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Abstract 
 Measuring students’ language ability can be viewed as subjective and complicated 
because competency in language is a multi-dimensional system. In order to assess students 
learning outcome, the Ministry of Education in Thailand is finding ways to help Thai students 
to develop their learning standard, thus the FRELE-TH was established and designed with the 
focus on the role of language for communicative purposes.  As competence should be measured 
based on students actual learning outcomes, adapting and creating a language competency 
framework based on Thai context is necessary. FRELE-TH is a challenging work for different 
Thai scholars where its descriptors are used to encourage teachers and students to opt for 
communicative activities (‘can do’) based on the Thai context. As descriptors used in each 
level of FRELE-TH are flexible, this does not only provide the language scaffolding but also 
cognitive scaffolding that foster students’ English learning competency. 
   
Keywords: Assessment, FRELE-TH descriptors, Learning outcome, Students’ paragraph 
writing, Thailand 
 
Introduction 
 The globalization of English not only plays an important role in the world’s political, 
economic, and social life but is also as an academic discipline. It is recognized as the medium 
language for communication around the world and an important skill for both learners and 
users to achieve their goal, Thai students are facing problems with this regard. 
 

This was reinforced by the report of Education First Standard English Test (2019), 
prepared by Swiss-based Education First, Thailand ranked 74th with the score of 47.62, which 
is regarded as very low proficiency. In 2018, Thailand was placed 64th out of 88 countries with 
a score of 48.54 which was, again, classified as very low proficiency (Hicks, 2019), and in 
2017, was 53rd out of 80 countries, with a score of 49.7. The latest ranking has placed the 
country the third lowest among countries in Southeast Asia for English proficiency, behind 
Vietnam, which were ranked 52nd. A possible reason for this is that there is a mismatch between 
the English language curriculum and the teaching and assessing processes when it comes to 
practice. 
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Since Thailand is a member of the ASEAN Economic Community Integration (AEC), 

English plays an important role for people in this region in communicating. In order to be able 
to incorporate and compete in AEC, the Ministry of Education (MOE) has adopted a version 
of the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR, 2001) as a framework in the 
development of curriculum, teaching, studying, and assessing. It is because CEFR is a well-
recognized framework in the European countries, many countries around the world have 
adopted and adapted CLT and CEFR to fit with their local context.  
 
Literature Review 

CEFR was primarily intended within the European Policy Forum as a tool for reflection, 
communication, and empowerment (Trim, 2012). It was developed to facilitate common 
understanding in the field of language learning, teaching and assessment and provide an arena 
for discussion in language education. It was designed to provide a set of reference levels or 
identifying levels of language proficiency, from near-beginners (A1) to a very advanced level 
(C2) and over a range of skills and areas of use. 

 
These features make it an appropriate tool for comparison of practices across many 

different contexts both in Europe and beyond. However, in fulfilling this purpose (as a common 
reference tool), it cannot be applied to all contexts without some kind of user intervention to 
adapt it to local contexts and objectives (Council of Europe, 2011). Foley (2018, 2019) noted 
how contextual uses which are seen as deliberate interventions in a given environment can take 
various forms, apply on different levels, have different aims. Thus, when considering issues of 
alignment with other forms of assessment, it is important to understand that the CEFR was not 
intended to be used prescriptively and that there is no single ‘best’ way to account for the 
alignment of an examination within its own context and purpose of use. 
  
 The goals of the CEFR in its current form are descriptive, not normative tool (North, 
2014a), but in many European context today, the CEFR descriptors are used in a normative 
way, as performance standards, or as labels to facilitate score transparency (Fulcher, 2012; 
O’Sullivan & Weir, 2011; Roever & MaNamara, 2006). As a result, such interpretation of 
score transparency could be the reason why most test developers rely on CEFR descriptors in 
developing the rating scale while CEFR is, yet, treating as a heuristic common practice 
(North 2014a, 2014b; Weir, 2005). Since CEFR descriptors are the framework, two different 
tests can claim that they are in the same CEFR level. However, with the differences in test 
specification, it would be unfair to consider them equivalent just because both tests share a 
CEFR label (Taylor, 2004). Another issue had been raised by Harsch & Martin (2012), the 
specific details should be added to the CEFR descriptors when using it in a rating context. In 
order to reach the objectives of the designed test, test developers must add the specific details 
into the CEFR descriptors. Therefore, different interpretation of the CEFR descriptors could 
have happened in this step of test development which can cause the deviation of the two tests 
from the stated descriptors of each CEFR level. On the top of that, the CEFR descriptors has 
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been criticized as unclear and inconsistency, both within and across levels (Alderson, 2007; 
Harsch & Rupp, 2011; Papageorgiou, 2010) and also on “descriptional inadequacy” (Fulcher, 
Davidson, & Kemp, 2011, p.8). Moreover, there is evidence that the unclear and 
inconsistency of the CEFR descriptors affects the trained raters when interpreting the same 
test with specific criteria (Deygers & Gorp, 2015; Lumney, 2002). The test developers and 
trained raters’ different background and experience may influence to the interpretation of the 
CEFR descriptor as well. The last and important issue of the CEFR framework concerns with 
the rating scale used in relationship to the CEFR (Galaczi, Ffrench, Hubbard, & Green 2011; 
Harsch & Martin, 2012; Papageorgiou, 2015).  According to Alderson, 2007; Papageorgiou 
(2010), those studies are trying to rectify the blurred lines between level in terms of 
vagueness and inconsistency of the CEFR descriptors and fitting them into the rating scale. 
Yet, the study of Deygers & Gorp (2015) showed that the CEFR-based rating scale 
constructed repeatedly by raters did not assure the same understanding of the descriptors, 
notwithstanding high-inter reliability indices.  

 
In 2018, CEFR version 2001 was updated because there were many criticisms in 

terms of need analysis, validation of descriptors, the wording used on the descriptors, and the 
question of sustaining a native norm (Foley, 2019). Therefore, CEFR version 2018, with its 
focuses on plurilingualism and mediation, had added the new scales for language activities, 
defined plus level, pre-A1 level, and C levels. Also, new descriptors for sign language users 
and young learners which began by EURO Centers Foundation in 2016 were added in CEFR 
2018 version.  

 
The risk of using the scales in an overtly prescriptive way in measuring language ability 

might imply a one-size-fits-all approach. However, the functional and linguistic scales are 
intended to illustrate the broad nature of the levels rather than define them precisely (Council 
of Europe, 2018). This, given the many variations in demographics, contexts, purposes, 
teaching and learning style, means it is difficult to create a test for a ‘typical’ B1 or any other 
level of student.  

 
In order to enhance the ability of Thais to use English effectively and efficiency, the 

English Language Institute (ELI), a branch of the MOE announced a policy of basing all aspects 
of English language curriculum reform on the CEFR framework; consequently, the Framework 
of Reference for English Language Education in Thailand (FRELE-TH) was developed in 
April 2014.  

 
According to Hiranburana et al., (2018): 
 
It has been a great challenge for the FRELE-TH, which is an adaptation of the 
CEFR with (+) levels (A1, A1+, A2, A2+, B1, B1+, B2, B2+, C1, C2) to 
encourage the partners and practitioners and also stakeholders and in particular 
learners in English language education to reflect on the actual use of English in 
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communication in real life situations for the design of curricula, textbooks, course 
materials, tests and teacher education, not to mention the development of English 
standards for professionals, which can be benchmarked according to regional and 
international standards. 
 
In order to meet the needs of Thai learners and users of English, it is essential to 

develop the framework comprehensible and applicable to the stakeholders. The 
framework needs to address not only the functions and forms but also the strategies of the 
language (Hiranburana et al., (2018).  

 
In 1996, the national syllabus was modified when English was made compulsory 

for all students starting from the primary level. The syllabus was described as a 
functional-communicative type (Wongsothorn et al., 2002, as cited in Prapphal 2008, p. 
128). Its focus is on the use of four skills -- reading, writing, listening, and speaking 
efficiently and effectively. However, language learning and testing did not keep pace with 
the syllabus. An effect of the stated mismatch between the tests and national syllabus not 
only occurs in the elementary to upper secondary exams, but it also creates problems at 
tertiary level.  

 
Given the current emphasis on assessing proficiency in English, teachers must 

have an understanding in the language testing process. Testing can also be viewed as a 
kind of interaction between students and teachers where students are taking the test in 
return teachers are marking, reporting scores, and giving feedback to them.  

 
Test score is a valuable source that helps language teachers in evaluating the students’ 

performance as well as improving and/or adapting their future teaching plans.  It is very useful 
and makes sense in using tests throughout the lecture sessions. Many teachers use a test at the 
very first of the class, at the middle of the class , and at the end of the class. The intention is to 
find out both the progress and the achievement of the students before, while, and at the end of 
the course.  

 
On language learning side, a test score is an important factor telling learners where they 

are in the language class. There is more to say that in evaluating students, test score can be 
viewed as a great source to motivate students to improve themselves in learning the language. 

 
Some of these problems of the test and syllabus are as follows: firstly, each school 

in Thailand uses different texts and materials in teaching students in the class. In other 
words, there is a national syllabus, which each school and teacher has to follow, but they 
have the right to choose their textbooks in teaching. Secondly, students who come from 
schools in Bangkok or other major provinces such as Chiang Mai or Nakhon Ratchasima, 
may have an advantage over students who come from schools in rural areas because of 
lack of appropriate facility and teachers in rural areas. These have caused problems among 
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both teachers and students in teaching and learning English. It is hoped that FRELE-TH 
could be used for the design of specifications on standardized tests of English proficiency 
and benchmarked with those of international standards. In this way, in principle, students 
and other users’ performance and progress could be measured and tracked to be calibrated 
with other international standards for education and professional purposes (Hiranburana 
et al, 2018). 
Rationale of the Study 

As the aim of FRELE-TH framework, based on CEFR, is on how to use the language 
in ‘communication focusing on Thai local context’, it would help to develop a clearer pathway 
for the researcher, as a course coordinator and instructor, to analyze the course objective, course 
learning outcome (LO) and the writing rubrics used in the FCE 3 course using the FRELE-TH 
framework so that it can be adapted for future assessment of courses. 

 
In terms of aligning assessment to the CEFR (FRELE-TH), we should understand that 

the ‘Can Do’ statements have to be seen as illustrative and not prescriptive, exhaustive, or 
simply checklists. The ‘Can Do’ statements offer guides to educators so that they can recognize 
and talk about ability levels. They can be used for test development but should not feel that 
adopting ‘Can Do’ statements mean the work of defining ability levels for the test has been 
completed (Hirunburana, et al., 2018). If the available illustrative scales in the CEFR toolkit 
do not match the context closely enough, they can be supplemented with ‘Can Do’ statements 
from other sources or new ones written relating more to the context (Hirunburana, et al., 2017). 

 
Other contextual features we have to consider are the important differences between 

learners, in terms of age, cognitive development, purpose in learning and socio-economic 
background. Students often differ in their profile of skills (some may be better listeners, than 
readers or writers). This makes it difficult to compare them in one single scale; consequently, 
observations on test results cannot be taken as an overall measure of language proficiency. 
 
Framework of the Study 

FRELE-TH was developed with more discrete scaling to help Thai learners / users’ 
‘Can Do’ level of English proficiency to be more realistic within local, regional, and 
international contexts. The FRELE-TH, similar to the CEFR, offers two scale types: global 
scale and illustrative scale and their descriptors to describe English proficiency levels.  
The overview of the language proficiency at all levels is presented in the global scale.  
 
Table 1.1 
The Global Scale Descriptors from the FRELE-TH Level B1 (adapted from Hirunburana et al., 
2017) 

Level Overall Descriptors 
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Illustrative Scale: 

Communicative activities, communicative strategies, and communicative competence can 
be accessible in the illustrative scale.  

• Communicative activities (‘can do’ descriptors) cover 
o reception: listening and reading comprehensions 
o interaction: spoken and written interactions 
o production: spoken and written production 

• Communicative strategies cover strategies that Thai learners/users can apply to perform 
communicative activities. Hirunburana et al., (2017) identified communicative 
strategies as follow. 

o reception strategies: identifying clues, making inferences 
o interaction strategies: turn-taking, cooperating, asking for clarification 
o production strategies: planning, compensating, monitoring and repair 

• Communicative language competence refers to the knowledge that Thai learners/users 
need to have in order to perform communicative activities. Hirunburana et al., (2017) 
identified communicative language competence as follow. 

o linguistic competence: range (linguistic and vocabulary), control (grammatical 
accuracy, vocabulary control, phonological control, and orthographic control) 

o sociolinguistic competence: knowledge and skills need to cope with the social 
dimension of language use. 

B1 The learner/user 
- can understand the main point of clear speech on a familiar matter regularly encountered   
in work, school, leisure, etc. including   
  short narrative. 
- can read factual texts on subjects related to his/her and interest as a satisfactory level of 
comprehension. 
- can exploit a wide range of simple languages for conversation on familiar topics, express 
personal opinions and exchange     
  information on topics that are familiar, of personal interest or pertinent to everyday life. 
- can write straightforward, connected texts on a range of familiar subjects within 
his/herfield of interest, by linking a series of   
  shorter discrete elements into a linear sequence 
- can understand key words or phrases in conversations and use them to follow the topic. 
-can guess the meaning of occasional unknown words from the context and deduce sentence 
meaning provided that the topic      
 discussed is familiar. 
- can work out how to communicate the main points he/she wants to get across in a range 
of contexts, limiting the message to what he/she can recall or find the means to express 
himself/herself though with some hesitation and circumlocutions on familiar topics. 
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o pragmatic competence: precision, coherence, and fluency 
§ this is concerned with the language users’ knowledge of how messages 

are organized, structured, and arranged.  
§ Also, it focuses on the users’ knowledge of the functional use of 

linguistic resources. 
  
 To help the learners and users to have a better understanding of the framework, the 
developer team adapted more exponents from the Evaluation and Accreditation of Quality 
Language Services (EAQUALS) project. In addition, the FRELE-TH also offers examples of 
language functions, discourse markers, topics, vocabulary range, grammar and exponents, and 
micro-skills, all of which are appropriate to English use in the local, regional, and international 
context of Thai communication.  

 
 This paper is supported by two research questions as part of the underpinnings: 
 
• How can the assessment of the course objective, learning outcome, and rubrics used in 

second year students’ paragraph writing be linked to the FRELE-TH Framework level 
B1, B1+, B2, and B2+? 

• To what extent would the use of FRELE-TH Framework help to give a clearer 
assessment in terms of students’ performance, cutting score, and fairness within the 
context of the school being studied? 

 
Research Methodology 

This study used mix-methodology to obtain and analyze data to answer the research 
questions and descriptive in nature. For the qualitative analysis, the FRELE-TH framework 
descriptors of level B1-B2+ were used to compare and interpret the descriptors of the learning 
outcome (LO), rubrics, the purpose was identifying whether the descriptors of the narrative 
paragraph writing of the Foundations of College 3 (FCE 3) had met the FRELE-TH framework 
level B1-B2+ or not.  

   
The focus of this study was on the narrative writing skill, therefore, the primary data used 

in this research was the students’ score from their narrative paragraph writing graded by three 
instructors and assessed by the researcher. The mean (M) and the standard deviation (SD) of 
the students’ score was calculated for the reliability purposes of the marking process was part 
of the quantitative method.  After that, the average score was used to calculate the data and 
compare the cut-off point established by the instructors of the course. The average score was 
used to interpret the students’ writing ability using FRELE-TH framework level B1-B2+.  

 
15 sophomore students were the participants and three teachers to help the researcher. 

All students had passed the Foundations of College English 1 (FCE 1) and Foundations of 
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College English 2 (FCE 2) with basic knowledge of English. The teachers mentioned also used 
as inter-raters and inter-coders of the data for the validity and reliability purposes. 

 
The instruments were the students’ narrative writing paper, and the FRELE-TH 

descriptors were used to analyze the data using descriptive analysis. 
 
Findings and Discussion 
 
I: The Results of FRELE-TH vs the Narrative Paragraph Rubric of Three Markers 
 Table 1: Score Interpretation: 0 – 4 
FRELE-TH 
Level 

B1 B1+ B2 B2+ 

Rubric Score 2.00-2.49 2.50-2.99 3.00-3.49 3.50-4.00 
 

The obtained results of FRELE-TH vs Narrative Paragraph Rubric of three markers, 
can be shown in the Table 2 below.  

 
The Mean score from the three markers were suggested that the students’ ability was in 

B1+ - B2 level except for the use of conventions part which was lower than B1 level. The 
Mean value of the topic sentence is 2.99 (B1+ level), the supporting details sentences was 3.02 
(B2 level), the conclusion was 2.89 (B1+ level), and the Sequence of Events and Transition 
was 3.28 (B2 level). On the other hand, the Use of Conventions received the lowest mean value, 
1.74 out of 4. According to the cut-off score scale, the students’ ability in grammar, spelling, 
punctuation, and terminology was lower than B1 level or probably belonging into A (beginner) 
level. 

 
From the average mean score of the three markers, the ‘use of conventions criterion’ 

had received the lowest mean value of 1.74. From the study’s observation one of the markers 
and from the obtained results, the indication is that there are several factors why students were 
struggling and having difficulties in the particular criterion. The first factor might be from the 
students’ abilities in spelling, applying the punctuation rules, and using the appropriate 
terminologies in the context. As these participants were English major students, their ability in 
applying the use of tenses was likely to be acceptable. The second factor can be from the rubric 
descriptor in term of the numbers mistake made. The higher the numbers of mistake made by 
the students in grammar, spelling, punctuation, and terminology, the lower score they received. 
In addition, the descriptors in the criterion were too broad as it covered grammar, spelling, 
punctuation, and terminology of the writing.  

 
For example, if student A and student B received 1 mark each in the ‘use of conventions 

criterion’, it could not be interpreted or concluded their competency. It was because student A 
might make repeated mistakes on the use of the punctuation throughout the writing that might 
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not influence the meaning of the writing. Student B, however, might make extensive mistakes 
on grammatical rules that might interfere the meaning of the writing. 
 
Table 2 
The Results of FRELE-TH vs the Narrative Paragraph Rubric of Three Marker 

 
 

 As illustrated the highest average mean (M=3.28) of the three marker was in the 
Sequence of Events and Transition criterion. The stated descriptors in the rubric were focused 
on how to make the story’s flow logically. If the students were able to effectively use time 
signaling transitional words such as first, second, then, in conclusion in their writing, they were 
likely to earn higher mark. Besides, using the right transitional words was one of the main 
requirements in narrative composition paragraph, therefore, the various examples and practices 
were offered during the class instructions. As the meaning of each transitional words was fairly 
straightforward, the students tend to have less difficulty in choosing the right transitional word 
to make their writing’s flow logically. 
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 The average mean for the three markers on the Topic Sentence, Supporting Detail 
Sentences, and Conclusion were likely to be in the same range. According to the cut-off score 
scale, the Topic Sentence and the Conclusion criteria mean values were in high range of B1+ 
level with the values of 2.99 and 2.89 respectively while the Supporting Detail Sentences 
criterion mean values was 3.02 (low range of B2 level). The average mean of the Conclusion 
criterion was 0.10 less than the Topic Sentence criterion might cause from the students’ low 
ability in restating or paraphrasing the provided topic sentence. As for the Supporting Detail 
Sentences criterion where the average mean was in B2 level, the students were likely to earn a 
high mark in this particular criterion. It was because they were composing a narrative paragraph 
(a story) based on their own experiences; therefore, the quality of the examples and/or evidence 
used in this criterion was likely to be clear and relevant to the Topic Sentence. In addition, the 
given topics such as an unforgettable experience, the frightening day, or an event that made me 
proud were familiar topics which students could relate their experience directly into the writing.   
 
  For the SD of the markers, marker A had the lowest SD values (1.28 in Topic Sentence, 
0.92 in Supporting Detail Sentences, 0.62 in Conclusion, and 0.41 in Sequence of Events and 
Transition) out of the three markers except the Use of Conventions criterion. Marker A had the 
highest SD value in the Use of Conventions criterion which is 1.73. From the results, marker 
B was the most consistent marker of all three. It was because the SD values of all the criteria 
are between 1.15 – 1.62 while marker C’ SD values were about in the same range of marker B 
except the Supporting Detail Sentences which is 0.90.  

 
There were two unusual results of SD value among the three markers. The first case 

was on the Supporting Detail Sentences criterion, marker B seemed to have the highest SD 
value of 1.62, comparing to marker A and marker C, which were 0.92 and 0.90 respectively.  
It could be interpreted that marker B might have students with diverse ability in the classrooms. 
Another explanation could be on the expectations of marker B upon the students writing. There 
was a possibility that marker B might have put a special focus or emphasis on some of the 
lessons such as the relationship between the minor details to the major detail; therefore, marker 
B would expect the students to be able to reflect such a relationship studying in the class on 
his/her writing. The second case was on the Use of Conventions part, marker A and marker C’s 
SD values seemed to be in the opposite direction. Marker A’ SD value in the particular criterion 
was 1.73 while Marker C was 1.04. It could be interpreted that marker A and marker C might 
have different interpretation of the stated descriptors in the rubric used which could affect to 
the numbers of mistake indicated on the rubric.  
 
Image 1 
Sample 1 student’s narrative paragraph writing 
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From the example 1, the student’ score was 3% out of the total score of 15%. The scores 

in every criterion were below 2 marks, only the topic sentence criterion is in B1 level, 2 marks. 
The student’s main problem was in the supporting detail and conclusion. Since it was a 
narrative writing, the students failed to put the supporting ideas in a logical order, and he also 
provided excessive information (descriptive information) at the beginning of the writing. Some 
irrelevant information was given in the middle of the writing as he was explaining about his 
experience studying English in the university level, he abruptly shifted his writing to his 
experience studying English in the upper secondary school. He could also put his experiences 
as minor ideas to make his major part clearer. The conclusion part/closing sentence was 
confusing because of insufficient and irrelevant information was given. As for the topic 
sentence, it was presented, but it was not clear and effective enough. This might cause from his 
meaningless and confusing topic, ‘the Revealed Spirit’. He was rewarded with 1 mark for both 
the transitions and the use of conventions criteria. The reason might be the lack of transitional 
words when connecting the ideas in the supporting idea part. In the use of conventions criterion, 
the students made 10-12 grammatical errors such as parts of speech, prepositional phrase, and 
vocabulary.  
 From the overall descriptors of both global scale and illustrative scale, B1 level student 
should be able to:  
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- write straightforward, connected texts on a range of familiar subjects within his/her 

field of interest, by linking a series of shorter discrete elements into a linear sequence 
- work out how to communicate the main points he/she wants to get across in a range 

of contexts, limiting the message to what he/she can recall or find the means to express 
himself/herself though with some hesitation and circumlocutions on familiar topics. 

 
The ‘score interpretation’ indicated that, the overall writing of this student was below 

B1 level [Total score (4) / criteria (5) = 0.8]. It was obvious that the student could not 
communicate well through his writing. The writer could not compose a straightforward 
paragraph by linking a series of shorter discrete elements into a linear sequence which could 
be witnessed from the poor ability in using transitional words to connect the ideas in the 
supporting part. Furthermore, irrelevant information and poor use of vocabulary in the writing 
could be another indication that the writer might have a problem expressing his thoughts. It 
could be concluded that the student’s writing ability was below B1 level. It was because the 
explanations and scores (from the marker) correlated with the stated descriptors in both global 
and illustrative scales of the FRELE-TH.  

    
Image 2  
Sample 2 student’s narrative paragraph writing 
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Image 3 
Sample 3 student’s narrative writing paragraph 

 
In the example 3, the student’s score was 13.5% out of 15%.  The student was awarded 

with 4 marks in the topic sentence, conclusion, and sequence of events and transition criteria. 
His topic sentence and conclusion were clear, meaningful, and effective. The entire paragraph 
writing was in a logical sequence and easy to follow. The writer might have some problems 
with the content in the supporting sentences because he tried to give the reason why he was 
happy to be accepted into MFU rather than narrating his feeling of happiness.  In the use of 
conventions part, he made 4-6 errors in tenses, punctuation, punctuations.  

 
Accordingly, the ‘score Interpretation’ of the Image 3, indicated that this writing was 

in B2+ level [Total score (18) / criteria (5) = 3.6]. It was because the writer has sufficient 
range of vocabulary and language to give clear descriptions and viewpoints in composing a 
detailed and easy to follow text on the subject of his interest.   
Conclusion 
 This study is focusing on the assessment of the course learning outcome, and rubrics 
used in second year students’ paragraph writing be linked to the FRELE-TH Framework level 
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B1, B1+, B2, and B2+ and to understand the usefulness of FRELE-TH Framework help to give 
a clearer assessment in terms of students’ performance, cutting score, and fairness within the 
context of the school being studied. 
 

The overall findings show that the overall learning outcome (LO) and the writing 
rubrics used are linked with the descriptors in the FRELE-TH framework level B1, B1+ B2, 
and B2+. FRELE-TH framework indicated that this is helpful in assessing students’ English 
language competency in relation to the international and global communication. Secondly, the 
contents and descriptors stated in learning outcome and rubrics showed that FRELE-TH 
framework worked in the context of the university understudied. In FCE 3, the LO suggested 
that the learner/user should be able to apply the knowledge learnt from FCE 1 (word/phrase 
level) and FCE 2 (sentence level) to four types of paragraph writing in FCE 3 while the 
independent users (in B levels) of FRELE-TH framework should be able to produce a 
sequential and straightforward text on his/her familiar topic with a good range of language and 
vocabulary. As for the rubrics, designed by the course instructors, the descriptors in each rubric 
should be paralleled to the lessons taught. This helps to maximize the students’ English 
language competency not only on the forms and functions of the paragraph but also the 
meaning and logical contents of the writing.  

 
So, the FRELE-TH Framework can therefore use to give a clearer assessment of 

students’ performance, cutting score, and fairness within the context of the school 
understudied. The reason is that FRELE-TH aims are on assessing students’ English language 
communicative competency rather than grammatical competence. As the descriptors in the 
FRELE-TH are more on global scale and illustrative scale, thus this can be viewed as not a 
ready-made solution, rather contextual.  Therefore, its flexibility in merging and sub-dividing 
the levels and categories gives room for the markers (learners/users) to adopt, adapt, and 
interpret the stated descriptors based on the actual situation. Additionally, the designed cut-off 
score scales applied in the analysis could reflect the students’ writing ability clearly as indicated 
in the very low proficiency rank of Thailand reported by English First Standard English Test 
in 2019. 
================================================================== 

References 
 

Alderson, C. (2007). The CEFR and the need for more research. The Modern Language 
Journal, 91(4) 695-663. Retrieved May 14, 2019 from: 
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1111/j.1540-4781.2007.00627_4.x  

Council of Europe (2001). Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: 
Learning, Teaching, Assessment. Council of Europe, Language Policy Unit: 
Strasbourg www.coe.int/lang-cefr. 

Council of Europe (2011). Manual for Language Test Development and Examining. Council 
of Europe, Language Policy Division: Strasbourg https://rm.coe.int/manual-for-
language-test-development-and-examining-for-use-with-the-ce/1680667a2b 



================================================================== 
Language in India www.languageinindia.com ISSN 1930-2940 22:3 March 2022 
Kunchalee Lekpetch 
An Assessment of Thai Sophomore Students’ Paragraph Writing Learning Outcome Using the 
FRELE-TH Framework Descriptors  92 

Council of Europe (2018). Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: 
Learning, Teaching, Assessment, Companion Volume with New Descriptors Council 
of Europe, Language Policy Programme: Strasbourg www.coe.int/lang-cefr. 

Deygers, B., & Gorp, K. (2015). Determining the scoring validity of a co-constructed CEFR-
based rating scale. Language Testing, 32(4), 521-541, doi: 
10.1177/0265532215575626 

Education First Standard English (2019). Test Proficiency Index. www.ef.cf.com/epi 
Foley, J. (2018). Assessment Issues in Adapting CEFR in Thailand and China, Assumption 

University, Thailand 
Foley, J. (2019). Issues on Assessment using CEFR in the Region, LEARN Journal: 

Language Education and Acquisition Research Network, 12(2), 28-48. 
Fulcher, G. (2012). Scoring performance tests. In G. Fulcher, & F. Davidson (Eds.). The 

Routledge handbook of language testing (pp. 378 – 392). London, England and New 
York, Ny: Routledge. 

Fulcher, G., Davidson, F., & Kemp, J. (2011). Effectiveness rating scale development for 
speaking tests: Performance decision trees. Language Testing, 28(1), 5-29. 
doi:10.1177/0265532209359514 

Galaczi, E., Ffrench, A., Hubbard, C., & Green, A. (2011). Developing assessment scales for 
large-scale speaking tests: A multiple-method approach. Assessment in Education: 
Principles, Policy and Practice, 18(3), 217-237. 

Harsch, C. & Martin, G. (2012). Adapting CEF-descriptors for rating purposes: Validation by 
a combined rater training and scale revision approach. Assessing Writing, 17(4), 228- 
250. Retrieved April 15, 2019 from: 
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/257483759 doi: 10.1016/j.asw.2012.06.003.  

Harsch, C., & Rupp, A. (2011). Designing and scaling level specific writing tasks in 
alignment with CEFR: A test-centered approach. Language Assessment Quarterly, 
8(1), 1-33. doi:10.1080/15434303.2010.535575.  

Hiranburana, K. Subphadoongchone, P. Tangkiengsirisin, S. Phoochaeoensil, S. Gainey, J.  
Thogsongsri, J. Sumonsriworakun, P. Somphong, M. Sappapan, P, and Taylor, P.  
(2017). A Framework of Reference for English Language Education in  
Thailand (FRELE-TH) – based on the CEFR, The Thai Experience. LEARN Journal,  
10(2), 90-119. 

Hiranburana, K. Subphadoongchone, P. Tangkiengsirisin, S. Phoochaeoensil, S. Gainey, J. 
Thogsongsri, J. Sumonsriworakun, P. Somphong, M. Sappapan, P, and Taylor, P. 
(2018). Framework of Reference for English Language Education in  
Thailand - (FRELE-TH) based on the CEFR: Revisited in the English Educational  
Reform. PASAA PARITAT JOURNAL, 33(2018). 

Lumney, T. (2002). Assessment criteria in a large-scale writing test: What do they really 
mean to the raters? Language Testing, 19(3), 246-276. doi: 
10.1191/0265532202lt230oa 

North, B. (2014a.). English profile studies. The CEFR in practice (Vol. 4). Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press. 



================================================================== 

Language in India www.languageinindia.com ISSN 1930-2940 22:3 March 2022 

Kunchalee Lekpetch 

An Assessment of Thai Sophomore Students’ Paragraph Writing Learning Outcome Using the 

FRELE-TH Framework Descriptors  93 

North, B. (2014b.) Putting the Common European Framework of Reference to good use. 

Language Teaching, 47(02), 228-249. doi:10.1017/S0261444811000206 

O’Sullivan, B., & Weir, C (2011). Testing and validation. In B. O’Sullivan (Ed.). Language 

testing: Theory and practice (pp. 13-32). Oxford, England: Palgrave. 

Papageorgiou, S. (2010). Investigating the decision-making process of standard setting 

participants. Language Testing, 27(2), 261-282.  

Papageorgiou, S., Xi, X., Morgan, R. & So, Y. (2015). Developing and validating band levels 

and descriptors for reporting overall examinee performance. Language Assessment 

Quarterly, 12(2), 153-177, doi:10.1080/15434303.2015.1008480 

Prapphal, K. (2008). Issues and trends of language testing and assessment in Thailand.  

Language Testing, 25(1): 127-143 

Roever, C. & MaNamara, T. (2006). Language testing: The social dimension. International 

Journal of Applied Linguistics, 16(2), 242 – 258. doi: 10.1111/ijal.2006.16issue-2 

Taylor, L. (2004). Issues of test comparability. Cambridge Research Notes, 15, 2-5.  

Trim, J. L. (2012). The Common European framework of reference for languages and its 

background: A case study of cultural politics and educational infuences. In M. Byram 

& L. Parmenter (Eds.), The Common European framework of reference for languages: 

The globalisation of language education policy (pp. 14–35). Bristol: Multilingual 

Matters. 

Weir, C. (2005). Limitations of the common European framework for developing comparable 

examinations and tests. Language Testing, 22(3), 281 – 300. 

doi:10.1101/0265532205lt309oa   

Wongsothorn, A., Hiranburana, K., & Chinnawongs, S. (2002). English language teaching in 

Thailand today. Asia pacific journal of education, 22(2), 107-116. 

================================================================== 

Acknowledgement 

The completion of my dissertation and article would not have been possible without the support 

and nurturing of my supervisor, Assoc. Prof. Dr. Joseph Foley. He has supported me from the 

initial to the final stages with his patience and knowledge whilst allowing me the room to work 

in my own way. I also would like to make a special thanks to Dr. Marilyn Deocampo, without 

her support and cooperation I could not have gotten such motivation and relevant information 

for my dissertation. 

================================================================== 

 

http://www.languageinindia.com/

