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In the simplest terms, The Minnesota Transfer Curriculum (MNTC) is a 

package agreement pounded out by the four public higher education systems to 

solve transfer problems. By its own definition, it "guarantees students a means 

by which they can complete lower division general education at one public 

college or university to meet lower division general/liberal education require

ments at any public college or university in Minnesota." Whatever the defini

tion, the collaborative effort that shaped this agreement rivals the hard work and 

commitment of an Amish barn raising. 

At the start, the four systems were aware of the unique perspective each 

brought to the table. The University of Minnesota brought "Commitment to 

Focus," an entrance standard. The State Universities brought "Q-Seven," an 

exit focus. The Community College System brought a general education 

curriculum contained in their AA Degree yet largely unchanged in years. The 

Technical Colleges, who offered general education at only two campuses, 

brought a changing sense of their place in higher education. The four were 

armed, however, with common expectations of what constituted general educa

tion and a common interest in solving the transfer problems their students 

experienced. 

The project succeeded, in part, because it remained student-centered 

and eventually became a grassroots effort. While the project was spurred on by 

legislative mandate, all those in public higher education had already sensed that 

the needs of their students were changing. More students were attending post

secondary educational institutions, yet their attendance patterns varied widely. 

More were seeking to transfer from one institution to another, and present 

policies were inadequate. Students attending more than a single institution 

often met with a lack of consistency in general education. 
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The work of drafting a consistent general education curriculum centered 

on setting broad goals and student competencies and began in a committee 

largely comprised of administrative representatives from each system. Inciden

tally, it is referred to in correspondence as the "No-Name Committee," and one 

wonders if they sought anonymity out of concern for the reactions their work 

might engender. But their meetings throughout the summer of 1991 established 

ways faculty would become involved and a mechanism for ensuring a review and 

monitoring of general education. Over several meetings, they drafted a new core 

curriculum, which began with three categories yet already reflected the theme 

areas that appear in the final draft. 

While faculty were involved during this initial stage, the true grassroots 

nature of the project dates from February of 1992, when faculty began meeting in 

statewide or regional articulation councils to refine the language of the goal 

statements and competencies. At times the participants numbered 600. The 

challenge, of course, was to arrive at language with which each system could 

live. 

The Minnesota Transfer Curriculum document emerged from these 

year-long meetings. Participants worked with a respect for the strengths in 

existing general education curricula and a sense of the demands of the complex 

contemporary world. They eventually agreed upon language defining the 

following ten goals areas, which replace the categories common to former 

general education curricula: 

1 Communication 6. The Humanities and Fine Arts 

2. Critical Thinking 7. Human Diversity 

3. Natural Sciences 8. Global Perspective 

4. Mathematical/Logical Reasoning 9. Ethical and Civic 

5. History and the Social and Responsibility 

Behavioral Sciences 10. People and the Environment 

Definitions of the competencies, which were originally drafted from 

existing course requirements, reflect a respect for "discovery, integration, appli-
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cation, and communication" as cornerstones of learning. The document also 

makes reference to the expectation that students will become computer literate 

and skilled in the use of libraries and other information sources by completing 

theMNTC. 

Signed by representatives of the four systems in February of 1994, the 

MNTC will be implemented by the fall of 1995. Its benefits, however, go 

beyond guaranteeing students transfer without a course-by-course transcript 

analysis. They should find required courses more consistent among state univer

sities. They will find admission requirements at institutions in the four systems 

largely unchanged. High school teachers, who can find a definition of minimum 

college reading and writing expectations in the Exit Competencies written by 

the Community College System's Developmental Education Task Force, have in 

the MNTC a broad yet detailed definition of the levels of competencies ex

pected of students enrolled in public higher education. 

Will the MNTC live up to its promise of "integrating a body of knowl

edge and skills with study of contemporary concerns-all essential to meeting an 

individual's social, personal, and career challenges in the 1990s and beyond" as 

the document states? The potential lies in the grassroots nature of the imple

mentation phase. The Transfer Agreement assures coherence in general educa

tion by defining the ends. It is now the prerogative of individual faculties to 

determine the means by which each institution's curriculum will meet the goals 

and competencies. In fact, no outside group will review any college's curricu

lum. 

Faculty are in various stages of selecting, modifying, or designing courses 

to meet the goals and competencies. The first six goals usually include predict

able core courses, yet the number of credits in each category varies. The "Criti

cal Thinking" goal is often met by an integrated approach since it is assumed 

that that skill is imbedded in courses throughout a curriculum. Faculty may be 

challenged to find existing courses to fulfill the final four theme areas but have 

set guidelines to assure consistency when designing new courses or selecting 

existing ones for each area. 
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The Community College System has determined that courses seeking to 

qualify for the Minnesota Transfer Curriculum must be identified with at least 

one but not more than two goal areas. Competencies are to be met within 

traditional general education disciplines. Further, 51 % of the competencies 

must be addressed in a course if it is to be included under a goal area. The 

debate over "using" a skill rather than "teaching" a skill informs the decision as 

well. For instance, when considering courses to fulfill competencies under the 

"Communications" goal, instructors ask if English courses or speech courses 

teach students to "participate effectively in groups" or if one merely uses group 

process? Discussions of the MNTC in campus and departmental meetings are 

lively, but they remain centered in issues that are important to students. 

Dealing with the Minnesota Transfer Agreement requires the four 

public higher education systems to look at commonalties rather than distinctions 

among disciplines, to consider the link between the institution and the world 

and to rethink pedagogy. Of course, concerns are rife in a climate of change

job security, hiring practices, turf protection-but dealing with the transfer 

agreement calls for dialogue across departments, institutions, and system bound

aries, and conversations are still evolving. 
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Making Texts Our Own Through Close Readings 

lry 
Rex Veeder 

I used to think that students had to read a number of 
good books. Now, after fifty or so years of teaching, 
I believe they must read a number of good sentences. 

- Anne E. Berthoff in conversation 

It has taken me a while to grasp what Anne was saying. As a teacher of 

writing and reading, I had to pull myself away from curriculum for a moment to 

look at the reasons for the curriculum. For one thing, we are too often in a hurry 

to get through materials and to cover the lesson plan or syllabus. We are asked 

to ramble through huge blocks of texts, novels, short stories, poems. During this 

rush through reading and responding, we often do not take time to build a 

relationship with texts through close readings of selected sections of texts. I 

have come to believe that it is the close relationship with texts that serves as the 

foundation for our lesson plans, our units, and our curricula. I have attempted to 

encourage students to develop relationships with texts through journals , by 

having them write about texts in ways other than the standard literary essay. I 

have found that when students write about large blocks of texts they often drift 

away from the texts themselves. The relationships with the texts become 

fragmented and transitory. When as a student I select a paragraph or a page of 

the text, however, and concentrate on its relations to my own life and to the rest 

of the text, I begin to develop a substantial relationship to the text itself-I 

begin to claim ownership. 

One way for readers to take responsibility for their judgments is for them 

to inhabit a text, to engage the text until they feel something like ownership. 

Reader Response Theory suggests to us that personal connections to literature 

increase our engagement with the text through a transaction whereby we 

negotiate meaning through a comparison of personal experiences with the 

experiences of the text. Like expressive pedagogy in composition, Reader 

Response Theory is sometimes criticized as being too soft. The argument seems 

to run that all Reader Response does is evoke personal memories in relation to 
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