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March 25, 2015 

Conference Call 

Degree Qualifications Profile 

General Education Steering Committee members submitted responses to question prompts at the 

conclusion of our phone conversation with representatives from the Degree Qualifications 

Profile. The responses are included below. All responses included below are unedited unless the 

nature of the response identified the respondent; when necessary, BOR staff made edits to retain 

the nature of the statement while hiding the identity of the respondent.  

Executive Summary of Survey Results: Committee members generally agree that DQP is not a 

viable model for South Dakota at this time as it is more philosophical than practical in 

addressing the issues outlined in question 1. Some respondents indicated that aspects of DQP 

might have usefulness as an intellectual framework for what general education should 

accomplish or as a framework for encouraging more system cooperation in defining majors and 

programs. 

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

1. During the face-to-face meeting in December the steering committee identified 1) 

Growing Number of Transfer/Swirling Students, 2) Assessment, and 3) Growth of Distance 

Education as the three priorities for future refinement of the system’s approach to General 

Education.  

Based on the conference call and background material on the Degree Qualifications Profile 

initiative, could the structure for this initiative serve as a framework to help the system 

address challenges that exist in these three priority areas?  

 I believe the overall structure of this model could serve as a useful framework to help the 

system identify its current challenges. There is a strong connect to LEAP and I believe that 

model can and should be highly useful. Also, this model has a focus on assessment which is 

meaningful and needed at this time. 

 

 This approach seems more of a philosophy than a system.  The philosophical basis is sound 

and admirable.  But it is not a system that will implement the three criteria listed above. 

 

 While the degree qualification profile has some very interesting elements (based in LEAP, 

Assessments of sorts, etc.) a lot of discussion centered on course grades and degree levels.  

As the course grades work for the institutions in some ways they do not lend themselves to 

assessment for HLC.  If we focus on the bachelor level only (where Gen Eds reside) the 
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strands (spider web) could be of utility, as it still allows for institutional specificity as a 

thread.   

 

 Little of what we heard about DQP seems to address specifically these three issues. In 

particular, the Utah State presenter indicated that the Utah state system set up a program for 

transfer students that fell outside of DQP guidelines. 

 

 This framework would help us create a sound general education program. While it doesn't 

directly address these issues, so far as I can tell, we could probably address them ourselves 

following this model. 

 

 Perhaps.   

 

 I believe the DQP is one of the better options that we have explored and may work well to 

address the three areas of concern.  In particular, finding appropriate ways to assess learning 

seems to be more doable with this option.  I also like the overall idea that pursing a degree is 

a process and not a product, and the notion that learning and change take place and "unfold" 

over time as the student progresses in her/his education.   

 

 I don't think that QDP is a logical choice for dealing with these three issues, as they relate to 

general education.   

 

2. What barriers or challenges exist for how the Degree Qualifications Profile project fits 

with our current general education structure, and/or the processes and procedures we have 

in place for managing general education? 

 This model, like some of the others, requires much more collaboration in the system. They 

discussed system-wide majors meetings. I thought this was a grand idea and should be used 

regardless of the model. 

 

 No barriers.  Rather, the DQP is not designed as a structure which can be implemented.  

Rather it is a (very-well-thought-out) philosophical basis for decision-making. 

 

 The biggest concern would be how do we document the certification of meeting Gen Eds and 

the trust that each institution has that completing the coursework for the Gen Eds at one place 

is OK for the other?  We could do that with our current system if we so desired now.  The 

allowance of institutional specificity (IGR's) using differing course criteria across institutions 

makes this hard to implement.  As it is one institution does not accept adequate course 

performance as meeting equivalent prerequisite skills as the same course at their institution 
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now the level of trust seems hard to implement.  It would require the establishment of a 

standard general education committee at the system level as well.    

 

 DQP wants people to rethink what students learn while attaining a degree. Some of the 

examples we were provided included how Utah State uses DQP with its general education 

program. The document states that Utah State "integrated its First Year Program, General 

Education, and majors to delineate clear degree pathways." In this instance, it appears that 

they rethought their general education so it would fit within DQP. If South Dakota is 

interested in DQP then a larger discussion than just general education may need to happen. 

 

 It would probably be quite a bit of work for us to figure out what classes fit with which 

elements of PQP, and in the end, we might well find that our program looks much as it 

already does. 

 

 As with all of these, the assessment portion is the hardest part.  This basically seems like a 

different way of stating the same learning outcomes, and has the same problems as any other.   

 

 I would say the barriers are less than for some of the other options that we have explored.  As 

with the other ones, faculty buy-in may be an issue, and initially, coming up with assessment 

tools and options may be a challenge for some programs and in some areas. 

 

 I don't believe that the DQP really does fit with our current GE structure.  Additionally, I 

think it designed to achieve much more than GE, and I don't know that it could be modified 

enough to make it effective.   

 

3. What additional issues/questions still exist for your as a committee member regarding 

the way the Degree Qualifications Profile initiative is structured that we should seek to 

uncover? 

 We seem to be focused on the current needs of our respective universities. When will we 

gather feedback from alumni and students? I think their feedback would be helpful. 

 

 DQP works within the framework of WICHE and LEAP.  Again, it appears that DQP is more 

of a philosophy than a system. 

 

 Nothing beyond what I indicated. 

 

 I am still not totally clear on how it would fit with general education -- maybe more 

examples would help. 



4 

 None at this time. 

 

 I have issues with inclusion of Master’s degree in a qualifications profile, since this is much 

more discipline specific than undergraduate degrees.   

 

 I thought Dr. Jones did a nice job of laying out the DQP and answering our questions and 

concerns.  He also provided us with a lot of information regarding the Profile itself and 

institutions which are currently using it.   

 

 It's possible that I missed the GE connection to the GE area in the conference call.  I thought 

that the question was asked, but I didn't hear a clear answer.  I know that there are online 

materials on the website about it, but, again, I don't think there is an answer about how DQP 

work with GE.  Is DQP simply another method of delivery the LEAP outcomes? 

 


