity letter in one or more sports in high school

20.0 Was appointed or elected cheerleader or captain of a varsity team in high school

21.0 Received all-city, league, county, or state team award (including honorable mention)

22.0 Participated in an organized athletic competition outside high school

23.0 Participated in individual athletic activities (tennis, swimming, bowling, skiing, golf, etc.)

24.0 Attended athletic events regularly

We would like some additional information about your participation and accomplishments in
activities and organizations. Nine broad areas are listed below. Check the items that describe the
ways in which you have participated in each of the nine areas.

•
Music

25.0 Composed music

26.0 Performed with a professional musical group (orchestra, band, choral group)

27.0 Performed in a school musical group

28.0 Gave a public recital (individual or group)

29.0 Played a musical instrument Instrument # of Years _

30.0 Received a superior rating in a music contest

31.0 Participated in a music contest

Speech

32.0 Placed first, second, or third in a regional or state speech or debate contest

33.0 Entered a speech or debate contest

34.0 Had substantial roles in high school, community, or church-sponsored plays

35.0 Gave a speech recital

36.0 Had roles in plays (not high school or church-sponsored)

37.0 Appeared on radio or TV as a performer

38.0 Read for a part in a play

Art

39.0 Finished a work of art (painting, ceramics, sculpture, etc.) on my own

40.0 Exhibited a work of art at a gallery or formal showing

• 41.0 Won a prize or award in an art competition -- specify:
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Writing

42.0 Worked on the staff of a newsletter, newspaper, yearbook, etc.

43.0 Wrote an original but unpublished piece of creative writing on my own

44.0 Had poems, stories, essays, or articles published

Title of Piece (print or type) Name of Publication

delMas and Kroll Non-Cognitive Variables

e

Leadership

45.0 Was appointed to an office within a school or community organization

46.0 Actively campaigned to elect myself or another person to an office .

47.0 Organized a political group or campaign

48.0 Participated in a political campaign

49.0 Participated in a movement to change institutional rules, procedures, or policies

50.0 Was elected to one or more offices within an organization

51.0 Received an award or special recognition for leadership (of any kind)

Name of Award(s) ---------------------e
(print or type)

Community Service

52.0 Won recognition or an award for a club or organization activity (FFA, FHA, 4-H, Scouting,
Boys' Club, Girls' Club)

53.0 Taught in a church or synagogue, or led a religious service on a regular basis

54.0 Worked as a volunteer aide in a hospital, clinic, or home

55.0 Was active in programs which helped my community or neighborhood develop pride in itself

56.0 Participated in a program to assist children or adults who were handicapped mentally,
physically, educationally, or economically

57.0 Worked as a volunteer on a civic improvement project or in a voter education project

58.0 Received an award or recognition for any kind of community service

Other Programs and Organizations I Have Participated In
(Examples: Upward Bound, Educational Talent Search, Educational Opportunity Centers, Clos,e

Up, Urban Coalition, 4-H, Language Camp, Boy and Girl Scouts, Red Cross)

-------------e
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Appendix B: Three Writing Prompts

General College Personal Statement

Non-Cognitive Variables

Social Security Number _

•

•

Applicants Name (Print} _

Birth date _

Directions: You need to answer all three of the questions. You must type or print very neatly.

Your response will be reviewed focusing on the content of your response, not on how well you
write.

Question One: Why is a college education important to you?

Question Two: "I have the potential to succeed in the General College at the University of
Minnesota because ..." finish this statement by providing examples and background
information on your potential for success.

Question Three: Give an example of a life accomplishment of which you are particularly
proud or which was a significant experience in your life. Choose an accomplishment
that shows effort, commitment, and follow through. Indicate what results you
obtained.
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Appendix C: Reviewer's Rating Form •GENERAL COLLEGE INDIVIDUAL APPLICATION REVIEW

RATING FORM
Background Information
Applicants Full Name _ Birthdate _

PSEO __

Urban _Over21 __

GPA __

SOC __

High School Rank __

Low AAR __ GED __NoAAR __

ACTScore __

Decision Information

Reader
Why yes!

o Admit 0 Reject

Committee Decision 0 Admit 0 Reject 0 Waiting List

TRANSCRIPT:

o Good Grades in math

o Good Grades in science

o Strength in one area (A's & B's)

o Good attendance record

o Positive trends: improvement junior and
senior year, more challenging courses, others

•
Comments:

SURVEY:

o Two or more items checked

o Two or more areas checked

o Indication of leadership

o Performance item checked

o Indication of self direction

o Received awards/recognition

Comments:

•
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• PERSONAL STATEMENT:

Question One: "Why is college education important to you?"

o Tradition

o Immediate need

o Academic

o Long Tennlcareer

o Personal growth/enrichment

Comments:

Non-Cognitive Variables

•

•

Question Two: "I have the potential to succeed in the General College at the
University of Minnesota because.... finish this statement by providing examples
and background information on your potential for success."

o Convincing argument

o Likely to succeed

o Examples included

Comments:

Question Three: "Give an example of a life accomplishment of which you are
particularly proud or which was a significant experience in your life. Choose an
accomplishment that shows effort, commitment, and follow through. Indicate
what results you obtained."

o Likely to persist

o Shows good commitment

o Can handle responsibility

Comments:

LETTERS OF RECOMMENDATIONS:

From whom:

Comments that made you want to say yes to admission.
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