Two Recommended Models for Course Evaluation

The following instruments have two very different approaches to gathering feedback from
students: SEEQ is focused on students’ perceptions of the quality of their learning
environment, while IDEA focuses on students’ perception of their progress made towards
meeting learning objectives. Both instruments have significant evidence-based backing on
their reliability and validity. Either option could be a good choice for your unit. However,
changing from one survey instrument to another must be considered carefully, particularly
if your units assessment plan relies on longitudinal uses of these data.

SEEQ (Students’ Evaluation of Educational Quality)

What it measures: Nine common dimensions (e.g., Learning/Value, Organization & Clarity,
Enthusiasm, Group Interaction, Individual Rapport, Breadth of Coverage,
Assessment/Exams, Assignments/Readings, Overall).[]

Why it's recommended: Extensively validated across countries and disciplines; stable factor
structure and acceptable reliability that improves with more respondents.[2][3]

Example Instrument:

e The course was well organized (clear goals, logical sequence).

e Explanations helped me understand difficult ideas.

e The instructor fostered meaningful interaction (e.g., discussions, questions).
e Feedback and assessments supported my learning.

e Assignments/readings were well aligned to outcomes.

e I gained valuable knowledge/skills in this course.

e Overall, this course/instructor contributed positively to my learning.

Reference example of SEEQ items (full form): [4]

IDEA Student Ratings of Instruction

What it measures: Student progress on relevant objectives identified by the instructor (e.g.,
understanding concepts, applying knowledge, communication/professional skills), along
with teaching methods and contextual adjustments.[51l6]

Why it's recommended: Strong internal consistency and validity evidence; reporting
distinguishes progress on essential/important objectives and provides adjusted scores.[5lé]

Example Questions (tailor objectives to your outcomes):

e Rate your progress on: understanding key concepts; applying concepts;
professional/communication skills; interest in the subject.

e (lass activities and feedback supported progress on the instructor-identified objectives.

e My effort and preparation were sufficient for this course.



Instructor should select 3-5 essential/important objectives to anchor reporting. 71

Additional Considerations

e Do notrely on a single overall-effectiveness number; report distributions/medians and
triangulate with peer review and instructor reflection.[111(12]

e Mitigate bias up front: include a brief anti-bias message before the survey and focus
prompts on course design/behaviors.[15116]

e Standardize administration: common window and instructions; dedicating brief in-class
time for completion improves response rates and reduces mode effects.[171[18][19]

e Right-size comparisons: compare like with like—same course level, class size band, and
modality. Avoid cross-discipline or very small-N comparisons.[131[12]

e Mind sample size: treat very small classes as formative; reliability increases with more
raters (20.74 with ~10 students; 20.90 by ~25).[211[20]

e Include two brief open-ended prompts: “What helped your learning most?” and “What
change would most improve this course next time?” Place them before any global
items.[131[12][14]

e Optionally add a short climate/inclusion add-on (3-5 items): e.g., respect,
representation, and accessibility. Interpret alongside multiple evidence sources.[131[11]

Summary of Recommended Instruments

e Template A: SEEQ-Short (x16 items + 2 open-ended) — recommended default for most
departments; concise reporting by subscale.[11[2](3]

e Template B: IDEA-Style Objectives (10 items + 2 open-ended) — for programs with
clearly mapped outcomes; centers progress on relevant objectives.[51l617]
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