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ABSTRACT

Background. There are many factors that affect the development of speaking in a foreign
language. Drawing on the theories that state that competencies established in a native language
will transfer across foreign languages, this study examines whether there is a relationship
between native and foreign language speaking proficiency.

Purpose. Although literature research indicates that native and foreign language acquisition
processes are interrelated, there is a lack of studies comparing proficiency levels of native and
foreign language speaking skills in adult learners. The purpose of this study was to examine the
relationship between speaking competences in English as a Foreign Language and Czech as a
Native Language in university students.

Methods. A between-group design was used to compare two groups of fifty university
students at two different levels of their speaking proficiency in English. Both groups were
tested in speaking in Czech. Each test was assessed by an analytical rating scale examining
four speaking sub-skills: accuracy, discourse, content and paralinguistics. The scores were
analyzed using the F-Test for Equality of Variances and T-Test for the Differences between the
Means.

Results. The results showed that the group with the lower level of speaking proficiency in
English achieved significantly worse scores for their speaking sub-skills in Czech than the group
with the higher level of speaking proficiency in English.

Implications. The study offers another piece of empirical evidence in support of the theories
that state that competencies established in a native language will transfer across foreign
languages and suggests the importance of the development of native language competence
with regard to later proficiency in a foreign language.
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as a Native Language (NL), English as a Foreign Language (FL), adult language learner

INTRODUCTION

where English is not widely spoken out-
side the classroom, such as in the Czech

Over the last decades native language
(NL/L1) and foreign language (FL/L2)
learning and teaching has been pre-
dominantly affected by the integrated
approach to the development of four
language skills: listening, speaking,
reading and writing. Most teachers and
students would agree that one of the
most difficult skills for students to mas-
ter is speaking (Darancik, 2018; Abug-
ohar et al., 2019; Hruby & Stankova,
2020). One of the reasons is that despite
the declared emphasis on language
skills development, learners of English
as a Foreign Language (EFL) in countries

Republic, might still build substantial
knowledge about the language through
study of its grammar and vocabulary,
but have difficulty in developing oral
proficiency because they lack exposure
to the language and experience in using
it (Abbaspour, 2016).

Apart from the opportunity to speak,
there are many other factors related
to the learner that affect the develop-
ment of speaking in a foreign language,
such as personality, language aptitude,
learning style, strategies, motivation,
metacognition, autonomy, and, last
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but not least, the effect of an NL/L1. Among others, Ellis
(2015) examined several studies on language and skills
transfer and concluded that:

The effects of L1 transfer on L2 learning are extensive, varied and per-
sistent. They are also illuminative of the cognitive processes involved
in L2 use and acquisition: no theory of L2 use or acquisition can be
complete without an account of L1 transfer. (Ellis 2015, p. 154).

Among numerous suggestions for further research, Ellis
suggested focusing on the general relationship between
L1 and L2 proficiency. In an effort to address the need, this
study examines the relationship between speaking compe-
tences in an NL and FL. The aim is to find out whether there
is empirical evidence of the relationship between speaking
proficiency levels in Czech as a Native Language (CNL/L1)
and English as a Foreign Language (EFL/L2) in university
students.

The theoretical framework of this study is centered on the-
ories stating that competencies established in a native lan-
guage will transfer across languages. They stem from the
Common Underlying Proficiency Model (CUP), in which the
aspects of a bilingual’s proficiency in L1 and L2 are seen as
common or interdependent across languages (Cummins,
1981), and the linguistic interdependence hypothesis which
states that in bilingual development, language and litera-
cy skills can be transferred from one language to another
(Cummins, 1986).

Objective of the Research

The research objective aimed to find out whether there was
a significant relationship between the students’ levels of
EFL and CNL speaking skills at the Functional level after 11-
12 years of their compulsory English language study and 13
years of their Czech language study. Although the scientific
literature provides corroborative evidence on various aspects
of the interaction between FL and NL acquisition, we did not
dare to predict that such a relationship exists in adults, es-
pecially when their NL was tested at the Functional level. We
believed that students were supposed to master their NL at
the Functional level, which does not require high cognitively
demanding tasks, during their primary and secondary edu-
cation. Therefore, we assumed that there was no significant
relationship between the levels of students’ speaking skills
in EFL and CNL. Therefore, the hypothesis was formulated
as follows: ‘There is no difference between G1 and G2 in the
means of the scores for speaking skills in Czech.’

The objective was achieved by comparing the scores for
speaking skills in CNL between two groups of students at
the University of Defence in Brno, the Czech Republic. Group
1 (G1) consisted of students who had achieved Level 1 in
speaking in English, and Group 2 (G2) had achieved Level
2 in speaking in English. Students’ speaking skills in English

T BILC (2021). http://www.natobilc.org/en

had been tested prior to the research by the NATO STANAG
6001 Examination1 during the students’ first or second year
of study

The following section presents pertinent concepts related to
the variables used in the research, and the account of stud-
ies that examine various aspects of language acquisition
with respect to the interaction between native and foreign
languages. Then the background for the study is briefly ex-
plained, followed by the sections introducing the research,
its findings and their implications.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Communicative Competence in Speaking

The purpose of this sub-section is to introduce the nature of
speaking and concepts related to its assessment on which
our variables depend.

One of the frequently cited definitions of speaking states
that ‘speaking is an interactive process of meaning that
involves producing, receiving and processing information’
(Burns & Joyce, 1997). We distinguish between two modes
of speaking - presentation and communication. The pres-
entation mode allows students to plan and rehearse what
they will say until they are satisfied with the final product,
whereas communication in the sense of face-to-face speak-
ing allows speakers to get immediate feedback and adjust
further communication to it. Communication is interactive,
where the main feature is turn-taking, and it happens in real
time, which implies that the production of speech in real
time imposes pressures, but also allows freedoms in terms
of compensating for these difficulties. The use of formulaic
expressions, hesitation devices, self-correction, rephrasing
and repetition can help speakers become more fluent and
cope with real time demands (Hughes, 2002). The purpose
of our research is to compare speaking proficiency in CNL
and EFL through communication simulations of real-life sit-
uations.

In modern linguistics, Chomsky (1965, p. 4) introduced the
terms competence and performance. In his view, competence
is the speaker-hearer knowledge of the language, and per-
formance is the actual use of the language in concrete situa-
tions. Since Chomsky’s definition of competence was consid-
ered simplistic by many linguists, Hymes (1966) elaborated
on it and coined the term communicative competence that
included communicative form and function in integral rela-
tion to each other. The concept was broadened by Canale &
Swain (1980), the proponents of communicative approach
to second language teaching and testing, who argued that
the ability to communicate requires four sub-competencies:
(1) grammatical (ability to create grammatically correct ut-
terances); (2) sociolinguistic (ability to produce sociolinguis-
tically appropriate utterances); (3) discourse (ability to pro-
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duce coherent and cohesive utterances), and (4) strategic
(ability to solve communication problems as they arise).

Similarly, The Common European Framework of Reference
for Languages (CEFR) (Council of Europe, 2001) defines
communicative language competence as ‘knowledge of, and
ability to use, the formal resources from which well-formed,
meaningful messages may be assembled and formulated’
(p. 118). It comprises several components: (1) linguistic (lex-
ical, grammatical, phonological, semantic, orthographic and
orthoepic competencies); (2) sociolinguistic (rules of polite-
ness, norms governing relations between generations, sex-
es, classes and social groups, linguistic codification of cer-
tain fundamental rituals in the functioning of a community),
and (3) pragmatic (it concerns the mastery of discourse, co-
hesion and coherence, the identification of text types and
forms, irony and parody).

Communicative competence manifests itself in a number of
different genres (narrative, identifying, comment-elabora-
tion, debate and argument, decision-making and negotiat-
ing outcomes), informal and formal with varying functions
(Carther & McCarthy, 1997). The development of commu-
nicative competence is closely related to linguistic literacy,
defined by Ravid & Tolchinsky (2002, p. 420) as ‘gaining con-
trol over a larger and more flexible linguistic repertoire and
simultaneously becoming more aware of one’s own spoken
and written language systems’. Berman (2016) addresses the
topic of developing linguistic literacy from the perspective of
‘later language development’. She states that linguistic liter-
acy involves the ability to use language in different discursive
contexts and for varied functions by appropriate deployment
of three interrelated facets of language use: genre, register
and stance. The results of her research suggest that the spo-
ken language of well-educated literate adults demonstrates
the impact with their familiarity with written discourse. The
view that the two modes of verbalization are intertwined is
in line with our experience in teaching EFL at the University
of Defence, where speaking and writing present considerable
challenge (Hruby & Stankova, 2019, 2020).

In terms of developing speaking sub-skills, Abbaspour (2016)
emphasizes two inseparable aspects - fluency and accuracy,
in addition to cognitive, linguistic, affective, sociolinguistic
factors and factors of speaking effectiveness, grammar, dis-
course, strategy and interaction that influence the speaking
of learners. Although different scholars give various defini-
tions for the terms, in general, accuracy refers to the ability
to produce correct sentences (not only grammatically but
also with the emphasis on vocabulary, intonation and regis-
ter), while fluency refers to smoothness, rate of speech, ab-
sence of excessive pausing, absence of disturbing hesitation
markers, length of utterances and connectedness. Both ac-
curacy and fluency concern the ability to communicate ide-
as effectively and the ability to produce continuous speech
without causing comprehension difficulties or a breakdown
of communication. Therefore, they belong to commonly as-
sessed sub-skills in speaking.

Dimensions of Proficiency

Due to its complexity, speaking proficiency is difficult to
assess. Cummins (1984) suggested two dimensions of pro-
ficiency, contextualized (conversational fluency) and de-
contextualized (used in academic situations), that relate in
specific ways to determinants of the acquisition process,
namely, attribute-based and input-based aspects. Attrib-
ute-based aspects of proficiency refer to those dimensions
of proficiency whose acquisition is strongly influenced by rel-
atively stable attributes of the individual learner, for exam-
ple, cognitive and personality variables. On the other hand,
input-based aspects are considerably less related to stable
attributes of the individual than they are to the quality and
quantity of input received from the environment. In support
of developing language proficiency within contextualized
and decontextualized dimensions, Cummings (1984) differ-
entiates between cognitively demanding and undemanding
tasks. From our perspective, the dimensions of proficiency
and proposed language tasks might be considered as one of
the theoretical bases for the development and assessment
of current language proficiency. They manifest themselves,
for example, in the descriptors of the sources for standard-
ized language assessment we used for creating the instru-
ment for measuring speaking proficiency in Czech, as ex-
plained below.

Three decades later, language proficiency of native and
nonnative speakers was thoroughly investigated by Hulsti-
jn (2015). He claimed, similarly to Cummings (1984), that
language proficiency can be seen as consisting of Basic
Language Cognition (BLC) and Higher Language Cognition
(HLC), where BLC is the language cognition that all native
speakers have in common and HLC is the domain where
differences between native speakers can be observed. In
contrast to Cummings (1984), who was preoccupied with lit-
eracy skills, Hulstijn restricted BLC to speech reception and
speech production. One of the questions Hulstijn (2015, p.
154) raised was whether BLC comes close to the B1 level de-
scriptions of the CEFR activities, even though the CEFR had
been proposed for L2 learners and not for L1 users. Since
our study examines CNL at the B1 level, we believe that we
can offer a contribution related to this question.

Rating Scales

From a practical point of view, the criteria used to assess
speaking can range from global assessments to detailed an-
alytical scales. According to Luoma (2004), the developers
of speaking assessment must have a clear understanding
of what speaking is like and then define the kind of speak-
ing they want to test in a particular context; after that, they
develop appropriate tasks and rating criteria that test this.
Moreover, they have to inform the examinees about what
they test, and make sure that the testing processes follow
the stated plans. Luoma (2004) presents samples of speak-
ing tasks and scales for their assessment, and provides an
excellent theoretical background and practical guidance for
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developing them. Astorga-Cabezas (2015) summarizes the
opinions on holistic scoring, which stems from the overall
impression of speaking, and is rapid because it benefits
from the experience of interlocutors (Luoma, 2004; Goh &
Burns, 2012). Analytic scoring contains a certain number of
criteria, called competencies or sub-skills, usually 3-5, each
of which has descriptors at the different levels of the scale
(Luoma, 2004; Jones, 1996; Hughes, 1989). Teachers or test-
ers can choose either a holistic or analytic approach to as-
sessing speaking, or they can combine them, depending on
the circumstances and institutional constraints. In our re-
search, we opt for the analytic approach to assess speaking
skills in Czech, since we consider it more objective.

The development of our speaking tasks and rating scale was
guided by the intention of assessing the same speaking sub-
skills in CNL as those being assessed in EFL by the standard-
ized examination according to NATO STANAG 6001. There-
fore, we introduce here the NATO STANDARD A TrainP-5
document as the main source on which our assessment in-
strument is based; and the CEFR for referring NATO STANAG
6001 proficiency levels to an internationally acknowledged
civilian standard.

In NATO member countries, the guidelines for language
curriculum, test development and for recording and report-
ing Standardized Language Profiles (SLPs) of military and
civilian personnel are provided by The Bureau for Interna-
tional Language Coordination (BILC). The SLPs of personnel
are assessed in the NATO STANAG 6001 Examination, whose
purpose is to evaluate the language competence that a can-
didate brings to real life in the specific and exactly defined
context of the future (Shohamy, 2000). The tests of language
competence aim to assess language competence regardless
of the way, content and length of language study, and they
are based especially on the specification of what candidates
should be able to express in the language. The descriptors
of the main language skills (listening, speaking, reading,
and writing) for six language proficiency levels coded 0-5
(No proficiency, Survival, Functional, Professional, Expert
and Highly-articulate native) are published in NATO STAND-
ARD A TrainP-5. Our research focuses on the Survival and
Functional levels, whose descriptors are presented in Ap-
pendix A.

The Common European Framework of Reference for Lan-
guages: Learning, Teaching, Assessment (CEFR) (Council
of Europe, 2001) is a guideline used to describe achieve-
ments of learners of foreign languages across Europe
and, increasingly, in other countries. It discusses various
purposes of assessment, different approaches to the as-
sessment process, and offers illustrative descriptors of
language ability, including some for speaking. Descrip-
tors can be used as a basis to create test-specific crite-
ria. The development of our rating scale was influenced

by the Analytic descriptors for spoken language (Council
of Europe, 2001, pp. 28-29). Like most CEFR scales, it pro-
vides descriptors for six proficiency levels (Basic: A1 and
A2; Independent: B1 and B2; Proficient: C1 and C2) of five
linguistic features: range, accuracy, fluency, interaction
and coherence.

Although the assessment of communicative competence
in a foreign language has received enormous attention,
there is a lack of research studies on the assessment of
communicative competence in a native language, espe-
cially in adolescents and adults (Hulstijn, 2015). The rea-
son is obvious. Apart from assessing native language
competence at schools, there is no need to assess it in
most professional careers, contrary to that in a foreign
language. In our opinion, the rating scales to assess an
NL and an FL should differ, depending on what we want
to measure. Our assumption is supported by Cummins
(1981), who states that:

Native speakers achieve mastery levels in some sub-skills prior to
others. For example, within grammatical competence, virtually all
native speakers master pronunciation before spelling. Similarly,
some aspects of sociolinguistic, discourse and strategic compe-
tence will be mastered at an early age, and others will be mastered
much later, if at all. (Cummins, 1981, p. 21).

Therefore, we also considered the scale developed to meas-
ure Czech speaking skills in the Czech secondary school
leaving examination, called the Maturita Examination,
which was available on the Ministry of Education website
until 2019. It provided scaled descriptors of four competen-
cies - content, lexical, grammatical and phonological com-
petencies - for four grades (1, 2, 3, 4). However, in 2020,
the oral part of the Maturita Examination was subjected to
changes and the rating criteria for oral performance were
altered. Now, only three competencies are assessed: per-
formance in accordance with language standards and the
principles of language culture; structure and fluency; and
argumentative competence - for five grades (1, 2, 3, 4, 5)2.
The concept of this classification influenced the develop-
ment of our scale designed to measure speaking skills in
Czech.

In summary, this literature research presents various as-
pects of the assessment of speaking proficiency in native
and foreign languages with the aim to justify the selection
of the evaluation instruments we used in our research. As
explained below, CNL was assessed by an analytical rating
scale testing four speaking sub-skills: accuracy, discourse,
content and paralinguistics, created by the authors of this
article. EFL had been assessed by the NATO STANAG 6001
Examination prior to our research. Both languages were
tested at the Functional level and the candidates were as-
signed similar speaking tasks.

2 Kriteria hodnoceni ustni zkousky [Criteria for the Assessment of the Oral Exam]. Appendix 3. (2020). https://maturita.cermat.cz/files/
files/maturita/KRITERIA-HODNOCENI/2020/prilohy_sdeleni_kriteria_hodnoceni_dle_135.pdf
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Relationship between a Native and Foreign
Language

The following studies examine various aspects of language
acquisition with respect to the interaction between native
and foreign languages. They provide theoretical back-
ground for our research aim to compare speaking proficien-
cy between an NL and an FL in adult FL learners.

The relationship between the acquisition of L1 and L2 in bi-
lingual children was thoroughly studied by Cummins (1979,
1981, 1991). His developmental ‘interdependence hypothe-
sis’ proposed that ‘the level of L2 competence a bilingual
child attains is partially a function of the type of competence
the child has developed in LI at the time when intensive
exposure to L2 begins' (Cummins, 1979, p. 233). Based on
empirical evidence presented by numerous studies, he de-
signed the Common Underlying Proficiency Model (CUP) in
which the literacy-related aspects of bilingual proficiency in
L1 and L2 are seen as common or interdependent across
languages (Cummins, 1981). CUP refers to the interdepend-
ence of concepts, skills and linguistic knowledge found in a
central processing system. Cummins (1984) states that cog-
nitive and literacy skills established in L1 will transfer across
languages.

Although the interdependence hypothesis and CUP were
formulated in the context of bilingualism, which is differ-
ent from learning ESF in the Czech Republic, we believe that
their relevance extends beyond the submersion or immer-
sion learning situations, and thus we can adopt them as a
theoretical base for our research.

Cummins also examined several studies of adult L2 learners
concerning correlations between L1 and L2 reading scores
and writing performance, and found enough evidence in sup-
port of the interdependence hypothesis. He emphasized that
writing expertise is common across languages, but for effec-
tive writing performance in an L2 both expertise and specific
knowledge of the L2 are required (Cummins, 1991, p. 83).

The most valuable studies related to our research are the
studies aimed at identifying difficulties in FL learning related
to problems with developing language skills in an NL in high
school students. For example, Ganschow, Sparks & Javorsky
(1998) conducted research which showed that high school
students who achieved higher grades in an FL had significant-
ly stronger NL and FL aptitude skills, which refer to the poten-
tial that a person has for learning languages, than students
who achieved lower grades in an FL. They found out that
most poor FL learners have overt or subtle problems with the
phonological/orthographic and syntactic components of lan-
guage, that their problems are likely to be a consequence of
successful or unsuccessful FL learning, and that poor learners
might benefit from direct and explicit instruction.

In addition to that, Sparks, Patton, Ganschow & Humbach
(2009) provided evidence for a long-term cross-linguistic

transfer of NL to FL skills. High school students classified
as FL learners with high, average and low proficiency were
compared on their NL achievement measures of reading,
spelling, vocabulary, phonological awareness and listening
comprehension administered in the first, second, third and
fifth grades. An aptitude measure was administered in the
ninth grade, as well as decoding and spelling of FL words.
High-proficiency FL learners exhibited stronger NL skills
and FL aptitude than average and low-proficiency FL learn-
ers. The results showed that the differences in NL skills had
emerged early in elementary school and were related to
FL proficiency and achievement several years later in high
school.

Recent research on the interaction between NL and FL com-
petencies has been focusing on literacy skills, reading and
writing (Kecskes & Papp, 2000; Alkhateeb, 2018; Wei, 2020;
Kim & Pae, 2021). For example, Kecskes & Papp (2000) ex-
amined positive consequences of learning an FL on the
use of NL. Based on their experimental study on writing,
they argue that language transfer contains not only forms
and structures, as confirmed by previous studies, but also
functions and knowledge. From their perspective, multi-
lingual development is a dynamic and cumulative process
characterized by transfer of different nature and results in
a common underlying conceptual base with two or more
language channels that constantly interact with each other.
Their perspective is in line with the theoretical framework of
this study.

So far, most current empirical studies regarding speaking
have limited themselves to investigating the relationship be-
tween L1 and L2 fluency. For example, Derwing et al. (2009),
who studied L1 fluency in Russian- and Ukrainian- and
Mandarin-speaking adult immigrants to Canada, indicat-
ed a relationship between L1 and L2 in the initial stages of
exposure to L2, although this relationship was found to be
stronger in Slavic than in Mandarin learners. Duran-Karaoz
& Tavakoli (2020), who investigated fluency behavior and L2
proficiency in Turkish English learners, concluded that L1
fluency contributed significantly to models that predicted
pausing behavior and mid-clause pauses, while L2 proficien-
cy scores predicted L2 speech rate and L2 repair. In our re-
search, fluency is included in paralinguistics that contributes
to the overall score for speaking ability in Czech.

The latest study on L1 and L2 speaking proficiency among
college students was conducted by Botezatu et al. (2021),
and focused on L1 and L2 proficiency from the perspectives
of external and internal learner factors influencing language
acquisition. The research team concluded that with respect
to external learner factors, more frequent L2 exposure pre-
dicted higher L2 and L1 proficiency, while earlier L2 expo-
sure predicted higher L2 proficiency, but poorer L1 main-
tenance. When considering internal factors of the learner,
it was found that the levels of L1 and L2 proficiency were
highly correlated and that better working memory account-
ed for additional variance in the L2 and L1 proficiency, while
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more frequent exposure to L2 was associated with better
cognitive control. We believe that searching for factors in-
fluencing L1 and L2 acquisition is of paramount importance
and that our research examining the relationship between
NL and FL speaking proficiency contributes to this quest.

In addition to investigating transfer in L1 and L2 competen-
cies, there are numerous recent case studies on cross-lin-
guistic influence, the influence that knowledge of one lan-
guage has on an individual’s learning or use of another
language (Jarvis & Pavlenko, 2008), focusing mainly on lex-
ical, morphological, grammatical, semantic and syntactic
transfer (Paquot, 2017; Orcasitas-Vicandi, 2019; Kaushan-
skaya & Smith, 2016; Yager & Gullberg, 2020; Yuan, 2010;
respectively). Moreover, renewed attention has been paid
to cross-linguistic influence from the psycholinguistic per-
spective (D6rnyei, 2005; Levy, McVeigh, Marful, & Anderson,
2007; Slabakova, 2017; Westergaard, Mitrofanova, Mykhay-
lyk, & Rodina, 2017; Sherwood Smith, 2020).

Although literature research shows that there is a large body
of studies indicating the interrelationship between native
and foreign languages in various aspects of language ac-
quisition, studies comparing proficiency levels in native and
foreign language speaking skills in adult learners are scarce;
therefore, we have decided to examine the relationship be-
tween proficiency levels of speaking skills in CNL and EFL.

METHODS
Background

At the University of Defence, where the research was con-
ducted, foreign language training and testing is provided by
the Language Centre. Military students, the subjects of this
research, are obliged to reach at least the Functional level in
EFL in all four language skills, expressed as SLP 2222 (for lis-
tening, speaking, reading and writing skills respectively), by
the end of their sixth semester, and should achieve at least
two threes in the SLP sequence by the end of their tenth se-
mester. Compared to CEFR, SLP 2222 corresponds to B1, and
two threes in the SLP sequence are close to B2.

Although the requirements do not seem to be very challeng-
ing, considering the fact that the expected output level of
English in secondary school graduates corresponds to B2 at
Grammar Schools and B1 at Secondary Specialized Schools
according to the CEFR, not all students of the University of
Defence meet them. The consequences are serious: if the stu-
dents do not achieve SLP 2222 by the end of the fifth semes-
ter, they have to leave the University of Defence. This causes
unwanted losses in the Czech military, since the students are
already well-trained military professionals who might have
reasonable prospects of becoming experts in their field of
study. Such concerns led the University of Defence managers
and educators to regular monitoring and evaluating student
academic results (Cechova, Neubauer, & Sedlacik, 2019) with

the aim of introducing effective measures to eliminate their
failures (Hruby & Stankova, 2019, 2020).

Within monitoring the students’ level of SLP, regular internal
statistical evaluations conducted after each semester show
that the students at the University of Defence experience
more difficulties in achieving an appropriate SLP in pro-
ductive skills - writing and speaking than in receptive skills
- reading and listening (Hruby & Stankova, 2020). Therefore,
educators from the University of Defence currently exam-
ine factors that might hinder the development of productive
English language skills. Based on the research in the litera-
ture and our observation in classes, we suppose that among
many factors, the level of proficiency of students in Czech
speaking skills could play an important role. This assump-
tion is supported by the students themselves, as sometimes
some students at lower proficiency levels in the English
language complain that they would not be able to perform
some tasks or discuss some topics even in Czech. To inves-
tigate their claim, we decided to compare the levels of their
speaking skills in EFL and CNL.

The research was conducted in the years 2018-2020. To ac-
complish the research objectives, an empirical study em-
ploying quantitative research methods was designed. The
selection of appropriate methods was made from refer-
ence books on research in language learning and teaching
(Brown, 2004; Mackey & Gass; 2008; Nuan, 2008).

Research Design

The research objective was addressed by using a be-
tween-group design (Mackey & Gass, 2008). Two groups of
fifty participants with a different level of proficiency in speak-
ing in English were tested in speaking Czech. Each exam was
recorded, using a voice recorder, and the speaking skill was
assessed by the authors of the article. The assessment was
based on the analytical rating scale employing four speak-
ing sub-skills: accuracy, discourse, content and paralinguis-
tics. The scale was pretested and its validity and reliability
were ensured by implementing recommendations stated
by Luoma (2004). Each score assigned was the result of the
consensus of two examiners, as is common practice in NATO
STANAG 6001 testing. The scores were analyzed using infer-
ential statistics with the aim of comparing speaking skills in
Czech between both groups.

Participants

The research sample consisted of 100 Czech students at-
tending the Faculty of Military Leadership or the Faculty of
Military Technology at the University of Defence, the Czech
Republic. In the years 2018-2020, when involved in the in-
vestigation, they were in their first or second year of study,
20-24 years old, and they had been learning EFL at primary
and secondary schools for 11-12 years. Their level of speak-
ing proficiency had been assessed using the NATO STANAG
6001 Examination by a two-level test, aiming to achieve SLP
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1-2, during their first year of study at the university. They
had been acquiring the Czech language for their whole life
and had studied it at primary and secondary schools for 13
years. They were chosen at random as volunteers and they
gave their express consent to participate in the research.

To obtain data to compare their Czech speaking proficien-
cy, G1 and G2 were formed according to the level of partic-
ipation in their speaking skills in English. G1 included fifty
students who had reached SLP 1 (Survival level) in speaking
English, which corresponds to level A1 according to CEFR.
G2 was comprised of 50 students who had obtained SLP 2
(Functional level) in speaking English, which corresponds to
level B1 according to CEFR. However, we must bear in mind
that the real level of participants in G2 might have been
even higher, since at the time of the research, some of them
had had the opportunity to undergo only a two-level NATO
STANAG 6001 Examination aimed at SLP 1-2. The descriptors
for both levels are stated in Appendix A and the characteris-
tics of both groups are shown in Table 1.

The first three lines in Table 1 present three independent
variables set for each group: the level of their speaking skills
in English and the duration of their study of the English and
Czech language. The proportion of men and women reflects
the representation of male and female military students at
the University of Defence.

Rating Scale and Speaking Tasks

The rating scale has been developed with respect to the
assessment of speaking skills in NATO STANAG 6001 Ex-
amination at the Functional level (see Appendix A). Apart
from using the descriptors for SLP 2 stated in NATO
STANDARD A TrainP-5, its development has also been in-
fluenced by the descriptors for levels B1 and B2 according
to CEFR, and the classification was inspired by the rating
scale used to assess oral performance in Czech in the
Maturita Examination, as explained in the introduction
section. As shown in Table 2, we selected four commonly
rated sub-skills — accuracy, discourse, content and paralin-
guistics, and specified what a candidate can do using the
descriptors for the Functional level. The representation of

Table 1
Characteristics of the Research Sample

each sub-skill in the overall assessment is expressed by
the maximum score (Max.).

Each sub-skill was rated by three grades: (1) Excellent
(only occasional errors): 21-30 points for sub-skills 1-3
and 7-10 points for sub-skill 4; (2) Good (some errors):
11-20 points for sub-skills 1-3 and 4-6 points for sub-skill 4;
(3) Insufficient (frequent errors): 1-10 points for sub-skills
1-3 and 1-3 points for sub-skill 4.

The speaking tasks were factually oriented and included de-
scription, narration, instruction and comparison. The topics
corresponded to the themes stated in the descriptors for the
Functional level (Appendix A). The exam consisted of four
parts similar to those used in the NATO STANAG 6001 Exam-
ination: a conversation based on the background of the par-
ticipant (family, study, hobbies, etc.), a role-play, an informa-
tion gathering task and a short impromptu speech (e.g., my
hometown, my favorite book/movie, and my best friend).

Data Analysis

The scores assigned for the Czech-speaking sub-skills of the
students were gathered and processed as dependent varia-
bles. Microsoft Excel® was used for data collection, analysis,
and graphical presentation. The level of probability for all
tests, the alpha level, was set at *p < .05 that is commonly
used in educational research (Brown, 2004).

The hypothesis was formulated as follows: H: ‘There is no
difference between G1 and G2 in the means of scores for
speaking skills in Czech.” To test it, it was necessary to carry
out two statistical tests to compare the data sets of all vari-
ables - accuracy, discourse, content, paralinguistics and the
total - between G1 and G2.

F-Test for Equality of Variances

First, the F-Test was utilized to determine the equality or in-
equality of variances at *p < .05 for the scores of individual
sub-skills and the total between G1 and G2. Its results al-
lowed us to select an appropriate unpaired T-Test with equal
or unequal variances for testing each variable.

Characteristics

Group 1 (n =50)

Group 2 (n = 50)

SLP in speaking E 1 2

EL study 11-12 years 11-12 years
CL study 13 years 13 years
Men 38 (76%) 42 (84%)
Women 12 (24%) 8(16%)

3 http://www.excelfunctions.net
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Table 2
Rating Scale for Assessing Speaking Skill in Czech

Sub-skill Detail Max.

1 Accuracy Can use the appropriate vocabulary, grammar and pronunciation correctly. 30

2 Discourse Can combine and link sentences into paragraph-length discourse correctly. Can organize 30
ideas in a logical way.

3 Content Can deal with the topic, produces an appropriate amount and quality of content. Is cre- 30
ative in imitating the assigned real-life situations.

4 Paralinguistics Can maintain appropriate volume, tempo, melody, pauses, articulation, Fluency and flow of 10
interaction.

Total 100

Note. Max. = maximum score for each sub-skill

T-Test for the Differences between the Means

The T-Test determined the significance of the differences
between the means of the variables of G1 and G2. The null
hypothesis for was formulated: H;: “The means of the scores
for speaking skills in Czech between G1 and G2 are equal.’

HO: I"11 = IJZ
HA: H‘I # IJZ
where

H, = null hypothesis,

H, = alternative hypothesis,

W, = the mean of a variable in G1,
M, = the mean of a variable in G2.

The null hypothesis was tested by an appropriate T-Test with
equal or unequal variances. Finally, the total scores of the
individuals of both groups were plotted on a graph to illus-
trate the differences between the groups.

RESULTS

The objective of the study was to compare the subjects’
speaking skills in CNL between G1 and G2 through measur-
ing four sub-skills, accuracy, discourse, content and paralin-
guistics. The scores achieved for the sub-skills were totaled
and are presented in Appendix B.

Significance of the Differences Between G1
and G2 in Scores for Four Sub-skills and the
Total

First, the F-Test was utilized to determine the equality or
inequality of variances at *p < .05 for the scores for indi-
vidual sub-skills and the total. It calculated the means for
both groups, p, and p,, and the p-values, p (F-Test). Table
3 shows that the p-values for the two batches for accura-

cy, discourse, content, and total are higher than 0.05, which
means that their variances are equal, and the suitable test
for these variables is the T-Test with equal variances. In the
case of the two batches for paralinguistic, the appropriate
test is the T-Test with unequal variances.

The T-Test was expected to determine the significance of the
differences between the means, p, and p,, between the groups.
The results presented in Table 3 show that all the p-values cal-
culated by the T-Test are smaller than 0.05. In addition to that,
all the computed t-values, the absolute t-Stat values, are great-
er than the critical t-values (t-Crit), which allows us to reject the
null hypothesis and conclude that there is enough evidence
that there are significant differences between the groups in all
the rated sub-skills and the total score at *p <.05.

The results demonstrate that students in G1 achieved signif-
icantly worse scores for all the rated sub-skills and the total
for speaking in CNL than students in G2. Therefore, the null
hypothesis (H,: ‘The means of the scores for speaking skills
in Czech between G1 and G2 are equal.’) was rejected and
the alternative hypothesis (H,) was supported. The comput-
ed t-values allow us to order the differences in the scores for
sub-skills between groups according to their significance:
content, discourse, accuracy and paralinguistics. The order
shows that the most significant difference between groups
lies in delivering appropriate content.

Visual Comparison of Total Scores Between G1
and G2

For visual comparison of the Czech speaking skills of the stu-
dents between G1 and G2, the total scores of all the students
in both groups have been sorted from the worst to the best
results and plotted on the graph in Figure 1. The horizontal
axis represents the order of the students in both groups,
and the vertical axis shows the percentage of scores for the
student’s speaking skills in Czech.

The graph illustrates that the group with the lower level of
speaking proficiency in English (G1) achieved worse scores
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for their speaking skills in Czech, compared to the group
with the higher level of speaking proficiency in English (G2).
The visual representation allows us to notice the exceptions
in both groups, which are discussed in the following section.

To sum it up, the results did not confirm the hypothesis we
formulated within our research objective H: ‘There is no
difference between G1 and G2 in the means of the scores
for speaking skills in Czech.’ Students in G1 achieved signif-
icantly worse scores for all rated sub-skills and the total in
speaking in CNL than students in G2.

DISCUSSION

The results have revealed that there is a significant differ-
ence between G1 and G2 in terms of the means of scores
for all rated speaking sub-skills and the total in CNL. As we
explained, the hypothesis had been formulated on the ba-
sis of non-existent convincing evidence of a close relation-
ship between NL and FL speaking proficiency tested at the
Functional level, although we admitted that we had expect-
ed that a difference could be identified. What surprised us
most was the high degree of significance of the relation-
ship between the levels of proficiency in Czech and English
speaking. Therefore, we believe that our study has offered
a convincing piece of empirical evidence that supports the
importance of understanding the impact of NL proficiency
has on FL acquisition even in adulthood.

From a theoretical perspective, the outcome of our study
supports Cummins’ (1981) Common Underlying Proficien-
cy Model (CUP) referring to the interdependence of con-
cepts, skills and linguistic knowledge found in a central
processing system, and his finding that cognitive and lit-
eracy skills established in a native language will transfer
across languages. In addition to that, we believe that the
results of our assessment of CNL speaking skills at the level
close to B1, according to the CEFR, might contribute to the
quest for a common core for language proficiency in native
speakers, or Basic Language Cognition (BLC), introduced
by Hulstijn (2015). As illustrated in the graph in Figure 1,
the vast majority of the undergraduates tested at CNL at

Table 3

the level close to B1 scored more than 50%. Therefore, we
can assume that the B1 level constituted a ‘comfortable’
level for our research sample, in terms of both language ac-
tivities and general competencies. This outcome supports
Hulstijn’s assumption that BLC could come close to the de-
scriptions at the B1 level of CEFR’s activities, although we
are aware of the fact that the sample of undergraduates
differs from the population of native speakers in terms of
the internal and external factors that affected their acqui-
sition of an NL and an FL.

The outcome of our study is consistent with other studies
which proved a positive relationship between different as-
pects of native and foreign language proficiency, and the ev-
idence on long-term, cross-linguistic transfer of skills from
an NL to FL (Ganschow, Sparks, & Javorsky, 1998; Sparks,
Patton, Ganschow, & Humbach, 2009; and others as cited in
Ellis, 2015 and Hulstijn, 2015). Although these studies differ
from our research aim in various aspects, e.g., they focused
on different language competencies, they did not employ a
discourse-analytic approach to assessment, and they tested
learners whose formal educational process in learning both
languages had been yet in progress, our findings are in line
with their convincing results regarding long-term linguistic
influence between an NL and FL.

To our best knowledge, there is a paucity of studies aimed
at comparing speaking proficiency between an NL and an FL
in adults; therefore, the researchers who have been system-
atically preoccupied with language proficiency in native and
non-native speakers (Ellis, 2015; Hulstijn, 2015) call for more
empirical research in this field. Recent studies concerning
speaking have mainly examined the dependence between
L1 and L2 fluency in different stages of L2 exposure and in-
dicated cross-language interference in fluency (Derwing et
al., 2009; Paap et al., 2019). Duran-Karaoz & Tavakoli (2020)
found an interdependence of L1 and L2 in pausing behavior
and mid-clause pauses. Our result in paralinguistics, which
comprised fluency, showed a significant relationship be-
tween CNL and EFL, which is in accord with the mentioned
studies. Nevertheless, fluency is only one part of the speak-
ing process, and current research should not limit itself to
the examination of this competence only.

Results of the F-Test and T-Test performed on the Rated Scores for Speaking Sub-skills in Czech for G1 and G2

Variables p1 p2 p (F-Test) p (T-Test) t-Stat t-Crit
Accuracy 20.96 23.92 0.240178 9.95872E-05 -4.057911558 1.984467
Discourse 22.10 25.64 0.156579 5.98207E-07 -5.341658659 1.984467
Content 21.82 26.10 0.252516 2.04053E-07 -5.590719948 1.984467
Paralinguistics 8.08 7.08 0.006789 0.000121099 -4.023254286 1.987289
Total 71.96 83.74 0.240178 2.29141E-07 -5.564122831 1.984467

Note. p, = the mean of a variable in G1 (n = 50), p, = the mean of a variable in G2 (n = 50), p (F-Test) = the p-value of the F-Test, p (T-Test) =
the p-value of the T-Test, t-Stat = the t-value of the T-Test, t-Crit = critical t-value, *p < .05.
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Figure 1

Comparison of the Total Scores for the Students ™ Speaking Skills in Czech between G1 and G2 in Individual Students

The latest study on L1 and L2 proficiency, examining exter-
nal and internal sources of variation in L1 and L2 proficiency
in 112 native English L2 college students, detected a high
correlation between L1 and L2 speaking proficiency in asso-
ciation with working memory (Botezatu et al., 2021). Thus,
we can assume that working memory is one of the crucial
internal factors that influence language acquisition, mani-
festing itself in NL and FL proficiency levels. We believe that
similar studies substantially contribute to language acquisi-
tion research and that researchers might consider using our
method of rating and comparing NL and FL speaking skills
in their quest for factors influencing language acquisition. In
our future research, we intend to follow this path and exam-
ine some internal and external factors which have affected
CNL and EFL proficiency levels in our research sample.

Implications and Recommendations

The implications of our findings are consistent with studies
that emphasize the importance of developing linguistic lit-
eracy from the perspective of later ‘language development’
(Ravid & Tolchinsky, 2002; Berman, 2016). Regarding speak-
ing competence in a native language, our opinion is in line
with the findings emphasizing the importance of its devel-
opment from the earliest stages of life (Cummins, 1979,
1981, 1984, 1991; Sparks, Patton, Ganschow, & Humbach,
2009). As suggested by Cummins (1984), the acquisition pro-
cess depends on relatively stable attributes of the individu-
al learner and on the quality and quantity of input received
from the environment, which implies that educators should
elaborate on the input to address shortcomings in speaking
competence.

The role of the input is further analyzed by Kuo et al. (2020)
who investigated the relationship between the input and lit-
eracy and linguistic/metalinguistic development in bilingual
children and suggested that the concept of the input should
be reexamined and go beyond the quantity and quality of
the exposure of the assessed language. With regard to our
results showing that the most significant difference be-
tween G1 and G2 occurred in the production of an appropri-
ate content, we hope that educators will react to this chal-
lenge and join us in the effort to examine, suggest, and offer
poor speakers a tailored input aimed at producing rich con-
tent in an organized way. For example, many researchers
emphasize writing expertise as common across languages
(e.g., Cummins, 1991; Ravid & Tolchinsky, 2002; Kecskes &
Papp, 2000; Alkhateeb, 2018; Wei, 2020; Kim & Pae, 2021).
Berman's (2016) findings that well-educated literate adults
demonstrate the impact of their familiarity with written dis-
course should encourage educators to search for ways to
implement writing tasks to improve speaking competences,
namely content and discourse. Ultimately, all language skills
are important and their growth is interdependent (Winke &
Gass, 2019).

In general, we believe that our findings have indicated that
the assessment of speaking sub-skills in an NL is meaningful
and beneficial, since it may identify strong and weak points
of learners’ speaking competency, and thus prepare the
ground for a tailored development in speaking in all stages
of education. The rating scale we are offering here can be
considered a suitable instrument for assessing NL speaking
proficiency at the Functional level (close to B1) in secondary
and tertiary education not only in the Czech Republic.
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Promoting Speaking in Czech Education

The interest in the development of communicative com-
petence in Czech education is declared by the Ministry of
Education, Youth and Sports and is demonstrated, for ex-
ample, by an increasing number of theses examining how
communicative competence is taught and trained in prima-
ry and secondary education. They conclude that although
more attention is paid to the theoretical basis of rhetoric
and communication, pupils and students have problems
applying the theory in practice (Khyrova, 2016; Potuckova,
2019). Moreover, there may still be some teachers who do
not offer enough speaking opportunities in classes (Solcova,
2011). Some educators believe that rhetoric should become
an inseparable part of all subjects. Methodology special-
ists recommend practicing speaking skills by using topics
in which students are interested and which do not require
deep previous knowledge. Students should be able to speak
naturally and react adequately to real-life communication
situations, as suggested by Krashen (1981) and others.

Another widely discussed issue is whether to include rheto-
ric in the curriculum of secondary schools in the Czech Re-
public. Communication competence is normally developed
within the educational branch Language and language com-
munication which covers Czech Language and Literature
and the study of two foreign languages. Some educators
propose splitting Czech Language and Literature into two
separate subjects to gain more space to improve commu-
nicative competence in Czech. Some methodologists claim
that communicative competences should be developed
across all school subjects. In our opinion, all of these sug-
gestions would contribute to improving speaking in native
and foreign languages and should be implemented.

In addition to that, we believe that there is a great potential
in sharing research and teaching practice among educators
around the world. From the perspectives of native and for-
eign language teachers, we notice, for example, that lan-
guage educators in English-speaking countries pay more at-
tention to communication, rhetoric and writing compared to
Czech language teachers. Therefore, it might be beneficial
to compare curricula, coursebooks and teaching methods
concerning the development of communicative competence
between the countries and take lessons from the outcomes.

Limitations

No research is flawless, and we are aware of the limitations
of this study. As it is common in research studies, we had
to limit the variables in this study to a reasonable extent to
give a comprehensible account of what we wanted to prove.
For example, it is obvious that the participants experienced
different conditions in their previous CNL and EFL study, and
their command of both languages had been influenced by
many factors that could not have been taken into considera-
tion with regard to the scope of this paper. Nevertheless, we
are planning to investigate other factors that influence the

performance in speaking a foreign language in our future
research.

With regard to the assessment of the speaking skills in
Czech at the Functional level, there is no doubt that any rat-
ing scale is perfect. We created the rating scale based on the
NATO 6001 STANAG and Maturita Examination scales. Obvi-
ously, the weight of individual speaking sub-skills in the total
score could be a subject for discussion, as well as a broader
topic of native language assessment.

In addition to that, we are aware of the fact that we were
testing students at a certain period of their foreign language
speaking skill development and that due to the intensive EL
training, their speaking skills in English might be further de-
veloping faster than their Czech speaking skills, and the dif-
ference between their speaking skills in English and Czech
might become larger. On the other hand, in line with other
researchers, we believe that the development of speaking
competencies is transferable (Kecskes & Papp, 2000; Van Hell
& Dijkstra, 2002; Dornyei, 2005; Kecskes, 2015; Belkina & Yaro-
slavova, 2018), and thus the differences between the levels
of foreign and native languages in individuals might also de-
crease with more practice and training. In short, we have to
keep in mind that the results of comparing foreign and native
speaking skills in individual participants might vary in time.

Comments on Extreme Scores

To illustrate the last point, let us take a closer look at a
student who outperformed her peers in G1. In Figure 1,
the 50th student in G1 reached 99% for her Czech speak-
ing skill. However, within a year after her speaking compe-
tence in Czech was tested, she reached SLP 2222 in English.
We believe that her strong motivation and well-developed
speaking skill in Czech contributed the most to her success
in developing speaking in English. Thus, even this exception
allows us to believe that NL speaking proficiency might be
considered a predictor of speaking proficiency in an FL.

Another interesting case in Figure 1 concerns the first stu-
dent in G2, who achieved the lowest score in his Czech
speaking skill. It might be worth mentioning here that this
student was not able to complete academic requirements,
and therefore had to leave the University of Defence within
a year after his speaking competence in Czech was tested.
Examining the extent to which the poor Czech speaking skill
contributed to his failure is beyond our research aim.

In general, we believe that our findings have indicated that
the assessment of speaking sub-skills in an NL is meaningful
and beneficial, since it may identify strong and weak points
of learners’ speaking competency, and thus prepare the
ground for a tailored development in speaking in all stages
of education. The rating scale we are offering here can be
considered a suitable instrument for assessing NL speaking
proficiency at the Functional level (close to B1) in secondary
and tertiary education not only in the Czech Republic.
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CONCLUSION

Speaking a foreign language is very difficult and takes a
long time to develop. Many studies have been devoted to
the search for factors that might influence this process. Our
study aimed to investigate whether there is a relationship
between the proficiency levels in foreign and native lan-
guage speaking skills in 100 first- and second-year students
at the University of Defence in the Czech Repubilic.

The results of the study have shown a significant rela-
tionship between the proficiency levels of the students’
speaking skills in English and Czech. Students with less
developed speaking skills in English (Group 1) showed
less developed speaking skills in Czech at the Function-
al level compared to students with better results in both
languages (Group 2). The most significant difference oc-
curred in the amount and quality of the content in the
communication, which confirmed the concern of some
students that they would not be able to perform some
tasks or confidently handle most normal, casual conver-
sations on concrete topics, as required for the Functional
level in the NATO STANAG 6001 Examination (see Appen-
dix A), even in Czech. Thus, our research succeeded in ad-
dressing the need to examine the relationship between
native and foreign language proficiency, and identified
the weakest sub-skill in speaking in the native language
which might hinder the progress in the development of
speaking in a foreign language.

In light of these findings, not only FL teachers, but also NL
teachers at primary and secondary schools must encourage
students to use language for social interaction both inside
and outside the classroom. Through interaction, students
can build their own conversations and create the meaning
that they understand and can develop. The topics or themes
around which students learn language should capture their
attention, expand their imagination, and encourage them
to interact more with each other. The input for interaction
could be facilitated through all four language skills.
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APPENDIX A

NATO STANAG 6001 Descriptors for SLP 1 and 2 according to NATO STANDARD A TrainP-5 (2016)

Level 1 - Survival

Ability to maintain simple face-to-face communication in typical everyday situations. Can create with the language by com-
bining and recombining familiar, learned elements of speech. Can begin, maintain and close short conversations by ask-
ing and answering short simple questions. Can typically satisfy simple, predictable, personal and accommodation needs;
meet minimum courtesy, introduction and identification requirements; exchange greetings; elicit and provide predictable,
skeletal biographical information; communicate about simple routine tasks in the workplace; ask for goods, services and
assistance; request information and clarification; express satisfaction, dissatisfaction and confirmation. Topics include basic
needs such as ordering meals, obtaining lodging and transportation, and shopping. Native speakers used to speaking with
non-natives must often strain, request repetition and use real-world knowledge to understand this speaker. Seldom does
he speak with natural fluency and cannot produce continuous discourse, except for rehearsed material. Nevertheless, it
can speak at the sentence level and may produce strings of two or more simple, short sentences joined by common linking
words. Frequent errors in pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar often distort meaning. The concepts of time are vague.
May often use only one tense or tend to avoid certain structures. Speech is often characterized by hesitations, erratic word
order, frequent pauses, straining and groping for words (except for routine expressions), ineffective reformulation and
self-corrections. (p. A-3)

Level 2 - Functional

Ability to communicate in everyday social and routine workplace situations. In these situations the speaker can describe
people, places and things; narrate current, past and future activities in complete but simple paragraphs; state facts; com-
pare and contrast; give straightforward instructions and directions; ask and answer predictable questions. Can confidently
handle most normal, casual conversations on concrete topics such as job procedures, family, personal background, inter-
ests, travel and current events. Can often elaborate in common daily communicative situations, such as personal and ac-
commodation-related interactions; for example, can give complicated, detailed and extensive directions and make non-rou-
tine changes in travel and other arrangements. Can interact with native speakers not used to speaking with non-natives,
although natives may have to adjust to some limitations. Can combine and link sentences into paragraph-length discourse.
Simple structures and basic grammatical relations are typically controlled, while more complex structures are used inaccu-
rately or avoided. Vocabulary use is appropriate for high-frequency utterances, but unusual or imprecise at other times. Er-
rors in pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar may sometimes distort meaning. However, the individual generally speaks
in a way that is appropriate for the situation, although the command of the spoken language is not always firm. (pp. A-3-A4)
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APPENDIX B

Scores for Speaking Sub-skills and the Total in Czech for Groups 1 and 2

Order Group 1 Group 2
Accuracy Discourse Content. Paral. Total Accuracy Discourse Content. Paral. Total
1 13 18 11 6 48 15 11 12 4 42
2 17 18 14 6 55 21 19 18 7 65
3 18 19 15 6 58 18 22 20 7 67
4 18 19 15 6 58 21 21 18 7 67
5 20 17 17 5 59 20 21 21 6 68
6 17 18 19 8 62 18 22 21 7 68
7 16 19 21 6 62 16 21 24 7 68
8 20 19 18 6 63 20 22 21 8 71
9 19 18 20 7 64 18 23 23 8 72
10 19 18 21 6 64 20 23 27 4 74
11 18 19 21 6 64 22 23 23 7 75
12 18 20 21 6 65 19 24 25 8 76
13 17 21 20 7 65 23 22 23 8 76
14 17 19 23 6 65 24 25 21 8 78
15 19 20 20 7 66 22 25 25 8 80
16 19 21 20 7 67 23 25 25 8 81
17 20 21 19 7 67 20 24 28 9 81
18 20 20 21 7 68 23 25 26 8 82
19 20 20 20 8 68 20 27 28 8 83
20 21 20 22 6 69 23 27 25 8 83
21 20 21 21 7 69 24 26 26 7 83
22 19 23 21 7 70 20 27 29 8 84
23 21 20 22 7 70 25 25 27 7 84
24 20 22 21 8 Al 29 26 21 9 85
25 21 22 21 7 71 25 25 27 8 85
26 20 23 22 7 72 28 26 25 8 87
27 21 25 20 6 72 22 28 30 8 88
28 21 24 21 7 73 27 25 28 8 88
29 21 23 22 7 73 26 27 27 8 88
30 23 23 22 7 75 23 27 29 10 89
31 21 25 21 8 75 24 28 29 8 89
32 24 22 21 8 75 27 28 29 5 89
33 23 22 23 8 76 25 28 27 10 90
34 15 25 28 8 76 28 25 28 9 90
35 20 23 25 8 76 27 28 27 8 90
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Order Group 1 Group 2
Accuracy Discourse Content.  Paral. Total Accuracy Discourse Content. Paral.  Total

36 24 22 23 8 77 28 28 27 7 90
37 22 23 24 8 77 26 26 29 9 90
38 21 24 25 8 78 27 26 29 9 91

39 23 24 23 8 78 25 27 30 10 92
40 22 24 25 7 78 25 29 30 9 93

41 23 22 25 8 78 23 30 30 10 93

42 24 23 25 8 80 27 29 28 10 94
43 22 24 25 9 80 29 28 30 7 94
44 27 27 26 5 85 28 29 30 8 95
45 27 26 25 7 85 28 29 29 9 95
46 27 27 27 6 87 27 30 30 10 97
47 28 26 26 8 88 29 30 30 10 99
48 25 27 28 8 88 29 30 30 10 99
49 28 29 25 7 89 29 30 30 10 99
50 29 30 30 10 99 30 30 30 10 100

Note. The scores for each group are arranged in order according to the Total score from the worst to the best one.
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