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level (Matthayom 6) plays the roles of accountability and gatekeeping in the Thai
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CHAPTER11
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Rationale and Background of the Study

Aiming at improving educational quality, the fifth wave of the standards-based
accountability system (Linn, 2000, 2003) is created to assess students, teachers, and
school administrators in the educational system. Tests have become an important
agent for reform (Linn, 2000) and the standards-based accountability system has been
dominant in many countries around the world (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010).

Like other countries, Thailand has adopted an accountability system in order to
improve the quality of teaching and learning. As a result, the enactment of the
National Education Act in 1999 was the starting point of educational reform in
Thailand. This act formulates the provisions and national education guidelines for
establishing the national curriculum. The Ministry of Education claims that some
studies (Nutravong, 2002; Kittisunthorn, 2003; Bureau of Academic Affairs and
Educational Standards, 2003a, 2003b, 2005a, 2005b; Office of the Education Council,
2004; Suvimol Wongvanich & Nonglak Wiratchai, 2004; Bureau of Inspection and
Evaluation, 2005) found problems emerging from unclear provisions of the
curriculum enacted in 2001. In addition, the outcomes of implementing the 2001
national curriculum were unsatisfying. Therefore, the 2008 Basic Education Core
Curriculum was formulated with clearer provisions and objectives as well as
appropriateness for human development in the 21% century (Ministry of Education,
2008).

The 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum explicitly prescribes the learning
standards and indicators for all academic compulsory levels. In particular, in the
English curriculum, the four main concepts: culture, communication, connection, and
communities, known as the 4Cs (Foley, 2005) have been implemented to give Thai

students proficiency in a competitive globalized world.
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The organization which is responsible for measurement and evaluation at the
national level is the National Institution of Educational Testing Service (NIETS). It is
assigned to develop national tests, for example, O-NET for grades 6, 9, and 12, GAT
(General Aptitude Test), PAT (Professional and Academic Aptitude Test), or even 9
subjects. These tests play the role of gate keeping at higher educational levels,
especially the tertiary level (www.niets.or.th).

However, of all the tests developed by NIETS, the O-NET (Ordinary National
Educational Test) is the most important for the following reasons: O-NET holds

accountability to the Thai educational system and the O-NET serves as a gate keeper.

First, the O-NET which is a state-mandated test is used to serve as a tool to hold
accountability in Thailand. The O-NET is employed to verify the stakeholders
accountable: students, teachers, schools, and policymakers. To begin, the O-NET test
holds students accountable by comparing them to national standards. Next, teachers
are held accountable according to the achievement of their students’ performance and
by the alignment between the teaching content and the curriculum. Furthermore,
schools are held accountable when the number of students attaining high performance
is increasing. Ultimately, policymakers are held accountable when the average

national test scores meet the standard.

Second, the O-NET functions as a gate-keeper for the higher educational level,
particularly the O-NET for the upper secondary level, which plays an important role
in allocating sparse seats for qualified test takers at the tertiary academic level
(Goodman, 2013). Implicitly, the O-NET is regarded as a high-stakes mandated test
because the test results can determine the students’ future lives (Brown &
Abeywickrama, 2010). In addition, the O-NET’s results can reflect the accountability
system of Thailand.

To explain, when students cannot attain the learning standards that are utilized as
an indicator in the accountability system, it will reflect their teacher’s performance as
well. It is possible that teachers may not teach in accordance with the Basic Education
Core Curriculum or their teaching methods may be ineffective. When the number of

students who do not achieve the standards is increasing, it will have an influence on
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the school’s ranking when compared among schools in local areas or at the national
level as well as the school’s accountability. Consequently, it affects parents’ attitudes,
values, and trustworthiness; that is, parents will want their children to attend schools
where the students perform well in standardized testing. Regarding the administrative
level, Stecher (2002) stated that when the accountability system is unreliable because
of inaccurate information, policymakers and school administrators will either
inaccurately identify the educational direction in the future or determine the
educational policy merely to enhance the student’s test scores without an interest in
the student’s actual needs (cited in Minarechova, 2012). Hence, the accountability
system held by policymakers and school administrators is questionable and cannot
answer the taxpayers’ question whether their money is worthily and appropriately

spent to improve educational quality.

Therefore, it is unavoidable that the O-NET test results for the upper secondary

level can cause a negative impact as follows.

To begin, policymakers may emphasize subjects that are contained in high-stakes
tests in order to improve the test’s results. Stecher (2002) indicated that policymakers
could legislate policies to enhance test scores regardless of the necessity to develop a
better teaching and learning process (cited in Minarechova, 2012). Consequently, the
policies cannot enhance educational quality or support educational resources to

improve the student’s progress as they should do.

Next, the O-NET test result can cause a negative washback. The form of
instruction that promotes a student’s performance could be changed to tutorial
sessions so that the student can attain high test scores (Marchant, 2004). For example,
teachers would teach particularly what is tested and diminish teaching and learning
activity hours. Certainly, traditional teaching and rote memorization still exist in the
classroom (Romberg et al., 1989; Brown, 1992, 1993 cited in Marchant, 2004) and
there are teachers who insist on the “teaching-to-the-test” approach. In cases where
the test has especially high stakes, the “teaching-the-test” approach would be applied

in the classroom in order to increase the student’s test performance only.
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Ultimately, the O-NET test has a direct impact on students and teachers. Some
students undergo negative mental conditions such as test anxiety, resentment, and
other types of stress; they may even suffer physical symptoms from testing such as
headache, upset stomach, and vomiting (Marchant, 2004). Furthermore, another
negative impact from using the high-stakes testing of students is demotivation in
learning. Students taking high-stakes tests could lose their intrinsic learning
motivation (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010) and merely focus on specific test content
because high-stakes testing could have a significant influence on the students’ future
careers and lives (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010). In addition, a report on university
admission (2003) indicated that most cram schools have been abundantly founded to
review the test content and format (Prapphal, 2008). The socioeconomic status of a
student’s family has great effect on the fairness of taking high-stakes tests and
accessing higher levels of education in Thailand (Prapphal, 2008). That is, only
students whose parents can afford the tuition fee of cram schools during the
extracurricular test preparation period have more chances to reach high test scores so

that they can be admitted to a high ranking university.

In terms of teachers, some are rewarded or punished depending on the
achievement of their student’s test performance. In high-stakes testing, some teachers
emphasize the test content (Stecher, 2002; Amrein & Berliner, 2003; Marchant, 2004;
Madaus and Russell, 2010; Minarechova, 2012). They restrict their teaching activity
hours to encouraging their student’s learning process due to tutorial sessions designed
solely for attaining high test scores in high-stakes testing (Marchant, 2004). Smith
(1991) stated that in some cases teachers feel guilty about the impact of testing on
students (cited in Boardman & Woodruff, 2004).

1.2 Statement of the Problem
As mentioned above, the O-NET has a great impact and a washback effect on

stakeholders. Thus, it is essential to construct an O-NET test based on language

assessment principles: validity, reliability, washback, authenticity, and practicality in
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order that the O-NET test will be fair for all stakeholders and that the test takers will
be accurately placed in an appropriate seat (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010).

Based on language assessment principles, validity is the most essential element
which high-stakes test needs to have. Based on Messick’s theory (1998, p.1), validity
is defined as “a unitary concept, which means that fundamentally there is only one
kind of validity, namely, construct validity.” In construct validity, it is composed of
six aspects of construct validity: content, substantive processes, score structure,
generalizability, external relationships, and testing consequence (Messick, 1998, p.7).

Of all the aspects of construct validity, the content aspect can diminish the threats
to validity of a test, known as construct underrepresentation and construct-irrelevant
variance (Messick, 1989, 1995, 1998). In addition, content validity is an evidence to
support the relevance and representativeness of the test items as sampling specified
content (Messick, 1981) in order to ensure that a fair test where the test scores are
comparable person-to-person, group-to-group, and setting-to-setting (Willingham,
1998) will be applied to all the test takers. A test supported by evidence of content
validity can provide meaningful test scores and policymakers can make accurate

interpretations of the scores.

In order to comply with the language assessment principles, NIETS, along with
funded researchers, have conducted studies as evidence to support when to use the O-
NET’s result for interpretation and use. Sinchindawong et al. (2009) conducted a
quantitative research of the 2008 O-NET test’s quality. They found that the O-NET’s
reliability value was relatively high; that is, the O-NET’s reliability value was 0.794
in the 2008 O-NET test of English subject for the upper secondary level. Additionally,
it was found that the discrimination index of the 2008 O-NET was approximately at
0.169 and SEM was 4.438. The difficulty item in the real test of 2008 O-NET was
mostly opposite that of the NIETS scheme. In the O-NET scheme, NIETS
discriminated the degree of difficulty into three levels: very difficult, accounting for
20 percent, medium 60 percent, and easy 20 percent. In reality, the O-NET test of
2008 comprised very difficult test items, accounting for 51 percent, followed by

medium at 47 percent, and easy at 2 percent (Sinchindawong et al., 2009).
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Moreover, owing to statistical evidence, the O-NET test scores have declined
since 2008 (www.niets.or.th). For example, in 2008, the English scores for the upper
secondary level in Thailand were at 30.68, followed by 23.98 in 2009, and 19.22 in
2010. Such low test scores for the student’s performance reflect the accountability
system and washback in Thailand. Some previous studies (Lincharearn et al., 2009;
Waiwannajit, 2009) examined the factors causing low O-NET test scores.

Lincharearn et al.’s study (2009) collected data by interviewing sixth- and twelfth-
grade students, teachers, and school administrators at 18 schools of three different
sizes, small, medium, and large in three provinces: Pitsanulok, Sukhothai, and
Nakhonsawan in Thailand. The researchers found that there were many factors
affecting the low O-NET test scores, such as students, teachers, school administrators,
or even the O-NET test. With respect to the O-NET test, the researchers reported that
the English subject was the most difficult and some parts of the test content were

extended from what the students were taught in the classroom.

Waiwannajit (2009) also qualitatively examined the causes of the low O-NET test
scores for upper secondary students (grade 12) in Suksawad Wittaya School by
interviewing two school administrators, three teachers, and three students. The results
demonstrated that the main factors causing the low test scores were the students,
teachers, school administrators, and the misalignment of the curriculum and the O-
NET test.

Likewise, Goodman (2013) qualitatively analyzed the 2010 O-NET’s test items in
terms of language use in the test content. Goodman’s study (2013) showed that the O-
NET tests had subjective questions and found that the 2010 O-NET test for grade 6
and grade 12 contained biases and discrimination among the test takers; namely, the
language used by the test writers for some subjects, such as physical education, Thai
language, and social studies. The discrimination was reinforced in terms of religion,
geography, ethnicity, and so on. This may implicitly cause conflict among Thai
students. Further, the author claimed that the O-NET test failed to align with the

national curriculum.
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According to these previous studies (Lincharearn et al., 2009; Waiwannajit, 2009;
Goodman, 2013), it can be seen that there was no evidence to support the English O-
NET’s (upper secondary level) validity regarding its use and interpretation (Chinda,
2013). Therefore, an investigation into the English O-NET’s (upper secondary level)
content validity is needed in order to ensure that the tests are designed to test what the
students should know (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010) and that the test scores are

meaningful enough (Messick, 1993) for making important educational decisions.

1.3 Purpose of the Study

This research was devised to investigate content validity of the O-NET English
tests in the past two academic years at the upper secondary level (Matthayom 6) (2009
and 2010) based on the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum. The research

question is as follows:

- To what extent is the O-NET English test content for Matthayom 6 (upper

secondary level) aligned with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum?

1.4 Significance of the Study

Owing to its function as a high-stakes test, the English subject O-NET tests for the
upper secondary level (Matthayom 6) have a consequential impact and washback
effect. Based on Messick’s theory of validity as a unitary concept, the two threats,
construct underrepresentation and construct-irrelevant variance, are the primary
threats to validity (Messick, 1989, 1995, 1998). The test, which does not have any
evidence to confirm its content validity (Chinda, 2013), would affect other aspects of
construct validity (Messick, 1989), test fairness (Messick, 1998), and test

interpretation when making major decisions on education.

Therefore, there is a need to conduct a study in order to fulfill the gap regarding

the O-NET’s validity. This study will provide evidence to indicate the extent to which
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the test items are aligned with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum. This study
is expected to be useful for test developers in terms of raising awareness of content
validity, which is the most rudimentary characteristic of validity in the language

assessment principle.

1.5 Limitation of the Study

One limitation found in this study is that the latest editions of the O-NET English
tests for the upper secondary level are not officially published by NIETS. There are
three O-NET tests for the upper secondary level that are officially published on the
NIETS website (www.niets.or.th); that is, the 2008, 2009, and 2010 editions.
However, the 2008 edition is based on the former 2001 national curriculum. The 2009
and 2010 O-NET English tests for the upper secondary level were designed using the
same framework of the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum as the latest O-NET

English tests for upper secondary level.

1.6 Definition of Terms

The O-NET test refers to the national test for the upper secondary level which was
developed based on the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum. The editions used in
this study were the 2009 and the 2010 O-NET tests of English.

Indirect assessment refers to testing that makes an effort to measure students’
abilities through indirectly performing tasks (Hughes, 2012). For example, the
indirect assessment of speaking can be measured by a multiple-choice test, or that of

writing can be measured by error identification and sentence completion.
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1.7 Summary of the Chapter
Chapter | introduces this study. First, the rationale and background of this study

were addressed. Then, the statement of the problem, the purpose of the study, and the

research question guiding this study were provided.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.1 The 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum

In Thailand, since the enactment of the National Education Act in 1999,
measurement and evaluation have been reformed and modernized to improve
educational quality. The objectives of the 1999 National Education Act are to
decentralize authority to educational service areas and schools, and to actively
participate in preparing curricula suitable to actual situations and serving their real
needs (Office of the Prime Minister, 1999 as cited in the Ministry of Education,
2008). In response to this law, the Basic Education Curriculum was formulated in
2001; however, the provision of the 2001 Basic Education Curriculum was
ambiguous, resulting in confusion and uncertainty for practitioners at the school level
in preparing their own curricula.

In compliance with the 1999 National Education Act, the 2008 Basic
Education Core Curriculum was implemented with clearer and more proper
provisions and objectives. The new curriculum has two main objectives regarding
measurement and evaluation: to improve learners’ capacities and to assess learning
outcomes (Ministry of Education, 2008). It explicitly prescribes the learning standards
and indicators for all academic compulsory levels. Especially, in English curriculum,
the four main concepts: culture, communication, connection, and communities,
known as 4Cs (Foley, 2005), are implemented to develop Thai students’ proficiency
in a competitive, globalized world. Measuring and evaluating learners’ achievements
based on the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum are very useful in terms of
educational decisions, administration, teaching, testing, and guidance and counseling
decisions (Suwathanpoornkul, 2013) by determining the orientation and creation of
education policy for the nation. Furthermore, in order to promote the quality of
teaching and learning, the Ministry of Education (2008) has divided measurement and

evaluation into four levels in order to cover all of the educational system: classroom
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level, school level, educational service area level, and national level, in order to align
with the primary aim of the 1999 National Education Act.

At the national level of measurement and evaluation, a public organization
responsible for measurement and evaluation was established in 2005, known as the
National Institution of Educational Testing Service (NIETS). The main objectives of
NIETS are to administer the testing system and to conduct research on educational
measurement and evaluation, and to endorse educational measurement and evaluation
(NIETS, 2009). NIETS has directly been in charge of developing the following tests:
the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) for three transitional levels: primary
level (grade 6), lower secondary level (grade 9), and upper secondary level (grade
12); the General Aptitude Test (GAT) for the upper secondary level; and the
Professional and Academic Aptitude Test (PAT) for the upper secondary level.

2.2 Accountability

In order to improve educational quality as a whole system, the standards-based
accountability (Linn, 2000, 2003) system has been predominant in many countries
around the world. Accountability is explained as the mutual responsibility among
stakeholders-- students, teachers, schools, district, parents, and taxpayers-- so as to
create high test scores (Smith & Fey, 2000). In other words, it is a method of
evaluating how effectively the stakeholders perform their responsible tasks in order to
hold accountability and to ensure whether the tax paid by taxpayers is worthily spent
on educational issues in a constructive way. Theoretically, holding accountability
should begin with trust, which is a key element at the early stage. Then strengthening
shared responsibility for school systems is the next important step for creating
accountability (Hargreaves, 2008, p. 37).

However, in practice, many schools mostly emphasize accountability, which
can be externally identified by government policy. As a result, stakeholders focus on
accountability as a whole. They use a test as a standard that examinees have to attain
in order to hold accountability. Achieving the cut-off scores is really a crucial
requirement in a high-stakes test (Marchant, 2004) because it is meaningful for the

accountability system.
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The crucial tool used in the standards-based accountability system is testing.
As far as we know, testing has long been utilized to solve many social and educational
problems (Madaus & Russell, 2010). Moreover, testing proponents point out that tests
are the fairest tool for comparing individuals; that is, all the examinees have to do the
same tasks and the test scores are reported without identifying the test taker’s identity
(Chapman & Snyder, 2000).

Later, some educational reformers claim that the essential strategy for
developing educational quality in many industrialized and developing countries, such
as Japan, Korea, and Taiwan, to evaluate whether the student’s performance has
achieved the standards (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010), is improving the testing
system (Popham, 1987, 1993; Mitchell, 1992; Lissitz & Schafer, 1993;Capper, 1994,
1996; Murphy et al., 1996; Bruininks et al., 1996; Sviggum, 1997; Minnesota House
& Senate Leadership, 1997; see also Kortz et al., 1991; Shepard, 1992; Kirst &
Mazzeo, 1996; Spring, 1998, as cited in Chapman and Snyder, 2000). Influenced by
the fifth wave of educational reform in the 1990s (Linn, 2000), Thailand became one
of the countries that adopted standards-based assessment as a part of its accountability
system in order to enhance educational quality.

There are some reasons to support the development of the O-NET test as a
standards-based assessment. First, a test is quite inexpensive (Linn, 1998; Bauer,
2000; Chapman and Snyder, 2000). When considering the number of test takers,
timing, administering, and hiring of teacher aides, a test is cheaper than any other
types of assessment. Second, testing can be externally forced (Linn, 1998; Bauer,
2000). Practically, it is facile to implement a new test at state or national levels.
Thirdly, testing changes can be swiftly implemented (Linn, 1998; Bauer, 2000).
Certainly, using a new test can be adopted and mandated within a limited time.
Finally, test results are visible for the general public (Linn, 1998; Bauer, 2000) and
test results are reported in statistic figures so as to be easily accessed and scrutinized

by stakeholders and policymakers.
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2.3 The importance of the O-NET for the upper secondary level in Thailand

Of all the tests developed by NIETS, the O-NET for the upper secondary level
(Matthayom 6) plays a crucial role as a national test required for twelfth-grade
students in order to be a ladder for a higher educational level (NIETS News, 2012).
The O-NET consists of eight subjects: Thai language, social studies, English,
mathematics, science, health and physical education, art, and vocational skills,
covering 67 learning standards units (Suwathanpoornkul, 2013) in order to measure
the knowledge of twelfth-grade students (NIETS, 2010). The O-NET examination is
annually held during February (www.niets.or.th) and each test taker has only one

chance to take this exam (Hassaprab, 2014).

2.3.1 The O-NET and its accountability

The O-NET has been used as a tool to hold standards-based accountability in
Thai education in order to improve teaching effectiveness (NIETS News, 2012). After
NIETS reports the O-NET test results to each school (Linn, 2003), the school
administrators and teachers discuss how to improve their students’ performances,
relying on O-NET outcomes (Suwathanpoornkul, 2013; Hassaprab, 2014) for holding
their school accountable. The O-NET outcomes are used as an indicator to foretell the
orientation of education (Hassaprab, 2014) at many levels-- schools, educational
service areas, and national levels-- so that major educational decisions and policies
can be made by school administrators and teachers to achieve higher O-NET scores
(Linn, 1998; Suwathanpoornkul, 2013; Hassaprab, 2014). Despite the negative impact
of an accountability system, all stakeholders make an effort to be accountable
according to different methods as follows.

First, students can be accountable by passing the high-stakes national test
(Smith & Fey, 2000; Linn, 2003). Even though preparation for the O-NET causes
some negative mental conditions such as testing anxiety, resentment, and stress, or
physical symptoms of testing such as headaches, upset stomachs, and vomiting
(Marchant, 2004), students are motivated to attain a higher performance by giving
them a reward for performing at a high level in order to maintain their school’s fame

(Suwathanpoornkul, 2013). This can motivate the students’only externally (Brown &
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Abeywickrama, 2010) and sometimes they lose their motivation (Madaus & Clarke,
2001; Amrein & Berliner, 2003; Minarechova, 2012), and it can have an impact on
the students’ negative attitudes towards testing (Marchant, 2004), including the test
content (Cizek, 2001). As a result, the dropout rate at the upper secondary level is
increasing (Madaus & Clarke, 2001).

Second, the O-NET test scores can be employed to hold teachers accountable
(Smith & Fey, 2000; Linn, 2003). The test outcomes are used to assess whether the
teaching activities comply with the national curriculum in Thailand and whether the
teachers are performing well in terms of pedagogical process. To be accountable,
incentives and sanctions are given to teachers so as to motivate them to enhance their
students’ scores (Suwathanpoornkul, 2013). This method can cause teachers to feel
stress and pressure (Bauer, 2000). Additionally, the O-NET test can simplify the
teachers’ responsibility because with its high stakes teachers tend to “teach-to-the-
test” or “teach-the-test” (Madaus, 1988; Madaus & Clarke, 2001; Cizek, 2001;
Marchant, 2004; Minarechova, 2012), resulting in devaluing their profession (Jones et
al., 1999; Cizek, 2001; Marchant, 2004; Madaus & Russell, 2010; Minarechova,
2012). Certainly, it can affect the teaching and learning activities in the classroom by
focusing on the testing material (Boardman & Woodruff, 2004).

Finally, schools would compare the O-NET results to other schools in that
area, at regional or national levels (Smith & Fey, 2000); thus, they are ranked by the
number of students who attain a high performance (Suwathanpoornkul, 2013;
Hassaprab, 2014). Schools are implicitly given a rating system (Smith & Fey, 2000).
The teacher’s and school’s reputation would be strengthened or weakened depending
on the test results (Wall, 2000). Consequently, school administrators attempt to
enhance the test scores by enacting policies that promote high test scores and ignore
solving the real problems in pedagogical activities (Stecher, 2002; Minarechova,
2012). The schools with a large number of high achieving students would be
prominent and accountable in the parents’ perception (Suwathanpoornkul, 2013).
Certainly, most parents want their children to learn at a school that is accountable and
they depend on the reputation of the school (Madaus & Clarke, 2001). This causes
high competition among students to be admitted to a renowned, high performing

school. Comparing the O-NET test results among schools sometimes makes the
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schools and teachers prioritize their school’s prominence and accountability more
than their real needs regarding teaching and learning activities (Suwathanpoornkul,

2013), which will be reflected in the form of school policies.

2.3.2 The O-NET and its impact

Apart from providing accountability in the educational system, the O-NET for
the upper secondary level in Thailand is regarded as a high-stakes test because it has a
great impact and washback effect on the stakeholders: students, teachers, parents,
school administrators, and policymakers. Each year, more than 330,000 twelfth-grade
students (NIETS, 2009) have to take the O-NET, which also functions as a gatekeeper
(Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010) for entering the tertiary level. The test results play
an essential role in determining the qualified students at the tertiary levels of
education (Wall, 2000) and places test takers in appropriate seats (Marchant, 2004).

The O-NET washback has an influence on instructional patterns. First, it
seems that the O-NET promotes “teach-to-the-test” or “teach-the-test” approach in the
classroom (Madaus, 1988; Firestone, Mayrowetz, & Fairman, 1998; Madaus &
Clarke, 2001; Marchant, 2004). Teachers shape their instructional methods by the O-
NET test (Madaus & Clarke, 2001). The time used for an ordinary teaching approach
is diminished (Rottenberg & Smith, 1990 as cited in Marchant, 2004) and is replaced
by tutorial sessions (Suwathanpoornkul, 2013). Thus, teachers tend to use material
similar to that found in test or an O-NET test from the previous academic year to
teach in the classroom (Marchant, 2004; Suwathanpoornkul, 2013) so as to make
students familiar with it.

Additionally, when teachers are pressured (Jones et al., 1999; Bauer, 2000)
and obsessed about enhancing test scores in order to meet the standards, they are
restricted in their creativity (Madaus, 1988; Madaus & Clarke, 2001) and they ignore
innovative teaching strategies (Brown, 1992, 1993; Romberg et al., 1989, as cited in
Marchant, 2004). As a result, students are confined in terms of their innovative
learning opportunities (Cizek, 2001) and interactive activities.

Furthermore, a high-stakes test like the O-NET can distract school
administrators from necessary needs and real problems (Stecher, 2002 as cited in

Minarechova, 2012). The school administrators will issue certain policies to increase
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test scores (Madaus & Clarke, 2001; Minarechova, 2012) and neglect solving other
problems that are not involved with increasing the test results.

Ultimately, when the O-NET outcomes are importantly served in many
functions, parents are highly concerned about their children’s test results (Madaus &
Clarke, 2001). Therefore, to enhance test scores, a number of cram schools have been
established for this goal (Report on University Admission, 2003 as cited in Prapphal,
2008). Parents who can afford it will pay for their children to attend cram schools that
teach using the test as material (Suwathanpoornkul, 2013); thus, the students pay

more attention to their tutorial sessions rather than learning in the classroom.

2.4 Language assessment principles

As mentioned in the previous section, the O-NET is important for students’
lives and provides a test impact as well as washback for stakeholders. It is necessary
to construct an English O-NET test for the upper secondary level that relies on
language assessment principles in order to make sure that the test will be fair for all
stakeholders (Messick, 1998).

Language assessment principles have been continually developed for more
than two decades, and meanwhile the notion of the communicative teaching method
has been introduced (Bachman, 2000). Developing a test is an important and elaborate
process in a testing system, including identifying the test content, designing the test
items, reviewing the items, and trailing the items (Farhady, 2012). An inaccurate test
can have a consequential impact. There are two sources of inaccuracy: test content
and test format, as well as lack of reliability (Hughes, 2012). Therefore, a good test
can be used to minimize an inaccurate test. Bachman and Palmer (2000) stated that
the most essential quality of a test is its usefulness; however, there are some questions
concerning the extent to which test usefulness is explained. To make it clearer,
Bachman and Palmer (2000) explained that the test usefulness should be combined
with the balance of test qualities, consisting of reliability, construct validity,
authenticity, interactiveness, impact, and practicality. This notion is in compliance
with Brown and Abeywickrama’s (2010) proposal of the key concepts of a good test:
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validity, reliability, washback, authenticity, and practicality whereas Farhady (2012,
p.37) suggested that a good test should be composed of the properties of validity,
reliability, and practicality; and it should provide guidelines for pre-testing or piloting.

Scholars seem to agree that the main characteristics of a test that is desired by
many test writers are validity, reliability, washback or test impact, authenticity, and

practicality.

2.4.1 Validity

Validity has been defined as “the extent to which inferences made from
assessment results are appropriate, meaningful, and useful in terms of the purpose of
the assessment (Gronlund, 1998, p.226).” To simplify, Bachman (2001) explains
validity as the quality of interpretation and use.

Generally, validity can be divided into three categories: content-related
evidence, criterion-related evidence, and construct-related evidence (Standards of
Educational and Psychological Measurement, Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010;
Hughes, 2012). However, in 1980s, Messick, who challenged the world of traditional
language assessment, proposed an innovative theory of validity as a unitary concept
(McNamara, 2006).

Messick (1996) illustrated that validity consists of six aspects: content,
substantive, structural, generalizability, external, and consequential aspects that

interrelate to one another.

2.4.1.1 Content validity

According to language assessment principles, the most essential quality of a
good test is validity. However, validity is a big issue, one that covers six aspects of
construct validity (Messick, 1989). Hence, in this paper, an investigation regarding
test validity would merely emphasize the content aspect of construct validity.

Many scholars have given the definition of content validity, beginning with
Lennon (1956, p.295 as cited in Sireci and Faulkner-Bond, 2014), who described
content validity as “the extent to which a subject’s responses to the items of a test may
be considered to be a representative sample of his responses to real or hypothetical

universe situations which together constitute the area of concern to the person
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interpreting the test.” Turning to Messick (1994, p.12), the content aspect of construct
validity is “the specification of the boundaries of the construct domain to be
assessed—that is, determining the knowledge, skills, and other attributes to be
revealed by the assessment tasks.” According to Messick’s notion, the content aspect
of construct validity includes the evidence of content relevance, and
representativeness as well as of technical quality (Messick, 1998) whereas Sireci
(1998b) believes that content validity possesses the four salient elements of test
quality: domain definition, domain representation, domain relevance, and
appropriateness of the test development process.

Based on Messick (1993, 1994, 1996, 1998), two threats to validity of a test
are construct underrepresentation and construct-irrelevant variance. Construct
underrepresentation is related to a test that is too narrow and fails to include the
important facets of the construct (Messick, 1989, 1993, p.9) while construct-irrelevant
variance is defined as a test that contains too broad and excess reliable variance that is
irrelevant to the interpreted construct (Messick, 1989, 1996, p.7). Certainly, these two
threats to validity are the main cause of adverse washback in language testing.
Therefore, investigating content-related validity can help test developers diminish
negative test impact.

In constructing a test, it is necessary to make a primary decision whether the
test is a sample representing the content of whatever the test was supposed to measure
(Brown, 2005; Hughes, 2012). For the test designers, devising a test should be
congruent with the test specifications so that the test will be an accurate measuring
tool (Brown, 2005; Hughes, 2012). An obvious specification will help the test
developers write more valid items by matching the test specifications with the test
items (Brown, 2005).

2.4.2 Reliability
Reliability has been explained as “the consistency of measures across different
times, test forms, raters, and other characteristics of measurement context (Bachman,
2001).” In other words, reliability is represented as the quality of test scores
(Bachman, 2001).
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Hughes (2012, p. 36) noted that the more similar the scores are, the more
reliable the test is said to be. In other words, a reliable test, utilized as a stable scale in
measuring the student’s proficiency, should provide the same results every time so as
to diminish the flaws that can cause inaccuracies as well as the stakeholders being
able to count on the test result (Brown, 2005). However, there are some factors that
threaten the reliability of the test: the student, the scoring, the test administration, and
the test itself (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010).

2.4.3 Washback

The term washback was coined to generally describe the phenomenon where
testing affects the teaching and learning process (Alderson and Wall, 1993). Based on
Cheng’s (1997) research on the influence of washback at Hong Kong University, the
primary result pointed out that the impact of washback can rapidly and efficiently
work in causing some changes in teaching materials, and at the same time, it impedes
the teaching process. According to Cheng, Watanabe, and Curtis (2004), there are two
types of washback occurring in the teaching and learning process: washback from
traditional tests (Shepard, 1990; Madaus & Kellaghan, 1992; Nolan, Haladyna, &
Haas, 1992) and washback from alternative assessment (Linn & Herman, 1997;
Sanders & Horn, 1995). The former mostly causes negative washback whereas the
latter has a positive to neutral influence on the quality of teaching and learning. In this
paper, the washback of traditional tests will be highlighted.

Washback is regarded as a complicated phenomenon (Hawkey, 2006), as can
be seen in the work of Shohamy (1993). She devised research focusing on three
distinct tests and several different methods for collecting data. She came up with the
notion that the impact of a test was more complicated than had previously been
assumed and many factors need to be considered (Wall, 2000). It has been feasibly
stated that a specific test would have a specific impact in a specific context.

2.4.4 Authenticity
The term authenticity emerged more than three decades after the advent of
communicative methodology (Birjandi & Ahmadi, 2013). Authenticity can be

explained as the naturalness of language used in a test and the contextualization of the
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item. It is related to reproducing a real-life situation designed to examine the student’s
ability to manipulate it (Doye, 1991). Authenticity is regarded as a significant quality
of a language test in the assessment scholars’ opinion (Bachman and Palmer, 1996;
Lewkowicz, 2000). However, from the point of view of the examinees, the perception
of authenticity depends on the individual (Lewkowicz, 2000).

The issue of authenticity has been criticized for decades. Until 1979, the
dilemma of authenticity was relevant to the nature of authenticity. Thus, Widdowson
(1979) distinguished the nature of authenticity into “genuineness” and “authenticity”
as follows:

Genuineness is a characteristic of the passage itself and is an absolute
quality. Authenticity is a characteristic of the relationship between the
passage and the reader and has to do with the appropriate response
(Widdowson, 1978, p. 80 as cited in Lewkowicz, 2000).

In essence, genuineness is a quality of texts whereas authenticity is an attribute
of the congruence between texts and the readers (Birjandi & Ahmadi, 2013). Later on,
in the 1980s, the authenticity issue was widely debated. Breen (1985) proposed the
idea that authenticity is complex (as cited in Lewkowicz, 2000). This notion is in
compliance with the notion of Bachman (1991) who moved forward the ideas of
Widdowson and Breen (Lewkowicz, 2000). Bachman (1990; 1991) categorized
authenticity into two types: situational authenticity and interactional authenticity. The
former, situational authenticity, is “the perceived match between the characteristics of
test tasks to target language use (TLU) tasks” and the latter, interactional authenticity,
was defined as “the interaction between the language user, the context, and the
discourse” (Lewkowicz, 2000; Birjandi & Ahmadi, 2013). In 1996, Bachman and
Palmer used the term “authenticity” refer to “situational authenticity” and the term
“interactiveness” to refer to “interactional authenticity” (Birjandi & Ahmadi, 2013).

Furthermore, authenticity has a close relationship with validity. Based on
Messick (1996), he indicated that in order to avoid invalidity and washback in the
classroom, a test should be authentic and direct. He noted that authenticity and

directness can minimize the threats to validity in language testing, known as construct
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under-representation, which is harmful for authenticity and as construct-irrelevant

variance, which jeopardizes directness.

2.4.5 Practicality
Practicality, the last feature of a good test, involves economical issues: the
time of testing, the money spent on testing and administration, and the ease of scoring
tests (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010).

2.5 Test-curriculum alignment methodology

The examination of content validity is normally conducted by using the test-
curriculum alignment method, which is classified as one kind of content analysis
methodology. In order to find evidence supporting content validity, the expert would
justify whether the test items are congruent with the test specification (Messick, 1993;
Webb, 1997; Lopez, 2013). The alignment method has been explained as “the degree
of agreement between content standards for specific subject areas and the
assessment(s) used to measure student achievement of these standards” (Bhola et al.,
2003, p.21).

Regarding the test-curriculum alignment methodology, mostly simple methods
are used to measure the alignment between the test item and the content domain,
particularly, “matching task” or “Likert-type rating scales” (Sireci & Faulkner-Bond,
2014). Certainly, the degree of congruence between the standard and the test item is
gauged by subject matter experts (SMEs) (Case, Jorgensen, & Zucker, 2004; Sireci &
Faulkner-Bond, 2014).

In order to avoid inconsistent inference of matching tasks among subject
matter experts, training subject matter experts must be done by practicing with sample
materials so that they will interpret the test items and curriculum with the same
understanding (Li & Sireci, 2005; Martone & Sireci, 2009). Moreover, Bhola et al.

(2003) were concerned that the arduous tasks in training sessions minimize the
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inclination of the participants to be overly generous in the number of matches they
find (cited in Li & Sireci, 2005).

2.6 Previous studies
2.6.1 Previous studies on the O-NET

Sinchindawong et al. (2009) conducted a study on an analysis of the O-NET.
They statistically analyzed the basic values, ranging from the difficulty index, to the
discriminant index, and reliability value, and including primary, lower secondary, and
upper secondary levels. Based on their work’s result (2009), it was found that the
English subject for the upper secondary level, comprising 100 items, had a difficulty
value of 51 percent and a discriminant index up to 0.20, accounting for 42 percent.
Moreover, the results showed that the reliability value of the O-NET test was at 0.794.

The findings from Sinchindawong et al.’s study (2009) can be used to fulfill
the statistical indices based on language assessment principles as well as measurement
and evaluation theory. It was very useful for test users to have such statistical values
confirming the interpretation of the O-NET test results. However, this study cannot
fulfill the other important characteristic of a good test, namely the validity index.
According to language assessment principles, validity is considered as the most
important element of a good test in order to confirm that the test result are meaningful
enough to make educational decisions. Furthermore, this study placed emphasis on
qualitative analysis. It is suggested that it would be better to qualitatively analyze the

O-NET test to make it more triangulate.

Lincharearn et al. (2009) conducted a study on the causes of low O-NET test
scores in the academic year 2008 by interviewing the sixth grade students and twelfth
grade students, teachers, and school administrators in Pitsanulok, Nakhon Sawan, and
Sukhothai provinces in Thailand. The study’s results showed that there were many
factors causing the low O-NET test scores; namely, students, teachers, school
administrators, and O-NET test. Interestingly, based on Lincharearn et al.’s study
(2009), it was found that even the 2008 O-NET test was one of the factors causing

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED



23

low test scores among the test takers. Most stakeholders thought that the 2008 O-NET
English test was the most difficult, followed by mathematics. Moreover, some
stakeholders added that some test content exceeded what the students were taught in

the classroom.

Likewise, Waiwannajit’s study (2009) conducted research on the causes of
low O-NET test scores among twelfth-grade students, which was a case study of
Suksawad Wittaya School in Thailand. The researcher used in-depth interview as the
method to collect the data from two school administrators, three teachers, and three
students. It was found that the low O-NET test scores resulted from the following:
school administrators lacked understanding of administering teaching and the learning
process; the inadequate number of teachers was one factor as well as the teachers
were not proficient in what they taught; the school curriculum was not aligned with
what was tested with the O-NET test; the teaching content relied on the former
curriculum; the teaching materials were scarce; the learners were passive; the parents
did not support students’ learning; and the students in Southern part of Thailand had

few opportunities to promote their learning skills.

Lincharearn et al.’s study (2009) and Waiwannajit’s study (2009) concluded
that there were some factors causing low O-NET test scores: students, teachers,
school administrators, the school curriculum and even the O-NET test. With respect to
O-NET test, Lincharearn et al.’s study (2009) showed that this test (English subject)
for the upper secondary level was the most difficult subject and the test content was
developed beyond what the students were taught in the classroom whereas
Waiwannajit’s study (2009) demonstrated that the O-NET test was not aligned with
what students had been taught in the classroom. Hence, it was found that there was
misalignment between the O-NET test (English subject) for the upper secondary level

and the curriculum.

In addition, in these studies (Lincharearn et al., 2009; Waiwannajit, 2009), the
researchers used only in-depth interviews as the method to collect data from the
stakeholders, which was relatively subjective. As a result, with this method, the

results of these two studies (Lincharearn et al., 2009; Waiwannajit, 2009) could not be

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED



24

used as empirical evidence to verify that the O-NET test was incongruent with the
national curriculum. The researchers did not further examine the O-NET test’s content
validity in order to prove that it was free from the threats to validity (both construct
underrepresentation and construct irrelevance) (Lincharearn et al., 2009; Waiwannajit,
2009). Hence, there is a need to investigate the alignment between the O-NET test
items and the national curriculum in order to fulfill this gap and to confirm the results
of Lincharearn et al.’s study (2009) and Waiwannajit’s study (2009).

A study on the O-NET was conducted by Goodman (2013) on the categorical
biases inherent in it. In this study, Goodman (2013) used the content analysis method
to investigate the 2010 O-NET’s content in terms of many subjects, such as physical
education, social studies, and Thai language. The researcher indicated that O-NET’s
test content could cause conflicts among people and antagonism between groups in a
diverse Thai student population. Thus, it was suggested that future exam questions be

obvious and less subjective so as to promote educational equality and fairness.

In Goodman’s study (2013), the researcher used close inspection of the 2010
O-NET exam questions for primary (Grade 6) and upper secondary (Grade 12) levels.
The results were qualitative data and relatively subjective. The advantage of this
method is that the researcher provided the logic and rationale to improve the quality
of the test items for the future. However, it has been suggested that the study be
analyzed in terms of both quantitative and qualitative data in order to make the results
more objective and so that they extend to other subjects such as English or
mathematics. Additionally, although the author claimed that NIETS, the organization
developing the O-NET exam, produced the subjective questions that failed to adhere
to the national curriculum, the author did not explore O-NET’s content alignment
between the O-NET exam and the standards.
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2.6.2 Previous studies on test-curriculum alignment research

The first related research was conducted by D’Agostino et al. (2008) on
comparing the rating and matching item-objective alignment methods. The
researchers used the rating and matching techniques to analyze the test items and
content standards relied on subject matter experts’ judgment. Forty-nine judges were
divided into four groups: two groups for matching tasks and the other two groups for
rating tasks. All of them were trained in 45-50-minute training sessions. The experts
were randomly assigned a test and had to individually analyze 40 test items out of 59
operational multiple-choice items based on the content and cognitive skills. The first
two groups matched the 2004 high school mathematics Arizona Instrument to
Measure Standards (AIMS) to the standards whereas the second groups rated the
alignment between items and objectives as “consistent,” “somewhat consistent,” or
“not consistent” in the three distinct areas: content, intellectual skill, and overall
match. The rating task took 31 minutes to complete on average and matching took 42
minutes. The results from the matching and rating tasks were not significantly
different.

The methodology employed in D’Agostino et al. (2008) was rather practical in
terms of collecting and interpreting the data. They used tables to collect the data that
were understandable and easy to compute. Additionally, compared to the matching
method, rating is less time-consuming. This is a good point of rating because the
participants will not be too exhausted while rating the test items with the linked
objectives. However, when comparing these two methods, which are relatively
traditional and low complexity test alignment methods, each method has some
characteristics that serve different research objectives as D’Agostino et al. (2008)
mentioned as follows:

...matching and rating are not substitute methods. Rating appears to be
most suitable for confirming test specifications, whereas matching can
be used to confirm specifications or explore other possible item-PO
connections that were not included in test specification documents.
Results from a rating study will not inform test developers or sponsors
if certain items are aligned with other POs than initially presumed.

Rating merely provides information regarding extant linkages.
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Matching can provide both types of information. It can indicate the
degree to which SMEs chose the PO stated in specifications, or
identify the best matching PO regardless of prior linkages. Matching
also has the capacity to reveal if there are several plausible PO matches
for an item, or if there are only tenuous connections to the standards (p.
19-20).

As can be seen from this quote, matching and rating methods can be used for
different objectives of research methodology; that is, if the researcher wants to know
more information or about many aspects of test item-objective alignment, matching
can be employed to answer the research question. However, if the researcher has test
specification and wants to confirm the alignment between the test item and test
specification, rating can help the researcher find the answer.

Another study on alignment research was carried out by Lopez (2013). The
researcher explored the degree of alignment between the content of the Saber
Mathematics test for Grade 9 and the content in the standards as well as the alignment
of cognitive demand, range of knowledge, and balance of knowledge in the questions
on the Saber Mathematics test and the standards in Colombia. The seven participants
that had experience in mathematics coded all of the items on the 2009 Saber Math
Tests based on the level of the depth of knowledge and content in the standards.
Moreover, these seven judges provided qualitative data by giving their perception of
the test items and the degree of alignment. There were three important stages: training
session, judging test item to content standards, justifying the cognitive skills between
the test items and content standards, and discussion. The process of judging the
alignment took five hours. It was found that the degree of congruence between the
Grade 9 Saber Math test and the standards was not at the appropriate level and the
results of the test should be carefully interpreted.

The interesting point of this study is that the researcher used both qualitative
and quantitative data to explore the degree of alignment. With the judges’ review, the
researcher would indicate the real problems occurring in the math test and the
standards. However, there were some weak points in this study. It was suggested that

the author extend the number of academic years of the math test so that the results
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from the study can be generalized. In addition, it was claimed that this study was
time-consuming and might limit the participants’ effectiveness in making decisions
during the data analysis.

Buckendahl, Plake, Impara, and Irwin (2000) also conducted a study on the
comparison between test publishers’ agreement and teachers’ perception of the degree
of commercial test-curriculum alignment. Explicitly, the degree of the commercial
test-curriculum alignment of the test publishers was higher than that of the teachers.
Based on this study, it was observed that the raters, who were engaged in the stakes of
the test, had a great influence on the degree of the test-curriculum congruence.
Therefore, it was suggested that researchers that conducted studies on test-curriculum
alignment be aware of the rater’s prejudice.

In summary, in order to answer the question whether the O-NET (English
subject) for the upper secondary level is aligned with the 2008 Basic Education Core
Curriculum in Thailand, the matching test-objective alignment method is the most
appropriate to find test specification and distribution of the test items in each
curriculum domain. After getting the results from matching test-objective alignment
methodology, the rating method is necessarily used to confirm the alignment of test
items and matched standards (D’Agostino et al., 2008), and in this study, the rating
method will be called the validating process.

However, there are some limitations in conducting a test-curriculum
alignment. First, the matching task between the test items and curriculum is time
consuming when compared with the rating method. Thus, practically, it is better to
analyze and match test item to the standards by the researcher and qualified graduate
students to receive the primary results in order to save time for the subject matter
experts. Second, even though the rating method is less time consuming, practically, it
is implausible that the subject matter experts will validate all of the matches between
the test items and matched standards of the two O-NET tests. Therefore, the matches
between the test items and the linked standards will be stratified randomly as

representatives of the two O-NET tests.
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2.7 Summary of the Chapter

In this chapter, the literature related to the 2008 Basic Education Core
Curriculum, the O-NET test for the upper secondary level, and content validity was
reviewed. The importance of the O-NET for the upper secondary level in Thailand
was presented by linking its accountability function and its impact for stakeholders.
Validity, especially content validity, was addressed as a theoretical framework to
support the construction of a good test. Researchers in several studies have attempted
to prove that the O-NET test was designed based on language assessment principles.
However, there has been no evidence to support the validity of the English O-NET
test. Therefore, this study attempts to fill this gap in the O-NET’s content validity.
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study was conducted to investigate to what extent the O-NET English test
content for Matthayom 6 (upper secondary level) is aligned with the 2008 Basic

Education Core Curriculum by using test items-curriculum alignment methodology.

3.1 Sample Texts

The O-NET English tests for the upper secondary level (Matthayom 6) in the
past two academic years, 2009 and 2010, were selected as samples for this study. On
the NIETS website (www.niets.or.th), three tests, 2008, 2009, and 2010, are officially
published. However, there was a limitation in using all the three published O-NET
tests. That is, the 2008 O-NET English test for the upper secondary level was
designed based on the 2001 national curriculum whereas the 2009 and 2010 O-NET
English tests for the upper secondary level were developed based on the 2008 Basic
Education Core Curriculum. Therefore, the 2009 and 2010 editions were selected to
be sample texts for this study because they were based on the 2008 Basic Education
Core Curriculum, like the latest English O-NET tests for the upper secondary level in

the following academic years.

In addition, these two O-NET English tests, the 2009 and 2010 editions, had
the same form. One thing that made them different was the number of scores per item.
The 2009 O-NET English test for upper secondary level had 70 items, accounting for
70 points whereas the 2010 O-NET English test for the upper secondary level had 70
items, accounting for 100 scores as shown in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1: O-NET test’s total number of items in each part and scores

Academic Total number of items (items/ points)
year - — -
Speaking Writing Reading Total
2009 10/10 20/20 40/40 70/70
2010 10/20 20/40 40/40 70/100

30

In practical terms, in the matching process, the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests

were classified according to the number of test items in order to easily match with the

objective, especially in the speaking part, which were divided into items A and B, as

shown in Example 3.1.

Example 3.1: Test item number 4 for the 2009 O-NET test in the speaking part

4/2009

Situation: Miss Jones, an American tourist, is telling her friend, Tommy, about her

problem.

Miss Jones:
Tommy:

Miss Jones:

Tommy, my bag was stolen,and A
B Do you know when it happened?

| just realized it a moment ago.

A. 1.1 lost my passport and all my money.

2. | should have brought my bag with me.
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3. I wonder where | can find my belongings.

4. 1 don’t remember where | kept my passport.

B. 1. What’s the matter?

2. How shameful!

3. How unfortunate!

4. That’s your problem.

(Answer: 4A: 1, 4B: 3)

Matching results: 4A: standard F 1.2.1

4B: standard F 1.2.5

Example 3.1 shows that test item number 4 of the 2009 O-NET test was

divided into item A and item B in order to easily match with the objective; that is,

item A was intended to measure standard F 1.2.1 and item B wanted to measure

standard F 1.2.5. Hence, a number of the O-NET test items were little changed as

shown in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2: The number of 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items in each part used in

the matching process

Academic Total number of test items for each part
year - — .
Speaking Writing Reading Total
2009 20 20 40 80
2010 20 20 40 80
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Table 3.2 displays the number of 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items in each part
used in the matching process. There were 20 test items in the speaking and writing
parts, and the reading part had 40 test items. It can be seen that half of O-NET test
items of each edition are in the reading part. Actually, the speaking section had 10 test
items and each item were divided into item A and item B, so the test items in the
speaking part accounted for 20 items in the matching process.

The 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum, which is currently used as a
framework for developing the O-NET tests, consists of four curriculum domains:
language for communication, language and culture, language and relationship with
other learning areas, and language and relationship with the community and the world

(see Appendix A and Appendix B).

3.2 Participants

The participants in this study were purposively sampled and were categorized
into two groups: five matchers and four subject matter experts. The first group was
composed of a researcher and four graduate students matching the O-NET English
test items (upper secondary level) with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum as
matchers. The first two matchers (the researcher and the other participant) were those
taking part in the pilot study because it was necessary to obtain feedback from the
participants in the pilot study in order to improve the matching instruments. The other
three matchers were not involved in the pilot study. All of the matchers were teachers
for the upper secondary level (2 people) and tertiary level (3 people) and they were
taking courses at the graduate level. All of the graduate students had to fill out a
questionnaire in order to meet the criteria and to be selected as qualified participants.
The criteria were as follows: first, the qualified participants had at least 5 years of
teaching and testing experience at the upper secondary or higher level. Secondly, they
had to take at least one course on language assessment or a related field such as

education measurement and evaluation, curriculum and instruction, or English
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language teaching. Thirdly, the qualified participants could not have been engaged in
developing O-NET English tests for the upper secondary level so as to avoid bias

during the matching procedure.

Five qualified participants (including the researcher), called matchers, were
trained in a training session (the first meeting) to make sure that the matching
procedure between the test items and the standards was valid and reliable. The
qualified participants were trained to be familiar with the O-NET test and the national
curriculum 2008, as well as how to justify the matches between the test items with the
national curriculum to make sure that they understood the criteria in the same way.
Before matching the intended tests, the researcher and matchers were required to do
some practice exercises by matching the sample material with the 2008 Basic
Education Core Curriculum, and then they were asked to try to independently match
sample test items with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum again in order to
ensure that they understood the criteria in the same way. After that, the matchers were
provided with the 2009 and 2010 O-NET English tests, the 2008 Basic Education
Core Curriculum and a matching sheet and then they independently matched the O-
NET test items with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum.

The second group of participants was comprised of four subject matter experts
that were adept at language assessment or related fields such as education
measurement and evaluation, curriculum and instruction, or English language
teaching. The subject matter experts had at least 10 years of teaching and testing
experience. In order to avoid any biases affecting the results of the test item-
curriculum alignment (Buckendahl, Plake, Impara, and Irwin, 2000), experts that were
not involved in the O-NET’s stakes were purposively chosen. They had to
independently rate the degree of congruence between the test items and curriculum on

a provided validating sheet so as to confirm the results from the matchers.
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3.3 Instruments

There were three instruments used in this study. The first instrument was a
questionnaire designed for selecting qualified participants (see Appendix D). This
questionnaire had two major parts: demographic information and qualifications. For
the first section, the participants were asked for their name, mobile number, e-mail,
and about their educational background. The second part was concerned their
qualifications, consisting of four questions on teaching experience, testing experience,

engagement in O-NET tests, and courses related to language assessment areas taken.

The second instrument was a matching sheet (see Appendix E) devised for
investigating the extent to which the O-NET English test for Matthayom 6 (upper
secondary level) was aligned with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum in
terms of test content. The researcher, along with the inter-raters, matched the O-NET
test items with the curriculum. The matching sheet, which was adapted from
D’Agostino et al. (2008), was in the form of a table. The first column was the test
item number. The second, third, fourth, and fifth columns were curriculum domain 1,
2, 3, and 4 respectively. In these columns, there were sub-standards in each
curriculum domain so that the inter-raters could put a check mark on the table easily
and practically. The sixth column was designed for remarks (if any).

The third tool was a validating sheet (see Appendix F) for the subject matter
experts. It was designed to validate the matches of the test-curriculum alignment from
the matching process to make sure that the matches between the test item and standard
would be reliable and valid evidence. The validating sheet was adapted from
Rovinelli and Hambleton (1976) and Turner and Carlson (2003). In Rovinelli and
Hambleton’s study (1976, p. 13) and Turner and Carlson’s study (2003), they
designed the table in the form of an Index of Item-Objective Congruence (I0C),
ranging from +1 (clearly measuring) to -1 (clearly not measuring). Therefore, in this
study, the table was designed by using the 10C as well and it had six columns. The
first column was the O-NET test item number and the second was the O-NET test

content and the third column was the standard which was matched to that test item
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from the matching process. The fourth, fifth, and sixth columns were the rating scales
ranging from +1 (Agree) to 0 (Undecided) and, -1 (Disagree), asking the subject
matter experts “Do you agree that the test item is clearly measuring the matched
standard?” The four subject matter experts had to put a check mark on the rating scale
in order to validate the degree of item-objective congruence. The matches between the
test items and curriculum were randomly selected to put on the rating sheet for the

experts by not less than 30% for each test, accounting for 24 test items per test.

3.4 Procedures

In this study, in order to find the extent to which the O-NET English test
content for Matthayom 6 (upper secondary level) was aligned with the 2008 Basic
Education Core Curriculum, there were four crucial stages for examining the
congruence between the O-NET test items and the 2008 Basic Education Core
Curriculum: a pilot study, the preparation process, the matching process, and the
validating process by subject matter experts.

3.4.1 Pilot study

A pilot study was conducted in order to field-test the matching procedure to
ensure that the instruments designed for this study would help the participants and be

practical in terms of finding the alignment between the test-items and the curriculum.

3.4.1.1 Sample texts

The 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests for the upper secondary level were used as
samples in this pilot study. The 2009 and the 2010 editions were officially published
by NIETS and also had the same format. Each test consisted of 70 test items divided
into three parts: speaking (10 items), writing (20 items), and reading (40 items).
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Furthermore, in the process of constructing the O-NET tests for the English
subject, they were developed based on the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum,
which was composed of four curriculum domains: language for communication,
language and culture, language and relationship with other learning areas, and
language and relationship with the community and the world. Thus, in this pilot study,
the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum was used as a test blueprint with which
the O-NET tests should be aligned. It was designed in the form of flash cards in order

to assist the participants in making their matching decision.

3.4.1.2 Participants

Four participants (including the researcher) took part in the pilot study as
matchers. All of them were graduate students and had taken language assessment
courses. One participant was a male that had experience of at least three years in
teaching and testing at the primary level. The others were females that had had
teaching and testing experience of more than five years at the tertiary level. Moreover,
in order to avoid bias during the matching process, none of them had been involved in

developing the O-NET tests for English subject.

Before matching the test items to the national curriculum, the qualified
participants were individually trained for around 25 to 30 minutes in how to use the
given tools and how to match the test items to the national curriculum. Then, they
were individually given with the instruments, consisting of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET
tests of English (upper secondary level), the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum,
and matching sheet. Each participant had only one week to complete the task and to
return the instruments with their written comments from the matching process to the
researcher. In addition, when the participants submitted their tasks, they were

interviewed on aspects of the matching process.
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3.4.1.3 Instruments

A matching sheet was used as a tool to collect the data from the participants in
this pilot study. It was developed for the purpose of investigating the extent to which
the O-NET English test for Matthayom 6 (upper secondary level) was aligned with
the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum in terms of test content. The matching
sheet was in the form of a table, composed of six columns. The first column was the
test item number. The second, third, fourth, and fifth columns were the curriculum
domain 1, 2, 3, and 4. In each curriculum domain, there were standards that described
what the students should be taught. The sixth column was for the written comments
from the matchers (if any). The matchers had to put a check mark on the standard

with which test item was aligned.

3.4.1.4 Procedures

The purpose of this pilot study was to field test the matching process. It was
necessary to verify that the instruments would be practical and would help the
participants find the extent to which the O-NET English test for Matthayom 6 (upper
secondary level) was aligned with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum.
Therefore, there were three crucial steps in this pilot study: training, individual

matching, and interviewing.

Training was the beginning step. The researcher individually made an
appointment with a participant in order to explain general information about the pilot
study and how to use the given materials, which were the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests
of English subject (upper secondary level), the 2008 Basic Education Core
Curriculum in the form of flash cards and paper, and the matching sheet. In addition,
the participant was taught how to use the flash-card curriculum and matching sheet.
Then, in each part, one or two test items were exemplified for the participant so as to
make sure that s/he obviously understood how to match the test item with the
standard. The training process to each participant took around 25-30 minutes and each
participant had only one week to complete their task.
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After the training process, each participant independently matched the test
item to the standard. If s/he were uncertain or found some problems with putting a
check mark on the standard, s/he could write comments or what s/he thought about
the match. This process took one week to return all of the tools to the researcher in

person.

The final process was interviewing. The researcher made an appointment with
each participant in person to collect the data. Each participant was asked to give
feedback on the given tools, address problems found during the matching, and discuss

what they thought while matching the test items to the standards.

3.4.1.5 Findings

The findings from the pilot study showed that the agreement among the four
matchers was relatively inconsistent. Particularly, the agreement among the matchers
on the matches of the 2009 O-NET test items was more varied than with the 2010 O-
NET test items.

Analyses of the findings revealed that there were some problems in the
matching process. First, some test items measured more than one objective.
Particularly, in the speaking section, the researcher found that this section was
problematic because the participants could not match the test item with one standard,
as should have been done, and they thought that the test item could match two

standards.

Example 3.2: The O-NET test item with possible matched standards

The O-NET test item The possible matched standards

2/2009. (Speaking ability) Participant 1 & 3: 1.2.2. Choose and use
Situation: Sunisa, a Thai student, just got | requests  and give instructions,

off the plane at Heathrow Airport in | clarifications and explanations fluently.

London and is asking an official on duty
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for help.

Sunisa: Excuse me,
Embassy?
Official: _ B__

A the Thai

Sunisa: Thank you very much.

A. 1. could you tell me how to get to

2. would you kindly take me to

3. did this coach normally stop at

4. do you know when this bus

stops at

B. 1. Our taxi drivers are very helpful

and polite.

2. It won’t take long to get there.

3. You can buy a ticket on the bus.

4. That coach will take you there.

(Answer: Al, B4)

Participant 2 & 4: 1.2.3. Speak and write
to express needs and offer, accept and
refuse to give help in simulated or real

situations.

As it can be seen from Example 3.2, it was found two out of four matchers
agreed that test item number 2 of the 2009 O-NET test matched standard 1.2.2

whereas the others agreed that test item number 2 should match standard 1.2.3.

Second, the misinterpretation of the standard among the matchers may be

another factor causing the widely varied agreement regarding test alignment. As can

be seen from the writing part, the matchers interpreted the key words in the standard

with varied understanding.
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Example 3.3: The O-NET test item with possible matched standards

The O-NET test item The possible matched standards

11/2009. (Writing ability) Participant 1: 1.2.4. Speak and write
Ban Na Nong, _ A B __ full of | appropriately to ask for and give data,
shopping malls and restaurants. describe, explain, compare and express
opinions about matters/ issues/news and
A. 1.asmall village, quiet once situations heard and read.

2. it was once a quiet small

village Participant 2: 1.1.3. Explain and write
3. a quiet small village once it | sentences and texts related to various
was forms of non-text information, as well as
4. once a small quiet village specify and write various forms of non-

text information related to sentences and
B. 1. now a busy town texts heard or read.
2. 1s now a busy town
3. a busy town it is now Participant 3: 1.2.1. Converse and write to
4. it is now a busy town exchange data about themselves and
various matters around them, experiences,
(Answer: A4, B2) | situations, news/incidents and issues of
interest to society, and communicate the

data continuously and appropriately.

Participant 4: 1.3.1. Speak and write to
present data themselves/ experiences,
news/ incidents, matters and various

issues of interest to society.

For instance, in Example 3.3, the matchers differently agreed on matching test
item number 11 of the 2009 O-NET test with the standard. The first matcher matched
it with standard 1.2.4, the second one matched it with standard 1.1.3, the third one
matched it with standard 1.2.1, and the other one matched it with standard 1.3.1.

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED



41

Analyses from the interviews and written comments of this part revealed that
some problems that made the results inconsistent were found during the matching
process in the pilot study. First, the participants were sometimes distracted by the test
item’s objective during the matching process. According to the written comments,
some participants ignored the key skills, listening, speaking, writing, and reading,
where the test item was intended to measure test takers’ ability and they focused on
the specific detail of the test item. For example, in the writing part, which was an
indirect assessment, the test item should be matched to the standard which was related
to the writing skill and then the test item justified to the indicator. In practical terms,
some of the participants focused on the indicator that seemed to match the test item

and ignored the standard. A sample is showed in Example 3.4.

Example 3.4: The O-NET test item with possible matched standards

The O-NET test item The possible matched standards

12/2009. (Writing ability)

A their customers, supermarkets

Participant 1: 1.2.4. Speak and write
appropriately to ask for and give data,
__B__aspossible. describe, explain, compare and express
opinions about matters/ issues/news and
A. 1. Having attracted and kept situations heard and read.

2. As if to attract and keep

3. In order to attract and keep
4. Attracting and keeping

B. 1. want to make shoppers as
pleasant
2. have made shopping as

pleasing

3. must try to make their shoppers

as pleasing

4. have tried to make shopping as

Participant 2: 1.1.4. ldentify the main
idea, analyze the essence, interpret and
express opinions from listening to and
reading feature articles and entertainment
articles, as well as provide justifications

and examples for illustration

Participant 3: she argued that the objective
of test item was not aligned with the
standard.
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pleasant
Participant 4: 1.3.1. Speak and write to
(Answer: A3, B4) | present data themselves/ experiences,
news/ incidents, matters and various

issues of interest to society.

Secondly, the national curriculum translated into English did not convey the
same meaning in the original Thai version. It was found that some words did not

convey the correct meaning as they should have, as shown in Example 3.5.

Example 3.5: The translations between the Thai and English version of the 2008

Basic Education Core Curriculum

Thai version English version

UINTFIU & 1.2 Standard F 1.2

Endowment with language

fvinwenisdeansnianiulunisuaniua e i
fifnwgnnsAeansmenivilumsuaniaey communication skills for exchange of

[ 1 U=e a =4
VBYAVNIANT UHAIANAGEAN WAZAIUAPNU | data and information; efficient expression

p9HUTEANEA N of feelings and opinions

Standard F 1.2.2
UINTFIU 7 1.2.2

. 3 3 y P Choose and wuse requests and give
onwasliA1ueses Akugdn ATwae | . ) ee
instructions, clarifications and

AIDBUNY BYNINAADILLART explanations fluently.
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Example 3.5 demonstrates that standard F 1.2.2 translated into the English
version did not convey the same meaning as Thai version, especially the underlined

word which in Thai uses “Auuzin” whereas English version translates into

“instructions” instead of “advice.” Hence, the word “instructions” was changed in this
study to “advice” in order to convey the same meaning as in the original text to the

target English language and to minimize confusion among the matchers.

Ultimately, some of the content of the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum
is ambiguous. Some ambiguity of content in the standards and some overlap of
content in the indicators were the other problems found from the pilot study. To
begin, the content of the standard was relatively vague; that is, the content of the

standard was so broad that most of test items were aligned with such a standard.

Example 3.6: The comparison between the broad content of standard F 1.2.1 and

the more specific content of standard F 1.2.2

Standard F 1.2.1

Standard F 1.2.2

Converse and write to exchange data
about themselves and various matters
around them, experiences, situations,
news/incidents and issues of interest to
the data

society, and communicate

continuously and appropriately.

aunukazllsuldnoudeyalisifunuies
,:4' 1 Y 4
warisead1e 9 lnady Uszaunisal
¢ ¢ 2 o
anunsel 913/ wnn1sal Ussinuiiedly
anuaulavesdiny  uagdeansetwiaiiles

LAgLBRUTEN

Choose and use requests and give advice,

clarifications and explanations fluently.

= Y o L4 Y o o o d’J
wwonuazldiArveses TiAuwugn A1TWas

ANDSUNY BUNIARDILAR"

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED




44

Example 3.6 compares the broad content of standard F 1.2.1 and the more
specific content of standard F 1.2.2. It can be seen that the content of standard F 1.2.1
was comparatively broad; that is, it was relevant to the issues or matters occurring in
the student’s daily life and its objective was that student could exchange his or her
information to other people. Hence, most of the issues discussed in daily life were
categorized into this standard; in contrast, standard F 1.2.2 focused on appropriately

using expressions of requests, advice, clarifications, and explanations.

In addition, according to written comments, the participants agreed that there
was some overlap in terms of the content of the indicators. That is, some of the
content of the indicators overlapped with the other content of the indicators as shown

in the following example.

Example 3.7: The overlap between the content of the indicators

Standard F 1.2.2 Standard F 1.2.3

Choose and use requests and give | Speak and write to express needs and
advice, clarifications and explanations | offer, accept and refuse to give help in

fluently. simulated or real situations.

WenuarldAveses iduugiln AALas | Walazileulaniniufens aue Aausy
A1O5UNY DENAABILARY wazUfiasnistianudismaeluaniunisal

AV 0ENTUNTUITIDE1UUN LA

Indicator of standard F 1.2.2 Indicator of standard F 1.2.3

ANYD389 AILULUEN AITWIY ANBSUIY N3 | AMEALEIUNNSTLERIAINUADINTS LEUBLAY LY
TunoUTUtoU AUTILNGD nUTURAsUNEsN1ThAY

BAULARD MUFDIUNTITAIRINE) LU

Please.../..., please./ I’d like.../ | need.../
May/Can/Could...?/Would you

please...?Yes,../ Please do./ Certainly./
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Yes, of course./Sure./ Need some help?/
What can | do to help?/ Would you like
any help?/ If you like I could.../ What can
I do to help?/ Would you like any help?/
Would you like me to help you?/ If you
need anything, please.../ Is there anything
I can do?/ I’ll do it for you./ I’m afraid.../

I’m sorry, but.../ Sorry, but...etc.

Example 3.7 illustrates that there was some overlap between the content of the
indicators. It was clear that standard F 1.2.2 required the students to express their
request, advice, clarification, and explanation whereas standard F 1.2.3 required the
students to express their need and offer, their acceptance or refusal in different
situations. When considering the indicator of standard F 1.2.2, it was found that the
content of this standard was quite unclear; on the other hand, the indicator of standard
F 1.2.3 was relatively obvious; that is, the indicator of standard F 1.2.3 provided some
examples of the expressions regarding the idea of needing and offering, acceptance
and refusal, and so on. Nevertheless, if the content of indicator in standard F 1.2.3 is
closely scrutinized, it can be seen that it covers some request sentences, for instance,
“Would you please...?” or “May/ Can/ Could...?” which should be classified as an
indicator of standard F 1.2.2 measuring the expressions of request. The participants
accepted that the overlap of the content in the indicators made it difficult for the
participants to justify the appropriate matches between the test items and the standards
and this was one of the factors affecting the inconsistency in the matching results in

the pilot study.

In this pilot study, time limitations and the short training were important
factors causing the inconsistent results. In order to solve these problems, training
sessions and doing some trials are very important steps. The researcher divided the
training into three sessions: the national curriculum and the O-NET test, the
instrument, and the trial sessions. For the first session, general information was

explained to the participants so that they could become familiar with the national
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curriculum and the O-NET test before matching. This session included how to

observe the key words in the standard and the indicator (Ariyaritwikol et al., 2014,

p.222) as follows.

Example 3.8: The key words in an indicator

The standard

The key words

What the student learns

Standard 1.2.3.

Speak and write to express
needs and offer, accept and
refuse to give help in

simulated or real situations.

UHIFIU A 1.2.3

WALALLTEULARNIAIINADINTG
@ue pausukasUiasnis
Tanutemdsluaniunisal
NapIvisdn1UNTlasI0ENa

LUNTEY

Speak and write

NAKALITY

wijazL%ummmﬁﬂumi
LARIAIILADINIT LAUDLAY
Tanugiunde neusunay
Ufrasnisivianudismastu
ANUNTAIANNE) LU

Please.../..., please./ I'd
like.../ |
May/Can/Could...?/Would

you please...?Yes,../

need.../

Please do. /Certainly./ Yes,
of course./Sure./ Need
some help?/ What can | do
to help?/ Would you like
any help?/ If you like I
could.../ What can | do to
help?/ Would you like any
help?/ Would you like me
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to help you?/ If you need
anything, please.../ Is
there anything | can do?/
I’ll do it for you/ I'm
afraid.../ I’m sorry, but.../
Sorry, but... etc.

Furthermore, the participants were trained in how to find the objective of each

test item so as to minimize their distraction during the matching process.

For the second session, the participants were trained how in using the
instruments: the matching sheet and the flash-card national curriculum designed to
help the participants during the matching. Each participant was given the national
curriculum in the form of flash cards and paper, the matching sheet, and the 2009 and
2010 O-NET tests.

In the last session, the researcher gave the participants a module of the O-NET
test, which was used as a trial before the individual matching, for at least 50% of all
the test items. The purpose of this trial was to ensure that the participants understood
the matching process and used clear-cut criteria. After the trial, problems found

during the trial session were discussed in order to find solutions.

In summary, the problems found in this pilot study made the researcher
carefully conduct the matching process in the future. The solutions mentioned above
were carried out in during the preparation process in order to minimize inconsistent

results.

3.4.2 Preparation process

The first phase was the preparation process. Before beginning the study, a
pilot study (see Pilot Study in 3.4.1) was conducted and the findings showed that the

agreement among the five matchers was comparatively inconsistent, and some
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problems were found during the matching procedure (see Pilot Study in 3.4.1). After
selecting qualified participants, the research information and procedures were
explained to the participants and all of the participants were required to sign the

consent form.

The findings from the pilot study pointed out that training the matchers with
adequate sample material and proper time was one of the most essential steps in
making sure that they understood the criteria in the same way before matching the
intended tests. The sample test used in the training session was selected from a
commercially published book written by Watanapokakul (2010). The sample test had
the same form as the intended tests of the O-NET. As a result, the five qualified
participants (including the researcher) were trained in general information about the
O-NET test and how to consistently match the sample O-NET test items to the 2008
Basic Education Core Curriculum so that they could match the intended O-NET test

items and curriculum domains in the same way.

Importantly, the matchers were trained in justifying the test item’s objective so
that they would not be distracted and would consistently match the test items to the
standards. As the guidelines of Ariyaritwikol and his colleagues (2014) indicated, the
matchers were asked to notice the key words of the indicators in order to match the
test item with the appropriate standard (see Pilot study in 3.4.1). After the training,
they did some matching exercises together and then they independently matched the
sample test so as to examine their understanding about the matching process and
criteria before the intended matching process. Problems found during the trial were

also discussed and the criteria justified during this session.

The other problems found in the pilot study were related to the 2008 Basic
Education Core Curriculum. On the one hand, the national curriculum translated into
English did not convey the same meaning in the original Thai version; therefore, this
issue was discussed among the matchers before matching the intended tests and the
participants decided to use the original Thai version to be a standard during the
matching process. On the other hand, there was some ambiguity of the content in the

standards and some overlap in the indicators; thus, these problems were considered
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and discussed to find solutions that the matchers could use the standard as a main
criterion to justify the alignment between the test items and the standards. The
findings from the pilot study were able to enhance the consistency of the matching

results in this study.

3.4.3 Matching process

The second phase was the matching process. The objective of this phase was
to investigate to what extent the O-NET English test content for Matthayom 6 (upper
secondary level) was aligned with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum. The
researcher, along with four qualified matchers, independently matched the test items
of texts, the 2009 and 2010 O-NET English tests for upper secondary level, with the

2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum by using the matching sheet as a tool.

In the training session (the first meeting), the matchers were trained about the
criteria of matching which were the alignment between test items and the key words
of standards and the language assessment principles (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010).
To explain, the matching between the O-NET test items and the national curriculum
was conducted by focusing on the key words of the standard that were appropriately
congruent with the test item. Moreover, the other matching criterion was based on
language assessment principles (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010); that is, a good test
item should measure one objective; as a result, the matchers discussed the possibility
of matched curriculum domains and finally decided to match the O-NET test item

with the most appropriately matched curriculum domain.

Furthermore, the matching sheet, the 2009 and the 2010 O-NET tests, and the
2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum were provided to the matchers so that each
matcher could independently match all of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items to the

2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum.

After independently matching the test items to curriculum domains for a week,
a second meeting was established so that the matchers could share and discuss

difficulties, problematic items, or make some remarks on what occurred when
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matching. Then, the matchers independently matched the problematic test items to the

curriculum domains again.

A week later, the matchers had to submit their matching sheet as well as
discuss the difficulties or limitations found during the matching process in the third
meeting. The data from the matching sheet were analyzed for each section: speaking,
writing, and reading. The results from the matchers were used to find the relationships
among the matchers by using the coefficient reliability index. After that, the matchers
found the best fit matches in order to put them on validating sheet for the next phase.

3.4.4 Validating process

The third phase was validating the congruence between the test item and the
standard by four subject matter experts. The objective of this process was to validate
the test-curriculum congruence in order to confirm that the matches between the test
item and the standard were valid. The validating sheet, which consisted of 30% of the
randomly selected test items from each test, was employed as a tool to independently
validate the test item-standard congruence by the four experts. The four experts were
provided the validating sheet and they had to rate it by putting a check mark on the
I0C, ranging from +1 (Agree) and, 0 (Undecided) to -1 (Disagree), in order to answer
whether the expert agreed that the test item was clearly measuring the standard which
was adapted from Rovinelli and Hambleton (1976) and Turner and Carlson (2003).
The results from the experts were calculated so as to find the degree of congruence

between the test item and the standard by subject matter experts.
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3.5 Data Analyses

The results from the two previous phases, the matching and validating
procedures, were analyzed and calculated with appropriate statistical tools in order to
find the extent to which the O-NET English test content for Matthayom 6 (upper
secondary level) was aligned with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum. The
degree of content validity was shown by the degree of alignment between the O-NET
test items and the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum. Moreover, the results
demonstrated the coverage of test content in the 2008 Basic Education Core

Curriculum.

The results from the matching and validating procedures were shown in the
quantitative outcomes. First, the results from the matching process were calculated by
using descriptive statistics to find the inter-rater reliability among five matchers. After
obtaining raw data from the matching process, the results were calculated. For
instance, if four out of five matchers agreed upon the same standard, it was evident
that the test item had 0.8 of agreement among the five matchers. In addition, after
obtaining each inter-rater reliability value for each test item, the overall inter-rater
reliability value was calculated. The overall inter-rater reliability value is shown in
Table 3.3.

Table 3.3: Inter-rater reliability among the five matchers

Measured Inter-rater reliability
O-NET test’s part
standard 2009 2010
Reading part Standard F 1.1 1.0 1.0
Speaking part Standard F 1.2 0.88 0.98
Writing part Standard F1.3 1.0 1.0
Overall 0.97 0.99
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The degree of internal correlation among the five matchers was comparatively
high. The inter-rater reliability was at 0.97 and 0.99 for overall matching in the 2009
and the 2010 O-NET test of English (upper secondary level) respectively. According
to Table 3.3, in both the reading and writing parts of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests
of English, the degree of inter-rater reliability was at 1.0. However, only in the
speaking part, the degree of internal correlation among the matchers was little lower
than in the other parts; that is, the 2009 edition was at 0.88 and for the 2010 edition it
was at 0.98. The cut-off score of 0.5 or above was employed as a threshold to justify
that the item was adequately aligned with the objective (Polit et al., 2007; D’ Agostino
et al., 2008).

The results of the internal correlation among the matchers indicate that in
training session the participants or matchers were adequately trained and they

understood the criteria in the same way.

Second, the results from validating process were computed using Index of
Item Objective Congruence (IOC) (Rovinelli & Hambleton, 1976; Turner & Carlson,
2003) in order to find the agreement among the subject matter experts. The 10C is
three-point scales consisting of +1 (Agree), 0 (Undecided), and -1 (Disagree). The
I0C results demonstrate the agreement on the O-NET test content and the cut-off
score was at 0.5 (Rovinelli & Hambleton, 1976; D’Agostino et al., 2008). The 10C

formula is as follows:

The matches between the O-NET test items and the standards were validated
by using the Index of item-objective congruence (I0OC) by four subject matter experts
and the cut-off score was at 0.5 (Rovinelli & Hambleton, 1976; D’Agostino et al.,
2008). The validating results showed that the Index of item-objective congruence of
the 2009 O-NET test was at 0.79 and the Index of item-objective congruence of the
2010 O-NET test was at 0.73. This indicated that the validating results were relatively
high.
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After obtaining the results of Index of item-objective congruence (I0C), the
Kendall coefficient of concordance was applied to examine the inter-rater reliability
among four subject matter experts (Tangdhanakanond, 2016). The moderate value of
the Kendall coefficient of concordance was at or more than 0.7 (Tangdhanakanond,

2016) and the formula is as follows:

12X D}

wW=1-—"—"1Ft _
k2 N(N? — 1)

The inter-rater reliability value of the 2009 O-NET test was at 0.4 whereas that
of the 2010 O-NET test was at 0.3. This pointed out that the inter-rater reliability
value of the 2009 and the 2010 was comparatively low. It is feasible that there were
uncontrollable factors: the broad content of the standards and the overlap of the
content between the standards in the national curriculum. These two uncontrollable
factors affected the inconsistent matches among the matchers in the matching process
and the experts in the validating process when they had to justify the standard that

most appropriately matched with the test item.

3.6 Summary of the Chapter

This chapter presents a description of the sample texts, the participants, tools,
procedures, and analyses used in this study. The pilot study providing information
about the possible problems occurring in the test item-objective alignment was also

discussed.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter presents the results obtained. The research question is restated

and related findings are demonstrated.

4.1 Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate content validity of the O-NET
English tests in the past two academic years of upper secondary level (Matthayom 6),
2009 and 2010, based on the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum.

4.2 Review of the Research Question

The research question is as follows:

- To what extent is the O-NET English test content for Matthayom 6 (upper

secondary level) aligned with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum?

4.3 Results and Discussion

The results obtained from the matching process were analyzed both
quantitatively and qualitatively in order to investigate the test-curriculum alignment of
the O-NET tests. The results and interpretation of this study were based on the point
of view of the matchers, not on the O-NET test writers. Overall, the results have
shown that the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests were partly aligned with the 2008 Basic
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Education Core Curriculum. Some issues are analyzed and discussed in order to
clarify the results found regarding the alignment between the test items and
curriculum domains and the O-NET tests’ distribution of this study. They are divided
into two sections: the matched curriculum domain and the unmatched curriculum

domains.

4.3.1 Matched curriculum domain

The matching results show that the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items were
matched with the curriculum domain of language for communication (curriculum
domain 1). There were two crucial factors affecting the results of the alignment

between the O-NET test items and the curriculum domain as follows.

First, a test item should measure one objective in accordance with language
assessment principles (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010). For this factor, the matchers
had to justify the most appropriate matched standard for the test item as shown in

Example 4.1.

Example 4.1: Test item number 1 of the 2009 O-NET test in the speaking part
compared with standard F 1.2 and standard F 2.1

1/ 2009: Situation: A secretary is talking to a caller.

Caller: This is Jim Smith. Can | speak to Mr. Johnson, please?
Secretary: A
Caller: B

Secretary:  I’ll tell him as soon as | see him.

A. 1. Pardon me. | don’t know him.
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2. Can you talk to him now?

3. I’'m afraid he’s just gone out.

4. Sorry. He doesn’t want to speak to you.

B. 1. Could you hold on?

2. Can you call me later?

3. Can you ask him to return my call?

4. Could | return his call later?

(Answer: A: 3, B: 3)

Matching result: 1A matched with Standard F 1.2

1B matched with Standard F 1.2

Comparing the curriculum domains

Curriculum domain 1: Language for

Communication
Standard F 1.2:

Endowment with language
communication skills for exchange of
data and information; efficient expression

of feelings and opinions

TMNwEN1530a15N1901E1 hUNISwanUagU

ToUaYNIANT  UAAIAIINIAN LazAIY

Curriculum domain 2: Language and

Culture

Standard F 2.1:

Appreciation of the relationship between
language and culture of native speakers
use of

and capacity for language

appropriate to occasions and places
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Example 4.1 presents test item number 1 of the 2009 O-NET test in the

speaking part compared with standard F 1.2 and standard F 2.1. For this item, the

matchers decided to match both item A and item B with standard F 1.2 when

considering the stem and distractors of this item. Especially, if considering the

distractors that intend to measure how the student appropriately asks and responds to

a telephone situation to get some information, this test item was more suitable for

standard F 1.2 than for standard F 2.1, measuring language and culture.

Secondly, in the curriculum domain 1, the indicator for each standard is meant

to measure language for communication skills, which consist of listening and reading

(standard F 1.1), language communication skills (standard F 1.2), and speaking and

writing (standard F 1.3), as shown in Table 4.1.

Table 4.1: The description of each standard in curriculum domain 1

Curriculum domain 1: Language for communication

Standard F 1.1

Understanding and capacity for interpreting what has been
heard and read from various types of media, and ability to

express opinions with proper reasoning

Standard F 1.2

Endowment with language communication skills for exchange
of data and information; efficient expression of feelings and

opinions
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Standard F 1.3 Ability to present data, information, concepts and views about

various matters through speaking and writing

In Table 4.1, it can be seen that curriculum domain 1 can be indirectly
assessed by using a standardized test like the O-NET to test student’s language
knowledge and abilities. For instance, as standard F 1.1 was designed to measure
“understanding and capacity for interpreting what has been heard and read from
various types of media, and ability to express opinions with proper reasoning,” this
can be assessed in the “reading comprehension part” of the O-NET test to check the
student’s understanding of what s/he read. Standard F 1.2 measuring *“endowment
with language communication skills for exchange of data and information; efficient
expression of feelings and opinions,” can be indirectly tested in the “speaking part,”
which was designed as a dialogue verifying that the student knew how to
appropriately ask and respond in different places and on different occasions. Standard
F 1.3, measuring the “ability to present data, information, concepts and views about
various matters through speaking and writing” can be indirectly assessed in the

“writing part” of the O-NET test, which examined the student’s productive skills.

Besides the results of test-curriculum alignment, the matching results provided
the distribution of the O-NET test items among the standards, which are shown in
Table 4.2.
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Table 4.2: The distribution of the O-NET test items of English for the upper

secondary level for each part of the O-NET test and each standard of

curriculum domain 1

O-NET’s
part

Curriculum domain 1: Language for

communication

O-NET test

items

2009

2010

Reading

Standard F 1.1

Understanding and capacity for
interpreting what has been heard
and read from various types of
media, and ability to express

opinions with proper reasoning

50%

50%

Speaking

Standard F 1.2

Endowment with language
communication skills for exchange
of data and information; efficient

expression of feelings and opinions

25%

25%

Writing

Standard F 1.3

Ability to present data, information,
concepts and views about various
matters through speaking and

writing

25%

25%

As can be seen in Table 4.2, which presents the distribution of the 2009 and

2010 O-NET test items (English subject for upper secondary level) to each part of the

O-NET test and each standard for curriculum domain 1, the percentages of the 2009
and 2010 O-NET test items that matched standard F 1.1 were similar; that is, 50% of

the test items in the O-NET of English for the upper secondary level were congruent

with standard F 1.1, which was considered an indicator measuring reading skill.

Moreover, the results from the matching process showed that 25% of all the test items

in each O-NET test were aligned with standard F 1.2 as an indicator measuring

language communication skills. Finally, 25% of all the test items of each O-NET test

edition matched standard F 1.3, which was an indicator measuring speaking and

writing skills.
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A possibility why the distribution of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items
were shown as the results above may be because of the fact that the 2009 and 2010 O-
NET tests were devised to measure receptive and productive skills according to the
same proportion. That is, as can be seen from the distribution on the 2009 and 2010
O-NET tests, 50% of the test items were meant to measure the receptive skill through
the reading comprehension part and 50% of the remaining test items were designed to

measure productive skills through the speaking and writing parts.

Hence, half of all the O-NET test items were matched with standard F 1.1.4,
which requires the student to perform many sub-skills of reading, for instance,
identifying main ideas, making inferences, skimming and scanning techniques,
guessing vocabulary, guessing meaning from contextual clues, and so on. In the
meantime, the remaining test items (50%) in each edition were equally distributed to
measure productive skills: speaking (25%) and writing (25%). Therefore, 25% of the
O-NET test items in the speaking part were matched with standard F 1.2 whereas 25%
of the remaining O-NET test items in the writing part were matched with standard F
1.3.

The commonalities between standard F 1.2 matched with the speaking part
and standard F 1.3 matched with the writing part were to exchange data or
information in daily life and to express the student’s feelings or opinions in order to
convey what the student thinks to their interlocutors. However, standard F 1.2 differs
from standard F 1.3 in terms of the given situations; for example, standard F 1.2
focuses on making requests, offering acceptances and refusals, and other topics
related to conversation in daily life. Standard F 1.3 emphasizes issues or matters that

are analyzed before presenting through productive skills (speaking and writing).

In the following section, the distribution of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test
items in the curriculum domain is presented in order to provide more specific details.
As the results from the test item-curriculum domain alignment indicate, it was
significant that all of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items were congruent with

curriculum domain 1, measuring language for communication. Therefore, in this
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section, three standards in curriculum domain 1 were analyzed, standard F 1.1,

standard F 1.2, and standard F 1.3 as follows.

Table 4.3: The distribution of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items of English for

the upper secondary level in standard F 1.1

Curriculum domain 1: Language for communication

O-NET test

Standard F 1.1: Understanding and capacity for interpreting
what has been heard and read from various types of media,
and ability to express opinions with proper reasoning

2009

2010

Standard F 1.1.1: Observe instructions in manuals for various
types of work, clarifications, explanations and descriptions heard

and read

Standard F 1.1.2: Accurately read aloud texts, news,
advertisements, poems and skits by observing the principles of

reading

Standard F 1.1.3: Explain and write sentences and texts related
to various forms of non-text information, as well as specify and
write various forms of non-text information related to sentences

and texts heard or read

Standard F 1.1.4: Identify the main idea, analyze the essence,
interpret and express opinions from listening to and reading
feature articles and entertainment articles, as well as provide

justifications and examples for illustration

50%

50%
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Table 4.3 demonstrates the distribution of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test
items of English for the upper secondary level in standard F 1.1 measuring the reading
skill in the form of a percentage. The results showed that 50% of the test items in the
2009 and 2010 editions matched standard F 1.1.4. None of the 2009 or 2010 O-NET
test items were found in the other standards (F 1.1.1, F 1.1.2, and F 1.1.3).

When analyzing all of the indicators for standard F 1.1, standard F 1.1.2
requires the student to “accurately read aloud texts, news, advertisements, poems and
skits by observing the principles of reading” which seemed to be impractical to test in

the O-NET tests; therefore, there was no test item that matched this standard.

When considering the other standards, standard F 1.1.1, standard F 1.1.3, and
standard F 1.1.4, the difference among these standards was the types of the text. That
is, standard F 1.1.1 is meant to “observe instructions in manuals for various types of
work, clarifications, explanations and descriptions heard and read;” standard F 1.1.3
was intended to measure student to “explain and write sentences and texts related to
various forms of non-text information, as well as specify and write various forms of
non-text information related to sentences and texts heard or read;” and standard F
1.1.4 was meant student to “identify the main idea, analyze the essence, interpret and
express opinions from listening to and reading feature articles and entertainment

articles, as well as provide justifications and examples for illustration.”

It was noticed that the purpose of the key words identifying several sources
and types of reading texts in the standards (standard F 1.1.1, standard F 1.1.2,
standard F 1.1.3, and standard F 1.1.4) was for the student to encounter various
sources and types of reading texts in his or her daily life. This helps to promote
authenticity in language testing (Berardo, 2006). However, in the 2009 and 2010 O-
NET tests, the sources and types of reading texts were not varied; that is, most of
them were articles from newspapers or advertisements. In fact, based on the key
words of text sources and types indicated in the standards (standard F 1.1.1, standard
F 1.1.2, standard F 1.1.3, and standard F 1.1.4), the reading texts used in the O-NET
tests should be taken from various sources, for example, TV programs, non-text

information, fiction, and so on.
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Nevertheless, the matching results pointed out that only standard F 1.1.4 was
properly matched with the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items in the reading part, as
shown in Example 4.2. It was possible that the indicator of standard F 1.1.4 clearly
identified what student requires in performing the reading skill; and the skills or
techniques measured in this standard can be used for indirect assessment by using
multiple-choice tests, which emphasize product rather than process (Adunyarittigun,
2001).

Example 4.2: Test items number 47-54 of the 2010 O-NET test in the reading
part aligned with standard F 1.1.4

Passage 2/ 2010 (item 47-54):

Zoos, the most accessible nature reserves for most people in Russia, are

becoming endangered species.

With 11 million people, Moscow has only one zoo covering about 60 acres. It is

crowded with visitors all summer.

Zoo officials say there is not enough space to keep lions, giraffes, gorillas and

chimpanzees.

The city has been giving money to expand and improve it, five major building

projects are underway and five more are planned.

A few of Russia’s new banks and business sponsor exhibits, and an American
businessman gives US$100 a month to buy fruit for the apes.

Now many zoo workers have quit because they are paid very low wages.
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47. The best headline for this passage is
1. Russian zoo facing shortage of food
2. Businessmen to sponsor Russian zoo
3. Russian zoo struggling to survive
4. Workers quit Russian zoo

48. The major problem of the zoo seems to be

=

a shortage of workers

no

the construction in the zoo area
3. some animals becoming endangered
4. insufficient financial support

49. All of the statements below describe a problem of the Russian zoo EXCEPT

13 7

1. The zoo is very crowded only in summer

no

The zoo does not have enough space for all its animals

w

The government provides little money for zoo management

>

The budget for operating the zoo is too low
50. One of the changes being carried out at the moment is
1. several more zoos will be built

2. certain areas of the zoo are being improved

3. the endangered species collection is being expanded
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4. more food is provided for wild animals in the zoo

51. The private sector also

=

cooperates by funding displays and providing money to buy food for animals

2. tries to recruit more workers to replace those who leave the zoo

w

supports the improvement of the zoos by funding the building projects

>

invites foreign businessmen, especially the Americans, to buy food for the

animals

52. One private sector group that is lending a hand consists of

=

a group of American businessmen

no

Russian businessmen and banks
3. The Russian bank association
4. Business exhibition enterprises and organizers

53. According to the passage, the zoo is

=

the only important wild animal reserve for nature studies in Russia

no

important because it is a place where Russians can see wildlife easily

w

important to most Russians in that it is the only place that keeps wild animals

e

the important place that preserves endangered wildlife for the Russians to see
54. The purpose of this passage is to :

1. inform readers of what is happening at the zoo in Russia

2. suggest a solution to the problem of endangered animals
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3. make comments on the economic situation in Russia
4. persuade people to help solve a problem about zoo workers
(Answer: 47: 3, 48: 4, 49: 1, 50: 2,

51:21,52:2,53:2,54: 1)
Matching result: 47-54: standard F 1.1.4

Matched standard:
Standard F 1.1.4: Identify the main idea, analyze the essence, interpret and express
opinions from listening to and reading feature articles and entertainment articles, as

well as provide justifications and examples for illustration

According to Example 4.2, it was noticed that the questions asking test takers
are meant to measure identifying main idea, making an inference from the given
passage, making a reference, and so on which were congruent with standard F 1.1.4.
The students had to use their skimming and scanning skills of reading as mentioned in
the indicator for standard F 1.1.4.

Table 4.4: The distribution of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items of English for
the upper secondary level in standard F 1.2

Curriculum domain 1: Language for communication
O-NET test

Standard F 1.2: Endowment with language communication

skills for exchange of data and information; -efficient
_ ) . 2009 2010
expression of feelings and opinions

Standard F 1.2.1: Converse and write to exchange data about

themselves and various matters around them, experiences, | 14% 13%

situations, news/incidents and issues of interest to society, and
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communicate the data continuously and appropriately

Standard F 1.2.2: Choose and use requests and give advices,

clarifications and explanations fluently 1% 1%

Standard F 1.2.3: Speak and write to express needs and offer,

accept and refuse to give help in simulated or real situations 5% 5%

Standard F 1.2.4: Speak and write appropriately to ask for and
give data, describe, explain, compare and express opinions about

matters/ issues/news and situations heard and read

Standard F 1.2.5: Speak and write to describe their own feelings

and opinions about various matters, activities, experiences and
. : . 5% 6%
news/ incidents with proper reasoning

Table 4.4 reports the distribution of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items of
English for the upper secondary level in standard F 1.2 in percentage form. Overall,
most of the O-NET test items in the 2009 and 2010 matched standard F 1.2.1 at 14%
and 13% respectively. Next, 5% of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items were aligned
with standard F 1.2.3. At the same time, the matches between the 2009 test items and
standard F 1.2.5 were at 5%, and the matches between the 2010 test items and
standard F 1.2.5 were at 6%. Ultimately, none of the 2009 or 2010 test items were
found in standard F 1.2.4.

According to the results from Table 4.4, it was noticed that the distribution of
the test items was weighed on standard F 1.2.1 rather than any other standards. It is
feasible that the indicator of standard F 1.2.1 was too broad in terms of its content;
that is, its content covers most of the conversation issues used in daily life as stated in
the indicator that require students to “converse and write to exchange data about

themselves and various matters around them, experiences, situations, news, incidents
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and issues of interest to society, and communicate the data continuously and
appropriately.” As a result, most of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items in the

speaking part could be categorized under this standard, as shown in Example 4.3.

Example 4.3: Test item number 10 of the 2009 O-NET test in the speaking part
and the matched standards

10/2009
Situation: Mr. Hill is returning Supa’s writing assignment to her. He has given her an
A for it.

Mr. Hill: Supa, here is your writing assignment. A
Supa: F BB

Mr. Hill: You deserve it.

A. 1. Try to keep up with your work.

1
2. Did anybody help you do it?

3. You have to spend a lot more time on this.
4

. You’ve really done a very good job!

1. Are you sure you like it?
2. That’s very kind of you.
3. It is a difficult assignment.
4.1 don’t believe you!
(Answer 10A: 4, 10B: 2)
Matching results: 10A: standard F 1.2.5
10B: standard F 1.2.1

10A: standard F 1.2.5 10B: standard F 1.2.1

Speak and write to describe their own | Converse and write to exchange data
feelings and opinions about various | about themselves and various matters
matters, activities, experiences and news/ | around them, experiences, situations,
incidents with proper reasoning. news/incidents and issues of interest to

society, and communicate the data
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wakazllouussenenuianuazuansagiu | continuously and appropriately.
Anuresnuleniefy Boeweg Aanssy
Usvaunsel uazthiammmsalednsivena | aunuuazideuldneudeyaiieafiunuies
(Mmwiildlunisuansauidn anuAniu Lazi3essne q 1nddr Uszaunisol
warliivauadszney wu weu luiveu dla | damunisal 913/ mgnisal Ussidiudiedlu
Wdela fmugy w31 A sav0R aqe Un | Anwaulavesden wazdeansediasiolilos

wnaea LA A LA 910U uR N Sal | wazANTEL

anunisal Tuiiausydiu 1wy (nwilglunisdeansseninuana W N3
Nice./Very nice./Well done!/ | invne na1aY veuAM velny WY N3
Congratulations on WALNTNOEIIAAIN AITTNYIU NS

I like... because.../ | love... because.../ waniasudeyatierfuauies 13odlnds
| feel... because.../l think.../l believe.../ | aaqyn130isnee TudinUsedTu nsaunn

| agree/disagree.../ I'm afraid 1 don’t| /gydfayainitunuiasuazynnalndin
like.../

| don’t believe.../l have no idea.../ Oh

Usgaunisal an1un1sadengeg Uamenisal

Usziiuiiegluanuaulavesdan)
no! etc.)

According to Example 4.3, although the results showed that test item 10A
matched standard F 1.2.5, there was some discussion on the appropriate matched
standard for this test item. Some matchers agreed that test item 10A should be
congruent with standard F 1.2.5 because they thought that that standard was more
specific in content than standard F 1.2.1, which had broad content, whereas the others
thought that this test item should be aligned with standard F 1.2.1. Likewise, in the
validating process, some experts agreed that test item 10A was congruent with
standard 1.2.5; however, the others did not agree with the matching results and
commented that test item 10A should be matched with standard F 1.2.1.

Based on the analyses from the discussion in the matching process and written
comments from the experts, it was likely that the content of standard F1.2.1 is too

broad and covers most of the aspects of the conversation issues encountered in daily
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life. Consequently, most of the 2009 and 2010 test items in the speaking part were
aligned with standard F 1.2.1.

Furthermore, according to Table 4.4, it reported that only 1% of the 2009 and
2010 O-NET test items matched with standard F 1.2.2. It was possible that the overlap
of the content between standard F 1.2.2 and standard F 1.2.3 affected the test item-
standard alignment. During the discussion period in the matching procedure and from
the written comments from some subject matter experts, it was found that some O-
NET test items could be justified to be matched with standard 1.2.2 and standard F
1.2.3, as shown in Example 4.4. However, as mentioned earlier, based on language
assessment principles (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010), the matchers decided to
justify the O-NET test item with the most appropriate standard, which depended on
the judges’ perception.

Example 4.4: Test item number 2A of the 2009 O-NET test in the speaking part
which could be matched with standard F 1.2.2 and standard 1.2.3

2/2009

Situation: Sunisa, a Thai student, just got off the plane at Heathrow Airport in London
and is asking an official on duty for help.

Sunisa: Excuse me, A the Thai Embassy?
Official: B
Sunisa: Thank you very much.

A. 1. could you tell me how to get to

2. would you kindly take me to
3. did this coach normally stop at

4. do you know when this bus stops at
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B. 1. Our taxi drivers are very helpful and polite.

2. It won’t take long to get there.
3. You can buy a ticket on the bus.

4. That coach will take you there.

(Answer 2A: 1, 2B: 4)
Matching result: 2A: standard F 1.2.3
2B: standard F 1.2.3

Matched standard

Matched standard

2A: standard F 1.2.3
Speak and write to express needs and
offer, accept and refuse to give help in

simulated or real situations.

WALATLTHURANIAIUADINIT LAUD MOUTY

a 1% 1 S L3
wazUfrasnisiiannuismasluaniunisal
1030 TUNIIIIDE MU ZEY
(nmwilglunisianinudenis wuakazln
ANTIELUED mauSuwazUiasnisliau
Penae lUanIUNITAIRIGY LU

Please.../..., please. / I’d like.../ | need.../

May/Can/Could...?/Would you

please...?Yes,../ Please do. /Certainly./

Yes, of course./Sure./ Need some help?/

What can | do to help?/ Would you like
any help?/ If you like I could.../ What can
I do to help?/ Would you like any help?/
Would you like me to help you?/ If you
need anything, please.../ Is there anything

I can do?/ I’ll do it for you./ I’m afraid.../

2A: standard F 1.2.2
Choose and use requests and give
advices, clarifications and explanations

fluently.

= Y o ¥ Y o o o é’
@onuarldarveses Azl A9

A5V BYINAADILAAT

(AN9D399 ALULLN AITWAY ANBSUNY Nl

JUANDUTUYDU)
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I’m sorry, but.../ Sorry, but... etc.)

Example 4.4 demonstrates test item number 2A of the 2009 O-NET test in the
speaking part that could be matched with standard F 1.2.2 and standard 1.2.3. Test
item number 2A of the 2009 O-NET test was discussed during the matching process
regarding the appropriateness of its matched standard. Some matchers agreed that test
item number 2A should be matched with standard F 1.2.2, while others proposed that
this test item should be aligned with standard F 1.2.3. To explain, some matchers
thought that the sentence “could you tell me how to get to ...” was meant to measure
students in making a request which was congruent with standard F 1.2.2. In the
meantime, when considering the sentence “could you tell me how to get to...” and
compared with standard F 1.2.3, it was found that there was a key word “Could..?” in
the indicator of standard F 1.2.3. Therefore, the matchers decided that this test item
should be congruent with standard F 1.2.3 rather than standard F 1.2.2.

However, the dilemma of the content overlap between standard F 1.2.2 and
standard F 1.2.3 was also found in the validating procedure. Some subject matter
experts made some constructive comments that test item number 2A should be
aligned with both standard F 1.2.2 and standard F 1.2.3. It was obvious that there was
some overlap of content between standard F 1.2.2 and standard F 1.2.3, which made it

difficult for the judges, both matchers and experts, to justify the matched standard.

Table 4.4 shows that only standard F 1.2.4 was not matched with any other
test items of the 2009 or 2010 O-NET tests. It is plausible that the indicator of this
standard identifies that the student had to speak and write appropriately to ask for and
give data, describe, explain, compare and express opinions about matters, issue, news,
and situations heard and read. When analyzing the key words of this indicator, it was
found that there was some limitation in measuring the student’s abilities by using a
paper-and-pencil test like the O-NET. This was due to the fact that this indicator
requires the student to hear and read information and then has to produce receptive
information by using productive skills: speaking and writing. It was clear that this

standard requires the student to perform integrated tasks with multiple skills and
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focuses on both product and process. Thus, with the limitation of multiple-choice tests

which can merely measure product (O’Malley & Pierce, 1996), none of O-NET test

items was matched with standard F 1.2.4.

Table 4.5: The distribution of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items of English for

the upper secondary level in standard F 1.3

Curriculum domain 1: Language for communication

O-NET test
Standard F 1.3: Ability to present data, information, concepts
and views about various matters through speaking and
- 2009 2010
writing
Standard F 1.3.1: Speak and write to present data themselves/
experiences, news/ incidents, matters and various issues of
25% 25%

interest to society

Standard F 1.3.2: Speak and write to summarize the main
idea/theme identified from analysis of matters, activities, news,

incidents and situations in accordance with their interests

Standard F 1.3.3: Speak and write to express opinions about
activities, experiences and incidents in the local area, society and
the world, as well as provide justifications and examples for

illustration
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The distribution of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items of English for the
upper secondary level in standard F 1.3 is presented by Table 4.5. It shows that the
2009 and 2010 O-NET test items were merely congruent with standard F 1.3.1 at 25%
whereas none of the 2009 or 2010 O-NET test items was matched with the other
standards (F 1.3.2 and F 1.3.3).

A total of 25% of the O-NET test items for each edition were found in
standard F 1.3.1. It is possible that the indicator of this standard, stating that student
has to “speak and write to present data themselves, experiences, news, incidents,
matters and various issues of interest to society” is relatively broad content; that is to
say, it covers nearly all of the general issues in daily life by using productive skills, as
a result, the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items in the writing part matched this
standard.

In addition, the writing part, consisting of two forms, error identification and
sentence completion, was designed to indirectly assess the student’s grammar ability
(writing’s sub-skill) (Coombe, Folse, & Hubley, 2007); therefore, all of 20 test items
in the writing part were matched with standard F 1.3.1.

Example 4.5: Test item number 23 of the 2010 O-NET test in the writing part
aligned with standard F 1.3.1

23/2010

The tour quide recommended that the tourist will see a movie or visit a theater after
A B C
having dinner at the restaurant.
D
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A. 1. That the tour guide will recommend
2. That the tour guide recommended
3. A guide that tour recommended
4. The tour that guide recommended
B. 1. tourists can see movies
2. a tourist sees movies
3. the tourist see a movie
4. a tourist saw a movie
C. 1. should visit theaters
2. visiting a theater
3. visited theaters
4. visits a theater
D. 1. while having dinner at a restaurant
2. except having dinner in the restaurant
3. until he had dinner at the restaurant
4. once he had dinner in a restaurant
(Answer: B3)
Matching results: standard F 1.3.1

Example 4.5 shows that test item number 23 of the 2010 O-NET test in the
writing part was aligned with standard F 1.3.1. It is obvious that this item is meant to
measure grammar, which was considered as a sub-skill of writing. Consequently,
when considering the objective of this item, the matchers stated that this item was
congruent with standard F 1.3.1, which required the student to speak and write to
present data themselves, experiences, news, incidents, matters and various issues of

interest to society.

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED



76

Nevertheless, for standard F 1.3.2 and standard F 1.3.3, which were not
matched with any test items in the O-NET tests, it is likely that these standards require
the student to perform integrated tasks by using multiple skills, ranging from
receptive skills (listening and reading), analyzing, justifying, to productive skills
(speaking and writing). Therefore, it is necessary to assess both process and product
so that the measurement and evaluation would be as valid as possible.

In summary, it is evident that the 2009 and 2010 test items were aligned with
the curriculum domain of language for communication (curriculum domain 1) and the
2009 and 2010 O-NET test items were equally distributed to the reading part as a

receptive skill and the speaking and writing parts as productive skills.

Some uncontrollable factors found while conducting the research were the
broad content of the curriculum domain, for example, standard F 1.2.1 and standard F
1.3.1, and the overlap of the content between the indicators of standards, such as
standard F 1.2.2 and standard F 1.2.3. These factors affected the obtained results in

terms of both the matching and validating processes.

4.3.2 Unmatched curriculum domains

The results derived from the matching process provided evidence that the
2009 and 2010 O-NET tests of English for the upper secondary level were partially
aligned with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum. That is, the 2009 and 2010
O-NET test items were congruent with the curriculum domain of language for
communication (curriculum domain 1). Consequently, there were some curriculum
domains that did not match the O-NET test items: language and culture (curriculum
domain 2), language and relationship with other learning areas (curriculum domain 3),
and language and relationship with community and the world (curriculum domain 4)

(see Appendix A).

When analyzing the content of standards, it was found that the key words used
in the indicators required the student to perform integrative skills (Hughes, 2012) in
the classroom, for instance, “read aloud” (standard F 1.1.2), “analyze, discuss”
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(standard F 2.2.2), “research, search for” (standard F 3.1.1), “make records” (standard
F 3.1.1), “disseminate, convey” (standard F 4.2.2) and so on. The content of standards
was congruent with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum, which was devised
with the primary objectives for enhancing the student’s competence and to assess
learning outcomes in a competitive, globalized world (Ministry of Education, 2008).
In other words, the main purpose of this national curriculum is to make teaching and

learning process more communicative and integrative.

To illustrate, standard F 1.1.2 requires students to “accurately read aloud texts,
news, advertisements, poems and skits by observing the principles of reading.” It is
certain that the student has to read the given texts aloud and to have his or her reading

aloud assessed in the classroom by the teachers.

Another example is standard F 2.1.3, which requires students to “participate
in, give advice and organize language and cultural activities appropriately.” That is,
there would be a language or cultural activity held by students and they are expected
to take part in this activity and use English as a medium to communicate with other
people. In the measurement and evaluation process, teachers have to observe how
students organize the language or cultural activity or how the students cooperate and
solve problems occurring during the organizing and then the teachers have to assess
both their receptive and productive skills, for example, how students use strategic
competence to communicate with other people or how they integrate multiple tasks
and perform in an appropriate way.

Another example is that standard F 4.2.2 requires students to “disseminate,
convey to the public data and news about the school, community and the local area,
the nation in foreign languages.” With this standard, it is likely that teachers assign
some tasks or activities to students, for example, “Christmas day activity,” “Market
day,” or “International day.” To illustrate, students have to find some news and
publish the news on Christmas day’s activity to the school or community in a foreign
language. After that, the teachers will assess the students’ performance throughout the
learning process from how to find news to how to convey students’ news to the

public.
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As can be seen from the examples, it was difficult to assess these standards
using a paper-and-pencil test. Thus, it was found that none of the 2009 or 2010 O-
NET test items was directly aligned with the standards in curriculum domain 2,
curriculum domain 3, or curriculum domain 4. It is plausible that these standards
require the students to perform integrative tasks by using multiple skills, to apply
higher order thinking, to engage in performing the activity in order to promote
authenticity, and to be evaluated in terms of both process and product; consequently,
these unmatched curriculum domains are evaluated by teachers in the classroom using

performance-based assessment during the semester.

However, the O-NET test, regarded as a multiple-choice test, has some
limitations regarding the measurement of these standards in curriculum domain 2,
curriculum domain 3, and curriculum domain 4. O’Malley and Pierce (1996), for
example, indicated the limitations of using multiple-choice tests as follows. First,
multiple-choice tests measure discrete skills, not integrative skills. Second, multiple-
choice tests cannot measure a wide range of higher order thinking skills. Third, using
multiple-choice tests limit authenticity; in other words, students cannot engage in real-
world activities, and the sources and types of texts encountered in a multiple-choice
test are not as complex or authentic as engaging in an activity. Finally, multiple-
choice tests emphasize product rather than process (Adunyarittigun, 2001).

Because of the characteristics of a multiple-choice test like the O-NET test, it
is clear that the standards in curriculum domain 2, curriculum domain 3, and
curriculum domain 4 were not appropriate to be measured by a multiple-choice test.
Hence, it was necessary to measure these curriculum domains using formative
assessment or performance-based assessment, which encourages students to perform
integrative skills, to stimulate higher-order thinking skills, to encounter authentic
contexts, and to focus on both product and process. It is evident that in the guidelines
of measurement and evaluation based on the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum,
the Office of the Basic Education Commission or OBEC (2011) promotes the use of
both formative and summative assessments at all levels of education. Therefore, it
was suggested that more than half of the curriculum domains that require integrative
language skills (Adair-Hauck et al., 2006; Hughes, 2012) be evaluated by the teachers
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in the classroom through performance-based assessment or integrative language
testing (Hughes, 2012).

Furthermore, in order to endorse valid measurement in the Thai educational
system, the O-NET tests should not be used as a single tool of measurement and
evaluation to reflect the standards-based accountability system in Thai education. It
was evident that curriculum domain 1 could be measured by the O-NET test whereas
the remaining curriculum domains were not evaluated by it. Therefore, both
summative assessment and formative assessment should be used as indicators to
reflect standards-based accountability so that the measurement and evaluation will be

more valid and reliable and fair for all stakeholders in the educational system.

Nevertheless, if we consider the objectives of the unmatched curriculum
domains from the point of view of test writers, it is likely that the unmatched
curriculum domains were indirectly assessed in the O-NET tests. To illustrate,
standard F 4.1 indicates that “ability to use foreign languages in various situations in
school, community and society.” If we considered the contexts of this standard, which
are the school, community and society, it is feasible that these contexts appeared in
the O-NET tests. An example is test item number 9 of the 2009 O-NET test (see
Appendix C), where the conversation occurred in the classroom or in instructor’s
room. Another example is test item number 8 of the 2010 O-NET test (see Appendix

C). The situation of this test item was at a restaurant which is a part of the community.

In conclusion, that the curriculum domains (curriculum domain 2, curriculum
domain 3, and curriculum domain 4) did not match the O-NET tests may be due to the
fact that these curriculum domains require students to be tested using performance-
based assessment or authentic assessment in the classroom by teachers. However, if
one considers the context of the unmatched curriculum domains, it is plausible that
some contexts in the remaining curriculum domains were measured via the O-NET

tests.
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4.4 Conclusions of the Study

1. Based on the results of the study, it was found that the 2009 and 2010 O-
NET tests were partly aligned with the 2008 Basic Education Core
Curriculum. Especially, the 2009 and the 2010 O-NET tests were
congruent with the curriculum domain of language for communication

(curriculum domain 1).

2. The results provided evidence that the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests had
content validity. That is, the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests were matched
with the curriculum domain of language for communication (curriculum
domain 1) due to the fact that the objectives of curriculum domain 1 were
designed to measure the students’ communicative language skills:
listening, speaking, reading, and writing (Ministry of Education, 2008),
which can be indirectly assessed using multiple-choice tests. In addition, it
seemed that some of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items were meant to
measure more than one objective; however, Brown and Abeywickrama
(2010) suggested that one test item should measure one objective.
Therefore, the matching results demonstrated that the 2009 and 2010 O-
NET test items were congruent with the curriculum domain of language

for communication (curriculum domain 1).

3. The results reported that the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests did not match the
other curriculum domains (curriculum domain 2, 3, and 4) due to the fact
that the objectives of the remaining curriculum domains required students
to apply higher-order thinking skills and to perform integrative tasks
combined with language skills. The objectives of the other curriculum
domains (curriculum domain 2, 3, and 4) were to stimulate students to

learn and understand different foreign cultures, to access knowledge in
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other learning fields, and to use foreign language beyond the classroom
both in the community and in the world (Ministry of Education, 2008). To
illustrate, the indicator of standard F 3.1.1 states that “research, search for,
make records, summarize and express opinions about the data related to
other learning areas, and present them through speaking and writing.”
With the key words of the indicator meant to assess both process and
product, it seemed that standard F 3.1.1 was not evaluated with a multiple-
choice test. Furthermore, it is possible that a multiple-choice test like the
O-NET test has some limitations in terms of measuring the other
curriculum domains (curriculum domain 2, 3, and 4). In other words,
multiple-choice tests have limitations regarding the measurement of
higher-order thinking skills, assessing authentic tasks, evaluating both
process and product, and integrating multiple tasks by using various

communicative language skills.

Nevertheless, the remaining curriculum domains may be assessed during
semesters using various forms of assessment in the classroom, such as
performance-based assessment, authentic assessment, portfolios, quizzes

and achievement tests.

The results of this study provide evidence that the 2009 and 2010 O-NET
tests did not cover all of the curriculum domains. It can be explained that
the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum aims the teaching, learning,
and testing at learning standards for 2-3 years whereas the O-NET tests
aim to test the students’ knowledge. Therefore, it can be assumed that
some curriculum domains measured using various forms of formative

assessment in the classroom.
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4.5 Suggestions from the Study

The results of this study provide the following suggestions:

1. It is suggested that the O-NET test should be developed to cover the four
curriculum domains as much as possible so as to contribute to a higher
degree of content validity. Because the O-NET test results are used to hold
stakeholders accountable, it is necessary to develop a test theoretically
based on language assessment principles (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010),
especially regarding content validity which is considered the primary
characteristic of validity.

2. It is recommended that test specification is needed in order to explore
content validity of O-NET tests. Test specification can be used to verify
the test writers’ intention in assessing the students’ abilities and to
precisely indicate the degree of content validity of the O-NET tests. In the
case of not having test specification, an interview with the test developers
may help provide some information about the tests’ objectives. Without
the specification of the tests, it is difficult to identify the degree of content

validity as discussed above.

3. The procedures of collecting the data and verifying the instruments used in
this study can be applied to further study investigating content validity
because they were thoroughly verified and proved to be reliable via the

matching and validating processes.
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4.6 Limitations of the Study

The generalizability of the results may be limited because of the following factors:
1. This study was conducted based on selected O-NET tests. The O-NET tests
used in this study were the 2009 and 2010 editions, which were officially
published on the NIETS website and are based on the framework of the 2008
Basic Education Core Curriculum. The latest editions, which are based on the
2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum, are not allowed to be published to the
general public. Thus, it is recommended that the next study investigate the
updated editions of the O-NET tests in order to explore the similarities and the

differences, including the distribution of the test content in the O-NET tests.

2. In order to investigate content validity, there must be test specification to
cross-check the content that the test writers aim to measure. In this study, the
specifications of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests were not officially published
to the general public and the test writers were anonymous. Thus, in this study,
it was not possible to verify the test content with specification.

4.7 Implications of the Study

1. The O-NET test should be developed to measure four curriculum domains.
Even though the curriculum domains 2, 3, and 4 require students to be
evaluated by formative assessment, it is recommended that some of the items
be addressed in curriculum domains 2, 3 and 4, which could be measured
using indirect assessment, or other practical forms of assessments should be
included in the O-NET tests as much as possible in order to give the tests a
higher degree of content validity. Some objectives of curriculum domains 2, 3,
and 4 could be measured with indirect assessment. For instance, standard F

2.2.2, stating that the test taker should “analyze, discuss similarities and
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differences between the lifestyles, beliefs and culture of native speakers and
those of Thais, and apply them appropriately,” can be measured using indirect
assessment. Moreover, the test writers of the O-NET test may use open-ended
questions to examine the students’ knowledge of native speakers’ cultures
compared with the Thai culture. Students would have to use their higher-order
thinking skills and then produce their answers in writing.

However, some objectives of curriculum domains 2, 3, and 4 cannot be
measured by indirect assessment because they require students to perform
integrative language tasks. For example, standard F 4.2.1 states the following:
“use foreign languages in conducting research, collecting, analyzing and
summarizing knowledge, various data from the media and different learning
sources for further education and livelihood.” According to the key words
used in the indicator, it is necessary that students use a foreign language as a
medium for further study in their real life or simulated situations in the

classroom.

Regarding the pedagogical implications, the results of the study promote the
employment of both summative and formative assessments due to the fact that
the national curriculum requires the measurement of the students’ skills in
many dimensions: four language communicative skills, integrative skills, and
higher-order thinking (OBEC, 2011). If teachers, parents, and stakeholders are
aware of the limitations of summative assessment, as with like the O-NET
tests, and accept the use of formative assessment or authentic assessment in
the classroom, it is evident that the students will be tested with valid
assessment.  This will ensure the effectiveness of the programs for our

students.
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4.8 Summary of Chapter

Descriptive statistics in the form of percentages were reported. Both
quantitative and qualitative analyses were conducted to investigate the alignment
between the O-NET test items and the curriculum domains. Limitations and

implications were presented.
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Appendix A: The 2008 Basic Education Curriculum (English subject for upper

secondary level) (English version)

Curriculum domain

Indicators

Curriculum domain 1: Language for Communication

Standard F 1.1

Understanding and
capacity for interpreting
what has been heard and
read from various types of
media, and ability to
express opinions with

proper reasoning

1. Observe instructions in manuals for various
types of work, clarifications, explanations and
descriptions heard and read.

2. Accurately read aloud texts, news,
advertisements, poems and skits by observing
the principles of reading.

3. Explain and write sentences and texts related
to various forms of non-text information, as
well as specify and write various forms of non-
text information related to sentences and texts
heard or read.

4. Identify the main idea, analyze the essence,
interpret and express opinions from listening to
and reading feature articles and entertainment
articles, as well as provide justifications and

examples for illustration

Standard F 1.2

Endowment with language
communication skills for
exchange of data and
information,; efficient
expression of feelings and

opinions

1. Converse and write to exchange data about
themselves and various matters around them,
experiences, situations, news/incidents and
issues of interest to society, and communicate
the data continuously and appropriately.

2. Choose and use requests and give advices,
clarifications and explanations fluently.

3. Speak and write to express needs and offer,
accept and refuse to give help in simulated or
real situations.

4. Speak and write appropriately to ask for and
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give data, describe, explain, compare and
express opinions about matters/ issues/news
and situations heard and read.

5. Speak and write to describe their own
feelings and opinions about various matters,
activities, experiences and news/ incidents with

proper reasoning.

Standard F 1.3 | Ability to present data, 1. Speak and write to present data
information, concepts and | themselves/experiences, news/incidents,
views about various matters and various issues of interest to
matters through speaking society.

and writing 2. Speak and write to summarize the main
idea/theme identified from analysis of matters,
activities, news, incidents and situations in
accordance with their interests.

3. Speak and write to express opinions about
activities, experiences and incidents in the
local area, society and the world, as well as
provide justifications and examples for

illustration.

Curriculum domain 2: Language and Culture

Standard F 2.1 | Appreciation of the 1. Choose the language, tone of voice, gestures
relationship between and manners appropriate to various persons,
language and culture of occasions and places by observing social
native speakers and manners and culture of native speakers.
capacity for use of 2. Explain/ discuss the lifestyles, thoughts,
language appropriate to beliefs and origins of customs and traditions of
occasions and places native speakers.

3. Participate in, give advice and organize

language and cultural activities appropriately

Standard F 2.2 | Appreciation of similarities | 1. Explain/ compare differences between the
and differences between structures of sentences, texts, idioms, sayings,
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language and culture of
native and Thai speakers,
and capacity for accurate
and appropriate use of

language

proverbs and poems in foreign languages and
Thai language.

2. Analyze/ discuss similarities and differences
between the lifestyles, beliefs and culture of
native speakers and those of Thais, and apply

them appropriately.

Curriculum domain 3: Language and Relationship with Other Learning Areas

Standard F 3.1

Usage of foreign languages
to link knowledge with
other learning areas, as
foundation for further
development and to seek
knowledge and widen

one’s world view

Research/ search for, make records, summarize
and express opinions about the data related to
other learning areas, and present them through

speaking and writing.

Curriculum domain 4: Language and Relationship with Community and the World

Standard F 4.1

Ability to use foreign
languages in various
situations in school,

community and society

Use language for communication in real
situations/ simulated situations in the

classroom, school, community and society.

Standard F 4.2

Usage of foreign languages
as basic tools for further
education, livelihood and
exchange of learning with

the world community

1. Use foreign languages in conducting
research, collecting, analyzing and
summarizing knowledge/ various data from the
media and different learning sources for further
education and livelihood.

2. Disseminate/ convey to the public data and
news about the school, community and the

local area/the nation in foreign languages.

(Ministry of Education, 2008)
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Appendix B: The 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum (English subject for the upper

secondary level) (Thai version)

GiEH

o/ o/

AN

#132N13EUSULNUNANY

d1929 1 MMENNBNITHES

AINIZU 7 1.1

W lawagRANULTaN
HILaLDI1UINED
UTLLANANNE) WAZLEAR
a =3 1 =
AMUARLAUDENT

WIANE

LUURn LA uzily

Ao N13ldaus1ee

Jua9 ANDSUNY Az

= '
UsTENNNLaT DU

AUEY AITUAY AR5 UIY ANUTIENY
WU UsenAbiouduseg  euaznisiye
nsldunsaiuagdves nsduAudeyanng

Sumasidin

- Modal verb: should/ ought to/ need/
have to/ must+ verb 8w infinitive
without to L% You should have it after
meal. (Active Voice)/The doses must be

divided. (Passive Voice)

- Direct/Indirect Speech

[y

- AdU57U) conjunction (and/ but/ or/
so/ not only...but also/ both...and/ as

well as/ after/ because etc.

- §hidion) connective words( 1y First,...
Second,... Third,... Fourth,... Next,...

Then,... Finally,... etc.

2. 91UBBNLELIVDAINY

977 Usena laiweun un
%9UN509 WaTUNATATAY
(skit) QnABINIUNANNTS

27U

JaANU 117 Usene lawan unseensad

LAZUNaEATHY NITMAUILYNTY
PANNITOIUDDNLAYY LU

- MIPRnLdsINd U AUALaz Uy

YA d@SULAUNAU dsyidsasnn dsyusyay
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- mseanidgaiuntin-w luduazngue

- MIBANLANIMINTEAUEEIE-A1 Tu

Jszlem
- Anseendsadauludlutaniny
- MSHUNTIARBUlUNITENY

- ANSPNUUNTBYNTDIRIUTINNY

3. ofueuanleulslen | Ustleawasdeniiu nsinw/agloudeya
waztaanulrdusiusiuae | Trduiusiudenlulianuses wiu A

PallganuSesguuuunneg | wuds nsm uugll m1593 Snwste nngy

' (%
a0 CY a

91U Tveszyuasdoy | ansznaifeusdu fmeonswanazmsiden
dofilaldmnuiSosgiuuy | 98u1e Tneld Comparison of adjectives/
m"m‘] Trdunusuuselon adverbs/ Contrast : but, although,
wardonufiflwdesu however, in spite of.../ Logical
connectives U caused by/ followed

by/ consist of/ etc.

4. Julamnnudny Sesluansaduaztufisad nsyulaman
AATIERANNaTUANY d1Aty NTATUAIN NITIATIAANUNT
AN LATLEAAIAINL AANU NS

AniuaINASHeLazeu skimming/scanning/guessing/context clue
Sosiuansauaztuii , o 3
L S Uszloanldlunisuansanudamiu Nl
AR niounslviveHauas o .
. WRANALASNITUNAIBES LY | believe.../ |
ynAIDYNUTENDUY .
agree with... but.../ Well, | must say.../
What do you think of /about...?/I
think/don’t think...?/ What’s your opinion

about...?/ In my opinion.../
- if clauses

- so...that/such...that
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- too to../enough to...
- on the other hand,...
- others/ another/ the other (s)

- AdUSIU (conjunctions) because/ and/
so/ but/ however/ because of/ due

to/owing to/ etc.

- Infinitive pronouns: some, any,
someone, anyone, everyone, one, ones

etc.

- Tenses: present simple/ present
continuous/ present perfect/ past

simple/ future tense, etc.

- Simple sentence/ Compound

sentence/ Complex sentence

A1NIFIU 7 1.2

o =
inwen15aeaINIg
aelunisuaniliey
Toyarnans  wand
ANNTAN haTAIY

a < ! =
Aniueg1ad

YLaNTNN

1. AUNU ALY ULAR DU

v =

foyaiinafunueauaziFos
A9 9 Tndsa Uszaunisal
anuMsal U1/ wgnisal
Usziiuiteglumnuala
YosdinY uazdeasesns

AOLLDILALILNZ Al

awildlunsdoassgnineyana Wy g
VINVeg NaNIa7 YBURAN VBN YUY N3
WALNINBEFNIN NTTAWIU AT
uaniAsudeyaiferiumues iFedlndeh
anun1saln1ge) Tualnusedniu msaunun
/Foudeyaiieiumiesiazyanalndin
Uszaun1sal @0un1salingg I1umnnisel

UszLﬁuﬁagiummauhsumé’mm

2. vaenwazliAvasas T
ALUTUT AT

ANDDUNYDYNARDILAR?

ANUDSDY AU ANTLAY ANBTUNE N

JUADUTUL DU

3.Wﬂ®LLE‘13L%EJULLa®Qﬂ’J’13J

FOINTS LE@UD MaUSULAY

A IUNISBANIAINNADINT LbEAUDLAY LA

ANUYILED nauTuuazUasnislviaiy
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Ufrasnislvianutiemae
Tuanun1salinasnse
A0NUNITIDTIDES

LAUNEEU

YIYLARD MUBDIUNITAIRINE) LU

Please../..., please./ I'd like.../ | need.../
May/ Can/ Could...?/ Would you
please...?Yes,../ Please do. / Certainly./
Yes, of course./ Sure./ Need some help?/
What can | do to help?/ Would you like
any help?/ If you like | could.../ What can
| do to help?/ Would you like any help?/
Would you like me to help you?/ If you
need anything, please.../ Is there
anything | can do?/ I’'ll do it for you./ I'm
afraid.../ I’'m sorry, but.../ Sorry, but...

etc.

4. wauazlguiovouasl
Toya ULy D5

= =
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a < d' [ dl'
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dela danugy @S A savd @i U
nden W@ess @ Lid anYrmenisal

a01un5al ITFINUsEInTu Wy

Nice/ Very nice/ Well donel/

Congratulations on...
| like... because.../ | love... because.../
| feel... because.../ | think.../l believe.../

| agree/ disagree.../ I’'m afraid | don’t
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like.../

| don’t believe.../ | have no idea.../ Oh

no! etc.
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Appendix C: The 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests (English subject for the upper secondary

level)

The 2009 O-NET test (English subject for upper secondary level)

SN
NIETS

Waticnal nsthute of Educational Testing Service (Publc Organization)
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SECTION 1: Speaking and Writing Ability {Nos. 1 - 30)

Directions: In this part of the test, you will have to answer TWO questions to gain ONE
mark. There are two parts in this section. Read the directions for each part
carefully and study the example before working on the questions.

Part 1: Speaking Ability {Nos. 1 - 10)

Directions: Read each situation and the dialogue carefully. Choose
1. the appropriate expression for the first missing part (Item A) and
2. the responsefreaction to the expression for the secand missing part

(Item B).
Both answers (Items A and B) must be correct and make sense in arder to
gain ONE mark.

Example:

No. 0. Situation:

Mr. Carsan is talking to a new colleague, Wichit,

Mr, Carson; _ A__

Wichit: _B_. I grewupthere

A1 Why were you at school? 2. How were you at schoal?

3. What did you do at school? 4. Where did you go to school?

B. 1. Often by bus. 2. 1 enjoy watching TV at home.
3. In MNew York, 4. | stayed with my friend.

Lo o
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The correct answers are A4 and B3, Therefore, you must darken the circle under

number 4 for Item A and darken the circle under number 3 for ltem B as follows:

chaicel 1 2 3 4
0] OO0 O ®
5 O O @ O
LR O & G0
sl O O OO0
L Me OO0
s O O OO0

MNaw start to work on the following questions,
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1. Situation: A secretary is talking to a caller.

Caller: This is Jim Smith. Can | speak to Mr. Johnson, please?
Seergtary: A
Caller; F B

Secretary: 'l tell him as soon as | see him.

A 1. Pardon me. | don't know him.

Can you talk to him now?

I'm afraid he's just gone out.

= Lo

Sorry. He doesn't want to speak to you.

BE. 1. Could!l hold on?
Can you call me later?

Can you ask him to return my call?

b .

Could | return his call later?
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2. Situation: Sunisa, a Thai student, just got off the plane at Heathrow Airport in London

and is asking an official on duty for help.

Sunisa:  Excuse me, _A_ the Thai Embassy?

Official:  _B__

Sunisa;  Thank you very much,

A 1. could you tell me how to get to
2. would you kindly take me to
3. didthis coach narmally stop at
4. doyou know when this bus stops at

B. 1 Qur taxl drivers are very helpful and polite.
2. It won'ttake long to get there.
3. Youcan buy aticket on the bus.
4. That coach will take you there,

112
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3. Situation: Prasert is trying to talk Tom into going to a football match with him.

Tom: My favorite foothall team from England is playing against the Thai

National teamn this Sunday. | really want to go, but _A_

Prasert: Oh, come ch. Gowithme. _B__

A 1. I'msurel'll enjoy it.

2. it'stoo late for me to go.

3. allthetickets are sold out.

4. myassignment is due on Monday.

B. 1. Don't you like football?
You shouldn't hand in the work late.

There won't be another match like this.

ol

We shouldn't pay anything extra for tickets.
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4. Situation: Miss Jones, an American tourist, is telling her friend, Tommy, about her

5.

Situation:

problem.
Miss Jones: Tommy, my bag was stolen, and _ A
Tommy: _ B Dovyou know when it happened?

Miss Jones: | just realized it a moment ago.

A, 1. |lost my passport and all my money.
2. | should have brought my bag with me.
3. Iwonderwhere | can find my belongings.

4. Idon't remember where | kept my passport,

B. 1. What's the matter? 2. How shamefull

3. How unfortunate! 4. That's your problem.

Ploy is a tour guide from TT Tour waiting to meet a customer at the airport.

Ploy: You are Mr, Richards, aren't you? I'm Ploy from TT Tour.
A
Mr. Richards:  __B_ Have you been walting long?
A. 1. Hereis my friend. 2. Have anice trip.
3. Welcome to Bangkok. 4. Please follow the way.

B. 1. Thankyou.

ha

With pleasure.
3. Sure, | will, 4. That's fine.
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6. Situation: Dave and Pete are talking about their plans for tonight.
Pete:  Tonight I'm going to study for our Englishtest. _ A
Dave, Mo, thanks, _B_
A1 What would you like to do now?
2. Will you come to the llbrary with me?
3. When will you study for it?
4, s it important for us to study?
B. 1. I'mgoing to the movies tonight. 2. | haven't decided yet,
3. ldon't want anything tonight. 4. I'lMfollow you.
7. Situation: Usa is a new Thai student at a college in America. Mary, her roommate, is

telling her about the college library.

Mary, During final exam week, _ A

Usa:  __B__ In Thailand, mast university libraries are open anly until
8.00 p.m.
1. | like to study in the library after class.
2. themain library is open 24 hours a day.
3. vyou must show your |10 card when you take a book.
4. the library has a lot of sclence journals.

1. How could they? 2. Dearmel

3. Of course! 4. How caonvenient!
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8. Situation: Paul is telling Weena about his problem.
Paul: __A_ Someone must have entered my office.
Weena _ B__ But have you checked with your secretary?
A, 1. Iwish you could find all my papers intime,
2. These reports haven't been completed.
3. My belongings are well kept in the cahinet,
4. All the important documents are missing from my folder.
Bi. 1. Thats i, 2. How boring!
3. Daon't mention it 4. I'm sarry to hear that,
9. Situation: A student wants to see his instructor, Mr. Benson.

Would you mind if | came to see you when you are available?

Let me see.

Student: Excuse me, Mr. Benson., _ A
Mr. Benson: _ B Oh, yes. | won't be doing anything then.
A 1. Don't you have any free time at all?
2. What time will you be free ?
3. Iwonder if you would be available af two this afternoon.
4,
B. 1. Pleasedo. 2.
3. Please take a look. 4.

| have plenty of time.

116
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10. Situation:  Mr. Hill is returning Supa’s writing assignment to her. He has given her

an A for it.
Mr. Hill.  Supa, here is your writing assignment. _ A

Supa:. _B_

Mr. Hill. You deserve it

A1 Tryto keep up with your work,

2., Did anybody help you do it?
3. You have to spend a lot mare time on this,
4. You've really done a very good job!
B. 1. Arevyousure you like it? 2. That's very kind of you.
3. Itis adifficult assignment. 4, | don't believe you!

117
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Part 2: Writing Ability {Nos. 11 — 30)
A. Writing (Nos. 11 - 20)
Directions: Choose
1. the appropriate choice for the first missing part (Item A) and
2. the choice for the second missing part (Item B).
Both answers (Item A and ltem B} must be correct and make sense

in order to gain ONE mark.

Example:

MNo. 0. Theman _A B .

A 1. satin the first row 2. sitting in the first row

3. sitsinrow one 4, may sitin row one

B. 1. wantsto draw pictures with the visited lecturer
is drawing a picture of the visiting lecturer

has the ahkility to draw pictures of visited lecturers

£ By

always likes to draw pictures by visiting lecturers

The correct answers are A2 and B2, Therefore, you must darken the circle under

number 2 for Item A and darken the circle under number 2 for ltem B as follows:
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Naow start to work on the following questions,

i i Ban Na Mang, _A B full of shopping malls and restaurants,
A1 asmallvillage, quiet once 2. twas once a quiet small village
3. aquiet small village once it was 4. once asmall guiet village
B. 1. now abusy town 2. s now a busy town
3. abusytown it is now 4, ftis now abusy town
12. A their customers, supermarkets _B _ as possible,
A 1. Having attracted and kept 2. Asiftoattract and keep
3. Inorder to attract and keep 4, Aftracting and keeping
B want to make shoppers as pleasant

oW

have made shopping as pleasing
must try to make their shoppers as pleasing

have tried to make shopping as pleasant

Lo o
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i3 In most countries around the world, _A  to school B
A. 1. children having to go 2. children must go
3. every child has been 4. every child must have been
B. 1. whenthey reach a certain age 2. asthey are growing old enough
3. since they reached a certain age 4, ifthey are too old to learn
14, A public transport to the exhibition hall _ B a parking space there.
A1 John will make his decision in traveling on

2
&
4,

John is deciding that he has to travel in
John decided to travel by

John's decision for traveling with

since it would be difficult to find 2. although it is difficult ta find

whereas it was difficult finding 4, and it is difficult finding

18 The committee members think _A  now, nor _B  about the matter,

A,

1,

MW

ahout the mesting which should not hold
about the meeting not to be held

that the meeting should not be holding
that the meeting should nat be held

anybody should say 2. should anything be said

should nathing be said 4. something should be said

Lo o
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18, Some doctors and health experts agree that butter, _A B
A1 itis unlike coconut oil 2. unlike coconut oil
3. cocaonut oll being different 4, that is different from coconut oil

1%

18.

B. 1. whichis not good for peaple's health
2. for people's health is not good
3. Isnot good for people's health
4, isfor people's health not good

As soon as _A theirlunch, they _B__ rehearsing for the play.

A. 1. the actors all will have 2. all the actors have had
3. all the actors had 4, the actors have all

B. 1. areresuming 2. will resume
3. have resumed 4. will have resumed

Proper nutrition and regular exercise _ A& you lose weight _B .

A. 1. that are necessary to help 2. are necessary to help

3. which can necessarily help 4, are necessities far helping

B. 1. and improve your state of fithess
which can improve your fitness state

while your fitness state is improved

oW

and can improve your state of fitness

Lo o
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19 A at public universities come from the central region of Thailand _B

A. 1. The students about sixty percent

2. Of the students, about sixty percent
3. About sixty percent of the students
4, Of about sixty percent, the students
B. 1. and from the athers the rest 2. andthe rest from the others
3. Tfrom the rest and the others 4. fram the others and the rest

20, Abus_A  onlyonce awesk _B  from the outer world,
A 1. was coming to that small village
to that small village was coming

came to that small village

Ee I S

to that small village comes

B. 1. however, itsinhabitants were almost completely cut off
moreover, its inhabitants were cut off most completely

similarly, its inhabitants were cut off most completely

AowN

therefore, its inhabitants were almaost completely cut off
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123

B. Usage (Nos.21-30)
Directions: 1. ldentify the incarrect part of each sentence (marked A, B, C,
or 0) and

2. choose the appropriate correction from the choices (1, 2, 3, or 4),

Example:

Mo, 0. The man sits in the first row is busy drawing a picture of the visiting lecturer.

A B G D
A1 Aman sat 2. The man sitting
3. Aman will sit 4. Theman is sitting
B. 1. therow first 2. therow one
3. first row 4. onerow
C. 1. busydraw 2. drawing busy
3. drawn busily 4. busily drawn
0. 1, forvisited lecturer 2. by the visiting lecturer

3. about visiting lecturer 4. with the visited lecturer
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The answer is A2, Therefore, on your answer sheet you must darken

the circle as follows:

hoice] 1 2 3 4

ltern No.

OO O0OICOCO0O0
OO0 O00OICO0 @
Q0 OO(Q00C O
00 OO0 0D

MNaw start to work on the following questions,
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125

2l

The simplest way to understand how a et engine works js to watch air

A B

escapes fram a balloon,

D

A1 A more simple way

3. The most simple way

B. 1. tounderstand that how

3. tounderstand that

C. 1. watching

3. towatch

0. 1. toescape from a balloon

3. will escape out of balloons

cC

Simpler ways

A simpler way than

understanding that how

understanding that

is to be watching

is watched

escaping from a balloon

escapes out of balloons
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22, The Bensaon family likes {o shop at the supermarket which Julian works,

A B C D
A, 1. Mr Bensan family 2. The Benson's family
3. The family Bensons 4. Benson family
B, 1. toshopping 2. goshopping
3. shop 4. going to shopping
C. 1. neareach supermarket 2. from supermarkets
3. atany supermarket 4. inthe supermarkets
D. 1. inwhich Julian is working 2. where Julian works in
3. that Julian is working 4, that Julian warks
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23, No doctor will prescribe any new drug If he Is confident enough that it will wark.

A B C D

A 1. Any doctor is prescribing

2. Adoctor prescribed
3. Thedoctor has prescribed
4. Adoctor will not prescribe
B. 1. forsome new drugs 2. with new drugs
3. thedrugs that are new 4, of the drugs which are new

C. 1. if heis with enough confidence

2. unless he is confident enough
3. should he have enough confidence
4, if he will feel confident enough
D. 1. which will work 2. inorder that it can work
3. that is working well 4. sothat it might work well

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED
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24, A black hole is a region of space where the gravitational pull is too strong that

A B C
nothing can escape.
D
A. 1. some region of space 2. aregion out of space
3. the region with spacing 4. any region for spacing

B. 1. bywhich the gravitational pull
while pulling the gravitation

when pulled by the gravitation

o G

with which the gravitational pull

C. 1. strong sothat
such strong power that

strong enaugh that

B8y R

so strong that

0. 1. anything can escape
everything can be escaping

something can escape

oo

nathing can be escaping

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED



129

stiadn 03 mwmongw ﬂ‘VI FI #in 22
- a o ul ENIETS
Wensil 20 QUIHUE 2553 SimasmodmTE el 1430 — 16305

25. The decision on the workers' wadges finalized at the meeting which was held

A B & D
yesterday.
A 1. Adecision far 2. The decision of
3. The decision for 4, Adecision of

B.1 warker's wages

2. the wages for the worker
3. wages to a worker
4. the worker wages
C. 1. wastofinalize 2. were finalized
2 would be finalized 4. was finalized
B T being held 2. holding
3 having been holding 4. having been held
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26. Intheyear 1970, a tornado had destroved about 100 homes n a small town
B
on the Mississippi River, and four residents were killed.
& D
A1 was destrayed by about 100 homes
2. could destroy hames about 100
3. destroyed about 100 homes
4. has destroyed homes about 100
Ee 4 of a small town 2. ofthe small town
3. intoasmall town 4. inside the small town
&, | at the Mississippi River
2. nearby the river of Mississippi
3. from the Mississippl River
4. alongside the Mississippi River
0. 1 four residents being killed
2. four residents had been killed
3. Kkilling four residents
4. had killed four residents
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27, If present dissatisfaction over salaries continues, the final result would lose staff.

A B c D

A, 1. dissatisfaction at present

2. nowadays dissatisfaction
3. dissatisfaction now
4. atthe moment dissatisfaction
B. 1. forsalaries 2. from the salary
3. about salaries 4, of salary
1. final resuft 2. finally result
3. the result finally 4, the resulting final

0o 1 will be losing staff
will be loss of staff

must lose staff

Ea T

might be staff lasing
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28, The belief whether all of the fat is unhealthy and should therefore be omitted

A B c

from a daily diet s untrue,

D
A, 1. how all of fat 2. which all of the fat
3. that all fat 4. why all fat
B. 1. not unhealthy 2. healthful
3. of poor health 4. without health

C. 1. should be therefore omitted

2. would therefore be omitted
3. should be omitted therefore
4. would be omitted therefore
0. 1. itisuntrue 2. untrug must it be
3. untrueitis 4. it must be untrue

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED
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29, Muost students usually complain about the amount of time which they are allocated

A B €
to work on a test s too shor.

D

A1 Mostly, students are usually complaining

2. Almost usually, students are complaining
3. Most students are usually complained
4, Usually, most of the students are complained
B. 1. aboutanumber of times 2. when a number of times
3. whether the amount of time 4. that the amount of time
C. 1. whichallocated 2. s allocated
3. having been allocated 4. they were allocating

0. 1. s shortened too
is too shortened

can be short too

=l <o

is shart too
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30. The capital city has such a larde, rapidly growing population so that the

A B C

governor cannot salve the problem of waste disposal there.

D
A, 1. that has largely 2. hastoolarge
3. hassuch large 4, that has large

B 1. rapidly population grown

2. rapid and growing population
3. rapidly grown population
4. growing rapidly population
C. 1. andthatthe 2. andsoits
3. thatthe 4. andits

0. 1. Isunableto solve problems for
2. cannot solve problems due to
3. Isnot capable enough to solve a problem on
4

is incapable of solving the problem despite

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED
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SECTION 2: Reading Ability (Nos. 31 — 70)
Directions: In this section you will gain ONE mark for ONE correct answer.

There are two parts in this section.

Part 1: Vocabulary (Nos. 31 - 40)
Directions: Choose the ward that best completes each blank in the passage.

Self-esteem is the confidence and worth that you feel about yourself. Your self-
esteem __31 everything you do, think, feel, and are. Itis, in fact, one of the most important
_ 32 inyouroverall sense of well-being. How well you feel physically, __ 33 | and socially
can affect your self-esteem. Inturn, your _34  of self-esteem can directly affect your
physical, mental, and social health,

some of the _3%5 _ about who you are and how likable you are come from outside
yourself. They are called __36  messages. Others come from inside yourself, They are
called internal messages.

Many people 37 their self-esteem on external factors -- on haw they look, what
they have, how they _ 38 | how others see them, or with whom they are friends. In _38
however, self-esteem comes from knowing, 40 and liking not what vou have, whom you

know, or what you do, but who you are.

31 1. discovers 2. examines

3. influences 4, understands
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32 1. samples 2. factors
3. properties 4, structures
33 1. mindfully 2. mentally
3. spiritually 4. thoughtfully
34, 1. area 2. limit
3. level 4. range
35 1. problems 2. directions
3. discussions 4, messages
36 1. special 2. Usual
3. actual 4. external
g7, 1. [ix 2. put
3. base 4. rest
38 1. haope 2. perfarm
3. improve 4, feel
38, 1. tumn 2. general
3. reality 4. conclusion
40, 1. caring 2. wanting
3. praising 4. accepting

(o =i
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Part 2:

Reading Comprehension (Nos. 41 —70)

Directions: Read the passages and choose the best answer to each question that follows,

Passage 1

You are in Sydney with a friend. Now you are looking at a page of a city guide

which gives information about Sydney's best restaurants. Look at the list below and

answer the questions that fallow:

Sydney's best restaurants
= breakfast

Alhambra — A Spanish/Moroccan menu
plus flamenco dancing and harbour views.
Mon— Fri, & @ daily.

54 West Esplanade, Manly

Tel: 9976-2977

Darling Pavilion --- modern Australian
cuisine in beachside setting.

& [D] daily.

68 Darlinghurst Rd., Darlinghurst

Tel: 9887-6456

Ram & Rain --- Authentic Thai dishes,
plus Thai dances. Informal café upstairs.
Tue—Fri & [D] Tue- Sat

658 Commonwealth Street, Surry Hills
Tel: 9787-7457

= lunch

IEI = dinner

Diamond Century --- One of Sydney’s best
Chinese restaurants, specializes in fresh
seafood. Mon-Saf, &IE daily.

876 — 878 Sussex Street, Haymarket

Tel: 9545-9885

Florence’s --- Delicious ltalian cuisine.
Enjoy a three course meal or just drop

in for a coffee. Waterfront location.
Open 24 hours. , & IEI daily.
345 Harbourside, Darling Harbour

Tel: 9656-7866

Rani’s --- Authentic and unique dishes
from different regions of India. Outdoor
seating. & E Mon — Sat.

786 Commonwealth Street, Surry Hills
Tel: 9897-4959

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED
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41, You can order fish, lobsters, or prawns cooked in Chinese style at _
1. Darling Pavilion 2. Ram & Rain
3. Diamond Century 4, Alhambra

42, Customers can enjoy Spanish dancing at the restaurant with the telephone

number"___ "
1. Bgor7-4958 2. D6bE-7868
3. B976-2977 4. 9545-9885

43, The restaurant that serves only lunch and dinner every day is located at ___
1. 68 Darlinghurst Road 2. 658 Commonwealth Strest
3. B4West Esplanade 4, 345 Harbourside

44, The restaurant that is apen all day and all night is ___.
1. Rani's 2. Alhambra

3. Darling Pavilion 4. Florence's

45, The restaurant that serves lunch only 4 days a week isthe ___ .

1. Australizn restaurant 2. Thai restaurant

3. ltalian restaurant 4. Chinese restaurant

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED



139

stiadn 03 mwmongw ﬂ‘VI FI #in 32
- a o ul ENIETS

e 20 QUMW 2553 . ettt 11001 14:30 — 1630 .
Passage 2

A secret Santa who has donated more than 81 million won since 2000 has
come to the same South Korean town again this vear, a report said yesterday.
Staff at a residents' centre in the southwestern city of Jeonju on Tuesday found a
oy containing 20 million won (516,616 baht) in a parking lot after a phone tip-off

5 from the anonymous benefactor, the Korez Times said. It said the man has left
donations 10 times since 2000, not always at Christmas, but has never been

spotted.

46, The hest headline for this news article would be " "
1. Secret Santa returns 2. Box containing money

3. 81 million won donated 4. Maoney found in a parking lot

47, The man who donated the money must be by people in this South Korean

town,
1. locked up to 2. looked into
3. looked over 4. looked down on

48, Staff at a residents' centre
1. recovered a box with 81 million won in a parking lot
2. discovered a money box while parking their car
3. found the 20 million won from the anonymous benefactor
4

saw the man who had left the donations in a parking lot

(o =i
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49, An "anonymous henefactor” {line 8) is ___

1. one who gives money to unknown peaple

2. someone who gives money for a good purpose

3. adonor who likes to give maney to an arganization
4

a person who gives maney without revealing himself

50, The verb "spaotted” (line 7) means .
1. seen 2. known
3. found 4. discovered

51, Since the vear 2000, a secret Santa _ in a South Korean town.,
1. has given maoney every Christmas
2. has always put donations in boxes
3. has already donated almost 81 million won
4. has donated maney 10 times

Passage 3

Acstudy presented in proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, USA,

indicates that broceoli, grown under the right conditions, cantains sulforaphane

glucosinolate (5G3), a substance that may boost the body's natural defense systems

against cancer and even kill cancer cells, But you would have to eat pounds of

5 broccoli to get encugh 5G5S 1o be effective. Continued food research by John Hop-

(o =i
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kins University, Baltimore, and the USDA, however, found that three-day-old broccoli
seedlings contain a concentrated amount of 5GS -- 20 times the amount found in
broccoll -- so anly an ounce provides the same benefits. Sold as BroccoSprouts, the
seedlings are grown under controlled conditions to ensure SGS cantent, and can be
10 Used on salads, sandwiches and omelets for & "zingy" taste. They have been
patented by John Hopkins University, and 19 growers nationwide are licensed to
grow them. BroccoSprouts are avallable in select grocery and health food stores

nationwide.

52, The best heading for this passageis .
1. Baby broccoli may fight cancer
2. Broceoliis faund useful
3. 3G5 isimportant for the body
4,

Cancer cells can be killed

53, Theverb "boost" (line 3) can be best replaced by _
1. advance 2. preserve

3. expand 4. improve

54, Inthis passage, the word that means "producing the expected results" is
1. effective 2. concentrated

3. patented 4. available

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED
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55, The pronoun "them" (line 12) refersto .

58.

57.

58

58

1. salads 2. broccoli plants

3. the seedlings 4, health foods

The passage could probably be found in the section ___.
1. Secrets for Safety 2. Natural Health
3. Health Medicine 4. MNatural Safety Systems

We can infer from the passage that 565 .
1. Is very beneficial to our health

2. can be found only in broccoli sprouts

3. Is used mainly to kill cancer cells
4,

can be used on salads and some other foods

"BroccoSprouts” can be boughtat

1. any grocery or supermarket

2. certain groceries and health food stores
3. nineteen groceries nationwide
4,

John Hopkins University
"BroccoSprouts"isa .

1. brand name 2. manufacturer

3. research title 4. health food store

(o =i
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60,  According to the passage, the 5G5 in an ounce of young broccoli seedlings _
1. is sufficient for the body's needs
2. egualsthat in 20 ounces of broccoli
3. isenough to give a zingy taste
4

is useful if concentrated

Passage 4

sometimes just "saving" in general is not encugh incentive to keep families on
the budget track. You need a goal to get started. To use a diet analogy, it's easier to
lose 10 pounds when your high school reunian is around the comer. A goal not only
gives a family something to reach for, it makes a savings plan short term.

Knowing yvou don't have to give something up forever makes the sacrifice easier.
Once you've reached your goal, you can abandon your strategy or apply those
savings to a new object,

That approach worked for Cynthia Mcintyre, who launched a search for extra
savings after she spotted an antigue table that fit perfectly in her living room -- but
10 not in her budget.

Melntyre went over her checkbook carefully and realized she was buying 10
books every month, A lifelong reader, she couldn't walt to rush out and snap up
a new release. "It was a $400-a-year habit," she says. The worst part was, many

of the books didn't live up to the reviews and Mcintyre gave them away. MNow she

15 gets the latest bestsellers from the local library, "Reading them a little later doesn't

spoil the story," she concludes.

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED
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1. Theword "incentive" (line 1) means ___.
1. power 2. strength

3. maotivation 4, willingness

62, The phrase "around the corner" (line 3) as used in this passage means ___
1. nearby 2. atadistance

3. coming soon 4, notlong lasting

63, According to the passage, in order to save money effectively, one should .
1. give upall expenses 2, cutthe family budget

3. have a definite objective 4. change ong's lifestyle

G4, The writer compares the intention to save maoney with ___
1. aschoal reunion 2. huying and antigue

3. short-term planning 4, losing weight

65, The advantage of having a definite time limit is that you ___
1. have more willpower to achieve your goal
2. canh give up after a certain time has passed
3. will get what you want more easily
4,

do not have to give up your intention

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED
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B%:

68,

B3,

70,

. The phrase "That approach” (line 8) refersto

1. setting a new objective 2. reapplying the strategy

3. searching for extra savings 4, working toward a goal

Cynthia Mcintyre was trying to save up maoney for _ .
1. hardcover books 2. the latest best sellers

3. anantique table 4. akitchen gadget

It can he inferred from the passage that Cynthia Mcintyreisa |
1. bookwarm 2. great shopper

3. librarian 4. book reviewer
Cynthia achieved her goal because she |

1. nolanger gave away books

2. gave up her reading hahit

3. seldom visited the local library
4

temporarily stopped buying novels

The purpose of the passage isto
1. suggest a way to achieve a goal
2. promote the value of money

3. support a search for savings
4

discourage unnecessary spending

Lo o
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Appendix D: Questionnaire for selecting participants

Questionnaire for selecting participants

190

This questionnaire is a part of the thesis for the Degree in Master of Arts in English
Language Studies, Liberal Arts, Thammasat University.

This questionnaire has two major parts: demographic information and qualifications
on teaching experience, testing experience, engagement in O-NET tests, and taken courses
related to language assessment areas.

All given information is confidential and will not be used for other objectives.

Part I Demographic information

Name:
Mobile phone: E-mail:

Educational Background Bachelor’s degree

Surname:

age years

Master’s degree

Part Il Qualifications

Item | Questions Yes | No | Details (if any)
No.
1 Do you have experience on teaching and testing
English? If so, how many years have you taught
English?
2 Have you ever written or designed language tests by
yourself?
3 Have you ever been engaged in O-NET English tests
for upper secondary level?
4 Have you ever taken courses related to language

assessment, testing, curriculum and instruction, or

related areas? If so, please identify the course.

Ref. code: 25595606040110/ED
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Matching sheet
Academic Year Part Ttem
Strand 1 Strand 2 3 Strand 4
Ttam Standard F 1.1 Standard F 1.2 Standard F 1.3 |Standard F 2.1 22 31141 4.2 Remarks
1.1.3012(1 15311 41.21(1.2211.231.2.41. 2. 813.1)1.3.21.332.1.1)12.1.22.1.3(22.1)22.2)3.1.1)4.1.14.2.1(4.2.2
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No.

The O-NET test item

Matching results

Degree of Agreement

Agree
(+1)

Undecided
0

Disagree
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