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Although participation in faculty development programs has been linked to improvements in teaching and positive

outcomes in student learning, prior research has yet to uncover how these outcomes might lead to increases in student

evaluation of teaching scores. Student evaluation of teaching scores are frequently used in tenure and promotion decisions,

and prior research has found that these scores often decline over time. Thus, it is important to better understand how

faculty development programsmight work to improve these scores. In this study, we examine whether student evaluations

of teaching scores do decline over time, and the potential impact of a faculty development program on these evaluations.
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1. Introduction

Faculty development programs have long been used

by colleges and universities to improve the skills

necessary to be more effective instructors in acade-

mia [1, 2]. Findings from research on faculty devel-

opment programs have indicated a number of

positive outcomes from their use including—but

not limited to—improvements in teaching that are
tied to enhanced student learning and achievement

in the college classroom [2, 3]. For example, in a

large-scale faculty development program focused

on improving students’ writing skills across disci-

plines, researchers found that the average student’s

writing scores significantly improved for those

faculty who participated in the program [2].

Although students may benefit from improved
teaching encouraged by faculty development pro-

grams, less is knownabout how these improvements

in teaching and learning may translate to increases

in student evaluation of teaching scores. In other

words, is there a significant positive relationship

between participation in a faculty development

program and improved scores on student evalua-

tions of teaching? While some researchers have
reported small gains in student evaluation of teach-

ing scores after participating in faculty development

programs, a majority of the research has not inves-

tigated how these scores compare to faculty who do

not participate in these programs and how these

scores might change over time. This research study

attempts to address this gap in the literature by

examining the benefits of one such program, aimed
at the widespread implementation of evidence-

based teaching practices (EBTP), on faculty in the
College of Engineering at a large public research

university.

1.1 The Teaching Circle for Large Engineering

Courses

Recent reports have called for the increased disse-

mination of EBTP in college classrooms across the

United States, particularly in the field of engineer-

ing. Reports from the President’s Council of Advi-

sors on Science and Technology, the American

Society of Engineering Education, and theNational

Academy of Engineering have all discussed the

importance of the use of EBTP in the classroom to
prepare future engineers for the workforce [4–6].

These reports point to the benefits of these practices

in promoting retention and success in engineering

courses [7–11] and the effectiveness of them in

educating an increasingly diverse student popula-

tion, particularly for women and students of color

[10, 12]. EBTP that have been shown to positively

impact student learning include establishing rap-
port between students and the instructor [13, 14],

using real-world examples [15–18], identifying and

addressing commonmisconceptions [19], and incor-

porating a student-centered approach to teaching

[20–22].

To promote adoption of EBTP by engineering

instructors at the University of Michigan, faculty

developers at the university’s Center for Research
on Learning and Teaching in Engineering designed

the Teaching Circle for Large Engineering Courses

[23, 24]. The Teaching Circle is designed to leverage

many of the factors known to motivate instructors
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to adopt EBTP while lowering some of the barriers

[25]. The program provides an opportunity for

instructors to network and learn from others,

offers personalized support during the process of

change, and features a safe environment where

instructors can discuss successes and failures.
The Teaching Circle is a faculty learning com-

munity [26], where faculty meet to discuss evidence-

based teaching and identify practical strategies for

success during four monthly, two-hour meetings

over one term. The sessions are co-facilitated by a

professional faculty developer and an engineering

professor with experience in utilizing EBTP. Topics

of the four sessions include: building rapport to
make a large class more welcoming, integrating

active learning into the classroom, understanding

and influencing student motivation, overcoming

student mis-/pre-conceptions about course content,

and implementing instructional technology in the

classroom (e.g., screencasts and classroom

response systems). During each session, faculty

discuss readings that summarize recent research
on each topic with other faculty colleagues and

facilitators. These sessions also allow for faculty to

interact with the program facilitators, each other,

and senior faculty to share best practices and

experiences with EBTP implemented in their class-

rooms.

Outside of the four monthly meetings, faculty

selected for the Teaching Circle are expected to
participate in a midterm student feedback session

[27] in one of their current courses to evaluate how

participation might impact their efforts to imple-

ment EBTP. Participants also receive monetary

support—upon completion of the program, the

University of Michigan College of Engineering

provides funds of $1,000 per participant, which

instructors can use to support their teaching efforts.
The Teaching Circle was piloted during the Fall

2011 term, was fully implemented during the

Winter 2012 term, and has been offered once or

twice every year since then. Interested instructors

apply to the program and, due to space and funding

constraints, six or seven instructors participate in

the program each term, selected to ensure diversity

of gender, faculty rank, and discipline within each
cohort.

Evidence from the first two years of the program

showed that it positively influenced participants’

teaching attitudes and behaviors in two ways [23,

24]. First, asmeasured by theApproaches to Teach-

ing Inventory [28], participants in the Teaching

Circle showed a slight increase in their self-reported

use of student-focused teaching behaviors when
compared to colleagues who applied to the program

but did not participate. Second, as measured by the

Teaching Behaviors Inventory [29], participants

demonstrated significant increases in three of six

self-reported constructs used to evaluate effective

teaching when compared to peers in the control

group: the use of nonverbal behavior to seek student

interest and engagement (enthusiasm), explanation

of concepts and principles in learning material
(clarity), and strategies to encourage student parti-

cipation in class (interaction) [24]. Additionally,

instructors’ use of different ways to organize subject

material for the course (task organization) signifi-

cantly increased in terms that followed their parti-

cipation in the Teaching Circle.

While the Teaching Circle was specifically

designed to overcome some of the barriers to adopt-
ing EBTP (e.g., providing easy-to-understand

syntheses of the research literature, decreasing the

time required to learn about EBTP, and establishing

an environment for instructors to network with and

support one another), its effect on other barriers has

yet to be explored. In particular, one significant

barrier is instructors’ concerns that adoption of

EBTP could result in lower student evaluation of
teaching scores, but little is known about the rela-

tionship between a faculty development program

like the Teaching Circle and student evaluation of

teaching scores. Thus, this study examines whether

student evaluations of teaching scores do decline

over time, and the potential impact of a faculty

development program on these evaluations.

1.2 Student evaluation of teaching scores

There is some merit to the use of student evaluation

of teaching scores. Historically, many scholars have

used student evaluation of teaching scores at the

university level to measure student satisfaction with

self-reported learning in the course [30–33]. But, an
increasing amount of research indicates that student

evaluation scores may not be the best proxy for

course effectiveness. For example, conclusions

drawn from analyses of student evaluation scores

can be biased by course size [34–36], grading expec-

tations and leniency [37–39], instructor character-

istics [40–46], and years of teaching experience and

academic rank [47–49].
Research examining student evaluations of teach-

ing longitudinally suggests that scores tend to

gradually decline over time [50] or remain stagnant

[51, 52] as years of teaching increase. Others have

suggested that these results vary by academic

department, with faculty in some departments

demonstrating notable increases in their scores

while other departments experienced decreases
[50]. One study [51] found that evaluation scores

declined for all instructors except for those who

began their careers with much lower scores than

their peers, and even then, those instructors’ evalua-
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tion scores only slightly improved to levels still far

below their peers.

Regardless of the merit in using student evalua-

tion of teaching scores, administrators and other

instructors routinely use these evaluation scores for

decisions about merit increases and tenure and
promotion decisions [53, 54] due to the simplicity

and ease of use for assessing perceptions of student

satisfaction with the course and instructor [45].

Student evaluation of teaching scores are often the

most commonly-used method to evaluate teaching

effectiveness, particularly for faculty tenure and

promotion packages [55–58], they can play a direct

role in the selection criteria for teaching awards [57,
59], and administrators often use them in decisions

on how to improve the quality of teaching in a

program or course [60–63].

Given that evaluation scores are used frequently

in tenure and promotion decisions [53, 54] and that

instructors have concerns that using new teaching

practices, particularly those that feature EBTP, will

result in lower student evaluation of teaching scores
[20, 22, 23, 25–29], it is easy to understand how this

could be a barrier to the implementation of such

practices. Additional research is needed to deter-

mine whether such decreases, if they do exist, can be

lessened or reversed by participating in a faculty

development program. Thus, this research seeks to

answer the questions:

Do student evaluation of teaching scores decline

over time, as suggested by the literature? How does

participation in a specially-designed faculty devel-

opment program focused on implementing EBTP

mitigate these declines?

2. Methods

2.1 Sample

Our sample consists of all instructors in the Uni-

versity of Michigan College of Engineering who

applied to participate in the Teaching Circle; as of

the winter term in 2016, there were 71 such instruc-

tors. Forty-one of the 71 instructors applied and
participated in theTeachingCircle, with 10 applying

at least twice before participating in the Teaching

Circle, and 30 applied but were not invited to

participate due to program constraints. The 41

instructors who participated in the Teaching Circle

comprise the intervention group for our analysis,

while the other 30 instructors who did not partici-

pate comprise the control group.
Data regarding the gender, department, and rank

of instructors in the intervention and control groups

are provided in Table 1. Note that the program

intentionally included one or two female instructors

in each cohort (so 63%of the female applicants were

selected to participate in the program, but only 55%

of the male applicants were selected). In addition,

the program was piloted with faculty in Chemical

Engineering, but later cohorts were selected to

balance the composition of participants across

each engineering department. A purposeful effort
was also made to support assistant professors,

which led to an overrepresentation of this rank in

the intervention group, and although many non-

tenure track faculty (Lecturers) applied to partici-

pate, because the program was designed to support

tenured/tenure-track faculty, applications from

tenured and tenure-track faculty were given prior-

ity.

2.2 Measures

To investigate the potential decline in student

evaluation of teaching scores over time and the

impact of participating in a faculty development

program on these evaluations, we studied end-of-
term student evaluation scores for instructors in

both the intervention and control groups of our

sample. Because the first four items on the Uni-

versity of Michigan’s student evaluations of teach-

ing instrument are required for every course, and

because these four items are key metrics about

teaching used for promotion and tenure, we studied

scores to those four items (see Table 2).
The emphasis of the Teaching Circle was on im-

proving instruction in large, lecture-based under-

graduate engineering courses, so we compiled

student evaluation scores for every undergraduate,

lecture-based, engineering course that was taught

by one of the 71 instructors in our sample from Fall
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Table 1. Teaching Circle Demographics

Intervention
(N = 41)

Control
(N = 30)

Gender

Female 14 8
Male 27 22

Department

Aerospace Engineering 2 1
Atmospheric, Oceanic, and Space Science 2 3
Biomedical Engineering 4 1
Civil and Environmental Engineering 4 2
Chemical Engineering 7 1
Computer Science Engineering 5 5
Electrical and Computer Engineering 1 3
Industrial and Operations Engineering 3 2
Mechanical Engineering 9 7
Material Science Engineering 1 2
Technical Communication 3 3

Rank

Lecturer 5 15
Assistant Professor 18 2
Associate Professor 5 2
Professor 13 11



2008 through Winter 2016. We excluded all labora-

tory courses, independent study courses, small-

group multidisciplinary design courses, courses

having fewer than five students, and graduate level
courses.

Each term (xT ) was assigned an integer value

representing the time period relative to the applica-

tion term. Thus, xT ¼ 0 is the term in which

instructors first applied to participate in (control

group) or did participate in (intervention group) the

Teaching Circle. The term immediately prior to the

application term is xT ¼ �1, while the term imme-
diately following the application term is xT ¼ 1, and

so on. Terms in which an instructor did not teach

were ignored. For our sample of 71 instructors, the

term value ranged from –10 to 8. In other words, we

have data for as many as 10 semesters before and 8

semesters after the application term.

For each instructor and each of the four student

evaluation items, we computed the average evalua-
tion score for every term in which the instructor

taught. (If an instructor taught more than one

course in a given term, we computed a weighted

average of scores based on the number of student

enrolled in the course.) Overall, our data set con-

tains 769 total sets of evaluation data, where one set

of evaluation data represents one instructor’s aver-

age scores for one semester. When examined long-
itudinally, the number of terms taught per

instructor ranged from7 to 18with amean/standard

deviation of 10.9 � 3.5.

2.3 Analysis

We applied a Difference-in-Differences (DID)

model [64] to compare the long-term impacts of

the Teaching Circle on student evaluation of teach-

ing scores. The DID model is a quasi-experimental

design that utilizes longitudinal data from interven-
tion and control groups to estimate a causal effect of

a treatment through the use of a counterfactual. It is

typically used to estimate the impact of a specific

intervention at a point in time. In our case, we

include three independent variables: (1) xT , a con-

tinuous variable which models the term relative to

application to theTeaching Circle, (the intervention

point is xT = 0), (2), xInt, a dichotomous variable
indicating whether or not an instructor was in the

intervention group, and (3) xT * Int, the DID coeffi-

cient (represented as an interaction between the time

and intervention variables). Thus, our model in this

study is represented by Equation (1):

y ¼ �1xT þ �2xInt þ �3xT�Int þ �þ " ð1Þ

The coefficients on the right-hand side of Equation
(1) represent the slope of the changes in scores

across time for all instructors (�1), the difference

between the intercept scores (i.e., scores at term 0)

for the intervention and control groups (�2), the
slope of the changes in scores across time for the

intervention group after participation in the Teach-

ingCircle (�3), and the baseline average score for the
control group (�). Epsilon (") is the error termwhich
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Table 2. Items from the Student Evaluations of Teaching Instrumenta

Item Text Abbreviation

Overall, this was an excellent course. Was excellent course
Overall, the instructor was an excellent teacher. Was excellent teacher
I learned a great deal from this course. Learned a great deal
I had a strong desire to take this course. Had desire to take course

aResponses based on a 1–5 Likert scale, where 1 = strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree.

Fig. 1. Illustration of the difference-in-differences model.



represents the random error component not

explained by the model. An example of how these

coefficients are represented visually in the differ-

ence-in-differences model is presented in Fig. 1.

As illustrated in the hypothetical example of Fig.

1, �1 represents the slope for the changes in scores
across time for all instructors. For example, in Fig.

1, the scores for both the control and intervention

groups (before the intervention) decline at a rate of

approximately 1 point per time period (i.e., �1 = –1).
After the intervention point, this decline continues

for the control group, and the declines thatwould be

experienced by the intervention group are repre-

sented by the unobserved counterfactual (dashed
line). �2 represents the differences in the intercepts

between the intervention and control groups. InFig.

1, we can see that the scores at the initial time period

start at 10 for the control group and 8 for the

intervention group, a two point difference in

scores for these groups (i.e., �2 = –2). �3 represents
the differences in the slopes between the interven-

tion and control groups after the intervention point.
This coefficient is added to �1 after the intervention
point since �1 represents the slope of change for all
instructors, but �3 represents the differences in these
slopes for the intervention and control groups (i.e.,

�1 + �3 = one-point increase per time period for the

intervention group after the intervention point).

2.4 Results

Before constructing estimates from out data for the

DID model, we conducted a chi-squared test of
differences between student evaluation scores of

the intervention and control groups for the time

prior the Teaching Circle to confirm whether our

data satisfied the ‘‘parallel trends assumption’’ [65].

This assumption is a requirement of DID model to

ensure that the trends of student evaluations for

both the intervention and control groups are similar

during the pre-treatment period. If the assumption
is valid, one can confirm that changes between

intervention and control groups after the treatment

are a result of the treatment. The chi-squared test

indicated that, for each of the four student evalua-

tion items, the differences in trends over time before

the intervention were nonsignificant (p > 0.05), so

the parallel trends assumption was valid. These

analyses indicate that there is no difference in pre-

intervention teaching evaluation scores for instruc-

tors in our control and intervention groups despite

differences in the overall composition of the groups.

Thus, we turned our focus to the differences in the

teaching evaluation scores between these two group

after the intervention, rather than examining differ-
ences by demographic characteristics (e.g., race,

gender, academic rank). To compare changes in

student evaluation scores over time for the inter-

vention and control groups, we estimated four

separate DID models (one model for each of the

four student evaluation items). We also clustered

our standard errors for each panel unit (i.e., each

faculty member in the dataset) to protect against
autocorrelation and heteroscedasticity. The coeffi-

cients from the models, as represented in Equation

(1), are presented in Table 3.

The �1 coefficient (the slope of the changes in

scores across time for all instructors) demonstrates

that student evaluation scores decreased signifi-

cantly over time for all four of the items. Specifi-

cally, instructors in the intervention and control
groups experienced declines in their scores of 0.02

points/term for three of the items (Was excellent

course, Was excellent teacher, and Learned a great

deal; p < 0.001) and 0.03 points/term for the fourth

item (Had desire to take course; p < 0.05). Thus, an

instructor who started teaching ten terms before

applying for theTeaching Circlewould experience a

predicted decline of 0.2 points for these first three
items and 0.3 points for the fourth item by the time

they applied for the Teaching Circle. Barring any

intervention, these declines of 0.02 or 0.03 points/

term would be expected to continue through the

most recent term in our study (Term 8).

The �2 coefficient (the difference between the

intercept scores for the intervention and control

groups) demonstrates that there were no significant
differences in the student evaluation scores at

xT ¼ 0 for the intervention and control groups, so

there are no statistically observed differences in the

teaching scores of these two groups leading up to the

intervention. The �3 coefficient (the slope of the

changes in scores across time for the intervention

group after participation in the Teaching Circle)

does illustrate significant differences between the
pre- and post-intervention slopes of all four student

evaluation items for instructors in the intervention

The Long-Term Impact of a Faculty Development Program on Student Evaluations of Teaching 1329

Table 3. Results from Difference-in-Differences Analysis Across Items

�1 (T) �2 (Int) �3 (T x Int) � (Constant)

Was excellent course –0.02*** –0.01 0.02** 4.06
Was excellent teacher –0.02*** –0.02 0.02** 4.25
Learned a great deal –0.02*** –0.01 0.03*** 4.22
Had desire to take course –0.03* 0.08 0.03* 3.86

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.



group. These differences were 0.02 points/term for
two items (Was excellent course and Was excellent

instructor) and 0.03 points/term for the other two

items (Learned a great deal and Had desire to take

course). Thus, instructors who applied but did not

participate in the Teaching Circle continued to

exhibit declining trends of 0.02 or 0.03 points/

term, while instructors in the intervention group

exhibited a trend that was mitigated for three of the
four items (Was excellent course, Was excellent

instructor, and Had desire to take course), and it

became an increasing trend of 0.01 points/term for

the remaining item (Learned a great deal). This lead

to a 0.08-point increase in the scores of this item by

the most recent term in this study.

These effects are demonstrated visually in Fig. 2.

The unobserved counterfactual in Fig. 2 represents
the predicted trajectory of instructors in the inter-

vention group had they not participated in the

Teaching Circle. Thus, it is simply the slope of the

changes in scores across time for all instructors

beyond the point of the intervention. It has the

same slope and is parallel to the changes in scores

for the control group.

3. Discussion

In response to the first part of our research question,

Do student evaluation of teaching scores decline

over time, as suggested in the literature?

we find that student evaluation scores for all four
questions in our study steadily decreased over time

for instructors in our control group, confirming

prior research [49, 50]. These findings, derived

from as many as 18 teaching terms, showed that

average scores for faculty not in our intervention
group declined from the first term (Term –10) to the

last term (Term 8) by 0.36 points forWas excellent

course, Was excellent teacher, and Learned a great

deal, and by 0.54 points for Had desire to take

course. These declines do provide some support

for faculty’s fears that, on average, student evalua-

tion of teaching scores tend to decline over time.

When examining our group of Teaching Circle

participants prior to their involvement in our

faculty development program, we found the same

rate of decline in student evaluation scores from the

first term (Term –10) to the term before the inter-

vention (Term –1). The declines were 0.02 points/

term for Was excellent course, Was excellent tea-

cher, and Learned great deal, and 0.03 points/term

for Had desire to take course. As illustrated in the
unobserved counterfactual in Fig. 2, our analyses

demonstrate that, like faculty in control group,

these faculty in our intervention group would have

continued to experience declines similar to the

control group in their scores through the final

term (Term 8) had they not participated in the

Teaching Circle.

In response to the second part of our research
question,

How does participation in a specially designed

faculty development program focused on imple-

menting EBTP mitigate these declines?

we found that participation in the Teaching Circle

did affect student evaluation scores in two different
ways. For three of the four items (Was excellent

course,Was excellent teacher, andHad desire to take

course), participation in the Teaching Circle

reversed the declining trend such that these faculty
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lines, respectively) and predicted evaluation scores for the intervention group in the absence of the
intervention (dashed line).



actually experienced stable scores. For the fourth

item (Learned a great deal), participation in the

Teaching Circle not only reversed the decline, but

it resulted in a slight increase in student evaluation

scores over time (rather than the predicted decline)
to a rate of 0.01 points/term. While these positive

results are marginal, they can add up over time. We

found that faculty who participated in the Teaching

Circle consistently had greater average scores for all

four items by the end of the 8th term after applying

than faculty in the control group.

The findings from our analyses indicate that, for

engineering instructors, student evaluation of
teaching scores do decline over time, which is

consistent with prior research demonstrating that

evaluation scores tend to decline or remain neutral

over time [49–52]. Murray and colleagues indicated

in their research study that the changes in evaluation

scores over time was often grouped by academic

departments. In other words, the increases or

decreases in evaluation scores were consistent
across all faculty in that department; however,

they do not disclose which findings were attributed

to which departments (i.e., the departments were

blinded in the study). Thus, instructors and admin-

istrators should be cognizant of and prepared for

these potential declines.

Oneway to circumvent these declining trends is to

engage in professional development, as confirmed
by the findings for our intervention group, which

suggest that participation in our Teaching Circle

program enabled faculty to ‘‘reset’’ their teaching

scores. Our programwas carefully designed to affect

factors that influence faculty motivation to adopt

EBTP. We grounded our program in research from

the Expectancy Value Theory (EVT), which states

that themotivation an individual has to engage in an

activity depends on the interaction between expec-

tancy (the degree to which the individual expects to

succeed) and the anticipated value (including costs)

associated with the action [66, 67]. Multiple sub-

factors in EVT (e.g., task difficulty, attainment
value, cost) were also instrumental in the develop-

ment of this program, which are all illustrated in

Fig. 3.

Our faculty development program is driven by

this theory in that it aims to increase faculty’s

expectancy by situating the national research on

EBTPwithin the institutional context of theCollege

of Engineering at the University of Michigan. This
is accomplished by providing credible research

evidence (increasing faculty’s ‘‘ability self-con-

cept’’) and by providing personalized support as

faculty learn about EBTP (lowering the ‘‘task

difficulty’’ perceived by faculty). Furthermore, we

aim to increase ‘‘value’’ by offering the program

only for those faculty requesting to participate

(appealing to ‘‘intrinsic value’’), institutionalizing
the program and signaling administrative support

for the program (increasing ‘‘utility value’’), and

emphasizing how using evidence-based teaching

practices can improve the student experience

(increasing ‘‘attainment value’’). As a result, the

Teaching Circle integrates a formal networking

and community-building aspect by establishing a

safe environment for participants to learn and
practice (increasing ‘‘utility value’’ while decreasing

‘‘cost’’). These features can be adapted by others

wishing to support their faculty in implementing

EBTP at their own institutions.

Despite the importance of our findings, there are

some limitations to keep in mind. First, our work

involved engineering instructors at one highly-

intensive research university, and thus, our findings
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Fig. 3. Expectancy Value Theory-based framework for factors influencing instructors’ decisions to adopt EBTP.



may not be generalizable to other contexts. Second,

we do not have evidence about actual teaching

practices enacted by instructors, and we are

unable to tell whether instructors in the intervention

groups implemented new teaching practices, and if

so, how effective they were in implementing these
practices. Therefore, we do not know whether these

declines in student evaluation of teaching scores are

related to incorporating new practices in the class-

room or if evaluation scores decline regardless of

which practices are used. Despite these limitations,

this study provides valuable evidence for under-

standing how participation in a faculty develop-

ment program can impact student evaluation of
teaching scores.

4. Conclusions

This research study analyzed data from 41 instruc-

tors who participated in a faculty development

program at the University of Michigan and 30

who applied but did not participate. The goal of

the research was to determine if student evaluation
of teaching scores declined over time, as suggested

by prior research, and to understand whether or not

participating in the Teaching Circle mitigated these

declines. We found that student evaluation scores

did decline over time for faculty who did not

participate in the Teaching Circle, but the negative

trend either stabilized or reverted to a positive

trajectory for those faculty who did participate in
the Teaching Circle.

The Teaching Circle was explicitly designed to

address some of the barriers to adopting EBTP by,

among other things, offering practical strategies for

the successful implementation of EBTP and focus-

ing on pedagogies relevant to the engineering con-

text, such as using classroom technology in the

engineering classroom and how to write concept
questions for multiple-choice examinations. While

our research does reinforce prior work revealing

declines in student evaluation scores over time, it

also points to the promise of faculty professional

development in reversing these declines. We hope

that continued research on the effectiveness of

faculty development programs, like the Teaching

Circle, can further demonstrate the positive effects
of these types of programs and support instructors

who wish to adopt EBTP in their classrooms in the

future.
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