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ABSTRACT 

──────────────────────────────────────────────────────────── 

This study identifies the level of linguistic proficiency among second-year 

EFL students at the University of Imam AlKadhim in three main areas: 

phonology, semantics, and syntax. The study adopted a quantitative 

descriptive design. A linguistic proficiency test was developed by the 

researcher and administered to a sample of 55 students. The test measured 

students’ performance in phonological discrimination and production, 

semantic knowledge and relations, and syntactic accuracy and structure. 

The results revealed that students’ phonological proficiency was 

significantly below the expected level, indicating weaknesses in sound 

discrimination and pronunciation. In contrast, students demonstrated a 

moderate level of semantic proficiency, showing relatively better 

performance in vocabulary knowledge and meaning relations. Syntactic 

proficiency was also found to be below the expected level, reflecting 

difficulties in sentence structure and grammatical accuracy. The findings 

indicate that EFL learners exhibit uneven linguistic proficiency, with 

relative strength in semantics and noticeable weaknesses in phonology and 

syntax. 
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 تحديد الكفاءات الصوتية والدلالية والنحوية لطلاب اللغة الإنجليزية كلغة أجنبية في جامعة الإمام الكاظم

 2 يماء مهدي صالحش. د .أ، 1ة ايه حسين احمدالباحث

 2-1للبنات، العراققسم اللغة الانكليزية، جامعة بغداد، كلية التربية 

 المُستخلص
ظم في ثلاثة تُحدد هذه الدراسة مستوى الكفاءة اللغوية لدى طلاب السنة الثانية في برنامج اللغة الإنجليزية كلغة أجنبية بجامعة الإمام الكا

ءة اللغوية، طوّر الباحث اختبارًا للكفامجالات رئيسية: علم الأصوات، وعلم الدلالة، وعلم النحو. اعتمدت الدراسة منهجًا وصفيًا كميًا. وقد 
قة النحو طالبًا. قاس الاختبار أداء الطلاب في التمييز الصوتي وإنتاج الأصوات، والمعرفة الدلالية وعلاقاتها، ود 55وطُبّق على عينة من 

ما يشير إلى ضعف في التمييز وبنيته. وكشفت النتائج أن كفاءة الطلاب في علم الأصوات كانت أقل بكثير من المستوى المتوقع، م
الصوتي والنطق. في المقابل، أظهر الطلاب مستوى متوسطًا من الكفاءة الدلالية، مع أداء أفضل نسبيًا في معرفة المفردات وعلاقات 

لى أن ير النتائج إالمعنى. كما وُجد أن الكفاءة النحوية أقل من المستوى المتوقع، مما يعكس صعوبات في بنية الجملة ودقتها النحوية. تش
علم متعلمي اللغة الإنجليزية كلغة أجنبية يُظهرون كفاءة لغوية متفاوتة، مع قوة نسبية في علم الدلالة وضعف ملحوظ في علم الأصوات و 

 النحو.
 ، النحوية الكفاءة، الدلالية الكفاءة، الصوتية الكفاءة، اللغوية الكفاءةالكلمات المفتاحية: 

 
 

become a global medium of communication, 

English as a Foreign Language (EFL) 

education

grammatical knowledge or vocabulary recall, but 

communicative contexts (Bachman & Palmer, 2010

competence, originally introduced by 

interconnected system in which phonological

proficiency refers to learners’ ability to perceive 

intelligible communication. 

Studies show that phonological 

authentic input, which affects pronunciation 
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involves understanding word meanings

core component of language proficiency 

; Yule, 2020). 

Semantic difficulties often 

proficiency refers to the ability to construct grammatically 

indicates that syntactic development is 

is necessary to systematically identify the 

to determine their strengths and weaknesses 

nglish language teaching 
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English as a Foreign Language (EFL) continue 

despite long years of instruction. These 

difficulties 

dimensions of language proficiency. Previous 

gaps in their overall linguistic performance 

accurate English 

sounds, stress patterns, 

associated with insufficient awareness 

domain, many EFL students 

relationships between words in different 

Vocabulary 

knowledge is a central component 

syntax, learners often struggle with constructing 

frequent grammatical errors, which weaken 

effective language production and is strongly 

above, the problem of the present study lies 

necessary to provide a clear linguistic profile 

findings are 

expected to contribute to improving 
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phonological proficiency among EFL students 

of semantic proficiency among EFL students 

syntactic proficiency among EFL students 

students at the Department of English, Al-Imam 

confined to three linguistic domains: phonological 

proficiency test designed by the researcher to 

proficiency refers to an individual’s overall ability 

different components, including phonology, 

semantics

distinguish, and accurately produce the 

, and intonation, to convey meaning effectively 

interpret the meanings of words, phrases, and 

sentences, as well as the relationships among meanings within different linguistic contexts 
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proficiency refers to learners’ ability to perceive and 

speech sounds in communication 

(Fromkin et 

phonological proficiency is vowel 

recognition

such as /ɪ/ and /iː/. Features such as vowel length

also an essential 

component, as they involve 

These help learners develop 

important element is syllable structure and stress 

patterns

meaning and grammatical function, as in “record

proficiency also includes connected speech processes 

published in Wasit Journal for Human Sciences emphasizes 

pronunciation patterns and sound 

realization can 

proficiency refers to learners’ ability to understand 

contexts (Crystal, 2008). It is essential for 

vocabulary distinction in 

semantics is between sense 

meaning within the language system 

similar meanings, antonym refers to 

to words that share form but differ roles such as agent, 

theme, and recipient describe 

, including metaphor, simile, 

and 

meaning and interpret deeper conceptual meaning Journal 

for Human Sciences highlights 

, where semantic relations contribute 
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proficiency refers to learners’ ability to correctly arrange 

Fromkin et al., 2018). It determines how meaning 

structure varies in complexity and includes simple, 

proficiency also involves understanding 

linking deep 

structure to surface structure 

interrogative, imperative, and exclamatory forms 

Lambrecht, 1994). Mastery of these structures indicates 

published in Wasit Journal for Human Sciences 

indicates 

comprehension, highlighting the importance 

and Al-Sadi (2024) conducted a quasi-experimental 

reading comprehension and vocabulary 

development

control group (60 students). The study employed 

using discourse analysis strategies, while the 

control 

significantly outperformed the control group in both 

enhances semantic competence and language understanding

vocabulary 

instruction on EFL learners’ 

three groups: a grammar instruction group

experimental design. The treatment lasted for one 

whereas vocabulary instruction enhanced 

conducted an experimental 
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Hypothetical Mean 
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