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Abstract

The Common European Framework of Reference for language teaching, learning, and assessment (CEFR)
provides a guideline for English teaching aids and curriculum development in language courses. It identifies and
describes the specific skills that language learners must acquire to improve their English language proficiency
for communication (CoE, 2001). In the Thai context, the Ministry of Education (MoE, 2014) has adopted the
framework as a practical handbook for reforming English teaching at all levels. However, only a few studies
have examined Thai stakeholders’ perceptions towards CEFR. As such, the current study investigated preservice
English teachers’ perceptions of the CEFR in a Thai context. A total of 200 fourth and fifth-year preservice
English teachers participated in this study. A mixed-method design was used to collect data via seven-point
Likert scale questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. The quantitative findings revealed that the
participants had a high level of understanding of the CEFR, specifically in the assessment domain and
development of reference level descriptions. By contrast, the qualitative data revealed that Thai preservice
teachers have little knowledge of the CEFR, and their understanding of the CEFR was quite limited.
Nevertheless, Thai preservice teachers expressed positive views regarding the implementation of the CEFR into
classroom practice. Overall, these findings indicate that the preservice English teachers had a poor understanding
of the CEFR conception, which suggests that Thai stakeholders must raise awareness regarding the proper
implementation of the CEFR and its alignment with the national curriculum.

Keywords: Common European Framework of Reference for language teaching, learning, and assessing (CEFR),
insights, implementation, preservice English teachers

1. Introduction

The Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching and Assessment (CEFR),
launched in 2001 by the Council of Europe (CoE), provides guidelines for language syllabuses, curriculum
development, and the design of language materials. It focuses on promoting transparency and coherence in
language teaching and learning and has stood as a primary reference point since its conception (CoE, 2001). The
framework outlines what language learners must learn to enhance English language proficiency for
communication and the knowledge and skills learners require to perform effectively. The CEFR is also used as a
benchmark for English language proficiency in listening, speaking, reading, and writing, at six reference levels
(A1-A2 for a basic user; B1-B2 for an independent user; and C1-C2 for a proficient user). These scales are
regarded as the criteria to compare the abilities of different language learners (CoE, 2001a; xii).

The CEFR has been generally adopted in language learning, teaching, and assessment across the world, and
several studies have examined its effectiveness. For example, Nakatani (2012) investigated whether the use of
the communication strategy (CS) identified in the CEFR can boost EFL learners' English proficiency in
communication tasks and, more recently, another study examined the impact of assessment practice, based on
the CEFR descriptors, on learning outcomes in Swedish tertiary education (Apelgren & Baldwin, 2018). The
integration of pronunciation based on the CEFR-oriented perspective for language learners and teachers has also
been explored (Topal, 2019). Interestingly, some studies have reported that many teachers have not adopted the
CEFR into their classroom practice despite its popularity and benefits. Indeed, a study conducted in Turkey
showed that teachers do not adapt the CEFR issues into their practice (Kir & Siilii, 2014), and other studies in
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Malaysia reported that a large number of Malaysian teachers did not fully understand how to implement the
framework and had limited knowledge of some aspects of the document, including assessment (Uri & Aziz,
2018; Kok &Aziz, 2019).

In Thailand, the Ministry of Education (MoE) introduced the CEFR in 2014 as a practical guidebook for teaching
English in a Thai context. According to the MoE (2014), the aim was to reform the traditional English teaching to
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) to enhance English proficiency at all education levels in Thailand. The
hope was that the CEFR would provide a clear framework for the development of school curricula, syllabuses,
teaching methodologies, and assessments for practitioners. To date, not much has been made to explore the
implementation of the CEFR framework. Even so, most studies have looked into in-service English teachers’
perceptions of the CEFR (Franz & Teo, 2017; Kanchai, 2019; Phaisannan, Charttrakul, & Damnet, 2019). Overall,
these studies indicated some understanding of the CEFR principles from their perspectives. However, little effort
has been made to investigate Thai preservice English teachers’ viewpoints about the CEFR and its implementation
into classroom practice. Understanding preservice teachers’ existing knowledge of the CEFR would raise
awareness of the CEFR amongst curriculum planners, academics, researchers and policymakers.

2. Literature Review

The CEFR plays an essential role in English language teaching and learning and is a useful tool for curriculum
guidelines, English language courses, assessments, and describing language proficiency levels. It is built on four
main principles: teaching and learning, assessment, reference level descriptions, and implementation (CoE, 2001).
In the domain of learning and teaching, the document highlights that practitioners must highlight the
characteristics of the local context when developing language learning curricula. The framework allows states that
language teaching should focus on the strengths and weaknesses of the learners and encourage them to achieve the
learning goals. The CEFR primarily relies on two approaches, Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) and
plurilingualism, in teaching and lesson planning in the classroom. The CLT approach is based on two concepts,
tasks and interaction, and involves learning a target language successfully by having meaningful communication
in an authentic context. Language use is perceived as purposeful, involving the communication of meaning, which
is essential for language users to achieve their goals. Consistent with this approach, the Council of Europe (2001)
noted that language learning would be more effective when language is used purposefully. Hence, when using the
CEFR in the classroom practice for teaching and lesson planning, the teachers or lesson plan writers should
develop tasks and interactions based on the needs, motivations, and characteristics of the learners. Plurilingualism
is the other CEFR approach used in language teaching and learning, which focuses on the ability to use more than
one language and cultural resource to communicate with people from different contexts (CoE, 2001, 2005, 2018).
Lesson plans based on the plurilingual approach should therefore emphasize learners’ experiences in their cultural
context and teachers should provide the learners with more opportunities to improve plurilingual competence.

The principle of assessment relates to the selection or development of appropriate and feasible materials to
measure the abilities of the language learners. First, test developers need to adapt the CEFR to their needs and
specify the test purpose. The CEFR can help determine the test purpose by providing four general language
proficiency domains: personal, public, occupational and educational (CoE, 2001). The next step is to establish a
link to the CEFR. Indeed, the Council of Europe (2001) recommended that the test results refer to the CEFR
reference level descriptions. As such, the test developers must demonstrate that the test results can be appropriately
interpreted based on the CEFR reference levels (North & Jones, 2009). The third step is the test production.
Importantly, a link to the CEFR should be maintained throughout the test development process (CoE, 2011) and
the test should also be examined by experts to identify the criteria and edit the test items to ensure the test can be
adapted to local contexts. The final step of developing the test is assessment standards. The Cambridge ESOL
(2011) stated that the test results should indicate the CEFR proficiency level, which requires a specific process for
maintaining the standards over time. For example, tests should be based on the clear and comprehensive ‘Can-Do’
scales found in the CEFR (e.g., North & Jones, 2009) and standardization training should be provided to ensure a
single, shared interpretation of the rating scale. Finally, experts should monitor ratings to ensure that they do not
vary from the intended standard.

The CEFR reference level descriptions aim to bring transparency to language teaching and are designed to build a
variety of teaching courses that support plurilingual teaching (CoE, 2005). The use of reference level descriptions
is based on two principles (Cambridge ESOL, 2011). First, reference level descriptions are tools for language
stakeholders to bolster curriculum design or test specifications. Second, reference level descriptions can be used in
various ways and, therefore, language users must decide a priori on a range of factors, such as the learners’
proficiency levels, age and educational background, first language, and reasons for learning English. Reference
level descriptions can also identify what language materials to include for teaching and testing at each CEFR level.
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Moreover, language practitioners and curriculum planners can adapt already published reference levels of
descriptions to their own contexts.

The framework also provides a comprehensive descriptive scheme of language competence and a set of common
reference levels (A1-C2) in illustrative descriptor scales to identify learners’ linguistic abilities (Cambridge
ESOL, 2011). Indeed, the CEFR has become the standard reference level of language competence on a global
scale and is used to develop language teaching, learning, and testing methods (Morrow, 2004). The CEFR is
based on an action-oriented approach that focuses on communicative language activities and strategies. Can-Do
descriptors are also included that demonstrate learners’ proficiency in five skills - listening, reading, writing,
spoken interaction, and spoken production - at six levels, ranging from A1l (for beginners) to C2 (for those who
have mastered the language).

Several studies on CEFR implementation have been conducted in English as a foreign or second language
contexts. For example, Topal (2019) examined how pronunciation could be integrated into language learning
using the CEFR-oriented perspective, and Apelgren & Baldwin (2018) investigated the effect of the CEFR
descriptors on assessments and learning outcomes in Swedish university settings. Other studies have also
investigated the practitioners’ perceptions or attitudes towards the CEFR (Duong & Trinh, 2014; Kitr & Sulu,
2014). Overall, these studies showed that teachers rarely used the CEFR framework in their English teaching.
Moreover, even English teachers who had partially adopted the framework to assess language proficiency still
required more guidance on how to use the CEFR to design tests and curricula and how to apply the framework
into their teaching strategies (Hai, 2018; Minh Ngo, 2017; Tiep, 2017). Another study investigating Uzbekistani
teachers’ perceptions regarding the usefulness and impact of the CEFR found that, overall, these teachers had
positive perceptions of implementing the CEFR in Uzbekistan (Musoeva, 2019). A similar study by
Diez-Bedmar & Byram (2019) assessed Spanish teachers’ beliefs and perceptions toward the CEFR. It was
found that while most of the participants had positive perceptions regarding the impact of the CEFR, some
teachers also had limited knowledge of the CEFR (Diez-Bedmar & Byram, 2019). A recent study by Tosun &
Glover (2020) studied eight Turkish teachers’ knowledge of the CEFR and looked at how teachers apply the
CEFR and ELP in Turkey. The findings revealed participants’ understanding that the CEFR is an essential and
beneficial guideline for English language teaching classrooms. However, the teachers also stated that they knew
little about the CEFR because they lacked training in the CEFR in all domains. These results are in line with a
study by Celik (2013), who found that public school teachers have little knowledge of the CEFR. A similar study
aimed to explore 105 state and private school teachers regarding viewpoints on the use of CEFR and its
implementation in their teaching. The data analysis revealed that most of the participants had a general
understanding of the CEFR. More specifically, private school teachers had adequate knowledge of the CEFR
because they have got training concerning the CEFR than public school teachers (Yakigik & Giirocak, 2018).
Another qualitative study by Yiice & Mirici (2019) aimed to examine 11 EFL language teachers, who were
chosen purposefully, regarding the implementation of the ninth grade EFL program about the CEFR. The data
showed that the CEFR descriptions were not suited to the 9th grade EFL program. Besides, the results revealed
that insufficient hours affected the unsuccessful implementation of CEFR in class (Yiice & Mirici, 2019), which
results are consistent with a study by Alih, Yusoff & Abdul (2020), who found that the teachers lacked sufficient
support to implement the CEFR in English classrooms.

Despite its popularity, the implementation of CEFR has received criticism. The first criticism of the CEFR is the
ambiguous descriptors for each level. North (2010) argued that the CEFR descriptors limited the descriptions of
learners’ performance and were based on teachers’ views, not second language acquisition (SLA). Davidson &
Fulcher (2007) also noted that the quality and validation of the CEFR descriptive scales could affect the
development of language tests. They stated that the descriptors were not designed for developing language tests as
the descriptors blend the roles of language learners within a single stage, and not all descriptors refer to specific
contexts (Davidson & Fulcher, 2007).

The second criticism is the difficulty in implementing the CEFR in the language curriculum. Faez et al. (2011)
found that the adaptation of the document in the classroom was unsuccessful because it was difficult to understand.
Moreover, McNamara (2011) argued that the CEFR did not consider the sets of cultural values and the aims of the
language syllabuses. For instance, a case study by De Mejia (2011) in Colombia revealed that the teachers held
negative attitudes towards the implementation of the CEFR as a guiding reference to enhance English language
teaching. The teachers believed that the document created additional work and was overwhelming. In addition, the
misemployment of the framework calls into question the means of assessment and the “blind” application of the
descriptive scales (Castellotti, 2012). These studies highlight the need for the implementation of CEFR to be
flexible and comprehensive for different contexts.
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Another criticism is the assessment of the learners’ abilities. Alderson (2001) argued that the learners’ language
proficiency descriptions were unclear, and it is difficult to interpret what learners actually have to perform. Some
studies have also revealed difficulties related to aligning the language performance of learners with the tests. For
instance, North (2000) found that the CEFR scale did not reflect learners’ actual language competence but, rather,
the teachers’ views of that competence. According to Fulcher (2004), the CEFR reference level descriptions do not
assess proficiency or cannot be a standard tool in language learning. Finally, a lack of comprehension in Can Do
statements can affect the assessment of the learners’ language proficiency (Wu &Wu, 2007).

In a Thai EFL context, a few studies have explored the enactment of the CEFR framework. For example, Franz &
Teo (2017) examined secondary teachers’ understanding of the CEFR and English language teaching. The
findings indicated that the CEFR was known as the reference English proficiency level for teachers and learners.
Still, the document was not adopted in the syllabus or English teaching and learning in the classroom (Franz &
Teo, 2017). Another study developed a ten-level reference framework known as FRELE-TH, which maintains the
features of the CEFR descriptors of the assessment domain in the Thai context (Hiranburana et al., 2017).
Moreover, Wudthayagorn (2018) mapped the CU-TEP to the Common European Framework of reference (CEFR)
using a standard-setting methodology. More recently, research into perception and speaking competence showed
that Thai preservice English teachers mostly agreed on the advantages of the innovative program CEFR-TBL
(Phaisannan, Charttrakul, & Damnet, 2019). Similarly, Kanchai (2019) also examined lecturers’ perceptions
about the CEFR and the application of the framework into classroom practices in a Thai EFL university. The
findings revealed that Thai EFL lecturers clearly understood the concept of the CEFR, especially
assessment-related aspects. Nevertheless, the results also showed that the participants had little understanding of
the learning and teaching aspect, especially the action-oriented approach (Kanchai, 2019).

While the CEFR has been implemented to some extent in the Thai context (e.g., Hiranburana et al., 2017), it
appears that English secondary teachers in Thailand have not fully embraced the framework into their classroom
practice (Franz & Teo, 2017). For instance, Kanchai (2019) found that Thai EFL lecturers had limited insights in
the domains of CEFR learning and teaching approaches. This suggests that the implementation of the CEFR
framework in a Thai context has not been as successful as anticipated. The current study aimed to examine why
this might be the case by examining Thai preservice English teachers’ perspectives and insights regarding the
implementation of the CEFR. This study will provide a better understanding of practitioners' concerns and will
raise awareness of the CEFR among curriculum designers, academics and policymakers. Two specific research
questions were formulated for this study:

1.  What insights do Thai preservice English teachers have regarding CEFR?

2. What are the perceptions of Thai preservice English teachers towards implementing CEFR into
practice?

3. Method
3.1 Participants and Context

The current was conducted in three state universities in Mahasarakham, Sisaket, and Ubon Ratchathani,
Northeastern Thailand. The participants were 200 Thai preservice teachers in English majors in the academic
year 2020 — 2021. Participants were selected using the convenience sampling technique. All participants (32
males and 168 females) were aged between 20 to 25 years old and were studying in the fourth and fifth years.
Fourth and fifth-year students from English majors were selected because the CEFR document was included in
two of their compulsory subjects - Educational Measurement and Evaluation and English Language Curriculum.

3.2 Instruments
3.2.1 Questionnaire

A questionnaire was developed based on the CEFR document in Thai and English versions to address the
research questions. The questionnaire included three sections and used a seven-point Likert scale to explore the
views of the preservice English teachers. The first section gathered the participants' demographic information,
including gender, age, years of study, and knowledge of the CEFR. The second section examined the
participants’ insights into CEFR. It focused on three elements: 1) principles for teaching and learning (items 1 to
7), 2) principles for assessment (items 8 to 13), and 3) principles for development and the application of
reference level (items 14 to 20). Respondents were asked to score items on a seven-point Likert scale, ranging
from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). The third section was the open-ended question. It asked the
participants to share their opinions about the CEFR application in classroom practice. The questionnaire was
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validated using Cronbach's Alpha, which gave a reliability coefficient of 0.951. The questionnaire was also
validated by seven experts and piloted before the main study.

3.2.2 Semi-Structured Interview

Fifteen of the participants were randomly selected for the semi-structured interviews. The semi-structured
interviews explored how those preservice English teachers felt about the implementation of the CEFR in their
teaching practice. The duration of the interview was 15-20 minutes and was conducted after they completed the
questionnaire. The interviews were also audiotaped and transcribed for content analysis. After the interviews, the
transcripts were verified by the interviewees and the researcher. Then, the transcripts were coded and categorized
into the four themes of the CEFR, including principles for teaching and learning, principles for assessment,
principles for development and the application of reference level, and implementation in practice.

3.3 Procedures

A total of 200 participants were recruited to complete the 20-item survey questionnaire. Then, semi-structured
interviews were conducted with 15 randomly selected participants to collect in-depth data about the
implementation of the CEFR in English language classrooms. A mixed-method design was used to collect
quantitative and qualitative data in the current study to better identify the participants' attitudes and to provide a
comparison between quantitative and qualitative data (Creswell, 2013). Moreover, the use of triangulation
ensured the validity, reliability, and comprehension of the study.

3.4 Data Analysis

The data was collected using a questionnaire and semi-structured interviews. The responses for the 20
questionnaire items were analyzed using the IBM SPSS Statistics program. Content analysis was used to
categorize the audio transcription of the interviews into four themes. Then, to ensure the accurate transcript of
the interviewees, the interviews were emailed to the participants to validate their responses. The transcripts were
also verified by a peer teacher who had background knowledge of the CEFR.

4. Findings and Discussions

The results of demographic information were divided into four parts: gender, years of the study, age, and
knowledge of the CEFR. Of the 200 participants, 84 % were female and 16 % were male and all participants
were aged between 20 to 25 years old. The respondents were studying in their fourth (57 %) or fifth year (43 %).
The results also revealed that 67% of the respondents knew the CEFR document and 33% did not.

In response to RQI1, as shown in Table 1, the quantitative findings revealed that preservice teachers had a
moderate level of understanding of the CEFR teaching and learning principles, with an average score of 4.26 or
60.85% (S.D. = 0.42). The highest mean (5.60 or 80%) was observed for the statement “CEFR is a guideline for
developing English language teaching”. This indicated that most participants understood that the CEFR
document is a guideline for developing English language teaching. The results also revealed that the participants
agreed that the CEFR is a vital document for curriculum design in English language teaching, with a mean value
of 5.51 or 78.71%. However, the participants disagreed with the statement that the framework can boost English
for communication (mean = 2.36).

Table 1. Principles for teaching and learning (n=200)

Item Statements mean % S.D.
1 CEFR is a guideline for developing English language teaching. 5,60  80.00 1.15
2 CEFR is an essential document for curriculum design in English language 5.51  78.71 1.13
teaching.
CEFR is a guidebook used to design teaching materials. 537 7671 1.14
4 CEFR can be used to enhance English for communication. 236 33.71 1.05

CEFR should be adapted to the local English curriculum in each context 5.35 7642 1.19
(i.e., the English curriculum in Thailand).

6 CEFR is a handbook used for assisting learners in English language 2.67  38.14 1.17
learning.

7 English learning activities should focus on plurilingualism. 297 4242 143

Total 426 60.85 042
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By contrast, the qualitative data revealed that the participants had only partial knowledge of the CEFR,
particularly in the domain of learning and teaching. Indeed, many participants were aware that the CEFR was
used as a guideline for English assessment but not for learning and teaching. This is illustrated in the following
statements:

I never knew before that the CEFR is used for learning and teaching English. I have not taken a course
about the framework, and the lecturer rarely mentions the CEFR in class. Nevertheless, I understand
that the framework is used for English proficiency assessment. (Kevin)

1 never perceive the framework as a guideline for teaching and learning. I just know that the CEFR is a
criterion for measuring language proficiency. (Mia)

Such findings suggest that the university curriculum introduced the CEFR framework in terms of assessing
English proficiency and focused only on teaching methodology, lesson planning, and learning materials, rather
than adapting the CEFR descriptions to set learning objectives and outcomes. These results are consistent with
previous studies reporting that English teachers rarely used the CEFR in practice (Duong & Trinh, 2014; Franz
& Teo, 2017; Kitr & Sulu, 2014). This may be because the implementation of CEFR has not been totally
enforced and, moreover, the CEFR was only introduced in Thailand in 2014 (Franz & Teo, 2017). Overall, the
qualitative findings indicated that preservice teachers had little knowledge of the CEFR as a teaching and
learning aid. Thus, the current results are partially consistent with previous studies that Thai English teachers’
understanding of CEFR is lacking, particularly in knowledge related to the learning and teaching aspect
(Diez-Bedmar & Byram, 2019; Franz & Teo, 2017; Kanchai, 2019).

The participants’ understanding of the assessment domain in the CEFR framework is presented in Table 2. Most
participants revealed a high level of insight into the CEFR assessment principles, with a mean of 5.16 or 73.71%
(S.D. = 0.71). Notably, participants agreed that the aim of test development depends on the implementation of
the CEFR in each context (mean = 5.37). The results also showed that 76% of respondents agreed that the
development of language evaluation should be aligned with the CEFR descriptions. While participants generally
agreed with most statements in this section, the lowest scoring statement (with a mean of 4.96) related to English
test assessments being verified by experts. Nevertheless, 70% of participants agreed with this statement.

Table 2. Principles for assessment (n =200)

Item  Statements mean % S.D.

8 The aim of test development depends on the implementation of the 5.37 76.71 1.05
CEFR in each context.

9 The development of language evaluation should be aligned with the 5.32 76.00 1.11
CEFR descriptions.

10 English test assessments should be based on the CEFR document. 5.03 71.85 1.15

11 English test assessments should be verified by experts. 4.96 70.85 1.05

12 The test designs should be consistent and aim to improve language 5.14 73.42 1.03
proficiency.

13 The results of the test can be used to identify English language 5.15 73.57 1.10
proficiency.

Total 5.16 73.71 0.71

Although the quantitative findings revealed a high level of understanding in the assessment aspect of the CEFR,
the qualitative data indicated that preservice teachers had insufficient knowledge of the assessment domain. The
participants reported that the CEFR is a criterion for language assessment, but they have no training on designing
test assessment. The following statement supports this claim:

I understand that the CEFR is a criterion for measuring English proficiency from Al beginner to C2.
However, I have not been trained for designing test assessment based on CEFR. (Bloom)

This indicates that preservice teachers had only partial knowledge and little understanding of the CEFR
assessment domain. These findings contrast with a previous study showing that Thai English teachers had a
complete understanding of the CEFR in the area of assessment (Kanchai, 2019). This may be because the
participants of the two studies had different education levels. Indeed, the participants in the current study were
preservice teachers, whereas the participants in Kanchai (2019) were lecturers who likely had more opportunities
to adopt the CEFR assessment in their pedagogical practice.
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As shown in Table 3, based on the quantitative data, the participants showed a high level of understanding
regarding the use of reference level descriptions. Overall, the participants agreed with the statements, with an
average mean of 4.92 or 70.28% (S.D. = 0.63). More than 70% of participants indicated that the descriptions
should bring transparency to English language teaching and should encourage English learning in all four skills
(mean = 5.14). The statement with the lowest score related to the development of reference level descriptions to
illustrate what learners know and their abilities at each level (mean = 4.73).

Table 3. Principles for the use of reference level descriptions (n = 200)

Item Statements mean % S.D.

14 Developing CEFR reference level descriptions brings transparency to English 5.14  73.42 1.20
language teaching.

15 The development of reference level descriptions should illustrate what learners 4.73  67.57 1.09
know and their abilities at each level.

16 The development of CEFR reference level descriptions should designate learners’ 4.99  71.28 1.01
proficiency related to indicators in the national curriculum.

17 CEFR reference level descriptions should aim to improve English all four skills 5.07  72.42 1.12
(listening, speaking, reading, writing).

18 CEFR reference level descriptions need to identify what learners can do at each 5.01  71.57 1.03

level.

19 CEFR reference level descriptions should explain what learners can achieve in 4.76  68.00 1.02
any skill.

20 CEFR reference level descriptions can be a guideline for English language 4.75  67.85 1.12
evaluation.

Total 492 70.28 0.63

However, once again, the qualitative data analysis did not support the quantitative findings. Indeed, the content
analysis of the interviews revealed that the participants did not know the CEFR descriptions. The following
excerpts support this claim:

1 do not know anything about the CEFR reference descriptions. (Leon)
I never heard about CEFR descriptions before. (Alice)
1 do not know about the CEFR descriptions. (Eva)

These excerpts indicate that preservice English teachers had an inadequate understanding of CEFR reference
level descriptions. The reason for this may be twofold. First, student teachers may be unfamiliar with the
framework. Second, the participants were not full-time teachers; hence they do not have adequate time or
opportunity to put the CEFR into practice. These results are consistent with a study by Tosun & Glover (2020),
who found that the teachers were not confident to adapt the framework in class because they do not know how to
integrate the descriptions into their language test assessment. As such, these results suggest that student teachers
require additional CEFR training, especially in the area of using reference level descriptions.

To examine if Thai preservice teachers implement CEFR into practice, the interview data were analyzed and
categorized into three themes; learning and teaching, assessment, and the use of reference level descriptions. In
the area of learning and teaching, most of the participants reported that they were unaware of the action-oriented
approach, and only two of the participants used the CEFR in their learning and teaching practices. These
participants stated that they had partially adopted the framework to set learning objectives and outcomes that
highlighted communication. This unsuccessful CEFR implementation in the classroom might be explained by
the preservice English teachers’ insufficient knowledge of using the action-oriented and plurilingual approach,
which means they are uncomfortable (and, perhaps, unable) to use the CEFR in their classroom practice.
Moreover, the English language courses provided in the Thai educational system traditionally depend on a
grammar-translation teaching method. Therefore, preservice teachers may not have the opportunity to adapt and
use the CEFR approaches. This is illustrated in the following statements:

I have used the descriptions to set the learning objectives in my lesson plans. I think it is useful for me
to design learning activities. (Kevin)
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1 have heard about the CEFR oriented approach a few times. I also try to adapt the approach for
designing learning activities in my classroom because I teach a supplementary course, English for
communication. Nonetheless, I do not know very much about the approach. (Matt)

Overall, the results indicated that the student teachers had a poor understanding of the CEFR in learning and
teaching approaches because they were inexperienced with the document. The results are in line with qualitative
research by Yusoff & Abdul (2020), who stated that the teachers lacked sufficient support to implement the
CEFR in English classrooms. This suggests that teaching English in the Thai context still focuses on traditional
teaching rather than communicative teaching.

The results also revealed that the participants perceived the CEFR as a criterion for test assessment. Nevertheless,
they were unable to provide additional details and did not apply the CEFR to measure English test performance
in class. Furthermore, the participants reported that they had never adopted the descriptions for designing test
assessments. This may be because the student teachers are not trained in how to design tests based on CEFR
principles, as shown in the excerpt below:

1 heard my lecturer mention the CEFR document many times, but I am not into the framework because
there is no class for training about the CEFR. For my understanding, it is used only to measure English
test assessment. (Nina)

This excerpt indicates that, despite understanding the CEFR assessment, the participants are unable to implement
it in an authentic context. Indeed, the current results suggest that the participants may understand the assessment
principle but lack practice in real settings. Preservice English teachers may therefore require further training on
assessment language in relation to CEFR, which is consistent with previous studies (Diez-Bedmar & Byram,
2019; Hai, 2018; Kitr & Sulu, 2014; Tiep, 2017)

The CEFR reference level descriptions emphasize the use of Can-Do descriptors that are used for describing
language proficiency in five skills — listening, reading, writing, spoken interaction, and spoken production — at
six scales (CoE, 2001). The interview revealed that the student teachers had partially adopted the descriptions in
practice, as demonstrated in the excerpt below:

The descriptions can be used to identify what language learners can do in each skill. While I may
briefly consult the Can-Do descriptors' idea, I do not apply the concept into practice. (Nadia)

This excerpt illustrates that the participants lacked some knowledge about Can-Do descriptors, perhaps due to an
insufficient understanding of CEFR reference level descriptions. In addition, as previously mentioned, the
participants were not full-time teachers; hence, they may not have adequate time or opportunity to put the CEFR
into practice. The findings are partially in line with a study by Yiice & Mirici (2019), who indicated that
insufficient hours affected the unsuccessful implementation of CEFR in class. Therefore, these results also
indicate that student teachers require additional CEFR training in the area of using reference level descriptions.

In conclusion, the qualitative analysis revealed that Thai preservice English teachers had only partially
implemented the CEFR and had insufficient knowledge of CEFR implementation. The findings suggest that
student teachers have limited opportunities to adapt the CEFR in pedagogical practice, mainly because they are
not in-service teachers. These results are consistent with previous studies (Diez-Bedmar & Byram, 2019; Franz
& Teo, 2017; Kanchai, 2019), showing that CEFR had only been partially incorporated into English language
teaching and learning in several countries. Together, these findings suggest that preservice English teachers need
further training in all domains of the CEFR.

5. Conclusion

The current study investigated Thai preservice English teachers’ insights into CEFR and explored the
implementation of the CEFR in classroom practice. Overall, the quantitative results revealed that preservice
English participants had moderate knowledge of CEFR. Knowledge of the assessment domain was greater than
knowledge in the domain of reference level descriptions and the teaching and learning approach. Regarding the
assessment domain, Thai preservice teachers showed a high level of understanding of CEFR. However, the
qualitative data analysis revealed that preservice English teachers appeared to have only partial knowledge of
CEFR, including in the domain of assessment. Indeed, preservice English teachers understood the CEFR but could
not apply any domains in an authentic context. This may be because they have an incomplete understanding of the
framework or have no experience in implementing the framework’s principles in a real teaching context. These
findings are partially consistent with previous studies that Thai English teachers lacked understanding of the CEFR,
particularly the learning and teaching aspect (Franz & Teo, 2017; Kanchai, 2019). Moreover, the participants did
not apply the reference level descriptions to design Can Do descriptors for their pedagogical practice. Thus, the
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current study results indicate that CEFR training should be incorporated into the university courses and curricula
for student teachers. The findings also show the importance of extensive training programs related to the CEFR.

6. Implications and Suggestions for Future Studies

The scope of the current study was limited to preservice teachers at public universities in Northeastern Thailand.
Therefore, these results may not fully represent preservice English teachers across the nation. Future studies may
include other practitioners, namely in-service teachers, school directors, policymakers, as well as various settings,
such as primary and secondary schools and higher education institutions. Another interesting area of research is to
explore the impact of aligned learning and teaching, with a focus on English teachers, using other data collection
methods, such as observation and video recording of classroom practices.

To conclude, policymakers need to fully enforce using the CEFR in course syllabuses and also encourage English
teachers to adapt it to their pedagogical practices. Moreover, CEFR training programs should also be provided to
ensure that all stakeholders, including preservice teachers, understand how the CEFR can be used in all domains.
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