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Abstract – Supplemental Instruction (SI) is an academic assistance program that utilizes peer-assisted study 
sessions.  Mercer University has been offering SI sessions in different colleges through the university’s Academic 
Resource Center for over thirteen years; however, Fall 2010 was the first semester in which the School of 
Engineering participated.  Three courses were selected: Statics / Solid Mechanics, Thermodynamics, and Dynamics 
which are all instructed by Mechanical Engineering faculty.  Since these courses represent engineering fundamentals 
and cover basic tools and techniques of mechanical engineering, they are often considered as mechanical 
engineering “weed-out” classes.  The goal of SI instruction in these courses is to improve retention and graduation 
of engineers.  This paper is focused on a comparison of test and final grades for the Fall 2010 and previous 
semesters.  It consists of statistical analyses of those grades and students’ attendance in SI sessions, and proves a 
significant positive influence of the pilot program on students’ performance.   
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SUPPLEMENTAL INSTRUCTION IN ENGINEERING CURRICULUM 

Supplemental Instruction (SI) is an academic assistance program that utilizes peer-assisted study sessions and targets 
high risk courses instead of high risk students.  Developed by Dr. Deanna Martin at the University of Missouri at 
Kansas City in 1973 it has been proven by research to help students succeed.  SI is offered on campuses around the 
world and targets historically difficult courses - those that traditionally have high rates of D's, F's and W's as final 
grades.  Students who participate in SI learn how-to-learn while learning what-to-learn, work collaboratively with 
peer students in a facilitated environment, and receive support when needed [1].  

SI sessions are regularly-scheduled, free of charge, informal review meetings in which students compare notes, 
discuss readings, develop organizational tools, and predict test items. Students learn how to integrate course content 
and study skills while working together.  The sessions are facilitated by “SI leaders”, students who have previously 
done well in the course and who attend all class lectures, take notes, and act as model students.  SI leaders are 
trained in group facilitation techniques; they do not re-lecture, give class notes, or do homework.  As one component 
of SI sessions, SI leaders incorporate explicit modeling of study and test-taking skills as are relevant to the content.  
SI leaders try to get students to actively think about what mental processes they used when they were successful and 
unsuccessful [2]. 

Student’s approach to SI sessions changes over the course of the semester.  At the beginning, the majority of the 
students attend the SI sessions with the attitude that they just want to get answers to their homework questions 
without making personal effort to think through their problems and develop a process.  The SI leaders continually 
emphasize the fact that SI sessions are intended to help students understand the course material by thinking for 
themselves so they may learn an effective way of studying that could be applied to any technical course. Such a 
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strategy works in motivating some students to make an extra effort while working on their homework even before 
showing up for the sessions [3]. 

National statistics indicate that students who attend SI sessions regularly can expect to earn final grades up to a letter 
grade higher than their classmates who do not attend SI.  In addition to that, research results show the following 
benefits: Lower drop-out rate from these high-risk courses where SI support is implemented, improved critical 
thinking, studying and test-taking skills, and improved enrollment rate in subsequent semesters [2]. 

For peer leaders, the experience can be a transforming one, as well [4].  Not only do they gain a better understanding 
of the subject, they also become partners with faculty in implementing, documenting, and disseminating the SI 
programs.  They become increasingly independent at performing these tasks and often become interested in taking 
on other leadership roles or become interested in pursuing careers that involve teaching and research.  They make 
connections to obtain jobs or gain admission to graduate schools. Recent research findings point to the following 
gains when students take on the role as peer leaders: 

• increased content knowledge and better success in higher-level science courses, 
• increased confidence to pursue science-related careers, 
• an appreciation for different learning styles, 
• improved people skills and collegial relationship with the course instructor. 

Since students attending SI sessions withdraw from “high-risk” courses less frequently than students who do not 
attend SI sessions, such courses are no longer high-risk by the definition and research shows that faculty feel that 
they are able to raise their course standards in these traditionally difficult-to-teach high-risk courses [5].  Faculty 
members’ general perception about teaching these courses changed because they were provided with meaningful 
academic assistance with working with underprepared and unmotivated students. 

The SI program has been proven to be an effective tool for improving academic performance in engineering courses 
[6].  Students and instructors comment that SI had a positive impact on their way of teaching and learning.  SI also 
promotes community building and the formation of study groups. 

SUPPLEMENTAL INSTRUCTION AT MUSE 

Mercer University has been offering SI sessions in different colleges through the university’s Academic Resource 
Center (ARC) for over thirteen years; however, Fall 2010 was the first semester in which Mercer University School 
of Engineering (MUSE) participated.  Three courses were selected: EGR 232 “Statics / Solid Mechanics”, EGR 235 
“Thermodynamics”, and EGR 236 “Dynamics” which are all instructed by Mechanical Engineering faculty.  All of 
these courses are considered Engineering Core Sophomore subject areas and are required for all students for the 
BSE degree.  The School catalog advises students to take Statics during the Fall semester of the Sophomore year, 
and Thermodynamics and Dynamics during the following semester.  Dynamics requires Statics as a prerequisite.  
On average the population of Statics students in Fall semesters is twice as much as in Spring semesters, it is the 
opposite for Dynamics, and in Thermodynamics there is 30% more students in Spring than in Fall.  Students 
specializing in Mechanical Engineering must achieve a grade of C or better in all three of these courses.   

In addition to having larger section sizes (our regular classroom is designed for maximum 28 students), these 
courses: 

• are often viewed as “weed out” courses to students who struggle to complete them successfully,  
• are required and students feel they “have to be there”, 
• have exams that require higher order thinking skills, 
• require large amounts of homework and additional practice outside of class. 

While these attributes are common to most courses in engineering curriculum, these are perhaps the first courses in 
which students are confronted with this particular combination of demands.   

In Fall of 2010 Mercer University School of Engineering offered three sections of Statics with two SI leaders, two 
sections of Thermodynamics with one SI leader, and one section of Dynamics with one leader.  All sections had 
different instructors.  All SI leaders were mechanical engineering seniors, have previously made an “A” in the 
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course, had high cumulative GPA and outstanding communication and academic skills.  SI attendance in 
Thermodynamics and Dynamics was not mandatory while in Statics the following attendance rules were imposed: 

• three SI sessions were offered every week by each leader (consequently six sessions for Statics) 
• all students were required to attend at least one session per calendar week, 
• one point was deducted from the student’s final average for each week that no SI session was attended, up 

to a maximum of 5 points, 
• the attendance requirement was waived for the remainder of the term for all students receiving a grade of 

70% or higher on Test 2. 

The influence of the SI program on students’ grades can be seen in the following charts and tables.  Figure 1 shows a 
comparison of fraction of D, F, and W grades for Tests 1 and 2 in Statics assigned by four different instructors over 
the last five years.  The chart presents separate data for Instructor 1, 2, and 3 as these were the only lecturers 
participating in the SI program; however the total includes the 4th instructor who taught during the previous 
semesters.  The Fall semester average is given separately since it is largely populated by students who are current 
with the catalog schedule. Because SI has only been administered in the Fall to date, this group provides the most 
meaningful comparison.   Only one section is offered in the Spring semester, primarily for students who need to 
retake the course or are otherwise out of schedule (often transfer students). There is another section offered during 
the summer which is usually lightly populated.  The instructors usually administer three tests during the semester 
and a final exam during the final week.  On average the number of DFW grades decreased by 12% for Test 1 and 
28% for Test 2 when Fall semesters are compared. 
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Figure 1. Percentage of D, F, and W grades for Test 1 and Test 2 in Statics course. 

Figure 2 presents data and similar results for Thermodynamics course.  The grades were collected over ten years for 
two instructors and once again Fall semester average was separated for more valid comparison with Fall semester 
SI.  The percent of DFW grades decreased by 4% for Test 1 and 61% for Test 2 when Fall semesters are compared. 
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Figure 2. Percentage of D, F, and W grades for Test 1 and Test 2 in Thermodynamics course. 
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When the Fall 2010 semester came to an end all test scores together with final exam scores and final grades were 
compiled for all the instructors involved with this study and the results are presented in Figures 3 and 4.  For Statics 
the required SI attendance seemed to help with Tests 1 and 2 only.  The amount of DFW grades increased for Test 3 
by 23%, for Final exam by 41%, and for Final grade by 6% when Fall semesters are compared.   

For Thermodynamics and Dynamics courses, for which the SI attendance was voluntary, the trend with decreased 
DFW grades observed in Tests 1 and 2 continues for the following tests. For Thermodynamics the amount of DFW 
grades decreased by 33% for Test 3, by 9% for Final exam, and by 21% for Final grade when Fall semesters are 
compared.     
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Figure 3. Percentage of D, F, and W grades for Test 1, 2, 3, Final Exam, and Final Grade in Statics and 
Thermodynamics 

A comparison of percentage of DFW grades in Dynamics for Fall ’09 and Fall ’10 for two instructors collected over 
last four years is showed in Figure 4.  The number of DFW grades dropped by 80% for Test 1, by 58% for Test 2, by 
35% for Test 3, by 12% for Final exam, and by 45% for Final grade.  It is worth noting that the Fall grades are lower 
than the yearly average, probably since it is a section populated by students who are off-schedule. 
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Figure 4. Percentage of D, F, and W grades for Test 1, 2, 3, Final Exam, and Final Grade in Dynamics course. 

A closer look at the influence of the offered SI program is based on students’ attendance in SI sessions as presented 
in Table 1.  Score averages for Tests 1, 2, 3 and Final in the three courses are calculated for the whole class, for 
those who did not attend any of the SI sessions (obligatory in Statics and voluntary in Thermodynamics and 
Dynamics), for those who attended at least one session, and finally, for those who attended 3 or more.  SI attendence 
(number of students’ visits) for Tests 1, 2, and 3 is given for the periods between the tests, while the numbers for 
Final exams are based on the whole semester.  The comparison of score averages can be seen in Figure 5.   
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Table 1. SI Test Reports for Test #1 and #2 in Statics, Thermodynamics, andDynamics courses. 

 Statics Thermodynamics Dynamics 

T 1 T 2 T 3 Final T 1 T 2 T 3 Final T 1 T 2 T 3 Final 

Total Number of Test 
Takers 85 78 76 76 27 25 25 25 13 12 12 12 

Average Test Score 
Overall 75.7 77.7 70.9 68.8 75.8 85.8 74.7 77.1 82.5 79.4 79.7 76.3 

SI Attendance (# of visits) 
% Students 

278 
95% 

378 
99% 

109 
59% 

757 
99% 

34 
60% 

27 
57% 

18 
41% 

78 
73% 

24 
69% 

16 
75% 

16 
75% 

54 
75% 

Average Test Score for 
non-SI 

78.5 
n=4 

85 
n=1 

76.8 
n=33 

83 
n=1 

70.2 
n=12 

79.1 
n=12 

66.5 
n=16 

55.5 
n=8 

82.8 
n=4 

80.1 
n=3 

74.7 
n=3 

81.9 
n=3 

Average Test Score for SI 
Attendees 75.6 77.8 68.1 68.7 78.4 91.3 84.3 81.1 82.4 79 81.3 74.4 

Average Test Score for SI 
Attendees @ ≥ 3 sessions 

77.5 
n=64 

79 
n=65 

63.8 
n=18 

68.3 
n=72 

88.6 
n=5 

95.3 
n=3 

97.5 
n=3 

77.7 
n=9 

82.2 
n=5 

78 
n=3 

79 
n=2 

73.6 
n=8 

Average Test Score for SI Attendees @ < 8 sessions 66.7 

Average Test Score for SI Attendees @ ≥ 8 sessions 70.1 
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Figure 5. Average scores for Tests 1, 2, 3, and Final Exam for Non-SI and SI students 
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It is clear that in Statics there were students who did not need supplemental instruction and even though they 
decided not to attend the SI sessions, and despite the grade penalty,  they proved to have better grade averages than 
those who attended them.  At the end of the semester, out of 76 students who took Final exam, only one person did 
not attend any of the offered (six times a week) SI sessions.  For those who attended, it can be observed that 
attending more than 3 sessions between tests gave better test scores for Tests 1 and 2, and worst scores for Test 3 
and Final.  However, it has to be remembered that only students who received below 70 on Test 2 were still required 
to attend SI as it became voluntary for the “better” students.  Since all Statics students had at least 8 weeks of 
mandatory attendance, a comparison of Final exam averages for those who attended less than or equal-or-more than 
8 sessions can be found in the last rows of Table 1.  The more frequent attendance seems to result in better than 
average scores. 

For Thermodynamics the trend for scores for SI non-attendees and those who attended, when compared to the 
average, is very clear.  Non-SI students, about half the class, had lower test grades, while the SI-attendees always 
scored higher.  The more frequent attendance gave even better scores in Tests 1, 2, and 3. However, this trend did 
not repeat for the Final exam. 

In Dynamics, with approximately three-fourths of the class attending the SI program, the trend in grades is similar to 
that for Statics.  In Tests 1, 2, and Final, non-SI students scored better than average, and the SI-attendees scored 
worse, especially those who participated in the program more frequently.  The situaton changes to the opposite 
behavior for Test 3, with SI-attendees scoring higher; however the frequent attendees still do worse than the average.   

STUDENT’S PERCEPTION 

Mercer’s Academic Resource Center surveys students participating in the SI program at the end of the semester.   
One of the questions in the survey is to rate the program on a 5 point Likert scale, where 5 is “very helpful” and 1 is 
“not helpful.”  Only two sections of Statics, one section of Thermodynamics, and the only section of Dynamics were 
surveyed.  Students’ evaluations in Statics gave an average of 3.7 with 31% of students giving a 5 - “very helpful” 
ranking despite the mandatory attendance.  The average rating in Thermodynamics was 4.75 with 75% giving a 5 
score and 4.9 with 89% giving the highest ranking in Dynamics. 

An independent study was performed by an Electrical Engineering professor after finishing his “Electrical 
Fundamentals I,” a sophomore engineering core course that has to be taken by all engineering students.  In his 
survey he asked for comments on any SI programs offered.  The positive comments about SI included: “very 
helpful,” “much needed, much appreciated,” “helps preparing for tests, for better understanding,” “SI instructors 
could teach at a pace that benefitted slow learners and helped to reinforce new concepts,” and “SI is the only reason 
I passed any classes this semester.”  The only negative statements regarded mandatory attendance in Statics: “it 
being required at first made it not as helpful due to students who didn’t care to be there,” “the SI [leaders] could only 
work one problem at a time so there is usually a lot of waiting involved,” “to make it mandatory will make it more 
of a distraction than helpful,” and “I’m a sophomore in college, so if I need help in a class, I should have the 
initiative to attend SI.  I didn’t need SI for this course, so going to SI was a waste of time.” 

According to four engineering SI leaders the sessions were helpful and successful.  The leaders received four hour 
training from the Academic Resource Center at the beginning of the semester.  During the SI sessions they answered 
questions, picked exercises from the textbooks or solved problems suggested by the students.  Often they allowed 
students to work out problems on the board and reviewed basic definitions before tests.  They stated that attendance 
on weekends was sparse.  Leaders handling more than one course section, in Statics and Thermodynamics, had to 
deal with different course content and schedule.  They suggested a separate leader per each course section.  In 
Statics, the mandatory attendance made the sessions crowded, especially before tests, and some students were there 
only for the sake of attendance and were involved in different activities, e.g. doing homework for other courses. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Based on evaluation of test results we can conclude that the SI pilot program at MUSE had a significant positive 
influence on students’ performance.  When compared to previous semesters the grades improved in a significant 



2011 ASEE Southeast Section Conference 

way through decrease of D, F, and W grades during and at the end of the semester, especially in Thermodynamics 
and Dynamics.  In the case of Statics, the first computational engineering course the students take, the positive 
influence on the grades is seen during the beginning of the semester for the first two tests, but the situation changes 
for the third test and the final exam.  The final grade appears to be unaffected.  Data from additional semesters 
should be to be collected in the future in order to draw meaningful, statically significant conclusions.    

Students not attending the SI program had better grade averages in Statics and Dynamics and worse in 
Thermodynamics.  Students attending more than three sessions before a test had better averages in Statics and 
Thermodynamics and worse in Dynamics.  Students attending more than 8 sessions during the semester in Statics 
had better final exam grade average.  More data and further research will be necessary to determine and establish 
any important trends in these courses using SI. 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The authors would like to thank the Mercer University Academic Resource Center for managing the SI program, 
training engineering students to be effective SI leaders, providing weekly attendance and test statistics, and sharing 
the results of final student’s survey.  Special appreciation goes to Jennifer J. Zimmerman, the ARC Director, and 
Emmilee Mercer, the ARC Administrative Coordinator.   

This paper would not be complete without course grades and support provided by Professors David McClellan, Dr. 
Jack Mahaney, and Dr. Loren Sumner from the Department of Mechanical Engineering.  Also, we would like to 
show appreciation to Dr. Aaron S. Collins, an Associate Professor in the Department of Electrical and Computer 
Engineering and the Associate Dean, for sharing results of his sophomore student survey about teaching initiatives. 

REFERENCES 

                                                      

[1] Iowa State University, Academic Success Center, “What is SI?” http://www.dso.iastate.edu/asc/supplemental/ 
homepage.html, visited Oct. 2010 

[2] Marra, R. M., Litzinger, T. A., “A Model for Implementing Supplemental Instruction in Engineering,” 
Frontiers in Education Conference Proceedings, ASEE, 1997, 109 – 115 

[3] AbouFakher, R. M., Sharer, D. L., “Comparison of Supplemental Instruction Strategies and Results for On-
Campus and Distance Education Students,” Proceedings of the 2004 American Society for Engineering 
Education Annual Conference & Exposition, ASEE, 2004, Session 3549 

[4] Varma-Nelson, P., Cracolice, M., & Gosser, D., “Peer-Led Team Learning: A Student-Faculty Partnership 
 for Transforming the Learning Environment,” Invention and Impact: Building in Undergraduate Science, 
 Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics Educatio, American Association for the Advancement of 
 Science, Washington, D.C., 2004, 43-48. 

[5] Marshall, S., “Faculty development through supplemental instruction,” New Directions for Teaching and 
Learning, Wiley Periodicals, 1994, 60(4), 31-40. 

[6]  Blat, C., Myers, S., Nunnally, K., Tolley, P., “Successfully applying the Supplemental Instruction model to 
sophomore-level engineering courses,” Proceedings of the 2001 American Society for Engineering Education 
Annual Conference & Exposition, ASEE, 2001, Session 2793 

Monika Bubacz 

Dr. Monika Bubacz is an Assistant Professor in the Department of Mechanical Engineering at Mercer University.  
She received both her B.S. and M.S. in Mechanical Engineering from Poznan University of Technology in Poland, 
and the Ph.D. in Engineering and Applied Science from the University of New Orleans (UNO).  Before her 



2011 ASEE Southeast Section Conference 

                                                                                                                                                                           
appointment at Mercer she has worked for the Metal Forming Institute in Poznan, Poland, and the Center for 
NanoComposites and Multifunctional Materials at Pittsburg State University in Pittsburg, Kansas.  While at UNO, 
Dr. Bubacz did summer research at the Oak Ridge National Laboratory and the Indiana University Cyclotron 
Facility.  Her teaching and research interest areas include materials science, polymers and composites for aerospace 
applications, nanotechnology, and environmental sustainability. 

Richard K. Kunz 
Richard Kunz has been Associate Professor of Mechanical Engineering at Mercer University School of Engineering 
since Fall 2006.  After receiving his doctorate from Georgia Tech in 1978, he served on the faculty of Tech’s School 
of Engineering Science and Mechanics.  In 1985, he left academia to work in the Advanced Structures Department 
at Lockheed-Georgia Company, developing methods for incorporating advanced composite materials in aircraft 
structures.  This was followed by 15 years at Thiokol Corporation (now ATK Launch Systems) investigating case, 
nozzle, and propellant structures for solid rocket motors.  He also holds a BS from Cornell University and a MSME 
from Georgia Tech, and is a registered Professional Engineer in the State of Utah. 

Hodge E. Jenkins 
Dr. Hodge Jenkins is an Associate Professor in the Department of Mechanical Engineering at Mercer University in 
Macon, Georgia. Prior to coming to Mercer in 2002, Dr. Jenkins was employed in optical fiber product development 
with Bell Laboratories of Lucent Technologies. He is a registered professional engineer, and with over 20 years of 
design and development experience in high-precision machine design, dynamic analysis, process automation, 
control, and robotics.  Dr. Jenkins holds a Ph.D. in Mechanical Engineering from Georgia Institute of Technology 
(1996), as well as the BSME (1981) and MSME (1985) degrees from the University of Pittsburgh.  His professional 
affiliations include ASEE and ASME.  


