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Abstract

The O-NET which have been built for students in Grade 6, 9 and 12
contained four major subjects. The O-NET score is worth 20% of the final grade
of each subject. Therefore, to prepare students to gain high scores in the O-NET
tests, some teachers have applied a test blueprint which contains standards and
indicators of the O-NET, and created their lesson plans. The aim of this study was
to prove that the test blueprint was a good guide for teachers to prepare students
for the O-NET (English Subject) instead of using the more Basic Core Curriculum.
This study showed how the O-NET test items align with the test blueprint.
Moreover, it revealed the frequency of each indicator according to the test
blueprint appearing in the O-NET tests. The samples used in this study were 2017
and 2018 O-NET (English Subject). A matching sheet was used as a research tool.
The data was divided into two parts. The first part was collected from an
investigation of the alignment between the test items and the test blueprint
using a test-curriculum alignment method. The second part involved using
quantitative data to find the most popular indicator appearing in the tests by
using a statistical method. The results demonstrated how the O-NET tests align
with the test blueprint item by item and the most frequent indicator appearing
in the O-NET tests was F1.1: Gr 6/4 (tell the main idea and answer questions from
listening to and reading dialogues, simple tales and stories) while the least
frequent was F1.2: Gr 6/2 (use order/ requests to give instructions).
Keywords: O-NET Items, English Subject, Grade 6 students, Test Blueprint,

Alignment
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Introduction

In Thailand, apart from testing in school, there are national tests. 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), and
9 subjects. These nation tests play the role to reflect students, teachers, schools
and policymakers. The most popular tests were the O-NET tests which contained
five subjects (i.e. Thai, Mathematics, Science, Social Studies and English). They
were designed based on the framework of the 2008 Basic Education Core
Curriculum (Nipakornkitti & Adunyarittigun, 2018). The test blueprint was a short
version of the Basic Core Education Curriculum and was built for the first time in
2016. It had only essential standards and indicators for the O- NET tests. Preparing
or training students before the test was a serious concern for school
administrators and teachers. Some of them adopted test blueprint to create their
lesson plans. For example, Burachat (2018) established educational tools with
lesson plan related to the indicators in the test blueprint for her students and
the results of the O-NET tests of students were higher. Interestingly, after the test
blueprint was built, the national mean scores of English O-NET tests in grade 6
were getting higher.

Testing

Testing can assess what students have learned after the completion of a
lesson or unit. It can be described as “washback” for learning process, student
performance in learning, and the test itself. Teachers can look back at the ways
they teach or manage the class whether it is appropriate for their students.
According to Brown (2004), tests are a part of assessment to measure the ability,
knowledge, or performance in given domain of a person. The test must be explicit
and structured to be qualified as a test, for example, multiple choice questions
need to have correct answers, writing tests need to have scoring rubric, or an oral

interview relies on a question script.
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O-NET Tests for the English Subject

1. Curriculum domains

For English language, it contains four domains prescribed in the 2008 Basic
Education Core Curriculum.

The first is Language for Communication (F1). It emphasizes on the use of
foreign languages for listening, speaking, reading and writing, exchanging data and
information, expressing feelings and opinions, interpreting, presenting data,
concepts and views on various matters, and creating interpersonal relationships
appropriately.

The second is Language and Culture (F2). Its emphasis is on the use of
foreign languages harmonious with culture of native speakers; relationships,
similarities and differences between languages and cultures of native speakers;
and languages and cultures of native speakers and Thai culture; and appropriate
application.

The third is Language and Relationship with Other Learning Areas (F3). It
portrays the use of foreign languages to link knowledge with other learning areas,
forming the basis for further development, and seeking knowledge and
broadening learners’ world views.

The last one is Language and relationship with Community and the World
(F4). It emphasizes of the use of foreign languages in various situations, both in
the classroom and the outside community and the global society, forming a basic
tool for further education, livelihood and exchange of learning with the global
society.

2. Learning Standards

The standards serve as the goals to be achieved in developing learners’
quality. These standards prescribe what the students should know and should
be able to perform. They also indicate moral and ethical values as well as
desirable characteristics upon completing education at basic level (Ministry of
Education, 2008). Learning Standards are subsets of curriculum domain, to
illustrate, language for communication (F1) contains three learning standards.

3. Indicators

Indicators specify what students should know and be able to practice as

well as their characteristics for each level. Indicators reflect the standard of
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learning. Being specific and concrete, they can be utilized for prescribing
contents, determining learning units and organizing teaching-learning activities.
They serve as essential criteria for evaluation in order to verify the learners’
quality. Key Stage Indicators specify the goals to be achieved for upper secondary
education, for example, in Grade 6, the indicator is described as Gr.6. According
to the curriculum, indicators are subsets of the learning standards, to illustrate,
the domain of language for communication (F1) contains three learning standards
which are F1. 1, F1. 2, and F1. 3. Within F1.1, it contains four indicators which are
Gr.6/1, Gr.6/2, Gr.6/3, and Gr.6/4.

Test Blueprint

The test blueprint was first created as guidance and desirable standards
and indicators which will be assessed in the O- NET tests. The indicators which
were not listed in the test blueprint were unnecessary ones to focus or prepare
for a test. Based on the Ministry of Education (2008), in the Basic Core Curriculum
B.E. 2551 (AD 2008), there were 20 indicators in total for English Language.
However, in the test blueprint contained 14 indicators in both 2017 and 2018.

Related studies

Nipakornkitti and Adunyarittigun (2018) investigated 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 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. Additionally, having five
participants for rating was less time-consuming. This was a good point of rating
because the participants would not be too exhausted while rating the test items
with the linked objectives. The results demonstrated that the O- NET test items
were partially alisned with the national curriculum.

In 2019, Pensiri and Adunyarittigun conducted the study to investigate 1)
the relationship between O-NET scores and academic achievements, 2) its
predictive validity and 3) lecturers’ attitudes towards the use of the O-NET for
recruiting students into an English major program of a public university in

Thailand. The samples were the O- NET scores in foreign language (English) and
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academic achievements from academic years 2010 to 2014. Nine lecturers were
selected purposively to participate in the semi-structured interview. The results
demonstrated that the O- NET score was related to academic achievements and
could predict academic achievements of English major students.

However, Imsa-ard (2020) explored what Thai EFL teachers at an upper
secondary school level thought about the English test in the O-NET. A hundred
teachers completed the questionnaires and 10 of them took part in the follow-
up interviews. The main findings revealed that the majority of teachers were not
satisfied with the English O-NET. Although they tended to focus on the test paper
and taught their students based on the contents in the test paper, there were
still some pressures from other stakeholders in educational settings. The findings
suggested that the test should include other aspects of language skills, such as
listening and speaking, to avoid dependence on rote-learning and memorization.

Because the test blueprint was new, it was difficult to find the studies
which mentioned about the alignment between the tests and the test blueprint.
Since, there was no clear evidence for validity and reliability of the O-NET tests,
there should be test specification to cross-check the content that the test writers
aimed to measure. Even the test blueprint was a good guidance, it was still broad
to focus. Therefore, it was interesting to prove that a test blueprint was a good
guide for teachers to prepare students for the O-NET tests instead of using the
Basic Core Curriculum. However, the test writers were anonymous for the 2017
and 2018 O-NET tests. Thus, it was not possible to verify the test content with
specification.

Objectives

The objectives of the study were: 1) to find out how the test blueprint
was a good guidance for the teachers to prepare the students for the O-NET tests
between 2017 and 2018 and 2) to reveal the frequency of each indicator such
as Gr 6/1, Gr 6/2, and Gr 6/3 that appeared in the 2017 and 2018 O-NET tests

from the most frequent indicators to the least one respectively.

Research Methodology
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Test-curriculum Alignment Method and Statistical Analysis
Method

According to Andrea and Stephen (2009), the test-curriculum alignment
method was used to demonstrate or evaluate the connection between testing,
content standards (i.e. curriculum), and instruction. If these components worked
together to deliver a consistent message about what should be taught and
assessed, students would have the opportunity to learn and to truly demonstrate
what they have achieved. Moreover, statistical analysis method was used to
summarize and describe quantitative data.

Research Instrument

A matching sheet was used as a tool to collect the data. It was created
to investigate the overall result of the alignment between O-NET test items and
indicators according to the test blueprint. The matching sheet adapted from
D’Agotino et al. (2008) was in the form of tables. The first column was the test
item number. The second, third, and fourth columns were curriculum domain 1,
2, and 4 respectively. In these columns, there were sub-standards in each
curriculum domain with sub-indicators so that the matcher could put a check
mark on the table easily. The matcher had to put a check mark on the indicators’
box that each test item is aligned. Then, the number of the marks for each
indicator would be counted in total at the end of the table.

Data Collection

This study included two collections of English O-NET for grade 6 Thai
students from the years 2017 and 2018. There were 40 items for each collection
(80 items in total) which were created by the Thai National Institute of
Educational Testing Service under the framework of the 2008 Basic Education
Core Curriculum. Moreover, this study adopted the test blueprints of English O-
NET for grade 6 from the years 2017 and 2018. They were guidelines containing
the curriculum domains, learning standards, indicators, and a number of test
items for each domain under the same framework of the Core Curriculum as the
tests. The test blueprint was used to investigate the alignment with the tests by
matching each test item to its indicators under learning standards and curriculum
domains. As previously stated, there were only O-NET tests with their test
blueprints during 2017 and 2018 because 1) the O-NET tests were the most up-
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to-date test at the present time and 2) for 2017 and 2018, the test blueprints
contained the same number of indicators which were 14 indicators.

The data was divided into two parts. The first part was the quantitative
data collected from the investigation of the alignment between the test items
and the test blueprint using test- curriculum alignment method. The second part
was also quantitative data to find out the most frequently used indicator in the
tests during the years 2017 and 2018 by using a statistical method.

Data Analysis

Process of Test-curriculum Alignment Method

The first part of the data which is quantitative one obtained by using Test
curriculum alignment method to identify the alignment of test items with the
test blueprint. There were three dimensions which were curriculum domains,
learning standards, and indicators to be analyzed.

Process of Statistical Analysis Method

Quantitative data was analyzed by using statistical analysis method. The
matching sheets were used to see the frequencies of each of the test indicator
found in the test during the years 2017 and 2018.

Results and Discussion

The matching sheets which were used to find out the alignment between
the test items and the test blueprint in 2017 and 2018 were shown in Table 1
and Table 2.

Table 1 Matching between the Test Items and the Test Blueprint in 2017
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Academic Year 2017

Doma | 1 Language for Communication 2 Languageand | 4

in Culture Language
and
Relations
hip
with
Communi
ty
and the
World

Stand | F1.1 F1.2 F1.3 F2. | F2.2 F4.1

ard 1

Indica | Gr. | Gr. | Gr. |Gr. |Gr. [Gr. |Gr. |Gr. [Gr. | Gr. |Gr. |Gr. | Gr. | Gr

tors/ | 6/3 | 6/4 | 6/1 | 6/2 | 6/3 | 6/4 | 6/5 |6/1 |6/2 |6/3 |6/2|6/1 |6/2 |6/1

[tems

1 v

2 v

3 v

a v

5 v

6 v

7 v

8 v

9 v

10 v

11 v

12 v

13 4

14 v

15 v

16 v
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Academic Year 2017

Doma | 1 Language for Communication 2 Language and | 4

in Culture Language
and
Relations
hip
with
Communi
ty
and the
World

Stand | F1.1 F1.2 F1.3 F2. | F2.2 F4.1

ard 1

Indica | Gr. | Gr. | Gr. |Gr. |Gr. [Gr. |Gr. |Gr. |Gr. | Gr. |Gr. |Gr. |[Gr. |Gr

tors/ | 6/3 | 6/4 | 6/1 | 6/2 | 6/3 | 6/4 | 6/5 |6/1 |6/2|6/3|6/2|6/1 |6/2|6/1

ltems

17 v

18 v

19 v

20 v

21 v

22 v

23 v

24 v

25 v

26 v

27 4

28 v

29 v

30 v

31 v

32 v

33 v
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Academic Year 2017

Doma | 1 Language for Communication 2 Languageand | 4

in Culture Language
and
Relations
hip
with
Communi
ty
and the
World

Stand | F1.1 F1.2 F1.3 F2. | F2.2 F4.1

ard 1

Indica | Gr. | Gr. | Gr. |Gr. |Gr. [Gr. |Gr. |Gr. [Gr. | Gr. |Gr. |Gr. | Gr. | Gr

tors/ | 6/3 | 6/4 | 6/1 | 6/2 | 6/3 | 6/4 | 6/5 |6/1 |6/2 |6/3 |6/2|6/1 |6/2 |6/1

[tems

34 v

35 v

36 v

37 v

38 v

39 v

40 v

Total | 2 7 1 1 4 1 2 3 4 2 3 3

Total 9 3
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Academic Year 2018

Doma | 1 Language for Communication 2 Language and | 4
in Language
Culture and
Relations
hip
with
Communi
ty
and the
World
Standard | F1.1 F1.2 F1.3 F2. F2.2 F4.1
1
indicators/ | Gr. | Gr. | G | G. | Gn. | G | G. | G. | Gn | G | G | G. | Gr Gr.
ttems 6/3 | 6/4
6/1 | 6/2 | 6/3 | 6/ | 6/5 | 6/1 | 6/2 | 6/3 | 6/2 | 6/1 | 62 6/1
1 v
2 v
3 v
a v
5 v
6 v
7 v
8 v
9 v
10 v
11 v
12 v
13 v
14 v
15 v
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16

17

18

19

20

21

22

AN R NN NN RN

23

24

25

26

27

AN NERNERN

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

Total

3 5 2 1 2

7

3

4

Total

8 10

10

3

5

4

Table 1 presented the test items from number 1 — 40 of the 2017 O-NET

test compared
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with three curriculum domains (five standards). The results showed the
matching between the test items and the test blueprint. Most of the test items

aligned with the curriculum domain F1 which was language for communication.

Table 2 Matching between the Test Iltems and the Test Blueprint in 2018

Table 2 presented the test items from number 1 — 40 of the 2018 O-NET
test compared

with three curriculum domains (five standards). The results showed the
matching between the test items and the test blueprint. Most of the test items
aligned with the curriculum domain F1 which was language for communication.

To answer the first question, “how did the O-NET test items administered
between 2017 and 2018 align with the test blueprint?”, the results were gained
from the matching process by using Test-curriculum alignment method to
identify the alignment of test items during the year of 2017 to 2018 with the test
blueprint. There were three dimensions to be analyzed. The first was Curriculum
domains. The second was Learning standards. The last one was Indicators.
According to the Ministry of Education (2008), under the Basic Core Education
Curriculum, the Curriculum Domains were the biggest area of all the dimensions
for foreign language. It was the first thing to consider in matching process.
However, looking at the test blueprint, there were only three domains: Language
for Communication (F1), Language and Culture (F2), and Language and
Relationship with Community and the World (F4). The domain of Language and
Relationship with other Learning Areas (F3) was missing because it focused more
on speaking skills.

To answer the research question, “What were the most frequent
indicators that appeared in the O-NET tests?”, the most frequent indicators in
both 2017 and 2018 were revealed after applying the matching sheet.

In 2017, the most frequent indicators in the test would be shown from

the most appeared indicator to the least ones with its explanations in Table 3.
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Rank | Indicators | Explanations of Indicators Frequency
(40 items)
1 F1.1 Tell the main idea and answer questions from listening to and reading 7
dialogues, simple tales and stories.
Gr.6/4 (17.5%)
2 F1.2 Speak/write to express needs, ask for help and agree and refuse to give il
help in simple situations.
Gr.6/3 (10%)
2 F1.3 Draw pictures, plans, charts and tables to show various data heard or 4
read.
Gr.6/2 (10%)
2 Fa.1 Use language for communication in various situations in the classroom 4
and in school.
Gr.6/1 (10%)
5 F1.3 Speak/write to give data about themselves, their friends and the 3
environment around them.
Gr.6/1 (7.5%)
5 F2.1 Give data about the festivals/ important days/ celebrations/ lifestyles 3
of native speakers.
Gr.6/2 (7.5%)
5 F2.2 Tell similarities/ differences between pronunciation of various kinds of 3
sentences, use of punctuation marks and word order in accordance with
Gr.6/1 structures of sentences in foreign languages and Thai language. (7.5%)
5 F2.2 Compare the differences/ similarities between the festivals, celebrations 3
and traditions of native speakers and those of Thais.
Gr.6/2 (7.5%)
9 F1.2 Choose/specify the sentences or short texts corresponding to the 2
meanings of symbols or signs read.
Gr.6/3 (5%)
9 F1.2 Speak/write to express their own feelings about various matters around 2
them and various activities, as well as provide brief justifications.
Gr.6/5 (5%)
9 F1.3 Speak/write to express opinions about various matters around them. 2
Gr.6/3 (5%)
12 F1.2 Speak/write in an exchange in interpersonal communication. 1
Gr 6/1 (2.5%)
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F1.2 Use orders requests and give instructions. 1
Gr.6/2 (2.5%)
F1.2 Speak and write to ask for and give data about themselves, their friends, 1

families and matters around them.
Gr.6/4 (2.5%)

Total 100%

Table 3 Frequency of Each Indicator Appeared in the 2017 O-NET Tests

In Table 3, it could be seen that the most frequent indicators that
appeared in the 2017 O-NET tests was F1.1: Gr6/4 with the frequency of 7 items
out of 40. This indicator according to the Ministry of Education (2008), the Basic
Core Curriculum was designed to measure the performance of the students
whether they are able to “tell the main idea and answer questions from listening
to and reading dialogues, simple tales and stories”. And the least ones were F1.2:
Gr.6/1, F1.2: Gr. 6/2, and F1.2: Gr. 6/4 with the frequency of only one item in the
test. The other results according to 2018 O-NET test, the most frequent indicators
that appeared in the test would be shown from the most appeared indicator to

the least ones together with its explanations in Table 4.

Table 4 The Frequency of Each Indicator Appeared in the 2017 and 2018 O-NET
Test

Indicators | Explanations of Indicators 2017 2018 Total Rank
(80
(40 40 items)
items) | items)
F1.1 Choose/specify the sentences or short 2 3 5 7
texts corresponding to the meanings
Gr.6/3 | of symbols or signs read. (6.25%)
F1.1 Tell the main idea and answer 7 5 12 1
questions  from listening to and
Gr.6/4 | reading dialogues, simple tales and (15%)
stories.
F1.2 Speak/write  in an exchange in 1 2 3 12

interpersonal communication.
Gr.6/1 (3.75%)
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Indicators | Explanations of Indicators 2017 2018 Total Rank
(80
(40 (40 items)
items) | items)

F1.2 Use orders requests and give 1 1 2 14
instructions.

Gr.6/2 (2.5%)

F1.2 Speak/write to express needs, ask for 4 2 6 5
help and agree and refuse to give help

Gr.6/3 | in simple situations. (7.5%)

F1.2 Speak and write to ask for and give 1 2 3 12
data about themselves, their friends,

Gr.6/4 | families and matters around them. (3.75%)

F1.2 Speak/write to express their own 2 3 5 7

feelings about various matters around
Gr.6/5 them and various activities, as well as (6.25%)

provide brief justifications.

F1.3 Speak/write to give data about 3 1 4 9

themselves, their friends and the

Gr.6/1 | environment around them. (5%)
F1.3 Draw pictures, plans, charts and tables 4 7 11 2
to show various data heard or read.
Gr.6/2 (13.75%)
F1.3 Speak/write to express opinions about 2 2 il 9
various matters around them.
Gr.6/3 (5%)
F2.1 Give data about the festivals/ 3 3 6 5
important days/ celebrations/
Gr.6/2 | lifestyles of native speakers. (7.5%)
F2.2 Tell similarities/ differences between 3 a4 7 a4

pronunciation of various kinds of
Gr6/1 | sentences, use of punctuation marks (8.75%)
and word order in accordance with
structures of sentences in foreign

languages and Thai language.

F2.2 Compare the differences/ similarities 3 1 4 9

between the festivals, celebrations
Gr.6/2 (5%)
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Indicators | Explanations of Indicators 2017 2018 Total Rank
(80
(40 (40 items)

items) | items)

and traditions of native speakers and
those of Thais.

Fa.1 Use language for communication in 4 4 8 3

various situations in the classroom and
Gr.6/1 in school. (10%)

As could be seen in Table 4, the most appeared indicator was F1.1: Gr.6/
4 which was the top-ranking indicator in 2017 test. The next one was the F1.3:
Gr.6/2 which was the top-ranking indicator appeared in 2018 test. In this case,
the result was possible that the top ranking in 2017 and 2018 would have high
possibilities to be on top in the next year.

All indicators mentioned in the test blueprint appeared in the test. Some
items partly aligned with its indicator. It seemed to be matched with other
indicators as well or needed more areas of knowledge to choose the correct
answer. However, few items could be seen to have perfect match with its
indicator with specific areas of knowledge to answer the question.

However, some items which matched the indicator F1.1, Gr.6/4 required
some more knowledge. The objective of the indicator was to let the students
tell the main idea and answer questions from listening to and reading dialogues,
simple tales and stories. Even the students could understand the text, they still
could not answer the question if they did not have the knowledge out of the
text to answer.

Another point to be considered was that the story was unseen. It was
pretty broad to prepare for the test as the story could be anything unpredictable.

In this case, the test blueprint was useless.

Conclusion

This study aimed at proving that a test blueprint was a good guide for
teachers to prepare students for the O-NET test instead of the Basic Core
Curriculum. Based on the results, it was found that the alignment of test items
during the year of 2017 to 2018 with the test blueprints contained three
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dimensions which were curriculum domains, learning standards, and indicators.
The results illustrated evidences that the most frequent indicator appeared in
the 2017 O-NET test was F1.1: Gr.6/4 with the frequency of 7 items out of 40.
This indicator according to the Ministry of Education (2008), the Basic Core
Curriculum was constructed to measure the performance of the students
whether they were able to “accurately read aloud texts, tales and short poems”
by observing the principles of reading. Moreover, the most frequent indicators
that appeared in the 2018 O-NET test was F1.3: Gr.6/2 with the frequency of 7
items out of 40. This indicator according to the Ministry of Education (2008), the
Basic Core Curriculum was designed to measure the performance of the students
whether they were able to “draw pictures, plans, charts and tables to show
various data heard or read”.

Pedagogical Implications

The most popular indicators appeared in the tests should be the main
focuses as it has high possibilities to appear with high scores again in the next
year. Therefore, the teachers who would like their students to gain better scores
on the English subject in the O-NET tests could follow these indicators and
prepare their students. The descriptions of each indicator could be the significant
guidelines. However, each indicator cannot be isolated from each other. The
major indicators should be emphasized, while the minor one should not be

ignored.

Recommendation for Further Studies

It is recommended that similar research studies should be conducted
with other levels such as grade 9 and grade 12 to prove the effectiveness of the
test blueprint. Moreover, it is noticeable that the most popular indicators
appeared in the tests have high possibilities to appear with high scores again.
Therefore, the researchers can focus only on these indicators and compare them

with the English subject in other grade levels.
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