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This study aimed to investigate the extent to which the Ordinary National Educational
Test (O-NET) had any washback effects on English language teaching and English language learning in
Grade 9 as well as to explore teachers’ and students’ opinions towards the O-NET. The population was
English teachers and Grade 9 students in the Secondary Educational Service Area Office 6 in
Chachoengsao province in the academic year 2013. Both quantitative and qualitative data were
collected in this study. For quantitative data, the participants consisted of 75 English teachers and 400
Grade 9 students. The instruments were questionnaires for both teachers and Grade 9 students. The
independent samples t-test, means, and standard deviation were used to analyze the data. For
qualitative data, the samples comprised 6 English teachers and 60 Grade 9 students. The instruments
were semi-structured interviews of English teachers and group interviews of Grade 9 students. The

content analysis was used to analyze the data.

The results revealed that: 1) most English teachers agreed that the contents of the O-NET
emphasized critical-thinking skills and the O-NET preparation had impact on teaching in classrooms.
However, they had varied opinions towards the O-NET in terms of the consistency between the contents
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negative impact on the aspects of language learning. Positive washback occurred when students focused
learning on communicative skills and studied English harder to enhance their English abilities rather than
to get high O-NET scores. In contrast, negative washback occurred when students spent time preparing

for the test and had high level of test anxiety.
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

Testing is an important method used to assess the standard and quality of
education. It encourages all stakeholders to work harder to achieve high scores and
enhance the quality of education (Hayes, 2003). This notion is called measurement-
driven instruction (MDI) (Shohamy, 1993, cited in Bailey, 1999). Popham (1987, p. 678)
defined it as, “the most cost-effective way of improving the quality of public
education”. Cheng and Curtis (2004) defined it as ‘lever for change’. They stated that
changes in test can promote new curricular or new innovation without changing

other educational components.

For measurement-driven instruction, high-stake tests are widely used to drive
the curriculum in many countries (Ferman, 2004; Turner, 2006; Wall & Alderson,
1993). High-stake test is divided into two types, which are the test used to evaluate
test-takers’ performances and the test used to evaluate the quality of education
(Popham, 1987). Chapman and Snyder (2000) said that high-stake tests are used to
compare students, schools, and educational systems. They are used to assess all
students when they finish their education at elementary or secondary levels. The
tests have direct impact on future education of test-takers. In Thailand, the Ordinary
National Educational Test (O-NET), which is considered as high-stake test, is playing
important roles in measuring the quality of Thai educational system (The National

Institute of Educational Testing Service, 2013).

The O-NET is used to measure the knowledge and thinking ability of all
students at Grade 6, Grade 9, and Grade 12 in accordance with the Basic Education

Core Curriculum B.E. 2551 (The National Institute of Educational Testing Service,



2013). The objectives of the test are: (1) to measure the overall quality of education
in accordance with the Basic Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551, (2) to improve the
quality of teaching and learning in schools, and (3) to use test scores for other
purposes such as to support the national policy in the Second Decade of Education
Reform (2009-2018) (Lingcharoeng, Arvichai, & Chanin, 2009; Office of the Education
Council, 2009; The National Institute of Educational Testing Service, 2013). The test is
very important to Grade 9 because this is the last level of compulsory education.
They should gain necessary knowledge and skills in accordance with the Basic
Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551, which provide fundamental knowledge for
further study or for their future career (Ministry of Education, 2009; Office of the

Education Council, 2013).

The test is constructed by the National Institute of Educational Testing
Services (NIETS) (The National Institute of Educational Testing Service, 2013). English is
one of the eight learning areas that students are assessed. According to Ministry of
Education (2009), Foreign Language Learning Area in the Basic Education Core
Curriculum B.E. 2551 comprises of four Strands as follows: (1) Language for
Communication, (2) Language and Culture, (3) Language and Relationship with other
learning areas, and (4) Language and Relationship with Community and the World.
The English test is used to measure English proficiency of students and examine the
quality of English language teaching and learning in classrooms (Pukmai, 2009).
However, the English O-NET mean scores in Grade 9 have been lower than 50% in
every year from Academic Years 2008-2012 (The National Institute of Educational

Testing Service, 2013).

The Ministry of Education has implemented several O-NET policies for Grade
9 students, teachers, and schools to enhance the O-NET scores. For the O-NET policy

of Grade 9 students, the O-NET scores are used as part of exit examination. Grade 9



students can use 20 % of their O-NET scores as part of their GPAX. Moreover, they
can use 20-30% of their O-NET scores for admission to Grade 10 at highly
competitive schools (The National Institute of Educational Testing Service, 2011,
2012b). For the O-NET policy of teachers, they can be promoted at higher levels or
gain higher academic standing if their students perform well on the O-NET (Ministry of
Education, 2012). Regarding the O-NET policy of schools, the O-NET scores of
students are used to assess the quality of schools in the third round of external
quality assessment (The Office for National Education Standards and Quality

Assessment, 2012).

The increasing importance of the O-NET can have either positive or negative
impacts towards the quality of education. The impact can be considered as
washback effects in English language teaching and learning. Washback can be defined
as the influence of a test on teaching and learning in classrooms which have impacts
on students, teachers, parents, and other stakeholders (Alderson & Wall, 1993; Bailey,
1999; Messick, 1996, cited in Brown, 2000; Buck, 1988, cited in Pan & Newfields, 2012;
Watanabe, 2004; Hughes, 2003, cited in Yonggang, 2011). Perceptions are important
factors that lead to washback effects. Washback on teaching and washback on
learning are caused by teachers and students’ personal perceptions on the test

(Shih, 2007, 2009).

There are two types of washback: positive and negative washback (Cheng &
Curtis, 2004). Positive washback is a criterion for developing and evaluating language
tests (Bailey, 1999). Wiseman (1961, cited in Wall, 2000) said that positive washback is
good impacts of a test on teachers; for example, teachers are more familiar with the
curriculum, they try to cover all contents stated in the curriculum, and they pay

more attention to low ability students. For good impacts of a test on students,



positive washback can help students to study harder to achieve their learning and

increase their motivation in studying English (Pan, 2009).

As regards to negative washback, in contrast, it can distort the curriculum
because it focuses only on passing the exam more than learning language in
classrooms (Vernon, 1956, cited in Alderson & Wall, 1993). Smith (1991, cited in
Cheng & Curtis, 2004) and Pan (2009) said that negative effects lead teachers to
narrow the curriculum and reduce the instructional time, contents, methods and
material used in classrooms. Besides, the negative effects lead students to learn only
on tested contents and skills that do not enhance their English abilities. These
situations cause teachers to teach to the test and students to study for the test
(Alderson & Wall, 1993; Pan, 2009). Negative washback also restricts what to learn,
promotes rote learning instead of thinking skills and leads to the disaster of

education (Jiradut, 2013, cited in Prapphal, 2008; Prokum, 2013).

Some studies have investigated the impact of the O-NET in general education.
The study of Sommit (2009) about effects of the O-NET on teaching behaviors of
upper secondary school teachers in Bangkok showed negative washback of the O-
NET on teaching. She found that teachers taught contents related to the O-NET and
also used the O-NET related materials in classrooms. Teachers also designed the
school tests to be similar to the O-NET. Regarding students’ learning, the study of
Phanchalaem (2010) about the stakeholders’ perspectives towards the impact of the
O-NET policy also found the negative washback of the O-NET on learning. The results
showed that school administrators, teachers, parents, and students accepted that
the O-NET had negative impact on students’ learning as they were stressful and
bored while learning English. Furthermore, they had to attend the tutorial schools to

perform better on the test.



This study aimed to study the washback effects of the O-NET in Grade 9 in
Chachoengsao province. In the past, education in Chachoengsao province could be
considered as a model of modern education when UNESCO reorganized the
educational systems of Chachoengsao province between the years 1951-1961 (Ardric,
1962, cited in Pantawutiyanon, 2013). However, Chachoengsao province is currently
facing the challenges about the quality of their education. 19 out of 28 schools did
not pass the third round of external quality assessment (2011-2015) from the Office
for National Education Standards and Quality Assessment. All of them have not
passed the Indicator 5 (i.e. students demonstrate essential knowledge and skills of
the curricula) which uses the O-NET scores as the criterion. When considering the
quality assurance results in English subject of Grade 9, 8 secondary schools were
assessed as “need improvement” and 4 schools as “need urgent improvement”
(The Office for National Education Standards and Quality Assessment, 2012). It is
necessary for these secondary schools in Chachoengsao province to increase the
O-NET scores in order to improve their quality of education. Thus, the present study
aimed at investigating the effects of the O-NET on schools in this province, which are

facing a challenge to improve its educational standards.

The increasing importance of the O-NET scores in Grade 9 raises some
questions whether there are any washback effects on English classroom practices. In
the field of English language teaching in Thailand, some studied have investigated
washback effects of proficiency test (Apichatrojanakul, 2011; Sanonguthai, n.d.).
However, washback effects of the O-NET have received little attention. None of
them has studied washback effects of the O-NET in Grade 9. Therefore, the purpose
of this study was to investicate the extent to which the O-NET had any washback

effects on English language teaching and learning in Grade 9.



Research Questions

The present study aimed to answer the following questions:

What are teachers’ opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational
Test (O-NET)?

What are students’ opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational
Test (O-NET)?

To what extent does the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) have
any washback effects on English language teaching in Grade 97

To what extent does the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) have

any washback effects on English language learning in Grade 97

Research Objectives

The purposes of this study were as follows:

1.

To explore teachers’ opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational
Test (O-NET).

To explore students’ opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational
Test (O-NET).

To investigate the extent to which the Ordinary National Educational Test
(O-NET) have any washback effects on English language teaching in

Grade 9.

To investigate the extent to which the Ordinary National Educational Test
(O-NET) have any washback effects on English language learning in

Grade 9.



Definition of Terms

1. Washback effects

Washback effects are the influence of the Ordinary National Educational Test
(O-NET) on English language teaching and learning. For teaching, this study focused
on eight areas that can be affected by the O-NET include: (1) content of teaching, (2)
teaching method, (3) teacher-made assessment, (4) teacher talk, (5) time allotment
for test preparation, (6) teacher assigned homework, (7) nervousness and anxiety, and
(8) atmosphere of the class. For learning, five areas that can be affected by washback
of the O-NET including: (1) content of learning, (2) total time on learning, (3) learning

strategies, (4) learning motivation, and (5) test anxiety are investigated.
2. The Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET)

The Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) refers to the national
standardized achievement test which is used to measure student performances in
accordance with the Basic Education Core Curriculum in Thailand. The test is used to
assess Grade 6, Grade 9, and Grade 12. All students at these grade levels can take
the test only one time. The test comprises of 8 learning areas which are: 1) Thai
Language, 2) Mathematics, 3) Science, 4) Social Science, Religion, and Culture, 5)
English, 6) Health and Physical Education, 7) Art, and 8) Career and Technology. This
study focuses only English area in the O-NET at Grade 9. The format of the English

test is four multiple-choice questions with only one correct answer.
3. English language teaching

English language teaching refers to eight teaching areas which include: (1)
content of teaching, which are contents, skills, and materials for teaching; (2)
teaching method, which are methodologies or techniques teachers use when they

teach in class; (3) teacher-based assessment, which is the way teachers use to assess



students; (4) teacher talk, which is the use of target language and the use of L1 in
classrooms; (5) time allotment for test preparation, which is the amount of time
teachers use to prepare for the test; (6) teacher assigned homework, which is
homework teachers assign to students; (7) nervousness and anxiety, which is the fear
of test results and frustration; and (8) atmosphere of the class, which is the

relationship between teachers and students and the appearance of the classrooms.

4. English language learning

English language learning refers to five learning areas which includes: (1)
content of learning, which are contents, skills, and materials for learning; (2) total
time of learning, which is the amount of time students spend on language learning or
prepare for the test; (3) learning strategies, which is the techniques students use to
premote their learning or prepare for the test; (4) learning motivation, which is the
effort students put into their learning; and (5) test anxiety, which is students’ fear of

test results.

5. English teachers

English teachers refer to teachers who teach English language in secondary
schools under the Secondary Educational Service Area Office 6 in Chachoengsao

province in Academic Year 2013.

6. Grade 9 students

Grade 9 students refer to students who study in Grade 9 in secondary schools
under the Secondary Educational Service Area Office 6 in Chachoengsao province in

Academic Year 2013.



7. Opinions towards the O-NET

Opinions towards the O-NET refer to the viewpoints of English teachers and
Grade 9 students towards the O-NET in terms of consistency between the O-NET and
curriculum, content assessed in the O-NET, the purpose of the O-NET, and the

impact of the O-NET.

Scope of the Study

1. The target population in this study was English teachers and Grade 9 students
at secondary schools under the Secondary Educational Service Area Office 6
in Chachoengsao province in the Academic year 2013.

2. The participants in this study were 75 English teachers who answered the
questionnaire and 6 of them were participated in the interview. Moreover, the
participants were 400 Grade 9 students who answered the questionnaire and
60 of them were participated in group interviews.

3. The variables in this study were as follows:

3.1 The independent variable was the Ordinary National Educational Test
(O-NET).

3.2 The dependent variables were washback effects on language teaching,
washback effects on language learning, teachers’ opinions towards the
test, and students’ opinions towards the test.

4. The data were collected in the second semester of Academic Year 2013.



CHAPTER Il

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In this chapter, the review of the theories and literatures underlying this

study is presented. The literature review covers the following topics.
Concepts and Theories Related to Washback
The Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET)

Concepts and Theories Related to Washback

Washback is an important issue in the field of language testing. Oller (1979)
said that the characteristics of a good test consist of validity, reliability, practicality,
and washback (cited in Bailey, 1999). According to Bachman and Palmer (1996, cited
in Yonggang, 2011), washback is used in the term of “test impact” which is one of
the important terms in language testing as well as autheticity, validity, and
practicality. In this part, the definitions and dimensions of washback, the notion of
washback, washback of high-stake test, types of washback, model of washback,
washback on teaching, washback on learning, and related studies on washback are

discussed as follows:

Definition and dimensions of washback

Washback or backwash is the term used in applied linguistic field. There are
several definitions of washback. Some scholars have defined washback in micro level
as the influence of test on teaching and learning in the classrooms. These can affect
actions and perceptions of teachers and students in the classrooms (Alderson &
Wall, 1993; Bailey, 1999; Messick, 1996, cited in Brown, 2000; Buck, 1988, cited in Pan

& Newfields, 2012; Watanabe, 2004; Hughes, 2003, cited in Yonggang, 2011). However,
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other scholars have defined washback in macro level in that it affects the
educational systems and society. For instance, Andrews (2004, p. 37) defined
washback as “the effects of tests on teaching and learning, the educational system
and the various stakeholders in the education process.” He said that parents are also
involved in the washback effects. Similarly, Turner (2006) said that washback affects
all stakeholders including students, teachers, parents, and other stakeholders.
Moreover, Biggs (1995, cited in Cheng & Curtis, 2004) used the term ‘backwash’ to
refer to the effects of the test on the educational systems, teaching methods, and
students learning approaches. Some scholars have defined washback in different
ways. For example, Cohen (1994, cited in Bailey, 1999) defined washback as the
effects of tests on educational practices and beliefs of teachers and students about
language teaching and learning. Also, Cheng (1997) defined washback as the intended
use of tests to control the curriculum which lead to the improvement in educational

systems.

Watanabe (1997, cited in Watanabe, 2004) proposed the dimensions of

washback as follows:

Specificity (general or specific washback): there are two types of
washback, which are general washback and specific washback. The general washback
happens to any type of test, and the specific washback happens to one aspect of

the test such as types of questions.

Intensity (strong or weak washback): the strong effects of the test have
influence on teachers to teach towards the test or conduct test-related activities in
classrooms. However, the weak effects of the test have influence on some teachers

or some parts of classroom practices.
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Length (short-term or long-term washback): short-term washback affects
students and teachers before taking the test and disappears after taking the test, but
long-term washback continues to affect teachers and students in the long run after

students enter universities.

Intentionality (intended and unintended washback): intended washback
is the change of test with an intention to improve the education, while unintended

washback is the change of test which does not intend to improve the education.

Value (positive or negative washback): value or direction is used to divide
washback effects into two groups, which are positive or negative washback (Gashaya,
2012). Intended washback can be positive washback, and unintended washback can

be both positive and negative washback.

In conclusion, washback can be classified mainly into two levels, which are
micro level and macro level. The former affects teachers and students in classroom
settings, while the latter affects the educational systems and the society. There are
five dimensions of washback which are: specificity, intensity, length, intentionality,
and value. This study focuses on washback at micro level, that is, the effects of a
test on teaching and learning in classrooms and investigates the value of washback

on classroom practices.

The notion of washback

To gain better understanding about washback, several scholars have claimed
that washback is related to other concepts. There are seven key concepts related to
washback directly and indirectly which are measurement-driven instruction,
curriculum alignment, systemic validity, consequential validity, test impact, washback

validity, and washback intensity.
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Measurement-driven instruction: the term ‘washback’ comes from the
notion of measurement-driven instruction (MDI), which uses the test to drive the
curriculum (Shohamy, 1993, cited in Bailey, 1999). Popham (1987, p. 679) defined
measurement-driven instruction as “the most cost-effective way of improving the
quality of public education”. This notion can be used to control the educational
systems, encourage schools to improve their instructions and promote thinking skills
more than rote memorization (Smith, 1994, cited in Cheng & Curtis, 2004). There are
two sides for measurement-driven instruction, positive and negative views. The
negative views of measurement-driven instruction come from Madaus (1988, cited in
Wall, 2000). He claimed that it leads to the narrow curriculum, cramming, and low
creativity of teachers. Also, Shohamy (2000, cited in Andrews, 2004, p. 39) argued
that it is “an unethical and undemocratic way of making policy”. In contrast, other
scholars have had positive viewpoints. According to Cheng and Curtis’s view, “tests
are viewed as the primary tools through which changes in the educational system
can be introduced without having to change other educational components” (Cheng
& Curtis, 2004, p. 6). Policy makers can easily use a test to promote new curricular or
new innovation. They have referred to this idea as ‘a lever for change’(Cheng &
Curtis, 2004). Alderson and Wall (1993, p. 115) stated that, “tests can be powerful
determiners, both positively and negatively, of what happens in classroom.” The key
idea of measurement-driven instruction is to encourage school administrators,
teachers, and students to work harder to achieve high scores on the test and

improve the quality of educational systems (Hayes, 2003).

Curriculum alignment: the educational reform or measurement driven
instruction can lead to ‘curriculum alignment’. It is defined as the consistency
between the content of curriculum and the content of the test (Shepard, 1990, cited

in Cheng & Curtis, 2004). Pan and Newfields (2012) defined ‘curriculum alighment’ as
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the match among goal of the curriculum, goal of teaching, goal of learning, and the
tested contents, which lead to a strong washback. However, if tested contents do
not match with goal of the curriculum or other areas, negative washback will occur.
In contrast, Bushweller (1997) defined ‘curriculum alignment’ as the teaching

knowledge and skills from the tests, or teaching to the test (cited in Hayes, 2003).

Systemic validity: there are different definitions of systemic validity from
different scholars. For example, Frederiksen and Colins (1989) defined systemic
validity as the use of tests to improve students’ cognitive skills (cited in Alderson &
Wall, 1993). Some scholars have used the term ‘washback effects’ and ‘systemic
validity” interchangeably such as Berry (1994, cited in Bailey, 1999) and Pierce (1992,
cited in Bailey, 1999). Pierce focused on macro context of washback, while Berry

focused on micro context.

Consequential validity: Messick (1989, 1992, 1994, 1996 cited in Cheng,
1997) used the term ‘consequential validity’. It is defined as the interpretation of
assessment whether it brings positive washback which does not only depend on test
scores but it also depends on many factors (i.e. the quality of the test, the quality of
teaching, and the quality of learning). The validity of the test depends on whether it

shows positive or negative washback on classroom practices.

Test Impact: Baker (1991, cited in Alderson & Hamp-Lyons, 1996) used the
term ‘test impact’ for the term ‘washback’. While, Bachman and Palmer (1996, cited
in Ozmen, 2011) used the term ‘washback’ at the micro level, whereas ‘test impact’
is used at the macro level. However, some scholars have claimed that there is no
difference between the term ‘washback’ and ‘test impact’ (Alderson & Wall, 1993,

Spratt, 2005; Turner, 2006).
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Washback validity: Morrow (1986) used the term ‘washback validity’ to
show whether there are connected between testing and teaching and learning in
classroom (cited in Alderson & Wall, 1993; Cheng, 1997; Cheng & Curtis, 2004). He
believed that the validity of test can be measured from the positive washback on
teaching which leads to a valid test. However, Alderson and Wall (1993) argued
about the washback validity; they said that washback should be used only on
teaching and learning in classrooms. They also said that washback is not directly

related to test validity.

Washback intensity: Cheng and Curtis (2004) used the term “washback
internsity’ in order to determine the areas of teaching and learning practices that
have been influenced by the test. According to Watanabe (2004), he divided
washback intensity into two types, which are strong and weak intensity. The former
refers to the impact of the test on numerous aspects of teaching and learning, while
the latter refers to the impact of the test on any aspects of teaching and learning.
The assumption is high-stake test can strongly affect teaching and learning practices
in classrooms, which lead teachers to teach towards the test directly. On the other
hand, low-stake test has slightly influence on classroom practices. This type of test

affects only some areas of teaching and learning.

To sum up, there are many concepts related to washback including
measurement-driven  instruction, curriculum  alignment, systematic  validity,
consequential validity, test impact, washback validity, and washback intensity. In this
study, the researcher mainly focuses on washback intensity to investigate the areas
of teaching and learning affected by washback in order to answer the research

questions of this study.
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Washback of high-stake test

The stake of the test is important to determine the degree of washback on
teaching and learning (Bailey, 1996; Gashaya, 2012; Pan & Newfields, 2012). Several
scholars have defined high-stake tests as the test used to evaluate the quality of
education which has dramatically impact on stakeholders. Popham (1987) divided
high-stake test into two types, which are the test used to assess the quality of test-
takers and determine the future of test-takers as well as the test used to reflect the
quality of the educational system such as nationwide test. Shohamy (2007, cited in
Yunus & Salehi, 2012) said that high-stake test is used to measure learners’ progress,
the curricula, and the effective methodology and materials. Chapman and Snyder
(2000) also said that the high-stake test is norm-referenced test used to compare
among students, schools and educational systems. It is nationwide test to assess

students in all elementary schools and secondary schools.

High-stake tests provide both advantages and disadvantages towards the
educational systems. High-stake test has important roles to measure test-taker’s
level and to measure the quality of instructional program (Popham, 1987). The
advantages of the test include: the use of test to reflect learning and provide
feedback for learners, the use of test to implement the curriculum, the use of test to
improve the quality of teaching, and the use of test to enhance the motivaiton of
teachers and students (Maniruzzaman & Hoque, 2010). For the disadvantages of the
test, Mohammadi (2009, cited in Yunus & Salehi, 2012) said that: (1) students and
parants are stressful; (2) students have low motivation if they cannot pass the exam;

and (3) students may compete with each other.
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According to Chapman and Snyder (2000), they showed a model of how high
stakes test can improve the quality of education. There are five ways to use a high-

stake test as follows:

A Model of the Linkages Between High Stakes Testing and Instructional Practice
Possible Uses of Testing Linkages to instructional practice
Test scores used to target Resources are used in
resourced to low achieving == Increased resources ==+ ways that lead to improved
schools or geographic areas to weakest schools instructional practice
’ N
” N
New test content or format A %
requires teachers toteach == Low test scores arouse ==+ Community contributes Improved Improved
material in different ways teacher and parent concern  mare resources instructional =+ =+ student
for students to do well on X practice performance
the test ~. .
N z
TEST SCORES  Test scores released to public Parent and community Teachers understand what
motivates teachers to improve == pressure on teachers == changes in instructional
their teaching to improve their teaching  practice can raise student
4 performance
Cross-national comparison of ”
test information motivates == Low scores lead =+~ =+ Increased amount orricher  Resources are used in
governments to spend more to public outcry mix of resources made = = ways that lead to improved
on education available to schools instructional practice
Test scores used by teachers to == [Confuses high stakes testing with continious assessment]
target remediation

Figure 1. A model of the linkages between high stakes testing and instructional

practice (Chapman & Snyder, 2000, p. 466).

As shown in Figure 2, there are five ways that high-stake test can improve the
education which are: (1) administrators can use test scores to help and provide
resources to the schools which get the low test scores and have inadequate
educational resources. Further assistance can help to improve their instructional
practices which directly link to the improvement of student performance; (2) the
reformed test directly encourages teachers to change their teaching to help students
perform well on the test. However, teachers and parents may resist the change if

their students get low test scores. Therefore, additional resources can use to help
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teachers improve their instructional practices and promote student performance; (3)
test scores are widespread to public which lead to the competition among schools.
Society has pressure on teachers to change their instructional practices. If teachers
understand their roles and improve their teaching, they can enhance their student
performance; (4) the national test scores can be compared with other countries
which urges government to provide more budget and resources in supporting the
instructional practice and improving the educational systems; and (5) high-stake test
is not used to remediate students’ weakness. Continuous assessment is replaced to
help teachers to see the weaknesses of students’ learning in order to make it better
(Chapman & Snyder, 2000). They pointed out that resources are important for
teachers, schools, and community to use in the way to improve instructional
practices and student performances. They also said that policy makers should
understand the link between testing and improving the instructional practices. They
finally concluded that testing is not the way to improve the instruction but it
depends on the way to use resources to support and improve the quality of

education.

In conclusion, high-stake test is used to measure student performances and
the quality of teaching which leads to washback effects in classrooms. In Thailand,
one of the high-stake tests is the O-NET. Therefore, this study investigates whether

there is any washback effects of the O-NET on teaching and learning in classrooms.

Types of washback
Washback can be classified into two types including positive washback and
negative washback. Hughes (2003, cited in Yonggang, 2011) used the term beneficial

as positive washback and detrimental as negative washback.
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Positive washback

Positive washback is considered as a criterion for developing and evaluating
language tests (Bailey, 1999). Pearson (1988, cited in Cheng & Curtis, 2004) said that if
the test promotes the intended change, it is considered as positive washback. Cheng
and Curtis (2004) pointed out that positive washback happens when the test
encourages teachers and students to work towards the test voluntarily and

collaboratively.

Several scholars have discussed the good impact of test on teaching and
learning in classrooms. Wiseman (1961, cited in Wall, 2000) said that positive
washback has good impact of a test on teachers. For example, teachers are more
familiar with the curriculum, they cover all content stated in the curriculum, and
they pay attention to low ability students. Pan (2009) said that positive washback can
help students to work harder to achieve their learning. Messick (1996, cited in Bailey,
1999) proposed ways to promote positive washback such as the activities in language
class should be the same as the activities for test preparation and he also suggested
the use of authentic task to teach listening, speaking, reading, and writing. Bailey
(1996, p. 275) also proposed another way to promote positive washback on teachers
and students which are (1) teachers and students must understand the purpose of
the test; (2) teachers use authentic tasks and authentic texts; and (3) teachers

promote alternative assessment such as self-assessment.

Negative washback

Some scholars have agreed that negative washback can distort the
curriculum because it focuses only on passing the exam more than learning language
in the classrooms (Vernon, 1956, cited in Alderson & Wall, 1993; Cheng & Curtis,

2004). Smith (1991, cited in Cheng & Curtis, 2004) said that the negative effects
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narrow the curriculum and shorten the instructional time, content, methods and
materials used in classroom. Even though it can increase the test scores, it does not
promote general understanding. It promotes ‘memorization approach’ instead
(Alderson & Wall, 1993). Alderson and Hamp-Lyons (1996) summarized negative
washback relating to the curriculum as follows: (1) narrowing the curriculum,
(2) losing time for teaching and learning, (3) paying less attention to critical thinking
and problem-solving skills, and (4) increasing test scores without general
understanding. Pan (2009) showed the negative washback effects of a test as follows:
(1) teachers narrow the curriculum and lead to teaching to the test, (2) both teachers
and students have anxiety; (3) students learn knowledge that are tested only, and (4)

students cram to the test.

It is not easy to identify whether the test brings positive or negative washback
effects. Bailey (1996) stated that washback is positive or negative depending on
whether or not the test promotes students’ language development. The quality of
washback effects is not interconnected with the quality of the test (Andrews, 2004).
Good tests may not reflect good washback effects and bad tests may not reflect bad
washback effects (Alderson & Wall, 1993). Messick (1996) claimed that the main
factor of negative washback comes from teachers’ perspectives and beliefs about
language teaching and learning. For positive washback, it happens to any test if it
encourages the motivation and activities in teaching and learning in the classrooms.
Shohamy et al. (1996, cited in Shih, 2007, p. 136) have said, “washback could change
overtime as a result of the stakes of the test, language status, the purpose of the

test, the format of the test, and tested skills”.

In conclusion, washback can be divided into two types which are positive
washback and negative washback. Tests can have either positive or negative

washback depending on how they improve students’ language development. In this
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study, the researcher finds out whether the washback of the O-NET has positive or

negative on English language teaching and learning in classrooms.

Models of washback

Washback is a complex phenomenon in the field of language testing. A
model of washback is important to explain this concept. In this study, the models of
washback developed by Hughes (1993), Alderson and Wall (1993), and Bailey (1996)

provide clear understanding of this concept.

Hughes’ trichotomy

With regards to Hughes (1993), he developed his model concerning washback
effects in teaching and learning called ‘Hughes’ trichotomy’. He distinguished
between participants, processes and product in teaching and learning (cited in Cheng

& Curtis, 2004, p. 12).

Participants: students, classroom teachers, administrators, materials
developers and publishers, whose perceptions and
attitudes toward their work may be affected by a test

Processes:  any actions taken by the participants which may contribute

to the process of learning

Product: what is learned (skills, etc.) and the quality of the learning

(fluency, etc.)

Hughes (1993) said that a test affects the perceptions and attitudes of the
participants. These perceptions and attitudes can affect what they are doing or the
process, which is the action to promote learning such as material development,
syllabus design, content of teaching, change in teaching methodology, classroom
assessment, test-taking strategies, and so on. The process can affect the learning

outcome or the product. The product or the learning outcome is the improvement
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of the language proficiency or the improvement of the quality of learning (cited in

Ahmad & Rao, 2012; Bailey, 1996; Wall, 2000; Yonggang, 2011).

Washback hypotheses

Alderson and Wall (1993, pp. 120-121) proposed washback hypothesis to
describe how washback works. The hypothesis is divided into 5 groups which are
hypothesis about washback effects on teaching, washback effects on learning,
washback effects on teaching and learning attitudes, washback effects on stake of

the test and washback effects on teachers and students. They are described below.

® Hypothesis about washback effects on teaching: a test will influence
on what and how teachers teach. A test will also influence the rate and

sequence of teaching and degree and depth of teaching.

® Hypothesis about washback effects on learning: a test will influence
on what and how learners learn. A test will also influence the rate and

sequence of learning and degree and depth of learning.

® Hypothesis about washback effects on teaching and learning
attitudes: a test will influence attitudes to the content, method, etc. of

teaching and learning.

® Hypothesis about washback effects on stake of the test: tests that
have important consequences will have washback. Tests that do not have
important consequences will have no washback.

® Hypothesis about washback effects on teachers and students: a test
will have washback on all learners and teachers. Tests will have washback

effects for some learners and some teachers, but not for others.
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Bailey model

Bailey (1996) combined Washback Hypothesis from Alderson and Wall (1993)
and Hughes’(1993) Trichotomy to propose washback model to explain how

washback works.

PARICIPANTS PROCESESS PRODUCTS
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Figure 2. Bailey’s washback model (Bailey, 1996, p. 264)

In Figure 3, the solid lines show the influence of test on participants,
processes, and products. The participants are composed of students, teachers,
material writers and curriculum designers, and researchers. The perceptions and
attitudes of the participants lead to actions that they carry out which are called
processes. The processes vary depending on each participant. The processes lead to
the products which are learning outcomes or goals of learning. Each group of

participants has three solid lines link to the products which means that different
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processes lead to different products. The products of leaners, teachers, materials
writers and curriculum designers and researchers can interact with one another and
can react towards the test. When considering the dotted lines, they shows the
possible directions that participants, which include students, teachers, and material

writers and curriculum designers, may have influence on the test directly.

Shih’s washback model of teaching

Shih (2009) proposed a new washback model on teaching as shown in Figure
4 that he gained from his several studies (Alderson and Hamp-Lyon, 1996; Hawkey,
2006; Hayes and Read, 2004; Green, 2006; Qi, 2007; Shohamy et al, 1996; Wall and
Alderson, 1993; and Watanabe, 1996). There are three factors in this model which are
contextual factors, test factors, and teacher factors. Contextual factors are divided
into three sub-categories which are national, social or broader educational factors,
school-level factors, and course-level factors. Moreover, there are eight teaching
areas affected by washback including: (1) content of teaching, (2) teaching method,
(3) teacher-based assessment, (4) teacher talk, (5) time allotment for test preparation,
(6) teacher assigned homework, (7) nervousness and anxiety, and (8) atmosphere of
the class. Dotted lines show the impact of washback that have been reported in
several studies. All three categories of factors have influence on washback of a test
on teaching. They also interrelate with each other. The contextual factors have
influence on test and teacher factors. Test factors have influence on teacher factors.
The symbol (t) represents the change of washback over time. There are underlined
factors which have not been proved in any studies; however, they are likely to have

influence on washback effects.
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Contextual factors (t)

National, social or

School-level factors

Course-level factors

broader educational 1. Types of schools (cram school 1. Objectives of the course
factors or formal schooling) . The size of the class
. Socioeconomic 2. Resources and support from . The level/ proficiency of
climate the school or test designer students
. National policy of the Y 3. The overall program . The timing of the course (Is
test 4. School’s policy on the test the course close to the test
Competition among 5. Management within school date?)
schools 6. Exam-specific teaching . Feedback from students
. Test designers training . Students' learning motivation
Teaching materials in 7. Resistance from other subject . Impact from parents
the market teachers
4
Washback of tests on teaching (t)
1. Content of teaching
2. Teaching method
3. Teacher-made assessment
4. Teacher talk
5. Time allotment for test preparation
6. Teacher assigned homework
7. Nervousness and anxiety
: 8. Atmosphere of the class :
v A A v
Test factors (t) Teacher factors (t)
1. The stakes of the test 1. Teacher training process
2. The content of the test 2. Learning experience
3. The extent to which the 3. Teachers’ abilities in the language they teach
test is counter to current 4. Teaching experience
teaching practices 5. Beliefs in effective teaching and test preparation
4. The status of the language |-y 6. Perceived quality of the test
tested 7. Teachers’ perceived importance of the test to the student
5. The quality of the test 8. The degree of the teachers’ commitment to the profession
6. Language skills tested 9. Other teaching commitments or various obligations
7. The purpose of the test 10. Teachers’ willingness and capability to innovate
8. Extra administrative work 11. Teachers’ familiarity with a range of teaching methods
entailed by the test 12. Teachers’ familiarity with the test and the educational context
13. The impact of students’ performance on teachers’ jobs
14. Teaching philosophy (e.g., objection to test-driven instruction)

Figure 3. Shih’s washback model of teaching (Shih, 2009, p. 199).
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Shih’s washback model of learning

Shih (2007) proposed the new washback model of students’ learning by
combining the Alderson and Wall’s 15 Hypotheses (1993) and Bailey Model (1996) as
shown in Figure 5. Shih (2007) said that washback is a complicated phenomenon that
consists of several factors including extrinsic factors, intrinsic factors, and test factors.
They are interrelated with each other. He also showed the areas of learning that will
be affected by the test which are: (1) content of learning, (2) total time of learning,
(3) learning strategies, (4) learning motivation, and (5) test anxiety. The solid lines
show the impact of test that has been studied. All of factors have influence on areas
of students’ learning and test results. The test results have effects on students’
subsequent learning and intrinsic factors. The dotted lines showed the possible
impacts that are likely to happen. Test results may have influence on test and

extrinsic factors.
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Figure 4. Shih’s washback model of students’ learning (Shih, 2007, p. 151)

In conclusion, there are five models to investigate washback effects including
Hughes’ Trichotomy (1993), Alderson and Wall’s 15 Washback Hypotheses (1993),
Bailey Model (1996), Shih’s washback model of teaching (2009), and Shih’s washback

model of learning. In this study, the areas of teaching and learning in Shih’s



28

washback model of teaching and learning were used to construct research

framework.

Washback on teaching

According to Chapman and Snyder (2000), teachers play an important role in
the classrooms. They determine washback effects on classrooms. This present study
adapted eight areas of teaching from Shih’s washback model of teaching (2009) to
investigate the washback effects which were (1) content of teaching, (2) teaching
method, (3) teacher-based assessment, (4) teacher talk, (5) time allotment for test
preparation, (6) teacher assigned homework, (7) nervousness and anxiety, and (8)

atmosphere of the class.

Content of teaching

According to Wall (2000), content of teaching can be skills, content of
lessons, teaching materials, and exam preparation materials. Several studies have
showed the noticable washback effects on the area of content of teaching. The
study of Wall and Alderson (1993) studied the O-level English exam on teaching in Sri
Lankan secondary schools found that contents of lesson were changed rapidly due
to the change of the test contents and formats. Ferman (2004) studied the EFL oral
matriculation test in Israel found that teachers focused on skills that would be tested

and narrowed the scope and content of teaching to what would be tested.

Teaching method

Teaching method can be methodologies or techniques that teachers use
when they teach in classrooms (Spratt, 2005; Wall, 2000). Watanabe (2004) said that
the good teaching methods are the ones that help students develop their language
skills and help them to pass a test. If teachers are familiar with various teaching

methods, positive washback will occur. There have been diverse findings about
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teaching method. Smith (1991, cited in Cheng & Curtis, 2004) said that teachers use
methods and materials that are related to standardized testing formats. The study of
Gashaya (2012) about the impact of the national test on English language teaching
and learning in Ethiopia found that teachers changed their teaching methods to help
students prepare for the test. Nevertheless, some studies have shown that teaching
methodology was not affected by a test. For example, Wall and Alderson (1993)
studied the new O-level English exam in Sri Lanka which showed that teachers still
used the same method as before the new test was introduced. They mentioned that
teachers still used teacher-centered approach rather than student-centered

approach to teach in classes.

Teacher-made assessment

Wall (2000) said that assessment is a way teachers use to assess students.
Brown and Hudson (1998, p. 653) divided language assessment into 3 types which
are “(1) selected-response assessments e.g., true-false, matching, and multiple-
choice assessments; (2) constructed-response assessments e.g., fill-in, short-answer,
and performance assessments; and (3) personal-response assessments e.g.,
conference, porfolio, and self- or peer assessments”. Teacher can promote positive
washback if they use assessment that matches with goals and objectives of the
course. However, negative washback will occur if assessment does not relate to the
goals and objetives of the course or teachers adapt test contents and formats for
their classroom test (Brown & Hudson, 1998; Gashaya, 2012) . The study of Gashaya
(2012) about the impact of the national test on teaching and learning in Ethiopia
found that teachers designed the classroom tests which were similar to the national
test in order to familiarize students with the test. They also neglected listening skills

in the classroom tests because it was not on the national test.
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Teacher talk

According to Ellis (2012), teacher talk is any features of language teachers use
for their teaching in classrooms or in particular lessons. The features of teacher talk
can be rate of speech, types of questions, the use of L1, feedback, and
metalanguage. In this study, the researcher focused on the use of L1 and target
language in classrooms. The use of target language and avoid using of L1 can help
students acquire language incidentally. On the other hand, the use of L1 is
advantageous when teachers teach grammar and assign homework to students (Ellis,
2012). Cheng (1998) said that positive washback occurs when teacher uses more
target language in classrooms. She studied about the perceptions of students on the
change in English exam in Hong Kong between the academic years 1994 and 1995.
She found that teachers reduced the use of Chinese and increasingly used only
English in classrooms in the academic year 1995. The study of Yunus and Salehi
(2012) about the impact of the entrance exam on students’ learning in Iran found
that teachers still used Persian when they taught English in classrooms. The results
showed that the majority of them used English with Persian explanation and some of
them used only Persian in classrooms. They concluded that negative washback

occurred when teachers used L1 rather than target language in classrooms.

Time allotment for test preparation

Spratt (2005) mentioned that washback effects on time allotment were from
class time allocation of teaching to the test and the amount of time teachers use
exam-related materials to teach in classrooms. Ferman (2004) added more about the
extra time teachers spend on test preparation. The study of Gashaya (2012) about
the impact of the national test on teaching and learning in Ethiopia showed that

teachers spent more time on tested contents and skills and ignored teaching non-
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tested contents and skills. Ferman’s study about washback of an EFL National Oral
Matriculation Test found that teachers devoted lots of time to teach tested skills in

order to prepare students for the test.
Teacher assigned homework

Assignments can show the degree of washback. The pressure from a test can
lead teachers to assign more homework to students (Cheng & Curtis, 2004). They also
assign exercises that are related to the test form and content as one of their teaching
strategies for test preparation (Ferman, 2004). The study of Manjarres (2005) about
the washback effects of the foreign language test in Colombia found that teachers
often assigned students to do the form-focused exercises such as gap filling and
cloze exercises. Students had to practice those exercises in order to remember the
rules of grammar. On the other hand, teachers seldom assigned homework related to

the oral communication skills such as presentation or drama.
Nervousness and anxiety

Ferman (2004) said that anxiety in test-preparation situation is the fear of test
results. Spratt (2005) further stated that nervousness and anxiety are feelings of guilt
and frustration. Teachers feel that the test may evaluate their job performances.
They feel anxious for students to do well on the test. Moreover, they feel pressured
to cover content for the test preparation. They try to invest more time and effort to
enhance better results of their students (Shohamy, 1996, cited in Pan, 2009). The
study of Ferman (2004) found that teachers were concerned and had pressure
because the scores were presented to public and were compared with other

teachers.
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Atmosphere of the class

Spratt (2005) said that classroom atmosphere is one of the important factors
that is affected by washback. Classroom atmosphere can be the relationship
between teachers and students, personality and teaching style of teachers,
personality of students, and physical appearance of the classrooms. Good classroom
atmosphere can help promote students’ learning. Shohamy (1993, cited in Ahmad &
Rao, 2012, p. 14) mentioned about negative washback affects classroom atmosphere
that, “the classroom atmosphere was all ‘test-like’. Cheng (1998) said that the test
lead teachers to do coaching and drilling activities in classrooms. The study of Yunus
and Salehi (2012) showed that teachers often talked about the test in classrooms
because they paid more attention to the test. The study of Ferman (2004) also found
that teachers used coaching to familiarize students with the contents and formats of

the test.

It can be concluded that areas of teaching that will be affected by a test are
content of teaching, teaching method, teacher-made assessment, teacher talk, time
allotment for test preparation, teacher assigned homework, nervousness and anxiety,
and atmosphere of the class. In this study, the researcher focuses on washback of
teaching based on these areas from Shih’s model to answer research questions

about washback effects on teaching.
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Washback on learning

This present study adapted five areas of learning from Shih’s washback
model of learning (2007) to investigate the washback effects which were (1) content
of learning, (2) total time of learning, (3) learning strategies, (4) learning motivation,

and (5) test anxiety.
Content of learning

According to Wall (2000), content of learning can be skills, learning contents,
learning materials, and exam preparation materials. Bailey (1996) said that positive
washback will occur if students practice communicative skills or acquire target
language outside the classrooms. However, if students practice test format, study
grammatical rules and vocabulary, negative washback will occur instead. Several
studies have shown the impact of the test on students’ learning. The study of
Gashaya (2012) about the impact of the national test on teaching and learning in
Ethiopia found that students preferred to study the contents that were likely to
appear on the test and used test-preparation materials. On the other hand, they
ignored studying non-tested contents in the textbooks. The study of Ferman (2004)
about the impact of the oral test on teaching and learning in Israel also found that

students paid more attention to oral skills because it was the tested skills.
Total time of learning

It is the amount of time that students spend on learning language or
preparing for a test(Gashaya, 2012). Ferman (2004) and Bailey (1996) said total time of
learning is the amount of time students spend on test preparation in class as well
asoutside the class in test-preparation courses or in tutorial schools. The study of
Ferman (2004) on the impact of the new oral test on teaching and learning in Israel

found that low-achieving students spent more time on test preparation and
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attended tutorial schools more often than high-achieving students. The study of Pan
and Newfields (2012) about the comparison between two groups of students,
students with test requirement and students without test requirement, found that
students with the proficiency test requirement spend time for practicing English

outside the classrooms more often than the students without the test requirement.
Learning strategies

According to Oxford (1990, cited in Xiao, Sharpling, & Liu, 2011), language
learning strategies are the actions students use to learn effectively. The learning
strategies are divided into six strategies as follows: (1) memory strategies: students
use them to remember some information; (2) cognitive strategies: students use them
to understand and produce language; (3) compensation strategies: students use them
to compensate the lack of knowledge; (4) metacognitive strategies: students use
them to monitor their learning; (5) affective strategies: students use them to control
their emotions; and (6) social strategies: students use them to make relationship with
others (Oxford, 1990, cited in Lee, 2010). Washback can be found from the way
students use strategies either to promote their language learning or to promote test
preparation. Bailey (1996) and Ferman (2004) said that test preparation strategies are
techniques that students use when they prepare for the test including intensive
learning for the test or cramming for the test, memorization, studying test-taking
strategies, self-learning or learning on their own, and tutor employment. The study of
Ozmen (2011) found that students used more memory strategies and cognitive

strategies when they prepared for a test.
Learning motivation

Motivation can be defined as the desire to learn foreign language and the

effort students put into their learning (Ortega, 2009). Motivation can be divided into
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intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic motivation is inside motivation
to drive students to learn foreign language. Students learn language because they
have an inner desire to learn such as their interest, their curiosity, and their
enjoyment. Extrinsic motivation is outside motivation that encourages students to
learn foreign language. For example, they learn language to receive awards such as
incentives, admiration, good jobs, and good scores (Ortega, 2009). Test affects
motivation in both positive and negative ways. In order to promote positive
washback, Bachman and Palmer (1996, cited in Bailey, 1999) said that students
should participate in designing the test because it can enhance learning motivation.
The study of Pan and Newfields (2012) found positive washback on learning
motivation that students with the test requirement to graduate had higher
motivation in learning English than any other groups especially to pass the
proficiency test to finish their education. However, some scholars have argued that
tests affect motivation negatively. For example, the study of Ozmen (2011) found

that tests led to lower level of motivation to learn foreign language.
Test anxiety

Horwitz, Horwitz, and Cope (1986) stated that test-anxiety is learner’s
performance based on a fear of failure. Ferman (2004) and Spratt (2005) said that
test-anxiety is one of the factors that causes washback effect on English language
learning and causes learner’s fear of test results. Test anxiety can affect learner’s
performance as follows: (1) difficulty when taking a test: learners may not understand
the questions, may not organize the ideas, and may not do well on the test; (2)
mental blocking: learners may know the answer after they finish the exam; and (3)
worries: learners may be worried about their performances, their failure, and how
others are doing a test. Moreover, test anxiety can be physical signs related to test

anxiety e.g., sweating, headache, and rapid heartbeat (Birjandi & Alemi, 2010).
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According to Ferman’s study about the washback effects of an EFL National Oral
Matriculation Test (2004), students, especially lower ability students, had high level
of test anxiety because of fear for the failure, which led to inhibition and avoidance

in learning English.

It can be concluded that areas of learning are content of learning, total time
on learning, learning strategies, learning motivation, and test anxiety. In this study,
the researcher focuses on washback on learning based on these areas and uses
these areas from Shih Model to answer the research questions about washback

effects on learning.

The Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET)

The stake of the test can determine the degree of washback. High-stake test
may have washback effects. One of the high-stake test in Thailand is the O-NET. The
Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) is a national test to measure students’
academic performances. In this part, history of the O-NET, the policy of the O-NET,
the O-NET test format in English, results of students’ test scores, and related studies

are discussed below:

History of the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET)

According to the Basic Education Core Curriculum A.D. 2008, there are four
levels of learning assessment: (1) classroom assessment, (2) school assessment, (3)
local assessment, and (4) national assessment. The Ordinary National Educational
Test (O-NET) is considered as the national assessment of Thai educational system. It
is the standard-based achievement test, which is constructed in accordance with the
Basic Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551, focuses on assessing students’ academic

performances at all levels (Ministry of Education, 2009; The National Institute of
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Educational Testing Service, 2013). The objectives of the O-NET are: (1) to measure
the overall quality of education in accordance with the Basic Education Core
Curriculum B.E. 2551, (2) to improve the quality of teaching and learning in schools,
and (3) to use test scores for other purposes such as to support the national policy
in the Second Decade of Education Reform (2009-2018) for improving the quality of
Thai education (Lingcharoeng et al., 2009; The National Institute of Educational

Testing Service, 2013).

The O-NET is organized by the National Institute of Educational Testing
Service (NIETS). Their responsibility for organizing the O-NET started in Academic Year
2005 to arrange the test for Grade 12 students (Lingcharoeng et al, 2009). In
Academic Year 2012, the O-NET is organized in three levels include: (1) Grade 6 at
elementary level, (2) Grade 9 at lower secondary level, and (3) Grade 12 at upper
secondary level. All students at these grade levels can take the test only one time.
Fach level consists of 8 learning areas as follows: (1) Thai Language, (2) Mathematics,
(3) Science, (4) Social Science, Religion, and Culture, (5) English, (6) Health and
Physical Education, (7) Art, and (8) Career and Technology. The differences of each
level are the number of questions, question types, and total time for taking the test
(Lingcharoeng et al,, 2009; The National Institute of Educational Testing Service,

2013).

To sum up, the O-NET is a standard-based achievement test which is
constructed to measure students’ learning performances in accordance with the
Basic Education Core Curriculum. All students at Grade 6, Grade 9, and Grade 12
must take the test in eight subjects. In this study, the researcher focuses on the

O-NET in English for Grade 9 students.
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The policy of the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET)

Because the purpose of the O-NET is to measure the quality of Thai
educational systems, the Office of Basic Education Commission has encouraged
Grade 9 students, teachers, schools, and other related sectors to consider the
importance of the O-NET by proposing the O-NET policy to increase the O-NET scores

as follows:
The importance of the O-NET policy for Grade 9 students

The Ministry of Education prescribed the O-NET scores for exit examination by
using 20% of the O-NET scores as part of students’ GPAX at Grade 9 started in
Academic Year 2012. According to the National Education Act B.E. 2542, Section 9
(1999) stated that the test aims at “setting educational standards and implementing
system of quality assurance for all levels and all types of education” (Office of the
National Education Commission, 2012, p. 5). The integration of the O-NET scores on
students” GPAX for exit examination can be beneficial to Thai educational system
because the O-NET can set the educational standards for all educational institutions
(The National Institute of Educational Testing Service, 2012b). The percentages of
using the O-NET scores for exit examination are different in each year as shown in

Table 1 (The National Institute of Educational Testing Service, 2014) .

Table 1

The Percentage of School Assessment Per National Assessment

Academic Year School Assessment: National Assessment (%)
2012 80:20
2013 80:20
2014 70:30

2015 50:50
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According to the National Education Act B.E. 2542, Section 26 (1999) stated
that “Educational institutions shall use a variety of methods to provide opportunities
for further education and shall also take into consideration results of the assessment
of the learners’ performance”(Office of the National Education Commission, 2012, p.
12). Grade 9 students can use the O-NET scores for admission to Grade 10 at highly
competitive schools started in Academic Year 2011(The National Institute of

Educational Testing Service, 2012b).

The O-NET scores can be used as self-assessment for students to evaluate
themselves the strengths and weaknesses in each learning area, to compare with
others, and to improve their academic performances (The National Institute of

Educational Testing Service, 2012a).

The importance of the O-NET policy for teachers and principals

In order to improve the quality of teaching and motivate teachers to pay
attention to their teaching, the O-NET scores are used to increase their academic
standings. Moreover, teachers may be promoted at higher levels and get higher
salary if their students get high O-NET scores. The scores also affect the transfer of

principals (Ministry of Education, 2012).

Moreover, teachers can use the scores to improve their quality of teaching by
investigating areas which students get the low scores and trying to improve in those

areas (The National Institute of Educational Testing Service, 2012a).
The importance of the O-NET policy for schools

The O-NET scores are used to assess the quality assessment of schools. The
Office for National Education Standards and Quality Assessment (Public Organization)

or ONESQA used the O-NET scores for external quality assessment Round 3 (2011-
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2015) in the Standards of learner quality in Indicator 5 (i.e. students demonstrate
essential knowledge and skills of the curricula) to evaluate the quality assurance of
schools (The National Institute of Educational Testing Service, 2011; The Office for

National Education Standards and Quality Assessment, 2012).

Principals can use the scores to compare their schools with other schools
and plan to adjust their school policy to improve the quality of education (The

National Institute of Educational Testing Service, 2012a).

The importance of the O-NET for national level

The O-NET scores are used to measure the quality of Thai educational
systems in the second decade of educational reform (2009-2018). In order to
improve the quality and standards of education for Thai people, the O-NET mean
scores of five main learning areas (Thai Language; Mathematics; Science; Social
Science, Religion, and Culture; and English) should be at least 50% within the
Academic Year 2018 (Office of the Education Council, 2009; The National Institute of

Educational Testing Service, 2012b).

In conclusion, the O-NET scores are increasingly important for Grade 9
students, teachers, and schools. The most important goal is to encourage students,
teachers, and schools to use the O-NET scores to improve their quality of teaching
and learning in classrooms which lead to the overall quality of education. Therefore,
this study intends to find out how the increasing importance of the scores influence

teaching and learning in classrooms.

The O-NET test format in English
English is considered as a required subject in the O-NET. According to Ministry
of Education (2009), the Foreign Language learning area in the Basic Education Core

Curriculum B.E.2551 comprises of four Strands as follows: (1) Language for
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Communication, (2) Language and Culture, (3) Language and Relationship with other
learning areas, and (4) Language and Relationship with Community and the World.
The Strands and learning Standards of Foreign Language subject are shown in the

Table 2 (Ministry of Education, 2009, p. 21).

Table 2
The Strands and Standards of Foreign Language Subject

Strand Standard
Strand 1: Language for Standard FL1.1: Understanding and ability in interpreting what has been
Communication heard and read from various types of media, and ability

to express opinions with reason

StandardFL1.2: Possessing language communication skills for effective
exchange of information; efficient expression of feelings
and opinions

Standard FL1.3: Ability to speak and write about information, concepts

and views on various matters

Strand 2: Language and Standard FL2.1: Appreciating the relationship between language and
Culture culture of native speakers and ability in using langugage
appropriately

Standard FL2.2: Appreciating the similarities and the differences
between language and culture of the native speakers
and Thai speakers, and ability in using accurate and

appropriate language

Strand 3: Language and Standard FL3.1: Using foreign languages to link knowledge with other
Relationship with other learning areas, as foundation for further development,
learning areas seeking knowledge and broadening one’s world view.
Strand 4: Language and Standard FL4.1: Ability to use foreign languages in various situations:
Relationship with in school, community and society

community and the Standard FL4.2:  Using foreign languages as basic tools for further
world education, livelihood and exchange of learning with

the world community
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In this study, the focus is on Grade 9 students. They are served the
compulsory education to gain necessary knowledge and skills based on the Basic

Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551.

When considering the tested contents of the O-NET in Grade 9, the test
contents in Academic Year 2012 consisted of two Strands: Language for
Communication and Language and Culture. The question type was four multiple-
choice questions with only one correct answer. The scores of 50 questions received
100 points. In each Strand and Standard, there were different number of questions
and different scores. The tested contents and number of questions are shown in

Table 3 (The National Institute of Educational Testing Service, 2012¢, p. 4).

Table 3
The Strands, Standards, and Number of Questions of the O-NET in English in
Academic Year 2012

Grade 9
Strand/ Standard/ Level of Education Number of Questions Scores
Strand 1: Language for Communication
Standard FL1.1: 15 30.0
Standard FL1.2: 12 24.0
Standard FL1.3: 15 30.0
Strand 2: Language and Culture
Standard FL 2.1: 3 6.0
Standard FL 2.2: 5 10.0
Total 50 100

Total of Time 90 Minutes
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Regarding the test format, the researcher collected the O-NET test in previous
years from the National Institute of Educational Testing Service and analyzed the
structure of the test in each academic year in order to compare whether there is any
change in the tested contents and formats of the test in last 4-5 years and have
better understanding about washback effects of the O-NET. The researcher analyzed
the structure of the test in Academic Year 2009-2012 except Academic Year 2011,
which was not available on NIETS’s website and elsewhere. They were shown in
Table 4, Table 5, Table 6, and Table 7. In Academic Years 2009 and 2010, the new
test formats were used such as two sub-questions for one point and two missing
words for two points. However, the new format decreased the O-NET scores. NIETS
designed to change the format in 2011 and 2012 by using only four multiple choices
and one correct answers which could help to improve the O-NET scores. ‘Sign” and
‘Questions and Answer’” were used only in Academic Years 2008 and 2009. The part
on ‘Conversation’, ‘Vocabulary’, and ‘Reading Comprehension’ were used in every
year. The part on ‘Conversation’ and ‘Reading Comprehension” in Academic Year
2008-2009 had equal weighted points. In Academic Year 2012, the part on
‘Vocabulary’ and ‘Reading Comprehension” had 60 points; however, the part on

‘Conversation” had only 20 points.
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aq

The Summary of the O-NET Test Format in English in Academic Year 2008 (The

National Institute of Educational Testing Service, n.d.-a)

Part Topic Number of Points Test Format
Questions
1 Sien and Pictures 7 questions 10 points Four choices
and one
correct answer
2 Questions & 5 questions 14 points Four choices
Answer ltems and one
correct answer
3 Incomplete 5 questions 10 points Four choices
Sentences and one
correct answer
4 Conversations and 13 questions 36 points Four choices
Dialogues and one
correct answer
5 Reading Passages 10 questions 30 points Four choices
and one
correct answer
Total 40 questions 100 points




Table 5

The Summary of the O-NET Test Format in English in Academic Year 2009

(The National Institute of Educational Testing Service, n.d.-a)

Section Part Topic Number of Points Test Format
Questions
Language 1 Signs 2 questions 20 points  Correct answer for
Use and two sub-questions
Usage for one point.
2 Questions & 6 questions Correct answer for
Answer Items two sub-questions
for one point.

3 Dialogues 7 questions Correct answer for
two sub-questions
for one point.

4 Sentence 5 questions Correct answer for

Completion two sub-questions
for one point.
Reading 1 Vocabulary 7 questions 20 points  Four choices and
Ability one correct answer
2 Reading 13 questions Four choices and
Comprehension one correct answer
Total 40 questions 40 points

Note. The format of section of ‘Language Use and Usage’ was two sub-questions relate to each other in one main question.

Students should answer both sub-questions correctly to get one point.
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Table 6
The Summary of the O-NET Test Format in English in Academic Year 2010

(The National Institute of Educational Testing Service, n.d.-a)

Section Part Topic Number of Points Test Format
Questions
Language 1 Dialogues 3 questions 20 points Correct answer
Use and for two missing
Usage words for two
points
2 Usage 4 questions Correct answer

for two missing
words for two

points

3 Vocabulary 3 questions Correct answer
for two missing
words for two

points
Reading 1 Reading 5 questions 5 points Four choices
and one

correct answer

Total 15 questions 25 points

Note. The format of section of ‘Language Use and Usage’ was two missing parts in conversation. Students should answer

both missing part correctly to get two marks. If not, they won’t get any marks.
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The Summary of the O-NET Test Format in English in Academic Year 2012

(Phanphitayacom School, 2013)

Part Topic Number of Points Test format
questions
1 Conversation 10 questions 20 points Four choices and one
correct answer
2 Reading 15 questions 30 points Four choices and one

Comprehension

3 Grammar and
Vocabulary
4 Miscellaneous
Total

15 questions

10 questions

50 questions

correct answer

30 points Four choices and one

correct answer

20 points Four choices and one

correct answer

100 points

To sum up, the test formats of the O-NET in English were different in each

year. However, there were some parts that were still the same including

‘Conversation’, ‘Vocabulary’, and ‘Reading Comprehension’. In this study, the format

of the O-NET is important to investigate the washback of the O-NET on English

language teaching whether content of teaching, methods of teaching, assessment,

and assignment are related to the format of the test.
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Results of students’ test scores in English

The researcher analyzed the O-NET scores in Academic Year 2008-2012 in
order to compare the test scores in each year and know more about strand and
learning standards which students could perform well or which students needed to
improve. The O-NET mean scores in Academic Years 2008-2012 were divided by
Strands and learning Standards as shown in the Table 8 (The National Institute of

Educational Testing Service, n.d.-b).

Table 8
The Summary Table of the English O-NET Scores in Academic Year 2008-2012

Academic Year

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Strand

S.D. S.D. X S.D3 X S.D. X S.D.

&I
&

Strand 1:

Language for

Communication

Standard FL1.1: 16.52 36.16 19.38 22.09 32.86 12.32 15.34 32.26 14.83 31.13
Standard FL1.2:  14.37 29.95 14.45 14.99 24.40 10.97 16.82 3157 18.07 30.10
Standard FL1.3:  21.96 29.36 18.82 30.93 34.58 30.47 12.62 27.24 14.26 27.00

Total 11.75 31.74 12.90 21.41 20.16 16.18 10.55 30.21 11.94 29.36

Strand 2:

Language and

Culture

Standard FL2.1:  30.94 35.63 28.84 16.15 31.06 23.43 26.19 33.82 26.66 26.60
Standard FL2.2:  22.42 35.40 17.48 27.61 33.34 23.42 22.45 29.47 20.26 24.52

Total 20.51 35.50 17.56 2552 25.67 23.42 18.97 31.65 16.80 25.30

(Continued)
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Academic Year

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Strand
M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD

Strand 3: Language
and Relationship with
Other Learning Areas
Standard FL3.1: 21.73 9.00
Total 21.73 9.00
Strand 4: Language
and Relationship with
Community and the
World
Standard FL4.1: 25.98 14.37
Standard FL4.2: 22.19 13.79
Total 18.48 14.12

Total 11.74 32.42 12.75 22.54 14.71 16.19 10.79 30.4 11.1 28.1

As shown in Table 8, the total mean scores of English in Academic Years

2008-2012 were lower than 50. The mean O-NET scores in Academic Years 2008-2012

were 32.42, 22.54, 16.19, 30.49, and 28.71 respectively. The lowest score was in

Academic Year 2010 because the format of the O-NET was changed. It also covered

all four Strands on the test. The test in Academic Years 2008- 2012 focused mainly

on two strands, which were Language for Communication and Language and Culture.

For Language for Communication, the mean scores in Academic Year 2012 (M= 29.36)

were slightly lower than the mean scores in Academic Year 2011 (M= 30.21). For

Language and Culture, the mean O-NET scores from 2008-2012 fluctuated. It

decreased between Academic Years 2011 and Academic Years 2012 (M= 31.65, 25.30
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respectively). However, the highest indicator mean score was standard FL 2.1 in

every year.

It can be concluded that the importance of the O-NET is increasing rapidly
while the mean scores of the O-NET especially English language are still lower than
50 in every year. The test focused on two Strands, which are strand 1 (Language for
Communication) and strand 2 (Language and Culture). In this study, the researcher
uses the O-NET scores as evidence to support the study and uses the mean scores
to investigate the washback effect on English language teaching especially the area

of content of teaching.

Related Studies

Washback is an interesting issue in the field of language testing. There have
been several studies that investicate washback effects of newly developed test.
Some studies have investigated the washback effects of the proficiency tests and
other studies have focused on the entrance exams. The related studies on washback

are discussed below.

Wall and Alderson (1993) and Turner (2006) have examined the reformed
English exams on language teaching. Wall and Alderson examined washback effects
of the new Sri Lankan “O” level English exam in secondary schools. Direct
observation as well as interviews and questionnaires were used in this study. The
findings revealed that washback had effects on content of teaching and ways of
assessing students but it had no effect on the methodology teachers used in
classroom. They concluded that the intended washback could not occur because
teachers did not understand the purpose of the new exam and lacked training.

Turner (2006) investigated washback effects of the provincial exam reform on
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classroom teaching in Quebec, France. Three innovation reforms were the new
performance speaking rating scale, English-only exam instruction, and modified
speaking assessment tasks. Questionnaires were collected from 153 ESL secondary
school teachers. The results showed that the innovation reform had positive effects
on teaching in classrooms. Teacher integrated the innovation reform to their teaching

and assessment in classrooms. They also had positive attitudes towards the change.

Yunus and Salehi (2012) and Gashaya (2012) have investigated washback
effects of entrance exams on English language teaching and learning. Yunus and
Salehi (2012) investigated teachers and students’ perceptions and attitudes towards
the washback effects of the Entrance Exam of the Universities (EEU) in Iran. There
were 36 English teachers and 30 students participated in this study. The instruments
were English teacher and students questionnaires. The findings showed that teachers
had high perceptions toward the test. The test affected the teaching methods,
teaching activities and teacher talk. Teachers focused mainly on reading skills, which
was tested in the test, and ignored other skills. In addition, students’ learning
activities also affected by the test. There were no task-based activities, integrated
activities, and language games in classrooms. Gashaya (2012) investigated the impact
of the University Entrance English Exam (UEEE) on both teaching and learning in
Ethiopia as well as the factors influencing these effects. Classroom observation and
field notes, teacher and student questionnaires, document analyses, teacher
interviews, and student focus group discussion were used in this study. It was found
that teachers and students were exam-oriented. The test had influence on all areas
of teaching and learning practices. Teachers taught to the test and used test-related
materials in classrooms. They also changed their teaching methods to prepare
students for the test. Students also focused learning on contents related to the test

and used test-preparation materials. Personal and contextual factors were the two
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main factors that led to washback on teaching. Also, the ambition to succeed on the

test was the important factor for washback on learning.

Ferman (2004) studied the impact of the national oral test on Grade 12
teaching and learning in Israel. The objective of this study was to investigate the
impact of the oral test on the participants, processes, and products of English
language teaching and learning. The test was designed to promote communicative
competence in classrooms. The participants included 18 English teachers, 120 Grade
12 students, and 4 inspectors. Grade 12 students were divided into three groups
based on their English proficiency: 3-, 4-; and 5-point students. The lower group, or 3-
point students, had lowest proficiency. The instruments were questionnaires,
interviews, and document analyses. The findings showed that the test had both
positive and negative effects on participants, processes, and products. Teachers and
students focused more on oral skills that helped students enhance their oral
communication skills, which was the positive washback. Nevertheless, teachers
narrowed the contents of teaching and there were high anxiety of both teachers and
students, which was the negative washback. Moreover, the results from the three
groups of students showed that the lower group had allocated more time and efforts

on preparing for the test. The 4-point students had highest level of test anxiety.

Ozmen (2011) and Yonggang (2011) have studied the impact of test on
teaching and learning at tertiary level. Ozmen (2011) studied washback effects of
Inter-university Foreign Language Examination (ILE) in Turkey on English language
learning experience. This study conducted semi-structured interviews with 15
candidate academic and graduate students. The study revealed that ILE had negative
washback at both micro and macro level on the participants. At micro level,
washback of the test affected short-term habits, low order thinking skills, and

memorization and rote learning. At macro level, washback of the test affected
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anxiety and inhibition, feelings of failure, and avoidance behavior towards learning
English. Yonggang (2011) studied washback effects of the College English Test (band
4) or (CET-4) on English language teaching and learning in China. The instruments
were questionnaires and semi-structured interviews to teachers and students. The
finding showed that there were different washback degrees from different schools.
CET didn’t promote speaking skills; many students could not communicate and use
language in their real life and teachers also could not teach communicative skills.
The classroom assessment was also similar to the exam. It concentrated on multiple-

choice tasks even though the participants wanted to have speaking tasks.

Shih (2007, 2009) and Pan and Newfields (2012) have investigated the impact
of graduation requirement for passing the proficiency test on English language
teaching and learning at tertiary institutions in Taiwan. Shih (2007, 2009) compared
two universities: one focused on the requirement of the General English Proficiency
Test (GEPT) and one did not require students to pass the GEPT. Data was gathered
by using observation and interviews with the department chair, teachers, students,
and parents. The finding showed that the test had little effects on students’ learning
English in the schools where GEPT had impact on students because the contents of
the GEPT was not related to the classrooms. For English language teaching, there had
been little washback effects on English language teaching in both contexts. Some
courses were affected because teachers used specific content, test-taking strategies
and test preparation materials. Others were not affected at all. Pan and Newfields
(2012) studied the washback effects of the GEPT on students’ learning motivation
and time allotment for studying English outside the class. They investigated 8
schools with the test requirement for graduation and 9 schools without test
requirement for graduation. The instruments in this study were questionnaires and

interviews. The finding showed that the group of students with the test requirement
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for graduation had higher motivation in leamning English in order to pass the
proficiency test. Moreover, they allocated more time on studying English outside the

classrooms than the other group

Sommit (2009) and Phanchalaem (2010) have studied the impact of the
Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) on teaching and learning in general
education in Thailand. Sommit (2009) investigated the impact of the O-NET on
teaching practices of upper secondary school teachers in Bangkok. She also
compared teachers in different subjects and educational sectors and teachers’
behaviors before and after the O-NET was tested. Informal interviews were
conducted with 15 teachers and questionnaires were collected from 550 teachers
who taught 5 different subjects in different educational sectors. The findings showed
the differences among five teachers’ behaviors in their teaching practices which were:
(1) content analysis, (2) test items analysis, (3) the use of the O-NET test to teach in
class, (4) test preparation in class, and (5) extensive reading. Schools under the Office
of the Private Education Commission used more O-NET test in previous years in class.
Mathematics and Science were two subjects that teachers prepared for the test.
Moreover, there were differences in teaching methods, materials, measurement and
evaluation before and after the O-NET was tested. Phanchalaem (2010) studied the
impacts of the O-NET from stakeholders’ perspectives. The participants were 206
executives, 380 teachers, 340 parents and 424 students. Questionnaires, interviews,
and document analysis were used in this study. The findings showed that the
stakeholders especially parents agreed with the idea of using the O-NET scores for
admission to university as well as admission to Grade 7 and Grade 10. Moreover, they
also agreed that the national testing policy could encourage the improvement of the
educational systems. After the national testing policy of the O-NET had been

implemented, the executives adapted the policy to enhance the quality of teaching
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in their schools, teachers were encouraged to improve their teaching such as
planning their syllabus very thoroughly. Parents also focused more on their

students’ learning and students paid more attention on their learning in classrooms.

In conclusion, several studies have investigated washback effects on teaching
and learning in different test types and in different context. They have had various
findings. Some studies have found both positive and negative washback effects on
teaching and learning. Some have found only negative washback on classroom
practices. Others have found little washback effects in classrooms. Therefore,
washback had either positive or negative effects depended on test and contextual

factors.

Summary

Washback is the impact of a test on teaching and learning in classrooms
which can be either positive or negative effects on classroom practices. The stake of
the test can determine the degree of washback. Shih’s washback models of teaching
and learning were used to investigate the washback effects in this study. There were
eight areas of teaching that might be affected by a test including: content of
teaching, teaching method, teacher-made assessment, teacher talk, time allotment
for test preparation, teacher assigned homework, nervousness and anxiety, and
atmosphere of the class. There were five areas of learning that might be affected by
a test which were: content of learning, total time of learning, learning strategies,

learning motivation, and test anxiety.

The Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) is high-stake test in Thailand
which is used to measure students’ learning performances at Grade 6, Grade 9, and

Grade 12 in accordance with the Basic Education Core Curriculum. English is one of
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the eight subjects to be tested. In Academic Year 2012, the contents of the O-NET in
Grade 9 focused on two strands which are: Language for Communication and
Language and Culture. The test format was multiple-choice test. The mean scores of
English in Grade 9 were lower than 50% in every year from Academic Year 2008-2012.
The O-NET policies were implemented to encourage students, teachers, and schools

to see the importance of the O-NET and increase students’ test scores.



Research Framework

The O-NET

Teachers

Opinions towards the O-NET
1.Consistency between the O-NET
and curriculum

2. Content assessed in the O-NET
3. Purpose of the test

4. Impact of the O-NET
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Washback effects on teaching

1. Content of Teaching

2. Teaching Method

3. Teacher-Made Assessment

4. Teacher Talk

5. Time Allotment for Test
Preparation

6. Teacher Assigned Homework

7. Nervousness and Anxiety

8. Atmosphere of the Class

(adapted from Shih, 2009)

Grade 9

Students

Opinions towards the O-NET
1.Consistency between the O-NET
and curriculum

2. Content assessed in the O-NET
3. Purpose of the test

4. Impact of the O-NET

Washback effects on learning
1. Content of Learning

2. Total Time on Learning

3. Learning Strategies

4. Learning Motivation

5. Test Anxiety

(adapted from Shih, 2007)

Figure 5.Research framework of this study.
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This study investigated washback effects on English language teaching and
learning based on Shih’s washback model of teaching (2009) and Shih’s washback
model of students’ learning (2007). The researcher chose these frameworks because
Shih’s frameworks include both washback on teaching and washback on learning. In
addition, he proposed the washback models after he investigated the effects of the
General English Proficiency Test (GEPT) in Taiwan where there is EFL context as well

as Thailand. Therefore, his models are appropriate with Thai context.

As shown in Figure 5, the O-NET might have influence on teachers and
students. For teachers, the test might have influence on teachers’ opinions towards
the test in four topics: consistency between the O-NET and curriculum, contents
assessed in the O-NET, purpose of the O-NET, and impact of the O-NET. Moreover,
the test might have washback effects on 8 areas of teaching. For students, the test
might have influence on students’ opinions towards the test in four topics as well as
teachers’. Furthermore, the test might have washback effects on 5 areas of students’

learning.



CHAPTER IlI

METHODS

This chapter presents the research design, population and participants,

research instruments, data collection, and data analysis.

Research Design

The study aimed to investigate the opinions of English teachers and Grade 9
students towards the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) and the washback
effects of the O-NET on English language teaching and learning in Grade 9 in
Chachoengsao province. The researcher selected triangulation or convergent parallel
design from Creswell and Clark (2011) as research design because it could answer the
research questions, validate the study, and confirm the results of the study. In this
study, the researcher collected quantitative data by using questionnaires with English
teachers and Grade 9 students. The researcher also used semi-structured interviews
and group interviews to collect qualitative data. Then, the researcher integrated both

data into the overall interpretation. The research design was shown in Figure 6:



Quantitative Method

Data Collection

Samples:

75 English teachers
400 Grade 9 students

Instruments:

Teacher questionnaire

Student questionnaire

Qualitative Method

Data Collection

Samples:

6 English teachers
60 Grade 9 students

Instruments:

Semi-structured interview

Group interview

Data Analysis
Mean
Standard deviation

Independent samples t-test

Data Analysis

Content analysis

\

Interpretation

Triangulate the results

Figure 6. Research design adapted from Creswell and Clark (2011) .

60
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Population and Participants

Population

The population of this study was English teachers and Grade 9 students in
Secondary Schools under the Secondary Educational Service Area Office 6 in
Chachoengsao province in the Academic Year 2013. There were thirty schools in the
Secondary Educational Service Area Office 6 in Chachoengsao province. The total
number of Grade 9 students was approximately 4,632 students in the Academic Year
2013 and the total number of English teachers was approximately 125 teachers

(Bureau of Educational Testing, 2013).

Participants

The researcher selected the participants for questionnaires and interviews.
There were two groups of participants including English teachers and Grade 9

students. The methods for selecting participants were as follows:

1. The researcher grouped each school in order to select sampling schools of
this study. The total number of schools was thirty schools in the Secondary
Educational Service Area Office 6 in Chachoengsao province. The researcher used
stratified random sampling based on sizes of schools and assessment criteria for

quality assurance.

1.1 The first strata was sizes of schools. The researcher divided schools

into three groups which were small, medium, and large schools as follows:

® | arge secondary schools refer to schools with more than 1,500

students

® Medium secondary schools refer to schools with 501-1,500

students
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® Small secondary schools refer to schools with a number of

less than 500 students.

There were five large schools, nine medium schools, and sixteen small
schools under the Secondary Educational Service Area Office 6 in Chachoengsao

province.

1.2 Another strata was based on assessment criteria for quality
assurance in English, which was criteria in indicator 5 (i.e. students demonstrate
essential knowledge and skills of the curricula) in the third rounds of external quality
assessment from the Office for National Education Standards and Quality
Assessment. There were five scales for assessing the schools from The Office for
National Education Standards and Quality Assessment (2012); however, the

researcher grouped them into two scales as follows:

® (0.00-0.99 means the school needed improvement or urgent

improvement in assessment criteria for quality assurance

® 1.00-2.50 means the school had moderate to excellent levels in

assessment criteria for quality assurance

According to the Office for National Education Standards and Quality
Assessment (2012), twelve schools were assessed as needed improvement or urgent
improvement. Sixteen schools were assessed as moderate to excellent levels. Two
schools were not included among thirty schools because they only offered upper

secondary education level.
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2. The researcher selected the sample schools. Considering sizes of schools

and assessment criteria for quality assurance, schools were classified into six groups.
Two schools were chosen from each group by using simple random sampling. There
were the total of 12 schools for collecting the questionnaires. 6 schools of them
were selected by using purposive sampling to conduct interviews of teachers and

Grade 9 students. The number of participants were shown in Table 9.

Table 9
The Total Number of Schools and Sample Schools

Total number of schools Total number of sample schools

Need Need

Moderate improvement Moderate improvement

to or urgent to or urgent

excellent improvement Total excellent improvement Total
Large 2 3 5 2 2 4

Medium 4 4 8 2 2 4

Small 6 9 15 2 2 4
Total 12 16 28 6 6 12

3. The researcher selected participants in sample schools. For questionnaires,
the researcher selected participants in the twelve schools based on Yamane’s
sample size formula with a 95% confidence level and a 5% of precision level. For
interviews, the researcher selected the participants by using purposive sampling. The

participants were selected as follows:

3.1 To select English teachers and Grade 9 students for answering the
questionnaires, according to Yamane (1973), there should be approximately 80
English teachers and 370 students. The researcher used purposive sampling to select

82 English teachers who taught at lower secondary level in twelve sampling schools.
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However, only 75 English teachers answered the questionnaires. To select Grade 9
students, proportional random sampling was used to select 400 Grade 9 students in
twelve sampling sites. All 400 students returned the questionnaires. Therefore, 75

teachers and 400 Grade 9 students participated in this study.

3.2 To select English teachers and Grade 9 students for conducting the
interviews, the researcher selected the interviewees in each sample site by using
purposive sampling. In each school, the participants were one English teacher, five
high-acheivng students and five low-acheivng students. The total were six English
teachers and sixty Grade 9 students. Six English teachers for semi-structured
interviews were selected from 75 teachers who answered the questionnaires. Sixty
Grade 9 students for group interviews were selected from 400 Grade 9 students who
filled out the questionnaires. For students’ group interviews, each group consisted of
five Grade 9 students. The six group interviews were conducted with high-achieving
students and the other six group interviews were conducted with low-achieving

students. The criteria for selecting the participants were as follows:

® The criteria for selecting the teachers were:

English teachers who had taught in Grade 9 level

® The criteria for selecting students to conduct group interview
were:
Group A: Grade 9 students who got English grades from
2.50 to 4.00 in the Academic Year 2012
Group B: Grade 9 students who got English grades from

1.0 to 2.49 in the Academic Year 2012.



65

Table 10
The Total Number of Participants in the Present Study

Questionnaire Part Interview Part
English teachers Grade 9 students English teachers Grade 9
Schools (n=75) (n=400) (n=6) students (n=60)
Large School 1 13 54 1 10
Large School 2 14 74
Large School 3 16 65 1 10
Large School 4 9 70
Medium School 5 3 23
Medium School 6 4 37 1 10
Medium School 7 3 17 1 10
Medium School 8 3 29
Small School 9 3 10
Small School 10 3 12 1 10
Small School 11 2 6 1 10
Small School 12 2 3
Total 75 400 6 60

4. The characteristics of the participants for both questionnaires and

interviews

4.1 The characteristics of the participants for questionnaires were as

follows:

4.1.1 The total number of English teachers in the present study were 75.
84% were female, while 16% were male. 30.7% were 46-55 in age range. 22.7%
were between 25-35 years old. Regarding their educational background, 61.3%
obtained a bachelor’s degree, 28% a master’s degree. When considering the teaching
experiences, 28% had been teaching English for 16-20 years. 13.3% had been
teaching English for more than 26 years. When addressing the time for teaching

English per week, 70.7% taught English more than 15 hours per week. 5% taught
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English for less than 5 hours per week. The overall results of teachers’ background

information were presented in Appendix A.

4.1.2. The total number of Grade 9 students in this study were 400. 62%
were female, while 38% were male. With regards to students’ English GPA, most of
the participants, 34.3% got 2.00 — 2.50, 25.3% of them got the GPA lower than 2.00
and 10.8% got more than 3.50. When considering the time for studying English, 72.8%
studied English for less than 6 hours per week. 4.3% studied English for 13-18 hours
per week. With regards to test preparation time at tutorial schools, 63.8% did not
attend any tutorial schools. 5% attended tutorial schools more than 5 times per
week. The overall results of students’ background information was shown in

Appendix A.

4.2 The characteristics of the participants for the interviews were as follows:

4.2.1 The total number of English teachers participated in this study
were six teachers. Five teachers were female and one was male. Four English
teachers were between 25-35 years old. Moreover, four English teachers obtained a
bachelor’s degree. In terms of teaching experience, four teachers had been teaching
English for 5-10 years, two for more than 26 years. All of them taught English more
than 15 hours per week. The overall background information of English teachers

participated in the interviews were shown in Appendix B.

4.2.2 The total number of Grade 9 students participated in the group
interviews was sixty. 54.66% were female and 43.33% were male. 33.33% got GPA of
English more than 3.50, 28.33% were 2.00-2.50, and 22.58% were less than 2.00.
When addressing the time for learning English per week, 81.66% learned English less
than 6 hours per week. In terms of time attending tutorial schools, 86.66% did not

attend any tutorial schools. 14% attended tutorial schools at least once per week.
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The overall background information of students participated in the group interviews

were shown in Appendix B.

Ethical issue

The researcher informed the participants before conducting the study that
their identity and privacy were protected. No information about the English teachers

and Grade 9 students would be revealed.

Research Instruments

There were four research instruments in this study. Questionnaires for
teachers and students were used to collect quantitative data and semi-structured
interviews and group interviews of Grade 9 students were used to collect qualitative

data.

Questionnaires for English teachers and Grade 9 students

Questionnaires were used as research instruments for quantitative method.
There were two questionnaires, one for English teachers and the other for Grade 9
students. Items in both teacher and student questionnaires were the same except

background information.

Questionnaire Construction

The researcher adapted research framework from Shih’s washback model of
teaching (2009) and Shih’s washback model of students’ learning (2007). There were
eight teaching areas and five learning areas to investigate washback effects. Then, the
researcher studied several research, articles, and documents related to washback
and the O-NET to construct the items of questionnaires to match with the research
framework and better suit with Thai context. More examples of questionnaire

constructions were provided in Appendix C.
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The items related to washback effects on English language teaching were
adapted from some washback studies (Sommit, 2009; Gashaya, 2012; Yunus and
Salehi, 2012). Some items were constructed from the literatures (Wall, 2005, cited in

Pan, 2011; Inbar-Lourie, 2008, cited in Ahmad and Rao, 2012; Cheng, 1998).

The items related to washback effects on English language learning were
adapted from previous washback studies (Gashaya, 2012; Yunus and Salehi, 2012).
Some items were constructed from the literatures (Bailey, 1996; Pan, 2009, cited in

Ahmad and Rao, 2012).

The items related to opinions of teachers and Grade 9 students towards the
O-NET were adapted from some washback studies (Sommit, 2009; Gashaya, 2012;

Yunus and Salehi, 2012).
Structure of Questionnaires

Teacher questionnaire consisted of four parts with the total of 56 questions.
All of them were closed-ended questions. Student questionnaire also consisted of
four parts with the total of 55 questions. All of them were closed-ended questions as
shown in Table 11 and 12. The questionnaires for both teachers and Grade 9

students were shown in Appendices D and E.

Table 11

The Structure of Teacher Questionnaire

Number of ltem
Content items Number
Part 1:  Background Information 5 1-5
Part 2. Washback Effects on English Language Teaching 28 6-33
Part 3:  Teachers Perceptions on Washback Effects on 13 34-46
English Language Learning
Part 4:  Teachers’ Opinions towards the Ordinary National 10 47-56

Educational Test (O-NET)
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Table 12

The Structure of Student Questionnaire

Content Number of ltem
items Number
Part 1:  Backeround Information 4 1-4
Part 2. Washback Effects on English Language Learning 13 5-17
Part 3:  Students Perceptions on Washback Effects on English 28 18-45

Language Teaching
Part 4:  Students’ Opinions towards the Ordinary National 10 46-55

Educational Test (O-NET)

Background Information: This part was designed to obtain personal
information of the participants. A checklist was used in this part. Five items were
addressed in the first section of teacher questionnaire as follows: gender, age,
educational background, number of years in teaching English, and number of hours in
teaching English per week. For student questionnaire, four items were addressed in
the first section as follows: gender, GPA of English in the Basic English course in the
Academic Year 2012, number of hours in learning English per week, and number of

times in attending tutorial schools.

Washback Effects on English Language Teaching: This part was designed
to obtain data about washback effects of the O-NET on teaching. In teacher
questionnaire, the participants were asked to rate their frequency of what they did in
classrooms. In student questionnaire, the participants were asked to rate the
frequency of what their teachers did in classrooms. Five-point Likert scales of

frequency were used in this study as follows:
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5 means always (100% of the time)
4 means often (75% of the time)
3 means sometimes  (50% of the time)
2 means seldom (25% of the time)
1 means never (0% of the time)

There was the total of 28 items for eight areas of teaching. The eight areas of
teaching consisted of content of teaching, teaching method, teacher-based
assessment, teacher talk, teacher assigned homework, nervousness and anxiety, and
atmosphere of the class. There were four areas that consisted of four items
including: content of teaching, teaching method, teacher-made assessment, and time
allotment for test preparation. There were four areas that consisted of three items
including: teacher talk, teacher assigned homework, nervousness and anxiety, and
atmosphere of the class. This part was used for both teachers and students
questionnaires. It was in Part 2 (Washback effects on English language teaching) for
teachers’ questionnaire and it was located in Part 3 (Students perceptions on
washback effects on English language teaching) for student questionnaire. The data
from both questionnaires were eventually triangulated to answer Research Question

3. The items in this part are shown in Table 13.



Table 13

The Items Related to Washback Effects on English Language Teaching

71

Area

Number

of

items

[tems [tem in
teacher
question-

naire

[tems in
student
question-

naire

Content of

teaching

Teaching

method

Teacher-
based

assessment

Teaching English contents and skills based 6-9
on the Basic Education Core Curriculum

B.E. 2551.

Teaching English contents and skills which

are more likely to appear on the O-NET.

Using textbooks to teach English in

classrooms.

Using previous O-NET tests and other O-

NET related materials to teach English in

classrooms.

Changing teaching methods to help 10-13
students to succeed on the O-NET.

Teaching test-taking strategies in

classrooms.

Using communicative language teaching

approach in classrooms.

Using student-centered approach in

classrooms.

Adapting test-items from previous O-NET 14-17
tests for English tests in classrooms.

Adjusting classroom assessment to match

with the formats of the O-NET such as

using multiple-choice test to evaluate

students’ learning.

18-21

22-25

26-29
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Area

Number
of

items

[tems [tem in
teacher
question-

naire

ltems in
student
question-

naire

Teacher talk

Time
allotment for
a test

preparation

Using performance-based assessment to
evaluate students’ English language
learning such as essay writing, pair-work,
role-play, group discussion, portfolios,
diaries, and self-assessment.

Assessing students English ability based on
the objectives of the syllabus.

Using only English to teach English in 18-20

classrooms.

Using English with occasional Thai
explanation to teach English in classrooms.
Using only Thai to teach English in

classrooms.

Spending time on classroom activities that 21-24
help students perform well on the O-NET
e.g., vocabulary and grammar activities.
Spending time after class to review
contents that are likely to appear on the
O-NET to students.

Spending time on classroom activities that
help students improve their English
proficiency e.g., listening and speaking
activities.

Spending time on classroom activities that
help students improve their critical

thinking skills.

30-32

33-36
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Table 13 (Continued)

Area Number ltems [tem in [tems in
of teacher student
items question- question-
naire naire
Teacher 3 ®  Assigning homework based in English 25-27 37-39
assigned textbook exercises.
homework ®  Assigning homework relevant to the O-NET

such as practicing the past exam papers or
practicing reading comprehension

activities.

®  Assigning group and pair work activities to

students.
Nervousness 3 ® Feeling pressure either from the school or 28-30 40-42
and anxiety students to improve the students’ O-NET

scores.

® Feeling nervous and fear for the poor test

results of students’ English ability.

® Expecting students to perform well on the

O-NET.
Atmosphere 3 ® Encouraging students to participate more 31-33 43-45
of the class in English classrooms.

®  Organizing mock examination to students
before taking the O-NET.

®  Offering information relevant to the O-NET

in classrooms.

Washback Effects on English Language Learning: This part was designed to
obtain data about washback effects of the O-NET on English language learning. For
teacher questionnaire, the participants were asked to rate the frequency of what
their students did when they learned English in classrooms. For student

questionnaire, the participants were asked to rate their frequency of what they did
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when they learned English in classrooms. Five-point likert scales of frequency were

used as follows:

5 means always (100% of the time)
4 means often (75% of the time)
3 means sometimes  (50% of the time)
2 means seldom (25% of the time)
1 means never (0% of the time)

There was the total of 13 items for five areas of learning. The five learning
areas consisted of content of learning, total time of learning, learning strategies,
learning motivation, and test anxiety. The area that consisted of four items was total
time of learning. Another area consisted of three items was content of learning.
There were three areas that consisted of two items: learning strategies, learning
motivation and test anxiety. This part was used for both teachers and students
questionnaires. It was in Part 2 (Washback effects on English language learning) for
student questionnaire and in Part 3 of teacher questionnaire (Teachers perceptions
on washback effects on English language learning). The data from both
questionnaires were eventually triangulated to answer Research Questions 4. The

items in this part are shown in Table 14.
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The Items Related to Washback Effects on English Language Learning

75

Area

[tems [tem in
teacher
questionnai

re

[tems in
student
questionnair

e

Content
of

learning

Total
time of

learning

Learning

strategies

Focusing learning on the contents and skills 34-36
of English that are likely to appear on the

O-NET.

Focusing learning on communicative English

language skills.

Focusing learning on some parts in the

English textbook even though they are not

likely to appear on the O-NET.

Spending time in the evenings or weekends 37-40
for the O-NET preparation in tutorial
schools.

Spending time in the evenings or weekends
to improve English proficiency e.g., watching
English movies, listening to English songs
and reading books.

Spending time practicing previous O-NET
tests or reviewing grammar and vocabulary
in classrooms.

Spending time practicing communicative

English language skills in classrooms.

Learning test-taking strategies for English 41-42
language tests.
Using rote-memorization to prepare for the

O-NET.

5-7

8-11

12-13
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Table 14 (Continued)

Area No. of ltems [tem in [tems in
items teacher student
question- Question-
naire naire
Learning 2 ®  Studying harder in English in order to 43-44 14-15
motivation

develop their abilities to use language.

®  Studying harder in English in order to get
high O-NET scores.

Test 2 ® Feeling anxious while preparing for the 45-46 16-17
anxiety O-NET.

® Fear for the poor O-NET results in English.

Opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET): This
part was designed to obtain data about the opinions of English teachers and Grade 9
students towards the O-NET. The participants were asked to rate their opinions
towards the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET). There were 10 questions.

Five-point likert scales of agreement were used as follows:

5 means strongly agree

a4 means agree

3 means undecided

2 means disagree

1 means strongly disagree

The researcher collected the data about the opinions of participants towards
the O-NET in terms of the contents of the test, purpose of the test, the impact of
the O-NET scores, and the impact of the test preparation. There was the total of ten
items. However, the data from two questionnaires were not triangulated. There were

used separately. In teacher questionnaire, they was in Part 4 (Teachers’ opinions
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towards the Ordinary National Educational Test) to find out teachers’ opinions
towards the O-NET to answer Research Question 1. In addition, in the student
questionnaire, they was located in Part 4 (Students’ opinions towards the Ordinary
National Educational Test), to find out students’ opinions towards the O-NET to

answer Research Question 2. The items of this part are shown in Table 15.

Table 15
The Items Related to Opinions towards the O-NET

No. of ltems [tem in ltems in
items teacher student
question- Question-
naire naire
Contents 4 ® The contents of the O-NET cover the main 47-50 46-49
of the test indicators of the Basic Education Core

Curriculum B.E. 2551.

® The contents of the O-NET are related to
the contents in English textbooks.

® The O-NET emphasizes English reading
comprehension.

® The O-NET emphasizes critical thinking

skills.
Purpose of 1 ® The O-NET is used to check students’ 51 50
the test language proficiency.
The impact 3 ® |tisa good idea to use the O-NET scores 52-54 51-53
of the as the criterion for exit examination.
O-NET ® A student’s score on the O-NET is an
scores

indication of how well she or he has
learned English in classrooms.

® (Goal of teaching English is to help
students obtain high scores on the O-NET.
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Table 15 (Continued)

No. of ltems [tem in ltems in
items teacher student
question- Question-
naire naire
The impact 2 ® The O-NET preparation has influence on 55-56 54-55
of test my English language teaching in
preparation classrooms.

® The O-NET preparation has influence on
students’ English language learing in

classrooms.

Semi-structured interview for teachers and group interview for students

There were two instruments for qualitative method which were semi-semi-
structured interview for English teachers and group interview for Grade 9 students.

The interview questions were the same.
Construction of interview questions

These instruments were constructed in both Thai and English. The interview
questions were constructed based on areas of washback on teaching from Shih
(2009) and areas of washback on learning from Shih (2007). The construction of the

interview questions were shown below. More details were provided in Appendix F.

The questions related to washback effects of the O-NET on teaching were
adapted from previous washback studies (Gashaya, 2012; Sommit, 2009; Shih, 2007;

Yunus and Salehi, 2012).

The questions related to washback effects of the O-NET on learning were
adapted from previous studies (Gashaya, 2012, Sommit, 2009; Shih, 2007;

Maniruzzaman and Hoque, 2010; Yunus and Salehi, 2007)



Structure of interview questions

The researcher used semi-structured interview to ask English teachers in
three main topics which were: (1) teacher’s teaching practices in classrooms and the
preparation for the O-NET; (2) teacher perception on washback effects of the O-NET

on students’ learning; and (3) teacher’s opinions towards the O-NET. The interview

questions for English teachers were shown in Table 16.

Table 16

The Structure of Interview Questions

Topics Interview Questions

Teacher’s opinions towards e

the O-NET

Teacher’s teaching practices in @
classrooms and the

preparation for the O-NET

What did you think about the contents and tested
skills of the O-NET?

Could you think of any aspect of the O-NET that

needed to be improved?

How important was the O-NET to you?

Did you offer students information relevant to the O-
NET in classrooms? and How?

Did you review contents that were likely to appear
on the O-NET to students? and How?

Did you teach students test-taking strategies of the
O-NET? and How?

How did you feel about the O-NET preparation?
Anxiety?
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Topics

Interview Questions

Teacher perceptions on
washback effects of the O-NET

on students’ learning

® \What language did you use when you taught English

in classrooms? and How?

Were students’ assignments related to the O-NET?
and How?

Were test items of quizzes, mid-term exam, and final
exam similar to those of the O-NET? and How?

d you ever provided extra class toHa review
contents that were likely to appear in the O-NET to
students? and How?

Do you think the O-NET preparation affected
students’ English language learning in classrooms?
and How?

Did they improve their English proficiencies from the
O-NET preparation? and How?

Do you think the O-NET preparation affected your

English language teaching? and How?

In your opinions, did your students focus to leamn
contents that were likely to appear on the O-NET?
and How?

In your opinions, what techniques did your students
use for the O-NET preparation?

Did your students go to tutorial schools or hire a
tutor for the O-NET preparation?

Had any students ever asked you to teach to the O-
NET in class? Did you make changes of your lesson
on the basis of the student’s request?

In your opinions, how did your students feel about

the O-NET preparation?
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For Grade 9 students, the interview questions for group interviews were the
same as the interview questions for English teachers except one question ‘how
important was the O-NET to you?’ which was used only for teacher semi-structured
interview. There were three main topics in the interview questions which are: (1)
students’ learning in classrooms and the preparation for the O-NET; (2) student
perception on washback effects of the O-NET on teachers’ teaching; and (3)
students’ opinions towards the O-NET. The interview questions for both teachers and

Grade 9 students were shown in Appendices G and H.

Content Validity

After the researcher constructed the questionnaires for both English teachers
and Grade 9 students, the researcher asked five experts in the field of English
language teaching to validate teacher questionnaires in both Thai and English
versions. The list of experts was shown in Appendix I. The experts were asked to
check only teacher questionnaire because the components of teacher questionnaire
and student questionnaire were the same. Moreover, the researcher asked them to
validate the interview questions for semi-structured interviews of teachers and group
interviews of Grade 9 students. They were asked to check the content validity by
using 10C Index (Item-Objective Congruency Index). The I0C index ranged from -1 to
1. The acceptable of IOC Index should be higher than 0.5; the item which received
the scores lower than 0.5 should be improved or revised. The result of IOC index of
questionnaire was shown in Appendix J. The results of IOC index of semi-structured

of teachers and group interviews of Grade 9 students were shown in Appendix K.

For teacher questionnaires, all items had IOC index higher than 0.5. However,
the experts suggested that there should be more positive items in the questionnaire
and there should be items about students’ critical thinking skills. The experts also

suggested changes in language use, font, size, and space of the questionnaires. In
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addition, some Thai or English words should be added or changed to make it more
comprehensible. Therefore, the researcher added more items and revised some

items. They were shown in Appendix L. Some items were added as follows;

® | spend time on classroom activities that help students improve
their critical thinking skills.
¥ ¥ v U a gj a a v a v v a
P taandutanssulutussundietns suRaILINwEN15AN

AL

® Students spend their time in the evenings or weekends to improve
their English proficiency e.g., watching English movies, listening to
English songs and reading English books.
dnissuldnamaudniseunseiungaansonfinglun1swau
ANNENIANTISIEMEISINgY 1Wu MIguian1wdinge n1silanas

ATYIDINGY LASNITNUNTNFN1¥1DING Y

For the interview questions, all items had I0C index higher than 0.5. The
experts commented on language use such as changing the question word from
“why” to “how”. Therefore, there were some minor changes. Some questions were

revised as shown in the Appendix M.

Pilot Study

After revising the questionnaire and interview questions, the researcher tried
out the revised instruments for teachers and Grade 9 students with a group of
students and teachers who had the same characteristics as the participants. The pilot
study was carried out in January 2014. Both quantitative and qualitative data were

collected from the pilot study as follows:
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Quantitative data: the researcher tried out the questionnaires in Thai
version with a group of Grade 9 students and English teachers who had the same
characteristics as the participants to see the problems in the questionnaire content
and to check its reliability. The reasons why the researcher used Thai version is
because the participants had different levels of English proficiency. The questionnaire
in Thai version could reduce the misunderstanding and wrong interpretation of the
statement. The total number of participants was fifteen English teachers and thirty
Grade 9 students in five secondary schools. The researcher used simple random
sampling to select the sampling sites and used convenient sampling to select the
participants. Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was used to check the reliability of the

questionnaires.

The results showed that the reliability of teacher and student questionnaire
were .907 and .947 respectively as shown in Table 17 and 18. In order to be
acceptable, the value of reliability should be more than 0.7. Therefore, the results
yielded high internal reliability. These questionnaires were acceptable. More details

of the internal reliability of the questionnaire were showed in Appendix N.

Table 17

The Reliability of Teacher Questionnaire

Number of
Factors Questions Reliability
Part 2: The Washback Effects on English Language Teaching 28 .843
Part 3: Teachers’ Perceptions on English Language Leamning 13 870
Part 4: The Opinions of Teachers towards the Ordinary 10 122

National Educational Test (O-NET)

Total 51 .907
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Table 18
The Reliability of Student Questionnaire

Number of
Factors Questions Reliability
Part 2: The Washback Effects on English Language Learning 13 .890
Part 3: Students’ Perceptions on English Language Teaching 28 913
Part 4: The Opinions of Students towards the Ordinary National 10 .882
Educational Test (O-NET)
Total 51 942

Qualitative data: the researcher tried out the interview questions with a
group of students and teachers who had the same characteristics as the participants.
The pilot study was carried out in January 2014. The researcher selected the schools
by using purposive sampling. There were two secondary schools for the pilot study.
After that, the researcher selected the interviewees by using purposive sampling.
There were two English teachers and ten Grade 9 students as the pilot group. The
interviews lasted for 15-20 minutes with an aim to check the correctness of the
questions and reduced the confusing or ambiguous questions. All participants were
interviewed in Thai. Then, the data were recorded and transcribed to check whether

it answered the research questions.

The researcher found challenge after conducting the pilot study. The
researcher conducted the study with 10 students, five were high-achieving students
and five low-achieving students, for each group interview. The pilot study revealed
that high-achieving students dominated this conversation. Low-achieving students did
not answer questions unless the researcher asked them. Therefore, the researcher
divided 10 students into two groups which were 5 high-achieving students and 5 low-
achieving students in order to control the flow of communication and gained in-

depth information of both high-achieving students and low-achieiving students.
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Data Collection

The data collection was carried out in the second semester of the Academic Year
2013 in sample schools in Chachoengsao province. The data were collected between
February 10, 2014 and February 28, 2014. Quantitative data were obtained from
teacher and student questionnaires and qualitative data were obtained from semi-
structured interviews of teachers and group interviews of Grade 9 students. The

process of data collection was as follows:

Quantitative data: The researcher distributed the questionnaires to English
teachers and Grade 9 students. Convenient sampling was used in this study. The
participants were asked to fill out the questionnaires in Thai version. The duration for
collecting the questionnaires was 1-3 weeks. The return rate of the student
questionnaire was 100%, while the return rate of the teacher questionnaire was

91.46%.

Qualitative data: The interviews were conducted face-to-face at the
scheduled date and time. The researcher gave an explanation to the participants
about the objectives of the study and method of the study before conducting the
interview with English teachers and group interview with Grade 9 students. All
interviews and group interview were recorded. The interviews lasted 20-30 minutes

and group interviews lasted 30-40 minutes.

The researcher was the interviewer. There were five students in each group
interview. The interviewer started by explaining the objectives of this study and
letting the students to introduce themselves. Then, the interviewer started asking
questions and encouraged students to engage in the conversation. Everyone had a

chance to share their thoughts or idea. The interviewer asked more in-depth
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questions if students provided some interesting responses. After students answered

each question, the interviewer concluded their responses again to confirm the data.

Data Analysis

The researcher analyzed quantitative data by using frequency, percentages,
arithmetic mean, standard deviation, and independent samples t-test. The researcher

also used content analysis to analyze qualitative data.

Frequency and percentages

They were used in the analysis of background information of both
questionnaires for English teachers and Grade 9 students. Moreover, they were used
in the analysis of teachers’ and students’ opinions towards the test. In this part, the

researcher used five-point likert scales of agreement to analyze the data.

For the parts of teachers’ and students’ opinions towards the test, there
were 5 levels of agreement including stongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, and
strongly disagree. However, the researcher grouped them into 3 levels which were:
(1) teachers strongly agreed and agreed with the statement; (2) teachers were not
sure with the statement; and (3) teachers disagreed and strongly disagreed with the
statement. Therefore, the analysis of teachers’ and students’ opinions towards the

O-NET were based on three levels of agreement.

Arithmetic mean and standard deviation

The arithmetic mean and standard deviation in SPSS program were used in
the analysis of washback effects of the O-NET on teaching and washback effects of
the O-NET on learning of both teacher and students questionnaires. The
interpretation of mean scores was based on the frequency of what teachers or
students did in each area of teaching and learning. The interpretation was shown as

follows:
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4.21 - 5.00 means teachers or students “always”did the action.
3.41 - 4.20 means teachers or students “ often” did the action.
2.61 —3.40 means teachers or students did the action “sometimes”.

1.81 - 2.60 means teachers or students “ seldom” did the action.

1.00 - 1.80 means teachers or students “never” did the action.

Independent samples t-test

Independent samples t-test in SPSS program were used to see the differences
between teachers’ and students’ perceptions about washback effects of the O-NET
on teaching and washback effects of the O-NET on learning. The data were

statistically checked for the significant differences at .05 level.

Content analysis

The interviews and group interviews were recorded with audio file recorder.
Then, each interview recording was transcribed. There were six transcriptions for
teachers and twelve transcriptions for group interviews of students. The researcher
read the transcriptions for several times to develop the themes that were related to
washback effects on teaching, washback effects on learning, and opinions about the
O-NET. There were 21 themes in this study such as content of teaching, teaching
method, homework, assessment, motivation in learning, time allotment for test
preparation, and so on. The researcher described each theme and summarized the
key findings of each theme when there were the same responses among the

participants. For different responses, the researcher described them separately.

In conclusion, the results of both quantitative and qualitative data were
triangulated to check whether the collected data from both teachers and Grade 9

student had the same information to confirm the results. As shown in Table 19, it
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presented the summary of data analysis from both quantitative and qualitative

methods based on the research questions of this study.

Table 19

The Summary of Research Questions, Instruments, and Data Analysis

Research Questions

Instruments

Data Analysis

1. What are teachers’ opinions towards
the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-
NET)?

2. What are students’ opinions towards
the Ordinary National Educational Test
(O-NET)?

3. To what extent does the Ordinary
National Educational Test (O-NET) have
any effects on English language teaching

in Grade 9?

4. To what extent does the Ordinary
National Educational Test (O-NET) have
any effects on English language learning in

Grade 9?

Teacher
Questionnaire

Teacher Interview

Student
Questionnaire
Student Group

Interview

Teachers

Questionnaire

Students

Questionnaire

Teacher Interview
Students Group

Interview

Teachers

Questionnaire

Students

Questionnaire

Teacher Interview
Students Group

Interview

Frequency &
percentages

Content Analysis

Frequency &
percentages

Content Analysis

Mean & S.D.
Independent
samples t-test
Mean & S.D.
Independent
samples t-test
Content Analysis

Content Analysis

Mean & S.D.
Independent
samples t-test
Mean and S.D.
Independent
samples t-test
Content Analysis

Content Analysis




CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The study aimed to investigate the washback effects of the O-NET on English
language teaching and learning in Grade 9. Both quantitative and qualitative data
were used in this study. For quantitative data, the instruments used in this study
were teacher and student questionnaires. The participants consisted of 75 English
teachers and 400 Grade 9 students. For qualitative data, there were 6 English
teachers for semi-structured interviews and 60 Grade 9 students for 12 group
interviews. Data collection took place in the second semester of the academic year

2013. The results were presented based on the research questions, which are:

Research Question 1: What are teachers’ opinions towards the Ordinary
National Educational Test (O-NET)?

Research Question 2: What are students’ opinions towards the Ordinary
National Educational Test (O-NET)?

Research Question 3: To what extent does the Ordinary National Educational
Test (O-NET) have any washback effects on English
language teaching in Grade 9?

Research Question 4: To what extent does the Ordinary National Educational
Test (O-NET) have any washback effects on English

language learning in Grade 97
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Research Question 1

What are Teachers’ Opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational Test

(O-NET)?

To answer this Research Question, the data were collected using
questionnaire and semi-structured interview of English teachers. 75 English teachers
were asked to rate their opinions towards the O-NET in the questionnaire and 6 of
them were asked to participate in the semi-structured interview. The results from
teacher questionnaire were analyzed by using frequency and percentages. The
results from semi-structured interviews of English teachers were analyzed by using
content analysis. They were shown in four main topics as follows: consistency
between the O-NET and curriculum, content assessed in the O-NET, the purpose of

the O-NET, and the impact of the O-NET.



Table 20

The Frequency and Percentages of Teachers’ Opinions towards the O-NET(n=75)
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Level of Opinion

Strongly Disagree Not Sure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
Statement % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n)
1.The contents of the 2.7(2) 8(6) 34.7(26) 41.3(31) 13.3(10)
O-NET cover the main
indicators of the Basic
Education Core
Curriculum B.E.2551.
2.The contents of the 14.7(11) 14.7(11) 30.7(23) 29.3(22) 10.7(8)
O-NET are related to the
contents in English
textbooks.
3. The O-NET emphasizes 2.7(2) 2.7(2) 38.7(29) 30.7(23) 25.3(19)
English reading
comprehension.
4. The O-NET emphasizes 2.7(2) 4(3) 22.7(17) 45.3(34) 25.3(19)
critical thinking skills.
5. The O-NET is used to 5.3(4) 14.7(11) 29.3(22) 33.3(25) 17.3(13)
check students’
language proficiency.
6. | think it is a good idea 10.7(8) 16(12) 26.7(30) 32(24) 14.7(11)

to use the O-NET
scores as the criterion

for exit examination.
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Level of Opinion

Strongly Disagree  Not Sure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
Statement % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n) % (n)
7. A student’s score on 13.3(10) 12(9) 33.3(25) 25.3(19) 16(12)
the O-NET is an
indication of how well
she or he has learned
English in classroom:s.
8. Goal of teaching English 18.7(14) 12(9) 28(21) 28(21) 13.3(10)
is to help students obtain
high scores on the O-NET.
9. The O-NET preparation 6.7(5) 9.3(7) 26.7(20) 33.3(25) 24(18)
has influence on my
English language
teaching in classrooms.
10. The O-NET preparation 5.3(4) 8(6) 33.3(25) 33.3(25) 20(15)

has influence on
students’ English
language learning in

classroomes.
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The opinions about the consistency between the O-NET and curriculum

As shown in Table 20, the tendency of teachers’ opinions about the contents
of the O-NET based on the curriculum and the contents of the O-NET related to
textbooks were varied. Most teachers (54.6%) agreed that the contents of the test
were based on the curriculum. However, there were approximately 34.7% who were
not sure whether the test based on the curriculum and about 10% of them
disagreed with this statement. When considering the consistency between the
contents of the O-NET and contents in textbooks, the majority of teachers (40%)
agreed that the contents of the test were related to the contents in textbook. Some
of them (30.7%) were not sure with this statement and about 29.4% disagreed with

this statement.

For the interview results, most teachers said that they asked students about
the contents of the test and their students revealed that the contents of the test
were not relevant to contents they taught in classrooms. For example, Excerpt 1 said
that the contents she taught in classrooms were not appeared on the O-NET. Her
students could not do the test because the difficulty of vocabulary. Regarding the
consistency between contents of the test and contents in textbook, most teachers
revealed that the contents of the test were not relevant to the contents in English
textbooks. Excerpt 3 said that it might be because each school used different

textbooks to teach students.
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Excerpt 1:
“gasnsghluneeld innvena1teae v U INLaANLIFAIIUNLIEYIRIANY AN
veniienarstaeulsifoonluteasuiag”
“Most of them could not do the test. They said that the test was very difficult,
and they didn’t know the meaning of vocabulary. They also said that there
were no contents that | had taught on the O-NET.”

(English teacher A, Small School, February 10, 2014)

Excerpt 2:

“pgldnnnyrirteaeulomdmmioudomlumicdelny dnSeuvenluiiae”

“I' asked them whether the O-NET was relevant to contents in textbook. They

told me none.”

(English teacher B, Small School, February 11, 2014)

Excerpt 3:

“Jogoulyoonsmlumisdensyunsizugazlsusoulomisge lumilouny”
“The test was not based on the textbook because each school used different

textbooks.”

(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)

The opinions about content assessed in the O-NET

As shown in Table 20, most teachers had tendency to agree that the O-NET
emphasized critical-thinking skills (70.6%). However, the tendency of teachers’
opinions about using the O-NET to check students’ language proficiency were varied.

Most teachers (50.6%) agreed with this statement. However, some teachers (29.3%)
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were not sure that the O-NET could check their students’ language proficiency and

20% disagreed with this statement.

For the interview data, they showed the consistent results with the
questionnaire. Most teachers believed that the O-NET emphasized critical-thinking
skills. For example, Excerpt 4 revealed that the O-NET focused on critical-thinking
skills which led students to spend longer time to do the test. When considering
using the O-NET to check students’ language proficiency, there were different views
among English teachers. Excerpt 5 said that the O-NET could reflect students’
abilities. However, another teacher in Excerpt 6 disagreed and revealed that it was
not only the test, but it also depended on other factors that reflected students’

English proficiency.
Excerpt 4:

“lwnuenitveaeuiiiiosseseniuaziiunisAanansiey duuidaldiaailuniseu
UNAINUINTY”

“They said that the test had long passages and emphasized critical thinking

skills. They had to spend more time to read passages.”

(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)

Excerpt 5:

“ td’ dd’ U4 3 Yo 2 v a 9/”
Miyeirveaevlewlnldinauzveninieuls

“I believed that the O-NET could measure students’ English abilities.”

(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)
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Excerpt 6:

“flsidnirdegevlevinaiunsoianiiuaiuisoveunlainyntunuinuaiusog
w?am"'myﬁm‘;'znﬁ’uu'?qzziluag/ﬁ"’uwmz/ﬁﬁw‘“y"

“I did not think that the O-NET could really measure students’ English abilities
whether they had high or low level of English proficiency. It should depend on

various factors.”

(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)

The opinions about purpose of the O-NET

As shown in Table 20, the tendency of teachers’ opinions about using O-NET
scores as criterion for exit examination and using O-NET scores as indication of how
well students learned in classrooms were varied. Even though most teachers (46.7%)
agreed that it was good idea to use O-NET scores as criterion for exit examination,
some teachers (26.7%) were not sure with this statement. There were 26.7% of
teachers who disagreed with this statement. Furthermore, most of the teachers
(41.3%) agreed that students’ test scores could indicate how well students learned
in classrooms. There were approximately 33.3% of teachers who were not sure with

this statement and 25.3% who disagreed with this statement.

For the interview data, the interview results were consistent with the result of
questionnaire. Regarding the idea of using the O-NET scores as the criterion for exit
examination, there were different opinions among English teachers. Some teachers
agreed with this statement and believed that it could help students to be more
active for test preparation as shown in Excerpt 7. However, others disagreed with this
statement. One teacher in Excerpt 8 was concerned about the different levels of
English proficiency among their students. Another teacher in Excerpt 9 was

concerned about the quality of the test because the people who were responsible
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for designing the test did not teach students. Regarding using the O-NET scores to
indicate how well students learned in classrooms, there were different opinions
among English teachers. Some English teachers believed that the O-NET scores could
indicate how students learned English in classrooms. Excerpt 10 said that high-
achieving students, who performed very well in English, might get higher O-NET
scores than low-achieving students. Teacher in Excerpt 11 disagreed and said that it
depended on individual. Some students might perform better in class rather than in

testing situations.

Excerpt 7:

“whuuwadaiiansu ssztielidninrunseioiosuluninmssudagounindu”
“It was a good idea because it helped students to be more active to prepare
for the test.”

(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)

Excerpt 8:

“lifudeuy nsrzdnusaslsuSouiiugiuunnaeiy ogiitisngeun1wdingy
InenanzisoarIAn”

“I didn’t agree because students in each school had different background. In
this school, students weren’t good at English especially vocabulary.”

(English teacher A, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 9:
“foruvsligdssaunusn msrteaaussnuivnauiilulameuin”
“It was not fair for students because the test was designed by others who
didn’t teach them.”
(English teacher F, Large School, February 26, 2014)
Excerpt 10:
“winiiFeuntegussines lansuuulonings”
“High-achieving students always got high O-NET scores.”

(English teacher B, Small School, February 11, 2014)
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Excerpt 11:
“Wanluiuz wnunmuSeuludiusSeuee19s usaanyvhdeasy twivenitanyiluls”
“I did not think so. Some students performed very well in class, but when they

took the test, they told me that they could not do it.”

(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)

The opinions about impact of the O-NET

As shown in Table 20, most teachers (57.3%) had tendency to agree that the
O-NET preparation had influence on their teaching in classrooms. However, the
tendency of teachers’ opinions about goal of teaching English to help students
obtained high O-NET scores was varied. The majority of teachers (41.3%) agreed that
goal of their teaching was to help students perform well on the O-NET. However,
30.7% disagreed with this statement and 28% of them were not sure with this

statement.

For the interview data, regarding the impact of test preparation on teaching,
most teachers agreed that the O-NET had influence on their teaching. Excerpt 12
revealed that it had both positive and negative impacts on teaching. Excerpt 13
believed that the O-NET had negative effects on their teaching because she had to
spend their regular class for tutoring their students which affected contents and skills
to be taught in regular class. Another teacher in Excerpt 14 believed that the O-NET
preparation did not have any impact on their teaching. When considering the goal of
teaching to improve the O-NET scores, some teachers agreed that their teaching goal
was set to help students obtained high O-NET scores. Excerpt 15 said that the O-NET
scores could help him to measure the quality of teaching and improved their

teaching to match with the curriculum. Excerpt 16 said that it was necessary to set
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the goal to enhance students’ O-NET scores because the school used the O-NET

scores to evaluate the quality of teaching.

Excerpt 12:

v o o

“asdafiontsaouNINNT) inTrAgAnuUauion it umSAlundngns uas
snuvauidonuielidnerlIduiiausssr3uld dnaidengiaiionia e
faraeulsiitvewedassuauidomundnousngaleudnlmisn”

“It had more positive impact on my teaching because | applied the lessons to
match with the indicators in the curriculum and applied lessons for students
to use in their real life situations. For negative impact, | was concerned about
the time because | didn’t have much time to teach. | hurried to finish my
regular lessons before tutoring the O-NET to my students.”

(English teacher F, Large School, February 26, 2014)

Excerpt 13:

“9199¢01 509U I8 N5 19 9819093 UnFuFautdn

“It affected in terms of the time because I used regular class to tutor the

O-NET.”
(English teacher A, Small School, February 10, 2014)

Excerpt 14:

“liladsaiansenuaslsaais umsIUsUNIsaoulid I UNITaaULINNTT LTI9SIAY

Ingussavadundnteniduivenseaunasigrsnzwiulodalaes e 1euazniu

iilowrunegrunduuslilamougosdu”
“It didn’t affect my teaching, but | adjusted my teaching to match with the
test. | added another objective to increase students’ O-NET scores. | tried to

emphasize more some contents, but | didn’t teach more contents.”

(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)
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Excerpt 15:

“whwsneeemilsaswsufonIsveiiniunzuulondy supnimsuuloninanso
auvioupaun mmsaeulaasyi iUyl saeuialisennaseiumangss”
“One of my goals was helping students to obtain high O-NET scores. | thought
that the O-NET could reflect the quality of teaching and help me to improve
my teaching to match with the curriculum.”
(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)

Excerpt 16:

“w519ituIngUssasadunantdeniuieenseaunadignapsuuulomdnnsizlsusould
suwulovinlunsusaidunalnimnisaen”
“We added another objective to increase students’ O-NET scores because

school used the O-NET scores to assess the quality of teaching.”

(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)
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Research Question 2

What are Students’ Opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational Test

(O-NET)?

To answer this Research Question, the data were collected using
questionnaire and semi-structured interview of Grade 9 students. The participants
were 400 Grade 9 students who were asked to rate their opinions towards the O-NET
in questionnaires and 60 of them were participated in 12 group interviews. Five
students were participated in each group interview; six groups were collected from
high-achieving students and other six groups were collected from low-achieving
students. The results from student questionnaire were analyzed by using frequency
and percentages. The results from group interviews of Grade 9 students were
analyzed by using content analysis. They were shown in four main topics as follows:
consistency between the O-NET and curriculum, content assessed in the O-NET, the

purpose of the O-NET, and the impact of the O-NET.
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Table 21

The Frequency and Percentages of Grade 9 Students’ Opinions towards the O-NET
(n=400)

Level of Opinion

Strongly  Disagree Not Sure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
Statement %(n) %(n) %(n) %(n) %(n)
1.The contents of the 2(8) 5(20) 36(144) 43.5(174) 13.5(54)
O-NET cover the main
indicators of the Basic
Education Core
Curriculum B.E. 2551.
2. The contents of 5(20) 14(56) 34(136) 29.8(119) 17.3(69)

the O-NET are relevent
to the contents in

English textbooks.

3. The O-NET emphasizes 3(12) 10(41) 29.3(117) 34.3(137) 23.3(93)
English reading

comprehension.

4. The O-NET emphasizes 2.3(9) 8.3(33) 27.5(110) 37.3(149) 24.8(99)
critical thinking skills.

5.The O-NET is used to 3.3(13) 7(28) 24.3(97) 41.5(166) 24(96)
check my language
proficiency.

6.1 think it is a good idea 4(16) 12(48) 25.5(102) 40.8(163) 17.5(70)

to use the O-NET
scores as the criterion

for exit examination.




Table 21 (Continued)
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Level of Opinion

Strongly  Disagree Not Sure Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree
Statement %(n) %(n) 9%(n) 9%(n) 9%(n)
7.My O-NET score is an 4a(16) 9.3(37) 27.8(111) 37.8(151) 21.3(85)
indication of how well |
have learned English in
classrooms.
8. Goal of teaching
English is to help 4(16) 8.8(35) 30.5(122) 39(156) 17.8(71)
students obtain high
scores on the O-NET.
9. The O-NET preparation
has influence on 2.3(9) 8.5(34) 28.3(113) 41(164) 20(80)
teachers’ English
language teaching in
classrooms.
10. The O-NET
preparation has 2.8(11) 10(40) 25.3(101) 41.5(166) 20.5(82)

influence on my
English language

learning in classrooms.
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The opinions about the consistency between the O-NET and curriculum

As shown in Table 21, the tendency of students’ opinions about the contents
of the O-NET based on the curriculum and the contents of the O-NET related to
textbooks were varied. Even though more than half of students agreed that the test
was based on the curriculum (57%), some students approximately 36% were not
sure with this statement. 7% of them disagreed with this statement. Moreover, the
majority of students (47.1%) agreed that the contents of the O-NET were related to
the contents in textbooks. There were approximately 34% of teachers who were not

sure with this statement. 19% of students disagreed with this statement.

For the interview results, most students said that the contents of the test
were not related to the contents in English textbooks. Excerpt 17 said that the
contents they learn in textbook were not tested on the O-NET. Excerpt 18
complained about the difficulty of vocabulary and said that no tested vocabulary
found in textbook. Regarding the consistency between contents of the test and
curriculum, some students in group interviews did not believe that the contents of
the test were based on the curriculum because the test emphasized only some
skills. Excerpt 19 said that listening and speaking skills were not tested on the O-NET.
Another student in Excerpt 20 also showed that the O-NET did not focus on four

skills but emphasized critical-thinking skill.

Excerpt 17:
“ilowvesdoaavenivuazeonlunsetuidom lumidosouae”
“The contents of the test were too difficult and were not relevant to the
contents in textbooks.”

(Low-achieving student A, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)
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Excerpt 18:

“GrminaouludluniidoSuas”
“There was no tested vocabulary found in the textbook.”
(High-achieving student A, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)

Excerpt 19:
“Togouiduniserueehuagludnisiauaznisnm”
“The test emphasized reading skills only. There were no listening and speaking
skills.”
(High-achieving student D, Group 1, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 20:
“nulsifnirteaouazdamuvangns ing1zdeaeuesiluinyen1sAn IATILY
§3vIUnFasiiuEiney e wa o7y (Tou”
“I did not think the test based on curriculum because the O-NET
focused on critical thinking skills, but the regular class focused on four skills:
listening, speaking, reading and writing.”

(Low-achieving student B, Group 8, Large School, February 17, 2014)

The opinions about content assessed in the O-NET

As shown in Table 21, most Grade 9 students had tendency to agree that the
O-NET was used to check their proficiency (65.5%) and the O-NET emphasized
critical-thinking skills (62.1%). This is consistent with the interview results. Most
students agreed that the O-NET mainly emphasized critical-thinking skills. For
example, Excerpt 21 said that the O-NET focused on critical-thinking skills as well as
finding main idea. Regarding using the O-NET to check students’ English proficiency,
most students agreed that the test helped them to measure their level of English
proficiency. Excerpt 24 said that the O-NET could measure their English proficiency. If

she got low scores, she should practice more to enhance English proficiency. Student
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in Excerpt 23 believed that he could not do the test because he had low level of

English proficiency.

Excerpt 21:
“Towdnennann azidunshnainsizviuazwlonuaiey”
“The O-NET is very difficult. It emphasized critical-thinking skills and finding
main ideas.
(High-achieving student B, Group 9, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
Excerpt 22:

“Toqgoulaidintsiiiouuasyinwen 1A A T8

“The O-NET emphasized reading and critical thinking skills.”

(Low-achieving student B, Group 8, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 23:
“lyphdeaevlulaiaginsizisiliinisingy”
“We could not do the test because we were not good at English.”

(Low-achieving student A, Group 6, Medium School, February 12, 2014)

Excerpt 24:

“Somevltinmaimarnsalan suswhioseulilsuainsigodnu iy
nINANAY”

“The test could measure my abilities. If | could not do the test, it meant that
I needed to study English more and more.”

(High-achieving student C, Group 11, Large School, February 26, 2014)
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The opinions about purpose of the O-NET

As shown in Table 21, the tendency of students’ opinions about using O-NET
scores as criterion for exit examination and using O-NET scores as indication of how
well students learned in classrooms were varied. Even though most students (58.3%)
agreed and strongly agreed with the idea to use O-NET scores for exit examination.
Some of them (25.5%) were not sure with this idea and about 16% disagreed with
this idea. Regarding using O-NET scores as indication of how well students learned in
classroom, the majority of students (59.1%) agreed that the O-NET scores could
indicate how well they learned in classroom. There were approximately 27.8% who
were not sure with this statement. 13.3% of them disagreed with this statement.

For the results from group interviews, when considering using the O-NET
scores as criterion for exit examination, some students disagreed with the idea.
Excerpt 25 said that she was afraid that the O-NET might affect the school grade.
Excerpt 26 mentioned that this idea affected her to have more pressure to increase
the O-NET scores. Regarding the use of the O-NET scores as indication of how well
students learn in classrooms, there were different opinions among students. Some
students agreed and said that high-achieving students often reviewed contents
related to the O-NET. Excerpt 27 believed that those students who performed well
in the class might get higher O-NET scores. Excerpt 28 disagreed that the O-NET
scores indicated how they learn English in classrooms. He said that the contents of

the O-NET were different from the contents he learned in regular class.

Excerpt 25:
“pundpsuuseulowinasdiadounamseilsaSouldasuulonings 30%”
“I was afraid that my English grade was affected from the O-NET scores
because my school used 30% of the O-NET scores for exit examination.”

(Hlgh-achieving student D, Group 1, Small School, February 10, 2014)
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Excerpt 26:

“wylsiviud g sannaduiiseaiunzuuuloninn
“I disagreed with this idea because | felt more pressure to increase the scores”

(High-achieving student D, Group 1, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 27:
“wyAnInieuthezlinsuulowdngunsiznltalusumamSeusaeuigesiae ”
“I believed that my friend might get high O-NET scores because she spent a lot
of time on the O-NET preparation.”
(Low-achieving student D, Group 12, Large School, February 26, 2014)
Excerpt 28:
“callaifnininldingizidon ludeaouunnaisnmdeomisnsuluionsey”
“I did not think it could measure because the contents of the O-NET were
different from the contents that we had learned in classrooms.”

(Low-achieving student D, Group 10, Medium School, February 20, 2014)

The opinions about impact of the O-NET

As shown in Table 21, most Grade 9 students had tendency to agree that the
O-NET preparation had influence on their English language learning (62%) and English
language teaching in classrooms (61%). This is consistent with the results from group
interview. When considering the impact of test preparation on learning, Grade 9
students agreed that the test preparation had impact on their learning. Some
believed that it had negative impact. Excerpt 29 said that he could not catch up with
regular lessons, and didn’t understand what teachers had taught in classrooms
because teachers skipped some contents in order to prepare him for the O-NET and
stopped regular class to tutor the O-NET. However, some students especially high-
achieving students believed that the test affected their learning positively. For

example, students in Excerpt 30 said that they could review contents they had
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learned for 3 years in the lower secondary level. It also encouraged them to be
more active in preparing for the test. Regarding the impact of test preparation on
teaching, students said that it had influence on their teaching. Most students
believed that it affected on their teachers’ teaching negatively because teachers
could not cover all content within the limited time. Excerpt 31 said that teachers
skipped some parts in the textbooks in order to focus on tested contents. Student in
Excerpt 32 said that her school had to postpone final exam schedule because
teacher could not finish all contents within the regular time. Few students said that it
had no impact because their teachers could apply the test-related contents to the

regular class as shown in Excerpt 33.
Excerpt 29:

“GaarianIaeunsy msrzagesienomfaunsnluiviund ililsnseusarng
laiviu”
“It affected my learning because teacher included the O-NET in regular class,
so we could not catch up with our regular lessons.”
(Low-achieving student E, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 30:
“It had positive impact on my learning because | could review contents that |
have learned for 3 years.”
“samanmensiseunsums iz dunsunauilomeeSouUsynal 3 tludae
(High-achieving student B, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 31:
“ngaouSaaunsinsy usagiuidonnnasedumidely”
“Teacher taught all content about grammar, but she skipped some parts in the
textbooks.”

(High-achieving student B, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)



110

Excerpt 32:
“TruSeuvousdoudutiamenny nseaglisnnsaaouidonlinsunelunaii
Amuala”
“My school postponed final exam schedule because teachers couldn’t teach
all content within the regular time.”
(Low-achieving student C, Group 12, Large School, February 26, 2014)
Excerpt 33:
“bigsmansy nswazandouleaidommsiatitunisounsy”
“It didn’t affect teaching because teacher linked test-related contents to the
regular teaching.”

(High-achieving student A, Group 1, Small School, February 10, 2014)
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Research Question 3

To what extent does the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) have any

washback effects on English language teaching in Grade 9?7

To answer this Research Question, the data were collected using
questionnaires and interviews. 75 English teachers were asked to rate their frequency
of the activities they did when they taught English in the questionnaire. 6 of them
were participated in the semi-structured interviews. Moreover, 400 Grade 9 students
were asked to rate the frequency of what their teachers did when taught English in
the questionnaires. 60 of them were participated in 12 group interviews. The results
of teacher and student questionnaires were analyzed by using arithmetic mean (M),
standard deviation (SD), and independent samples t-test. The results of teachers’
semi-structured interviews and students’ group interviews were analyzed by using
content analysis.

The researcher used arithmetic means to analyze the quantitative data. They

were interpreted as follows:
The scores between 4.21-5.00 means teachers always did it.
The scores between 3.41-4.20 means teachers often did it.
The scores between 2.61-3.40 means teachers did it sometimes.
The scores between 1.81-2.60 means teachers seldom did it.
The scores between 1.00-1.80 means teachers never did it.

The results were shown in eight areas of teaching as follows: content of
teaching, teaching method, teacher-made assessment, teacher talk, time allotment
for test preparation, teacher assigned homework, nervousness and anxiety, and

atmosphere of the class.



112

1. Washback effects of the O-NET on content of teaching
Table 22

The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Samples T-Test of Content of

Teaching
T-Test for
Perceptions of Participants Equality of Means
Teachers Grade 9 Total
(n=75) Students (n=475)
(n=400)

Content of Teaching M SD M SD M SD t df p
1.1 Teaching English contents and 429 74 377 93 385 .92 -4.6 473 .00

skills based on the Basic Education

Core Curriculum B.E. 2551.

1.2 Teaching English contents and 39BN N3 7S, 95 382 93 -1.7 118 .08

skills which are more likely to

appear on the O-NET.

1.3 Using textbooks to teach English in  3.68 .91 391 95 387 .95 1.88 473 .06

classrooms.

1.4 Using previous O-NET tests and 3.67 .96 388 .94 385 .94 1.79 473 .07
other O-NET related materials to

teach English in classrooms.

*p < .05.

There were no significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions towards teaching contents related to the O-NET, using past O-
NET exams and other O-NET related materials in classrooms, and using textbooks to
teach in classrooms. However, there were significant differences at .05 level between
teachers’ and students’ perceptions on teaching English contents and skills based on

the curriculum.
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As shown in Table 22, the questionnaire results showed that teachers often
used textbook as main material in classrooms (M = 3.87, SD= .95) and they often
used previous O-NET tests and other O-NET-related materials to teach in classrooms
(M = 3.85, SD=.94). This is consistent with the interview results. All teachers revealed
that they mainly used textbooks to teach in classrooms. Excerpt 34 said that
contents of teaching were based on textbook. Grade 9 students in Excerpt 35 said
that teachers used textbooks as main material and used other resources from the
Internet and provided worksheets. Moreover, the interview results showed that
teachers taught contents related to the O-NET and used previous O-NET tests and
other O-NET related materials such as pre O-NET to tutor students in classrooms as

presented in Excerpts 36-37.

Excerpt 34:
“guuldmidaituammsmidomigeunsdewulumiie”
“I mainly used English textbooks because my teaching contents were based in
textbooks.”
(English teacher F, Large School, February 26, 2014)
Excerpt 35:
“agoxldmisoseuuas luauaouludy”
“Teacher used textbooks and worksheets to teach in classrooms.”
(Low-achieving student D, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 36:
“Tnumudomiiierloudnlidnlaeldnindosevinuasmidesa”
“I reviewed contents relevant to the O-NET to my students by using previous
O-NET tests and tutorial books.”

(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
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Excerpt 37:
“mgasieI90ao U MAEWTIoIIna G
“Teacher tutored us by using previous O-NET tests and pre O-NET.”

(Low-achieving student C, Group 4, Small School, February 11, 2014)

There were significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions on teaching English contents and skills based on the
curriculum, t (473) = -4.6, p =.00. The results showed that there were different levels
of frequency between teachers’ and students’ perceptions. the mean scores of
teachers had higher than Grade 9 students. Teachers always taught content based on
the curriculum (M= 4.29, SD =.74). Students perceived that teachers often taught
content based on the curriculum (M= 3.77, SD = .93). The interviews of English
teachers showed that teachers taught contents based on the curriculum; however,
they paid more attention to grammar and vocabulary. For example, Excerpt 38 said
that she taught in accordance with the curriculum but mainly emphasized grammar
in classrooms. Most Grade 9 students also perceived that their teachers emphasized
more grammar and vocabulary. For example, excerpt 39 mentioned that their
teacher taught grammar most of the time and sometimes taught conversation based

on textbook.

Excerpt 38:

“WomvesuniTgunzdnumangnsay Undazidulignsalunnmaw vinwenis
Foarslumosliaou”
“Contents of lesson were based on the curriculum. | normally emphasized

grammar rather than vocabulary. | hardly taught communication skills.”

(English teacher A, Small School, February 10, 2014)
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Excerpt 39:

“ngaoumAiuaslaensalnnndy aggeumsaumnmumiidetuunnss”
“Teacher focused more on vocabulary and grammar; she sometimes taught
conversation based on English textbooks”

(High-achieving student B, Group 3, Small School, February 11, 2014)
Excerpt 40:
“ayufusoulaensaluaseAninasiiiGeusy”
“Teacher often taught erammar and vocabulary every time we studied.”

(Low-achieving student A, Group 12, Large School, February 26, 2014)

2. Washback effects of the O-NET on teaching method
Table 23
The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Samples T-Test of Teaching

Method

T-Test for Equality

Perceptions of Participants of Means
Teachers Grade 9 Total
(n=75) Students (n=475)
(n=400)
Teaching Method M SD M SO M SOt df p

2.1 Changing teaching methods 380 .98 371 100 373 100 -69 473 .48
to help students to succeed

on the O-NET.

2.2 Teaching test-taking 383 .89 374 103 376 100 -65 473 51

strategies in classrooms.

2.3 Using communicative 395 76 3.67 .99 371 96 -2.77 1248 .00
language teaching approach

in classrooms.

2.4 Using student-centered 4.03 .80 356 .99 3.63 97 -4.45 120.3 .00

approach in classrooms.

*p < .05.
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There were no significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions on teaching test-taking strategies and changing methods to
help students perform well on the O-NET. In contrast, there were significant
differences at .05 level between teachers’ and students’ perceptions in terms of
using communicative language teaching approach and using student-centered
approach in classrooms.

As shown in Table 23, teachers often taught test-taking strategies in
classrooms (M= 3.76, SD = 1.00). Moreover, they often changed their teaching
methods to help students performed well on the O-NET (M= 3.73, SD= 1.00). The
interviewed teachers and Grade 9 students said that teachers taught test-taking
strategies in classrooms such as guessing words from the context, scanning, skimming,
finding main ideas, and reading questions before reading passages as stated in
Excerpts 41-44. Moreover, the interview results showed that teachers changed their
teaching method with an aim to help students perform well on the test. For
example, Excerpt 45 revealed that he normally introduced the lessons, taught the
contents, and assigned students to do exercise or homework in the regular teaching.
On the other hand, when he tutored students, he firstly asked students to do the
previous O-NET by themselves, and then he showed the answers and explained the

unclear questions to students.

Excerpt 41:
“ﬂgvamﬁniﬁ’aﬁuﬂ"m71/n'amm”m’ayna”vma'7mﬁaﬁm uazfaouyunadaaunuile
AN UpzaaunISINININYSUY
“I told students to read the questions before reading passages. | also taught
scanning and skimming techniques and guessing words from the context.”

(English teacher B, Small School, February 11, 2014)
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Excerpt 42:
“nazvania il s ag e nUselenusnuasselongaingvesdeony  uasan

s

VoA IiIIAEITATINAY LU AIIUVIEYEIFITT TineT 1”
“I told them to find the main idea from the first or the last sentences of the
paragraph. | also told them to remember keyword such as the meaning of the

word ‘refer to’.

(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
Excerpt 43:
“ITOUN KA ITUN TN INUSUNATY”
“She taught us about guessing words from the context.”
(Low-achieving student E, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 44:
“agueniy s 1UssnnvesrAnd ussAlmsienTondnoundanoseruionauinda”
“Teacher told us to remember the part of speech of vocabulary and read the
questions before reading passages.”

(High-achieving student B, Group 5, Medium School, February 12, 2014)

Excerpt 45:

“WaURINSAO USRI Se U UNAR UM TR I TN AN
umiSeu aouilon uasAlddFvuULRn uidraouda wes bl whdeaouinuay
vo5UIgA10 YYD

“I changed my teaching methods between teaching regular lessons and
teaching tutorial lessons. When | taught regular lessons, | introduced the lesson,
taught the contents, and assigned students to do exercises. In contrast, for
teaching tutorial lessons, | gave students previous O-NET tests and explained
each question in details.”

(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
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Excerpt 46:
“pgvzaounau uaIlivilveuazizdnisaeviivesuuudtensulunIuung noud
AzIziYeaavNas I TlTiay e ”
“Teacher taught us first, and then we did worksheets and quizzes in regular
class. When she tutored us, she used previous O-NET tests and explained each
question to us.”

(Low-achieving student A, Group 2, Small School, Febrauary 10, 2014)

Excerpt 47:
“pyaoulensaludalisaoens uaglivimuvinds usgniuda aglilsmesidesey
1NN kazkasiaste”
“Teacher taught grammar, gave some examples, and assigned us to do
exercises. But, when she tutored us, she had us to do the previous O-NET tests,
and then she gave an answer to each question.”

(High-achieving student C, Group 11, Large School, February 26, 2014)

There were significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions in terms of using communicative language teaching approach, t
(124)= -2.77, p =.00 and using student-centered approach in classrooms, t (120)= -
4.45, p =.00. The results showed that teachers’ and students’ perceptions were at
the same level of frequency, but teachers had higher mean scores than Grade 9
students. Teachers often used communicative language teaching approach and used
student-centered approach in classrooms (M= 3.95, SD = .76; M= 4.03, SD = .80,
respectively). Grade 9 students also perceived that teachers often used
communicative language teaching approach and student-centered approach (M=
3.67, SD = .99; M= 3.56, SD = .99, respectively).

Regarding student-centered approach, the interview results are consistent

with the questionnaire results. Some teachers focused on student-centered
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approach. Excerpt 48 said that she tried to encourage students to participate more in
learning activities rather than teaching them in front of the class. The interviews of
Grade 9 students in Excerpt 50 revealed that teacher used student-centered
approach by using various activities in classrooms. Regarding using communicative
language teaching approach, the interview results are contradicted with the
questionnaire results. The interviews of teachers and Grade 9 students said that
teachers did not focus on communicative language teaching approach when they
taught regular English course in classrooms. Excerpt 51 said that she did not use this

approach in classrooms but taught the basic English conversation.

Excerpt 48:
“fiosdngiSouuguenane sslilyriaungudualng mswdnyminudungu
wivslanugleasniimsisiluduseumegmisios”
“I focused on student-centered approach. | often assigned them to work in
group because when they worked in group, they gained more knowledge than |
taught them in front of the class.”

(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)

Excerpt 49:
“agenAanssulsinldlSousmenuies suvSousieines wiannsaiunImgi
hasogenn s seuYe Uyl
“I employed various activities in classrooms to help them learned by
themselves. If they learned by themselves, they could increase their knowledge
which furthered their learning.”

(English teacher A, Small School, February 10, 2014)
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Excerpt 50:
“a3v mysounyulugiSouiuguena azifonssudugesiaussnirasey uasnzs
wene s i lavmseua nslile awsoniulanaoniiad”
“Yes, teacher used student-centered approach in classrooms. She had a lot of
activities while studying. She tried to help us to understand the lessons. If we
didn’t understand, we could ask her any time.”

(Low-achieving student E, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)

Excerpt 51:
“wmsaeuuvuitumisieasluneslalony Azazihuaunaununiiuguay”
“Communicative language teaching approach was rarely employed in my class.

| focused only on Basic English conversation.”

(English teacher A, Small School, February 10, 2014)

Excerpt 52:
“su3slaensalluFnsinguigiuuSeunsiomshindnguaiuiung
YIWNYI
“We studied grammatical rules in Basic English Course, but communicative skills
were taught in additional English course with foreign teacher.

(High-achieving student B, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)



3. Washback effects of the O-NET on teacher-based assessment

Table 24
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The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Sample T-Test of Teacher-Based

Assessment
T-Test for
Perceptions of Participants Equality
of Means
Teachers Grade 9 Total
(n=75) students
Teacher-Based Assessment (n=400) (n=475)
M so M s m sp todfop
3.1 Adapting test-items from previous  3.75 .93 366 1.0 3.67 100 -70 473 48
O-NET tests for English tests in
classrooms.
3.2 Adjusting classroom assessment 3.84 .90 3.63 .98 3.66 .97 -1.8 109 .06
to match with the formats of the
O-NET such as using multiple-
choice test to evaluate students’
learning.
3.3 Using performance-based 371 .85 351 1.0 354 1.0 -1.7 121 .08
Assessment to evaluate students’
English language learning such as
Essay writing, pair-work, role-play,
group discussion, portfolios,
diaries, and self-assessment.
4. Assessing students English ability 400 .78 344 10 352 10 -53 128 .00

based on the objectives of the

syllabus.

*p<.05.
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There were no significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions on adapting test-items from the previous O-NET exams to
school assessment and adjusting the classroom assessment to match with the format
of the O-NET. In contrast, there were significant differences at .05 level between
teachers’” and students’ perceptions in term of assessing students based on the
objectives of the syllabus.

As shown in Table 24, teachers often adapted test items from previous O-NET
tests for classroom assessment (M= 3.67, SD = 1.00) and often used multiple-choice
questions, which was the same format of the O-NET, to evaluate students’ learning
(M= 3.66, SD = .97). They are consistent with the qualitative data. The interviews of
English teachers revealed that some of them adapted test items from previous O-
NET tests and used the same types of questions as well as the O-NET for their school
tests as shown in Excerpts 53-54. Some of Grade 9 students perceived that their
school tests were similar to the O-NET. For example, Excerpt 56 said that they were
similar to the O-NET in terms of type of quesitons. However, others perceived that
the O-NET was different from the school tests. For example, Excerpts 55 said that the
O-NET emphasized reading and critical-thinking skills which were different from the
school tests. When considering using the same test format as well as the O-NET, the
interviews of teachers and Grade 9 students said that teachers used multiple-choice
questions as the format of their school tests as depicted in Excerpts 57-58.

Excerpt 53:
“ynmawindreiudoaeulatntaudlslsimunmsiziniSeueraiiniemauly
amsuiyr”

“Some questions were similar to the O-NET, but it was not all questions based
on the O-NET because students might think that it was difficult to them.”

(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
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Excerpt 54:
“Phemezeargiudeaeulends 1oy winaniunsal”
“The questions were related to the O-NET such as the situations.”
(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)

Excerpt 55:

“luAnmarensizteaeuloidnisiiue sz yinvensAn AT UadeaounaNn A
uazvarenmazeonsuisuseuluniiie”
“I don’t think they were similar because the O-NET emphasized reading and
critical thinking skills, but the mid-term and final exams were based on what
we had learned in the textbooks.”
(Low-achieving student B, Group 8, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 56:
“Sogoufina1eAulewls ins1zdanvaemnIuna1e9m 19U UNaUNIUaZINTUL”
“The school tests were similar to the O-NET in terms of the types of questions
such as conversation and grammar.”
(High-achieving student B, Group 9, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
Excerpt 57:
“SogourimuaunInum UM AT UL wilamuaIAzy wioid
A"
All of them were multiple-choice questions. Some questions were
conversations, finding the main idea, or filling in the blank.”
(English teacher F, Large School, February 26, 2014)
Excerpt 58:
“JoaouazTunInumaAsy”
“The test was multiple-choice questions.”

(High-achieving student A, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)
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There were significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions in term of assessing students based on the objectives of the
syllabus, t (128.5)= -5.3, p = .00. The results from teachers and Grade 9 students
were at the same level of frequency; however, teachers had higher mean scores
than Grade 9 students. Teachers said that they often assessed students based on the
objectives of the syllabus (M= 4.00, SD = .78). Students also perceived that teachers
often assessed them based on the objectives of the syllabus (M= 3.44, SD = 1.0). This
is consistent with the qualitative data. The interviewed teachers said that they
designed the school tests, which were quizzes, mid-term and final exams, from the
contents they taught in classrooms as revealed in Excerpts 59-60. The group
interviews of Grade 9 students showed that they were evaluated on what they had

learned in classrooms as shown in Excerpts 61-62.

Excerpt 59:

“Someuiosiondonvinuuuilndanseluunseuilsiaoulvesn”
“The school tests were based on exercises or the lessons that | had taught in
classrooms.”
(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
Excerpt 60:
“SomouasSenuiatinlunsngnsitundn”
“The test was mainly based on the indicators in the curriculum.”
(English teacher F, Large School, February 26, 2014)
Excerpt 61:
“JoaoUNaNNIALAYUAIEN AT IUTT USSRy
“The mid-term and final exams were based on what we had learned.”

(High-achieving student C, Group 1, Small School, February 10, 2014)
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Excerpt 62:

“1ilonI1v09oaaUILeONM INUNTHUTIAFAOUNINT)”
“The contents of the test were based on lessons teachers taught us.”

(Low-achieving student A, Group 6, Medium School, February 12, 2014)

4 Washback effects of the O-NET on teacher talk

Table 25

The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Samples T-Test of Teacher Talk

T-Test for Equality

Perceptions of Participants of Means
Teachers Grade 9 Total
(n=75) Students (n=475)
(n=400) t df P
Teacher Talk M SD M SD M SD

1. Using only English when | teach 351 89, 344 97 345 95 -55 473 .58

English in classrooms.

2. Using English with occasional 3.80 .69 380 98 380 94 -053 135 .95
Thai explanation when | teach

English in classrooms.

3. Using only Thai when | teach 281 119 323 121 317 120 274 473 .00

English in classrooms.

*p<.05.

There were no significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions on using English and Thai explanation in classrooms and using
only English in classrooms. On the other hand, there were significant differences at
.05 level between teachers’ and Grade 9 students’ perceptions towards using only

Thai to teach in classrooms.
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As shown in Table 25, teachers often used English with occasional Thai
explanation in classrooms (M= 3.80, SD = .94). However, this is not consistent with
the qualitative data. The qualitative data from English teachers and Grade 9 students
revealed that teachers used both Thai and English as mediums of instruction to
teach regular and tutorial lessons. Thai was used as the main language of instruction
about 60-80%. However, English was occasionally used when teachers greeted their
students, asked questions, pronounced words, and read passages. Furthermore,
when teachers taught tutorial lessons, they also used Thai rather than English.
English was used only when they pronounced words and read sentences. Excerpt 67
revealed that the amount of time they used English in classrooms depended on their
students’ English language proficiency.

Excerpt 63:

“gaurnezlinimine lnewade 80% 150 wsinguwaainiyithmy”
“I used Thai on average about 80% and used English when | asked students
some questions.”
(English teacher A, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 64:
iantwlneuassnguay usiunfosldnmwlnevssaias 60% lnsianisnavasure
unsusiliian nrndangulddmsurinmenin”
“I used both Thai and English, but | normally used Thai about 60% especially
when | explained grammar to my students. English was used for greeting my
students.”
(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 65:
“n3leviaosntv usldnwinethmanyssaia 80%”
“Teacher used both Thai and English, but Thai was used about 80% as main
medium of instruction.”

(High-achieving student C, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)
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Excerpt 66:
“AzavidunIwilngUsyana 60% AU AFILNANTHISINGUNOUINAININ UasAFDY
asuentlunrvilnelyiite”
“Teacher mainly used Thai for about 60% as medium of instruction. She used
English when she asked some questions, and then she explained in details in
Thai.”

(Low-achieving student E, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)

Excerpt 67:
“Fuegiiuriony drioadninsfezldnmdmguunnnds fniaaudneaudesldniwlne
170n37.”
“It depended on each class. | used English rather than Thai with high-achieving
students, but | used Thai more than English with low-achieving students.”

(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)

There were significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and Grade 9
students’ perceptions towards using only Thai to teach in classrooms, t (473) = 2.74,
p =.00. The results from teachers and students were at the same level of frequency;
on the other hand, the mean scores of teachers were lower than the mean scores of
Grade 9 students. Teachers said that they sometimes used only Thai to teach in
classrooms (M= 2.81, SD = 1.19). Students perceived that teachers sometimes used
only Thai to teach in classrooms (M= 3.23, SD = 1.21). This is not consistent with the
interview results. Teachers and Grade 9 students revealed that teachers did not use
only Thai to teach in classrooms. They used both Thai and English, but Thai was

mainly used in classrooms.



5. Washback effects of the O-NET on time allotment for a test
Preparation

Table 26
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The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Samples T-Test of Time Allotment

for a Test Preparation

T-Test for Equality

Perceptions of Participants of Means
Teachers Grade 9 Total
(n=75) Students (n=475)
(n=400)
Time Allotment for
Test Preparation M SD M SD M SD t df p
5.1 Spending time on classroom 359 94 351 95 352 95 -63 473 52
activities that help students
perform well on the O-NET
e.g., vocabulary and grammar
activities.
5.2 Spending time after class to 341 102 331 115 332 110 -74 473 .46
review contents that are likely
to appear on the O-NET to
students.
5.3 Spending time on classroom 380 .80 352 100 356 100 -26 124 .00

activities that help students
improve their English
proficiency e.g., listening and

speaking activities.
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Table 26 (Continued)

T-Test for Equality

Perceptions of Participants of Means
Teachers Grade 9 Total
(n=75) Students (n=475)
(n=400)
Time Allotment for
Test Preparation M SD M SD M SD t df P

5.4 Spending time on classroom 361 .80 351 .99 353 96 -98 120 .328
activities that help students
improve their critical thinking

skills.

*0<.05.

There were no significant differences at .05 level on time spending to help
students perform well on the O-NET and time spending to improve critical thinking
skills. In contrast, there were significant differences at .05 level between teachers and
Grade 9 students on time spending for improving students’ English proficiency.

As shown in Table 26, teachers often spent time to help students improved
their critical thinking skills (M= 3.53, SD = .96). Moreover, they often spent time to
help students perform well on the O-NET (M= 3.52, SD = .95). They are similar to the
interview results. The interviews of teachers and Grade 9 students revealed that
teachers spent time to improve students’ critical thinking skills. Student in Excerpt 70
revealed that they enhanced their critical thinking skills when teacher tutored them
for the O-NET. Regarding time spending for the O-NET preparation, the interviews of
teachers and group interviews of Grade 9 students showed that all of teachers spent
time to review contents related to the O-NET especially in the last two or three
weeks before students did the test. They used their regular class time to tutor their

students. Some of them used other classes for test preparation such sports or
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elective classes. Other teachers used extra time such as in the early morning for test-
preparation. They were all revealed in Excerpts 71-76.

Excerpt 68:
“pgimenenlnliiyizsnanveladinven sannsiey”
“I tried to practice them to think to enhance their critical-thinking skills.”
(English teacher B, Small School, February 11, 2014)
Excerpt 69:
“worvzlefiniinsenuasvinyen e in e flutalieia”
“They could practice reading as well as critical thinking skills in tutorial class.”
(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 70:
“agaouiilomdaitsiuinyynisindnsiilidiensy”
“Teachers taught tutorial lessons which helped me to enhance critical-thinking

skills.”
(High-achieving student C, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)

Excerpt 71:
“TurdummiiuaalsuSoulusriineinsneuenundamnivissae 4 Su”
“Last week, the school hired tutors to tutor every subject on the O-NET for
four days.”
(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)
Excerpt 72:
“osAudnlutusouriadougninenouaoy usiosarausunisiaiausduneulng
SeuuuatoaeouinmseTnilietedldidnay”
“I tutored students in classrooms during last month before students took the
test, but | planned my tutoring lessons at the beginning of the semester by
finding previous O-NET tests and test-related materials for my students.”

(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)
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Excerpt 73:
“AglowIaIAIUMTIMSen UYL eIl
“Teachers used sports or elective classes to tutor the O-NET.”
(Low-achieving student A, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 74:
“AgAI2-3 orTndaaienauaey”
“Teacher tutored us in the last two or three weeks before testing.”
(High-achieving student C, Group 4, Small School, February 11, 2014)
Excerpt 75:
“agialsisrluraatineuiisressuseuivung”
“Teacher tutored us in the early morning before we started the regular class.”
(High-achieving student C, Group 5, Medium School, February 12, 2014)

Excerpt 76:

' 2
a a o

“ﬁgmlmmmm'wa”owamimaunmdmmwmawﬂzffa1/77Unﬁmgﬁaw7§ﬂm’}gm?yufmj
WwvenahneuTImunveSeuesls duSeudndiviivsvenliis e miaFeiseu
21998”

“Teacher began tutoring after we took the mid-term exam. He taught regular
and tutorial lessons in classrooms. He told us in advance what we had to learn
next time. If we learned regular lessons, he asked us to bring the textbooks.”

(Low-achieving student B, Group 10, Medium School, February 20, 2014)

There were significant differences at .05 level between teachers and Grade 9
students on time spending for improving students’ English proficiency, t (124.2) = -
2.6, p =.00. The results from teachers and students were at the same level of
frequency; however, teachers had higher mean scores than Grade 9 students.
Teachers said that they often spent time on activities that helped students to
improve their English proficiency (M= 3.80, SD = .80). Grade 9 students perceived that
their English teachers often spent time to help them improved their language

proficiency (M= 3.52, SD = 1.03). The interviews of English teachers showed that
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some of them spent time to enhance students’ four skills in regular class including
listening, speaking, reading, and writing. However, they emphasized only reading skills
in tutorial class such as Excerpt 77. The data from group interviews of Grade 9
students showed that teachers spent time to improve their students’ English

proficiency especially reading and writing skills such as Excerpt 79.

Excerpt 77:
“fgouiiarnususlunIvund uiimiunsernluidomia”
“I taught four skills in regular class, but | emphasized reading skills in tutorial
lessons.”
(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 78:
“casgouils W o1 (e winaulugfesiluinyesuniseruasndou”
“I taught listening, speaking, reading and writing. Most of them improved
reading and writing skills”.
(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
Excerpt 79:
“PgaouIInye Uvziunso a1 nTon”
“Teacher taught four skills but emphasized reading and writing skills”.
(High-achieving students D, Group 11, Large School, February 26, 2014)
Excerpt 80:
“agiiunsenlngiamiznouiingininisr”
“Teacher focused on reading skills especially when she tutored us”.

(Low-achieving students E, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)



6. Washback effects of the O-NET on teacher assigned homework

Table 27

The Means, Standard Deviations, and Independent Samples T-Test of Teacher

Assigned Homework
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T-Test for
Perceptions of Participants Equality
of Means
Grade 9
Teachers Students Total
Teacher Assigned Homework (n=75) (n=400) (n=475)
M SD. M SD. M SD.t daf  p
6.1 Assigning homework based in 369 95 364 100 365 100 -41 ar3 .67
English textbooks exercises.
6.2 Assigning homework relevant to 359193 352 1.00 353 1.00 -54 473 58
the O-NET such as practicing the
past exam papers or practicing
reading comprehension activities.
6.3 Assigning group and pair work 371 .88 344 100 348 1.00 -22 118 .02

activities to students.

*p<.05.

There were no significant differences at .05 level in term of teachers’ and

students’ opinions on assigning homework relevant to the O-NET. However, there

were significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and students’ perceptions

on assigning group and pair work activities.

As shown in Table 27, teachers often assisned homework based on the

textbooks (M= 3.65, SD= 1.0). Moreover, they often assigned homework relevant to

the O-NET (M= 3.53, SD = 1.0). The results of questionnaire are consistent with the

interview results. For the results of interview, most English teachers assigned
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homework based on exercises in textbooks such as Excerpt 81. Excerpt 82 assigned
homework based on the contents of the lesson and got students to do exercises in
the worksheets. Student in Excerpt 83 perceived that their teachers assigned
homework based in textbook exercises. Moreover, the interviews of teachers and
Grade 9 students said that teachers assisned homework relevant to the O-NET. For
example, Excerpt 85 said that he assigned students to do the previous O-NET tests as

their homework.

Excerpt 81:
“fiaein st duidonmesunisen s liiniseurindulumumseuvudnialy
g ”
“I assigned homework based on contents of the lesson. Students were
assigned to do worksheets or exercises in textbooks.”
(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)
Excerpt 82:
“mrsthudemulunisiouasIuluauinusaudaudonnanunassunsy”
“I assiscned homework based in textbooks and worksheets that | adapted
contents from other sources.”
(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
Excerpt 83:
“N5U R8I NLUURINRlumilsAeISeuasy”
“Homework was based on exercises in the textbook.”
(High-achieving student C, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 84:
“aglilynideaeuininies uasiasaslinauluviiduduunnss”
“They were assigned to do previous O-NET tests in classrooms and |
sometimes gave them to do at home.”

(English teacher A, Small School, February 10, 2014)
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Excerpt 85:

“Fimruiifeitestudoseunsy Felwiniewhdoaoun it

“I assigned homework related to the O-NET by getting students to do previous

O-NET tests at home.”

(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)

Excerpt 86:

“Anstmanegiuteaeutiede iy wanddniuasensains”

“There was homework similar to the O-NET such as vocabulary and grammar.”

(Low-achieving student D, Group 12, Large School, February 26, 2014)

There were significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions on assigning group and pair work activities, t (118.5) = -2.2, p
=.02. The results from teachers and students are at the same level of frequency; on
the other hand, teachers had higher mean scores than Grade 9 students. Teachers
said that they often assigned group and pair work activities to students (M= 3.71, SD
= .88). Students perceived that their teachers often assigned group and pair work
activities to them (M= 3.44, SD = 1.00). For the interviews of English teachers, most of
teachers assigned group or pair work activities for their students as shown in Excerpts
87-88. Most of Grade 9 students also perceived that teachers assigned them to do

pair and group work. Excerpt 89 said that she was assigned to read dialogue in pairs.

Excerpt 87:
“UniSeuivinnssugegnsy wulivilusumsesuunaunumulunilsse
“They did pair-work activities such as doing worksheets or reading dialogues in
textbooks.”

(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
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Excerpt 88:
“pgliyienudungu”
“I assigned them to work in group.”
(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 89:
“sienaiugviosdnsiuagiinunauni)”
“We worked in pairs to memorise vocabulary and practiced conversation.”

(Low-achieving student C, Group 6, Medium School, February 12, 2014)

7. Washback effects of the O-NET on nervousness and anxiety

Table 28

The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Samples T-Test of Nervousness

and Anxiety
T-Test for Equality
Perceptions of Participants of Means
Grade 9
Teachers Students Total
(n=75) (n=400) (n=475)
Nervousness and Anxiety M SD M SD M SD t df P

7.1 Feeling pressure either from the 365 1.14 351 1.00 37 400 -1.11 743 .26
school or students to improve

the students’ O-NET scores.

7.2 Feeling nervous and fear the 382 105 358 1.00 3.6 113 242 473 01
poor test results of students’
English ability.

7.3 Expecting students to perform 387 93 355 1.00 3.6 1.00 -2.65 112 .00

well on the O-NET.

*p<.05.
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There were no significant differences at .05 level in terms of feeling pressure
from the external factors to improve students’ scores. However, there were
significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and students’ opinions about
nervousness and fear for the poor test results and expecting students to perform
well on the O-NET.

As shown in Table 28, teachers often felt pressure either from the schools or
students to improve students’ O-NET scores (M= 3.71, SD= 4.00). This is consistent
with the interview results. The interviews of teachers and Grade 9 students stated
that teachers had pressure from the schools to increase the O-NET scores. Excerpt 92
said that teachers had pressure because the scores affected the quality of schools.

Excerpt 90:
“UrupuInsmeIlnIunaRa nTIgalainum Uz
“Of course, we had pressure if we still hadn’t passed the quality assessment.”
(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)
Excerpt 91:
“SSanadegia aIenuULveuiRouRNTulIsay T
“I felt pressure because the students’ scores should be increase in every year.”
(English teacher F, Large School, February 26, 2014)
Excerpt 92:
“AgAnARuAsY 1w1eenlimamis i AL 1sazuuinase 5Ty
“Teacher had pressure. She wanted us to do our best because the O-NET
scores affected the school.”

(High-achieving student C, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)

There were significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ opinions about nervousness and fear for the poor test results, t (473) = -
2.4, p =.01, and expecting students to perform well on the O-NET, t (112.2) = -2.6, p

=.00. The results from teachers and students showed the same level of frequency;
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however, teachers had higher mean scores than Grade 9 students. Teachers said that
they often expected students to perform well on the O-NET and felt nervous for the
poor test results (M=3.87, SD = .93; M=3.82, SD = 1.05, respectively). Students
perceived that their teachers were often afraid of the test results and expected them
to perform well on the O-NET (M= 3.58, SD= 1.09; M = 3.55, SD = 1.05, respectively).
For the results of qualitative data, all of teachers expected their students to
perform well on the O-NET. Grade 9 students in Excerpt 95 perceived that teachers
expected them to do well on the O-NET. When considering the nervousness and fear
for the results, Excerpt 96 said that she was worried and feared that her students got
the poor test results due to students’ low level of English proficiency. Excerpt 97 did
not fear for the results because he tried to do their best. Grade 9 students perceived

that teachers feared that they received low O-NET scores as shown in Excerpts 98-99.

Excerpt 93:
“wummnisliiyihdeaeuls”
“I expected them to perform well on the O-NET.”
(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
Excerpt 95:
“agamnisliisnirdegoulesdnle”
“Teacher expected us to do well on the O-NET.”
(High-achieving student B, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 96:
“Sinaindnhioaevldminsisitunusioidosy i lves e
“I was worried whether they could do the test because students had little
knowledge. They didn’t understand anything.”

(English teacher B, Small School, February 11, 2014)
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Excerpt 97:

“Alaifnansumssiaigauds”

“I was not worried because | tried to do my best.”

(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)

Excerpt 98:

“agfinva imsznaudnlanzuuuios”

“Teacher was worried because she feared that students would get low O-NET

scores.”

(High-achieving student D, Group 5, Large School, February 12, 2014)

Excerpt 99:
« & o S & | v & o M v,
pgniAsenanliithle agnaudnseilile
“Teacher was stressful that we didn’t understand the lessons; she feared that
we couldn’t do the test.”

(Low-achieving student C, Group 12, Large School, February 26, 2014)



8. Washback effects of the O-NET on atmosphere of the class

Table 29
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The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Sample T-Test of Atmosphere of

the Class
T-test for Equality of
Perceptions of Participants Means
Grade 9
Teachers Students Total
(n=75) (n=400) (n=475)
Atmosphere of the Class M SD M SD M SD t df P
8.1 Encouraging students to 4.12 .67 355 1.0 3.64 1.0 -6.0 148.0 .00
participate more in English
classrooms.
8.2 Organizing mock examination 384 .87 3.64 1.0 3.67 1.0 -1.7 1173 .08
to students before taking
the O-NET.
8.3 Offering information relevant 379 93 365 1.0 367 1.0 -1.05 473 29

to the O-NET in classrooms.

*p<.05.

There were no significant differences at .05 level between teachers and

students in terms of offering information relevant to the O-NET and organizing mock

examination to students. Nevertheless, there were significant differences at .05 level

between teachers’ and students’ perceptions on encouraging students to participate

in classrooms.

As shown in Table 29, teachers often offered information relevant to the O-

NET (M= 3.67, SD= 1.00) and organized mock examination to students (M= 3.67, SD =

1.00). This is consistent with the interview results. Teachers said that they provided

information relevant to the O-NET in classrooms such as contents of the test, dates,
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time, and locations. Some schools had conducted mock examination before
students did the test, which was called pre O-NET. Students were tested in all
subjects by using the same period of time and the same test format as well as the
O-NET. Grade 9 students both high-achieving students and low-achieving students
perceived that teachers gave them the information about the O-NET such as the
contents of the test, dates, and time. Moreover, Excerpt 103 said that teacher
organized mock examination to help them familiar with the O-NET

Excerpt 100:
“Sudeognsy veninSeuniussanaite liaamhiui”
“Yes, | did. | told my students about the number of questions and the amount
of time to do the test.”
(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
Excerpt 101:
“TsaFouinslowudniiviemsouinSeulunisaevloning
“My schools used pre O-NET in order to prepare students for the O-NET.”
(English teacher A, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 102:
“f33udnALITY sUkvVTesTaaay FaieunTey wadamshdeaoy”
“Teacher explained about format of the test, what should be prepared, and
test-taking strategies.”
(High-achieving student B, Group 5, Medium School, February 12, 2014)
Excerpt 103:
“Wwanigraounlowds lngezldiamaovuasnsenrvameunioudoaulonin”
“We did pre O-NET that used the same amount of time and the same answer
sheet like the O-NET.”

(Low-achieving student A, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)
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There were significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions on encouraging students to participate in classrooms, t (148) =
-6.0, p =.00. The results from teachers and students were at the same level of
frequency; however, teachers had higher mean scores than Grade 9 students. English
teachers said that they often encouraged students to participate more in English
classrooms (M= 4.12, SD= .67). Students perceived that their teachers often
encouraged them to participate more in classrooms (M= 3.55, SD= 1.0). For the
interviews of English teachers and Grade 9 students, teachers tried to encourage
students to participate in various learning activities in classrooms as depicted in
Excerpts 104-107.

Excerpt 104:

“DidSouiaausaulutusou”
“Students were encouraged to participate in class.”
(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)

Excerpt 105:
“Winddasaluianssuluviaeny”
“I tried to encourage them to participate in classroom activities.”
(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 106:
“agMiegnsy AgasdsnuswazAlismma iAo uiloniios »
“Yes, she did. She assigned us to do some tasks and then presented to my
peers in front of the class.”
(Low-achieving student A, Group 8, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 107:
“agliisrlisausaludanssuiivainvatens”
“She encouraged us to participate in various activities.”

(High-achieving student D, Group 11, Large School, February 26, 2014)
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Research Question 4

To what extent does the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) have any

washback effects on English language learning in Grade 9?7

The results from questionnaires and interviews were shown in this part. The
participants were English teachers and Grade 9 students. 75 English teachers were
asked to rate the frequency of what their students did in questionnaire. 6 of them
were participated in the semi-structured interviews. Moreover, 400 Grade 9 students
were asked to rate the frequency of what they did when they learned English in the
questionnaire. 60 of them participated in 12 group interviews. The results of teacher
and student questionnaires were analyzed by using arithmetic mean (M), standard
deviation (SD), and independent samples t-test. The results of teachers’ semi-
structured interviews and students’ group interviews were analyzed by using content
analysis.

The researcher used arithmetic means to analyze the quantitative data. They

were interpreted as follows:
The scores between 4.21-5.00 means students always did it.
The scores between 3.41-4.20 means students often did it.
The scores between 2.61-3.40 means students did it sometimes.
The scores between 1.81-2.60 means students seldom did it.
The scores between 1.00-1.80 means students never did it.

They were shown in five main areas as follows: content of learning, total time

of learning, learning strategies, learning motivation, and test anxiety.
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1. Washback effects of the O-NET on content of learning
Table 30

The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Samples T-Test of Content of

Learning
T-Test for
Perceptions of Participants Equality of Means
Teachers Grade 9 Total
(n=75) Students (n=475)
(n=400)
Content of Learning M DM DM spt df p

1.1 Focusing learning on the contents  3.41 .98 334 1.0 335 100 -57 473 56
and skills of English that are likely

to appear on the O-NET.

1.2 Focusing learning 3.64 .89 347 .90 350 .90 -14 473 14
communicative English language

skills.

1.3 Focusing learning on some parts 341 .88 331 1.0 333 100 -79 473 43
in the English textbook even
though they are not likely to

appear on the O-NET.

*p<.05.

As shown in Table 30, there were no significant differences at .05 level
between teachers’ and students’ perceptions on focusing learning on communicative
English language skills, t (473) = -.14, p = .14, and focusing learning contents and skills
that were likely to appear on the O-NET, t (473) = -57, p = .56. Students often
focused learning on communicative English language skills in classrooms (M= 3.50,
SD=.90), followed by learning contents that were likely to appear on the O-NET (M=

3.35, SD = 1.00).
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This is consistent with the interview results which showed that most students
preferred to study communicative English language skills in classrooms rather than
contents that were likely to be appeared on the O-NET. Excerpt 108 said that it was
more fun and had a lot of activities. Excerpt 109 said that they could use these skills
to communicate with foreigners in their real life situations. Some of them especially
high-achieving students were interested in learning contents relevant to the O-NET.
Excerpt 110 revealed that they wanted to perform well on the O-NET. For the results
from English teachers, most teachers perceived that their students were interested in
learning communicative English language skills such as Excerpt 112. Some teachers in
Excerpt 113 said that students were more interested in learning contents that were

likely to be appeared on the O-NET.

Excerpt 108:
“GOUSIUNINYENISAORITALINT IS IUaYNN IR STUTVA YA UITIAZA T URAY
ioruazeanyImANYas”

“I liked learning communicative English language skills because it was more
fun and had various activities. Teachers sometimes assigned us to work in
pairs or to speak in front of the class.”

(High-achieving student D, Group 11, Large School, February 26, 2014)

Excerpt 109:
“gouisgunIsaearsinzamsaielUgludinyse913uld”
“I liked learning communicative English language because it could be used in

real lives.”

(Low-achieving student C, Group 12, Large School, February 26, 2014)
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Excerpt 110:

“aulaSouiomnnervasnudegeulasinmsiznarasvidaaaulils”

“I liked learning contents relevant to the O-NET because | was afraid that

| could not do the test.”

(High-achieving student D, Group 1, Small School February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 111:

“vouiSeuidonidoenludogoumszesinldpzuuuaeulodnge”

“I liked learning contents that were likely to appear on the O-NET because

| wanted to get high O-NET scores.”

(Low-achieving student A, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 112:

“nnvzluinesaulaseulignsalusiyve veuiSounIswauasn e1uNINN 11

“Students were not interested in learning grammar, but they liked to learn

speaking and reading.”

(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 113:

w2 ' g ~ < & 2 A ”
§L37UNI19 N U 1vIENaaNda U l@ﬂﬂﬁuz@li/uwtﬂy

“When | said that this part was likely to be tested, students paid close

attention to it.”

(English teacher B, Small School, February 11, 2014)
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2. Washback effects of the O-NET on total time of learning

Table 31

The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Samples T-Test of Total Time of

Learning
T-Test for Equality

Perceptions of Participants of Means
Teachers Grade 9 Total

(n=75) Students

(n=400) (n=475)
Total Time of Learning M D M D M D t df p
2.1 Spending time in the evenings 269 120 260 130 261 130 -60 108 .54

or weekends for the O-NET

preparation in tutorial schools.

2.2 Spending time in the evenings 284 1.20
or weekends to improve English
proficiency e.g., watching English
movies, listening to English

songs and reading books.

2.3 Spending time practicing 3.03 1.00
previous O-NET tests or
reviewing grammar and

vocabulary in classrooms.

2.4 Spending time practicing 337 .98
communicative English

language skills in classrooms.

296 110 294 1.10

280 1.10 290 1.10

305 100 310 1.00

81 473 418

-1.0 107 .28

-23 473 01

*p<.05.
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There were no significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions on time spending for improving their English proficiency in the
evening or weekend and time spending for practicing previous O-NET exams in
classrooms. However, there were significant differences at .05 levels in terms of
teachers’ and students’ perceptions on spending time for practicing communicative
English language skills.

As shown in Table 31, students sometimes spent time to improve their
English proficiency (M = 2.94, SD = 1.10). Moreover, they sometimes spent time to
practice previous O-NET or reviewed contents that were likely to appear in the O-
NET (M = 2.90, SD = 1.10). For the results from the interview, some of high-achieving
students and low-achieving students said that they spent their free time improving
their English proficiency such as watching movies, listening to music, and reading
English books as shown in Excerpts 114-115. For the interviews of English teachers,
teachers perceived that some students spent time to improve their English
proficiency at home such as listening to music and reading books as depicted in
Excerpts 116-117.

Excerpt 114:
“wniSunnTvIsmguianunInimluiuaiserindaiuan1ingusreuReiy
¥18 1Y IAka T eI N ImIan T Tun 189Ny
“I had studied English at tutorial schools on the weekend. When | had free
time, | liked talking with foreigners and reading English science fictions.”

(High-achieving student B, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)

Excerpt 115:
“Uurougnilinssingulunarivesuusaalsldnumaudomiiiedesiuled
v
“I liked watching English movies in my free time, but | didn’t review contents

related to the O-NET at home.”

(Low-achieving student A, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)
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Excerpt 116:

“UNAWTIINE 1WITeUNaIaINa

“Some students did. They preferred listening English songs.”

(English teacher F, Large School, February 26, 2014)

Excerpt 117:

“UniSeny RN I8INgwit I 1 o1umlede Hanas”

“Some students practiced English at home such as reading books and listening

to music.”

(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)

There were significant differences at .05 levels in terms of teachers’ and
students’ perceptions on spending time for practicing communicative English
language skills, conditions; t (473) = -2.3, p =.01. The results from teachers and
students showed the same level of frequency; on the other hand, teachers had
hisher mean scores than Grade 9 students. Grade 9 students said that they
sometimes spent time practicing communicative English language skills (M = 3.05, SD
= 1.00). Teachers also perceived that students sometimes spent time to practice
communicative English language skills (M = 3.37, SD = .98). For the qualitative data,
the interviews of English teachers and Grade 9 students showed that students in
small schools did not have much opportunity to practice communicative skills. For
example, Excerpt 119 said that she sometimes spoke English with her teacher in
class. Excerpt 121 said that students could not speak English due to their level of
English proficiency. In contrast, students in medium and large schools had better
opportunities to practice communication skills. Students practiced communication

skills with foreign teachers in an additional English course as depicted in Excerpt 118.
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Excerpt 118:
“Wimmwsinguinluisilineslsfininwensdeas usisiinnrsyeiuegaen il
Jnwdingwasy”
“We seldom practiced communication skills in regular English class, but we
practiced speaking skills with foreign teacher in additional English class.”
(High-achieving student D, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 119:
“smnmwsnguiuagtuunge”
“We sometimes spoke English with teacher.”
(High-achieving student B, Group 1, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 120:
“WnldiSounisdemsiungumsnAluindngwasuay”
“They studied communicative skills with foreign teachers in an additional
English course.”
(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)
Excerpt 121:
“UniSeunantmndingwlilld aeuiingarudiai witwwlsuuaysliney Uniauune
aubiymlsdaweivigmumaunuilumlde il vililiansolvivrvuguazeiuun
aunula”

“Students were unable to speak English. When | asked questions, they were
silent and did not answer anything. Also, some of them were illiterate. They
could not read the dialogues in textbooks, so | could not get them to work in
pairs and read the dialogues.”

(English teacher B, Small School, February 11, 2014)
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3. Washback effects of the O-NET on learning strategies

Table 32

The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Samples T-Test of Learning

Strategies
T-Test for
Perceptions of Participants Equality of Means
Grade 9
Teachers Students Total
(n=75) (n=400) (n=475)
Learning Strategies M SD M SD M SD t df o}
1. Learning test-taking strategies for 340 .98 3.04 110 3.09 100 -26 473 .00

English language tests.

2. Using rote-memorization to prepare 337 100 3.19 100 327 100 -14 473 .15

for the O-NET.

*0<.05.

There were no significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions in term of using rote-memorization skills for the O-NET
preparation. On the other hands, there were significant differences at .05 level
between teachers’ and students’ perceptions on learning test-taking strategies.

As shown in Table 32, most Grade 9 students sometimes used rote-
memorization for the O-NET preparation (M= 3.27, SD = 1.00). For the qualitative
data, most high-achieving students used rote-memorization for test preparation. They
remembered grammatical rules and vocabulary. They also reviewed contents related
to the O-NET as shown in Excerpts 121-122. However, few of low-achieving students
used rote-memorization as well as high-achieving students. For the interviews of
English teachers, they perceived that it depended on each student. Some students

especially high-achieving students used rote-memorization as their learning strategies.

Some students did not have any learning strategies.
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Excerpt 121:
“suuunsusuasniidefa viesni wiingaeulunumiuiensy”
“I read English grammar books and tutorial books, memorized vocabulary, and
reviewed contents that | was tutored from teacher.”

(High-achieving student B, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)
Excerpt 122:
“GUNTULMALATIATNY”
“I memorized grammar and vocabulary.”

(High-achieving student E, Group 11, Large School, February 26, 2014)
Excerpt 123:
“BatwinlsilnagnsluninSeuns”
“I didn’t think they had any learning strategies.”

(English teacher B, Small School, February 11, 2014)
Excerpt 124:
“wriimsmumauiomiiedeeudeaeulainmiouynadsumnsouse
RBLIYL N
“They often reviewed contents related to the O-NET as though they prepared

all the time.”

(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)

There were significant differences at .05 level between teachers’ and
students’ perceptions on learning test-taking strategies, t (473) = -2.6, p =.00. The
results from teachers and students are at the same level of frequency; however,
students had lower mean scores than teachers. Grade 9 students said that they
sometimes learned test-taking strategies (M= 3.04, SD= 1.10). Teachers also perceived
that their students sometimes learned test-taking strategies(M= 3.40, SD= .98). For
the qualitative data, high-achieving students said that they learned test-taking

strategies such as guessing words from the context and using prefix and suffix.



153

However, low-achieving student in Excerpt 126 did not learn any test-taking
strategies. For the interviews of English teachers, Excerpt 128 said that it depended
on individual, but high-achieving students learned test-taking strategies and used
those strategies when they took the test rather low-achieving students.
Excerpt 125:
“UnfiseamaiansyTeaeuuNeg N (o wankemanieInusun”

“I learned some test-taking strategies such as guessing from the context. ”

(High-achieving student A, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)

Excerpt 126:
“wylsiiimailpmsndoasy”

“I didn’t have any test-taking techniques”

(Low-achieving student A, Group 4, Small School, February 11, 2014)

Excerpt 127:
“SrinaunayiesimaiansSoueguds wu glovdnauudrnseaneuionin
aa”

“For high-achieving students, they had their own learning techniques such as

reading questions before reading passages.”

(English teacher D, Large School, February 17, 2014)

Excerpt 128:

“Susauanuue wninssunsinIzaulaSyunainnsvdoaeuninn i’

“It depended on individual. High-achieiving students paid more attention to

learn test-taking strategies.

(English teacher E, Medium School, February 20, 2014)
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4. Washback effects of the O-NET on learning motivation

Table 33

The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Samples T-Test of Learning

Motivation
T-Test for
Perceptions of Participants Equality of Means
Teachers Grade 9 Total
(n=75) Students (n=475)
(n=400) t df p
Learning Motivation M SD M SD M SD

4.1 Studying harder in English in order  3.47 .99 313 1.10 318 110 -24 473 01
to develop the ability to use

language.

4.2 Studying harder in English in order 339 1.00 3.09 1.10 3.14 110 -21 473 .03

to get high O-NET scores.

*p<.05.

As shown in Table 33, there were significantly differences at .05 level in
teachers’ and students’ perceptions towards studying harder in order to develop the
ability to use language, t (473) = -2.4, p =.01, and studying harder in order to get high
O-NET scores, t (473) = -2.1, p =.03. The results from teachers and students showed
the different levels of frequency which teachers had higher mean scores than Grade
9 students. Students said that they sometimes studied harder in English to develop
their abilities to use language and to get high O-NET scores (M= 3.13, SD= 1.12; M=
3.09, SD= 1.10, respectively). Teachers perceived that their students often studied
harder to develop their abilities to use language and their students sometimes
studied harder to get high O-NET scores (M= 3.47, SD= .99; M= 3.39, SD= 1.00,

respectively).
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For interview results, most of high-achieving students and low-achieving
students studied harder to develop their abilities to use language. Excerpt 129
wanted to use English in their daily lives to communicate with foreigners and to
further their studies. Some students especially high-achieving students studied harder
in order to perform well on the O-NET because they wanted to increase their grade
in English as in Excerpt 132. For the interviews of English teachers, most of them
perceived that students were interested in learning English to develop their abilities
to use language such as Excerpt 131. One teacher in Excerpt 134 thought that the O-
NET scores could motivate students to study English because students in her school

had no opportunities to use language in real lives.

Excerpt 129:
“OYMNINLIAIINAINITINITLEN9IASY insrzazlaie e ludinysea13ula

“I wanted to develop my ability to use language in order to use in rea life.
(High-achieving student E, Group 3, Small School, February 11, 2014)
Excerpt 130:
“HINTEUNTSIBING Y INTIz0 NI SIS U AFUNUITUATYI 811917 Uaz
annsaldludindssvriula”
“I' learned English because | want to develop my ability to communicate with
foreign teachers and use it in my real life.”
(Low-achieving student E, Group 6, Medium School, February 12, 2014)
Excerpt 131:
“woennynals eentilenivnsendne e ez doaslils”
“They wanted to speak and understand what foreigners said. They tried to
communicate.”

(English teacher C, Medium School, February 12, 2014)



156

Excerpt 132:
“pemlanzuulondngs veldinsnn1vsingua”
“I wanted to get high O-NET scores in order to get good grades in English.”
(High-achieving student D, Group 1, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 133:
“Foanrslanzurnloings insrvaslitinsaadentwdinguiniu’
“I wanted to get high O-NET scores because | wanted to get better English
GPA.”
(Low-achieving student B, Group 2, Small School, February 10, 2014)
Excerpt 134:
“PruruFaUAT TN SN IR SEUN 1918 9ngulding 1zin Ll 9011890 gw lu
TInvTuay”
“Test scores cauld motivate students to learn English because they did not use
language in their real lives.”

(English teacher A, Small School, February 10, 2014)



157

5. Washback effects of the O-NET on test anxiety

Table 34
The Means, Standard Deviations and Independent Samples T-Test of Test Anxiety

T-Test for
Equality of Means

Perceptions of Participants

Teachers Grade 9 Total
(n=75) Students (n=475)
(n=400)
Test Anxiety M SD M SD M SD t df P

5.1 Feeling anxious while preparing for 456 9.80 365 110 380 400 -79 743 .42
the O-NET.
5.2 Fear for the poor O-NET results in 460 980 377 100 390 400 -72 743 46

English.

*0<.05.

As shown in Table 34, there were no significant differences at .05 level
between teachers’ and students’ perceptions on the fear for the poor test results, t
(74.3) = -.72, p = .46, and being anxious for test-preparation, t (74.3) = -.79, p = .42.
Grade 9 students often feared for the poor O-NET results and felt anxious while
preparing for the O-NET (M= 3.90, SD= 4.00; M= 3.80, SD= 4.00, respectively).

For interview results, most of high-achieving students feared of getting low O-
NET scores and felt nervous while preparing for the test. Excerpt 135 was afraid
because the test scores affected their English grade at schools. Few students did not
feel nervous while preparing for the test. For example, Excerpt 137 said that it
depended on the preparation for three years. Most low-achieving students were
afraid of getting low O-NET scores, but they did not feel anxious while preparing for
the test such as Excerpts 138-139. English teachers perceived that some students

especially high-achieving students were nervous while preparing for the test and
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feared of getting the poor test results as shown in Excerpt 140. One teacher in
Excerpt 141 perceived that her students were not affected from test anxiety. She

said that she was worried than her students.

Excerpt 135:

“SnmSeaunuazndainesldnzuuulendnd) msreilsasoultnzuulands 20%
daunideveunsadie”

“I was very stressful and feared to get low O-NET scores because my school
used 20% of the O-NET scores as part of my GPAs.”

(High-achieving student B, Group 11, Large School, February 26, 2014)

Excerpt 136:

“feI8u1n AN NA HUANTRLLUS ARl uazliiinalwinseusIne
s rzaluiaousmate sy uazinIsuen”

“I was very worried to get the poor test results. | thought that | couldn’t
manage my time and didn’t have much time to prepare for the test because
there were many subjects to be tested and a lot of homework to do.”

(High-achieving student C, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2014)

Excerpt 137:

“wnluiinZen tsrsazuuitlaiiuduegiunismsenanausi. 1

SnsnTouF Haldfozd”

“I was not worried because the O-NET scores were depended on the
preparation since Grade 7. If | prepared well, the results should be good.”

(High-achieving student B, Group 7, Large School, February 17, 2004)

Excerpt 138:

“WNAIBIN HUNAITIVE ARG
“I was very worried. | was afraid to get low scores.”

(Low-achieving student E, Group 6, Medium School, February 12, 2014)
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Excerpt 139:

“wylaindrdmylansuuvaousin”
“I did not fear of getting low O-NET scores.”
(Low-achieving student E, Group 4, Small School, February 11, 2014)
Excerpt 140:
“UnSgunarrnvelansuulag”
“Students feared that they would get poor test scores.”
(English teacher F, Large School, February 26, 2014)
Excerpt 141:
“agininseuianae lillasimeniudeiuloinee dusisriveniuing”
“I thought students were inactive. Nobody asked me about the O-NET.
It was me who worried more than them.”

(English teacher B, Small School, February 11, 2014
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Summary
Chapter 4 shows the important data as follows:

With regard to teachers’ opinions towards the O-NET, the majority of English
teachers agreed and strongly agreed that the contents of the O-NET emphasized
critical-thinking skills and the O-NET preparation had influence on their teaching in
classrooms. However, English teachers had varied opinions towards the O-NET in
terms of the consistency between the contents of the O-NET and curriculum, the
consistency between the contents of the O-NET and contents in textbooks, using the
O-NET to check students’ language proficiency, using the scores as criterion for exit
examination, using scores to indicate how well students learned in classrooms, and

setting goal to help students obtained high O-NET scores.

With regard to students’ opinions towards the O-NET, the majority of Grade 9
students had tendency to agree that the contents of the O-NET emphasized critical-
thinking skills, the O-NET could be used to check students’ language proficiency, the
O-NET had influence on teaching practices, and the O-NET had influence on learning
practices in classrooms. However, some statements showed varied opinions among
Grade 9 students in terms of the consistency between the contents of the O-NET
and curriculum, the consistency between the contents of the O-NET and contents in
textbooks, using the O-NET scores as criterion for exit examination, and using scores

to indicate how well students learned in classrooms.

The O-NET had strong washback effects on some areas of language teaching
including content of teaching, teacher-based assessment, time allotment for test
preparation, teacher assigned homework, nervousness and anxiety, and atmosphere
of the class. It was found that the O-NET led to negative washback rather than
positive washback on these areas. Teachers were motivated to teach to the test to

enhance students’ O-NET scores. The results were shown from the increasing focus
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on tested contents, using O-NET-related materials, adapting test-items from previous
O-NET to school tests, allocating time for test-preparation, assigning homework
relevant to the O-NET, and having high test anxiety. For the areas of teaching
methods and teacher talk, it was inconclusive whether the O-NET had washback
effects because there were different results between quantitative and qualitative

data in some statements.

For the areas of language learning, it had weak washback effects on language
learning. The test had influence on individuals and varied according to students’
levels of English proficiency. Some students were affected by the test. The results
showed that it had influence on the learning of high-achieving students rather than
low-achieving students. Moreover, the O-NET had both positive and negative
washback effects on students’ learning. Positive washback happened when students
focused learning on communicative skills and studied English harder to enhance their
English abilities. Negative washback occurred when students spent time cramming for
the test and had high level of test anxiety. Therefore, the O-NET showed both
positive and negative directions in this study; however, the O-NET had weak

washback on students’ learning.



CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This chapter is divided into four parts. The first part talks about the summary
of the findings. The second part shows the discussions of the findings. The third part
is the implication of the findings. For the last part, it points out about the

recommendation for further studies.

Summary of the Study

The present study aimed at exploring English teachers’ and Grade 9 students’
opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) and investigating
washback effects of the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET) on English
language teaching and learning. The population was teachers and Grade 9 students
at secondary schools under the Secondary Educational Service Area Office 6 in
Chachoengsao in Academic Year 2013. There were two groups of participants which
were teachers and Grade 9 students. 75 English teachers were asked to fill out the
questionnaire and 6 of them were participated in semi-structured interview.
Moreover, 400 Grade 9 students were asked to fill out the questionnaire and 60 of
them were participated in 12 group interviews. Questionnaires of English teachers
and students were analyzed by using means, standard deviation, and independent
samples t-test. Content analysis was used to analyze 6 semi-structured interviews
and 12 group interviews. Data collection took place in the second semester of the
academic year 2013.

The characteristics of the participants for quantitative data were as follows:
(1) the majority of English teachers were female. Their ages ranged between 46-55
years old and they obtained a bachelor’s degree the most. They had experience in

teaching English for16-20 years. Besides, most of them taught English more than 15



163

hours per week. (2) Most of Grade 9 students were female. They got the GPA
between 2.00-2.50 in English subject. More than half of them studied English less
than 6 hours per week and did not attend the tutorial schools for the O-NET
preparation.

The characteristics of the participants for qualitative data were as follows: (1)
most of English teachers participated in the interviews were female. Their ages
ranged between 25-35 years old and they obtained a bachelor’s degree the most.
More than half of them had experience in teaching English for 5-10 years and taught
English more than 15 hours per week. (2) Most of Grade 9 students participated in
the group interviews were female. Their GPA in English was more than 3.50. More
than half of them learned English less than 6 hours per week and did not attend the
tutorial schools for test preparation.

The findings were divided into 4 parts based on the objectives of this study.
They could be summarized as follows:

1. Teachers’ Opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational Test
(O-NET)

Teachers had varied opinions in terms of consistency between the O-NET and
curriculum as well as consistency between the contents of the O-NET and contents
in textbooks. When considering content assessed on the O-NET, most teachers
agreed that the O-NET emphasized critical-thinking skills. However, they had varied
opinions on using the O-NET to check students’ language proficiency. For the
purpose of the O-NET, the results showed varied opinions among teachers on using
the scores as the criterion for exit examination and using the O-NET as indication of
how well students learned in classrooms. Regarding the impact of the O-NET,
teachers agreed and strongly agreed that the O-NET preparation had influence on
their teaching in classrooms. However, they had varied opinions on setting goal of

teaching to help students obtained high O-NET scores.
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2. Grade 9 Students’ Opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational
Test (O-NET)

Students had varied opinions in terms of consistency between the O-NET and
curriculum as well as consistency between the contents of the O-NET and contents
in textbooks. When considering content assessed on the O-NET, most students
agreed and strongly agreed that the O-NET could check students’ language
proficiency. Moreover, they agreed that the O-NET emphasized critical-thinking skills.
Regarding the purpose of the O-NET, the results showed varied opinions among
students on using the scores as the criterion for exit examination and using the O-
NET as indication of how well they learned in classrooms. For the impact of the O-
NET, students agreed and strongly agreed that the O-NET preparation had influence
on their learning in classrooms. In addition, they agreed that the O-NET preparation

had influence on their teachers’ teaching in classrooms.

3. The Washback Effects of the O-NET on English Language Teaching

Regarding content of teaching, most teachers often used textbooks as main
material in classrooms and used previous O-NET and other O-NET related materials
to tutor students. For teaching method, they often taught test-taking strategies and
changed teaching method to help students perform well on the O-NET. When
considering teacher-based assessment, they often adapted test-items from previous
O-NET and adjusted the format of the O-NET to match with the school tests. For
teacher talk, there were different findings between quantitative and qualitative data.
The qualitative data showed that they used both Thai and English as mediums of
instruction in regular and tutorial lessons. Thai was mainly used for about 60-80%.
For time allotment for test preparation, teachers often spent time to help students
improved their critical thinking skills. Moreover, they often spent time to help

students prepare for the O-NET. When considering teacher assigned homework, they
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often assigned homework based on textbooks and assigned homework relevant to
the O-NET. In terms of nervousness and anxiety, teachers often felt pressure either
from the schools or students to improve students’ O-NET scores. Lastly, for the
atmosphere of the class, teachers often offered information relevant to the O-NET

and organized mock examination to students

4. The Washback Effects of the O-NET on English Language Learning

Regarding content of learning, most students often focused learning on
communicative English language skills in classrooms and they sometimes focused
learning on contents that were likely to appear on the O-NET. For total time of
learning, they sometimes spent time to improve English proficiency and spent time
to practice previous O-NET or reviewed contents related to the O-NET. They
sometimes used rote-memorization in terms of learning strategies. For learning
motivation, there were different perceptions between teacher and students. The
qualitative data showed that most students studied harder to develop their abilities
to use language and some of them studied harder to enhance the O-NET scores.
Regarding test anxiety, students often feared for the poor O-NET results and felt

anxious while preparing for the O-NET.
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Discussion of the Findings

The findings are discussed into 3 aspects including: 1) the opinions of English
teachers and Grade 9 students towards the O-NET, 2) washback effects of the O-NET
on English language teaching, and 3) washback effects of the O-NET on English
language learning.

1. The Opinions of English Teachers and Grade 9 Students towards the O-NET

The results revealed that English teachers and Grade 9 students similarly
agreed and strongly agreed that the O-NET emphasized critical-thinking skills and the
O-NET preparation had influence on teachers’ teaching in classrooms. They thought
that it had more positive impacts of teachers’ teaching. Some statements showed
varied opinions among teachers and students;, however, more than half of them
agreed with those items which were: the consistency between the contents of the O-
NET and the curriculum, the use of O-NET to check students’ language proficiency,
and the impact of the O-NET on students’ English language learning in classrooms.
The reasons why teachers and students agreed with those statements might be
because both teachers and students had positive attitudes towards the O-NET. Shih
(2007) said that the attitudes of participants towards the test are important to
determine washback effects. If they have positive attitudes on the test, they are
more willing to change their teaching and learning to match with the test (Burrows,
2004, cited in Pan, 2011). Therefore, positive attitude of teachers and students
towards the test could lead to washback effects in classrooms. The present study is
consistent with the study of Phanchalaem (2010) about the impacts of the O-NET
from stakeholders’ perspectives. She found that teachers and students had positive
opinions towards the O-NET. Teachers agreed that the O-NET emphasized critical-
thinking skills and the contents of the O-NET covered the curriculum. Moreover, they
agreed that the O-NET scores could help them to improve their teaching in

classrooms and helped schools to increase the quality of education. Most students
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agreed that the contents of the test was relevant to teaching and learning in schools
and the contents of the test were related to the curriculum. Furthermore, they
agreed that the O-NET scores could be used to help schools improve quality of

education and helped them to reflect the quality of their learning.

2. Washback Effects of the O-NET on English Language Teaching

The O-NET had negative impacts on some aspects of teaching. In this part,
the researcher discussed the negative washback effects on contents of teaching and
time allotment for test preparation.

The results showed the negative washback effects of the O-NET on contents
of teaching. It was found that English teachers taught contents that were likely to
appear on the O-NET and emphasized more on grammatical rules and vocabulary.
According to Alderson and Wall (1993), negative washback occurred when teachers
narrowed the curriculum to teach only tested skills. The reason why teachers taught
contents related to the O-NET and emphasized grammar and vocabulary might be
because of teachers’ awareness of the importance of the test. The test had impacts
on their teaching directly because they were used to reflect the quality of their
teaching. If their students got high O-NET scores, they may gain higher academic
standing and higher salary. Moreover, it might be because teachers had positive
attitudes towards the O-NET which might lead to washback effects of the O-NET in
classrooms. Teachers were more willing to change their contents of teaching to
match with the contents of the test. In Thailand, Sommit (2009) investigated the
impact of the O-NET on teaching practices of upper secondary school teachers. She
revealed that teachers emphasized contents relevant to the O-NET and used
previous O-NET exams to teach in classrooms. Several studies have revealed the
same findings that teachers taught contents that were likely to appear on the test

and ignored unrelated contents. Reading, grammatical knowledge, and vocabulary
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were the main contents teachers emphasized in classrooms. Moreover, exam-related
materials were used to teach in classrooms (Gashaya, 2012; Pan, 2009; Wall &
Alderson, 1993; Yunus & Salehi, 2012).

The results showed the negative washback effects of the O-NET on time
allotment for test preparation. Pan (2009) addressed that negative washback effects
of the test comes from the teachers losing the regular teaching time. The present
study showed that teachers spent time helping students perform well on the O-NET
in their regular classes. The interviews of teachers showed that all of them prepared
students for the test in regular class. Most of them spent 2-3 weeks on test-
preparation. The reasons why teachers allocated time for test-preparation might be
because of the external pressure from the schools. The O-NET scores could assess
the quality assurance of schools and attracted more students to enroll in the
schools. Thus, teachers were forced to organize test-preparation course to help
students prepare for the O-NET and increase the test scores. Moreover, the quality of
their teaching was affected from students’ test results which influence their higher
academic standing and higher salary. This is consistent with the study of Chen (2002).
She found that teachers stopped their regular class in order to prepare their students
for the test. She said that teachers focused on the types of questions to be tested
even though they may not improve students’ learning. Similarly, the study of Hwang
(2003) found that teachers allocated their regular class as well as the extra class for
tutoring to the test. In Thailand, Sommit (2009) who studied washback of the O-NET
on upper secondary school teachers revealed that the upper secondary schools

organized extra time for the O-NET preparation for students.
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3. Washback effects of the O-NET on English language learning

The O-NET had both positive and negative impact of students’ learning. In
this part, the researcher discussed the positive washback effects on contents of
learning and negative washback on students’ test anxiety. They are discussed as
follows:

The results showed the positive washback effects of the O-NET on contents
of learning. Students were interested in learning communicative skills rather than
learning contents that were likely to appear on the test. According to the Ministry of
Education (2009), Language for Communication was one of the learning areas of
Foreign Languages in the curriculum, which was tested on the O-NET. Bailey (1996)
stressed that positive washback happens if students practice communicative skills or
use language outside the classrooms. The reason might be because of students’
awareness of the importance of English for communication. The group interviews of
Grade 9 students mentioned that English for communication was very important for
them to communicate with foreigners in their real lives and indirectly helped them
to do the O-NET. Moreover, another reason might be because of the preference in
learning communication skills in classrooms. The interview data revealed that
students found learning communicative skills interesting, fun and knowledgeable. In
addition, teachers had various learning activities in classrooms. However, this study
contradicted with other studies, which found that the test had negative impact on
learning. The study of Gashaya (2012) showed that students were interested in
studying grammar and vocabulary rather than contents in the prescribed textbook.
Students said that oral communication skills were emphasized in the textbook, but
they were not tested in the test. Moreover, the study of Ferman (2004) about the
impact of the oral test on Israeli upper secondary students’ learning found that
students focused more on speaking skills, which were tested. According to Hwang

(2003), students studied reading and listening a lot in their classrooms, and they
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wanted to learn more on listening skills because they wanted to prepare for the test.
Some studies have found no impact of the test on students’ learning. For example,
the study of Shih (2007). He found that the GEPT had no impact on students’
learning even though the test was used as the criterion for graduation. Students did
not see the importance of the test and lacked the motivation to prepare for the
test.

The results showed the negative washback effects of the O-NET on students’
test anxiety. According to Pan (2009), negative washback of the test caused test
anxiety among students and decreased their performances. The present study
showed that Grade 9 students often feared for the poor test results. Furthermore,
they were often anxious while preparing for the test. The reason might be because of
the O-NET policy and the external factors from the schools, teachers, and parents.
The group interviews of Grade 9 students revealed that the scores directly impacted
their future education because they were used as part of students’ GPA and for
admission into the upper secondary level. Some students were worried that if they
got low O-NET scores, they could not enroll in highly competitive schools. Moreover,
some students especially high-achieving students had high expectations from parents
and teachers to perform well on the O-NET. This is consistent with the study of Xiao
et al. (2011), they found that students drilled and practiced doing the exams because
they feared losing their scores and they tried to do anything to increase their scores.
This is also relevant to the study of Phanchalaem (2010) about the stakeholders’
perspectives towards the impact of the reformed O-NET policy. The results showed
that school administrators, teachers, parents, and students accepted that the
reformed test policy had impact on students’ learning as they were stressful and

bored while learning in classrooms.
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Implementation of the Study

1. The implementation for policy makers

The results showed that the O-NET policy of assessing the quality of teaching
and learning caused test anxiety among English teachers and Grade 9 students.
Moreover, the policy led teachers to teach contents related to the O-NET and spent
their regular teaching for the test preparation. These might bring negative washback
effects on teaching and learning in classrooms. Therefore, the policy makers should
work with schools to ensure that school provide contents and skills related to the
curriculum with an aim to promote students’ learning, not to increase students’ O-
NET scores. Increasing student performances should be the main focus of the school
policy.

The results showed that there were varied opinions of teachers and students
in terms of the consistency between contents of the O-NET and curriculum. Some of
teachers and students were not sure that the contents of the O-NET were based on
the curriculum. Some disagreed with this statement. Therefore, the policy makers
should work with test developers to develop contents of the O-NET that match with
the curriculum in order to promote students’ performances and promote positive
washback in classrooms.

The results showed that the O-NET policy of assessing the quality of schools
led schools to increase O-NET scores by organizing test-preparation course instead of
regular English class. The schools also forced teachers to teach to the test. This
might lead to negative washback effects in classrooms. Therefore, the policy makers
should reconsider the use of the O-NET scores to assess the external quality
assessment of school whether it has either positive or negative impact on teaching

and learning in classrooms.



172

2. The implementation for schools and the Secondary Educational Service
Area Office

According to Pan (2009), teachers are an important agent to promote positive
washback in classrooms. Even though teachers agreed that the test was based on
the curriculum, they still believed that the major part of the test was grammar and
vocabulary. They taught contents that were likely to appear on the test and
allocated their instructional time on test preparation to increase students’ test
scores. The misperceptions of teachers led to negative washback on teaching
practices.  Therefore, the Secondary Educational Service Area Office 6 should
organize the seminars for teachers to have better understanding about the goals and
purposes of the O-NET and suggested teachers about the pedagogical knowledge

that promote both students’ performances and positive washback in classrooms.

The results showed that teachers were evaluated their quality of teaching
from students’ test scores. They had high pressure and feared for the poor test
results of students. Therefore, the schools should not put a pressure on teachers to
increase students’ O-NET scores. Teachers should not be evaluated for their effort to
prepare students for the test or to increase the scores. They should be evaluated
based on their effort in teaching English, which can be shown from the increase of
students performances, learning motivation, or the various teaching methods and
teaching materials in classrooms.

The results also showed that teachers hardly taught speaking and listening in
classrooms. The interview data found that some schools did not have sufficient
media and materials for students. Students lacked the opportunities to study oral
communication skills.  Therefore, schools should support the learning resources
especially the media and materials for speaking and listening skills in order to help

students practice their oral communication skills in classrooms.



173

3. The implementation for English teachers

The results showed that teachers taught to the test. Their main focus was
grammar and vocabulary. They neglected to teach contents and used teaching
methods related to communicative skills in classrooms because they perceived that
grammatical knowledge and vocabulary were tested on the O-NET and their students
lacked those skills. This might be because teachers’ misconceptions about the
purpose of the O-NET. Therefore, teachers should analyze the test items to
understand the consistency between the test and curriculum and plan syllabus to
match with the curriculum to promote positive washback in classrooms. Goal of
teaching should focus on teaching contents based on curriculum rather than focusing

on teaching the O-NET contents.

Limitation of the study

1. This study used only two main instruments which were questionnaires and
semi-semi-structured interviews. The results were based on teachers’ and students’
perceptions on teaching and learning practices which might not cover the overall
actions of teaching practices and students’ actions in classrooms.

2. With regards to the participants in this study, the researcher conducted the
study only with English teachers and Grade 9 students. However, the researcher did
not study the point of views of other stakeholders such as policy makers, school
principals, school administrators and parents. There should be further research with

other groups of participants to understand the whole picture of this phenomenon.
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Recommendations for Further Research

1. The researcher did not investigate the factors influenced washback effects.
Further research should investigate factors of washback effects such as test factors,
contextual factors or personal factors in order to better understand and get the
whole picture of the washback effects in Thailand.

2. This study used two main instruments which were questionnaires and semi-
semi-structured interviews. In order to find out more in-depth information, classroom
observation and document analysis should be used in further research to see how
washback influence teaching and learning practices in classrooms and see the

actions of teachers’ teaching practices and students’ learning in classrooms.
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Appendix A

The Background Information of Samples for Quantitative Data

Teacher Background Information (n=75)

Frequency Percentage

1. Gender Male 12 16
Female 63 84
2. Age Under 25 years old 10 13.3
25-35 years old 17 22.7
36-45 years old 19 25.3
46-55 years old 23 30.7

Above 55 years old 6 8
3. Educational Bachelor’s degree 46 61.3
Backeround Master’s degree 28 37.3
Doctoral degree 1 1.3

4. Number of Years in Less than 5 years 21 28
Teaching English 5-10 years 11 14.7
11-15 years 7 9.3

16-20 years 21 28

21-25 years 5 6.7
More than 26 years 10 133

5. Number of Hours in Less than 5 hours 5 6.7

Teaching English 5-10 hours 6 8
11-15 hours 11 14.7

More than 15 hours 53 70.7
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Student Background Information (n=400)

Frequency Percentage

1. Gender Male 152 38
Female 248 62

2. GPA of English Less than 2.00 101 25.3

2.00 - 2.50 137 34.3

251 -299 59 14.8

3.00 - 3.50 60 15

More than 3.50 43 10.8

3. Number of Hours in Less than 6 hrs. 291 72.8

Learning English Per 6 - 12 hrs. 67 16.8
Week 13 - 18 hrs. 17 4.3
More than 18 hrs. 25 6.3

4. Number of Times in None 255 63.8

Attending Tutorial Once 70 17.5
Schools Twice 19 4.8
3-4 times 36 9

5-6 times 9 23

More than 6 times 11 2.8




Appendix B

The Background Information of Samples for Qualitative Data

The Background Information of the English Teachers in Qualitative Data (n=6)

Frequency Percentage
1. Gender Male 1 16.66
Female 5 83.33
2. Age Under 25 years old - -
25-35 years old 4 66.66
36-45 years old - -
46-55 years old - -
Above 55 years old 2 33.33
3. Educational Bachelor’s degree 4 66.66
Backeround Master’s degree 2 33.33
Doctoral degree - -
4. Number of Years in Less than 5 years - -
Teaching English 5-10 years 4 66.66
11-15 years - :
16-20 years - -
21-25 years - :
More than 26 years 2 33.33
5. Number of Hoursin  Less than 5 hours - -
Teaching English 5-10 hours - -
11-15 hours - -
More than 15 hours 6 100
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The Background Information of the Grade 9 Students in Qualitative Data (n=60)

Frequency Percentage

1. Gender Male 26 43.33

Female 34 54.66

2. GPA of English Less than 2.00 14 22.58

2.00 - 2.50 17 28.33
251 -299 1 1.66
3.00 - 3.50 8 13.33
More than 3.50 20 33.33

3. Number of Hours in Less than 6 hrs. 49 81.66
Learning English Per 6 — 12 hrs. 11 18.33
Week 13 - 18 hrs. -

More than 18 hrs. -

4. Number of Times in None 52 86.66
Attending Tutorial Once time 5 8.33
Schools Twice times 3 5

3-4 times - -
5-6 times - -

More than 6 times
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Appendix C

The Construction of Questionnaire

1. The Examples of Items Related to Washback Effects on English

Language Teaching

185

No. Areas Examples of Items Theories Positive/
Negative
Questions
4 Content | teach English contents and skills based  (adapted from Positive
of on the Basic Education Core Curriculum Sommit, 2009)
Teaching B.E. 2551.
I use previous O-NET tests and other O-  (adapted from Negative
NET-related materials to teach English in  Gashaya, 2012)
classrooms.
4 Teaching | change my teaching methods to help (adapted from Negative
Method students to succeed on the O-NET. Gashaya, 2012)
I use student-centered approach in (constructed from Positive
classrooms. Wall, 2005, cited in
Pan, 2011)
4 Teacher- I adjust my classroom assessment to (adapted from Negative
based match with the formats of the O-NET Gashaya, 2012)
Assess- such as using multiple-choice test to
ment evaluate students’ learning.
I use performance-based assessment to  (adapted from Positive
evaluate students’ English language Gashaya, 2012)
learning such as essay writing, pair-work,
role-play, group discussion, portfolios,
diaries, and self-assessment.
3 Teacher I use only English when | teach English (adapted from Positive
Talk in classrooms. Yunus and Salehi,
2012)
I use only Thai when | teach English in  (adapted from Negative

classrooms.

Yunus and Salehi,

2012)




No.  Areas Examples of Items Theories Positive/
Negative
Questions

3 Teacher | assign homework based on English (adapted from Positive

Assigned

Homework

3 Nervousness

and Anxiety

3 Atmosphere
of the Class

textbook exercises.

| assign homework relevant to the O-
NET such as practicing the past exam
papers or practicing reading

comprehension activities.

| feel pressure either from the school or
students themselves to improve the
students’ O-NET scores.

| feel nervous and fear for the poor

results of students’ English ability.

| encourage students to participate more

in English classrooms.

| organize mock examination to students

before taking the O-NET.

Yunus and Salehi,

2012)

(adapted Gashaya, Negative
2012)

(adapted from Negative
Gashaya, 2012)

(constructed from Negative
Inbar-Lourie, 2008

cited in Ahmad

and Rao, 2012)

(adapted from Positive
Yunus and Salehi,

2012)

(constructed from Negative

Change, 1998)
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2. The Examples of Items Related to Washback Effects on English

Language Learning

Examples of Items

Theories

Positive/
Negative

Questions

No. Areas
3 Content
of
Learning
4 Total
Time on
Learning
2 Learning
Strategies
2 Learning
Motivation
2 Test
Anxiety

| focus learning on the contents and skills of
English that are likely to appear in the
O-NET.

| focus learning on some parts in the English
textbook even though they are not likely to
appear on the O-NET.

| spend my time in the evenings or
weekends for the O-NET preparation in
tutorial schools.

| spend my time practicing communicative

English language skills in classrooms.

| learn test-taking strategies for English

language tests.

| use rote-memorization to prepare for the

O-NET.
| study harder in English in order to develop
my ability to use language.

| study harder in English to get high O-NET

scores.

| feel anxious while preparing for the O-NET.

| fear for the poor O-NET results in English.

(adapted from
Gashaya, 2012)

(adapted from
Gashaya, 2012)

(adapted from
Gashaya, 2012)

(adapted from
Gashaya, 2012)

(constructed
from Bailey,
1996)
(adapted from
Gashaya, 2012)

(adapted from

Gashaya, 2012)
(adapted from

Yunus & Salehi,
2012)

(constructed

from Pan, 2009,
cited in Ahmad
and Rao, 2012)
(constructed

from Pan, 2009,
cited in Ahmad
and Rao, 2012)

Negative

Positive

Negative

Positive

Negative

Negative

Positive

Negative

Negative

Negative
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3.The Examples of Items Related to Opinions of Participants towards

students’ English language learning in

classrooms.

Yunus &

Salehi, 2012)

the O-NET
No. Areas Examples of Items Theories Positive/
Negative
Questions
Consistency The contents of the O-NET cover the main  (adapted from  Positive
between indicators of the Basic Education Core Sommit, 2009)
contents of Curriculum B.E. 2551.
the O-NET The contents of the O-NET are related to ~ (adapted from  Positive
and the contents in English textbooks. Sommit, 2009)
curriculum
Content The O-NET emphasizes English reading (adapted from  Negative
assessed on comprehension. Yunus &
the O-NET Salehi, 2012)
The O-NET emphasizes critical thinking (adapted from  Positive
skills. Sommit, 2009)
The O-NET is used to check students’ (adapted from  Positive
language proficiencies. Gashaya,
2012)
Purpose of I think it is a good idea to use the O-NET (adapted from  Positive
the O-NET scores as the criterion for exit Yunus &
examination. Salehi, 2012)
A student’s score on the O-NET is an (adapted Positive
indication of how well she or he has from Yunus &
learned English in classrooms. Salehi, 2012)
The Impact Goal of teaching English is to help (adapted from  Negative
of the students obtain high scores on the O-NET.  Sommit, 2009)
O-NET
The O-NET preparation has influence on (adapted from  Negative
my English language teaching in Sommit, 2009)
classrooms.
The O-NET preparation has influence on (adapted from  Negative
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Appendix D

Teacher Questionnaire
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Teacher Questionnaire in English Version

Washback Effects of the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET)

on English Language Teaching and Learning in Grade 9

Instructions: The respondents in this questionnaire are English teachers who are
teaching in the secondary schools under the Secondary Educational

Service Area Office 6 in Chachoengsao province.

This questionnaire is divided into four parts:
Part 1: Background Information.
Part 2: Washback Effects on English Language Teachins.
Part 3: Teachers Perception on Washback Effects on English Language Learning
Part 4: Teachers’ Opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational Test

(O-NET).

This questionnaire is designed to investigate washback effects of Ordinary
National Educational Test (O-NET) on English language teaching and learning as well
as teachers’opinions towards the test. Your name will be kept anonymous, and all

answers will be used for research purposes only.



Part 1: Background Information

197

Instruction: Please put a tick (\/) in the provided box L] for the item you choose.

1. Gender

[ ] Male

2. Age

[] Under 25 years old

[] 46-55 years old
3. Educational Background

[] Bachelors degree

[ Doctoral degree

[ ] Female

[] 25-35 years old [] 36-45 years old

[] Above 55 years old

[ 1 Master’s degree

4. How many years do you teach English?

[ 1 Less than 5 years

[] 16-20 years

[I5-10 years [] 11-15 years

[] 21-25years [IMore than 26 years

5. How many hours do you teach English per week?

[ ]Less than 5 hours

|:|!\/\ore than 15 hours

[] 5-10 hours [] 11-15 hours
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Part 2: Washback Effects on English Language Teaching

Instruction: Please rate the frequency in your English language teaching by putting a tick (‘/ Jin

the provided table ] for the item you choose.

The criteria are 5 means always (81-100% of the time)
4 means often (61-80% of the time)
3 means sometimes (41-60% of the time)
2 means seldom (21-40% of the time)
1 means never (0-20% of the time)
Questions 5 4 3 2 1

6. | teach English contents and skills based on the Basic

Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551.

7.1 teach English contents and skills which are more

likely to appear on the O-NET.

8. I use textbooks to teach English in classrooms.

9. | use previous O-NET tests and other O-NET- related

materials to teach English in classrooms.

10. | change my teaching methods to help students to

succeed on the O-NET.

11. | teach test-taking strategies in classrooms.

12. | use communicative language teaching approach in

classrooms.

13. | use student-centered approach in classrooms.

14. | adapt test items from previous O-NET tests for my

English tests in classrooms.

15. I adjust my classroom assessment to match with the
formats of the O-NET such as using multiple-choice

test to evaluate students’ learning.

16. | use performance-based assessment to evaluate
students’ English language learning such as essay
writing, pair-work, role-play, group discussion,

portfolios, diaries, and self-assessment.
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Questions

17.

| assess students English ability based on the

objectives of the syllabus.

18.

I use only English when | teach English in classrooms.

19.

| use English with occasional Thai explanation when |

teach English in classrooms.

20.

| use only Thai when | teach English in classrooms.

21.

I spend time on classroom activities that help
students perform well on the O-NET e.g., vocabulary

and grammar activities.

22.

| spend time after class to review contents that are

likely to appear on the O-NET to students.

23.

I spend time on classroom activities that help
students improve their English proficiency e.g.,

listening and speaking activities.

24.

| spend time on classroom activities that help

students improve their critical thinking skills.

25. | assign homework based on English textbook
exercises.
26. | assign homework relevant to the O-NET such as

practicing the past exam papers or practicing reading

comprehension activities.

27.

| assign group and pair work activities to students.

28.

| feel pressure either from the school or students

themselves to improve the students’ O-NET scores.

29.

| feel nervous and fear for the poor results of

students’ English ability.

30.

| expect students to perform well on the O-NET.

31

| encourage students to participate more in English

classrooms.
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Questions 5

32. | organize mock examination to students before taking

the O-NET.

33, | offer information relevant to the O-NET in classrooms.

Part 3: Teachers Perception on Washback Effects on English Language Learning

Instruction: Please rate the frequency in your students’ English language learning by putting

a tick () in the provided table L for the item you choose.

The criteria are 5 means always (81-100% of the time)
il means  often (61-80% of the time)
3 means  sometimes (41-60% of the time)
2 means seldom (21-40% of the time)
1 means  never (0-20% of the time)
Questions 5 4 3 2 1

34. Students focus learning on the contents and skills of

English that are likely to appear on the O-NET.

35. Students focus learning on communicative English

language skills.

36. Students focus learning on some parts in the English
textbook even though they are not likely to appear
on the O-NET.

37. Students spend their time in the evenings or

weekends for the O-NET preparation in tutorial schools.

38. Students spend their time in the evenings or
weekends to improve their English proficiency e.g.,

watching English movies, listening to

English songs and reading English books.
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Questions

39.

Students spend their time practicing previous O-NET
test or reviewing grammar and vocabulary in

classrooms.

40.

Students spend their time practicing communicative

English language skills in classrooms.

a1.

Students learn test-taking strategies for English

language tests.

42.

Students use rote-memorization to prepare for

the O-NET.

43

Students study harder in Englishih order to develop

their ability to use language.

a4.

Students study harder in English to get high O-NET

scores.

4s.

Students feel anxious while preparing for the O-NET.

46.

Students fear for the poor O-NET results in English.

Part 4: Teachers’ Opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET)

Instruction: Please rate your opinions by putting a tick (V) in the provided table [ for the item

you choose.
The criteria are 5 means strongly agree
a4 means agree
3 means undecided
2 means disagree
1 means strongly disagree
Questions 5 4 1

47. The contents of the O-NET cover the main indicators of

the Basic Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551.

48. The contents of the O-NET are related to the contents

on English textbooks.

49. The O-NET emphasizes English reading comprehension.

50.

The O-NET emphasizes critical thinking skills.




202

Questions 5 aq

51. The O-NET is used to check students’ language

proficiency.

52. 1 think it is a good idea to use the O-NET scores as the

criterion for exit examination.

53. A student’s score on the O-NET is an indication of how

well she or he has learnedEnglish in classrooms.

54. Goal of teaching English is to help students obtain high
scores on the O-NET.

55. The O-NET preparation has influence on my English

language teaching in classrooms.

56. The O-NET preparation has influence on students’

English language learning in classrooms.

Suggestion

Thank you very much for your kind cooperation
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Student Questionnaire in English Version

Washback Effects of the Ordinary National Educational Test

(O-NET) on English Language Teaching and Learning in Grade 9

Instructions: The respondents in this questionnaire are Grade 9 students in the
secondary schools under the Secondary Educational Service Area Office

6 in Chachoengsao province.

This questionnaire is divided into four parts:

Part 1: Background Information.

Part 2: Washback Effects on English Language Learning.

Part 3: Students Perception on Washback Effects on English Language Teachins.
Part 4: Students’ Opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational Test

(O-NET).

This questionnaire is designed to investigate washback effects of the O-NET on
English language teaching and learning as well as students’ opinions towards a test.
Your name will be kept anonymous, and all answers will be used for research

purposes only.
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Part 1: Background Information

Instruction: Please put a tick (V) in the provided box [ for the item you choose.
1. Gender

L] Male L] Female

2. GPA in English(last semester)
[ Less than 2.00 [ 12.00-2.50 [12.51-2.99

[ 3.00- 3.50 [ More than 3.5

3. How many hours per week do you learn English?
[] Less than 6 hours [ 1 6-12 hours [113-18 hours

[_] More than 18 hours

4. How many times per week do you attend tutorial schools?
[ ]None [ ] Once time L] Twice times

[13-4 times [ ] 56 times [ ] More than 6 times
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Part 2: Washback Effects on English Language Learning

Instruction: Please rate the frequency in your English language learning by putting a tick (‘/) in

the provided table ] for the item you choose.

The criteria are 5 means always (81-100% of the time)
4 means often (61-80% of the time)
3 means sometimes  (41-60% of the time)
2 means seldom (21-40% of the time)
1 means never (0-20% of the time)
Questions 5 4 3 2 1

5. I focus learning on the contents and skills of English that

are likely to appear on the O-NET.

6. | focus learning on communicative English language skills.

7. | focus learning on some parts in the English textbook

even though they are not likely to appear on the O-NET.

8. | spend my time in the evenings or weekends for the

O-NET preparation in tutorial schools.

9. I spend my time in the evenings or weekends to improve
my English proficiency e.g., watching English movies,

listening to English songs and reading English books.

10. | spend my time practicing previous O-NET tests or

reviewing grammar and vocabulary in classrooms.

11. | spend my time practicing communicative English

language skills in classrooms.

12. | learn test-taking strategies for English language tests.

13. | use rote-memorization to prepare for the O-NET.

14. | study harder in English in order to developmy ability to

use language.

15. I study harder in English to get high O-NET scores.

16. | feel anxious while preparing for the O-NET.

17. | fear for the poor O-NET results in English.
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Part 3: Students Perception on Washback Effects on English Language Teaching

Instruction: Please rate the frequency in your teachers’ English language teaching by putting a

tick (V') in the provided table ] for the item you choose.

The criteria are 5 means always (81-100% of the time)
4 means often (61-80% of the time)
3 means sometimes (41-60% of the time)
2 means seldom (21-40% of the time)
1 means never (0-20% of the time)
Questions 4 3 2 1
18. Teachers teach English contents and skills based on
the Basic Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551.
19. Teachers teach English contents and skills which are
more likely to appear on the O-NET.
20. Teachers use textbook to teach English in classrooms.
21. Teachers use previous O-NET tests and other O-NET-
related materials to teach English in classrooms.
22. Teachers change their teaching methods to help me to
succeed in the O-NET.
23. Teachers teach test-taking strategies in classrooms.
24. Teachers use communicative language teaching
approach in classrooms.
25. Teachers use student-centered approach in
classrooms.
26. Teachers adapt test items from previous O-NET tests
for their English tests in classrooms.
27. Teachers adjust their classroom assessment to match
with the formats of the O-NET such as using multiple-
choice test to evaluate my learning.
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Questions

28

. Teachers use performance-based assessment to
evaluate my English language learning such as essay
writing, pair-work, role-play, group discussion,

portfolios, diaries, and self-assessment.

29.

Teachers assess my English ability based on the

objectives of the syllabus.

30.

Teachers use only English when they teach English in

classrooms.

31.

Teachers use English with occasional Thai explanation

when they teach English in classrooms.

32.

Teachers use only Thai when they teach English in

classrooms.

33

Teachers spend time on classroom activities that help
me perform well on the O-NET e.g., vocabulary and

grammar activities.

34.

Teachers spend time after class to review contents that

are likely to appear on the O-NET to me.

35.

Teachers spend time on classroom activities that help
me improve my English proficiency e.g., listening and

speaking activities.

36.

Teachers spend time on classroom activities that help

me improve my critical thinking skills.

37.

Teachers assign homework based on English textbook

exercises.

38.

Teachers assign homework relevant to the O-NET such
as practicing the past exam papers or practicing reading

comprehension activities.

39.

Teachers assign group and pair work activities to me.

40.

Teachers feel pressure either from the school or
students themselves to improve their students” O-NET

scores.

41.

Teachers feel nervous and fear for the poor results of

their students’ English ability.

42.

Teachers expect me to perform well on the O-NET.

43.

Teachers encourage me to participate more in

English classrooms.
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Questions

a4.

Teachers organize mock examination to me before

taking the O-NET.

45.

Teachers offer information relevant to the O-NET in

classrooms.

Part 4:Students’ Opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET)

Instruction: Rate your opinions by putting a tick (V') in the provided table L for the item you

choose.
The criteria are 5 means strongly agree
a4 means agree
3 means undecided
2 means disagree
1 means

strongly disagree

Questions

5

4

46.

The contents of the O-NET cover the main indicators of

the Basic Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551.

ar.

The contents of the O-NET are related to the contents

on English textbooks.

48.

The O-NET emphasizes English reading comprehension.

49.

The O-NET emphasizes critical thinking skills.

50.

The O-NET is used to check my language proficiency.

51.

| think it is a good idea to use the O-NET scores as the

criterion for exit examination.

52.

My O-NET score is an indication of how well | have

learned English in classrooms.

53.

Goal of teaching English is to help students obtain high
scores on the O-NET.

54.

The O-NET preparation has influence on teachers’

English language teaching in classrooms.

55.

The O-NET preparation has influence on my English

language learning in classrooms.
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Suggestion

Thank you very much for your kind cooperation
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The Construction of Interview Questions

1. The Examples of Teacher Interview Questions
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Area of Area of
Questions teaching  learning Theories
5. Did you review contents that were likely to appear on Content of - (adapted from
the O-NET to students? and How? Teaching Gashaya, 2012;
Sommit, 2009)
6. In your opinions, did your students focus to learn Content (adapted from
contents that were likely to appear on the O-NET? - of Gashaya, 2012;
and How? Learning Sommit, 2009)
7. Did you teach students test-taking strategies of the Teaching - (adapted from
O-NET? and How? Methods Shih, 2007)
8. In your opinions, what techniques did your students - Learning  (adapted from
use for the O-NET preparation? Strategies  Maniruzzaman
and Hoque,
2010)
9. Did your students go to tutorial schools or hire a - Total (adapted from
tutor for the O-NET preparation? Time on  Shih, 2007)
Learning
10. Had any students ever asked you to teach to the
O-NET in class? Did you make changes of your - Learning  (adapted from
lesson on the basis of the student’s request? Motivation  Gashaya, 2012)
11. How did you feel about the O-NET preparation? Anxiety - (adapted from
Anxiety? Gashaya, 2012)
12. In your opinions, how did your students feel about - Anxiety (adapted from

the O-NET preparation?

Gashaya, 2012)
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Area of Area of

Questions teaching  learning Theories
13. What language did you use when you taught English in Teacher - (adapted from
classrooms? and How? Talk Yunus and

Salehi, 2012)

14. Were students’ assignments related to the Teacher - (adapted from
O-NET? and How? Assigned Yunus and
Homework Salehi, 2012;
shih,2007)
15. Were test items of quizzes, mid-term exam, and final Teacher- - (adapted from
exam similar to those of the O-NET? and How? Based Shih, 2007)
Assessment
16. Had you ever provided extra class to review contents Time - (adapted from
that were likely to appear on the O-NET to students? Allotment Sommit, 2009)
and How? for Test
Preparation

2. The Example of Grade 9 Student Group Interview Questions

Questions Area of teaching Area of Theories
learning

3. Did teachers offer you information relevant to the Atmosphere of - (adapted from
O-NET in classrooms? and How? the Class Shih, 2007)

4. Did teachers teach test-taking strategies of the Teaching - (adapted from
O-NET? and How? Method Shih, 2007)

5. Did teachers review contents that were likely to Content of - (adapted from
appear on the O-NET? and How? Teaching Gashaya, 2012;

Sommit, 2009)

6. What language did teachers use when they taught Teacher Talk - (adapted from
English in classrooms? Yunus and

Salehi, 2012)

7. Were assignments related to the O-NET? and How? Teacher - (adapted from
Assigned Yunus and

Homework Salehi, 2012)




219

Questions Area of teaching Area of Theories
learning
8. Were test items of quizzes, mid-term and final exam Teacher-Based - (adapted from
similar to those of the O-NET? and How? Assessment Shih, 2007)
10. Had you ever asked teachers to teach to the O-NET - Learning  (adapted from
in class? motivation  Gashaya, 2012)
11. Did you focus to learn contents that were likely - Content (adapted from
to appear on the O-NET? and Why? of learning  Gashaya, 2012;
Sommit, 2009)
12. What techniques did you use for the O-NET - Learning  (adapted from
preparation? strategies  Maniruzzaman
and Hoque,
2010)
13. Did you go to tutorial schools or hire a tutor for - Total time  (adapted from
the O-NET preparation? on Shih, 2007)
learning
14. How did you feel about the O-NET preparation? - Anxiety (adapted from
Anxiety? Gashaya, 2012)
15. How did teachers feel about the O-NET Anxiety - (adapted from

preparation?

Gashaya, 2012)
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Appendix G

Teacher Interview Questions in Thai Version

No. Questions
1 dhisuiivideasulaidniuiuly aunsAnedidlaifeatudenuazinueiioonty
Joaeulowiln
2 aungAnhildulmvesdeaeuleiinfinisuiuusethaidelsl
3 nsaeulallafianuddyiuivesnuniniely uaslinuddyedials
4 puegtidoyaitividestunsaouladsluiudouniold wartudssnils
5 guegnumudemiimaasiludeaouleidaliiingouthoelsl uasnumusels
6 luamuAnvesgung dndsuailaGeudomiimaiazifludoaeulodnviolivaraula
ae1als
7 auajaeuweilanisvidessuladaliindeutnmiseld wavaeustals
8 TuaruAnvesnuey UnSeuldinaiaezlslunswisudaouledn
9 shiFeuluSeuduilsaouneivvieisiinesiewsousaoulenuselsl
10 Sndsunevelinungaeuieidesouladnluduteuthmioli uazauasuiy
unBumuiiinieuieseriold
11 fuaglinnuidnedndslumswseuiaeuleln SEndandvansela
12 Tupnudnvesnung dnideuidneddlslunswieudaeuleids
13 panglinwerlsnmitaouinnwsmguluiudeu uadldedsls
14 msthuvestniBeuiiamuiedestuieasuleidntrmiels wavifvadesedils
15 ludeasudesdedeunanniauazdedeulateniaiidnuaziaundeiudedouloLdn
3ol warlldnuuaieetls
16 uAgasinsseudiufuuennadsuionumuieminininsdlutoaeulouisls
inSeuviseldl wavasueeals
17 pungAnhmawiousaeulodindsadeniniounndsnguresindeuluiude
v3alil uazdanaegnsls
18 muannsanslidnwsingureninfeuiuiunnmseseusaeulainuieliua
Jaduegils
19 AuasAninswssuddeulidndimanonisdoun nsingvusinulemseliiazdiua

q U

ag4ls
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Teacher Interview Questions in English Version

No. Questions
1 Your students had just taken the O-NET. What did you think about the contents
and tested skills of the O-NET?
2 Could you think of any aspect of the O-NET that needed to be improved?
3 How important was the O-NET to you?
4 Did you offer students information relevant to the O-NET in classrooms? and
How?
5  Did you review contents that were likely to appear on the O-NET to students?
and How?
6 In your opinion, did your students focus to learn contents that were likely to
appear on the O-NET? and How?
7 Did you teach students test-taking strategies of the O-NET? and How?
8  In your opinions, what techniques did your students use for the O-NET
preparation?
9  Did your students go to tutorial schools or hire a tutor for the O-NET
preparation?
10 Had any students ever asked you to teach to the O-NET in class? Did you make
changes of your lesson on the basis of the student’s request?
11 How did you feel about the O-NET preparation? Anxiety?
12 In your opinions, how did your students feel about the O-NET preparation?
13 What language did you use when you taught English in classrooms? and How?
14 Were students’ assignments related to the O-NET? and How?
15 Were test items of quizzes, mid-term exam, and final exam similar to those of
the O-NET? and How?
16 ~ Had you ever provided extra class to review contents that were likely to appear
in the O-NET to students? and How?
17 Do you think the O-NET preparation affected students’ English language learning
in classrooms? and How?
18  Did they improve their English proficiencies from the O-NET preparation? and
How?
19 Do you think the O-NET preparation affected your English language teaching?

and How?
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Appendix H

Grade 9 Student Interview Questions in Thai Version

No. Questions
1 dnidsuiivhdeseuleuiiuiily dhiSeudneslsfetuidomuazinueoantu
Jodoulowiln
2 nBoudeiddnlvestoaeulewnfinsuiuussiamield
3 asldduasdeyafierdestunsaeuleislududounioli uastudediils
4 agldaeuwmaiianisvhdeasuledninmield wavaeueeils
5 agldmumuidemiimeinssdluteaeuleidinthoviels wasnumuoeils
6  aslinwerlsnanfiaeulududen
7 msthuiidhiSewhianuiedestudeasuleiintaield uasdimniedosedils
8 dedeudesdesaunaniniauazdeseularsnirnasiudeseuleidntnwmiold
wazdldnuazadneeesls
9 ﬂgﬁmiaamﬁmLﬁmuaﬂL’JmL’%*c’mLﬁammuLﬁamﬁmmwzﬂwﬁaaaﬂaLﬁmﬂ'lw'%ahi
waznunIuee1als
10 tndsunsvelingaeunieidoaeuloidnluduSoutawiol
11 dhifeuavladeudomimaineiludeseulaidanieluinmeimele
12 inFeuiimadeeylsteililuniswisusaoulown
13 inFeuldFouaiuilsaiounaivvdediunefiitewiousaeulawdavioll
14 dnSeulenuidnedalslunmanseudiaeuledls sdniandnaniel
15 winmegdaneglslunswseudiaeuleon
16 mawssuideuladndmaromsssunundngulutuSouenindsurielivey
denaodnils
17 ﬂ’ﬂL%'auﬁmhm’1:umamami‘l,%mmé’aﬂqwaaﬁ’aLaﬂLﬁwﬁumﬂmm“ﬁ'wﬁmadmﬁm
3ol s1emele
18 luaruAnvestinGew nswssumadeuledndwasanisaeunissinguuengnsely

wazdinanggls
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Appendix J

The Validity of Teacher Questionnaire

Washback effects on English language teaching

Expert
Statement IOC Results
1 2 3 [ 5

| teach English contents and skills based on the +1 +1 +1 +1 41 1 Reserved
Basic Education Core Curriculum B.E.2551.
dudoullonuasinyeNYIBNgEATIUVANGNT
WNUAANNSANBITUNUFIUNNSANTIY 2551
| teach English contents and skills which are more +1 +1 +1 +1  +1 1 Reserved
likely to appear on the O-NET.
duasuilomuaziinuenwsinguiinainaziily
Jaapulowin
| use textbooks to teach in classrooms. +1 0 +1 0 +1 0.6  Reserved
SldndeFouiieaeuluiubey
I use past O-NET exams and other O-NET- related +1 +1 +1 +1 41 1 Reserved
materials to teach in classrooms.
fulddfeaouinwiefeonneidestudeasulominiile
goulutuFoy
I change my teaching methods to help students to +1 +1 +1 0 +1 0.8  Reserved
succeed on the O-NET.
duidsuidnsaeuiietislidniSewhdeasulewdala
| teach test-taking strategies in classrooms. +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved
dugeumaiansirdodoulutuiou
| 'use communicative approach in classrooms. +1 +1 +1 +1 0 0.8 Reserved

duldunnisasunwsinguiianisdoanslutuiou
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Expert

Statement

IOC

Results

| use student-centered approach in classrooms. +1

dulduwnisaeusuuidiufiFeudugudnadlududeu

| adapt test items from previous O-NET exams for +1
my classroom tests.

v o w < v 9 o A qu v &
Suhdedeuleiindeundsunusuiieldeanteasuludy

Seu

I adjust my classroom assessment to match with +1
the formats of the O-NET such as using multiple-

choice test to evaluate students’ learning.
Fuusumsussdiumalutudoulfaonadostuziuuy
vosdeaeulowin 1wy mslddeasudsdelunmsinnis

a4 w o o
LAY UIVDIUNLIYU

| use performance assessment to evaluate students  +1
learning such as essay writing, pair-work, role-play,

group discussion, portfolios, diaries, and self-

assessment and so on.
fuldmadssiiiunaannisuduilunsianisiteuives

HniSeu Wy MITeuEeInN N15119UE NISLERS
unumanyi mseAUse  uiluavaunany leens ua

a =
NMFUTELIUAULDY DU

| assess students based on the objectives of the +1
syllabus.
dulszfiuinGeulaedinuingussasdvesUssuis

Futielie

I'use English only when | teach in classrooms. +1

duldnwdinguegfeanafiaoulutuiEeu

I use English with occasional Thai explanation +1
when | teach English in classrooms.
duldnwsinguuazesuelunwlneuieiai

aoulutuSyy

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

0.8

0.8

0.8

0.8

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved
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Expert

Statement 1 2 3

I0C

Results

| use Thai only when | teach in classrooms. +1 +1 +1

Fuldnwnlneeghafenafiaeuludusey

| spend time on classroom activities that help +1 +1 +1
students perform well on the O-NET e.g,,

vocabulary and grammar activities.
SldnaniudenssulutudeuiivaelitnSewh

FoaouToilinldd 1w Aanssuferfumdnriuay

Tensal

| spend time after class to review contents that +1 +1 +1
are likely to appear on the O-NET to students.
duldaenmiloanianssulnfiionumuiiom

a ' P v < Yo a
AraarilluteseulowiniinS ey

I spend time on classroom activities that help +1 +1 +1
students improve their English proficiency e.g.,

listening and speaking activities.
SuldafuinssulutuSeuiivaeindsuiaumms

linudangy Wi Anssunsyauaznsil

| assign homework based on textbook exercises. +1 0 +1
FuneumnensvnuliiniSsumnuwuuiindaluntsde

Sy

I assign homework relevant to the O-NET such as +1 +1 +1
practicing the past exam papers or practicing

reading comprehension activities.
Suneumnemstuiiieestutedeuledn wu
msiinvideaeudeundmidonisiinnsenuiieriny

Wla

| assign group and pair work activities to students. +1 +1 +1

duuesumnefnssunguvseianssuglidniseui

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

0.8

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved
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Statement

I0C

Results

| feel pressure either from the school or
students themselves to improve the students’
O-NET scores.
Fufdnnasuliinnnlsa3ouvienniiniFeuiides

< Y < v o o X
Winseauaziuule Luﬁ]’U@ﬂuﬂLiEﬁﬂ%qﬂ’UU

| feel nervous and fear the poor results of
students.

duidninndnauasniiaasuvestinSeuiiseaus

| expect students to perform well on the O-
NET.

Fuaenisidniseuagsideasuledialad

| encourage students to participate more in
classrooms.

duativanuinSeuliidnsiuluduEeunniu

| organize mock examination to students before
taking the O-NET.

U Y a o v e Y a LY a
duliiniseussvirteseuilndfesiudeaouass

1 =
noudoulaliln

| offer information relevant to the O-NET in
classrooms.

duliteyaiiferfesiunisasuleialudubou

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

0.8

0.8

0.8

0.8

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved
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Teachers Perception on Washback Effects on English Language Learning

Expert

Statement 1 2 3 q 5 10C Results
Students focus learning on the contents and skills +1 +1 +1  +1 -1 0.6  Reserved
that are likely to appear on the O-NET.
iniseuaulassulonuavinweNdinassingludeasu
Toudin
Students focus learning on communicative skills. +1 +1 +1  +1 -1 0.6  Reserved
nzuauladuinueildlumsieans
Students focus learning on some parts in the English ~ +1 +1 +1  +1 -1 0.6  Reserved
textbook even though they are not likely to appear
on the O-NET.
uniseuaulaseuiomundulunidesounwsinge
winazldilludeaoulowdin
Students spend their time in the evenings or +1 +1 +1  +1 -1 0.6  Reserved
weekends for the O-NET preparation in tutorial
schools.
uniseuldnamduinseunse tungaanseninglunis
wisushaeuleiinflanitunieiv
Students spend their time practicing previous O-NET ~ +1 +1 +1  +1 +1 1 Reserved
exams or reviewing grammar and vocabulary in
classrooms.
wniseuldalunsiinddeaeuleilindoundmio
numuhensaiuazAmAwiludusou
Students spend their time practicing communicative ~ +1 +1 +1  +1 +1 1 Reserved
skills.
fnzeuldnanlunsiininugmenisdoans
Students learn test-taking strategies. +1 +1 +1  +1 -1 0.6 Reserved

T a o w
fdnissussunaislunsyindedou
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Expert

Statement 1 3 a 5 10C Results
Students use rote-memorization skill to +1 +1 +1 +1 -1 0.6 Reserved
prepare for the O-NET.
dniSeuldinvensilunmsinseudaouledn
Students focus to learn language in order to +1 +1 +1 +1 -1 0.6 Reserved
develop their ability to use language.
indeuadlasunviiiewaunauausely
msldnwdang
Students study harder to get high O-NET +1 +1 +1 +1 -1 0.6 Reserved
scores.
thidouSeuninudielildnsuuleiings
Students feel anxiety to prepare for the O- +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved
NET.
dniseuiimuinalunsnseudaeulowin
Students fear the poor test results. +1 +1 +1 +1 0 0.8 Reserved

dniSsunduihezuuuasulawinlam
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Expert

Statement

3

10C

Results

The contents of the O-NET cover the Basic +1
Education Core Curriculum B.E. 2551.
Wemludeaeuleilnaseungunangmsununany

MsANITUNUgIUNEANTIY 2551

The contents of the O-NET are based in +1
textbooks.

WamludeaeulaineanmuliomlumisdeSeu

The O-NET emphasizes reading comprehension.  +1

Jaaaulawniuniseuianudila

The O-NET emphasizes critical thinking skills. +1

Joapulainiiuginuen1sAndesieit

The O-NET is used to check students’ language  +1
proficiency.
Joaeulawdnldinpuannsanisldniunsngy

Ypani3au

I think it is a good idea to use the O-NET scores  +1
as the criterion for exit examination.
514561'57m{l‘ﬁﬂsLLquaLﬁmﬂummﬂumimmﬁ@u

P = I a aa
ﬂ'ﬂ']llzﬂ@uﬁ]uﬂ’ﬁﬂﬂw’]LUuﬂ’J’]ﬂﬁﬂWﬂ

A student’s score on the O-NET is an indication +1
of how well she or he has learned in
classrooms.

< o o & - =
pruwuuaaulanvasliniS e dunsoau@in

o = e Y a
Jnissussulannaluuluduseu

Goal of teaching English is to help students +1
obtain high scores on the O-NET.
WhnnnevesnsaaunIwsIng eienstetnisey

Tildrvuuuaeuleings

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1 1

+1 1

+1 1

+1 1

+1 1

+1 1

+1 1

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved
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Expert
Results
Statement 1 5 3 4 5 I0C
The O-NET has influence on my teaching in +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved
classrooms.
JeaoulainiidvdnasenisaouvesdulutusSou
The O-NET has influence on students’ learning  +1  +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved

in classrooms.

> 2 da a i o o J
%aﬁanaLuﬁm?JVIﬁWﬁG]Bﬂ'ﬁLiEJUﬂJBQuﬂLiEJuI‘U“U‘U

Sau
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Appendix K

The Validity of Interview Questions

The Validity of English Teacher Interview Questions

Questions Expert IOC Results
1 2 3 4 5
Your students have just taken the O-NET. What +1 +1 +1 -1 +1 0.6 Reserved

do you think about the contents and tested
skills of the O-NET?
thiSeudisihdeasuleudmiuiuly qunasAnedils

a4 o & o A o <
WNeatulemuavyinweNean ludeaeulowin

Could you think of any aspect of the O-NET that  +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved
needs to be improved?
aungAsiddnlnuvesdeasulatiniimsuivu

v ey
Travisolal

How important is the O-NET to you? +1 +1 +1 -1 +1 0.6 Reserved

)

msaoulawiniinudrfyiudiesiy

Did you offer students information relevant to +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved
the O-NET in classrooms? and Why?
Aunsiudsdeyaiifetdosiunisaeuleidn

luduseunselinszmele

Did you review contents that are likely to appear  +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved
on the O-NET to students? and Why?
auegnuvuiemiinininasTludeaeulewdali

nSeuthweld wszivgla

In your opinion, did your students focus to learn  +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved
contents that are likely to appear on the O-NET?

and How?

TumwAnvesauag dnidsualaFowidom

Amainaziludeasulodinnsolisgnals
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Questions

Expert

I0C

Results

Did you teach students test-taking strategies
of the O-NET? and Why?
Aangaeumaiiansideasulawdalidnizeu

tavseldmszmela

In your opinions, what techniques did your
students use for the O-NET preparation?
lupnufnvesruazinSeuldinalinesls

TunswSeushasulewin

Did your students go to tutorial schools or
hire a tutor for the O-NET preparation?
dneulutouasunlsasyunnivInEed1sio

s A ~ Y < A '
LmaﬁLW@LﬂﬁEJiJﬁ]’)ﬁaUIa Luﬁ]ﬂﬁ@i&l

Had any students ever asked you to teach
to the O-NET? Did you make changes on the
basis of the student’s request?
fnGeweevelinuagaeuviefteasuloidn

v = ' o Ho o % = '
UNW?@I@JLLﬁ%ﬂmﬂEWWGﬂ@JWUﬂLiEJ‘Lﬁ@ﬂ‘U?J‘Wi?JIﬂJ

How did you feel about the O-NET
preparation? Anxiety?
Aungiinnuidnedrslsluniswieuiaeuleodn

FAndnninaviels

In your opinions, how did your students feel
about the O-NET preparation?
luruAnvesnuaginiGeusdnegidls

TunswSeudaeulein

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

0.6

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved
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Questions

Expert

I0C

Results

What language do you use when you teach +1
in classrooms? and Why?
Auasldnwerlsnafiaauluduieungzive

T +1

Were students’ assigcnments related to the
O-NET? and Why?

» o A 4 v oo
N1SUIUVBIUNLIYUNAINULNYIVINUVBEBY

Tawfinthavelinszmela

Were test items of quizzes, mid-term exam, +1
and final exam similar to those of the O-
NET? and Why?
Tudeseudssdosaunatsniauazladautany

v [J v [ I = 1l
Malidnwagmanuadneiuteaeulawinvsoll

wEmela

Had you ever provided extra class to review +1
contents that are likely to appear on the O-
NET to students? and Why?

a A a = ~
AMAFALLNITADULRULANUDNLIAIYUND
numuilemnaninasiluteaeulednli

v o
iniSeurselal mszmele

Do you think the O-NET affects students’ +1
English language learning in classrooms? and

How?

AungAninsaeulewdndsmanonisieunis

o o o & o 4y
ENﬂm&‘uENUﬂLiEJUIUGUULSEJUﬁiE]VLJJ og19ls

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved
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Questions Expert 10C Results
1 2 3 4 5
Do they improve their English proficiencies +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved

from the O-NET preparation? and How?
anuaunsansldniwdengeusstinbou

a X S & A v
meﬁuumﬂm'ﬁLmﬂumaaﬂmummﬂu @8’1\715

Do you think the O-NET affect your English +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved
language teaching? and Why?
AunzAninsaeulaidndsmanonisaeuntv

ganqurasmuewiselil wszmela




The Validity of Grade 9 Students Group Interview Questions

236

Questions Expert

1 2 3 4

I0C

Results

You have just taken the O-NET. What do you +1 +1 +1 +1
think about the contents and tested skills of

the O-NET?

aauisvhieaeuleidmimsiuly

AuAnagalsnefulonnasinweieanluy

q

v

&
Joaaulawin

Could you think of any aspect of the O-NET +1 +1 +1 +1
that needs to be improved?
A fldulmvesdeasulauiniimsuiuuse

v
Travseli

Did teachers offer you information relevant +1 +1 +1 +1
to the O-NET in classrooms? and How?

& o dd v oo < )
ﬂ?ULLﬁ]\‘i“U’eJQJuaWLﬂEJTZJ?NﬂUﬂ"I‘Eﬁ?JUI’eJL‘um‘LU“Uu

Seunselyd agals

Did teachers teach test-taking strategies of +1 +1 +1 +1
the O-NET? and How?
aglaaounaiianisvidedeuleintnmiold

ag4ls

Did teachers review contents that are likely +1 +1 +1 +1
to appear on the O-NET? and How?
aglsmumuilomiininireeilludeaeuleldn

{ravseliagals

What language did teachers use when teach +1 +1 +1 +1
in classrooms?

asldnwezlsnanfasulutuSey

Were assignments related to the O-NET? +1 +1 +1 +1
and How?
mstnfiaahiianuiedesivieaeuledn

ravseliagals

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved
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Questions

Expert

1

I0C

Results

Were test items of quizzes, mid-term and final
exam similar to those of the O-NET? and How?
JogpudastadaunaraniALaztadauvaisnia

v v v @ 3 = [ [l
panefuteaeulaiintransela ognals

Did teachers provide extra class to review
contents that are likely to appear on the
O-NET? and How?

= A a = - & )
AFUNTADUNLLANUBNLIAWIYULNDNUNIULUDNIN

paariludeasulaintwmdely agsls

Had you ever asked teachers to teach to the
O-NET?

Aanevelingaeuniefidoaeuladntnwmdely

Did you focus to learn contents that are likely
to appear on the O-NET? and Why?
auauladouiemienitagiluteaouleLn

viollimemela

What techniques did you use for the O-NET
preparation?

Aufiadnezlsthaildlunswssudaouledin

Did you go to tutorial schools or hire a tutor for
the O-NET preparation?
AadluSauadunlsudeunindnsednafumnes

ewSeudaeulawinvselyl

How did you feel about the O-NET
preparation? Anxiety?
Aufinnuidnedlsluniswieudiaeulolingdn

Innfaransely

How did teachers feel about the O-NET
preparation?

winaazsanegnalslunmswseudiaeulesis

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

+1

0.8

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved

Reserved
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Questions Expert I0C Results
1 2 3 4 5
Do the O-NET affect your English language +1 41 +1 41 +1 1 Reserved
learning in classrooms? and Why?
nsaeulaiindsrasionsissunwdnguluiu
SeuvesinSeuvieli mswmele
Do you think that your English proficiency had +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved
improved due to the O-NET preparation? and
Why?
ANANIIANAINSANSIEN B aNguYRIILes
dintuannswieumaeuledavielsl
Wzl
In your opinions, do the O-NET affect teachers’  +1 +1 +1 +1 +1 1 Reserved

English language teaching? and How?
IumwﬁmﬁuammmiaaUIaLﬁmdmaﬁiamiﬁau

nedangwresnglutuseunseld egrels
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Appendix L

Teacher Questionnaire Item Revisions

Washback Effects on English Language Teaching

No. Statement Revized Statement

8 | use textbooks to teach in classrooms. | use textbooks to teach English in classrooms.
auldnilsdeSouioaeulutuseu Prdldviidosouiiogounmsingulutuiseu

9 | use past O-NET exams and other | use previous O-NET tests and other O-NET-
O-NET-related materials to teach in related materials to teach English in classrooms.
classrooms.
v g vy I s dd v o ow < Yy yveuy oA 4 dd v oo <
auldtadaunvsedeningtasiudadeulewin D lidespuinvsedeineidesiudedeulatin
WieaouludwSeu Wegounwsngulututou

10 gudsuitnmsaeuiiedsliinSeuideasu PrsruuitmsaeuiiedagliinSeuideaeu
Toufinle Toulinle

12 | use communicative approach in classrooms | use communicative language teaching approach

in classrooms.

dulduuimsaeuniudinguiionsdeans Frndlduwrnisaountndinguiiionsieanstudu
Tuguisau Seu

14 | adapt test items from previous O-NET exams | adapt test items from previous O-NET tests for
for my classroom tests. my English tests in classrooms.
v o v <& v o v A g v Y o o 2 v o o A o
duihdeseulailindounasnusudiiebean wshiedeulaindeundanlsuiieldesn
JoaaulutuSeu Jospumwsengulutuizeu

16 | use performance assessment to evaluate | use performance-based assessment to evaluate

students’ learning such as essay writing, pair-
work, role-play, group discussion, portfolios,
diaries, self assessment and so on.
fuldnmsuszfiunaannisufoRlunmsianisiseus
YosniTeu Wi NMIeuEenY NSYINUE
MIUERIUNUINELYF N5eAUTY

wilvavaunasu 1nond nmsusvliunuies uazdus

students’ English language learning such as essay
writing, pair-work, role-play, group discussion,

portfolios, diaries, and self-assessment.

grinldnsusediunaannisud iatunisinnis

a ¥ o v a 1 a a
SeudnwndinguuesinGe 1wy madeuieniu
MIYNLE MIkERUNUIMENLA Mseiuse uily

araunaay 10913 LagnsussiunuLes
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No Statement Revized Statement

17 | assess students based on the objectives of | assess students_English ability based on the
the syllabus. objectives of the syllabus.
fuvssdiuineulaedwmningusvaves DI UsEIUANAI 0 UN I SINGBYBITN S Y
Usganasein IngdwnuingUszasAvelszanaein

18 | use English only when | teach in classrooms. | use only English when | teach Englishin
guldndinquetradisnanfiaoulutuidou classrooms.

Frdldnrmndingulunisdanisiounisaeudan
mmﬁﬂﬂgwmwﬁu

19 I use English with occasional Thai explanation | use English with occasional Thai explanation
when | teach in classrooms. when | teach English in classrooms.
@IﬁmmﬁﬂﬂqwaxaﬁmﬂLﬁumwﬂ‘wsmﬂﬂ%& ﬂ’hWLﬂ"ﬂ%’mméﬁﬂqmmz@%maL‘ﬁummlmmaﬂixﬂ
nafiaeulududey nafieunwdangulududou

20 | use Thai only when | teach in classrooms. | use only Thai when | teach English in classrooms.
suldinwilnsoghaieafiaouludubeon frudldnwilnglunsiamsisounisaousiiu

25 | assign homework based on textbook | assign homework based on English textbook
exercises. exercises.
duyeunmnemstinulitnFousuwuuiininly drdmeunuenistuliiniEsusuwuuiindnly
nifsdoiFou nilideisaun1wsingy

29 | feel nervous and fear the poor results of | feel nervous and fear for the poor results of
students. students’ English ability.
duidnianinauazndnadevvesinGeulissdiu  PmdhiEniandnalasndrikaauanuaINsany
i MudsnguvesinSeuasdsydusi

31 | encourage students to participate more in | encourage students to participate more in English

classrooms.
guanfvayuinGeulrlduialutuieu

1NTU

classrooms.
diratuayuinSeuliiduslututeu

AWSINYEUNTY
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Teachers Perception on Washback Effects on English Language Learning

No. Questions Revized Questions

34 Students focus learning on the contents Students focus learning on the contents and
and skills that are likely to appear on the skills of English that are likely to appear on the
O-NET. O-NET.
thigsuauladsuidomussinueditnasunng  dhFevauladoudemuasiinuenmndnguitnae
Tudeseuloin Usngludeaeuloiin

35 Students focus learning on communicative  Students focus learning on communicative
skills. English language skills.

36  Students focus learning on some parts in Students focus learning on some parts in the
the textbook even though they are not English textbook even though they are not likely
likely to appear on the O-NET. to appear on the O-NET.
thideualaSoudomuaniumidossy  dhidsualassuiomudnlumideson
winazldilludeaoulowdin mwdanguuiinvzlifludeseulowdin

40  Students spend their time practicing Students spend their time practicing
communicative skills. communicative English language skills in
fnzeuldnalunsiininugmanisdeans classrooms.

tizeuldnalunmsiindnueyanisdeans
mwdengulududen

41 Students learn test-taking strategies. Students learn test-taking strategies for English
dnuusyunaislunisyidedeu language tests.

inissueuwmedalunmsirdogoudmsunisasu
JwdIngy

43 Students focus to learn language in order Students study harder in English in order to
to develop their ability to use language. develop their ability to use language.
thidsuauladsunwiiiewaeuaunsn  hSeudndnamsngumindudietan
Tunsldnendangu pansalunsldntensingu

44 Students study harder to get high Students study harder_in English to get high O-

O-NET scores.

UniSeussumintuiielildnzuuulowdngs

NET scores.
niSsuBeulgnnmusinguuintuiiolnldnzwuu

Touings
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No. Questions Revized Questions

45 Students feel anxiety to prepare for the Students feel anxious while preparing for the
O-NET. O-NET.
FnSsuianuinaluniswisudaaulewin

46 Students fear the poor test results. Students fear for the poor O-NET results in English.

dnissundnheziuuaaulailinlési

unZeundhazuuuseuladmmamsingulim

Teachers’” Opinions towards the Ordinary National Educational Test (O-NET)

No. Questions Revized Questions

47 The contents of the O-NET cover the The contents of the O-NET cover the main
Basic Education Core Curriculum B.E. indicators of the Basic Education Core Curriculum
2551. B.E. 2551.
onludeaouleuinasounquudngns omludeasulaiinasounquiatsivanlundngns
Lmuﬂawmsﬁﬂm%uﬁugwuwwﬁﬁﬂiw 2551 LLﬂuﬂa"mmﬁﬁﬂm%uﬁugmwﬁﬁmw 2551

48 The contents of the O-NET are based in The contents of the O-NET are related to the
textbooks. contents in English textbooks.
Womludeaovlaineenaunieniluniide  Womludeaeulawindmmudenlostuifonily
Sy nilideaudrnwsingy

49 The O-NET emphasizes reading The O-NET emphasizes English reading
comprehension. comprehension.
Foaeulawindumseruiionudile éﬁaaau‘lmﬁmLﬁumiéwumwé’aﬂgmﬁammm’fﬂa

52 FuAnimsidazwuulomadunaeiiunig PdrAnimsidrguuulodadunueiiunig

wmaaummﬁdamumsﬁﬂmLi’]ummﬁmﬁﬁ

wmaaummifﬁauwmiﬁﬂmLﬂummﬁmﬁﬁ
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Appendix M

Interview Questions Revision

Teacher Interview Questions Revisions

No. Questions Revized Questions

1 Your students have just taken the Your students had just taken the O-NET.
O-NET. What do you think about the What did you think about the contents and
contents and tested skills of the tested skills of the O-NET?
O-NET?

2 Could you think of any aspect of the Could you think of any aspect of the O-NET that
O-NET that_needs to be improved? needed to be improved?

3 How important is the O-NET to you? Is the O-NET important to you? and How?
msaoulawininnudrdyiuduodlu msaoulawindnnuddyiufivesnuasvielsl

wazilmudAgyeenals

4 Did you offer students information Did you offer students information relevant to
relevant to the O-NET in classrooms? the O-NET in classrooms? and How?
and Why? Anngtudsdeyaitinadesiunisaeulen
auegtudsdeyaiiieadesiunsaeulowin  TutuFourdolivariudiegrils
TutuSsuvielyl mswwela

5 Did you review contents that_are likely Did you review contents that were likely to
to appear on the O-NET to students? appear on the O-NET to students? and How?
and Why? aupgnumuiiieiinininasiluteasuleiin
auegnuvuideiinniagilutosey TiihiSeuthaiels wasnumuetils
TavlaliinSeuthmiehimszmgla

6 In your opinions, did your students In your opinions, did your students focus to learn
focus to learn contents that are likely contents that were likely to appear in the O-NET?
to appear on the O-NET? and How? and How?

7 Did you teach student test-taking Did you teach student test-taking strategies of

strategies of the O-NET? and Why?
agaeuwmaiinnsideseulewdnlitnizeu

taeliinazivgla

the O-NET? and How?
azaeuwmatinnsideaeulawdalidnizeudig

yseldl wazaoueaddls
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No. Questions Revized Questions

10 Had any students ever asked you to Had any students ever asked you to teach to the
teach to the O-NET? Did you make O-NET in class? Did you make changes of your
changes on the basis of the student’s lesson on the basis of the student’s request?
request? fnSeuneveinuagaousefitoaeulaiinly
fdniSswnevelvinuagaeuvseditodeu fuBsuthawvidelinarauazsuunidaumud
TewdathavidelivasnuagrmuitnGeuses  dnideufeswevielsl
venselyl

13 What language do you use when you What language did you use when you taught
teach in classrooms? and Why? English in classrooms? and How?
Auagldnwoylsnafisouluduou auaglinuerlsnailaouinmunsmguludy
Wzl Souwarldognsls

14 Were students’ assignments related to Were students’ assignments related to the O-
the O-NET? and Why? NET? and How?
msthuwesindeuimunietesiutedey  msthuresinSeulinnuiiedestudeaey
Towlathaseld wswwmale Towfiothanioli warfinrudndosedils

15 Were test items of quizzes, mid-term Were test items of quizzes, mid-term exam, and
exam, and final exam similar to those of final exam similar to those of the O-NET? and
the O-NET? and Why? How?
luteaeutos doapunatsnin uaydedey luteaeudes doapunatsnin uazdedsulatunal
Uanunaiidnvazaaiuadneiudedeu FnwazAnundreiudeseulewinvSeld uagdl
ToulnnSeldmsizvale anwayaansesidls

16 Had you ever provided extra class to Had you ever provided extra class to review
review contents that are likely to appear contents that were likely to appear on the O-NET
on the O-NET to students? and Why? to students? and How?
@mﬂgmaﬁmsaamﬁmamuaﬂL'smﬁﬂmﬁa @mﬂgmﬂﬁmiaamﬁm@muaﬂL'Ja%%'aul,ﬁammu
numudomimeineziludedeuleadinly iemiimahesiludeseulawdnlitnSeunsoli
dnSeunield mszmela uazeEaunengls

17 Do you think the O-NET affect students’ Do you think the O-NET preparation affected

English language learning in classrooms?
and How?
aunzAninsaeulawdndmanonisiseu
mwdanguuesindeuludussuvdol

agals

students’  English  language  learning in

classrooms? and How?

a 1

AuATANIINISWSLdaeulalndwmanonisiS ey

] il

awdinguresinEaulutuissuniell wazdwa

agals
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No. Questions Revized Questions

18 Do they improve their English proficiencies Did they improve their English proficiencies from
from the O-NET preparation? and How? the O-NET preparation? and How?

19 Do you think the O-NET affect your English Do you think the O-NET preparation affected your

language teaching? and Why?
AunzAnimMsaeulainiinasienisaou

MBINguTeIUeEell 1ewele

English language teaching? and How?

AuAsAnIMswssudaeulailniinaienisaey

Mwdinguesnueioll uazdwasgiils

Grade 9 Students Group Interview Questions Revisions

No. Questions Revized Questions

1 You have just taken the O-NET. What do You had just taken the O-NET. What did you think
you think about the contents and tested about the contents and tested skills of the
skills of the O-NET? O-NET?
paudisvhdeaeulavnsusily thidsuiinhdeaeuledeihwiuly thidsudeedsls
anAnogdlsiieafuidevuasiinugiioonlu  Reafuiilonuaziinweiieanludoaeuleidn
Joaaulowin

2 Could you think of any aspect of the O- Could you think of any aspect of the O-NET that
NET that needs to be improved? needed to be improved?

5 Did teachers review contents that are Did teachers review contents that were likely to
likely to appear on the O-NET? and How?  appear on the O-NET? and How?

6 What language did teachers use when What language did teachers use when they taught
teach in classrooms? English in classrooms?

9 Did teachers provide extra class to review  Did teachers provide extra class to review contents
contents that are likely to appear on the  that were likely to appear in the O-NET? and How?
O-NET? and How?

10 Had you ever asked teachers to teach to Had you ever asked teachers to teach to the

the O-NET?
aaunsvelingaeuniefdoasulamintia

ERIEY

O-NET in _class?

Hnifesumevelvinsaounseiitaasuleinlutuseu

U

Travsoly
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No. Questions Revized Questions

11 Did you focus to learn contents that are Did you focus to learn contents that were
likely to appear on the O-NET? and Why? likely to appear on the O-NET? and Why?

16 Do the O-NET affect your English language Did the O-NET preparation affect your English
learning in classrooms? and Why? language learning in classrooms? and How?
msaeuloindmanonisiseunwdingvludu nsiwssuiaeuladndmanonisisounT8Ing Y
Souvesnamzelingzwele TududsuveninGeuvsely uazdwmaneidls

18 In your opinions, do the O-NET affect In your opinions, did the O-NET preparation

teachers’ English language teaching? and
How?
IUﬂﬁllﬁﬂ“Ua\‘iﬂiu msaeulaindananenisaou

nedangwresngviselietiils

affect teachers’ English language teaching? and
How?

lupruAnvesinSeunsnssusasulawindana

flonIdouN¥8INg wresngviseliuazdmaogls
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Appendix N

Internal Consistency

The Internal Consistency of Teacher Questionnaire

Factors Number of Questions Reliability
Part 2: The Washback Effects on English Language Teaching 28 .843
Part 3: Teachers’ Perceptions on English Language Learning 13 .870
Part 4: The Opinions of Teachers towards the Ordinary 10 122

National Educational Test (O-NET)

Total 51 .907

Part 2: The Washback Effects on English Language Teaching

Factors Number of Reliability
Questions
Content of Teaching 4 529
Teaching Method 4 717
Teacher-Made Assessment a4 512
Teacher Talk 3 .495
Time Allotment for Test Preparation a4 732
Teacher Assigned Homework 3 612
Nervousness and Anxiety 3 .583

Atmosphere of the Class 3 426
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Part 3: Teachers’ Perception on English Language Learning

Factors Number of Questions Reliability
Content of Learning 3 733
Total Time on Learning 4 .838
Learning Strategies 2 .879
Learning Motivation 2 72

Test Anxiety 2 981
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