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Abstract

The O-NET (Ordinary National Educational Test) for the upper secondary level (Matthayom 6)
plays the role of accountability as well as gatekeeping in the Thai educational system. It has been
used to hold schools accountable, and to be one of the criteria to determine students who are
qualified for admission to universities. The results of the test have a great impact on stakeholders
and especially on Thai students. Therefore, the O-NET test must be rigorously aligned with the Basic
Education Core Curriculum in order to ensure a high degree of test validity. However, little is known
about the validity of the test. Thus, the purpose of this study was to investigate content validity of the
O-NET tests in the subject of English for the upper secondary level by using the test-curriculum
alignment method. The test samples used in this study were the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests. Five
participants were purposively selected to match the O-NET test items with the Basic Education Core
Curriculum. The results demonstrated that the O-NET test items were partially aligned with the national
curriculum. The alignment between the test items and the national curriculum as well as the

distribution of the test items on the curriculum domains are discussed.
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1. Introduction

O-NET (Ordinary National Educational Test), known as a Thai state-mandated
test, is designed based on the framework of the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum
which defines the learning standards and indicators for all academic compulsory levels.
The O-NET test for the English subject for the upper secondary level (Matthayom 6)
was developed based on four domains: Culture, Communication, Connection, and
Communities, known as 4Cs (Foley, 2005) which are prescribed in the 2008 Basic
Education Core Curriculum with the objective to improve Thai students’ proficiency in a

competitive, globalized world.
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The English O-NET (upper secondary level) test has been designed based on
the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum which covers four important curriculum
domains: language for communication, language and culture, language and relationship
with other learning areas, and language and relationship with communities and the
world. It consists of three main parts which are language use and usage, writing ability,
and reading.

The O-NET test for the upper secondary level plays two important roles in the
Thai educational system: holding accountability (Smith and Fey, 2000) and gatekeeping
for students at the tertiary level (Wall, 2000). The O-NET for the upper secondary level
has become an important tool to hold stakeholders accountable with the main purpose
to improve the quality of teaching and learning in the Thai educational system. It is
used to hold the stakeholders accountable: students, teachers, school administrators,
and policy makers. Teachers and school administrators are expected to provide a high
quality of education and motivating learning environment for all students. They are
accountable to students who get service from them and parents who pay for service.
Then, the achievement of students on the O-NET test should reflect the quality of
education the students receive. It reveals how well teachers teach their students and
help them develop their learning performance to meet the curriculum requirements and
how well school administrators manage their school, teachers, and resources to make
schooling successful. Besides, the O-NET for the upper secondary level also functions
as a gatekeeper for students at the tertiary level. The test result is used as a criterion
to recruit students into colleges (Wall, 2000).

Interestingly, the English O-NET (upper secondary level) test scores of Thai
students in our educational system shockingly keep falling below standard. The test
scores for the upper secondary level were 25.35 in 2012, 23.44 in 2013 and 24.98 in
2014 (www.niets.or.th). An important observation about the decline of the test results
was whether it is due to the test itself or the accountability of teachers and school
administrators. An interesting study by Lincharearn and her colleagues (2009) showed
that one of the most important factors causing the poor O-NET test scores is the O-NET
test itself. The level of difficulty in the O-NET test (English subject) for the upper

secondary level is much higher than that taught in the classroom. However, it should
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be noted that we cannot make a claim that the O-NET test has become less valid from
the result from the previous study (Lincharearn et al., 2009). That result cannot be used
as empirical evidence to prove that the O-NET test content for the upper secondary
level (English subject) was incongruent with the national curriculum. The main reason
to account for this is that the researchers implemented only the in-depth interview as a
single method to collect data from the stakeholders which was relatively subjective and
did not further examine the content validity of the test. An examination of the congruence
between the O-NET test items and the national curriculum is needed in order to prove
that the English O-NET test for the upper secondary level is rigorously constructed
with validity (Messick, 1989; Brown and Abeywickrama, 2010).

Therefore, the objective of this paper is to investigate the alignment between
the O-NET test items for the upper secondary level (English subject) and the national
curriculum in order to fill the gap of content validity for the English O-NET test for the

upper secondary level.

2. Theoretical Framework

Validity is considered as the most important element of a good test in order to
confirm that the test results are meaningful enough to make major educational decisions.
A valid test can provide appropriate, meaningful, and useful information for assessment
(Gronlund, 1998). Content validity is a primary good test property which accounts for
the boundaries of test content measured by test representatives and test coverage
(Messick, 1994).

To enhance the degree of content validity, it is necessary to investigate the
threats to validity which are construct-underrepresentation and construct-irrelevant variance
(Messick, 1993, 1994, 1996, 1998). Construct-underrepresentation occurs when the
test representatives and sample of domains are too narrow or too few when compared
with the domains identified in the curriculum. In contrast, construct-irrelevance variance
occurs when the test representatives and sample of domains are too broad and beyond
the domains stated in the curriculum (Messick, 1989).

Therefore, to construct a valid test, it is necessary to decide whether the sample

of the test items really represents the intended content to be measured (Brown, 2005;
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Hughes, 2012). When test writers create a test, test items need to be rigorously
congruent with test specifications (Brown, 2005; Hughes, 2012). Clear test specifications
will guide test developers in writing more valid items. The test items need to be matched
with the test specifications (Brown, 2005).

The examination of content validity is generally conducted by using the test-
curriculum alignment method. 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; Bhola et al., 2003; Lopez, 2013). Mostly, “matching task”
or “Likert-type rating scales” (Sireci and Faulkner-Bond, 2014) are used to measure
the alignment between the test items and content domains. Certainly, the degree of
congruence between the test items and curriculum domains needs to be validated by
subject matter experts (Case, Jorgensen and Zucker, 2004; Sireci and Faulkner-Bond,
2014).

Yet, there are a few concerns about matching tasks. First, training the subject
matter experts is the most important step (Li and Sireci, 2004; Martone and Sireci, 2009).
If the subject matter experts are well trained with adequate sample tests and adequate
amount of time, the matching results will be consistent because the subject matter
experts will have a clear understanding of the criteria used to do the matching. Second,
Bhola and her colleagues (2003) addressed that the over generosity of subject matter
experts during the matching process can affect the matching results (cited in Li and
Sireci, 2004). Therefore, an adequate training session will help minimize inconsistent

results from matching.

3. Research Methodology

This study was conducted to investigate the extent to which the O-NET English
test content for Matthayom 6 (upper secondary level) is aligned with the 2008 Basic
Education Core Curriculum by using the test item-curriculum alignment method. In this
study, the test specification was unavailable; therefore, matching test items with the
curriculum domains was an effective method to provide empirical evidence to verify

content validity of the test.
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The participants in this study were purposively sampled. They were a researcher
and four graduate students. Two of the graduate students were secondary school
teachers, and the others were instructors at college level. They were qualified to be test
item matchers since they had at least 5 years of teaching and testing experience at
the secondary school level or college level, had taken a course in language assessment
and measurement or test and measurement, and were not involved in developing O-NET
test items for the secondary level.

The test samples used in this study were the 2009 and the 2010 O-NET tests.
There were three O-NET tests (2008, 2009, and 2010 editions) officially publicized on
the NIETS (National Institute Educational Testing Service) website (www.niets.or.th), at
the time when this research was conducted. However, there was a limitation in using
all of the three O-NET tests. That is, the 2008 O-NET English test for the upper secondary
level was designed based on the former 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. In addition, these two O-NET English tests,
the 2009 and 2010 editions, had the same format. Each O-NET test consisted of 3
parts: language use and usage (10 test items), writing ability (20 test items), and reading
(40 test items). One thing that made them different was the number of scores per item.
The 2009 O-NET English test for the upper secondary level had 70 items for 70 points
whereas the 2010 O-NET English test for the upper secondary level had 70 items for
100 points.

There were two instruments used in this study. The first instrument was a
questionnaire designed for selecting qualified participants. The second instrument was
a matching sheet 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.

3.1 Data Collection
There were two crucial stages for examining the congruence between the O-NET
test items and the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum: a preparation process and a

matching process.
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Preparation process

The five qualified participants (including the researcher) were introduced to
the general information about the O-NET test and were trained how to consistently
match the O-NET test items to the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum which
consists of four curriculum domains (4Cs). The participants or matchers needed to
have a clear understanding of the key words in the standard and the indicator
(Ariyaritwikol et al., 2014, p. 222).

Table 1 gives information about the description of Standard F 1.2.3, its keywords
and what students are expected to learn. The information about the standard is given

in English and Thai.

Table 1: The key words in an indicator

The standard The key words What the student learns

Standard 1.2.3. Speak and write -
Speak and write to express needs

and offer, accept and refuse to give
help in simulated or real situations.

41937 @ 1.2.3

WauaziouLaaInNUdaINTT RIEETRHM 1:1]@1LLﬂtLiU%ﬂWH’]ﬁI‘ﬁl%ﬂ’ﬁLLﬁ@d

1w aausuuazdfiasmsld ANudaIms wuauazlianuzinmie
Anusmisluanunnidaes aauTbuazliasnislianutininie
RIDFIBNNTANRSIBLE RNz lugaumanldnsg 1u 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.
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Furthermore, the matchers were trained to understand the objective of each
test item and how to sort out each test item to make it correspond to each standard.
They were asked to notice the key words in order to match each test item with an
appropriate standard.

After training, the matchers practiced matching exercises together and then
they independently matched the sample materials so as to enhance their understanding

of the criteria for matching before they conducted the intended matching process.

Matching process

After the matchers independently matched the 2009 and 2010 test items to
the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum for a week, they had a meeting in order to
share and discuss difficulties and problems concerning what occurred during the matching

task. Then, the matchers went back to recheck and revise their matching.

3.2 Data Analysis

As can be seen in Table 2, the results from the matching procedure were
analyzed in order to determine an internal correlation among the five matchers. The
content validity of the O-NET test was validated by the extent to which the O-NET test

items were aligned with the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum.

Table 2: Inter-rater reliability among the five matchers

Parts of the O-NET test Measured standard Inter-rater reliability
2009 2010

Reading part Standard F 1.1 1.0 1.0
Language Use and Usage part Standard F 1.2 0.88 0.98
Writing part Standard F1.3 1.0 1.0

Overall 0.97 0.99

The degree of internal correlation among the five matchers was high. The
inter-rater reliability was at 0.97 and 0.99 for the overall matching in the 2009 and

2010 O-NET tests of English (upper secondary level), respectively. According to Table
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2, in both 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 language use and usage
part, the degree of internal correlation among the matchers was a little lower than the
other parts; that is, the 2009 edition was at 0.88 and the 2010 edition was at 0.98. The
cutoff 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 the
matchers were properly trained and that the matching done by the five matchers was

highly consistent.

4. Results and Discussion

The results obtained from the matching process were analyzed. The 2009 and
2010 O-NET tests partially matched to the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum. The
2009 and 2010 O-NET test items were aligned with the curriculum domain of language
for communication (curriculum domain 1). The results can be divided into two sections:

matched curriculum domain and unmatched curriculum domains.

4.1 Matched curriculum domain

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 at a time in accordance with language assessment principles
(Brown and Abeywickrama, 2010). This made the matchers match a test item with the
most appropriate standard. Secondly, the key words of the indicators in curriculum
domain 1 (curriculum domain of language for communication) requiring students to
perform language communicative skills can be measured by indirect assessment.
Therefore, the O-NET test items which were designed to indirectly measure speaking,
writing, and reading skills were matched with the standards of curriculum domain 1
measuring the students’ language communicative skills.

For instance, Standard F 1.1 was designed to measure the students’ understanding
when they listened to and read a variety of texts, and were asked to provide opinions
about what they listened to and read. The O-NET test items intended to measure

Standard F 1.1 indirectly evaluated students’ comprehension of what they have read in
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the reading part. The other example is Standard F 1.2 requiring students to communicate
and express their opinions about matters in their daily life in English. Dialogues appearing
in the test were used to measure this standard. Students were evaluated on their
ability to appropriately ask questions and provide responses appropriate for different
contexts and occasions.

In addition to the results for the test-curriculum alignment, the matching results
showed the distribution of O-NET test items among the standards which are shown in

Table 3.

Table 3: The distribution of O-NET test items of English for the upper secondary level

for each part of the O-NET test on curriculum domain 1

O-NET
O-NET’s part Curriculum domain 1: Language for communication test items
2009 | 2010

Reading Standard F 1.1 |Understanding and capacity for interpreting 50% | 50%

what has been heard and read from various

types of media, and ability to express

opinions with proper reasoning
Language Use Standard F 1.2 |Endowment with language communication 25% | 25%
and Usage skills for exchange of data and information;

efficient expression of feelings and opinions
Writing Standard F 1.3 |Ability to present data, information, concepts | 25% | 25%

and views about various matters through

speaking and writing

As can be seen in Table 3 which presents the distribution of the 2009 and 2010
O-NET test items (English subject for the upper secondary level) of each part of the
O-NET test on the curriculum domain 1, the percentages of the 2009 and the 2010
O-NET test items matching with Standard F 1.1 were similar. 50% of the test items in
the O-NET test of English for the upper secondary level were congruent with Standard
F 1.1 which can be considered as an indicator to measure the 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
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communication skills. Finally, 25% of all test items of each O-NET test edition were
matched with Standard F 1.3 which was an indicator measuring the speaking and
writing skills.

The distribution of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items was aligned with the
curriculum domain of language communication (curriculum domain 1) which was due
to the fact that the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests were possibly designed to measure
receptive and productive skills at 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 receptive skills through the reading part, and 50% of the remaining test
items were designed to measure productive skills through the language use and usage
part, and the writing part.

Hence, half of the O-NET test items were matched with Standard F 1.1.4 which
required students to perform many sub-skills of reading, for instance, identifying main
ideas, making inferences, skimming and scanning, and guessing meaning from context
clues. In addition, the remaining test items (50%) of each edition were equally distributed
to measure productive skills: speaking (25%) and writing (25%). Therefore, 25% of the
O-NET test items in the language use and usage 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.

4.2 Unmatched curriculum domains

The results derived from the matching process revealed 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. Some curriculum domains were not matched
with the O-NET test items such as 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 the content of the standards was analyzed, it was found that the key
words used in the indicators require students to perform integrated skills (Hughes,
2012) and higher order skills, for instance, read aloud (Standard F 1.1.2), analyze/
discuss (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. This clearly
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showed that these standards were designed to develop students’ abilities to use
integrated skills to communicate and to perform higher order skills in a competitive,
globalized world (Ministry of Education, 2008). These cannot simply be measured by
the O-NET test, which is an indirect assessment.

An example is Standard F 2.1.3 which requires students to “participate in, give
advice and organize language and cultural activities appropriately”. To evaluate students’
ability to perform the aforementioned task, teachers have to observe how students make
use of English to communicate with others in cultural activities or how they cooperate
with others and do problem-solving when they do the task.

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”. To illustrate, teachers may ask students to write
announcements or news about cultural activities (e.g. Christmas Day activity, market
day, or international day) that will be held in school. Students need to search for and
collect information in English and interview informants in order to write news or
announcements about the activities or the special events. As can be seen from the
examples, it is difficult to assess students’ abilities designated by the standards by
using paper-and-pencil tests. Therefore, 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 evident that these standards require
students to perform integrative tasks by using multiple skills and apply higher order
thinking to do the activities in order to evaluate both process and product in a
meaningful way. Consequently, these curriculum domains need to be evaluated by
using performance-based assessment.

However, the O-NET test, a multiple-choice test, has some limitations to measure
these standards in curriculum domains 2, 3, and 4 (O’'Malley and Pierce, 1996). First,
multiple-choice tests demand the use of discrete skills, not integrative. Second,
multiple-choice tests cannot measure a wide range of higher order thinking skills.
Third, using multiple-choice tests limits authenticity; that is, students cannot engage in
real-world activities. The types of texts used to generate multiple-choice test items are

not as complex or authentic as doing science projects or cultural activities. Finally,
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multiple-choice tests emphasize product rather than process (Adunyarittigun, 2001).
Because of the limitations of the multiple-choice test items in the O-NET test, it is clear
that the standards in curriculum domains 2, 3, and 4 cannot be measured.

Hence, it is necessary to measure these curriculum domains using formative
assessment or performance-based assessment which encourages students to perform
integrative skills and make use of higher order thinking skills, encourages them to
perform authentic tasks, and focuses on both product and process. In the guidelines
for the measurement and evaluation based on the 2008 Basic Education Core Curriculum,
the Office of the Basic Education Commission or OBEC (2011) promotes applying both
formative and summative assessments at all levels of education. Therefore, it is suggested
that more than half of curriculum domains requiring integrated language skills (Adair-
Hauck et al., 2006; Hughes, 2012) be evaluated through performance-based assessment

(O’Malley and Pierce, 1996).

5. Conclusion

5.1. 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. The
2009 and 2010 O-NET tests were congruent with the curriculum domain of language
for communication (curriculum domain 1).

5.2. This study revealed the content validity of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests.
With the test-curriculum alignment method, the 2009 and 2010 O-NET test items were
matched to 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
students’ communicative language skills: listening, speaking, reading and writing (Ministry
of Education, 2008) which can be indirectly assessed by multiple-choice tests.

5.3. The results also showed that the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests did not
match to the other curriculum domains (curriculum domains 2, 3, and 4) because the
objectives of the remaining curriculum domains require students to be able to communicate
in English effectively through integration of skills and apply higher order thinking skills.
Therefore, the remaining curriculum domains can be assessed by performance-based

assessments in the classroom.
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6. Implications and suggestions

The following implications and suggestions can be made from this study.

6.1. O-NET tests should be developed to cover four curriculum domains as
much as possible so as to contribute to a higher degree of content validity. Moreover,
test items should have adequate representatives and samples of the domains in order
to make the tests have 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 and Abeywickrama,
2010), especially content validity which is considered as the primary characteristic of a
test.

6.2. A test specification is needed to explore content validity of the O-NET tests.
Test specifications 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. Yet, in case of not having test specifications, an interview of the test developers
may help provide important information about the tests’ objectives. Without specification of
tests, it is difficult to identify the degree of content validity as discussed in this study.

6.3. The results of this study promote the application of both summative and
formative assessments due to the fact that the national curriculum aims at developing
students’ abilities in many dimensions: four language communicative skills, integrative
skills, and higher order thinking (OBEC, 2011). Teachers, parents, and stakeholders
should be aware of the limitation of summative assessment and accept the use of
formative assessment or authentic assessment in the classroom. This will help those
involved to get accurate information about students’ abilities, leading them to help
students reach the goals of the national curriculum.

6.4. The procedures of collecting data and verifying the test used in this study
can be applied to further study of content validity because they have been thoroughly

verified and proved to be reliable via the matching process.
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7. Limitations

The generalizability of the results of this study is limited because of the
following:

7.1. This study was conducted based on two O-NET tests. The O-NET tests
used in this study were 2009 and 2010 editions which were officially available on the
NIETS website, and they were based on the framework of the 2008 Basic Education
Core Curriculum. The latest editions of the test which are based on the 2008 Basic
Education Core Curriculum have not been made available to the public. Thus, there is
a need for further studies to investigate the alignment between the latest edition of the
O-NET test items and curriculum.

7.2. In order to investigate content validity, there must be test specifications to
cross-check the content that test writers aim to measure. In this study, the specifications
of the 2009 and 2010 O-NET tests were not officially available to the public. Thus, the
results of this study were analyzed based on the interpretation of the researcher without

the test developers’ test specifications.
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Appendix A: The 2008 Basic Education Curriculum (English subject for the upper secondary level)

Curriculum domain

Indicators

Curriculum domain 1: Language for Communication

Standard
F1.1

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. |dentify 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
F1.2

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
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.
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Curriculum domain

Indicators

Standard
F1.3

Ability to present data, information,
concepts and views about various

matters through speaking and writing

1. Speak and write to present data
themselves/experiences, news/incidents, matters
and various issues of interest to society.

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

culture of native and Thai speakers,
and capacity for accurate and

appropriate use of language

Standard |Appreciation of the relationship 1. Choose the language, tone of voice, gestures
F21 between language and culture of and manners appropriate to various persons,
native speakers and capacity for use |occasions and places by observing social
of language appropriate to occasions |[manners and culture of native speakers.
and places 2. Explain/ discuss the lifestyles, thoughts, beliefs
and origins of customs and traditions of native
speakers.
3. Participate in, give advice and organize
language and cultural activities appropriately
Standard |Appreciation of similarities and 1. Explain/ compare differences between the
F22 differences between language and structures of sentences, texts, idioms, sayings,

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.
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Curriculum domain

Indicators

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

Standard |Ability to use foreign languages in Use language for communication in real

F 4.1 various situations in school, situations/ simulated situations in the classroom,
community and society school, community and society.

Standard |Usage of foreign languages as basic |1. Use foreign languages in conducting research,

F 4.2 tools for further education, livelihood |collecting, analyzing and summarizing knowledge/

and exchange of learning with the

world community

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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