Recommendation 3: 

Separate 39 and 9 unit packages


Recommendation summary*
1.
Have two separate blocs in the general education program:  a 39 unit foundations component with only lower division courses and a 9 unit advanced component with only upper division courses.

2. 
Possible elimination of upper division course from area E.

GERT rationale summary*
1.  
The CSUS general education program is confusing

2.
The current program fails to reasonably distinguish between lower and upper division courses and to provide for a reasonable sequencing of courses.

3.
Within the CSU mandated 48 minimum units of general education; the nine upper division unit component is the only area over which the campus has exclusive control.  Absent a separate nine-unit program we cannot provide a distinctive campus stamp on the program.

4.
GERT identifies establishing a new advanced GE package as the key element of needed content reform.  [What to do with a nine-unit upper division bloc is addressed in Recommendation #4].

Background information

CSU regulations mandate a minimum 48-unit general education program in two parts: 
The first, composed of at least 39 units which can be taken at a community college or at a 
CSU and 
second, a nine-unit component that must be upper division i.e. must be taken at a CSU, normally the one that awards the baccalaureate degree.
  In the governing CSU regulation there is a mandated distribution of courses into five content areas identified as A through E with specified courses or distributions in areas A and B.  In tabular form this is expressed as follows

CSU or Community College:

CSU(S?) only 
Total

Area A

9  units



0


9

Area B

9




3


12

Area C

9




3


12

Area D

9




3


12

Area E

3




0


3

Total


39




9


48

The current CSUS  GE program had a very generous interpretation of the CSU regulations:

1.
CSUS lists upper and lower division GE courses in one list in areas B, C, D and E.  (Area A course must be lower division).  

2.
CSUS permits students to use upper division courses in the first nine units in areas C and D. (One course does this in B).

3.
CSUS permits students to complete their upper division  GE in areas B through E without mandating any specific distribution of upper or lower division units.  In theory a student could take all nine units of upper division GE in area B (or C or D or E) as long as total area units in all areas meet minimums. 
In constructing the current GE program CSUS consciously rejected creating a structured approach to upper division GE.  Our campus cannot control what courses community colleges list to satisfy the 39-unit part of GE so the thinking behind the GERT report analysis’ emphasis that the only place in general education we can put any real campus stamp would be in a coherently designed upper division package is transparently obvious.  Our current [un]-structure provides significant benefits to a quite small number of students who come to the campus in transfer but without a complete transfer package.  For example, a student with a science major, and more than 12 units in area B but with only three units in area C, could "fill up" area C with only upper division courses.  Certainly students from a California community college can reasonably be expected to know that they should bring to CSUS 39 units of general education appropriately distributed across the five areas.  The small number of students with truly unusual backgrounds could be handled by special consideration petition.

In instituting the current GE program, CSUS faculty  were most likely responding to a scenario in which the campus would continue to have few freshmen, but one of the consequences for those few freshmen and now for the increasing number of freshmen (and sophomores), is that they need not take many (perhaps any) foundational courses outside of areas A and B.  Separating general education into lower and upper division components would encourage the campus to:

1.  
More carefully distinguish between upper and lower division work

2.
Make sure all students have the opportunity to encounter foundational studies in all mandated subject areas.

Implications, further considerations

A quick glance at the list of general education courses in the current year's schedule will demonstrate that we have many upper division courses listed in Areas C-E with a few in area B.  Many of these courses are not only or primarily GE courses, they are also major, minor and general interest courses. For that reason they are often efficient courses in which one student will choose a GE listed course because it satisfies GE while another student will take the course as part of her major.  Course sections tend to be full when they draw students for multiple reasons.    Multi-purpose courses are efficient.  Taking the general education enrollment away from some of these courses may impact enrollment.  If the campus wants a clearly defined 39-unit basic general education package it will of course not see these courses listed intermingled with lower division courses in a new program. Further, in a carefully constructed nine unit upper division GE many of these courses may not fit at all. 
The GERT report did not come to closure on the issue of upper division courses in GE area E.  Yet the logic is clear that distinguishing upper and lower division on the basis of the CSU system regulation clearly puts area E courses into the 39-unit lower division component.  Further, a student taking an upper division course in area E is not relieved of the obligation to take twelve units in each of areas B, C and D.  At the present time a number of upper division courses listed in Area E have strong enrollment.  Presumably many of the enrolled students in those courses are taking them for GE credit.  However, many likely take them out of interest.  Further, since GE areas are not linked to specific departments, those that currently offer upper division courses in area E might participate in a newly constructed GE upper division component.

*Will insert complete text of GERT recommendation
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