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Abstract

Previous studies on the assessment of academic speaking skills in
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context have
predominantly emphasized fluency and accuracy as key
performance criteria, yet limited attention has been given to

Keywords: empirically examining their suitability as indicators of overall

academic speaking proficiency, particularly at the university
fluency; accuracy; level. Addressing this gap, the present study aims to investigate
speaking the extent to which fluency and accuracy function as key
assessment; indicators in assessing university-level EFL students’ academic
academic speaking;  speaking proficiency. A quantitative research method with a
EFL learners correlational design was employed, involving 60 students

enrolled in an Academic Speaking course who were selected
using purposive sampling. Data were collected through
recordings of academic presentation tasks and analyzed using an
assessment rubric based on the Common European Framework of
Reference (CEFR). The results revealed a significant positive
correlation between levels of fluency and accuracy and overall
academic speaking proficiency scores. These findings provide
empirical evidence of the suitability of fluency and accuracy as
indicators in academic speaking assessment. The study highlights
the importance of integrating assessment rubrics that place
greater emphasis on fluency and accuracy in the teaching and
evaluation of academic speaking skills.
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1. Introduction

Speaking ability is one of the essential components in mastering the English language,
particularly in academic contexts at the higher education level. In university settings,
students are not only expected to comprehend academic content in English but also to
deliver it orally through presentations, discussions, seminars, and other scholarly forums

79


https://doi.org/10.25047/jeapco.v12i1.6019
mailto:sunokosetyawan@unej.ac.id

Journal of English in Academic and Professional Communication
JEAPCO, 12(1) 2026
DOI: https:/ [ dot.org/ 10.25047 / jeapco.v12i1.6019

(Najmi, 2021; Tarigan & Stevani, 2022). Academic speaking skills require clarity,
precision, and coherence in expressing ideas, which reflect not only language mastery but
also students’ critical and argumentative thinking abilities (Ningrum & Listyani, 2022).

However, the assessment of academic speaking skills remains a significant
challenge, especially in the context of English as a Foreign Language (EFL). Accurate
and fair evaluation of speaking ability requires clear, measurable indicators aligned with
learning objectives (Cheng, 2021; Freeman & Schroeder, 2022). Among the various
components that can be assessed in speaking performance, fluency and accuracy are two
aspects that frequently receive attention. These aspects are widely regarded as key
indicators of effective speaking performance and are often assumed to represent students’
overall language proficiency (Godfroid & Kim, 2021).

In academic contexts, fluency refers not merely to speaking quickly but to the
ability to communicate ideas without disruptive pauses and with logical discourse
coherence (Takizawa, 2024). Accuracy, on the other hand, focuses on the correct use of
grammatical structures, appropriate vocabulary choices, and proper pronunciation
(Hasnain & Halder, 2024). In teaching and assessment practices, instructors often face a
dilemma between emphasizing fluency, accuracy, or maintaining a balance between both.
This dilemma arises because oral language production involves limited cognitive
resources, requiring learners to allocate their attention either to maintaining smooth
speech flow or to monitoring linguistic forms. When greater attention is directed toward
grammatical accuracy, fluency may be disrupted, whereas prioritizing fluency often
results in increased linguistic errors, particularly in cognitively demanding academic
speaking tasks. This trade-off between fluency and accuracy has been widely documented
in second language acquisition research and becomes more pronounced in academic
contexts that require complex reasoning and structured argumentation. Therefore,
empirical investigation is needed to examine the extent to which these two aspects
contribute to overall academic speaking competence (Ahmad et al., 2025; Tarabya et al.,
2025).

Previous studies have highlighted the importance of balancing fluency, accuracy,
and complexity in speaking performance (Kitjaroonchai & Maywald, 2024; Scholl et al.,
2021). In task-based language teaching (TBLT), for instance, oral performance is
commonly evaluated based on linguistic complexity, fluency, and accuracy (Amrullah et
al.,, 2021; Wael et al., 2023). More recent research has begun to focus on specific
academic speaking contexts. Sosa-Lopez and Mora (2022) found that in academic
presentation tasks, students who demonstrated high levels of fluency and accuracy were
more likely to be rated as proficient academic speakers compared to those who excelled
in only one aspect.

In the Indonesian context, studies on the assessment of EFL students’ speaking
skills in higher education remain relatively limited (Bagus et al., 2022; Mathur &
Mahapatra, 2022; Tsunemoto & Trofimovich, 2024). Existing local research tends to
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focus more on instructional strategies or learners’ affective factors, while fewer studies
have empirically examined the relationship between fluency and accuracy and overall
academic speaking performance (Werdiningsih & Mukminatien, 2023). A clearer
understanding of how these two aspects function as indicators of academic speaking
proficiency may provide valuable insights for improving assessment practices and rubric
design (Chen, 2025).

Accordingly, this study aims to address this gap by explicitly examining the
relationship between fluency and accuracy and overall academic speaking performance
in a university-level EFL context. Unlike previous studies that have primarily discussed
fluency and accuracy as pedagogical constructs or general speaking components, the
present study empirically investigates how these two aspects function as key indicators
of academic speaking proficiency based on instructors’ assessment scores. By analyzing
recorded academic presentation tasks from students enrolled in an Academic Speaking
course and employing a standardized CEFR-based assessment rubric, this study provides
a quantitative examination of the relative contribution of fluency and accuracy to
academic speaking performance. This approach allows the study to move beyond
descriptive accounts and offers empirical evidence regarding the suitability of fluency
and accuracy as indicators in academic speaking assessment, thereby justifying the need
for the present investigation.

Practically, the results may inform the refinement of speaking assessment rubrics
used in Academic Speaking classrooms and support instructional decision-making.
Theoretically, this study contributes to the growing body of literature on academic
speaking assessment in EFL contexts and offers a basis for further development of
fluency- and accuracy-oriented assessment frameworks.

2. The literature review

2.1 Academic Speaking as a Multidimensional Construct in EFL Higher
Education

Recent research conceptualizes academic speaking as a multidimensional construct that
goes beyond basic oral communication skills, encompassing linguistic, cognitive, and
discourse-related competencies required in higher education contexts. In university-level
EFL settings, academic speaking involves the ability to present arguments, explain
complex ideas, and engage audiences using discipline-appropriate language and coherent
discourse structures (Tsunemoto & Trofimovich, 2024). Consequently, academic
speaking proficiency is increasingly assessed through integrated dimensions rather than
isolated linguistic features.

Assessment frameworks and empirical studies emphasize that temporal control of
speech, grammatical precision, and discourse coherence jointly shape raters’ perceptions
of academic speaking proficiency (Koizumi & In’nami, 2024). However, among these
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dimensions, fluency and accuracy consistently emerge as core indicators that are both
observable and measurable across proficiency levels, making them central to speaking
assessment research.

2.2 Fluency in Academic Speaking: Definitions and Empirical Evidence

Fluency in second language speaking is commonly defined as the ability to produce
speech smoothly, with appropriate speed and minimal disruption caused by excessive
pausing, hesitation, or self-repair. Contemporary fluency research operationalizes this
construct through temporal measures such as speech rate, articulation rate, mean length
of runs, and pause frequency (Kallio et al., 2022). These measures have been shown to
strongly correlate with human judgments of speaking proficiency, particularly in
monologic academic tasks such as presentations.

Empirical evidence suggests that fluency plays a prominent role in shaping
evaluators’ holistic judgments of academic speaking performance. Studies have
demonstrated that speakers with higher articulation rates and fewer breakdown pauses are
consistently rated as more proficient and confident academic speakers, even when minor
linguistic inaccuracies are present (Peltonen et al., 2024). Meta-analytic findings further
confirm that fluency exhibits one of the strongest associations with overall speaking
proficiency across instructional contexts and proficiency levels (Yan et al., 2025).

In academic contexts, fluency is particularly salient because extended oral
production places heavy demands on speakers’ cognitive resources. Learners who
achieve greater automatization in speech production can allocate more attention to
organizing content and maintaining audience engagement, which enhances the perceived
effectiveness of their academic communication (Suzuki, 2025).

2.3 Accuracy and Linguistic Control in Academic Oral Performance

Accuracy refers to the extent to which speakers use grammatical structures, lexical items,
and phonological forms in a target-like manner. In academic speaking, accuracy
contributes directly to clarity of meaning and disciplinary credibility. Empirical studies
have consistently found significant relationships between accuracy measures and overall
speaking scores, especially in contexts where precision of expression is highly valued
(Wang et al., 2024).

Research in speaking assessment indicates that accuracy becomes increasingly
important as task complexity increases. In academic presentation tasks, inaccurate
grammatical structures or inappropriate lexical choices may disrupt coherence and
weaken argumentative force, thereby negatively influencing raters’ evaluations (Liu,
2025). Moreover, accuracy has been identified as a reliable indicator of advanced
language control, distinguishing higher-level speakers from those who rely primarily on
fluent but formulaic speech patterns (Vercellotti, 2017).

Nevertheless, accuracy does not operate independently of fluency. Studies
grounded in cognitive models of speech production suggest that maintaining high
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accuracy during real-time speech is cognitively demanding, often resulting in slower
speech rates or increased pausing (Song et al., 2020). This interaction highlights the need
to examine fluency and accuracy jointly rather than in isolation when assessing academic
speaking proficiency.

2.4 The Fluency—Accuracy Relationship and the Trade-Off Effect

The relationship between fluency and accuracy has been widely discussed in second
language acquisition research, particularly in relation to the limited attentional capacity
available during oral production. Empirical findings indicate a trade-off effect, whereby
increased attention to linguistic accuracy may reduce fluency, while prioritizing fluent
delivery may lead to a higher frequency of linguistic errors (Peltonen et al., 2024).

Recent studies, however, suggest that this trade-off is moderated by proficiency
level and task type. Advanced learners tend to demonstrate a more balanced integration
of fluency and accuracy, showing that both dimensions can develop synergistically with
sufficient practice and automatization (Kany, 2025). In monologic academic tasks,
fluency has been found to exert a stronger influence on holistic proficiency ratings, while
accuracy plays a supporting yet still significant role in sustaining clarity and credibility
(Koizumi & In’nami, 2024).

2.5 Fluency and Accuracy as Indicators in Academic Speaking Assessment

From an assessment perspective, fluency and accuracy are frequently incorporated as key
criteria in speaking rubrics due to their high observability and strong empirical links to
overall proficiency. Validation studies of speaking assessments, including CEFR-aligned
and institution-specific rubrics, show that these two dimensions account for a substantial
proportion of variance in holistic speaking scores (Kallio et al., 2022; Yan et al., 2025).

Moreover, recent research in Al-assisted and rubric-based speaking assessment
confirms that fluency and accuracy remain robust predictors of speaking proficiency even
when additional dimensions such as complexity or interactional competence are included
(Liu, 2025). These findings support the argument that fluency and accuracy function as
foundational indicators of academic speaking proficiency and can provide a reliable basis
for evaluating university-level EFL learners’ oral performance.

2.6 Research Gap and Positioning of the Present Study

Despite extensive discussion of fluency and accuracy in speaking research, relatively few
studies have empirically examined their function as indicators of academic speaking
proficiency using correlational or predictive designs, particularly in EFL higher education
contexts. Existing research often focuses on instructional interventions or affective
variables rather than directly testing the strength of association between these dimensions
and holistic academic speaking scores.

Therefore, there is a need for empirical studies that quantitatively investigate the
contribution of fluency and accuracy to academic speaking proficiency using
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standardized assessment frameworks. By examining the relationship between fluency,
accuracy, and overall academic speaking performance based on CEFR-aligned
assessment scores, the present study addresses this gap and contributes evidence-based
insights for refining academic speaking assessment practices in university EFL settings.

3. Method
3.1 Research Design

This study employed a quantitative approach with a correlational design. This design was
chosen to examine the relationship between two independent variables fluency and
accuracy and the dependent variable, namely academic speaking proficiency. A
quantitative approach was utilized to obtain objective, measurable data that could be
statistically analyzed.

3.2 Research Setting and Time

The research was conducted in the English Education Study Program, Faculty of Teacher
Training and Education, University of Jember. Data collection took place over the course
of one semester, specifically during the even semester of the 2024/2025 academic year,
in the Academic Speaking course.

3.3 Participants

The participants were 60 fourth-semester students enrolled in the Academic Speaking
course. A purposive sampling technique was used, with the criteria that participants had
completed prerequisite courses namely Speaking for Instructional Purposes and had
experience in delivering academic presentations.

3.4 Research Instruments

The main instruments used in this study were:

e Academic Presentation Task
Students were required to deliver an oral presentation lasting 5—7 minutes on a
topic approved by the lecturer, using academic English.

e Speaking Assessment Rubric
The rubric was designed based on the Common European Framework of
Reference (CEFR), with a primary focus on two aspects: fluency and accuracy,
and an additional aspect: overall speaking proficiency. Each aspect was rated on
a scale of 1 to 5 by two independent raters (lecturers).

e Inter-rater Evaluation Form
This form is used to check the reliability between raters.

3.5 Data Collection Techniques
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Data was collected through video recordings of students' classroom presentations. Each
presentation was recorded and independently assessed by two lecturers using the prepared
rubric. The evaluations were conducted separately, and the results were compared to
ensure consistency. In addition, inter-rater reliability was analyzed using Cohen’s Kappa
coefficient.

3.6 Data Analysis Techniques
The data were analyzed using SPSS version 25. The stages of data analysis included:

e Normality Test: To ensure the data followed a normal distribution (using the
Kolmogorov-Smirnov test).

o Pearson Correlation Test: To identify the relationship between fluency and
accuracy and speaking proficiency.

e Multiple Regression Analysis: To determine the contribution of each independent
variable to the dependent variable.

e Inter-rater Reliability Test: Cohen’s Kappa was used to measure consistency
between raters’ scores.

3.7 Research Ethics

This study adhered to academic ethical principles, including obtaining informed consent
from participants prior to data collection. Participants’ identities were kept confidential,
and the data were used solely for research purposes.

4. Findings and discussion

This study aimed to investigate the relationship between fluency and accuracy and
students’ academic speaking proficiency in the Academic Speaking course. A total of 60
students participated in the academic presentation task, and their scores were analyzed
using a CEFR-based assessment rubric. The key findings of the study are as follows:

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 presents the mean scores, standard deviations, and minimum and maximum
values for each variable.

Table 1. Mean scores, standard deviations, and minimum and maximum values for each

variable
Variable Mean SD Min Max
Fluency 3.52 0.71 2.00 5.00
Accuracy 3.40 0.65 2.00 5.00
Academic Speaking Proficiency 3.57 0.67 2.00 5.00
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The data indicate that students' fluency and accuracy were generally at an upper-
intermediate level, with average scores ranging from 3.4 to 3.6 on a 5-point scale.

4.2 Normality Test

The Kolmogorov—Smirnov normality test indicated that fluency (p = 0.200), accuracy (p
= 0.134), and academic speaking proficiency (p = 0.087) were normally distributed,
thereby justifying the use of Pearson correlation and linear regression analyses.

4.3 Pearson Correlation Test
Table 2 shows the correlation coefficients among the variables.

Table 2. Correlation Coefficients

Variable Pair Correlation (r) Sig. (p)
Fluency — Speaking Proficiency 0.78 0.000
Accuracy — Speaking Proficiency 0.71 0.000
Fluency — Accuracy 0.64 0.000

The results demonstrate strong and statistically significant positive correlations between
fluency and accuracy and academic speaking proficiency. This suggests that higher levels
of fluency and accuracy are associated with higher speaking proficiency scores.

4.4 Multiple Regression Analysis

A multiple linear regression analysis was conducted to determine the contribution of each
predictor variable to the dependent variable. The results are presented in Table 3:

Model Summary:
e R=0.84
e R?=0.71
e F(2,57)=69.81,p<0.001

Table 3. Regression Coefficients

Predictor Variable B p t Sig. (p)
Fluency 0.55 0.61 6.81 0.000
Accuracy 0.38 0.43 5.27 0.000

The regression model shows that the combination of fluency and accuracy explains 71%
of the variance in academic speaking proficiency scores. Both variables significantly
contributed to speaking performance, with fluency emerging as the stronger predictor.

4.5 Inter-rater Reliability Test

The inter-rater reliability analysis using Cohen’s Kappa showed a strong level of
agreement between the two assessors in rating fluency and accuracy (x = 0.82, p <0.001).
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This result indicates that the level of agreement was statistically significant and
substantially higher than would be expected by chance, demonstrating that the assessment
rubric yielded reliable ratings across raters.

The findings of this study reveal a significant positive relationship between fluency
and accuracy and the academic speaking proficiency of EFL students. The correlation
analysis showed strong associations between both fluency (» = 0.78) and accuracy (r =
0.71) with overall academic speaking scores. These results are further supported by the
multiple regression analysis, which indicates that these two variables collectively explain
71% of the variance in students’ academic speaking performance.

These findings align with Szyszka et al. (2024), who emphasized that in academic
presentation contexts, students who demonstrate high levels of fluency and structural
accuracy tend to receive higher performance evaluations. This is corroborated by
Abdulaal et al. (2022), who found that the combination of fluency and accuracy
significantly influences raters’ perceptions of students’ effectiveness in academic
communication.

The dominant role of fluency in the regression model (f = 0.61), compared to
accuracy (B = 0.43), suggests that in academic presentation settings, fluency plays a key
role in conveying a professional, confident, and convincing impression. This is consistent
with Koizumi & In’nami (2024), who argue that fluency is highly valued in public oral
communication, as it is directly related to the ability to deliver messages clearly and
continuously.

Nonetheless, the contribution of accuracy remains significant. Students who can
appropriately use grammatical structures and academic vocabulary demonstrate a higher
level of language mastery, which enhances their academic credibility (Mawalim et al.,
2025). Winke et al. (2023) highlighted that accuracy reflects linguistic maturity in using
the target language, which is especially critical in academic contexts where linguistic
errors can obscure meaning and weaken argument clarity.

These results also support the CEFR assessment framework, which positions
fluency and accuracy as two core dimensions of speaking ability. In pedagogical practice,
this reinforces the importance of designing assessment rubrics that assign balanced
weight to both fluency and accuracy in order to reflect students’ communicative
competence holistically (Qureshi et al., 2021; Yan et al., 2025).

Furthermore, the strong correlation between fluency and accuracy (r = 0.64)
indicates that these aspects are not mutually exclusive but rather interdependent. Students
who regularly practice fluent speaking in academic contexts tend to develop greater
automaticity in language use, which in turn enhances their accuracy. This aligns with the
automatization hypothesis in language learning, which posits that frequent practice leads
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to spontaneous and accurate language production (Nematizadeh & Wood, 2019; Wael et
al., 2023).

Overall, this study provides empirical evidence that fluency and accuracy are both
highly relevant and essential indicators for assessing the academic speaking proficiency
of EFL students. These findings not only contribute to the language assessment literature
but also offer practical insights for developing more objective and focused oral
assessment tools in higher education contexts.

5. Conclusion

This study demonstrates that both fluency and accuracy make significant contributions to
students’ academic speaking proficiency. While fluency emerged as the more dominant
predictor, accuracy also played a crucial role in reflecting students’ mastery of
appropriate linguistic structures. These findings confirm that fluency and accuracy
function as complementary indicators in the evaluation of academic oral performance.

Despite these contributions, several limitations of the present study should be
acknowledged. First, the correlational research design does not allow for causal
inferences regarding the relationship between fluency, accuracy, and academic speaking
proficiency. Second, the study involved a relatively small sample drawn from a single
academic context, which may limit the generalizability of the findings to broader EFL
populations. Third, the analysis focused exclusively on fluency and accuracy, whereas
other dimensions of speaking ability, such as complexity or interactional competence,
were not examined. Finally, the data were based on a single type of academic speaking
task, which may not fully capture the variability of students’ oral performance across
different academic genres.

Future research is therefore recommended to employ experimental or longitudinal
designs to explore causal relationships among speaking components. Studies involving
larger and more diverse samples across institutional and cultural contexts would also
enhance the generalizability of findings. In addition, incorporating additional speaking
dimensions and utilizing mixed-methods approaches may provide a more comprehensive
understanding of academic speaking proficiency. Such efforts would contribute to the
development of more robust and context-sensitive assessment frameworks for evaluating
academic speaking in EFL settings.
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