
Semester: Autumn 2018 and spring 2019 

Course: MAE4010 Constructing Measures 

Answering frequency: 5/12 (42 %) 

Date: 18.06.2019 

Examination results 
A: 1 (8%) 

B: 4 (33%) 

C: 4 (33%) 

D: 3 (25 %) 

E: 0 (0%) 

F: 0 (0%) 

 

Summary of student viewpoints and suggestions: 
The evaluation was conducted anonymously via Nettskjema after the exam but before the exam 

results were given. The evaluation form consisted of the parts General evaluation (agree-scale) 

Course topic emphasis (open-ended question), Work load (open-ended question), Assignments 

(open-ended question), Exam (agree-scale), and Overall (open-ended question). In the following, the 

main viewpoints reflecting the student comments are given. 

Statements with general evaluation:  
Overall, the evaluation is modestly positive on the four-point scale with “Agree” as the dominant 

response to most questions. One of the five students expressed some concerns by disagreeing with 

several of the statements. No students gave any clarifying responses in the text-field provided for 

this 

Course topic emphasis 
 Given that the exam was through a technical report, more emphasis should be placed on 

providing explicit instruction and give examples of how these may be developed 

 Need to learn more about how to establish explicit inclusion/exclusion criteria for item 

selection 

 Appreciated examples of specific applications and examples of other test developments. 

Should have even more of this 

Work load 
Varied a lot over the period, in particular with the deliveries as peaks, but overall the students 

estimate 6-16 hours work on average per week 

Assignments 

Strengths 

 Interesting to work with a real test development 

 Liked developing the measure from scratch to end 



 Got us in touch with real-life and the industry (with guest lecturer) 

 This course is seen as a good compliment to the other courses where the theories from these 

courses may be applied 

Weaknesses 

 Sometimes unclear how to do the item reduction as there was some conflicting advice given 

in feedback from different persons 

 Lack of autonomy due to group nature of the assignment 

 Miss recommendation for additional literature to get more insight when working with the 

assignment 

Exam 
Again, most of the ratings on the agree-scale were modestly positive (“agree”). There were some 

disagreement regarding the clarity of the exam task. Everyone agreed or strongly agreed that the 

assessment criteria for the exam were clearly formulated. No students expressed that they would 

rather have a classical school exam. In the comment field the following expressions were given: 

 The exam emphasises too much the ability to write a report, but the same person expressed 

that this is difficult to avoid 

 One person express that he/she through the technical report was not given a proper 

opportunity to demonstrate/document all the work that had happened through the 

complete year 

 Should specify more clearly what kind of analyses to include in the report 

Overall 

Strengths 

 Working with a real company 

 Having guest lecturers with different perspectives 

 Real-world experience with developing 

Suggestions for improvement 

 More specific guidance on how to create instruments 

 The nature of examination. Suggest to have multiple grade points were also some of the 

groupwork deliveries through the year is given some weight 

 Include all steps in the development as a portfolio allowing all the work in all the stages to be 

accounted for in the marking 

 Avoid having the exam delivery over the Easter holiday 

 Avoid having this exam in combination with other deliveries (thesis proposal) 

Comments from course teachers on the implementation and outcome 

of the course 
This was the first time the course was given, and hence there are no other previous course 

evaluations to consider 

The course covers all the major steps of evidence-based instrument development. The students work 

with a real-life case where they (in groups of four) develop a potential measure to be used in the 

Student Survey. This is a survey sent to all 2nd and 5th year students in all higher education institutions 



in Norway. The information from this survey is actively used in the internal quality control and 

development work in the higher ed. institutions. 

Throughout the year, but with most work in the first semester, the students are provided with 

lectures on all the relevant topics for instrument development, and they gradually build their 

measure, including writing a detailed framework, authoring items, conducting cognitive interviews, 

piloting the instrument, analysis of the data and finally, reporting the complete activity in a 

condensed technical report. The analysis part is dependent on the skills developed in other courses 

(Principles of measurement and IRT).  

My own experience from the course is a very positive one: Most students actively participated by 

engaging when some topic for discussion was raise, they asked questions and they came to see me if 

they had any questions or concerns. I got the impression that the group work nature of the 

assignment worked out well. Through the continuous assignment, I could also clearly see how their 

skills developed throughout the course 

There are some concerns identified by the students’ evaluation that should be reflected in the next 

iteration of the course. 

Firstly, the evaluations clearly identify that the students did not perceive to be trained enough in 

writing a technical report. One possible improvement would be to give students the opportunity to 

read and discuss some exemplary reports. 

Secondly, there are concerns raised regarding the nature of the exam/grading where the efforts put 

into the earlier stages of the development are not included as part of the grading. A possible 

development to consider is to allow for one or two more individual deliveries throughout the year + 

the final exam (with specified weights put into each component). The potential risk of doing so would 

be that the group dynamics through the year could change. The emphasis and perception with the 

continuous delivery/feedback loop would inevitably be on defending ratings instead of as now, 

where the focus is on giving/receiving advice and formative feedback for learning. It should be noted 

that formal changes in the learning outcome, exam etc. can be implemented first with the cohort 

starting autumn 2020. 

Thirdly, there is a general agreement that the exam format where they create an actual product is 

preferred to a classical school exam. In addition, the applied aspect of the course and in particular, 

the authentic setting of the assignment is positively evaluated with arguments stating that this gives 

the students exposure to the industry/work life. The format of having guest lecturers who can share 

cases from their own work, is also positively evaluated. 

Lastly, some issues not brought up by any of the five students. 

 A closer cooperation with the librarians in the Research Seminar 1 (RS1) course should be 

considered. As part of establishing the first draft of a framework, the students are asked to 

search for theory/literature. It would be an advantage if the case in RS1 could be connected 

to this activity. 

 In this respect, RS1 also should emphasise more strongly how to give reference to literature. 

The students should also receive more explicit feedback on this aspect in earlier drafts. 

 The data analysis of the pilot data should be reduced. One possibility is to remove the 

requirement of conducting IRT. Rather, working more on the simpler (descriptive) data 

analysis (distribution, point biserial) and the confirmatory factor analysis could then be 

emphasised– with a stronger focus on possible revisions of the model. It is assumed that this 



would help the students develop stronger arguments in the finalisation of the instrument. 

One possibility is that the same data are used for the IRT course as an assignment – or even 

part exam. Again, this can happen first with the cohort starting autumn 2020 

Proposed changes/comments/measures 
 The cooperation with NOKUT will be renegotiated with the aim to repeat the same kind of 

activities as last time 

 The assignment structure and exam will be kept for the cohort 2019/20 

 Efforts will be made to avoid collisions with deadlines/deliveries in other courses 

 Explicit teaching on writing a report will be provided 

 

Rolf V Olsen 

Course coordinator and main teacher 


