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The Integral Honors Program has served Le Moyne effectively and successfully since the last Curriculum Committee evaluation ten years ago.  In the words of the external evaluator, Dr. Ellen Casey, the Honors Program “has a clear sense of its own mission and of the ways in which that mission articulates with the college’s mission.” In creating an interdisciplinary and multidisciplinary program designed to challenge Le Moyne’s superior students to integrate their learning across the disciplines, the Honors Program has for some years been experimenting with and modeling an interdisciplinary curriculum for the College.  


The Honors Program’s Humanities sequence courses (three 6-hour interdisciplinary, multidisciplinary core courses), not to mention the other Honors courses and activities, are achieving exactly what the new Learning Communities and First-Year Seminars hope to achieve: they are “educating the whole person” across the curriculum as students search for meaning and value and learn to promote social justice.  In addition, the Honors Program helps attract and retain bright and talented students who contribute tremendously to the life of the College.


The three directors of the Honors Program during the period of this evaluation, Dr. Mary Maleski, Dr. Jennifer Glancy, and Dr. Mario Saenz, are to be commended for consolidating the strengths of the program, restructuring the program to better meet the needs of the students, and initiating significant curricular and co-curricular opportunities for multidisciplinary learning on and off campus and abroad.  HON 402, the summer course in Guatemala developed by Dr. Saenz, deserves special mention as a marvelous intercultural learning experience for our students.  


The three directors are also to be commended for the excellent job each has done in running the program in general.  In a small, underfunded college like ours, the Honors Program director must wear all the hats on the hat rack.  He or she must recruit students, advise students, serve as reader and mentor of each student’s Honors thesis, recruit faculty teams for all courses, oversee all courses in the Honors curriculum, arrange co-curricular activities, help develop new courses, and do many other things to keep the program functioning effectively.  Drs. Maleski and Glancy have provided, and Dr. Saenz is providing, exceptional service as Honors Program directors.  The recommendations that follow are not in any way intended as criticism of these fine Honors Program directors.  In fact, they are intended to suggest how the College can more efficaciously support the director as he or she works to maintain and increase the strength of the Honors Program in the future.

Recommendations

1.  Facilities/Equipment


The Honors House will be a much more useful academic facility if “smart-classroom” equipment is available there, or at the very least, technology for PowerPoint presentations and film-viewing (both DVD and VHS).  Access to international TV channels would also be useful.  In Spring ‘03, Honors Project defenses had to be held elsewhere for lack of such equipment, an embarrassing state of affairs for the pre-eminent academic program at Le Moyne College.  Either Classroom Services should be charged with finding a way to provide equipment to the Honors House, or media equipment should be purchased exclusively for the Honors House.  (If security is an issue, a secure equipment closet could even be built at the Honors House.)  Apparently the Classroom Committee has some funds for renovating a classroom in the Honors House; these funds should be secured and used forthwith.

2.  Staffing

(a)  A first-rate teaching staff is crucial to the Honors Program in every conceivable way: however, some departments have difficulty lending faculty to the Honors Program because of their own programmatic needs.   Negotiations with academic departments that lend faculty to the Honors Program would be eased if a regular rotation schedule could be established formally, with adequate compensation for the lending departments.  The committee recommends that such a rotation be established and implemented.


(b) Second, we recommend that Honors faculty, both those in the teaching rotation and those “off duty,” meet as a group at least once a year, if not more often, to discuss Honors Program goals and objectives, requirements, grading standards, syllabi, and coordination of the various courses in the program.  Such meetings would be especially helpful to new Honors faculty, and they would insure greater consistency of standards across the Honors curriculum.


(c) The importance of the faculty mentor/director of a student’s Integral Honors Project (i.e. Honors thesis) cannot be overestimated. The faculty mentor works closely with the student for two and a half semesters and usually a summer as well, directing the student’s research, helping the student find a viable topic and thesis, guiding the student through the collection of data or evidence and multiple drafts and revisions of the written product, and, finally, serving as one of the three members of the student’s Honors Project oral defense committee.  The honorarium presently offered to directors of Integral Honors projects is so grossly inadequate for the amount of work the task demands that many highly qualified faculty simply refuse to direct Honors theses, even those directly in their areas of expertise.  These refusals compromise the quality of the Honors projects produced in the program.


Guest lecturers who teach a two-hour Honors class are paid an honorarium of $100; directors of Honors projects who work with a student at the highest level for two or three semesters and a summer also receive an honorarium of $100.  The committee recommends that the honorarium for directors of Honors projects be increased ten-fold, to $1000.  If funds for a meaningful honorarium cannot be procured, the committee recommends that faculty directors of Honors projects should be reimbursed in “student-hour” credit equivalents toward the 400 student-hours required per year for a faculty member to maintain a 3/3 course load; an equivalency formula should immediately be worked out by the AVP and the Honors Program Director and put into operation this year.

3.  Curriculum


(a) The committee recommends that at least one natural science course be added to the Honors Program curriculum.  If this course cannot substitute for the natural science core requirement, then it should be offered as an Honors elective.  The committee also recommends the addition of at least one social science course to the Honors curriculum, either as a core course equivalent or as an elective, although the committee does recognize that the social sciences are better represented in the existing Honors courses than the natural sciences.  Furthermore, the committee recommends that the Humanities sequence courses continue to make every effort to include the natural and social sciences within their curricula of study.


(b) The committee does not recommend that Honors Projects become less interdisciplinary and more closely connected to students’ majors, for we see interdisciplinarity the interdisciplinary nature of the Honors Program as its the distinguishing characteristic and chief strength of the Honors Program.  We do recommend, however, that serious discussions be held with faculty, Honors students, and former Honors students in the natural sciences to determine how the Honors Program can better serve the needs of students of the sciences. 
4.  Assessment


The Honors Program may come in for some heavy weather in the upcoming Middle States evaluation for its lack of outcomes assessment procedures.  It would be easy enough to “gather more methodical [assessment] data,” as the external evaluator suggests, “especially from students who leave the program and as students graduate”; the completed Honors Projects could also easily be assessed in several ways.  The committee therefore recommends that several formal outcomes-assessment instruments be adapted and used yearly to assess the Honors Program. 

5.  Recruitment, Admission, and Retention of Students 


The committee recommends that the Honors Committee and Honors Director examine and assess the present recruitment strategies for the program and explore new avenues of recruitment and retention particularly of minority students and natural science majors.  Scholarships for Latino students (presently under consideration by the President) might, for example, be tied to the recruitment of these students for the Honors Program.
