Minutes”

Senate Committee on Educational Policy
November 1, 1994
1:45 - 3:30
Room 625 Campus Club

Present: Kenneth Heller (chair), Jeff Bauer, Anita Cholewa, Elayne Donahue, Darwin Hendel,
Robert Johnson, Manuel Kaplan, Laura Coffin Koch, Darren Walhof, Gayle Graham
Yates

Regrets: Rachel Brand, James Cotter

Absent: Megan Gunnar, Sara Hornstra, Judith Martin, Ryan Nilsen, William Van Essendelft

Guests: Vice President Anne Hopkins, Jane Whiteside (Academic Affairs)

Others: none

[In these minutes: Critical measures; high school preparation standards]

1. Critical Measures

Professor Heller convened the meeting at 1:45 and welcomed Jane Whiteside to assist the
Committee in its continuing discussion of critical measures.

Dr. Whiteside recalled that the Board of Regents wished to act on a small number of institutional-
level goals; they are being prepared as this meeting occurs. Three goals have already been approved by
the Board in January as part of U2000: for the Twin Cities, 80% of incoming freshmen from the top
quartile of the high school class; a fifth-year graduation rate of at least 50%; and increase by 50% the
graduation rates of students of color. Additional goals are being prepared for action by the Board of
Regents in November:

characteristics of entering students (developed by campus), in aggregate, a mean high school rank
in the 77th percentile (up from the current 72nd).

aggregate campus goals for representation of students of color in the freshmen classes, to an
institutional goal of 16%, which is a weighted average of the campus goals of Duluth, Morris, and
the Twin Cities (Crookston is not included because they don't know what size class they will have);
at present the number is 13%, although the Twin Cities is at 18%.

sponsored funding, there are two measures: sponsored funding from all sources ($375 million in
2000), and retaining the rank of 15th (research and development only)
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instructional direct expenditure for student, renamed investment per student, which is computed
from direct instructional expenditures for students; for the Twin Cities, the goal is an increase to
2% above peer institutions by the year 2000 (goals for the other campuses have not yet been
developed).

There are other categories within the first five critical measures that require more work, such as
characteristics and graduation rates of transfer students and graduate and professional students.

Work on the next eight sets of critical measures is now starting. It will involve a number of Senate
committees as well as committees from the other campuses and external participation. Work with the
colleges will also begin, probably most intensively towards the end of the academic year, to figure out
what the institutional measures mean for the units.

There are many things about the institutional measures that are not picked up in the numbers; to the
extent that the University needs to be thinking and talking about them differently, Dr. Whiteside said,
they would appreciate help from the Committee. For example, the educational consequences of the
graduation rates need to be considered more fully before steps are taken to affect them. The two
components of the graduation rate that came up in earlier discussions, recalled one Committee member,
were (1) time to graduation if one was going to graduate, and (2) the numbers for people who enter but
never graduate; those two statistics have very different policy implications, and aggregating them is less
meaningful.

There is an excellent report from Dr. Kvavik, Dr. Hopkins reported, on time to completion, that
was sent to the legislature; the Committee should look at it. She expressed concern about applying the
institutional measures to the colleges. For example, it might be inappropriate to have collegiate
graduation rate targets when the University wishes to encourage students to move among colleges. A
target might also be developed for transfer students, but the wisdom of doing so is open to question.

Dr. Hendel distributed a handout addressing the possible break down of institutional measures at
the campus, provost, college, and department levels. This will mean walking a fine line, he said; there
must be some connection between the campus/provost/college/department and the institutional measure,
if they are to have any meaning. But that does not mean that a particular measure will go all the way
down to departments or individual class level. This draft considers what level might be appropriate and
meaningful for an institutional-level measure. For example, it is probably not meaningful to think about
undergraduate graduation rate at the college level. For graduate and professional students, however, it
may be appropriate to think about graduation rate at the level of the college and the individual
department.

Although it may not be appropriate to have collegiate graduation rates at the undergraduate level as
a critical measure, the colleges do contribute to increasing the retention rates of undergraduates. Even
though critical measure data may not be developed for every level, the role of the college, department,
and individual faculty member in addressing them must be considered. Dr. Hendel emphasized that the
handout is only a working draft and that comments on it are welcome.

There is a quandary about the student experience critical measure, Dr. Hendel said. One might
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think of this measure as having two dimensions. One might come from an annual survey of student
satisfaction (undergraduate as well as graduate and professional); an overall institutional score could
perhaps be calculated. On the other hand, when one looks at student learning and performance, especially
at the undergraduate level, it is difficult to apply any measure across the board to all campuses and
colleges. There needs to be some way to address student learning and performance; perhaps at the
departmental level, he said, but he would welcome opportunities to talk with the Committee about it.

Dr. Whiteside said that the colleges will probably be asked what they believe the critical measures
mean for them. If they do not believe the critical measures are applicable, they will be asked to propose
alternative measures for getting at the question, in a way more appropriate for their disciplines. Much
will be learned about the meaning of these measures as the process is carried out.

One of the starting points in developing the institutional measures, Dr. Hendel recalled, was the last
set of collegiate plans. There was considerable variation among colleges in the attention they gave to
how different aspects of performance might be measured. There was a workshop held recently for deans
and others working on the next set of institutional plans, which should better integrate the planning,
budgeting, and evaluation activities of the colleges. Part of what they will be doing next spring and
summer, with respect to critical measures, is to explain how they will use both the institutional measures
at the college level as well as those more appropriate for their units. This must be seen as a process that
includes many opportunities to work with individuals and committees, and that links central goals with
the activities of the provosts, campuses, and colleges. It is an interactive process.

Why is it inappropriate to consider graduation rates by college, asked one Committee member? Dr.
Hopkins noted that there are six freshman-admitting colleges, so a number of colleges with undergraduate
programs do not admit students. Students enter one college with the intention of going to another college.
In which college should that student be counted? Which college is responsible for that student's progress?
If a student enters in CLA on the Twin Cities campus, and graduates from Duluth, the student has
successfully graduated from the University of Minnesota--but both campuses contributed to that student's
success. success.

The critical measures seem to represent an artificial "collectivizing" of the institutional and
individual experiences, said one Committee member. There is no way to divide the student experience
between their general education classes, their experience of the University personally and socially, and
their major. There ought to be a way to measure how well University does for a student as a whole in
general education. These measures seem to be left out. Then, how does the University do in helping
students specialize. This is too much a corporate model--University, campus, college, department.

Another way to frame the question, Dr. Hopkins said, is to consider "student satisfaction" and
"student learning and performance.” Students can be asked how they feel about their social, intellectual
environment, their general education or their major. It is more difficult to actually determine what
someone learned. There are standardized tests--ACT has a general education test which was given to
every incoming freshman and every junior at her previous institution--that is a "ridiculous measure" of
what one learns in general education. The most serious educational issue, in all this assessment, Dr.
Hopkins told the Committee, is what did people learn? What is the outcome? If there is an issue to be
tackled, that is the right one--and it is the one the University is farthest away from addressing.
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Related to that, said one Committee member, how to differentiate the various parts of the
University's educational mission. It is not just training experts. One would like to think the University is
also training citizens, training people to function in society. Both of those missions matter; one wants the
University to not only claim it does both, but also take seriously how it measures that it does so.

Many of the benefits of a liberal education, and the University experience, are not necessarily
evident at the point of graduation, Dr. Hendel pointed out, but perhaps emerge over time as our graduates
do things in a different way from citizens who have not had this education. Interest in, valuing, and
participating in artistic opportunities is an example; one can think that the University's presence, and its
graduates, have made a difference in the rich opportunities available in the Twin Cities. How to
document and describe that is a challenge.

It is probably much more difficult to document general education learning than that which takes
place in the major. The smaller and more unified the institution, the easier it is to look at general
education outcomes, Dr. Hendel said. One way to get at this, Dr. Whiteside added, is through post-
graduation experience; student retrospective views, after some time has passed. Another aspect might be
measures of leadership and citizenship, which it is hoped show the impact of education.

When one speaks about general education, the first thing to address is what are the University's
goals for the students. That is easier to do in a department. What should students from this institution
know how to do? Those goals are specified in two places, Dr. Hopkins pointed out--in the liberal
education curriculum and in the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum. In the latter, there are quite specific
learning outcomes. The liberal education requirements, it was noted, tend to be expressed in terms of
courses. The hardest thing to decide on, however, is the goals.

Apropos of graduation rates, presumably the higher the better, said one Committee member.
Before an institutional measure was put on the list, Dr. Hendel said, they had to be certain there was a
direction it should go; increasing the graduation rate is desirable. Dr. Hopkins said that retention to
graduation can be tracked. There are two issues, Dr. Hendel said: how to look at the rate more
specifically, by campus or college; the other is to look at factors that contribute to lower or higher
graduation rates.

The Twin Cities campus participated in a national study that looked at 4- and 5-year graduation
rates and compared them with expected graduation rates, based on the characteristics of students, Dr.
Hendel reported. The University's rate was low, compared to other institutions, but what was striking
about the 50+ institutions was that the University was second-to-last--it had a 17% lower graduation rate
than would be expected based on the characteristics of entering students. That suggests there is
something about the environment, about what happens to students, that results in a graduation rate that is
far lower than it should be, given what is known about the relationship between student characteristics
and graduation rate.

The next question is "what are those factors?" Which are the ones the University can do something
about, and which ones can it not control? The University, for example, cannot control how much students
work off campus. That could be controlled, it was suggested, by controlling the number of credits and
classes a student must take; Drs. Hendel and Hopkins demurred, contending that students will work
regardless of what the University does.
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One factor that comes up in every discussion about graduation rate, Dr. Whiteside reported, is the
University's location in an urban area, with so many different forces at play. For example, one cannot say
that an individual choosing to work and get a degree at the same time is making an inappropriate choice.
What must be identified, as the measures are constructed, are the "right” and "wrong" reasons for an
outcome--so the University can try to fix the things that are wrong while acknowledging that it may be in
a different environment from other schools.

What is it about this environment that induces behavior that is otherwise not expected, Dr. Hopkins
inquired? Part of it is the urban environment. Many of the University's students come from the
metropolitan area and know what it is like; yet the overwhelming majority of students, when they start
out, say they intend to graduate in four years. If one compares that to the behavior that occurs, something
happens that changes their mind.

This is where the graduation rate measure needs to be split into two measures, it was said. What's
happening is that half of the students on the Twin Cities campus NEVER graduate; of the people who
graduate, 75% graduate in five years. If the Twin Cities is compared to Morris--a rural setting and an
elite institution--half of their students never graduate either, but almost 100% of those who graduate do so
in five years. The biggest chunk of the undergraduate rate is the same as the Twin Cities, however--half
never graduate. That suggests the urban environment has NOTHING to do with it, and how much people
work probably has NOTHING to do with it. The national studies have findings that contradict those
views, Dr. Hopkins said. These are University numbers from two campuses that are environmentally very
different, it was argued, with one similarity: the number of students who graduate, compared to the
entering number, is about the same. The lower five-year graduation at the Twin Cities is not surprising,
but 75% is not bad.

These numbers suggest the discussions may be focused on the wrong things. Perhaps it has
something to do with admission requirements. There is also a question about the goal: what percentage
of those admitted should graduate? If it's 100%, the standards are highly selective, and that may be
inappropriate for a state university, which should perhaps cast a wider net and offer greater opportunities
for "at risk" students. Giving more opportunities to these students will result in a lower percentage who
will graduate. What the right number is can be debated. But the University's numbers don't seem to
correspond with national studies.

There are numerous studies compiled over many years at the University, Dr. Hopkins said, and
they warrant more careful reading. The trends at Morris and the Twin Cities are crossing; Morris students
did not graduate at such high rates until very recently, because many transferred to the Twin Cities. But
there are two measures, she agreed, time to completion and non-completion. It is also the case that the
longer it takes to get a degree, the more apt students are not to complete. That is one of the first things to
work on, Dr. Hopkins said--getting time to completion down to a more manageable level for more
students, because that will lead to more people graduating.

There are three factors on the campus that, if changed, would affect the graduation rate, said one
Committee member. One, organizing classes, class schedules, use of space, and number of offerings of
required courses according to student needs. The inability to obtain required courses often means
students must stay an extra year. Two, advising based on an ASSUMPTION that every quarter, every
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student ought to register for a full load. Third, a curriculum serving the students' needs for sections in
courses. These are based on anecdotal, from conversations with students, about factors that probably
contribute to a lower graduation rate on the Twin Cities campus.

One Committee member inquired about retention rates. In terms of graduation rate for the Twin
Cities, and noting that 75% of those who graduate do so in five year, how are these statistics to be
interpreted in terms of retention? The longer a student persists in registering without graduation, the less
likely the student is to graduate. The longer the elapsed time between start and the award of the degree,
the less likely one is to ever get the degree, Dr. Hopkins explained. Does this mean students who are
retained and register year after year? No, it generally means students who drop in and out.

There are two issues, Dr. Hendel said. One is retention; the other is that if something is taking SO
long, it's easy to not finish. The interpretation of the Morris data, it was said, where nearly 100%
graduate in five years, does that mean that the 50% who do not graduate drop out at the end of the first
year? There is a comparison between retention and graduation rates that it might be worthwhile to
examine closely to see what is happening, it was said.

As part of the critical measures, Dr. Hendel reported, there will be a study of 1994 entering
freshmen on the Twin Cities campus; they will be tracked quarterly to identify how many students drop
out and ask them why. The results will be correlated with other information--such as how they do in
courses and their other experiences on campus. The Twin Cities campus typically loses about 20% of its
students between the freshman and sophomore year. Some of the reasons the University can address;
others it cannot; the goal of the study is to pinpoint those areas the University can do something about.
There are also significant drop-out rates between the sophomore-junior and junior-senior years, Dr.
Hopkins reported; at other institutions, they lose a large block of students at the beginning but the later
losses are much smaller--so something is different about the process here.

Will the study of students take into account their expectations, how much they plan to work, and so
on? To the extent that information is available, Dr. Hendel said, it would be included. Many of the
students one talks to, one Committee member reported, have unrealistic expectations about how little
priority they can give their college education in their life and still have it mean anything.

The survey Dr. Hopkins referred to, about students' expectations, was done in Fall, 1993, Dr.
Hendel reported; in addition to learning that over 90% expected to graduate, and to graduate in four years,
it was also learned they expected to have "B" averages, do other things, and to work a lot. Somewhere in
that there are unrealistic expectations. That is where advising could do students some good, it was said.
The quality of advising students are getting has been raised, Dr. Hopkins noted.

Some of the advising problem is coverage, said one Committee member. Many students do not get
advice from advisors. Examples were given where students in one department made bad choices for their
careers, in terms of the sequence of courses taken; their advisor told them not to do it, but did it anyway
because they talked to each other. It is not only the advising system that must be looked at, but the whole
environment in which students operate.

Avre there guidelines on how to advise students? At a recent meeting, one Committee member
related, a faculty member said if students were not interested in a research career, she would not advise
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them to chose a major. She did two kinds of advising, one for students who wanted a research career and
one for those who did not. Perhaps more attention needs to be given to choosing and training faculty
advisors.

This varies from college to college, Dr. Hopkins said. Most of the larger colleges have a manual
for advisors that establish expectations; who knows if they are followed? And no one knows what
happens with advising within the department. There are other resources, such as the Academic Progress
Audit System (APAS), which looks at all of the requirements and makes a complicated system simple to
follow, both from the student and faculty perspective. When that is up and running, it will be on
everyone's desk and no one should make a mistake, Dr. Hopkins said.

Professor Heller thanked Drs. Hendel and Whiteside for joining the meeting.
2. High School Preparation Standards

Professor Heller next turned to Vice President Hopkins for a discussion of changes in high school
preparation standards; she distributed materials.

Dr. Hopkins recalled that President Keller appointed a committee, in 1986, chaired by Professor
Andrew Collins, that recommended the adoption of preparation requirements for entry to the University.
Professor Collins could not attend this meeting, but she suggested the Committee may wish to speak with
him before it acts on the changes.

The preparation requirements were adopted, and set out in a brochure distributed widely to students
in high school (copies were handed out). In 1991 the requirements went into effect for new freshmen
(unless one had graduated from high school before 1987); they go into effect for transfer students next
fall.

Following that, the State University System (SUS) adopted preparation requirements. Their
requirements are similar to the University's, but not the same. The reason for these standards, she
observed, is to affect the high school curriculum, so that the subjects the University believes are important
are available to high school students and that most have taken them. The University had lengthy
discussions with every high school in the state (and some in Wisconsin) and developed a guide to whether
or not a course in high school meets the preparation requirements. In 1990, a question was asked whether
the University would check to see if people were meeting the requirements, which, she recalled, is when
she came to the University. She insisted that all students' records are checked for whether they have
completed the preparation requirements; the University notes who and who has not. If one has not, it
affects the admission decision; if one is admitted, the requirements must be made up.

The SUS requirements are slightly different; they include an arts requirement, for example, while
the University does not, and they have a different social studies requirement and do not require a
language. There were not good reasons for the differences, Dr. Hopkins commented, so she agreed with
the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs of the SUS that the two systems should try to agree on a
common set of preparation requirements; the report distributed at the meeting is the outcome of those
discussions.
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Dr. Hopkins recalled that in 1992 she had written to President Hasselmo and Senior Vice President
Infante that these discussions were beginning; it was announced to both governing boards that agreement
on preparation requirements would be sought. The announcement was made jointly in order to preempt
concerns. In every state where requirements have gone into effect, there has been contention with forces
in the high schools who would NOT be included in the requirements; teachers who taught in those fields
were afraid they would be forced out of the curriculum. In Minnesota as well as others with a large rural
population, the concern was about vocational agriculture subjects.

The committee appointed to try to agree on standards met and reached agreement fairly quickly.
At about that time, there was concern in the legislature about vocational agriculture, so the report was not
acted on. Dr. Hopkins drew the attention of Committee members to a letter that had been sent to the
President of the Minnesota VVocational Agriculture Instructors Association; the Association had come to
the University to express concerns, and had succeeded in obtaining legislation ensuring that some
vocational agriculture courses would count toward the University's preparation requirements. The
Association proposed courses that were science courses that might meet preparation requirements; they
were taken to the Agriculture, Biological Sciences, and Natural Resources faculty for review.

The standard used, Dr. Hopkins recalled, is that if one college accepts a course, all the others are
bound to accept it. If Agriculture accepted one of the science courses, so then will Duluth and CLA, etc.
The faculty decided that several of the courses--but not all--met appropriate criteria. It is not clear how
many people are trained to teach the courses, but they will be monitored.

It took a year to get this worked out, so that implementation of the common preparation
requirements could occur. The report, developed by groups of faculty from the University and SUS,
agreed that the higher of each set of the requirements would be adopted.

Dr. Hopkins drew the attention of the Committee to the new requirements, and pointed out the
differences. One is that in social studies, where the University had required two years--although because
of state graduation requirements, all students actually come with three years. The new standards call for
three years, which is really no change; what may elicit comment is the requirement that one of the three
years must be geography. The SUS was unwilling to budge on that requirement. The University
convinced the SUS that they should have a language requirement, and their Board agreed. The arts
requirement is a little peculiar, in that it can include band and chorus; the University's requirements had
all been academic subjects. This one could be strictly academic, or performance. The SUS wanted it
kept, and the University agreed. The result is a compromise, Dr. Hopkins said, but it is a good set of
requirements.

Why have them the same? In order to communicate to students, in an absolutely fair manner, what
is expected of them, so high school counselors will not get mixed up, and so the systems are not being
played off against one another.

These requirements are all established in "seat time," Dr. Hopkins observed, and that is not a very
satisfactory way to set standards. What the University WANTS to know is whether or not a student
knows enough English to be successful in college. That knowledge is not available.

The SUS decided to develop a series of competencies, and spent a lot of time with high schools to
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develop them. Dr. Hopkins said she finds them frustrating, because there are so many competencies set
out, but there is no way to measure them. At the end of the report there is strong language saying that "if
the University . . . could support these competencies, the state's high schools and the students they serve
would have a very clear set of high school preparation guidelines.” Perhaps, Dr. Hopkins said. The
original Collins committee recommended that the University move to competency-based preparation
requirements; the only area where the University has made significant progress in competency
requirement is in languages. In other areas, there are no measures available.

If the University moves to competency-based requirements, envisioned as the next step in
collaboration with the SUS, the discussions would be about what the competencies should be and how
they should be measured. At present, the SUS has agreed on the competencies and told the high schools
to tell them whether or not the students are competent. It is the opposite approach from her office
providing funding for checking the high school transcript, Dr. Hopkins noted. While she is not wedded to
what the University is doing--she said she's a skeptic and wants to know that students actually took the
classes. The SUS accepted high school certification of competency.

Where does the SAT fit into this, asked one Committee member? Does it fit in at all? Is it a good
measure? Does it test competencies of any kind? Will the University need entrance exams? Dr. Hopkins
said she thought not. The University uses multiple criteria in making admissions decisions; one is
whether or not these courses have been completed. Another is standardized tests, but they are not
competency based--although they are not unrelated to being competent in general.

Presumably one would want competency to be the same across schools, not one English
competency at one school and another elsewhere, so one is talking about a standardized measure. Would
that not result in high schools "teaching to the test™? Dr. Hopkins said she did not know. There have
been discussions about the extent to which the University should have more effective placement tests
when students arrive, and if placement should be mandatory as a result. If one has confidence in the tests,
making placement tests optional doesn't make sense. Dr. Hopkins said she did not want to pre-judge the
issue of competency. The issue needs to be explored, but the University will NOT do anything like OBE,
she said.

About the addition of the arts requirement, Dr. Hendel recalled, the Collins committee very
seriously considered such a requirement as well; he could not recall why the committee had not adopted
it.

Was there any discussion about how flexible the high school curriculum should be? These
requirements total 16, which is four classes for all four years of high school. What if one wants to take
two years of one language and one of another? There is room for that kind of choice, Dr. Hopkins said;
what there is not room to do is take four years of vocational agriculture, band, and play football. The
problem is not with academic electives.

There is some problem with flexibility, Dr. Hopkins said. When she went to school, there were
requirements like this. At that time there was also one more period in every day, Dr. Hopkins recalled.
One additional period every day for four years makes a big difference in how many subjects one can take.

Are these requirements hard and fast, asked one Committee member? If one does not have two
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years of a language, is one denied admission to the University? If one applies by a certain date, with the
right test score and high school rank, and has met the preparation requirements, one is automatically
admitted. If one applies after the deadline, admission is discretionary; if before the deadline but with
some elements of the application requirements missing, then one is also a discretionary admit. If one has
missed one year of the language but is otherwise a good student, he or she would be admitted. If one is
missing two math courses, two English courses, and not taken the foreign language, even a good student
is unlikely to be admitted. At present about 85% of the students meet the requirements, but that means a
lot of people are being admitted who did not meet all of them. Few students are admitted who are
missing more than one of the requirements. Dr. Hopkins assured the Committee it would not become too
rigid. The second language is the most common missing element for applicants; if a school did not have a
language--and the University knows which do not--admission will not be blocked because the language
requirement has not been met.

The high schools know what is being required, Dr. Hopkins agreed, and these requirements have
now been in place for several years. One of the interesting things that has happened is that the courses
offered in high schools have changed dramatically; there have been a lot more language instructors hired,
because many schools had no language instruction at all. Since both four year systems will require it,
most schools will offer at least some language. On the other hand, since school budgets are not being
expanded, something else is cut.

In the last several years higher education has been criticized for all sorts of things, Dr. Hendel
commented; this is one issue where there has consistently been support for what the University did and
the leadership it exercised. The University has gained a lot of credibility in the state for establishing
preparation requirements, and in a sense making changes in the state high schools that were not being
made otherwise.

One of the things she has done with the legislature, Dr. Hopkins reported, is to use a table showing
what things were like before and after. Before the requirements, 17% of students had completed them;
afterwards, it went up almost immediately to 75%. The students' behavior in high school changed, and
the University believes it changed in the right direction.

Avre the students better prepared? Have the graduation rates gone up? The University's graduation
rate has gone up, Dr. Hopkins said, and so has the quality of students--although the results will not be
seen for another five years.

Dr. Hopkins advised the Committee to consider the geography issue and to talk to Professor
Collins. The changes will have to go to the Senate and then to the Board of Regents. The Committee will
need to take action on it, Professor Heller noted.

Should the Committee review the report section by section, endorsing some parts and not others, or
should it accept or reject the report as a whole? What would be best would be a resolution approving the
changes, not the report, and if it wished to say anything else, that would be fine. All that is needed is a
recommendation that the changes be accepted. The goal is to move to competency-based criteria, and
perhaps a comment on that would be in order, but nothing more would be needed.

The Committee discussed with Dr. Hopkins the nature of the competencies required by the SUS;
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they are set out in a large notebook, a copy of which is in her office and can be reviewed. It is very
detailed. That raises the issue of the lack of over-arching goals, apart from courses, such as higher-order
thinking skills, ability to communicate, ability to logically solve problems--those skills are not to be
found, said one Committee member.

Who decides if a high school class fulfills one of the preparation requirements, asked one
Committee member? Dr. Hopkins explained that a year before the requirements went into effect, staff
from the Admissions Office actually called on all the Minnesota high schools or had them send materials.
They looked at every single course; some were approved and some not. There has also been involvement
of the Council of Undergraduate Deans, which helped make some of the judgments. Now there is an
approved list; if a school wants to add a course to the list, they send a copy of the course to the
Admissions Office, which makes a decision. They will come to her office, she said, if they are uncertain.

So the University knows, to some extent, what is being taught in those classes, and if the students
pass the classes and grades do what they're supposed to do, students are competent at some minimal level.
Dr. Hopkins pointed out that the University checked what was in the courses, to learn if it met the intent.
The SUS never did that; they had conversations in the abstract about what they hoped courses would
accomplish, then asked the schools to certify the competency. The approaches were different; the results
may not be very different.

It was agreed that the Committee would take the proposal up again at the next meeting. Dr.
Hopkins said she wanted the Committee to be comfortable with the proposal.

Do colleges have different requirements, asked one Committee member? The only difference, Dr.
Hopkins said, is that IT requires an additional year of mathematics (four years rather than three).

Another Committee member inquired how many high schools have classes in computer literacy
and how that would appear here? Dr. Hopkins said she did not know. She recalled that when the
Minnesota Transfer Curriculum was being established, the community colleges lobbied hard for requiring
computer literacy in college-level general education. The University resisted, saying that should be
acquired in high school. The University's position may not be very defensible, Dr. Hopkins said. The
entrance requirements suggest it but do not require it. Many community colleges offer such coursework
and the University will accept it for transfer, but it is not counted toward general education requirements.
It has been left in limbo. Dr. Hopkins said she was troubled by the notion computer literacy should carry
college credit; what should be done at the high school level is a difficult question. But there is not
agreement across the state on the level at which it should occur.

There is another thing that need not reside in a course, commented one Committee member.
Computer competency could be acquired in English or math or anything. The report encourages students
to learn to use computers, as well as to take additional math and science.

One Committee member expressed support for the geography requirement. The faculty might balk
at that requirement, which calls for a course in geography; it would be better if it just called for
competence, in which case it could be merged into social studies.

Was there any analysis of high school offerings of geography? Dr. Hopkins said not; the SUS
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decided what they believed should be required. There is a big initiative nationally about enhancing
geographic education; the National Geographic Society has had initiatives at both collegiate and K-12
levels. It appears that the SUS bought into that perspective, and it has probably has had an effect on
education in the state. How widespread is not known.

The proposal calls for three years of science, but there is nowhere a general science course. Is that
not acceptable for one of the three years? It would be, Dr. Hopkins said, but there must be one biological
and one physical science course, and there must be a significant laboratory component to all three. The
agri-science course could be a third one, for example, although most were combinations of biological and
physical sciences, so would not fit one or the other. The University does not specify that all must be
laboratory courses, Dr. Hopkins also noted, so this is also a change.

Will this also be a problem in delivery in some schools, where they may lack equipment or
teachers? There could be, Dr. Hopkins said; the University will do what it does for languages: where it
was not available, the student will be admitted and they must make up the requirement while at the
University. This would not, in practical terms, be a significant problem; virtually all schools offer some
kind of lab science.

This issue will be taken up at the next meeting. Professor Heller then adjourned the meeting at
3:30.

-- Gary Engstrand

University of Minnesota



