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3:30 (1 minute)  All members were present with the exception of Glenn and Miller.  Schmidt served as proxy 
for both Glenn and Miller.  Determined that a quorum was met. 
 
3:31 (seconds)  The minutes from the previous meeting were approved. 
 
3:31 (3 minutes)  Chair warned the committee that Workday is having problems with course proposal 
routing.  For the foreseeable future, if a course proposal comes our way, he recommends that we ignore it 
until it appears in the work-of-the-week folder on Teams. 
 
3:34 (2 minutes)  The committee considered a revision of the proposal for ECON 202: Principles of 
Macroeconomics to satisfy the 2.1F outcomes (social scientific mode of inquiry).  The discussion having 
occurred on Teams, there wasn't much to talk about.  The committee voted to recommend approval of the 
proposal, but for it not to be sent on to Academic Affairs until the information in the department's recent 
explanatory letter -- that quiz 3 is to measure outcome 1, that quiz 1 is to measure outcome 2, and that quiz 2 
is to measure outcome 3 -- is made explicit on the rubric itself. 
 
3:36 (8 minutes)  The committee considered a proposal for PHYS 312: Scientific Computing and 
Productivity to satisfy the 1.3 outcomes (computing literacy).  The committee judged everything to be in 
order here -- course design, assignments, and rubrics -- and voted to recommend approval of the proposal: 11 
in favor, 1 abstaining, 1 opposed. 
 



3:44 (2 minutes)  Clark drew attention to the continued work of the KBOR-CORE working group, referencing 
a set of documents he sent out to committee members by email this afternoon.  They appear below as 
Appendices A-H  There was no discussion of this work during the meeting.  Committee members are 
encouraged to ask questions or provide feedback through the "Gang of 6" forum that has been set up in 
Teams. 
 
3:46 The meeting ended.  Our next meeting is scheduled for Thursday October 27, same time, same place. 
 
---------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Submitted by D. Drabkin, Recording Secretary 

 

 
 

  



Appendix A (notes from the KBOR-CORE working group's fourth meeting): 
 
Jill joined the meeting for the first thirty minutes to see how everything was going and answer any questions. 

Question that were discussed: 

 
1. Will courses be allowed to satisfy multiple requirements? CORE was designed assuming that courses in a 

student’s major would satisfy requirements, is this still the case. 

Yes, it certainly can be. There is no KBOR policy that says a history student can’t take a history course that 

counts toward their general education hours and their required 30 hours of department courses. 

 
2. How will transfer courses work? If the previous institution counts a course as a general education course, but it 

is not on our approved list, what happens? 

If the student finishes the 35 hours of general education before transferring, they do not have to take any 

additional general education courses here. If the student has taken a system-wide transfer course 

(https://www.kansasregents.org/transfer_articulation) it will count here. If the student take a course that is not 

on the system wide transfer list, it will not count, but can still contribute the 120 total hour requirement for 

graduation as a free-elective. 

 
3. Will AP credits still be accepted? 

Yes, that will work just as it has in the past. We have been seeing fewer of those cases in recent years, but a 

student that takes AP exams and scores high enough to receive credit will be able to satisfy general education 

requirements. 

 
4. Will the new program be flexible, will it be able to easily change and adapt? If so, what would that look like? 

Yes, it should. We have to be constantly revising the program to meet current needs. If an outcome set is 

modified, then courses satisfying the old outcome set will probably be given a grace period to update to the new 

set (say three years), but then be risk being dropped from the program if they do not update the course. 
5. Will performance art count at FHSU? 

This is something that will have to be decided, and we have not really discussed it yet. 
6. We have discussed the possibility of attaching information literacy to senior level graduation requirement. The 

idea would be that programs would be able to choose the genre of writing that made the most sense for their 

majors, but there would be a requirement that the student produce some sort of artifact that demonstrates 

information literacy while writing the document. The programs would also need to demonstrate the students 

were being taught information literacy, not just asked to produce an artifact. If the programs did not want to 

add this requirement to their own class, they could make a course on information literacy a prerequisite instead. 

Is this something that would be acceptable? 

Yes, when Jill said she would not support making a bunch of graduation requirements, she just meant that we 

should not try to add any and all of the CORE outcome sets that don’t have a natural place in the KBOR 

framework to graduation requirements. She is fine with developing what the senior level writing outcome set 

looks like. 

 
 

Jill left for another meeting and we picked up the conversation from Monday. 

 

We started by summarizing where we think we are. In our last meeting we had discussed Intercultural Competence and 

the possibility of cutting it because it was noted that many of the classes currently listed there are either intended for 

majors (Global Nursing Experience Practicum) or have a pre-requisite that is already a General Education course (Social 

Psychology requires Into to Psychology). 

https://www.kansasregents.org/transfer_articulation


 

There was disagreement on this issue, the main point being that removing the outcome set feels like saying we don’t 

value intercultural experience. But in general, the committee seems to feel that if an outcome set needs to be dropped, 

this is a likely choice. The courses that are currently approved for this outcome set could be asked to submit a proposal 

for social science or arts and humanities, since all but perhaps one would be classified that way. And with the difficulty 

courses have had trying to satisfy the committees to get courses approved here, they may prefer that. With CORE, 

departments needed to submit their own courses (courses that would not be taken by other majors) for different 

outcome sets in order to reduce the number of hours required by the program. This is no longer an issue. 

 

Next we discussed critical thinking. There are several options here. 

 

It could be put into the Arts and Humanities Discipline Area (AHDA) with Aesthetic, Historical, and Philosophical mode of 

inquiry. This is the most obvious alignment with the KBOR framework, the Critical Thinking course offered by the 

philosophy department is a system-wide transfer course and is considered a philosophy course by KBOR. 

 

A similar option would be to merge philosophical mode and critical thinking into a single outcome set that would be 

used to assess philosophy classes. Ginger spoke with faculty from the philosophy department, and they don’t think this 

would be feasible. The Critical Thinking course is significantly different than a philosophy course. 

 

The other option is to put the critical thinking outcome set in the Institutionally Designated Area (IDA). It was noted that 

doing this would give programs the option to develop their own critical thinking courses. If the critical thinking outcome 

set was used to assess AHDA courses, it would imply that only courses in that area could be used to meet the outcome. 

 

There is disagreement on whether critical thinking should be a standalone outcome set/course. The argument was made 

that it is an important skill that should be infused throughout multiple courses in a student’s curriculum. Others feel 

strongly that it should be a standalone class, but acknowledge that like writing and oral communication it is part of all 

we do. 

 

If critical thinking is kept as a standalone outcome set, and put into IDA, then there is disagreement on whether it should 

be required of all students. Some feel very strongly that it absolutely should be required of all students, other feel 

strongly that it absolutely should not be required of all students. 

 

In support of it being required of all students, the argument is that it is a fundamental skill that students need, especially 

in today’s environment. It is as fundamental as written and oral communication and should therefore be required of all 

students. Though other classes (regardless of discipline), of course, ask students to engage in critical thinking, they do 

not do so in a manner that is fully devoted to discussion of the key elements of critical thinking in a systematic, sustained 

manner. It’s simply not the case that classes within the majors consistently and deliberately guide students through 

logical fallacies, types of claims, and the variety of types of evidence that are brought to bear in arguments. Courses in 

the major often have much content to teach alongside critical thinking (or written and oral communication). Critical 

thinking is not thoroughly taught in high school. In fact, there is often no exposure to these matters, and we, as a 

responsible faculty, should ensure that these critical skills are taught in a systematic way to all students. A required class 

in critical thinking will help students learn to reason well. This class will, like required classes in written and oral 

communication, enable students to succeed in their majors and, in fact, provide a foundation for classes that require 

them to advance their critical thinking skills and apply them to specific disciplines. Moreover, one reason to support 

requiring Critical Thinking of all students is that it is a skill and knowledge base that is critical to supporting a student’s 

preparedness to engage in a democratic culture, especially in a context where weak evidence and fallacious arguments 

proliferate. Critical thought, a skill that spans disciplines, is a vital skill for citizens in a democracy. In this Gen. Ed. 

framework, we have the instrument to ensure that it is taught. There is nothing wrong with occasionally being 

prescriptive in our Gen. Ed. Oral Communication is a “must take” class for students because, in part, being able to speak 

publicly is a critical part of democracy. People need to be able to stand up in school board meetings and voice their 



minds, and classes in oral communication help students be able to do so. Classes in critical thinking help ensure that 

they’ll be able to make cogent arguments when they do speak or detect fallacious arguments when they hear them in 

any number of contexts. Moreover, this new framework already provides considerable choice and flexibility to students 

because the CORE is shrinking. It’s important to give all students a rigorous, thorough, and systematic education in, as 

bell hooks put it, “the gift of critical thinking.” And we should do so.  

 

In support of making it optional, it would provide more choice and flexibility. The sciences, for example, integrate a lot of 

critical thinking into their courses, it is a crucial piece of doing science. [Note from Smalley: So do all the humanities—I 

don’t understand this objection, and I think this should be clarified.] If it was made optional, then the programs could 

decide what is more important for their students. So far, this seems to the most difficult question.  

 

The point was made that there are programs with students that do benefit from the computer literacy course, and 

would like to have that course an option. 

 

The meeting shortly before 9 so that members could go to class. We are planning on meeting again next Friday 

(10/14/2022), for a two hour block to try to hammer out some of these more complicated details. 

 

[submitted by C.D. Clark] 

 
 
  



Appendix B (notes from the KBOR-CORE working group's fifth meeting): 
 

Since our last meeting, we have received multiple communications in support of various outcome sets being 
included in the new General Education Program. These include an argument for requiring persuasive writing 
beyond Composition I and II, details about INF 101 and the value it provides to the student, a response to 
Philosophy’s argument that critical thinking be made a required course, a response to the response that 
critical thinking be made a required course, and a guide to frequently asked questions about information 
literacy. 
See attachments for details. 
Discussion started with a review of where we left off with Institutionally Designated Area (IDA) and 
University/Graduation requirements. Most feel that the Critical Thinking (CT) outcome set should be kept 
stand-alone, rather than merged with the Philosophical mode of inquiry, and that it should be placed in the 
IDA. The main question is whether it should be required or part of a set of options. 
There is general support for making CT a requirement in the IDA (i.e. all students will take a CT course and one 
other course). If this were the case, we would want it to be understood that other departments could offer 
courses in critical thinking and these courses should not run into needless resistance from review committees. 
Each field has their applications of critical thinking, and these should be included, provided a shared sense of 
the course objectives is maintained. The philosophy department has said in the past that they would be happy 
to help with developing new critical thinking courses. 
We then discussed a potential solution for the critical thinking, persuasive essay, senior-level writing, and 
information literacy outcomes. There has been discussion in previous meetings about attaching information 
literacy outcomes to the senior level writing and dropping the persuasive essay outcome set so that programs 
could have more flexibility in the type of writing they require of their majors, as long as they demonstrate that 
they will require a significant writing project that requires some research and use of information sources, and 
that their students will be taught how to use information resources at some point, this should be sufficient. 
If the persuasive essay outcome set was combined with the first two critical thinking outcomes: 

By graduation, students will: 

1. Sort claims according to the kinds of evidence that could be used to establish their truth, 

and the kinds of expertise that would be relevant to evaluating this evidence;  

2. Evaluate arguments of various kinds (identify when an argument is being made, what its 

conclusion is, what the logical relation between premises and conclusion is purported to 

be, whether the premises are plausible, and whether the conclusion is established);  

3. Write a persuasive essay that includes the following:  

a. a clear and debatable thesis,  

b. fully developed and supported ideas,  

c. clear organizational structure,  

d. effective consideration of opposing arguments,  

e. use of credible sources,  

f. appropriate documentation of sources,  

g. consideration of a target audience,  

h. conventional grammar and mechanics. 

(Perhaps some of the writing outcomes would need to be dropped or modified to make this work well) 

Something like the third CT outcome could also be retained, but the reference to the student’s discipline 

would need to be removed. 

 

The senior-level writing and information literacy outcomes sets could then be combined into a graduation 

requirement: 



1. Produce a discipline-specific document judged proficient according to a department approved rubric 

in the student’s major. 

2. Outcomes that describe effective use of information resources (to be written) 

All members of the group seemed to like this idea. Some of the benefits/advantages that were expressed with 

this organization were: 

1. It would make more sense to make a course covering both CT and persuasive writing a required 

course in the IDA. 

2. Students would have a third course that develops persuasive writing skills, something that the Writing 

Across the Curriculum committee feels is important. 

3. Programs would not have to submit writing courses for review by Gen Ed and would have the freedom 

to choose a type of writing that makes sense for their majors. For example, writing a research 

proposal, a mathematical proof, a safety program, or a patient care plan, should all be forms of writing 

that programs could require of their students, as long as they are backed by Information resources.  

With the combination of outcome sets, then the only outcome sets that remain to be considered are 
Computer Literacy, Dimensions of Wellness, Financial Health, and Intercultural Competence. 
In past meetings, we had discussed the possibility of dropping Intercultural Competence (IC) since we noted 
that several of those courses could either be considered social science, or are classes that only majors would 
take. Some of the course in IC are appear as with minor revision they would be automatically included as SWT 
courses in KBOR so they will likely remain part of the GenEd framework. There was some dissatisfaction 
expressed with simply dropping the outcome set, and we noted that it could, perhaps, be combined with 
Engaged Global Citizens (EGC). The two seem to be related and are worthwhile goals. 
It was noted that, in practice, both the IC and EGC outcome sets have been a challenge for courses to get 
approved. Courses that have been submitted have been criticized for not including a “personal interaction” 
that is personal enough, or not guaranteeing that students will consider issues that are “boundary-spanning” 
enough. The general sentiment by the group is that courses that advance the student toward these goals 
would be great to have in the General Education program, but with what has happened in the approval 
process over the past two or three years since the implementation of CORE began, we are not confident that 
this would be any better with the current outcome language. 
There was discussion about how to include Computer Literacy, Personal Finance, and Dimensions of Wellness 
courses in the second IDA slot. These outcomes sets could either be listed as is, with the student or program 
picking one, or a new outcome set that encompasses a common goal could be used. For example, these 
courses could all be placed under a “Personal and Professional Development” outcome set, which would allow 
for other classes with similar objectives to be included as well. It was noted that, however these courses are 
included, courses that only focus on mental health areas of wellness should fall under this category. 
With a general plan in place, the group decided to start writing up a draft recommendation to see how 
everything fits together. When complete, the recommendation produced by the group will include a proposed 
layout for the General Education program and rationale for the choices made in each Designated Area. 
 

[submitted by C.D. Clark] 

 

 

  



Appendix C (Information Literacy FAQs and Infographics): 
 

 





 
 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 
 





 
 
  



Appendix D (Persuasive Writing Outcome Rationale): 
 

To: The G6 Committee 

From: Cheryl Duffy 

RE: Persuasive Writing Outcome 

Date: 10 October 2022 

 

Regarding the upper-level CORE writing outcomes, I have read in the G6 updates that there is concern that “the 

‘persuasive essay’ language is too narrow for some programs.”  I have heard some discussion of keeping the 

“discipline-specific document” but removing the “persuasive essay” from our CORE writing outcomes. 

 

As the chair of the Writing Across the Curriculum Committee that wrote that persuasive-writing outcome, and 

as a seven-year member of the GenEd Committee that approved that outcome, I’d like to take a moment of your 

time to address that concern and provide what might prove to be a helpful context for how and why that 

decision was made.  Full disclosure:  My goal is to convince you that retaining the persuasive outcome is 

necessary and practical:  It should be done, and it can be done. 

 

After quite literally years of study and deliberation, the GenEd Committee established three overarching goals, 

the first of which was called Goal 1: Core Skills—and the very first objective under that first, fundamental goal 

was Objective 1.1: Written and Oral Communication.  The WAC Committee—consisting of representatives 

from all five colleges—proposed two outcomes to measure that objective, the first of which was Outcome 1.1-

A1: Write a Persuasive Essay.  The GenEd Committee subsequently approved that outcome. 

 

That top outcome—persuasive writing—emerged organically out of a very real concern that in this democracy, 

too many well-educated citizens seem unable to detect weak arguments and, likewise, often seem unable to 

offer sound, well-structured and supported arguments of their own.  Having a degree from a liberal arts college 

ought to mean one has facility with evaluating and making persuasive arguments.  Such facility will serve 

graduates as they make decisions in their careers and, more importantly, as they make decisions as voters and 

policymakers in a democracy.  Yes, it’s that foundational and that lofty an outcome. 

 

Moreover, as additional institutional context, I’d like to take us back to 2005, when concern was raised about 

FHSU’s poor showing on the NSSE survey (National Survey of Student Engagement).  When reporting on the 

amount of writing they did, FHSU students reported far less writing in their college career than did students 

from peer institutions.  That fact was troubling, given what is commonly understood about the value of writing 

to both generate and solidify the thinking and learning students at the college level are expected to develop.  A 

fleeting attempt to develop a Writing Intensive Program at that time never really took hold for reasons too 

numerous to discuss here—but I’d say mainly it failed because it was mostly a top-down initiative.  That’s why 

the two upper-level writing outcomes later developed by faculty on the inclusive WAC Committee and 

approved by the even more broadly inclusive GenEd Committee are so vital and, I hope, enduring.  They were 

developed and approved by faculty committed to ensuring FHSU students can think and write with the depth 

and proficiency expected of university graduates. 

 

As one of just two of those outcomes deemed critical for our students, persuasive writing should remain a 

requirement.  And if the persuasive essay is retained as a graduation requirement, I understand that logistical 

questions remain.  Let me try to answer some of them: 

 

Don’t students already learn persuasive writing in ENG 102 English Composition II? 

Having taught ENG 102 for decades—at Colby Community College, at the University of Kansas, and 

(for 30 years) at Fort Hays State University—and having earned my PhD with an emphasis in 

composition studies—and having directed two writing centers and served as Director of Composition for 

many years as well, observing faculty and reading final assessment essays—I am in a good position to 

answer this question.  And the answer is this:  Well, kinda.  Students certainly do receive an introduction 



to the concepts of effective persuasive argument as freshmen in ENG 102, and most of them develop an 

introductory level of proficiency.  But you can ask anyone who teaches ENG 102, and they will tell you 

that few students leave the course having mastered the complex skill set required to write a truly 

proficient persuasive argument.  They simply need more time to mature as thinkers and writers—and 

they need more practice. 

 

If the plan, then, is to have that outcome met as a graduation requirement within departments (i.e., 

within a course in a student’s major)—what about departments that, as noted above, see that “persuasive 

essay” language as too narrow for their programs? 

Even members of the WAC Committee have, in hindsight, regretted the use of the word essay, as we 

recognize that persuasive arguments come in many forms.  We tried educating departments (through 

workshops and Professional Development Day sessions) about the latitude they would have in defining 

“persuasive writing.”  For example, a scholarly article reporting on research could easily be seen as 

making a persuasive argument supported by outside sources.  An argument for increased performances 

of a little-known composer could, likewise, be an example of persuasive writing.  And so on. 

 

But what if a department still, nevertheless, does not see a way to include persuasive writing in their 

courses for their majors? 

In such a case, it could be possible to have that outcome met outside of the department.  What might that 

look like?  Consider these possibilities (each with its own peculiar advantages and disadvantages): 

 
1. A UNIV 402 Upper-Level Writing course is already in the works within the GenEd CORE and would be 

available for students whose departments do not meet upper-level writing outcomes within majors 
courses.  Considering that our GenEd requirements are moving from 55 hours to something closer to 37 
hours, students in those few majors would likely have room in their schedule for UNIV 402. 

 

OR 
 

2. Certain courses accepted into the KBOR-approved GenEd curriculum could be identified as courses that 
include the persuasive writing piece, and departments could require that students in their program(s) 
take such a designated course when students are meeting their GenEd requirements.  This option would 
not add any additional hours to a student’s program of study. 

 

OR 
 

3. A required Critical Thinking course has been suggested for the GenEd program (and an informal email 
poll among current WAC Committee members found widespread support for such a requirement).  It 
might be possible, should such a course be required, that a persuasive writing assignment could be 
included to meet both critical thinking and persuasive writing outcomes.  This would make the most 
sense if ENG 102 were listed as a prerequisite for the Critical Thinking course. 

 

And if you’ve read this far (!), thank you for hearing me out.  Obviously, I felt there was much to be said.  I 

don’t envy your task, but I do appreciate your willingness to undertake it with an open mind and with our 

students’ best interests at heart.  I hope you can see that the persuasive writing outcome has been considered 

fundamental and vital by both the WAC Committee and the GenEd Committee.  Finally, I would be happy to 

attend one of your meetings to discuss these ideas further. 

 

 
  



Appendix E (Olds Comment to GenEd and Academic Affairs): 

 



 



 



 
 
  



 
Appendix F (Reply to the Statement Offered by Dr. Chris Olds): 
 

A Reply to the Statement Offered by Dr. Chris Olds 
From the FHSU Department of Philosophy 
 
Our colleague Chris Olds has offered a lengthy statement in response to the Philosophy Department’s "Case for 
Requiring a Critical Thinking Course in the New General Education Program."  It is always good when fellow faculty 
members devote their time and expertise to gathering data and constructing arguments in support of what they take to 
be the best interests of our students.  There should be far more of this at the university. 
  
That said, and while much in the four-page statement is perfectly true, it is important to see that nothing in it weakens 
or undermines our case for requiring students to take a critical thinking course.  The statement all but ignores the 
arguments we offered in support of our position.  
  
Four of the points deserve a brief, focused response.  
  
1.  The statement criticizes the philosophy department for "politicizing" the process and "working the referees" by 
submitting our case to the six-member committee.  But Provost Arensdorf has actively encouraged individuals and 
departments to share their views with the committee.  And it is never improper for members of the university 
community to give reasoned arguments in support of policies they think benefit our students.  Besides, this is precisely 
what he is doing himself -- and appropriately so -- making a case for what he believes should be included in the General 
Education program. 
  
2. The statement appears to be suggesting, in several places, that the philosophy department’s proposal to require a 
critical thinking course was actuated by a desire to "gain a beneficial outcome" for the department, and not, as we 
explicitly state, by a sincere belief that it is in the best interests of our students.  He apparently suspects that the 
members of the philosophy department are not telling the truth about our motives.  That is uncharitable.  However, 
even if it were the case that we were acting purely out of self-interest, this would be completely irrelevant to the truth 
of our conclusions and the strength of our arguments.  Criticizing a person’s motives as a way of invalidating their 
arguments is a textbook example of the ad hominem fallacy.   
 
3. Most of the statement is devoted to proving, by means of numerous scholarly citations, that other courses, such as 
those being considered to satisfy the computer literacy and personal wellness outcomes, offer valuable content to 
students.  He seems to think we disagree with this.  The statement accuses us of "marginalizing and diminishing the 
educational value of other programmatic offerings."  But we never deny the importance of these courses.  Indeed, we 
explicitly acknowledge it in our initial proposal (see “Reply to Objection 3”).  What we have given, however, are reasons 
why students are better served by requiring a course in critical thinking – very roughly, that these skills are foundational 
to nearly all academic work, they are exceptionally transferable, and our students are not getting adequate training 
elsewhere. 
 
4. The statement criticizes us for offering intercession and 8-week critical thinking courses: "If critical thinking is such a 
time-intensive skill to develop, then why is the Philosophy department offering" these short classes?  This is a fair 
question. The effectiveness of three-week intercession courses at the university is a matter well worth discussing.  But 
for now, the thing to see is that this is at most an argument that the university should not be offering short versions of 
certain courses.  It is not an argument that the university should not require a course in critical thinking.  
  
The statement concludes by noting that the General Education program should align with the university’s mission, and 
that we should put students first.  We wholeheartedly agree.  Teaching our students to reason well is essential to 
helping them become the sort of citizen-leaders we all hope they aspire to be.  Nothing we do around here more directly 
serves their best interests. 

 

 



Appendix G (Olds Response to Philosophy):



 



 



  



Appendix H (INF 101 Justification): 
 

Informatics 101 
Thomas Friedman wrote an interesting opinion piece in the New York Times entitled “The Two Codes 

Your Kids Need to Know.” (New York Times, February 12, 2019) He noted that the people who administer the 
SAT college entrance exam determined what skills and knowledge were most important for success in college 
and in life. They concluded that it was the ability to master computer science and the U. S. Constitution. To 
shape the world around us and to adapt to that world, we need to know how software works, so computer 
science is essential. INF101 does not dig deeply into computer science, but it does help students gain skills 
needed to analyze data (Excel and Access), present the results of data analysis in a meaningful way 
(PowerPoint), document research (using APA and MLA Word formatting features), navigate computing in the 
cloud (OneDrive and Workday), and behave as responsible digital citizens (legal and ethical behaviors). This 
course is a hands-on course.  
 The General Education Committee approved this course as part of the CORE with a strong vote of 
approval because many students do not come with strong spreadsheet, word processing, or database 
management skills. In a time when we use many different computer  applications, one might wonder about the 
need to learn Microsoft Office in depth. Regardless of what one might think about Microsoft Office, I believe 
everyone should recognize that Office has established a high standard for competing applications, and it  has 
established the lingua franca for those applications. Everyone uses files with doc, docx, xls, xlsx, ppt, and pptx 
extensions. More importantly in many settings there is the assumption that you will be able to download files 
in these formats and know how to produce documents, spreadsheets, and presentations. I believe the General 
Education Committee recognized the fact that almost everyone in every occupation needs to know the basics 
of word processing, spreadsheets, database management systems, and pr esentation software. Even large 
companies who purchase expensive cloud-based systems like Workday recognize the need for continuing to 
download or upload data into or from Excel and Word.  
 This point was driven home to me recently when I was asked to teach some Excel basics to ex-prisoners 
who lived in a half-way house because they were expected to track their expenses and contributions in Excel. 
To cite another example, I was asked to teach Excel to a lineman who was transitioning to a management role. 
Students often tell me that they thought they knew word processing and spreadsheets but quickly realized 
they had just scratched the surface when they start working through the assignments.  
 As you will see when looking at the Syllabus, the course requires a lot of work from the students. 
Students format a research document in APA or MLA format with title page, footnotes, headers, properly 
formatted headings (three levels), citations, tables with captions, bibliography, table of contents, and an 
index. They learn how to use pivot tables to analyze and to display data. They use Excel tables to sort and to 
filter data. They create a student budget, and use the pmt function to see the results of changing interest rates 
on loans. Because the vlookup function (now xlookup) is often used in accounting and grade calculations, they 
use it in their assignments. The following are a sampling of other functions used in assignments:  frequency 
(for producing frequency distributions), max, min, average, count, countif, sum, and sumif. They illustrate the 
results of data analysis by learning when to use multiple types of charts (scatter, histograms, pie, bubble, 
column, and line) and how to move those charts into PowerPoint. When learning about cloud computing, they 
learn how to access data in Workday to use that data in their student budgets. They do single and double 
variable tables to see the effects of increasing interest rates. They learn the basics of a relational database 
system by learning how to build relationships between tables, creating tables of data, building queries, and 
doing reports. They enhance presentation skills by creating PowerPoint presentations and narrating them. 
They demonstrate how to do create custom animations using the screen recording feature (a poor man’s 
Camtasia Relay). They import charts and screens from a variety of on-line applications to improve the content 
of their presentations. They also learn the ethical uses of content, and the legal and illegal uses of the dark 
web.    
 I believe this kind of foundational course is a true General Education course that is useful for nearly all 
students and majors.   
          David Schmidt 
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