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Chapter I: Executive Summary 
 
A joint committee to evaluate and recommend a new online system for conducting student 
evaluations of teaching was empaneled and charged with reviewing and assessing both in-house 
and outsourced options for conducting online teaching evaluations, paying particular attention to 
effectiveness, feasibility, cost and administrative efficiency. 
 
The committee began this effort by looking at the long and often cutting edge history of the 
evaluation of teaching since the formation of the USFFA over 35 years ago. In that time several 
instruments were used leading to the current SUMMA pencil and paper system in use for the past 
decade (Ch III). 
 
The pencil and paper system, while efficient for its manual type, is a great burden on the 
administration and staff because of the volume of forms that are manually handled. 
 
An online system would eliminate the manual handling of forms so evaluation and experiences 
in online systems were sought and obtained from the literature and from several other 
universities who have adapted such systems. From their experience several advantages to an 
online system were noted from lower cost to the more rapid availability of results (Ch IV). 
 
The second step in the process was to survey the USF faculty on key questions about the current 
system and acceptance of an online system. The results of that survey (Ch V) confirmed the 
faculty’s perceived need for a change in the system and an acceptance of that changed system 
being online. 
 
Satisfied that an online system could be used at this University, the committee next examined the 
topic of measuring effective teaching. The result of that consideration was the development of an 
approach to assessing teaching effectiveness around four constructs elaborated in Ch VI:  
 

a. Instructional Delivery 
b. Instructional Design 
c. Student Engagement 
d. Student Learning 

The final step (Ch VII) was to evaluate three vendors who had been identified in the experience 
of the several other universities with whom online evaluation was discussed.  The three vendors 
(and their products) evaluated were Scantron (ClassClimate), CollegeNet (What-Do-You-Think, 
WDYT) and ConnectEdu (CoursEval). 
 
CollegeNet’s WDYT was the most favored by the committee under the criteria specified in the 
mandate (effectiveness, feasibility, cost and administrative efficiency). It was also concluded that 
the new system could be fully implemented by the start of the 2014/15 Academic Year allowing 
sufficient time to develop and test the items measuring the constructs, installing the WDYT 
system within the campus procedures and for faculty acceptance. 
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Chapter II: Charge to the Committee 
 
The University of San Francisco (USF) and the University of San Francisco Faculty Association 
(USFFA) were asked by the Provost to establish a joint committee to evaluate and recommend a 
new online system for conducting student evaluations of teaching. The committee was charged 
with reviewing and assessing both in-house and outsourced options for conducting online 
teaching evaluations, paying particular attention to effectiveness, feasibility, cost and 
administrative efficiency. An invitation was sent to individuals on campus thought to have 
expertise in student evaluations as follows: 
 

“The University and USFFA are designating a joint committee to evaluate and 
recommend a new online system for conducting faculty teaching 
evaluations.  We'd like to ask you to serve on the committee, which will be co-
chaired by Associate Professor Ed Munnich (Psychology Department), and 
Professor Mike Webber, Dean, School of Management and former Associate Vice 
Provost for Academic Effectiveness. 
 
The committee charge is to review and evaluate both in-house and outsourced 
options for conducting online teaching evaluations, in regard to effectiveness, 
feasibility, cost, and administrative efficiency.  The committee will provide a 
report on the options and recommend a teaching evaluation system to the 
University and USFFA.”1 

 
Committee Members 

Chairs:  
Edward Munnich (co-Chair) Michael J. Webber (co-Chair) 

Associate Professor of Psychology Dean School of Management 
College of Arts and Sciences  

  
Faculty:  

Robert Burns Paul Lorton 
Professor School of Education Professor School of Management 

  
Mary Ellene Egan RSM Rick Roberts 

Assistant Professor School of Nursing Adjunct Professor of Music and Rhetoric and 
 Composition College of Arts and Sciences  

Susanne Hoelscher (Served since 8/10/11) 
Adjunct Professor of Modern and Classical 
Languages College of Arts and Sciences  
(Served through 8/10/11) 

  

  
Administration:  

John Bansavich Bill Murry 
Director Center for Instruction and Technology Director of Student Learning Assurance 

 Office of Academic Affairs 
Robert Bromfield  

Assistant Dean and University Registrar  
Academic and Enrollment Services 

 

                                                           
1 Committee charge from Provost Jennifer Turpin and Elliot Neaman, President USFFA 9/22/2010 
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Chapter III: Evaluation of Instruction 
 
Evaluation refers to the process of assessing the quality of attributes of things.  In educational 
settings, there are two broad purposes of educational evaluation:  a) accountability and b) 
instructional monitoring.  Accountability refers to determining the quality of educational 
institutions, programs, and individuals.  Typically such assessments are summative in nature, 
occur over longer periods of time, and done in such a way as to withstand legal challenges.  
Instructional monitoring, on the other hand, refers to the process of assessing how well 
instruction has been implemented.  Typically such assessments are more frequent, more 
formative in the sense of providing feedback for course improvement, and are done in situations 
where quick turn-around time is important. 
 
Both these purposes are inherent in university student course evaluation systems.  Accountability 
is the underlying purpose for the summary statements of students’ views of an instructor and 
course that are typically used as part of faculty yearly evaluation, as well as some of the evidence 
faculty provide about teaching for tenure and promotion decisions.  Instructional monitoring 
occurs when faculty receive timely feedback about students’ views of the instructor and course. 
 
While teaching has been one of the three pillars of the faculty role at USF since its founding, the 
systematic evaluation of teaching performance only began with the advent of the Faculty 
Association and the collective bargaining agreement (CBA) with the University’s administration. 

 
“The requirement of student evaluations in all courses, and their mandatory role 
in Promotion/Tenure, was proposed by the USFFA in 1975 or possibly ‘76—the 
first (or second) collective bargaining agreement. Our intention was to try to make 
P&T [promotion and tenure] assessment in some way objective, rational, partly 
quantifiable.”2 
 

Beginning with the earliest CBA, in 1977,3 evaluation of instruction via a student-completed 
“descriptionnaire” was a part of the promotion and tenure process. The earliest instrument 
“named in the CBA was the Hildebrand-Wilson-Dienst (HWD), generated at Berkeley and UC 
Davis.”4 The appended sections from the CBA from 1989 to 1994 name this instrument and a 
sample of the form is included in Appendix A. 
 
Sometime before the drafting of the 1998 to 2003 CBA, the HWD was replaced by the IDEA 
instrument (see Appendix C), which was in use until replaced by the SUMMA (see Appendix 
D). 
 
The University of San Francisco adopted the IDEA Student Ratings of Instruction System 
(published by Kansas State University) in 1994. However, faculty voiced a number of concerns 
about the instrument, many of which were expressed in the IDEA Joint Workgroup Report of 

                                                           
2 Communication from Alan Heineman. 
3 “The Union proposed a teaching evaluation and the University accepted it and it’s been a part of the agreement 
since 1977 or 1978,” communication from Michael Lehmann. 
4 Heineman, op. cit. 
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September 2000. This group (another joint committee between the University and USFFA) was 
critical of the IDEA, and the minutes of their meetings indicate that faculty in the Sciences and 
Business were particularly aggrieved and even contemplated using alternative instruments. 

 
Among the key concerns of the faculty at that time were the following: 
 

1. The results of the evaluation of individual faculty were difficult to understand or use for 
purposes of improving teaching. 

2. The IDEA system did not adequately reflect different class structures, e.g., seminars, 
laboratories, clinical experiences, internships, etc. 

3. The “long form” version of the instrument was too long and was not always readily 
intelligible to the students. 

4. There was a perception that the results could be manipulated by the individual faculty 
member’s selection of objectives on Faculty Information Form. 

5. There were administrative concerns about the unpredictability of the return of the final 
results and the unresponsiveness of the developers to USF’s specific concerns. 
(These concerns were among the many recorded in the USFFA Policy Board minutes of 
September 22, 1999.)5 

After looking at a number of alternatives, the joint committee recommended that the University 
use the Student Opinion of Teaching (SUMMA). In the opinion of the committee, the SUMMA 
evaluation instrument had the following advantages: 
 

1. It was a standardized system that provided comparative data within and across 
departments and schools/colleges. 

2. It was more likely than other instruments to provide “reliable, valid and defensible data” 
as well as information about student learning that could be used to improve teaching 
effectiveness. 

3. The instrument seemed to be sensitive to the evaluation of various pedagogical 
approaches in different classroom settings (seminar, lab, clinical, etc.). 

                                                           

5 IDEA forms 
"Buccheri said that there is some concern among faculty in the School of Nursing that adjusted scores always seem 
to be adjusted downward.  The Dean in the School of Nursing spoke to the faculty about this issue during a faculty 
meeting on Monday and explained that the scores were now being compared only with similar nursing courses, 
resulting in the downward adjustment.  Egan said that the major course evaluations tend to be adjusted down 
(nursing students have a high desire to take nursing courses).  At the same time, GEC course evaluations tend to be 
adjusted up (the students indicating that that do not want to take another class in the field).  Stump noted that in his 
GEC courses, the adjustment does not make up for low scores.  Castro said that in A&S, the raw scores are provided 
to faculty.  Heineman reminded us that the instrument was revised in Fall 1998 to include space for 
comments.  Castro said that in A&S, the faculty must go to the Dean's office to obtain copies of the 
comments.  Mitchell had concerns about being able to recognize student handwriting--even when seeing these 
comments after a course has ended.  A number of questions came up relative to the instrument: 1. Do faculty get to 
see raw forms? -Is this appropriate?  If so, the wording of the student announcement should be changed.  2. Is it 
appropriate for faculty to view written comments without having them typed first?  Ultimately faculty should be 
informed about what is available (for example, long form, short form, space for prose, and how to obtain a copy of 
the comments), and perhaps suggest that faculty use the short form and a supplemental instrument of their own 
design if they so desire.  Muenk reported that the Subcommittee on the IDEA is making progress and that he will 
bring these additional issues back to the Committee. 
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4. The survey was easy to understand and could be easily administered within an acceptable 
time frame without the need for “excessive faculty background information.”  

5. The committee thought that SUMMA was more likely to give timely and intelligible 
feedback to faculty than other instruments. 

 
The process of replacing the IDEA with the SUMMA is documented somewhat by Side Letter M 
– Joint Committee to review the IDEA agreed to on July 29, 1998 (see Appendix A). Parallel 
administrations of the IDEA and SUMMA were carried out in Fall 2000. In Spring 2001, 
according to the USFFA Policy Board Minutes of May 9, 2001, the SUMMA was preferred and 
replaced the IDEA. 6 
 
The SUMMA evaluation system was implemented in Fall 2000. While it has generally been 
successful, there have been some concerns about the instrument itself, its administrative cost, and 
the timelines of feedback to the faculty. 

 
 

  

                                                           
6 Minutes, May 9, 2001 
IDEA-SUMMA questionnaire. Ted announced that the initial results of the survey indicated an overwhelming 
preference for the SUMMA instrument, though the number of respondents (45) was quite low. The IDEA committee 
will await final results of the survey on Friday May 11 and a reminder will be sent out to all faculty. The PB will 
send out an official, anonymous ballot, since this issue will ultimately lead to a change in the contract. It was moved 
to recommend the replacement of the IDEA by SUMMA, subject to final ratification by the membership. There was 
some further discussion about how a change from IDEA to SUMMA would affect the tenure and promotion process. 
Alan responded that it is very difficult to tell what the impact will be in the future. A general discussion ensued 
about the relative weaknesses and strengths of both instruments. It was felt that student evaluations are in 
themselves problematic, with no good solution to the problem in sight as long as evaluations are contractually part 
of the tenure and promotion procedure. The motion passed 12-1. 
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Chapter IV: Moving to an Online Teaching Evaluation System. 
 
Many universities have moved or are moving to an online teaching evaluation system in recent 
years, spurred on perhaps by the significant advantages of such a system. Among those moving 
toward web-based systems for administering course evaluations are the University of Illinois, 
University of Iowa, University of Michigan, Michigan State University, University of 
Minnesota, Northwestern University, Santa Clara University, Sacramento State University, Ohio 
State University, Pennsylvania State University and the University of Wisconsin. 
 
The literature on moving to an online format identifies many of the advantages and 
disadvantages (see for example Anderson, McCain, & Bird, 2005; Anderson and Bird, 2005; 
Sorenson and Reiner, 2003; Miller, 1987; Kronholm, Wisher, Curnow, & Poker, 1999; 
Donmeyer, Baum, Hanna, & Chapman, 2004). Among the most pertinent reasons given for 
moving to web-based systems are that they: 
 

1. Free up class time for instruction. 
2. Provide students with more time to complete the evaluation and thereby raises the 

possibility of more thoughtful responses (particularly on open-ended questions). 
3. Faster turnaround makes results available more quickly, enabling the faculty to use the 

data for course improvement. 
4. Reduce institutional costs for paper, printing, distribution, collection, and storage.  
5. Cut administrative costs associated with the written evaluation, particularly in terms of 

administrative time. 
6. Offer greater flexibility since departments and individual faculty would be able to add 

their own questions. 
7. Increase flexibility in terms of accessing reports, generating different types of reports, 

and making reports available to appropriate persons. 
8. Easily adapt to web-based systems. 
9. Give all students the opportunity to respond, not just those who attend on a particular 

day. 
10. Reduce paper waste. 
11. Reduce inappropriate teacher influence on in-class student evaluation instrument 

delivery. 
12. Is preferred by students over paper surveys. 
13. Enhance anonymity of student responses. 

 
Nonetheless, there are some challenges: 
 

1. Online evaluations tend to have a lower response rate than paper and pencil evaluations. 
2. Students and faculty must be reassured that the online system is truly anonymous. 
3. Concerns about who might have access to the data must be addressed, especially if the 

online evaluation is an in-house instrument. 
4. Many fear that students will not take the online evaluation as seriously or will discuss 

their ratings with others before the evaluation is completed.  
5. For the online teaching evaluation to work, students must have access to computers and 

must be assured that the online system is reliable and usable. 
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6. There may be resistance associated with changing from a long-established practice of 
using paper and pencil and moving to an online system. 

 
While there are many potential benefits to switching to online teaching evaluations, the rest of 
this section will explore some of the challenges in greater depth. 
 
One of the principal objections to switching to online teaching evaluations is that the student 
response rates are low. Most of the literature suggests that students have lower response rates to 
online teaching evaluations than in-class paper evaluations unless special steps are taken to 
encourage or compel their participation. While paper and pencil evaluations report response rates 
of around 70-75%, online response rates have hovered around 40-44%, with some as low as 29% 
(see Avery, et al, 2009; Dommeyer, et al, 2004; Robinson, et al, 2004; Johnson 2003). There is 
of course no predetermined level for acceptable response rates, but both students and faculty 
need to be assured that response rates are sufficient to minimize sampling error and that there 
should be no difference between the kinds of students who do and do not respond. However, 
other studies have been more encouraging, indicating that the response rates to an online format 
do not undermine either reliability or validity. Moreover, a number of top research universities 
(including Harvard, Northwestern, Berkeley, Stanford, Vanderbilt and Yale) have moved 
successfully to online evaluation instruments, with response rates of 70-85%.  
 
Each of these institutions identified various strategies to enhance response rates. Among the 
more successful strategies were: 
 

1. Frequent emails to students encouraging them to complete the evaluations. 
2. Adequate information, advertising and publicity about the new system upon start-up. 
3. Students are entered into a lottery when they complete their course evaluations. 
4. Students can see their grades online only after they have completed their course 

evaluations. 
5. A student can view the student ratings compiled for other courses only if he or she has 

completed the evaluations for all of his or her own courses from the past semester. 
6. Helping students understand the importance of completing the evaluations. 
7. Sending emails to non-respondents during evaluation period. 
8. Faculty involvement in communicating with students about the need to complete the 

evaluations. 
 
 
The other major concern about online evaluations concerns its effect on student ratings – are 
the scores on particular items consistent between online and paper evaluations? Most of the 
evidence seems to suggest that there are no significant differences between online and paper 
evaluations (see for example Johnson, 2003; Dommeyer, et al, 2004; Hardy, 2003; Kulik 2005; 
Heath, et al, 2007). Some concerns have also been raised about student confidentiality, though 
these can be addressed in more concrete ways by the vendors and by in-house Information 
Technology Services (ITS). It is of course imperative that no unique identifying information for 
the student be stored with the student’s responses for a course. In this respect, confidentiality 
might be better served by having an off-campus vendor so no information is stored on campus. It 
is interesting to note that one of the unintended consequences of switching to online evaluations 
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is that many studies have reported that students are more likely to add written comments to their 
evaluations – one study found that students provided up to five times more commentary online 
(Hardy 2003). 
 
Based upon the literature, it would seem reasonable to draw the following conclusions that 
online evaluation systems provide: 
 

1. Significant cost savings to utilizing an online system. 
2. Faster availability of feedback to faculty with greater reporting flexibility. 
3. More student written comments. 
4. Ability to append additional questions. 
5. Potential to have at least the same if not higher response rates. 
6. No significant difference between students’ ratings between online evaluations and paper 

evaluations. 
 

 
  



28 June 2012 

 
16 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[Page left intentionally blank]   



28 June 2012 

 
17 

Chapter V: Methodology 
 
Our committee employed several methods for determining 

1. what constructs USF’s teaching evaluation system should measure, and  
2. what online evaluation tools are available to elicit this information.  

To address point 1, we reviewed the scholarly literature on what constructs are predictive of 
teaching effectiveness (see Chapter VIII: Bibliography); we surveyed the USF faculty on its 
expectations for teaching evaluation (see Faculty Survey section below); and members of our 
committee attended the Developing a Comprehensive Faculty Evaluation System Conference in 
Nashville, TN, last spring to learn about the latest work and best practices (see Faculty 
Evaluation Conference section below). As a result of this process, we arrived at the constructs 
discussed in Chapter 6 of this report. To address point 2, we solicited potential vendors, had 
phone conferences, and read materials from the most promising systems (see Selection of 
Vendors section below). As a result of this process we arrived at a list of possible vendors, and 
we discuss the pros and cons of each in Chapter 7 of this report.  
 
A. Faculty Survey 

In the Fall 2010 the committee discussed ways in which we should begin to determine the 
constructs related to teaching effectiveness. It was decided at the time to vet this question with 
USF faculty along with gathering additional related perceptions about the new faculty evaluation 
process. The “Survey” (see Appendix F) requested input from faculty concerning the new 
student-to-faculty evaluation system that would potentially replace the current SUMMA system 
and be administered online. Several questions dealt with perceptions of the current evaluation 
system, perceptions of the overarching construct of teaching effectiveness as a primary focus, 
and the implementation of an online system. In addition there was some demographic 
information to parcel out aggregate implications for specific groups.  
 
Next, the survey requested responses to a series of open-ended questions having to do with 
factors important to faculty that should be evaluated, aspects of the SUMMA that should be 
retained, implications of online evaluations, and other considerations that faculty would be 
willing to share about faculty evaluations in general. Faculty had approximately three weeks to 
respond to our request for feedback. At the end of this period, analysis of the survey results 
began and was reported back to the committee. 
 
1. Survey analysis and findings 
 
Survey analysis was conducted utilizing generally accepted practices in the social sciences for 
obtaining statistically quantifiable results. The statistical software used for analysis was IBM-
SPSS Statistics software for both qualitative and quantitative analytics. The most recent software 
version was utilized. While these analyses were not meant to be predictive, it was decided to 
report back only perceptual frequencies for ease of interpretation. Qualitative data was parceled 
into meaningful categories and translated also into quantitative relative frequencies. General 
findings regarding the demographics we collected are as follows. 
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The overall make-up of the sample population with approximately 235 (25% N=954) faculty 
members responding to our request for feedback was: 118 (51.8% n=228) were female and 127 
(54.3% n=234) were full-time. All schools and colleges were represented in the sample with the 
largest proportion being in Arts & Sciences at 148 (63.5% n=233). Of the responding faculty, 
167 (71.4% n=234) taught undergraduates and 103 (43.8% n=235) have worked 5 or fewer years 
at USF. A small proportion of the responding full-time faculty considered themselves term 
faculty at 20 (15.6% n=127), and of the responding part-time faculty 30 (28.0% n=107) were 
PSP members. It was determined that the sample received was a fair representation of the 
percentages in the total USF population (N=954), e.g., 48.7% female and 42% full-time. 
Additional disaggregated sample data are available in Appendix G). 
 
In addition to the above, faculty were asked their opinion regarding the retention of the current 
SUMMA system and the primary focus of a new teaching evaluation system. A large segment of 
the faculty 129 (87.2% n=148 responses), felt that the current SUMMA system for evaluating 
faculty should be eliminated, or retained but with changes. An overwhelming number of faculty 
indicated that the overarching construct of teaching effectiveness should be the primary focus 
157 (89.7% n=175 responses) but with some additional foci 92 (52.6% n=175 responses). 
Finally, 122 (77.7% n=157 responses) of the faculty indicated that an online evaluation system 
would be a viable solution for getting evaluation results back to faculty more quickly than with 
the current SUMMA paper-and-pencil approach. 
 
2. Disaggregation of results 
 
Disaggregation of the results along demographic characteristics was also performed with the 
following summary results. Three primary questions which were the focus of the disaggregation 
were posed:  
 

a. Do you believe the current student evaluation of faculty is a system we should retain with 
regards to the type or form of questions that are asked?  

b. Many new student-to-faculty evaluation systems focus primarily on the teaching 
effectiveness of the faculty (quality of teaching); do you believe this should continue to 
be our primary focus for considering a new evaluation system?  

c. The committee is considering moving to a total online survey system for the mode of the 
survey. Do you believe this to be a viable approach if, over the current SUMMA system, 
it can guarantee a quicker turnaround in the faculty feedback report?  

From the overall findings above on these three questions, the results disaggregated in the 
following manner: Relative to the current faculty evaluation system, 58.3% of women indicated 
that the current system should not be retained. A majority of the sample (55.7%) represented by 
Arts and Sciences also indicated that the current system should not be retained, and faculty who 
taught undergraduate courses were the overwhelming supporters for moving away from the 
SUMMA. The replacement of the SUMMA was a common theme regardless of faculty rank, 
tenure, work status, school affiliation, or employment status. 
 
The next step in our analysis was to examine the qualitative responses that faculty shared 
through the open-ended questions. The question of primary interest to our efforts asked faculty to 
respond to the following:  
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• Teaching evaluations are used for a variety of purposes, including rehiring, promotion 

and tenure decisions, and improving the effectiveness of teaching in our classes. To best 
serve these purposes, what teaching-related factors should be considered for inclusion in 
the ideal student-to-faculty evaluation of our teaching? 

As would be expected for this type of question, responses were varied across a broad range of 
factors. To ascertain any patterns in the responses we utilized text analytic software also 
provided by IBM SPSS. This software is specifically designed to find patterns within survey 
responses and to cluster them into common response themes. The software will also show 
graphically the shared relationship between clusters. Like a factor correlation matrix in 
quantitative methods, the shared relationships become important for showing how clusters are 
linked together.  
 
The results of this analysis revealed four primary factor clusters and two secondary clusters. 
These clusters aligned nicely in the following way with Feldman’s (2007) multi-dimensional 
constructs for teaching effectiveness:  
 

• Cluster 1 (45%)7: Interaction with Faculty, included common responses evolving around 
engagement, accessibility, responsiveness, feedback, and concern.  

• Cluster 2 (50%), Student Learning, included responses involving achievement, learning, 
knowledge, developmental thinking, and growth.  

• Cluster 3 (51%), Course Content, indicated commonalities in responses around 
objectives, content, innovation, clarity, rigor, strategies, and organization.  

• Cluster 4 (27%), Faculty Presentation, aligned responses dealing with preparation, 
communication, enthusiasm, preparedness, presentation, and inspiration. 

For further discussion of these constructs and the rationale behind their choice please see Chapter 
6. There were two minor clusters that had fewer aligned responses. These clusters were, Student 
Effort (3%) which had little to do with teaching effectiveness, and overall impression of teaching 
effectiveness (4%), similar to a single item “overall” question that currently exists on the 
SUMMA. In addition to the low proportion of USF faculty whose written responses fit these 
clusters, Feldman (1989) found no reliable correlations between either of these clusters and 
student achievement, so we dismissed both from further consideration." 
 
3. Overall findings 

Overall the findings from our survey of the faculty were very positive. Most wanted to see a 
major revision of the evaluation process and were amenable to putting the survey online. Further, 
faculty indicated a considerable level of agreement as to the areas of importance when evaluating 
teaching effectiveness. These conclusions were very informative and useful in our further 
discussions concerning a new faculty evaluation process centered on the critical dimension of 
teaching effectiveness that is measurable, has reliability and validity, and can be utilized for 

                                                           
7 Note: n=94; percentages for all represented clusters are aggregate perceptions of faculty responding to the open-ended-
questions. Individuals could mention a cluster within the same comment and is included in these percentages as a multiple 
response. 
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faculty development purposes. We also gathered additional support for these ideas from data 
collected at a teaching evaluation conference and in our selection of potential survey vendors. 
 
B. Faculty Evaluation Conference 

To further ensure that the committee was well informed about the development of a faculty 
evaluation system, two committee members attended a two-day workshop sponsored by the 
Center for Educational Development and Assessment on “Developing a Comprehensive Faculty 
Evaluation System” in March, 2011. The workshop was led by two leading researchers of faculty 
evaluation, Drs. Raoul A. Arreola and Lawrence M. Aleamoni. Both presenters have written 
extensively on the evaluation process and the development and implementation of 
instrumentation for faculty evaluations.  

During the two-day workshop extensive time was devoted to learning about the development of a 
comprehensive faculty evaluation system; the roles and role components intrinsic to a well-
developed system; the determination and use of a composite rating and its use in promotion and 
tenure, merit pay and other personnel decisions; peer review evaluations; summarizing faculty 
evaluation data; and the design of student rating forms (conference handouts are available for the 
committee). Further, the workshop integrated critical connections with a center for teaching and 
learning and faculty development programs. The attending committee members reported back to 
the full committee the following points in support of our efforts:  

1. The development of a successful faculty evaluation system involves the integration of 
two distinct processes: the technical process of building reliable and valid measurement 
tools, and the political process of building consensus around shared values.  

2. A comprehensive faculty evaluation program involves the systematic observation 
(measurement) of relevant faculty performance to determine the degree to which that 
performance is consonant with the values of the academic unit (e.g., department, division, 
college).  

3. Evaluation must align with the values associated with mission of the university. 
4. There are two primary purposes of a faculty evaluation system: to provide meaningful 

feedback for self-improvement and to provide data for personnel decisions. 
5. It is important to provide both accurate and reliable summative information for the 

purpose of fulfilling #4 above. 
6. For maximum effectiveness, faculty evaluations must be linked to faculty development 

programs. 
7. A comprehensive faculty evaluation system can serve both feedback and personnel 

decision-making purposes if the detailed diagnostic information is provided in confidence 
to the faculty member for self-improvement purposes, and only summary data is 
forwarded for decision-making purposes. 

8. Faculty and administration need to work together for a successful faculty evaluation 
system. 

9. Feedback needs to be useful, helpful, given in confidence, and kept confidential from 
others. 

10. Faculty development programs should focus on the additional skills and knowledge 
required of the meta-profession of college teaching, for which many faculty may have 
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had little or no prior formal education or training. This is particularly true for new post-
terminal degree faculty. 

11. Faculty development services should be seen by the faculty as valuable resources that 
assist them to solve problems or achieve goals which both they and the administration 
consider important. 

In addition to the above, specific information on building the faculty evaluation system was 
gathered and reported back to the committee. Several key points were taken away that are 
valuable for our purposes: 

1. To begin the development process, a determination of the faculty role in the teaching 
process is needed. A consensus must be reached on the many activities in which faculty 
engage with students, and the consensus should be evaluated, particularly by students. 

2. Faculty evaluations should document desired high levels of performance with 
corresponding actions for improvement. 

3. Student learning fits especially well into a model of instructional delivery, instructional 
design, instructional assessment, and course management. 

4. Student rating forms tend to measure student perceptions of and/or reactions to aspects 
of:  

a. Course organization and planning; 
b. Clarity, communication skills and characteristics; 
c. Teacher-student interaction, rapport; 
d. Course difficulty, related workload; 
e. Grading and examinations; 
f. Student self-rated learning. 

5. It is not recommended that raw scores be compared among faculty. Comparisons only of 
faculty within a given discipline are the most appropriate. 

6. Four major themes usually considered in developing a student rating form: 
a. Student-instructor relationship; 
b. Course value; 
c. Instructor organization; 
d. Teaching method (pedagogical methodology). 

7. Questions for the evaluation should be framed from the perspective of the student, not the 
faculty. 

8. The number of substantive items should be kept to a single page, usually 25-30 items. 
9. Administration of student-rating forms should not be given within a week before, on the 

day of, or within a week after a major examination or homework deadline. 
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C. Center for Teaching Excellence 
 
Prompted by the imperative to align assessment with faculty development, we met with Tracy 
Seeley and Mathew Mitchell from the Center for Teaching Excellence (CTE). They indicated 
that CTE's efforts could dovetail nicely with online assessment, particularly in terms of 
formative assessment. They felt strongly that it would have to be clear to faculty that their 
discussions with CTE would have no bearing on Tenure and Promotion, and have proposed a 
focus on working with faculty to provide incentives for responding to surveys, rather than 
penalties for non-compliance. 
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Chapter VI: Teaching Effectiveness Constructs 
 
A. Constructs and Their Measurement 
 
In educational and psychological measurement, a construct is hypothesized to be the trait, 
characteristic or quality causing the scores on an instrument designed to measure that construct. 
Constructs have names (e.g., intelligence), they have definitions (e.g., intelligence is adaptive 
problem solving), and they have measurement procedures designed to generate scores that reflect 
the construct (e.g., the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales). Among other things, concerns can 
arise about the definition of the construct, about the measurement of the construct, or both. 
 
In addition, social science constructs develop evidence over time about their “construct validity.” 
Construct validity is the extent to which scores from a measurement can be interpreted as 
meaningfully reflecting the construct. Construct validity is currently seen by measurement 
experts as the most important type of validity and at the center of score validation procedures. 
For example, if intelligence test scores really reflect the construct of intelligence, then these 
scores should correlate with measures of work performance in work situations thought to require 
“intelligence.” If they do, then positive evidence for the construct is generated; if they do not, 
then there is negative evidence. The construct validity of a construct at a particular point in time 
is this accumulated evidence.   
 
Social science constructs are used in two primary ways. First, a researcher contemplating 
measuring a construct will name and define it, including how the new construct is similar to and 
different from other related constructs, and will implement test construction procedures that will 
ultimately generate a test or scale measuring the construct. After proper field test and revision 
procedures have been conducted, the administration of the test or scale to an appropriate sample 
will generate scores on the construct subject to construct validation procedures. The construct 
validation procedures generate evidence that allow a researcher to argue for or against the 
measurement of the construct.  
 
A second way constructs are used in social science occurs when a researcher may wonder just 
what construct or constructs are being measured by one or more measures. In this situation, there 
are well-accepted statistical procedures (e.g., factor analysis; multitrait-multimethod procedures) 
that can be used to help clarify what construct or constructs are being measured by the 
instrument.   
 
Constructs can be broad or narrow. Intelligence is a broad construct, hypothesized to operate in 
many human endeavors; interest in mathematics is a narrower construct, coming into play in 
fewer situations. The breadth of a construct definition is important for measurement because test 
or scale items measuring the construct must reflect the breadth of the construct. Generally, 
broader constructs will require more items than narrow constructs. 
 
In addition to ranging along a continuum of generality, constructs also range along a continuum 
of complexity. Some constructs can be multi-faceted, composed of a network of other more 
specific sub-constructs, while others can be fairly circumscribed. Current theories of intelligence, 
for example, posit a hierarchical view of intelligence, with more general constructs at the top 
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organizing more specific abilities under them. This is important in both the test construction 
process and the validation process. Most of our constructs in the social sciences exist within a 
network of other related constructs. 
 
Tests and scales are the two most common devices for measuring constructs, although other 
measurement techniques have been used, including interviews, observations, and other material 
collated in portfolios or other data-organizing procedures. Tests have right/wrong answers, while 
scales are attempts to find out where a person falls along a continuum with respect to the item 
being rated. The rating scale is the most common measure of a person’s thoughts and perceptions 
about things, giving rise to the notion that such scales are just “perceptual.” 
 
B. The Construct of Teaching Effectiveness 
 
The constructs of teaching effectiveness has been measured for almost 100 years (Kulik, 2001). 
An enormous literature has emerged from these efforts, with numerous constructs, definitions, 
and instruments developed and tested. The literature is voluminous (see bibliography). 
 
The most common instrument used is student rating of instructors and their courses. Students are 
provided with statements about the characteristics of the instructors (e.g., The instructor 
appeared to have thorough knowledge of the subject matter) or their teaching (e.g., This course 
was helpful in developing my knowledge and skills in the subject), and students indicate the 
extent of their agreement or disagreement with the statement. Items are summed up, often into 
clusters that identify sub-constructs, and reported in local and/or national normative scores. Such 
instruments are ubiquitous; we have all used them in various configurations since we began 
university teaching. Companies specializing in developing instruments, administering and 
scoring the instruments, and providing feedback to administrators and faculty about college 
teaching performances are a multi-million-dollar industry.   
 
It became obvious early on that teaching effectiveness is both (a) a general construct and (b) a 
complex, multidimensional construct. Indeed, one major review of student course ratings has 
identified 28 separate constructs measuring teaching effectiveness (Feldman, 2007). Given that 
measurement theory dictates that each construct be measured by multiple items (we are using 
five items as the bare minimum, and more would be better), and given that we are limited in the 
number of items that can be reasonably used in a student rating instrument (we are thinking in 
the 20-30 item range), it is a fact that we cannot measure all the constructs of teacher 
effectiveness that have been identified in the literature. Indeed, many are not complementary to 
the mission and values espoused at USF. 
 
Consequently, to identify the key teaching effectiveness constructs, we have examined three 
sources of data:  

1. an online USF faculty survey administered Fall, 2010, which identified dimensions of 
teaching effectiveness deemed important by our faculty; 

2. the research evidence relating student ratings of teaching to student achievement and  
3. our own year-long deliberations about what might constitute effective teaching at 

USF, including conversations with companies within the industry of student 
evaluation. 
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We have identified four teaching constructs that are good candidates for an effective new 
evaluation system: instructional delivery, instructional design, student engagement, and student 
learning. The first area is about instructors and their presentation skills, the second is about 
courses and their structure and organization, and the third and fourth areas are about students and 
their engagement and learning.  
 
Within each of these four teaching constructs are a number of more specific sub-constructs that 
could be measured if the length of the student rating instrument were not a concern. For example, 
within instructional delivery, at least seven sub-constructs have been identified in the research 
literature as important to student learning: teacher stimulation of interest, teacher enthusiasm, 
teacher knowledge, teacher preparation, teacher clarity, teacher elocutionary skills, and teacher 
concern for class level and progress. If each sub-construct were measured with five items, this 
one area would need about 35 items on the evaluation form. While the other three teaching 
dimensions are not defined by as many sub-constructs as the instructional delivery dimension, 
just this first construct exceeds our self-imposed limit of 20-30 items. It is simply not feasible to 
measure all the specific sub-constructs within each of the four teaching constructs we have 
identified.  
 
Instead, what we are proposing is to identify rating items across sub-constructs within the four 
teaching constructs that are best able to capture the gist of each teaching construct definition. 
This requires that each teaching construct to be defined conceptually, and that these definitions 
be used to screen rating items that are potential candidates for an instrument. To this end, and to 
inform the USF community about the teaching constructs being considered, each teaching 
construct is defined below, along with the associated sub-constructs that have been used to 
measure it. Further, based on Feldman’s (2007) review, the average correlation coefficient 
between each sub-construct and student achievement is given. Illustrative items are included for 
each teaching construct. 
 
1. Construct #1: Instructional Delivery  

 
Instructional delivery is about the instructor’s class-comportment and presentation of course 
content. Instructional delivery is what is seen by students when they attend the instructor’s class. 
Did the instructor stimulate interest (.38), demonstrate enthusiasm (.27), and show concern 
about class progress (.30)? Was the instructor knowledgeable about subject matter (.34), 
prepared and organized (.57), and clear and understandable (.56)?  
 

a. The instructor stimulated interest in the course subject. 
b. The instructor was enthusiastic about the course material. 
c. The instructor appeared to have thorough knowledge of the subject matter. 
d. Instructor presentations were well organized. 
e. The instructor gave clear explanations to clarify concepts. 
f. The instructor made the course material understandable.  
g. The instructor was concerned about class progress. 
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2. Construct #2: Instructional Design  
 

Instructional design is not about the instructor but rather about the observable features of 
instruction. It refers to the structure and organization of the instructor’s course, and whether the 
course possesses instructional features commonly viewed as being important to student learning. 
Were the course objectives and requirements clear (.35), was the course material relevant and 
useful (.17), were the instructor’s exams and grades fair (.26), and was student feedback prompt 
and constructive (.23).  
 

a. The objectives of the course were well explained. 
b. The content of this course was appropriate to the aims and objectives of the course. 
c. The expectations for student work were made clear by the instructor. 
d. Course assignments were returned quickly enough to benefit me. 
e. The evaluation of student work was constructive. 

 
3. Construct #3: Student Engagement  

 
Student engagement refers to the instructor’s willingness to engage and help students with the 
course materials and discussion. Did the instructor encourage student discussion (.36), have a 
good rapport with students (.23), and demonstrate willingness to help students (.36)?  
 

a. The instructor encouraged class discussion. 
b. The instructor developed a good rapport with students.  
c. The instructor was available and willing to help students. 

 
4. Construct #4: Student Learning  

 
Student learning refers to the student outcomes of the course, regarding both new knowledge and 
thinking or reasoning skills. Did the instructor’s course challenge students (.25) and increase 
their knowledge and skills (.46)? 
 

a. This course was helpful in developing my knowledge and skills in the subject. 
b. I have become more competent in this area because of this course. 
c. This course challenged me intellectually. 

  
C. Summary 
 
Based on the research literature, our survey of USF faculty, and our committee discussions, we 
propose that four teaching effectiveness constructs be included in a measurement instrument: 
instructional delivery, instructional design, student engagement, and student learning. We believe 
that given our measurement constraints, these are four reasonable, meaningful, and defensible 
constructs that all have demonstrated statistical relationships to student learning.   
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Chapter VII: Vendors Considered 
 
The Committee solicited “Requests for Proposal” from three vendors: Scantron, CollegeNet, and 
ConnectEdu. The companies were selected based on their proven track records in the online 
course evaluations arena. The companies each presented webinar demonstrations of their course 
evaluation system.  
 
A. Vendors 
 

1. Scantron 
 
Scantron’s faculty-course evaluation system is called Class Climate. It is a web-based system 
that resides on the client-university’s server – i.e. it would need to reside on a USF server, with 
ongoing maintenance assumed by the university. The Class Climate software comes with a 
questionnaire designer which the university would use to develop its online faculty-course 
evaluation survey, and for which Scantron would provide both technical and functional training. 
As an alternative, Class Climate can import a predefined survey from its business partner, 
Educational Testing Service (ETS), for which there is an annual usage fee to ETS. The ETS 
survey cannot be modified and additional questions cannot be added. 
 
Class Climate would be accessed via single sign-on authentication through the university's 
campus portal – i.e. USFconnect. ITS would develop the protocol for this. ITS would also need 
to develop the interface for the course and enrollment data transfer to Class Climate. A Course 
Evaluation link would be added in USFconnect in order for students, faculty, and administrators 
to access the system.  
 
Class Climate provides robust reporting capabilities in a variety of readable formats – HTML, 
PDF, Excel. Role-based reports are provided for faculty, deans, and administrators.  
 
Scantron’s cost for service is as follows:  
• One Time costs between $29,000, based on approximately 1000 faculty, 450 of which are 

full time. 
• SIR II $3,000 annually. 
• Maintenance and upgrades second year $6,000 (cost after second year to be determined). 
 

2. CollegeNet 
 
What-Do-You-Think? (WDYT) is CollegeNet’s faculty-course evaluation tool. 
A web-hosted system, WDYT does not require participating institutions to install and maintain 
any software. Rather, the faculty-course evaluation tool is hosted on CollegeNet's web servers, 
and is available 24/7 to students, faculty, and administrators. WDYT provides single sign-on 
integration, software as a service (SaaS), customizable forms, comprehensive reporting, and 
participation rate tools.  
CollegeNet provides all of the technical set-up and design of the survey based on the university’s 
specifications. WDYT allows for a fully customizable survey. The university provides 
CollegeNet with the set of questions it wishes to use. Questions may be changed as desired.  
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Appropriate security roles govern a person’s level of access to the system. Access to WDYT is 
done via a single sign-on/authentication through the university's campus portal – i.e. 
USFconnect. CollegeNet would provide ITS with the interface for establishing authentication 
credentials, along with specifications for the course and enrollment data transfer interface. A 
Course Evaluation link would be added in USFconnect in order for students, faculty, and 
administrators to enter the system.  
 
What-Do-You-Think? would be branded for USF. 
 
What-Do-Think? provides robust and comprehensive reporting of survey results. Role-based 
reports for faculty, deans, and administrators are generated by CollegeNet within 48 hours after 
the evaluation periods ends. Reports can be provided in either PDF or Excel format, and can be 
imported into Excel for further analysis.  
 
CollegeNet’s cost for service is $38,000 one-time development fee; $19,000 annual fee 
thereafter, all based on approximate student enrollment of 9,500. 
 

3. ConnectEdu 
 
CoursEval is ConnectEdu’s faculty-course evaluation tool. It is a web-based tool and can be 
hosted either on the university’s server or hosted by CoursEval. CoursEval may be accessed via 
single sign-on integration through USFConnect. CoursEval allows for the university to design 
institution-wide questions, as well as allow for each school, program, and faculty to set its own 
specific questions. Appropriate security roles govern a person’s level of access to the system. 
The designated system manager at the university would oversee and manage the setup, survey 
design, security roles, etc. 
 
CoursEval provides robust reporting capabilities. Reports are easy to read and survey data can be 
exported to .csv, .xls, or .dbf file formats for specialized analysis or institutional research 
purposes.  
 
ConnectEdu’s cost for service, based on approximately 10,000 student FTEs, is $15K (includes 
set-up), with a $12,000 annual renewal, $16,800 annually if hosted by ConnectEdu.  
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B. Summary of Vendor PROS and CONS 
 

Vendor Pros Cons 

1.Scantron Customizable questions if designing own survey with 
Class Climate’s questionnaire design tool. 

Class Climate survey hosted on USF servers. USF assumes 
annual cost for maintaining servers along with associated 
staff cost. USF technical and functional staff need training 
to setup, design survey, run, and maintain Class Climate. 
Additional annual cost if using ETS survey. ETS survey is 
not customizable and additional questions cannot be added. 
Despite claim and assurance to students, survey returns are 
not anonymous by virtue of USF hosting and directly 
conducting the survey. 

 

Initial and automatic reminder emails to students to 
complete survey. Save function – students may 
complete survey over a period of time within the 
survey period. Student receives certificate of 
completion when survey is submitted. Student cannot 
access the survey afterward. 

Cannot block grades for students who don’t complete 
survey  

 Survey is ADA compliant.  

 Survey is accessible on iPad, iPhone, Blackberry, in 
addition to standard web browsers.  

 
Class Climate accommodates team-taught courses – 
student completes only one survey with capability to 
evaluate each instructor separately. 

 

 

Robust reports for faculty/administrators. The faculty 
can view and print evaluation results for their own 
courses and access historical evaluation data from prior 
semesters.  

Cannot withhold access to faculty who have not submitted 
grades. 
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Vendor Pros Cons 

2.CollegeNet USF will have a dedicated CollegeNet account 
manager and user contact. 

 

 

What Do You Think? (WDTY) is hosted on 
CollegeNet’s high-demand servers. WDYT provides 
single sign-on integration, software as a service (SaaS), 
customizable forms, comprehensive reporting, 
participation rate tools. No software and/or hardware 
maintenance is required by USF. 

 

 
CollegeNet will setup and configure WDYT to USF’s 
specifications. WDYT would also be branded for USF 
along with a customized look and feel. 

 

 

CollegeNet provides USF with interface for 
establishing authentication credentials, along with 
specifications for the course and enrollment data 
transfer interface.  

Integration with Blackboard can't be simultaneously done 
through both Blackboard and USFconnect.  
 

 

Students access a personal web page, via a single sign-
on via USFconnect that presents evaluations only for 
the courses they’re enrolled in. Because WDYT is 
hosted on CollegeNet’s servers, students’ responses are 
100% anonymous to USF. 

 

 

Students receive an email notification when the 
evaluation period opens and closes. Reminder emails 
are also sent to students who have not completed their 
evaluation. Students may complete their evaluations 
24/7, and may complete their evaluations in either one 
sitting or save their evaluations in progress and return 
to complete later within the evaluation period. 

 

 
Grade hold (Grade Block) prevents students from 
seeing their grades or receiving their transcript until 
they submit their evaluations. 
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Vendor Pros Cons 

 Real time status-tracking, faculty can see participation 
rates "live."  

 

 

Robust reports for faculty and the university. The 
faculty can view and print evaluation results for their 
own courses and access historical evaluation data from 
prior semesters. Reports are withheld from faculty 
until grades are submitted. 

 

 

48-hour turn-around for faculty/administrators to view 
results of completed survey. 
Provost’s office can view and print evaluation results 
for entire university. Reports can be exported in PDF 
or Excel format. CollegeNet will also export 
evaluation results in agreed-upon format and deliver it 
to USF as requested. 

PDF reports are generated, which causes a little delay. 
 

 

System administrators add and maintain system users 
and set evaluation terms, including sessions within the 
standard academic term (e.g. online degree programs 
which have different semester dates); create and 
broadcast custom evaluation-related email messages to 
students and faculty; track participation and response 
rates in real time; can export raw evaluation results for 
further institutional analysis. 

 

 

  



28 June 2012 

 
32 

Vendor Pros Cons 

3.ConnectEdu 

CoursEval can be hosted on ConnectEdu’s servers. 
CoursEval provides single sign-on integration, 
software as a service (SaaS), customizable forms, 
comprehensive reporting, and participation rate tools. 

 

 

Students access a personal web page, via a single sign-
on via USFconnect that presents evaluations only for 
the courses they’re enrolled in. Because CoursEval can 
be hosted on ConnectEdu’s servers, students’ 
responses are 100% anonymous to USF. 

Cannot block grades for students who don’t complete 
survey. 

 Survey is accessible on iPhone in addition to standard 
web browsers. 

 

 
CourseEval accommodates team-taught courses – 
student completes only one survey with capability to 
evaluate each instructor separately 

 

 

Students receive an email notification when the 
evaluation period opens and closes. Reminder emails 
are also sent to students who have not completed their 
evaluation. Students may complete their evaluations 
24/7, and may complete their evaluations in either one 
sitting or save their evaluations in progress and return 
to complete later within the evaluation period. 

 

 Real time status-tracking, faculty can see participation 
rates "live". 

 

 

Robust reports for faculty/administrators. The faculty 
can view and print evaluation results for their own 
courses and access historical evaluation data from prior 
semesters.  

Cannot withhold access to faculty who do not submit 
grades. 
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Vendor Pros Cons 

 

System administrators add and maintain system users 
and set evaluation terms, including sessions within the 
standard academic term (e.g. online degree programs 
which have different semester dates); create and 
broadcast custom evaluation-related email messages to 
students and faculty; track participation and response 
rates in real time; can export  raw evaluation results for 
further institutional analysis. 

USF staff will also manage the survey design. 
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C. Vendor Features and Cost Comparison 
 

Vendor 

Web 
Hosting 

from 
Vendor 

Single 
Sign-

on 
Customizable Forms E-mail to 

Students/Faculty 
Student 

Anonymity 

Real-time 
Participation 

Rate 
Tracking 

Robust 
Reporting 

                

Scantron 
Class Climate 

No, host 
available 

through 3rd 
party vendor 

Yes 

Yes with Class 
Climate. No with ETS 
add-on. USF does all 

set-ups. 

Yes. Initial and 
automatic reminder 
emails to students to 

complete survey. 

Yes Yes Yes. 

         

CollegeNet 
What Do You 
Think? 

Yes Yes 

Yes. CollegeNet sets 
up and configures 
WDYT to USF’s 

specifications. WDYT 
is branded for USF 

along with a 
customized look and 
feel. Instructors can 
also add their own 

questions. 

Yes. Reminder 
emails are also sent 

to students who have 
not completed their 

evaluation. 

Yes Yes Yes 

         

ConnectEdu 
CoursEval 

Both in-
house and 

hosted 
available 

Yes Yes. USF staff 
manages survey design. 

Yes. Reminder 
emails are also sent 

to students who have 
not completed their 

evaluations. 

Yes Yes Yes 
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Vendor Availability of 
Survey Results 

Exportable 
Reports in 
PDF, Excel 

Grade Hold. 
Withhold 

Survey Results 
From Faculty 

Mobile WebApp 
Version 

ADA 
Complian

t 
              

Scantron Class 
Climate Immediately Yes, also .csv 

and .sav No No 
Accessible on iPad, 

iPhone, and 
Blackberry. 

Yes 

        

CollegeNet 
What Do You 
Think? 

48 hours after 
survey closes, 
usually within 

24 hours 

Yes 

Yes. Prevents 
students from 

seeing their grades 
until they submit 
their evaluations. 

Yes. Reports are 
withheld from 
faculty until 
grades are 
submitted. 

Accessible on iPad, 
iPhone, and 
Blackberry. 

Yes 

        

ConnectEdu 
CoursEval Immediately Yes No No 

Accessible on iPad, 
iPhone, and 

Blackberry. Faculty 
need browser. 

Yes 
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Vendor Price Team-taught courses References 
available 

        

Scantron Class Climate 

Onetime cost $29,000. SIR II 
$3,000 annually. $6,000 
maintenance and upgrades 
thereafter. 

Accommodates team-taught course. Students 
complete only one survey with capability to 
evaluate each instructor separately. Yes 

       

CollegeNet What Do You 
Think? 

One-time cost of $38,000. 
$19,000 annually thereafter. 

Accommodates team-taught course. Students 
complete only one survey with capability to 
evaluate each instructor separately. 

Yes 

       

ConnectEdu CoursEval 

One-time costs of $15,000. 
$12,000 annually thereafter; 
$16,800 annually if hosted by 
vendor.  

CoursEval accommodates team-taught courses. 
Student completes only one survey with 
capability to evaluate each instructor separately.  Yes 

 
Note: CollegeNet indicated they may need up to 3 months to prepare for a pilot. Both Scantron and ConnectEdu said that they would need 1 week.  However, it 
should be noted that CollegeNet does 95% of the set-up work, including survey design to USF’s specifications, and delivers to the university a product that is 
ready to go. For both the Scantron and ConnectEdu products, the university does virtually 95 to 100% of the set-ups and survey designs, which will take more 
than 1 week, and more likely several weeks. 
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D. Vendor References 
 
CollegeNet ……………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
University of Oregon 
Sue Eveland, Registrar 
541-346-3195 
seveland@uoregon.edu  
http://corp.collegenet.com/PDF/UOregon_S
uccess_CN-F-190.pdf 
 
 
 

Princeton University 
Polly Winfrey Griffin, Registrar 
609-258-6191 
polly@princeton.edu 
 
Stanford University 
Linda Regan, Stanford  
Manager, Student Information Systems  
lbregan@stanford.edu 

 
ConnectEdu …………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
Agnes Scott College 
Susan Dougherty 
Faculty Services 
404.471.6030 
sdougherty@agnesscott.edu  
 
California Lutheran University 
Karissa Oien 
koien@callutheran.edu 
Melinda Wright 
mjwright@callutheran.edu 
  
California State University Channel Islands  
Nathan Revard 
nathan.revard@csuci.edu 

 
Georgetown University 
Charles Leonhardt 
leonhardt@georgetown.edu 
  
Catholic University of America – Law 
Stuart Schept 
schept@law.edu 
  
Lake Erie College 
Barbara Arilson 
Registrar 
440-375-7015 
barilson@lec. 

 
Scantron ………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
References available upon request 
 
E. Recommendations 
 
We reviewed three systems—ClassClimate by Scantron, What Do You Think? by College Net, 
and CourseEval by ConnectEdu—all of which met basic criteria for an online evaluation system 
that could work at USF. Specifically, all of these systems allow customizable forms so that our 
evaluation can be calibrated to our institutional values (except when ETS items are adopted as an 
add-on is used in ClassClimate—see below for discussion of comparative advantages of 
developing our own items vs. using items developed elsewhere). Specifically, items may be 
added to the evaluation by schools, departments, programs, and individual instructors, which 
may include, for example, a set of questions that the School of Nursing asks only of its students, 

http://corp.collegenet.com/PDF/UOregon_Success_CN-F-190.pdf
http://corp.collegenet.com/PDF/UOregon_Success_CN-F-190.pdf
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additional items that are specific to an online course, and qualitative items about a new course 
that instructors or departments might add to better understand what kind of experience students 
are having and what improvements might be made. All three systems have been used at 
universities the size of USF and larger, have a single sign on, are ADA compliant, and provide 
anonymity to students. To promote compliance, all three systems have the capacity to send 
reminder emails to students and faculty and all three provide real-time tracking of participation 
rates. At the reporting end, all three systems have rapid turnaround of results—at most 48 
hours—all three provide reports in pdf and Excel formats, and all three provide robust reports—
instructors may view and print evaluation results for their own courses and access historical 
evaluation data from prior semesters.  
 
Our recommendation is that USF adopt What Do You Think? (WDYT) by CollegeNet, due to 
unique attributes that would increase compliance and expand functionality beyond what is 
possible in the other systems. WDYT is hosted offsite, which is also possible with CourseEval, 
but would require a third party vendor with Class Climate. Although all three systems have the 
capacity for customization, WDYT is unique in that it is set up and configured by CollegeNet to 
USF’s specifications, so it has a similar flexibility to that of the other systems, and would be 
branded with a customized USF look and feel, but would not require additional staff resources on 
campus—in short, with WDYT we would gain the ability to customize evaluation without 
adding the responsibility for managing the technical side of the system.  Although it would take 
CollegeNet up to 48 hours to send reports to USF, it is quite possible that onsite management 
with the other systems would introduce delays of that length or longer, and, in any case, we do 
not believe that this amount of delay would present any problems in terms of the purposes for 
which evaluations are used at USF. 
 
Perhaps the greatest advantage of WDYT over other systems is that it has the ability to withhold 
grades from students until evaluations are submitted, which is a key factor in achieving a high 
response rate. For an online system to fully capture the effectiveness of teaching in a course, it is 
crucial that all or nearly all students complete evaluations, and our review of systems used across 
universities suggests that low compliance is a distinct possibility where the system contains only 
carrots (e.g., reminders) but no stick (e.g., not seeing grades until evaluations are submitted. In 
addition, WDYT is unique in its capacity to withhold reports from faculty until grades are 
submitted, so that students can give their honest impressions of courses without concern that 
negative comments could be seen by their instructors before their grades are determined.  
 
If the cost of WDYT is unacceptable, or it is deemed necessary to adopt a platform that comes 
with a set of evaluation items, the next best choice would be Scantron’s ClassClimate system; 
ClassClimate is less expensive than WDYT (see Vendor Features and Cost Comparison), and it 
allows a university to purchase a set of items developed by ETS. That said, we believe that the 
savings with ClassClimate are outweighed by the capacity to increase compliance and expand 
functionality that are possible in WDYT. Moreover, since the ETS items are proprietary, we 
have not been able to evaluate how they align with constructs that reflect the culture and values 
of USF. In short, we believe that the additional investment in time and money necessary to adopt 
WDYT is well justified. 
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F. Reference Check with WDYT Users 
 
1. University of Oregon 
 
We solicited comments on WDYT from Sue Eveland, the Registrar at the University of Oregon, 
which has been using the system since 2008 (the second university to adopt WDYT; they had 
processed approximately 70,000 course evaluations with WDYT as of last semester). Her 
account of how the system has worked out was very consistent with what we heard from 
CollegeNet. Prior to the adoption WDYT, Oregon had used bubble sheet and scantron sheets for 
course evaluations. Oregon conducted a pilot of WDYT in Fall 2007, and has been using it 
campus-wide since Spring 2008. A group of faculty chose the CollegeNet product before even 
involving the Registrar's Office. CollegeNet was very helpful in customizing the system, and was 
influential in designing what they are using today. Like USF, Oregon uses Banner SIS self-serve, 
and all users access WDYT through their portal (a “handshake takes” place), rather than through 
an LMS system like Blackboard. 
 
At Oregon, WDYT reminds students of how many evaluations they need to complete. As 
students complete their course evaluations, reminders eventually go away. The following are 
some highlights of WDYT: 

• The system is very easy to use.  
• Oregon has had a 77% completion as of last semester, which is higher than their 

completion rate when they used paper.  
• From faculty, promotional, perspective, they can see benefits. 
• Security and access are very strong, and administrative support it is easy. 
• Reporting capabilities are very powerful, flexible and 
• Customizable and it is easy to retrieve aggregate information.  
• They have automated many processes that used to be very time-consuming.  
• Grades can be held back until the evaluation has been completed. 
• At Oregon, the biggest challenge has been to educate first-year students about using the 

system. To address this, they conduct extensive promotion around the course evaluations, 
and faculty reminds students to complete evaluation. These efforts have been very 
effective for increasing evaluation completion rates. 

 
2. Princeton 
 
In addition, our Registrar, Robert Bromfield, was at Princeton during the period when that 
university adopted WDYT (Princeton was the third school to adopt WDYT in fall 2008, in a 
pilot with freshman seminars and writing seminars). The main undergraduate curriculum 
survey was added in spring 2009. Graduate departments were given the option to join (most 
have), and reports indicate that the transition has been very successful.  Robert further reported 
that CollegeNet was very responsive to Princeton’s needs, both during and after the 
implementation.  Because of the grade block, Princeton has a 93% response rate on its course 
evaluation survey – slightly down from 96% from the former paper survey.  Princeton’s Dean of 
the Faculty office and the faculty, in general, are very pleased with WDYT’s robust reporting 
and analytics. 
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G. Implementation, Next Steps, and Additional Considerations 
 
If the decision is to move forward, we will need to develop a set of items that are aligned with 
the constructs we identified, which reflect the values and culture of USF. We believe that a 
committee should be formed with the charge of developing a set of items, testing and gathering 
data for psychometric validation, and finalizing the new instrument. We anticipate that this 
process would take approximately two years (based on the time it took Princeton to implement 
their system) with a full conversion slated for Fall 2014.  
 
The Implementation Committee will need to address the following: 
 

• A Brief review of additional systems, new developments in this rapidly expanding field, 
e.g., Blue by eXplorance is a new product that came to our attention as this report was 
being finalized [Fall 2012]. 

• Approve final vendor [Fall 2012]. 
• Approve recommended faculty evaluation constructs [Fall 2012]. 
• Develop and finalize a list of survey items for each approved construct [AY 2012 - 2013]. 
• Schedule an installation and field testing of new survey software as stated above [AY 

2012 - 2013]. 
• Develop a timeline and process for the piloting of new and complete faculty evaluation 

survey [Spring 2013]. 
• Hold outreach meetings with faculty, staff, and students to vet the pilot survey items and 

process [Spring 2013]. 
• Finalize and test the new faculty evaluation instrument to run parallel with SUMMA [AY 

2013-2014, this could include summer 2013]. 
• Perform psychometric testing for reliability and construct validity [Spring & Summer 

2014]. 
• Finalize survey items based on psychometric properties [Summer, early Fall 2014]. 
• Determine need for overlapping SUMMA with new instrument for faculty in process of 

promotion and tenure [Summer 2014 in time for September meeting]. 
• Approve and implement replacement of SUMMA [Late Fall 2014]. 

 
An effective implementation committee would be selected with the following points in mind:  
 

• Members of current committee who are able to serve would be highly desirable, as we are 
already familiar with the constructs that came out of our faculty survey and discovery 
process. 

• The committee should reflect the diversity of the faculty of USF. 
• The committee should include both part-time faculty and junior full-time faculty, as 

evaluations are particularly important for these two groups. 
• The committee should include staff with expertise in evaluation and/or positions of 

relevance to evaluation. 
• The committee needs members with expertise on data analysis and presentation to 

analyze items. 
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Should we want to implement a “pilot” faculty-course evaluation system based on the final 
instrument chosen, we propose the following: 
 

1. The Registrar’s office, ITS, and the designated vendor would concentrate on systems 
preparation, creation of a course evaluation link in Banner, creating the single sign-on 
integration, and setting up the various file transfers. Systems preparation would include 
the grade block and the dynamic release of the hold when students complete their 
evaluation.  

2. The Registrar's office would also develop the email messages that both students and 
faculty would receive when the survey is launched and pre-launch communications to 
both students and faculty would be developed to prepare the campus for online course 
evaluations. 

3. The Center for Teaching Excellence will need to interface with the Registrar’s office on 
all pilot strategies. 

 
Given the time and expertise needed to (a) develop, implement, and assess a teaching evaluation 
tool that all sides can trust, (b) develop and maintain lines of communication with students, 
faculty, staff, and administrators about the new tool, and (c) serve as a resource for 
administration and faculty association negotiators regarding evaluation issues that are subject to 
collective bargaining, we expect this committee’s work to be quite labor intensive. As such, it is 
critical that committee members be compensated either monetarily, or by replacing current 
responsibilities (e.g., course release for full time faculty, or replacing other responsibilities of 
part-time faculty or staff). Given that an online evaluation system would save the university a 
considerable amount of money, while relieving staff from the many hours currently spent 
processing paper evaluations, and given that evaluations are only successful to the extent that 
they reflect the values and culture of an institution, we believe that the cost of adequately 
supporting the implementation committee is a prudent investment. 
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Chapter IX: Appendix 
 
A. USF-CBE Excerpts 
 
Collective Bargaining Agreement 1989 to 1994 
 
21.96 Teaching experience and ability relates to the effort associated with a faculty member’s 
specific course assignment as well as for courses the faculty member has taught or is projected to 
teach. The teaching standard includes performance in the classroom, course preparation, tutoring 
and assisting students in course or dissertation work, assessing student learning, advising, and 
other activity directly associated with course(s) assigned to a particular faculty member, 
including activities that are aimed at upgrading the faculty member’s knowledge and skills in his 
or her teaching area. The results of the descriptionnaire specified in Article 258 must be 
submitted with the application for promotion or tenure. 
 
23.12 EVALUATION OF INSTRUCTION 
Every member of the faculty shall allow to be distributed and tabulated for each course in each 
semester a student descriptionnaire. The instrument used shall be the Hildebrand-Wilson-Dienst 
Form unless another standardized instrument mutually agreeable to the faculty member and the 
University is substituted. Deans shall distribute, collect and tabulate the descriptionnaire, and 
provide the results to the faculty member.  
 
Collective Bargaining Agreement 1998 to 2003 
 
21.96 Teaching experience and ability relates to the effort associated with a faculty member’s 
specific course assignment as well as for courses the faculty member has taught or is projected to 
teach. The teaching standard includes performance in the classroom, course preparation, tutoring 
and assisting students in course or dissertation work, assessing student learning, advising, and 
other activity directly associated with course(s) assigned to a particular faculty member, 
including activities that are aimed at upgrading the faculty member’s knowledge and skills in his 
or her teaching area. The results of the descriptionnaire specified in Article 23.12 must be 
submitted with the application for promotion or tenure. 
 
23.12 Evaluation of instruction 
(A) Every member of the faculty shall allow to be distributed and tabulated for each course in 
each semester a student descriptionnaire. The instrument used shall be the IDEA Form unless 
another standardized instrument mutually agreeable to the faculty member and the University is 
substituted. Deans shall distribute, collect and tabulate the descriptionnaire, and provide the 
results to the faculty member.  
 
(B) Joint Committee: to Review IDEA Form (Article 23.12) (See side letter M, page 144)9 
  
 

                                                           
8 The article reference should read 23.12 
9 While this side letter is included in the CBA for 2002 to 2007, this line of section 23.12 is not. 
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SIDE LETTER M. Joint Committee: To Review IDEA Form (Article 23) July 29, 1998 
 
The parties agree to establish a joint committee, composed of six (6) individuals (three appointed 
by the USFFA and three by the University) to amend Article 23.12. 
 
The joint committee’s sole mandate shall be to review the IDEA student evaluation form, along 
with any other course evaluation instruments it deems appropriate, and to recommend to the 
parties whether the IDEA instrument should be retained or should be replaced by one or more 
alternative course evaluation instruments or methods. 
 
Procedural Committee Guidelines 
 
1.  The committee will have two co-chairpersons, one appointed by the University and one 
appointed by the USFFA. 
 
2.  Meeting schedules shall be set in writing by the co-chairs and all committee members 
shall make every effort to attend all scheduled meetings. No substitutions for committee 
appointments shall be made unless mutually agreed to by the co-chairpersons. 
 
3.  It is expected that this committee will complete its task within one year of its first 
meeting. A written progress report shall be presented to the parties by May 1, 1999. The report 
shall identify, in detail, progress on the issue before the committee and any problems 
encountered. All timelines in regard to committee reports or recommendations may be extended 
by mutual agreement of the chief negotiators. 
 
4.  The committee will vote when a majority opinion is needed. In such cases, resolution 
shall be by majority vote of only those present when the issue is presented for a vote. There shall 
be at least one week notice in writing that a vote(s) will be taken. Absent such notice, the vote 
may not be valid unless the specific issue is mutually agreed to in writing by the two co-
chairpersons. 
 
5.  All final recommendations shall be reduced to writing and submitted by the joint 
committee to the parties to the collective bargaining agreement. Final written recommendations 
must be formally approved by the chief spokespersons for the USFFA and the University and 
agreed to by respective constituencies before they are incorporated into the collective bargaining 
agreement. At such time, Article 23.12 shall be formally amended, and any other articles 
specifically citing the IDEA form shall be brought into conformity with any such amendment.  
 
6.  Should the committee not be able to reach any agreement(s), the parties agree to return to 
the bargaining table as of July 1, 1999. Nothing in this agreement shall be construed to force 
either party to amend the collective bargaining contract absent mutual agreement.  
 
Collective Bargaining Agreement 2002 to 2007 
 
21.96 Teaching experience and ability relates to the effort associated with a faculty member’s 
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specific course assignment as well as for courses the faculty member has taught or is projected to 
teach. The teaching standard includes performance in the classroom, course preparation, tutoring 
and assisting students in course or dissertation work, assessing student learning, advising, and 
other activity directly associated with course(s) assigned to a particular faculty member, 
including activities that are aimed at upgrading the faculty member’s knowledge and skills in his 
or her teaching area. The results of the descriptionnaire specified in Article 23.12 must be 
submitted with the application for promotion or tenure. 
 
23.12 Evaluation of Instruction 
(A) Every member of the faculty shall allow to be distributed and tabulated for each course in 
each semester a student descriptionnaire. The instrument used shall be the IDEA Form unless 
another standardized instrument mutually agreeable to the faculty member and the University is 
substituted. Deans shall distribute, collect and tabulate the descriptionnaire, and provide the 
results to the faculty member.  
 
Collective Bargaining Agreement 2005 to 2012 & 2008 to 2013 
 
17.9.6 Teaching experience and ability relates to the effort associated with a faculty member’s 
specific course assignment as well as for courses the faculty member has taught or is projected to 
teach. The teaching standard includes performance in the classroom, course preparation, tutoring 
and assisting students in course or dissertation work, assessing student learning, advising, and 
other activity directly associated with course(s) assigned to a particular faculty member, 
including activities that are aimed at upgrading the faculty member’s knowledge and skills in his 
or her teaching area. The results of the descriptionnaire specified in Article 19.1.2 must be 
submitted with the application for promotion or tenure.  
 
19.1.2 Evaluation of Instruction 
Every member of the faculty shall allow to be distributed and tabulated for each course in each 
semester a student descriptionnaire. The instrument used shall be the SUMMA Form unless 
another standardized instrument mutually agreeable to the faculty member and the University is 
substituted. Deans shall distribute, collect and tabulate the descriptionnaire, and provide the 
results to the faculty member.  
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B. Sample USF Old Form Survey 
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C. Sample Old IDEA Survey 
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D. Sample Current SUMMA 
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E. Samples of New Surveys 
 
1. Scantron: Class Climate 
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2. CollegeNet: 
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3. ConnectEdu: CourseEval 
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F. Faculty Survey 
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G. Faculty Survey Results 
 
Survey of Faculty Perceptions Regarding a New Student Evaluation System 
Table of faculty survey frequencies 
 

 

Do you believe the current student evaluation of faculty is a system we 
should retain with regards to the type or form of questions that are 

asked? 

The committee is considering moving to a 
total online survey system for the mode of the 

survey. Do you believe this to be a viable 
approach if, over the current SUMMA system, 
it can guarantee a quicker turn-around in the 

faculty feedback report? 

No Yes, retain in its 
entirety 

Yes, but with minor 
changes (you will 

have an opportunity 
to elaborate later in 

the survey) 

No, not at all Yes, if we can get 
feedback sooner 

C
ou
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 N
 %

 

 C
ol

 N
 %
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 N
 %

 

 C
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C
ou

nt
 

R
ow

 N
 %

 

 C
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 C
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 %

 

 C
ol

 N
 %

 

What is your gender? 
Female 49 62.8% 58.3% 5 6.4% 27.8% 24 30.8% 58.5% 21 28.0% 63.6% 54 72.0% 45.4% 

Male 35 53.8% 41.7% 13 20.0% 72.2% 17 26.2% 41.5% 12 15.6% 36.4% 65 84.4% 54.6% 

In what school are you 
primarily associated 
with? 

College of Arts and 
Sciences 49 56.3% 55.7% 16 18.4% 84.2% 22 25.3% 53.7% 26 26.5% 74.3% 72 73.5% 59.0% 

School of Business 
and Professional 
Studies 

19 65.5% 21.6% 2 6.9% 10.5% 8 27.6% 19.5% 5 15.6% 14.3% 27 84.4% 22.1% 

School of Nursing 7 53.8% 8.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 6 46.2% 14.6% 2 14.3% 5.7% 12 85.7% 9.8% 
School of Law 2 100.0% 2.3% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 2 100.0% 1.6% 
School of Education 11 64.7% 12.5% 1 5.9% 5.3% 5 29.4% 12.2% 2 18.2% 5.7% 9 81.8% 7.4% 

Given the "typical" 
number of credit 
hours you teach in a 
single academic year 
(not counting summer 
or inter-session) what 
level of student do 
you primarily teach? 

Undergraduate 57 58.2% 65.5% 16 16.3% 84.2% 25 25.5% 61.0% 25 21.9% 71.4% 89 78.1% 73.6% 

Graduate (Masters or 
Doctorate) 24 64.9% 27.6% 1 2.7% 5.3% 12 32.4% 29.3% 7 21.9% 20.0% 25 78.1% 20.7% 

Both equally 6 50.0% 6.9% 2 16.7% 10.5% 4 33.3% 9.8% 3 30.0% 8.6% 7 70.0% 5.8% 

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion. 
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Survey of Faculty Perceptions Regarding a New Student Evaluation System 
Table of faculty survey frequencies 
 

 

Many new student-to-faculty evaluation systems focus primarily on the teaching effectiveness 
of the faculty (quality of teaching); do you believe this should continue to be our primary focus 

for considering a new evaluation system? 

No 
Yes, it should be only 

focused on the effectiveness 
of the faculty in the teaching 

environment 

Yes, but with some additional 
foci (explained later in this 

survey) 

Count Row N 
% 

 Col N 
% Count Row N 

% 
 Col N 

% Count Row N %  Col N 
% 

What is your gender? 
Female 7 8.1% 43.8% 28 32.6% 44.4% 51 59.3% 57.3% 

Male 9 11.0% 56.3% 35 42.7% 55.6% 38 46.3% 42.7% 

In what school are you primarily 
associated with? 

College of Arts and 
Sciences 12 10.7% 66.7% 41 36.6% 63.1% 59 52.7% 64.1% 

School of Business and 
Professional Studies 3 10.0% 16.7% 14 46.7% 21.5% 13 43.3% 14.1% 

School of Nursing 1 6.3% 5.6% 7 43.8% 10.8% 8 50.0% 8.7% 

School of Law 0 0.0% 0.0% 0 0.0% 0.0% 3 100.0% 3.3% 

School of Education 2 14.3% 11.1% 3 21.4% 4.6% 9 64.3% 9.8% 

Given the "typical" number of credit 
hours you teach in a single 
academic year (not counting 
summer or inter-session) what level 
of student do you primarily teach? 

Undergraduate 13 10.4% 72.2% 47 37.6% 72.3% 65 52.0% 71.4% 

Graduate (Masters or 
Doctorate) 4 10.0% 22.2% 15 37.5% 23.1% 21 52.5% 23.1% 

Both equally 1 11.1% 5.6% 3 33.3% 4.6% 5 55.6% 5.5% 

 
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion. 
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Survey of Faculty Perceptions Regarding a New Student Evaluation System 
Table of faculty survey frequencies 
 

 

Do you believe the current student evaluation of faculty is a system 
we should retain with regards to the type or form of questions that 

are asked? 

The committee is considering moving to a total 
online survey system for the mode of the survey. 

Do you believe this to be a viable approach if, 
over the current SUMMA system, it can 

guarantee a quicker turn-around in the faculty 
feedback report? 

No Yes, retain in its 
entirety 

Yes, but with minor 
changes (you will 

have an opportunity 
to elaborate later in 

the survey) 

No, not at all Yes, if we can get 
feedback sooner 
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 C
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 C
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 C
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For how many years have 
you taught at USF (either 
continuously or 
intermittently)? 

This is my first 
year 2 40.0% 2.3% 1 20.0% 5.3% 2 40.0% 4.9% 0 0.0% 0.0% 20 100.0% 16.4% 

1-5 30 56.6% 34.1% 7 13.2% 36.8% 16 30.2% 39.0% 14 26.9% 40.0% 38 73.1% 31.1% 

6-10 23 65.7% 26.1% 3 8.6% 15.8% 9 25.7% 22.0% 8 22.2% 22.9% 28 77.8% 23.0% 

11-15 9 50.0% 10.2% 5 27.8% 26.3% 4 22.2% 9.8% 5 35.7% 14.3% 9 64.3% 7.4% 

Greater Than 15 24 64.9% 27.3% 3 8.1% 15.8% 10 27.0% 24.4% 8 22.9% 22.9% 27 77.1% 22.1% 
What is your employment 
status as a USF faculty 
member? 

Full-time 52 61.2% 59.8% 11 12.9% 57.9% 22 25.9% 53.7% 24 28.2% 68.6% 61 71.8% 50.4% 

Part-time 35 56.5% 40.2% 8 12.9% 42.1% 19 30.6% 46.3% 11 15.5% 31.4% 60 84.5% 49.6% 

If you answered full-time 
in the previous question, 
please indicate your 
current position. 

Term faculty 5 41.7% 9.6% 3 25.0% 27.3% 4 33.3% 17.4% 5 33.3% 21.7% 10 66.7% 15.9% 
Assistant 
professor 21 67.7% 40.4% 2 6.5% 18.2% 8 25.8% 34.8% 6 26.1% 26.1% 17 73.9% 27.0% 

Associate 
professor 12 57.1% 23.1% 6 28.6% 54.5% 3 14.3% 13.0% 7 31.8% 30.4% 15 68.2% 23.8% 

Full professor 14 63.6% 26.9% 0 0.0% 0.0% 8 36.4% 34.8% 5 19.2% 21.7% 21 80.8% 33.3% 
If you answered part-time 
in the previous question, 
please indicate your 
position. 

PSP 17 68.0% 58.6% 3 12.0% 60.0% 5 20.0% 50.0% 3 16.7% 60.0% 15 83.3% 38.5% 

Non-PSP 12 63.2% 41.4% 2 10.5% 40.0% 5 26.3% 50.0% 2 7.7% 40.0% 24 92.3% 61.5% 

Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger column proportion. 
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Survey of Faculty Perceptions Regarding a New Student Evaluation System 
Table of faculty survey frequencies 
 

 

Many new student-to-faculty evaluation systems focus primarily on the 
teaching effectiveness of the faculty (quality of teaching); do you believe 

this should continue to be our primary focus for considering a new 
evaluation system? 

No 

Yes, it should be only 
focused on the 

effectiveness of the 
faculty in the teaching 

environment 

Yes, but with some 
additional foci 

(explained later in this 
survey) 

Count Row 
N % 

 Col N 
% Count Row 

N % 
 Col N 

% Count Row N 
% 

 Col N 
% 

For how many years have 
you taught at USF (either 
continuously or 
intermittently)? 

This is my first year 0 0.0% 0.0% 6 35.3% 9.2% 11 64.7% 12.0% 

1-5 6 11.8% 33.3% 17 33.3% 26.2% 28 54.9% 30.4% 

6-10 2 4.4% 11.1% 12 26.7% 18.5% 31 68.9% 33.7% 

11-15 2 9.1% 11.1% 9 40.9% 13.8% 11 50.0% 12.0% 

Greater Than 15 8 20.0% 44.4% 21 52.5% 32.3% 11 27.5% 12.0% 
What is your employment 
status as a USF faculty 
member? 

Full-time 10 10.1% 55.6% 38 38.4% 58.5% 51 51.5% 56.0% 

Part-time 8 10.7% 44.4% 27 36.0% 41.5% 40 53.3% 44.0% 

If you answered full-time 
in the previous question, 
please indicate your 
current position. 

Term faculty 0 0.0% 0.0% 5 33.3% 13.5% 10 66.7% 18.9% 

Assistant professor 3 10.3% 30.0% 6 20.7% 16.2% 20 69.0% 37.7% 

Associate professor 1 3.8% 10.0% 12 46.2% 32.4% 13 50.0% 24.5% 

Full professor 6 20.0% 60.0% 14 46.7% 37.8% 10 33.3% 18.9% 
If you answered part-time 
in the previous question, 
please indicate your 
position. 

PSP 3 12.5% 50.0% 9 37.5% 47.4% 12 50.0% 48.0% 

Non-PSP 3 11.5% 50.0% 10 38.5% 52.6% 13 50.0% 52.0% 

 
Results are based on two-sided tests with significance level 0.05. For each significant pair, the key of the category with the smaller column proportion appears under the category with the larger 
column proportion. 
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Survey of Faculty Perceptions Regarding a New Student Evaluation System 
Figure of faculty responses to open-ended questions by construct 
 

 
Note: The larger the circles and the thicker the connectors the stronger the construct agreement and relationship respectively. 
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H. Construct Matrix 

 
1 Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance" to "Low Importance or No Importance." 
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1 Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance" to "Low Importance or No Importance." 
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1 Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance" to "Low Importance or No Importance." 
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1 Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance" to "Low Importance or No Importance." 
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1 Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance" to "Low Importance or No Importance." 
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1 Numbers shown in parentheses indicates the rank order of item importance as indicated on page 115 of the Feldman article from "High Importance" to "Low Importance or No Importance." 
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