National Collegiate Honors Council (NCHC) Annual Meeting:

New Orleans, 10-14 November 2004
Report and Recommendations for NMU’s Honors Program
By Robert Goodrich, NMU Honors Program Director
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I. Sessions Attended

My report synthesizes a set of conclusions from the workshops, business meetings, and individual conversations at the conference.
Business Sessions

· Large University Committee Meeting
· Concern about a lack of homogeneity among programs at large universities and thus a concern about the applicability of this committee.

· Proposal to have NCHC create a meaningful and secure nationally accessible database to supplement Peterson’s Guide to Honors Programs.

· Proposal to have NCHC focus a series of discussions for large universities.

· Proposal to have Conference Planning Committee directly reported to from the committee and thus integrate concerns into next NCHC.

· Upper Midwest Regional Meeting
· Review of upcoming regional conference at Drake University in April – details to follow by email.

· NCHC Business Meeting

· Growing international representation at conference, especially from the Netherlands.

· Financial soundness of organization after dues increase to $500.

· Structure changes include a new position of an Executive Director, split of Secretary-Treasurer in to two positions, and move to permanent facilities in Lincoln, Nebraska

· Stable membership, conference attendance of 1800.

· 2005 conference in St Louis; proposals starting 15 January and due 10 March.

· Promotion of NCHC Honors Semester – in Seattle next year.

Workshops

·  “Beginning in Honors Workshop”
· “Developing in Honors Workshop”
· “Getting Blood out of a Turnip? Coping with Declining Institutional Budgets”
· “Expanding Horizons: National Student Exchange, Study Abroad, and Honors”
· “Recruiting the Right Faculty to Teach Honors: Approaches and Incentives”
· Presentation Sessions

· “The Effect of Honors Participation on Time-to-Graduation”
· “Motivational Considerations in Teaching Honors Students”
· “Honors Colloquia and Study Abroad: Virtual and Actual Experience”
· “Passport to Life: Can Honors Programs Facilitate Studying Abroad and Help Bridge the Gap When Students Return Home?”
· “Exploring the World: The Role of a Study Abroad Committee”
· “Bridging Currents and Cultures through Unique Honors Opportunities”
· “How Do We Know What is Good Interdisciplinarity?”
· “Building Bridges for Freshmen: The Core Honors Experience at the University of West Florida”
· “Tracking Freshmen Honors Students: An Interactive Workshop”
II. General Summary
NMU’s Honors Program includes many of the best features of such programs nationwide. Yet, the move to implement a certification or accreditation process by the NCHC must encourage us to consider several changes based on a comparison to other programs and NCHC expectations. Our Honors Program should clarify how and in what way NMU values the Program, and we must proceed from this level of support and commitment. I have listed several basic recommendations detailed in the general report:
· Enhanced staff support

· Significant increase in designated scholarships

· Alteration in recruitment of faculty, including stipends, criteria, and rotation

· Greater release time and reduction in non-Honors responsibilities for the director

· Thorough review of curriculum

· Creation of a meaningful Honors Center
· Vitalization of the Honors Student Organization

· Support for applying for national scholarships

· Establishment of articulation agreements

· Establishment of assessment criteria

· Appropriate budgetary support to implement goals

III. General Report

The NCHC brought into sharp relief the relative anomaly of NMU’s Honors Program, which allows for a clear consideration of our strengths and weaknesses. Our relative position will grow in importance as the NCHC begins to implement a certification or accreditation process based on the “Basic Characteristics of a Fully Developed Honors Program.” We must anticipate this process by evaluating our position nationally and our integration into NMU’s goals. Further, the NCHC revealed how the NMU Honors Program has integrated many of the best components in our hybrid system despite serious budgetary restrictions. As a result, the strong beneficial multiplier effects across campus of the NMU Honors Program exist, but remain limited.
NMU deviates from national norms in its extremely small program size for a university of our enrollment. Indeed, the program is small in absolute terms even in comparison to Liberal Arts colleges with fewer than 2,000 students. This anomaly neither inherently benefits nor detracts from the quality of the Program, as most programs are struggling against pressures to grow. Some programs now include easily over 10% of the student body, diminishing any real meaning of an honors experience and strapping funds per student. Nonetheless, the small size of NMU’s program diminishes our capability to increase the program’s visibility due to our relative size vis-avis NMU (only 1% of the student population) and the correspondingly small cadre of Honors students able to step forward.
Despite this anomaly, the NMU Honors Program seems to fulfill its mission in close harmony with NMU’s mission. The Honors Program takes a lead in promoting NMU’s student scholarship, service, international experiences, professional development, and leadership. By allowing students to pursue traditional majors and minors, the Honors Program projects a clear multiplier effect across the university by encouraging the above attributes in every college and department. The size of the Honors Program, however, naturally restricts this multiplier effect. 
Specific areas of strength for NMU through the Honors Program include:
· Recruitment of better students: The Program’s minimum ACT of 27 places it well above the NMU average, drawing students who might not otherwise attend. The non-stop visitations to the Honors table at the AAA events in early November attest to this interest. Further, even for those students not entering the Honors Program, its presence increases the perceived quality of education at NMU among students and parents.

· Retention: The Honors Program retains almost all of its students at NMU, even those who drop out of the program, cultivating a commitment to NMU.

· Academic quality: As Honors students are among NMU’s best, they act as a pole of attraction for other students across the curriculum. Honors students take their skills into their majors and minors, increasing the overall quality of the non-Honors classroom.

· Enhanced curriculum: As just one example, the Honors Program requires foreign language proficiency to the 202 level – only International Studies and Modern Languages share this requirement. This requirement is uncommon even in other honors programs, but it provides an important baseline for NMU’s efforts to increase internationalization. Indeed, a review of study abroad at NMU indicates that Honors students are highly over-represented in all programs.
· Enhanced service and leadership: Honors Program students are disproportionately represented at all levels of service – from Freshman Fellows on up. This commitment provides a core base of support for NMU’s efforts to cultivate leadership and an academic service component to education.
Before considering enhancements to NMU’s Honors Program, I must note the emergence of a national trend towards the establishment of “Honors Colleges” within larger educational institutions. However, without substantial additional resources and a dramatically altered vision, we cannot make an Honors College an immediate goal. These resources would include increases in: scholarships; funding for speakers, conferences, cultural events, etc; designated faculty and staff; designated physical space, including a residence hall in a separate building (rather than a mere wing) with offices and classroom space. Establishing such an Honors College would require a considerable investment in planning with an 18-month lead time. As the NMU administration has given no indication that it wishes to move in this direction, an exploration of this option at this time would waste our limited resources. We should therefore focus on improvements within the existing structures.

Ignoring, therefore, the possibility of an Honors College, we should consider several enhancements to bring it into line with our peer institutes, our mission statement, and our envisioned role in fulfilling NMU’s mission statement. While most of the recommendations are well-known to members of the Honors Board, we have not been able to implement many of them for several reasons: non-program related requirements of the director, a lack of appropriate and consistent secretarial support, lack of an easily manipulable database, lack of financial and physical resources, relative newness of the program and corresponding lack of institutional experience from which to evaluate progress. With this in mind, I list below specific recommendations drawn from a comparison of NMU to other honors programs nationally.
IV. Recommendations

Structure
The recent shift in the chain of command bringing the Honors Program directly under the VPAA places our program in line with national expectations. Further, the intended CT arrangement beginning in December with the move to Cohodas will go some way towards alleviating administrative bottlenecks. Despite frustrations this semester caused by the switch to Banner, changes in tracking procedures being developed specifically for Honors by ADIT will allow easier flagging and tracking of Honors students and allow for better statistical and thus comparative data by the start of the next semester. Nonetheless, we should consider the following

1. We must increase the secretarial support for the Honors Program. 
2. In general, national experience indicates that a ½ CT dedicated exclusively to Honors performs better than a shared ½ CT. 
3. The Program would benefit greatly by funding a 1/3 Honors student worker capable of staffing the Honors Center, liaising with and supporting the HSO, peer advising and coordinating of mentors, fulfilling survey and trend tracking tasks, and providing various quotidian functions.
Scholarships
With only 5 designated scholarships for the Program, we are at the very bottom in this category nationally.
1. Recruitment of qualified students who have options requires a financial commitment, and we should increase Freshman scholarships correspondingly. 
2. Additional scholarships could also include an international study scholarship to offset the costs of and thus encourage study abroad. Such a scholarship promises special meaningful for NMU given the new initiative for internationalization and the fact that the Honors Program is the only program other than Foreign Languages and International Studies to require a foreign language component.
Faculty
In general, we must create a recognition that teaching in the Honors Program is a privilege and is viewed as such by all review committees on campus. To this end, we should not only promote the Program generally, but we should consider changing several past practices and implementing several enhancements.

1. We should eliminate allowing Honors faculty teaching as an overload in order to ensure quality. A broad national consensus opposes overloads in all but exceptional cases, which are generally at research universities with low teaching loads (2-1, for example).
2. To maintain the financial incentive for prospective faculty, we should offer a modest supplement for Honors faculty in the range of $500-1,000 per Honors class. This would actually cost little since the costs of hiring adjuncts to replace Honors faculty is less than paying overloads. We should also provide a directed study stipend to “honorized” upper division contract courses to encourage a mentor-protégé relationship.
3. We should rotate faculty. Our current practice continues to use the same faculty almost every year. While these instructors are highly gifted and dedicated to the Program, this procedure limits Program visibility and faculty buy-in, and correspondingly prevents us from taking advantage of other talented faculty and the benefits of increased visibility.
4. We should develop clear criteria for consideration of applications for teaching in the Program.  These could include: successful completion of at least two departmental annual reviews; evidence of excellence in teaching; submission of a proposed syllabus that integrates the qualities we seek.
5. We have no designated Honors instructional faculty. We do not necessarily need such at this time; however, if increasing Program size is a goal we should consider this option. 
Recruitment 
Our admissions process works well with its combination of invitation and application since we also consider applicants who do not meet ACT or GPA requirements if their essay and letters indicate possible success in the program. Provided we follow the comprehensive approach already in place, we should continue to attract quality applicants. However, we can make two minor changes to increase the professional and academic perception of the Program.
1. We should alter our website to remove it from the HUB template as this falsely equates the Program with Student Services.
2. We should consider creating a slicker brochure for recruitment.
3. We should implement early acceptance in December for highly qualified candidates as this encourages a reciprocal early commitment to NMU.
4. Upper division Honors – We should adopt clear criteria for acceptance, including the desirability of articulation agreements. Criteria should be similar to lower division Honors: GPA of 3.5, two letters of recommendation, a 300-word essay, and 62 credit hours.
Directorship
The directorship, as a position that requires teaching both in Honors and in the director’s home department and includes a clear list of duties, is a positive model. However, here, too, we should consider improvement.
1. The burden of non-program related expectations seriously hinders effective focus on the Honors Program by the director and support staff. The Honors Program should not become the home of any programs or projects not specifically related to the Program. In particular, the Annual Honors Banquet imposes a considerable burden on the director each spring without any relationship to the Program, without any benefit to the Program, and at considerable costs in time available for the director’s duties to the Program.
2. The status of the director should be elevated to the equivalent of head/dean with regards to attendance of the director at heads/deans meetings. This administrative status is the clear norm in almost all honors programs nationally.
3. The compensation of the director should be increased through greater release time to ½ release time to allow for proper oversight of the program, especially since the director is still expected to operate fully in the home department with regards to service, advising, and other assigned duties. 
4. The summer stipend should be reinstated to compensate the considerable time required of the director during these months for recruitment and orientation. This money has been dramatically cut to only $1000 for the entire summer. If the director is expected to remain on campus for the summer, the position should perhaps involve either a cash stipend, a shift to 10-12 month status, or payment for overloads for each summer session.

Curriculum
Our requirement of a foreign language and math component is actually quite enviable. This requirement places the program on the more rigorous end of the spectrum and further positions the Program to act as a leader in curricular internationalization at NMU. Also, the diversity of the nature of Honors credits – HON courses, departmental H suffix courses, contract courses, and a capstone – make us one of the more eclectic programs. However, the strengths would be augmented with the following considerations.
1. We should request that departments consider the model of Psychology and Sociology in creating freshman/sophomore level departmental honors courses (PY 100H, SO 101H). Such courses not only add prestige to the majors, but can be integrated into the Honors Program and allow for greater curricular choice both for Honors and non-Honors students. 
2. We should introduce a unifying component to the capstone. This element could be a 1 credit seminar that meets weekly to stress interdisciplinary exchange among Honors students currently working on their senior project.
3. We should consider developing an Honors study abroad experience. This task would continue our leadership in curricular innovation and respond to a potential need while creating new opportunities.
4. We should establish clear parameters for teaching an Honors course that is Socratic, discursive, reading intensive, writing intensive, recursive, experimental, and interdisciplinary. The emphasis should be not just on a quantitative difference, but a qualitative shift in the classroom experience. 
5. The Freshman/Sophomore sequence should be reconsidered to encourage content experimentation.
6. We do not engage in interdisciplinarity. We should reconsider if this is a goal of our HON courses.
7. At 25, our HON classes are on the extreme end of large size, with the national norm below 20. Clearly, we need at least to reduce class sizes down to 20  for the obvious pedagogical reasons stated in point d, which can only happen in smaller classes, ideally at 15.
8. We should raise our GPA requirement for retention in the program and graduation from its current level of 3.0, which again places us at the very bottom of this expectation. Most programs range from 3.2 to as high as 3.5. National experience reveals that increasing the expectation does not lead to higher attrition, but the opposite. The current 3.0 GPA expectation for Honors Program students is the same as that for scholarships. Enhancing this requirement will be a genuine enhancement of standards at NMU.  Further, we should require that all Honors be passed with a “B” or higher. We should also instate a probationary period for those who drop below the new benchmark.
9. We should greatly enhance our extra-curricular learning venues by allowing the HSO to coordinate cultural/intellectual experiences such as plays, concerts, readings, tours, travel, etc. Further, we should follow the model of FYE and UN 100 by allotting a budget to each HON class to promote social and cultural interaction between faculty and students.
10. We should consider creating an HON lab class as a complement to HON 211. Alternately, we might require an H lab class such as PY 100 H once more are offered while retaining the HON 211 and/or HON 212 requirement.
11. We should consider adopting a world cultures component in the Freshman sequence.
12. We should adopt a teaching assistant model similar to the UN 100 courses run through FYE for our HON 100s and HON 200s using upper division honors students.
Improving Student-Program Connections
1. Honors Center – We uniquely lack utterly any central physical space for the Program’s students. Even the current office is currently shared by both FYE and Dean of Students’ graduate students. We possess no meeting space at all specifically for our students. This lack of a spatial core erodes the sense of identity and unity among our students and increases attrition while decreasing visibility. We should create an Honors Center that includes: a director’s office, secretarial space, student worker space, a lounge, a conference room, a library and student work space, a designated classroom. A residential option and separate space in the library reserved for Honors students may be considered in the future, but an Honors Center will radically enhance the visibility of the Program and the identification of its members to the Program. 
2. Honors Student Organization – This organization is currently revitalizing and should become a central part of the Program. I am dedicating significant amount of time to cultivate a layer of leadership and transform the nature of the HSO from a social body to an academic leadership body on campus. Indeed, most HSO-type bodies express a frustration when they focus on student-student socialization. Instead, this socialization best succeeds when it revolves around faculty-student interaction. Further, we should use the HSO to provide a basis for cultural experiences such as field trips, concert visits, etc. The HSO should also become the source of a regular Honors Newsletter and, potentially, a publication of student work. These changes are essential and could be facilitated by providing a fellowship position for student workers to oversee HSO activity.
3. Program Size – Our current size places us at the extreme end of small size, especially compared to similarly sized institutions. This size, however, does not imply an institutional weakness, as most programs complain about pressures to grow to the point of diminishing any meaningful honors experience. Thus, I do not advocate increasing the size of our program unless we increase the resource commitment correspondingly. But the impact of the Program on campus will remain limited if our numbers remain at current levels.
4. National Scholarships – We should actively promote our best students to apply for nationally renowned scholarships such as the Rhodes, Truman, Udall, Marshall, Fulbright, Goldwater, etc. Many programs have a designated official just to aid students in the complicated application procedures and to heighten awareness. We should consider a similar investment as this would be the only way to provide this opportunity coherently. The bragging rights from any such success would be tremendous, but even the resources to cultivate applying to these prestigious scholarships would have a cascade effect on promoting student scholarship internally and externally.
5. Articulation Agreements – We should pursue articulation agreements for transfer students to enter our upper division Honors after successful completion of lower division Honors in a recognized program. Such agreements will help to recruit the best students from community colleges.
Assessment
Given the NCHC’s consideration of adopting a certification procedure, we should specify our own internal and comparative (to NMU and non-NMU Honors programs) benchmarks. These should include:
1. Admission – GPA, ACT, AP credit, scholarships, declared major, percent who come to NMU who apply
2. Retention – at NMU, in Program (full Honors, Freshman to Sophomore, first to second semester)
3. Graduation – how many years, percentage
4. Study abroad – percentage, where, for how long, nature (service, academic, other)
5. Academics – percentage publishing or presenting research or creative work
6. Overall standing – GPA, SCH/semester, majors/minors (when do they decide, do they switch)
7. Scholarships – incoming scholarships; post-admission scholarships
8. Post-graduation – acceptance to post-graduate education, careers tracks
9. Alumni giving – do they invest in NMU, Honors at NMU

Budget
NMU fundraising should actively integrate the Honors Program. We currently do not promote Honors in a systematic fashion, and we should look to enhance the Campbell Scholarships and establish study abroad scholarships. The baseline budget should also increase to accommodate the above recommendations.
1. Baseline
a. Secretarial support at ½ CT
b. Student workers – one to two @ quarter or third time
c. Expanded scholarships
d. Faculty stipend of $500-1,000 (small cost if we ban use of overloads)
e. Pay for “honorization” contract courses – same as directed study
f. Reduction in class size
i. To 15 with reduction to 45 total (from 50) = 3 extra classes
ii. To 15 with increase to 60 total = 6 extra classes
iii. To 17/18 with increase to 51/54 = 3 extra classes
iv. To 17/18 with increase to 68/72 = 6 extra classes
v. To 20 with reduction to 40 total = no costs
vi. To 20 with increase to 60 total = 3 extra classes
g. HON class fund for social and cultural events – along lines of FYE
h. Director’s summer compensation
i. Direct support for national scholarship applications
j. Student TA support similar to FYE
2. One-time
a. Honors Center
b. Digital camera
V. Strengths, Weaknesses, and Goals of NMU Honors
Strengths

Structure
1. Under VPAA
2. Broadly representative Board
3. Student representative on Board

Scholarships

1. Program control of scholarships
Faculty
1. Program selection of faculty 
2. Dedicated and talented core
Recruitment
1. Relationship to Admissions
2. Recruitment process

3. Entrant qualifications
4. Integration into orientation

Directorship
1. Instructs HON + home department
2. Advising, orientation, HSO
Curriculum

1. Foreign language requirement
2. Math requirement
3. Diversity of course types
a. HON courses

b. Honorized “H”
c. Departmental ‘H”
d. Capstone

Student-Program Connections

1. Stable size
2. Affiliations – NCHC, UMHC, MHA
3. Linked to NMU’s mission
Assessment

1. Individual course evaluations
2. Semesterly program evaluations
3. Focus groups

Budget

1. Independent annual budget
2. Responsibly administered


Weaknesses

Structure

1. NoCT – better ½ just for Honors
2. No student workers
3. Inability to track students quickly

Scholarships

1. Only five scholarships – low %

Faculty
1. No designated instructional facility

2. No clear qualities for faculty
3. Allow faculty overload
4. Faculty not rotated
5. No extra compensation 

Recruitment

1. Website identified with HUB
2. Simple brochure / advertising
Directorship
1. Compensation 

2. No status of head/dean

3. Responsible for Honors Banquet

Curriculum

1. Too few departmental honors

2. No unifying capstone

3. No interdisciplinarity

4. No clear hallmarks

5. Class sizes too large at 25

6. Limited extra-curricular
Student-Program Connections

1. No Honors Center

2. Weak Honors Student Organization

3. No newsletter

4. Small program size

5. No residential option

6. No promotion of scholarships

7. No articulation agreements
Assessment

1. No clear target goals

2. No clear tracking of students

Budget

1. Limited budget
2. No ability to enhance program

Goals
Structure

1. ½ CT for Honors without sharing
2. 1-2 student workers
3. Ability to track students quickly
Scholarships

1. Increase % of scholarships
2. Special study abroad scholarships
Faculty

1. Clear qualities for faculty

2. No faculty overload

3. Rotated faculty

4. Extra compensation
Recruitment

1. Better recruitment materials
2. Improved website

Directorship
1. Appropriate compensation 

2. Status of head/dean

3. No responsibilities outside Program
Curriculum

1. More departmental honors

2. Unifying capstone

3. Interdisciplinarity

4. Clear hallmarks

5. Class sizes of 15
Student-Program Connections

1. Honors Center

2. Integral HSO
3. Regular newsletter

4. Promotion of national scholarships

5. Articulation agreements

Assessment

1. Set clear target goals

2. Enable clear tracking of students

3. Review of evaluation tools

Budget

1. Appropriate budget increases

VI. NMU and the “Basic Characteristics”
The document “Basic Characteristics of a Fully-Developed Honors Program”, approved by the NCHC Executive Committee (3/4/94), has become the benchmark for measuring institutional adequacy for honors programs nationally. It most likely will serve as the foundation of any certification or accreditation process adopted by the NCHC in the near future. Points 1-16 enumerate in original language these characteristics.
· Italicized text indicates where NMU’s Honors Program meets the characteristics.

· Italicized bold text indicates where there are significant shortcomings.

1. A fully-developed honors program should be carefully set up to accommodate the special needs and abilities of the undergraduate students it is designed to serve. This entails identifying the targeted student population by some clearly articulated set of criteria (e.g., GPA, SAT score, a written essay). A program with open admission needs to spell out expectations for retention in the program and for satisfactory completion of program requirements.

· We currently meet this goal with our curriculum, flexibility at the upper division, and clear admissions policy that involves an invitation as well as clear criteria (GPA, ACT, essay, and recommendations). There is no automatic enrollment or open admission.

2. The program should have a clear mandate from the institutional administration ideally in the form of a mission statement clearly stating the objectives and responsibilities of the program and defining its place in both the administrative and academic structure of the institution. This mandate or mission statement should be such as to assure the permanence and stability of the program by guaranteeing an adequate budget and by avoiding any tendency to force the program to depend on temporary or spasmodic dedication of particular faculty members or administrators. In other words, the program should be fully institutionalized so as to build thereby a genuine tradition of excellence.

· We have a well-considered mission statement that harmonizes and places the program at the forefront of pursuing NMU’s goals. We have a budgetary baseline. 

· We need to establish a permanent and visible home through an Honors Center.

3. The honors director should report to the chief academic officer of the institution.

· The director now reports to the VPAA.

4. There should be an honors curriculum featuring special courses, seminars, colloquia and independent study established in harmony with the mission statement and in response to the needs of the program.

· We have a diversified curriculum that meets many of the above specifications.
· We need to establish a clear capstone seminar in the Honors Program as an HON course. We should create a study abroad option. We should clarify nature of contract courses. We should orient pedagogy on the seminar model. We should create regular Honors colloquia.
5. The program requirements themselves should include a substantial portion of the participants' undergraduate work, usually in the vicinity of 20% or 25% of their total course work and certainly no less than 15%. Students who successfully complete Honors Programs requirements should receive suitable institutional recognition. This can be accomplished by such measures as an appropriate notation on the student's academic transcript, separate listing of Honors Graduates in commencement programs, and the granting of an Honors degree.

· Total course work in the Honors Program is 36-40 hours out of 124 hours. Completion is designated on transcripts and full honors are announced at graduation.
· We do not offer an Honors degree at this time.
6. The program should be so formulated that it relates effectively both to all the college work for the degree (e.g., by satisfying general education requirements) and to the area of concentration, departmental specialization, pre-professional or professional training.

· All HON courses fulfill Liberal Studies requirements; all upper division courses must be in the major, minor, or Liberal Studies.
7. The program should be both visible and highly reputed throughout the institution so that it is perceived as providing standards and models of excellence for students and faculty across the campus.

· We lack any meaningful visibility, in part due to the newness of the program, lack of an Honors Center, previous subordination to the Dean of Students, failure to rotate faculty, weakness of the Honors Student Organization, lack of consistent CT support, lack of outreach to departments, lack of a presentation component or venue for student work, and our small size.
8. Faculty participating in the program should be fully identified with the aims of the program. They should be carefully selected on the basis of exceptional teaching skills and the ability to provide intellectual leadership to able students.

· Our current pool of instructors is exceptionally dedicated and talented.
· Due to our lack of visibility we have more often than not begged for instructors. 
9. The program should occupy suitable quarters constituting an honors center with such facilities as an honors library, lounge, reading rooms, personal computers and other appropriate decor.

· We lack any form of suitable quarters and have nothing even approaching an Honors Center.
10. The director or other administrative officer charged with administering the program should work in close collaboration with a committee or council of faculty members representing the colleges and/or departments served by the program.

· The Honors Advisory Council is highly representative of Colleges and plays an active and increasing role in the Program. It includes a student representative, a Senate member, and Honors teaching faculty.
11. The program should have in place a committee of honors students to serve as liaison with the honors faculty committee or council who must keep the student group fully informed on the program and elicit their cooperation in evaluation and development. This student group should enjoy as much autonomy as possible conducting the business of the committee in representing the needs and concerns of all honors students to the administration, and it should also be included in governance, serving on the advisory/policy committee as well as constituting the group that governs the student association. 

· The Honors Student Organization that oversees honors student issues exists, and it is now included in governance through representation on the Honors Advisory Board.
· The HSO is not a vital organization, and we have yet to see what leadership role it will take.
12. There should be provisions for special academic counseling of honors students by uniquely qualified faculty and/or staff personnel.

· The honors director currently acts as a second advisor to all honors students throughout their entire time at NMU and acts as the primary advisor to undeclared honors students.
· We have no student mentoring program in place at present.
13. The honors program, in distinguishing itself from the rest of the institution, serves as a kind of laboratory within which faculty can try things they have always wanted to try but for which they could find no suitable outlet. When such efforts are demonstrated to be successful, they may well become institutionalized, thereby raising the general level of education within the college or university for all students. In this connection, the honors curriculum should serve as a prototype for educational practices that can work campus-wide in the future.

· Our curriculum is open to pedagogical experimentation.
· The campus does not see the Program as a prototype, nor does the Program have a clear venue for promoting its pedagogy. Further, we do not have clear pedagogical criteria or frameworks for HON or contract courses that explicitly call for experimentation.
14. The fully-developed honors program must be open to continuous and critical review and be prepared to change in order to maintain its distinctive position of offering distinguished education to the best students in the institution.

· The Board is open to constant review of the Program.
15. A fully-developed program will emphasize the participatory nature of the honors educational process by adopting such measures as offering opportunities for students to participate in regional and national conferences, honors semesters, international programs, community service, and other forms of experiential education.

· We actively encourage student participation in regional and state conferences.
· We have not promoted honors semesters, international programs, or community service in a systematic fashion, or other forms of experiential education.
16. Fully-developed two-year and four-year honors programs will have articulation agreements by which honors graduates from two-year colleges are accepted into four-year honors programs when they meet previously agreed-upon requirements.

 

· We do not have any articulation agreements.
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