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Impact on Courses in 2023-2024
	Program
	Number of Courses Impacted
	Estimated* Number of Students Impacted

	Teaching Innovation Grants
	741
	1,284

	Engaging Explorations 
	1,666
	2,887

	ACUE
	1,254
	2,173

	Mini Engaging Explorations
	664
	1,150


*[Average number of students (26) / Average Number of Courses Students Take (5)] / Number of Semesters (3)
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This report presents the findings of impact analyses for three faculty development initiatives: the Association of College and University Educators (ACUE) program, the Engaging Explorations (EE) initiative, and the Teaching Innovation Grant (TIG) program. Each initiative was evaluated using propensity score matching (PSM) and multivariate statistical techniques, including MANOVA, to assess outcomes related to student response rates (DFQ Rate) and teaching effectiveness (Excellent Teacher ratings). Key findings are summarized below.
ACUE Impact
· Matching & Methodology: ACUE and non-ACUE faculty were matched based on department, race, gender, and course enrollment (caliper = 0.05).
· DFQ Rate: ACUE-trained instructors had lower average DFQ rates (M = 12.12%) compared to their non-ACUE peers (M = 14.98%), with this trend holding across all colleges except Health Sciences.
· Excellent Teacher Ratings: ACUE instructors received higher student ratings (M = 4.43 vs. 4.29), with notable gains in Science and Engineering Technology, Education, and Arts and Media.
· Statistical Analysis:
· MANOVA confirmed significant effects of College (Wilks’ Λ = .855, p < .001, η² = .075), ACUE participation (Λ = .990, p < .001, η² = .01), and their interaction (Λ = .979, p < .001, η² = .011).
· Univariate tests showed ACUE had small but significant effects on both DFQ Rate (p = .005, η² = .003) and Excellent Teacher ratings (p < .001, η² = .010).

Engaging Explorations (EE) Impact
· Matching & Methodology: EE and non-EE courses were matched using similar PSM procedures (caliper = 0.05).
· DFQ Rate: EE courses showed consistently lower DFQ rates across colleges, with the largest decline in the College of Criminal Justice (from 10.23% to 3.28%).
· Excellent Teacher Ratings: EE faculty were rated slightly higher, especially in Criminal Justice (M = 4.61 vs. 4.35) and Education.
· Statistical Analysis:
· MANOVA showed significant effects for EE (F = 10.73, p < .001, η² = .007), College (F = 55.21, p < .001, η² = .093), and their interaction (F = 2.62, p = .002, η² = .005).
· Univariate tests indicated significant effects of EE on DFQ Rate (p < .001, η² = .005) and Excellent Teacher (p = .002, η² = .003). College affiliation accounted for greater variance in both outcomes.
Teaching Innovation Grant (TIG) Impact
· Descriptive Trends:
· DFQ Rate: TIG group showed slightly lower rates overall (M = 15.41%) than control (M = 16.16%), with the most notable improvement in Humanities and Social Sciences (from 17.60% to 12.37%).
· Excellent Teacher Ratings: Slightly higher ratings were observed in the TIG group (M = 4.33) compared to control (M = 4.22), particularly in Education and Arts and Media.
· Statistical Analysis:
· MANOVA revealed a significant main effect of College (F = 18.463, p < .001, η² = .071), but no significant effect of TIG treatment (F = 1.927, p = .146, η² = .003).
· The interaction between TIG and College was not statistically significant (F = 1.251, p = .241), indicating that treatment effects were not strongly differentiated by college affiliation.
Conclusion
Across all three initiatives, faculty development programs appear to have a positive impact on student outcomes. ACUE and EE programs were associated with lower DFQ rates and higher instructor ratings, with statistically significant main effects. The TIG program showed descriptive improvements but did not yield statistically significant multivariate effects.
These results suggest that targeted faculty development—particularly comprehensive, pedagogically grounded programs like ACUE and EE—can enhance student perceptions and reduce disengagement. College-level differences consistently played a strong role, emphasizing the need for tailored strategies across disciplines.
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Propensity score matching was used to match ACUE courses and other courses using faculty department, race, gender, course enrollment as covariates using a distance caliper of 0.05 (Table 1). 
Table 1
Summary of Balance
	
	Unmatched (N = 11,896)
	Matched (N = 2,492)
	

	
	ACUE M
	Non-ACUE M
	d
	ACUE M
	Non-ACUE M
	d

	Department
	34.84
	36.40
	-0.10
	35.02
	33.94
	0.07

	Race
	7.66
	7.66
	0.00
	7.65
	7.66
	0.00

	Gender
	2.35
	2.44
	-0.18
	2.35
	2.38
	-0.04

	Course Enrollment
	28.20
	24.75
	0.13
	27.31
	27.49
	-0.01



Descriptive analyses were conducted to examine differences in student response rates and instructor ratings across colleges and between instructors with and without ACUE training. Results are presented in Table 2 (DFQ Rate) and Table 3 (Excellent Teacher ratings).
For student response rates (DFQ Rate), instructors who had not completed the ACUE training generally reported higher rates (M = 14.98%, SD = 16.43%) compared to those who had completed the training (M = 12.12%, SD = 14.30%). This trend was consistent across all colleges except for the College of Health Sciences, where the response rate was slightly higher for ACUE-trained instructors (M = 9.18%) compared to non-ACUE instructors (M = 7.17%).
Regarding instructor ratings (Excellent Teacher), ACUE-trained instructors received higher average ratings (M = 4.43, SD = 0.57) than non-ACUE instructors (M = 4.29, SD = 0.68). This pattern was consistent across all colleges except Health Sciences (where ratings were slightly lower) and Humanities and Social Sciences (where ratings were nearly identical). The most notable increases were observed in Science and Engineering Technology (M = 4.43 vs. 4.02), Education (M = 4.67 vs. 4.49), and Arts and Media (M = 4.66 vs. 4.43). These descriptive patterns complement the inferential results from the between-subjects ANOVA, which found statistically significant but small effects of ACUE training on both student response rates and instructor ratings.
Table 2
Student DFQ Rate by College and ACUE Participation
	
	Non-ACUE
	
	
	ACUE
	

	College
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	N

	Arts and Media
	9.39%
	11.15%
	8.95%
	10.24%
	125

	Business Administration
	13.67%
	15.05%
	12.70%
	12.79%
	134

	Criminal Justice
	9.38%
	9.67%
	8.27%
	9.25%
	135

	Education
	2.98%
	5.66%
	2.33%
	4.68%
	96

	Health Sciences
	7.17%
	8.63%
	8.47%
	9.11%
	77

	Humanities and Social Sciences
	16.12%
	13.49%
	14.83%
	14.23%
	327

	Science and Engineering Technology
	24.50%
	21.37%
	21.78%
	20.53%
	317



Table 3
Excellent Teacher by College and ACUE Participation
	
	Non-ACUE
	
	ACUE
	
	

	College
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	N

	Arts and Media
	4.4287
	0.62915
	4.6584
	0.40511
	125

	Business Administration
	4.3054
	0.434
	4.3762
	0.60695
	134

	Criminal Justice
	4.4339
	0.56299
	4.5461
	0.48617
	135

	Education
	4.488
	0.59945
	4.6694
	0.45979
	96

	Health Sciences
	4.3486
	0.50405
	4.3207
	0.57008
	77

	Humanities and Social Sciences
	4.3648
	0.61195
	4.3599
	0.63749
	327

	Science and Engineering Technology
	4.0154
	0.84488
	4.4323
	0.50918
	317



A two-way MANOVA was conducted to examine the effects of College (college affiliation), ACUE participation, and their interaction on the combined dependent variables. 
The multivariate test using Wilks’ Lambda indicated a significant main effect of College, Wilks’ Λ = .855, F(12, 4816) = 32.72, p < .001, with a medium effect size (partial η² = .075). This suggests that the combined dependent variables differ significantly across colleges.
There was also a significant main effect of ACUE participation, Wilks’ Λ = .990, F(2, 2408) = 12.41, p < .001, though the effect size was small (partial η² = .01), indicating a modest influence of ACUE on the combined outcomes.
The interaction effect between College and ACUE was statistically significant, Wilks’ Λ = .979, F(12, 4816) = 4.30, p < .001, but with a very small effect size (partial η² = .011). While statistically significant, this suggests a weak interaction effect; however, further investigation is warranted to identify specific group differences driving this interaction.
The tests of between-subjects effects were examined for the two dependent variables, DFQ Rate and Excellent Teacher, to assess the influence of college affiliation, ACUE participation, and their interaction.
Results indicated a significant main effect of college on DFQ Rate, F(6, 2409) = 64.56, p < .001, with a large effect size (partial η² = .139). Similarly, college had a significant effect on Excellent Teacher ratings, F(6, 2409) = 13.21, p < .001, though the effect size was smaller, falling in the small to moderate range (partial η² = .032). These findings suggest that students’ perceptions vary notably depending on their college.
Regarding ACUE participation, there was a statistically significant main effect on both dependent variables. For DFQ Rate, ACUE’s impact was significant but minimal, F(1, 2409) = 7.97, p = .005, partial η² = .003. For Excellent Teacher, ACUE participation was also significant, F(1, 2409) = 23.24, p < .001, with a small effect size (partial η² = .010). This indicates that ACUE training modestly improves student ratings on both measures.
The interaction between College and ACUE participation was statistically significant for both variables. For DFQ Rate, the interaction effect was small but significant, F(6, 2409) = 2.37, p = .028, partial η² = .006. For Excellent Teacher, the interaction was stronger though still small, F(6, 2409) = 7.56, p < .001, partial η² = .018. These results imply that the effect of ACUE training varies by college, with some institutions experiencing greater benefits than others, especially regarding student perceptions of teaching excellence.
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Propensity score matching was used to match ACUE courses and other courses using faculty department, race, gender, course enrollment as covariates using a distance caliper of 0.05 (Table 4).
Table 4
Summary of Balance
	
	Unmatched (N = 11,896)
	Matched (N = 3,294)

	
	EE M
	Non-EE M
	d
	EE M
	Non-EE M
	d

	Department
	35.30
	36.39
	-0.08
	35.46
	35.07
	0.03

	Race
	7.52
	7.68
	-0.07
	7.52
	7.66
	-0.06

	Gender
	2.30
	2.45
	-0.30
	2.31
	2.30
	0.03

	Course Enrollment
	29.43
	24.41
	0.19
	28.11
	27.04
	0.04



An analysis of DFQ rates across colleges revealed consistent differences between Non-EE and EE courses. Overall, courses in the EE group demonstrated lower DFQ rates across all colleges, suggesting a potential positive impact of the EE program (Table 5).
In most colleges, the reductions were modest but noticeable. For instance, in the College of Business Administration, the percentage dropped from 16.21% in the Non-EE courses to 11.90% in EE courses, while the College of Humanities and Social Sciences saw a decrease from 17.20% to 14.72%. The College of Science and Engineering Technology maintained the highest percentages overall but still showed a decline from 25.31% to 22.55% in the EE group.
Some colleges demonstrated more dramatic improvements. Most notably, the College of Criminal Justice saw a significant reduction, with the percentage dropping from 10.23% among Non-EE courses to just 3.28% among EE courses. The College of Education and College of Health Sciences also showed slight decreases, though both started with relatively low percentages to begin with.
Interestingly, the College of Arts and Media showed almost no difference between groups, with nearly identical percentages of 10.73% (Non-EE) and 10.77% (EE).
An examination of mean Excellent Teacher scores across colleges revealed generally similar or slightly higher average ratings for EE students compared to their Non-EE peers, suggesting that students in courses taught by EE faculty may have had more favorable experiences or outcomes, though the differences are typically modest (Table 6).
In the College of Arts and Media, EE faculty had slightly higher mean score (4.43) than Non-EE faculty (4.40), with a smaller standard deviation, indicating more consistency in responses. In the College of Business Administration, scores were nearly identical between groups, showing no meaningful difference.
The most notable difference appeared in the College of Criminal Justice, where EE faculty had a considerably higher mean score (4.61) compared to Non-EE students (4.35), accompanied by lower variability—suggesting both stronger and more consistent outcomes.
In the College of Education, both groups reported similarly high scores (above 4.43), with EE students slightly outperforming their Non-EE peers. Health Sciences and Science and Engineering Technology also showed small but favorable differences for EE students.
The College of Humanities and Social Sciences presented a slight decrease in average score for EE faculty (4.36) compared to Non-EE faculty (4.39), though the difference was minimal.





Table 5
Student DFQ Rate by College and EE Participation
	
	Non-EE
	
	EE
	
	

	College
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	N

	Arts and Media
	10.73%
	13.99%
	10.77%
	11.25%
	112

	Business Administration
	16.21%
	15.23%
	11.90%
	11.31%
	191

	Criminal Justice
	10.23%
	11.17%
	3.28%
	5.54%
	117

	Education
	3.55%
	6.59%
	2.56%
	5.46%
	208

	Health Sciences
	8.65%
	9.17%
	6.71%
	8.12%
	117

	Humanities and Social Sciences
	17.20%
	14.91%
	14.72%
	13.11%
	505

	Science and Engineering Technology
	25.31%
	21.83%
	22.55%
	19.98%
	374



Table 6
Excellent Teacher by College and EE Participation
	
	Non-EE
	
	EE
	
	

	College
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	N

	Arts and Media
	4.4015
	0.63441
	4.4333
	0.44182
	112

	Business Administration
	4.3041
	0.47272
	4.2926
	0.57407
	191

	Criminal Justice
	4.3507
	0.74914
	4.6139
	0.46954
	117

	Education
	4.4344
	0.69246
	4.4565
	0.61967
	208

	Health Sciences
	4.2709
	0.49032
	4.3842
	0.55574
	117

	Humanities and Social Sciences
	4.3856
	0.61054
	4.3643
	0.5663
	505

	Science and Engineering Technology
	4.0972
	0.75607
	4.3092
	0.6103
	374



A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) revealed several statistically significant effects. There was a significant multivariate effect for the intercept, F(2, 3228) = 58,099.92, p < .001, with a large effect size (partial η² = .973). Engaging Explorations (EE) demonstrated a statistically significant effect, F(2, 3228) = 10.73, p < .001, although the effect size was small (partial η² = .007), with observed power of .99. A significant effect was also found for college affiliation, F(12, 6456) = 55.21, p < .001, with a moderate effect size (partial η² = .093) and observed power of 1. Additionally, the interaction between EE and college was statistically significant, F(12, 6456) = 2.62, p = .002, though the effect size was small (partial η² = .005), with high observed power (.98). These results suggest that both EE and college affiliation significantly influenced the multivariate outcome variables, with a small interaction effect. 
A series of univariate analyses examined the effects of EE, college affiliation, and their interaction on two dependent variables: DFQ Rate and Excellent Teacher.
For DFQ Rate, the overall model was significant, F(13, 3229) = 54.41, p < .001, with a moderate effect size (partial η² = .18). EE had a significant but small effect, F(1, 3229) = 17.39, p < .001, partial η² = .005. College affiliation had a larger and significant effect, F(6, 3229) = 111.61, p < .001, partial η² = .172. The interaction between EE and college was not significant, F(6, 3229) = 1.30, p = .255, indicating no meaningful interaction effect on DFQ Rate.
For Excellent Teacher, the overall model was also significant, F(13, 3229) = 7.58, p < .001, though with a smaller effect size (partial η² = .03). EE had a small but significant effect, F(1, 3229) = 9.85, p = .002, partial η² = .003. College affiliation had a statistically significant effect, F(6, 3229) = 11.16, p < .001, partial η² = .02. The interaction between EE and college was also significant, F(6, 3229) = 4.01, p < .001, partial η² = .007, suggesting a small but reliable interaction effect on perceptions of teaching excellence.
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Propensity score matching was used to match ACUE courses and other courses using faculty department, race, gender, course enrollment as covariates using a distance caliper of 0.05 (Table 7). 
Table 7
Summary of Balance
	
	Unmatched (N = 11,896)
	Matched (N = 3,294)

	
	TIG M
	Non-TIG M
	d
	TIG M
	Non-TIG M
	d

	Department
	35.19
	36.31
	-0.08
	35.20
	36.13
	-0.07

	Race
	7.73
	7.65
	0.04
	7.73
	7.75
	-0.01

	Gender
	2.51
	2.42
	0.16
	2.51
	2.54
	-0.05

	Course Enrollment
	28.04
	24.92
	0.12
	27.71
	25.87
	0.07



Descriptive statistics revealed differences in DFQ Rate across colleges and TIG groups (Table 6). Overall, students in the Science and Engineering Technology college reported the highest DFQ rate (M = 22.35%, SD = 20.87%, N = 579), followed by Humanities and Social Sciences (M = 15.12%, SD = 14.35%, N = 342), and Business Administration (M = 13.09%, SD = 11.63%, N = 131). The lowest DFQ rates were observed in Education (M = 3.01%, SD = 5.73%, N = 103).
When disaggregated by TIG and Non-TIG, students in the TIG group generally had slightly lower DFQ rates across most colleges. For instance, Education showed a drop from 3.40% (SD = 6.18%) in TIG  to 2.33% (SD = 4.84%) and the College of Humanities dropped from 17.60% to 12.37%. The overall DFQ rate was slightly lower in the treatment group (M = 15.41%, SD = 16.17%, N = 732) compared to the control group (M = 16.16%, SD = 18.20%, N = 729).
Ratings of Excellent Teacher were consistently high across colleges. Students in Education and Arts and Media gave the highest ratings in the TIG group, with means of 4.51 (SD = 0.31) and 4.51 (SD = 0.76), respectively. In the Non-TIG group Criminal Justice and Education also had high ratings: 4.51 (SD = 0.47) and 4.42 (SD = 0.67), respectively (Table 9).
Overall, students in the treatment group rated their instructors slightly higher (M = 4.33, SD = 0.62, N = 732) than those in the control group (M = 4.22, SD = 0.70, N = 729), suggesting a small but consistent positive effect of the treatment on teacher evaluations.
Table 8
Student DFQ Rate by College and TIG Participation
	
	Non-TIG
	
	TIG
	
	

	College
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	N

	Arts and Media
	7.15%
	9.89%
	5.45%
	5.37%
	61

	Business Administration
	13.33%
	12.04%
	12.74%
	11.11%
	78

	Criminal Justice
	8.45%
	11.49%
	7.72%
	7.29%
	41

	Education
	3.40%
	6.18%
	2.33%
	4.84%
	66

	Health Sciences
	9.73%
	11.05%
	14.04%
	11.68%
	63

	Humanities and Social Sciences
	17.60%
	16.67%
	12.37%
	10.62%
	180

	Science and Engineering Technology
	24.81%
	22.34%
	20.61%
	19.61%
	240



Table 9
Excellent Teacher by College and TIG Participation
	
	Non-TIG
	
	TIG
	
	

	College
	M
	SD
	M
	SD
	N

	Arts and Media
	4.2995
	0.75436
	4.5017
	0.30967
	61

	Business Administration
	4.1669
	0.59448
	4.2557
	0.47243
	78

	Criminal Justice
	4.5105
	0.4657
	4.44
	0.64254
	41

	Education
	4.4165
	0.67474
	4.5054
	0.75719
	66

	Health Sciences
	4.3746
	0.49634
	4.3186
	0.62403
	63

	Humanities and Social Sciences
	4.2806
	0.62272
	4.4354
	0.53672
	180

	Science and Engineering Technology
	4.024
	0.80896
	4.2464
	0.68032
	240



A multivariate analysis was conducted to examine the effects of treatment group (TIG), college affiliation, and their interaction on the dependent variables. The analysis revealed a statistically significant main effect for college affiliation, indicating that outcomes differed meaningfully across colleges, F(12, 2894) = 18.463, p < .001, with a moderate effect size (Partial Eta Squared = .071). This suggests that college-level differences accounted for a notable proportion of variance in the dependent variables.
In contrast, the main effect of treatment group (TIG) was not statistically significant, F(2, 1446) = 1.927, p = .146, and showed a negligible effect size (Partial Eta Squared = .003), indicating that the treatment alone did not produce measurable differences in the outcomes.
The interaction between treatment group and college affiliation was also not statistically significant, F(12, 2894) = 1.251, p = .241, with a small effect size (Partial Eta Squared = .005). Although Roy’s Largest Root for the interaction reached marginal significance (p = .047), this isolated result should be interpreted with caution, as it was not supported by the other multivariate tests.
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Across all three initiatives, faculty development programs appear to have a positive, though modest, impact on student outcomes. ACUE and EE programs were associated with lower DFQ rates and higher instructor ratings, with statistically significant main effects. The TIG program showed descriptive improvements but did not yield statistically significant multivariate effects.
These results suggest that targeted faculty development—particularly comprehensive, pedagogically grounded programs like ACUE and EE—can enhance student perceptions and reduce disengagement. College-level differences consistently played a strong role, emphasizing the need for tailored strategies across disciplines.
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