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ABSTRACT

This chapter aims to revitalize the use of the Angoff method in measuring students’ performance in the 
educational contexts by offering guidance on the constructivist learning perspective that is more ap-
propriate for training K-12 teachers. Specifically, it compares the cognitive and social constructivist 
theories and the Completely Structured Training (CST) and Partially Structured Training (PST) designs 
for conducting training on the Angoff method. The analysis argues for the relative efficacy of the cogni-
tive constructivist perspective of the CST based on a breakdown of the cognitive strategies of the Angoff 
method judgments over the social constructivist perspective of the PST that emphasizes interpersonal 
interactions. The chapter concludes with recommendations for empirical comparisons of the quality of 
judgments based on the CST and PST models.

INTRODUCTION

This chapter aims to revitalize the use of the Angoff standard setting method in measuring students’ 
performance in the K-12 educational contexts by offering guidance on the constructivist learning perspec-
tive that is more appropriate for training teachers. Thus, the target audiences are teacher educators and 
measurement professionals. The cognitive and social constructivist learning perspectives are compared 
as well as the CST and PST models for addressing the difficulty of the Angoff method for K-12 teach-
ers. The analysis argues for the efficacy of the cognitive constructivist perspective of the CST based on 
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a breakdown of the cognitive strategies of the Angoff method judgments over the social constructivist 
perspective of the PST that emphasizes interpersonal interactions. The chapter is organized into five 
sections. Section one lays the foundation for studying the Angoff method. Section two reviews the lit-
erature on training; section three contrasts the constructivist learning theories. Section four establishes 
the link between the constructivist perspectives and CST and PST models. The final section presents 
recommendations for future empirical comparisons of the effectiveness of the CST and PST models.

BACKGROUND

The Angoff method bears the name of William Angoff who first suggested it. As originally described in 
the book chapter Angoff (1971), the task for measuring students’ performance is to state the probability 
that a group of minimally competent candidates (MCCs) would answer each item on a test correctly. The 
MCCs refer to students who barely possess the levels of knowledge and skill competencies operationally 
defined by performance level descriptors (PLDs) and measured by tests. As proposed, the Angoff method 
is well-suited for tests comprising multiple-choice format questions. In measurement terminology, the 
probability judgments represent “test items difficulty.” The sum of the test items difficulty for the MCCs 
represents the minimum test score (a.k.a, cut score) that meets the PLDs.

The Angoff method has been and remains a popular and most researched option for measuring stu-
dents’ performance relative to standards (Plake & Cizek, 2012). It has psychometric appeal because it 
presents a realistic probability formulation of test-taking events, such as correct responses by examinees 
(Impara & Plake, 1997). More recent appraisals suggest that the method offers the best balance between 
technical adequacy and practicality (e.g. Plake & Cizek, 2012; Schnabel, 2018). However, the frequency 
with which it is used in educational settings has waned (Plake & Cizek, 2012). In fact, the bookmark 
method involving instead the choice of, as opposed to the judgment of, item difficulty has displaced it 
for the purpose of National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) (Schnabel, 2018).

A primary criticism of the method is the difficulty of the participants’ task. In the 1990s, a number 
of studies questioned the validity due to inability of the participants, such as teachers who interact with 
and are familiar with the student populations to perform the task (Plake & Cizek, 2012). These studies 
unanimously concluded that the method has limited utility as participants struggle to make the required 
judgments (e.g., Impara & Plake, 1997, 1998; Shepard, Glaser, Linn, & Bohrnstedt, 1993). For instance, 
Impara and Plake (1997) reported that although teachers could estimate the relative difficulty of test 
items very well, they were unable to estimate absolute difficulty accurately. Impara and Plake (1998) 
found that teachers were more accurate in estimating the performance of the total group than of the MCC, 
but in neither case was their accuracy level high. Shepard et al.’s (1993) study with the NAEP reported 
similar inconsistencies in item difficulty judgments, especially for easy and difficult items. As a result, 
they concluded that the method was fundamentally flawed.

This criticism of the Angoff method was refuted by psychometricians with expertise and experience 
in standard setting, more prominently by Cizek (1993) in response to Shepard et al.’s (1993) report. How-
ever, Shepard et al.’s conclusion was instrumental to the discontinuation of the use of the Angoff method 
with the NAEP in 2005 (Plake & Cizek, 2012). Meanwhile, Cizek (1993) likewise most contemporary 
researchers attribute the difficulties participants have with executing the Angoff method to the inad-
equacy of their training. Thus, since the beginning of the 21st century some researchers have addressed 
the cognitive challenges of the participants (e.g., McGinty, 2005). Recently, Skaggs and Hein (2011) 
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