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Abstract

Although many educators help others to develop prakentation skills, little research is
available to direct the instructional design atid of these educators. In the present article
an explorative study on university freshman is dbed, in which goal-setting, self-
reflection, and several characteristics of the ettisj during oral presentations were analysed.
The research results emphasize the critical imp&aechotivational constructs, such as self-
efficacy and goal orientation, next to the topictloé oral presentation on the acquisition of

oral presentation skills.
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Abstrait

Bien que beaucoup d'éducateurs aident d'autresd@wmalopper des qualifications orales de
présentation, peu de recherche est disponible pliniger les activités de conception
d'instruction de ces éducateurs. Dans l'articleainde explorative des étudiants de premiere
année d'université est décrite, dans laquelle -geting’, ‘self-reflection’, et plusieurs
caractéristiques des participants ont été analyses résultats de la recherche soulignent
Iimpact critique des constructions de motivatiae)les que ‘self-efficacy’ et ‘goal

orientation’ en plus de la matiere de la présematirale.



The Impact of Goal Orientation, Self-Reflection and Personal

Characteristics on the Acquisition of Oral Presentation Skills

Introduction

The importance of oral presentation skills is wydedcognised. Many instructors at various
educational levels ask their students to give pralsentations. Although the teaching of
presentation skills is stressed in many curricildyas hardly been researched empirically

(Campbell, Mothersbaugh, Brammer & Taylor, 2001).

The development of oral presentation skills isv@ticonsuming activity. This does not square
very well with the current trend in higher educatiw reduce in-class instruction time. The
latter increases the pressure to optimise theuctsbnal environment and to adopt evidence-
based approaches to direct instructigPACING]

An important question in this optimalisation conmtethe role the student can play: how can
we help to make them more responsible for theimieg with less input (=time) from the
teacher?

A key element in the research on oral presentatkilis acquisition is the need to understand
the relationship between instructional environmentables, student characteristics, and their
learning process and performance.

The available literature gives us a rather fragmeei@ind limited picture of this relationship. A
number of studies focus on assessment of oral missEns and construct evaluation

instruments (Conor,2006), compare evaluation insénts (Carlson & Smith-Howell, 1995;



Edens, Rink & Smilde, 2000) or study self and pgssessment of oral presentation skills
(Campbell et al., 2001; Cheng & Warren, 2005; Langkal., 2005; Magin & Helmore, 2001;
Patri, 2002). Some authors concentrate rather @t wh should teach about oral presentation
skills and not on how we should teach it (e.g. Amelg & de Jong, 1998). Others try to deal
with public speaking anxiety (e.g. Behnke & Sawyf00).

A few studies centre on the instructional proc&ssirhis and Allen (1998) study the role of
videotaped feedback; Jensen and Harris (1999) exphhe use of a public speaking portfolio.
Bayless (2004) researches the impact of placenmatte and preparation. Tucker and
McCarthy (2001) investigate the role of serviced@ag and Calcich and Weilbaker (1992)
studied the optimal number of in-class presentatiblowever research about the interaction
of instruction with student characteristics is seaand focuses mostly on the role of self-
efficacy (e.g. Adams, 2004). Furthermore, no rede# available focusing on predictors of

oral presentation performance.

The literature is also limited when it comes to tlevelopment of a theoretical framework to
guide the empirical research. In the following p@aphs we shall present a theoretical
framework that incorporates a complex set of vdemland processes which will be the focus

of the present study.



Theoretical framework

If we want the student to take charge of a grepéet of the learning process, we enter the
domain of self-regulated learning in which threelal phases are discerned: forethought,
performance and self-reflection (Schunk, 2001; Zenman, 2000). A number of theoretical
perspectives is available in this context. For tl@search we choose the social cognitive
perspective of Bandura (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 2d@@tmerman, 2000) that builds on
three interacting determinants of human functionemyironment, behaviour and person (see

figure I).

{Please insert Figure | about her€JGURE 1 IS A COMMON ILLUSTRATION AND

NEEDS REFERENCING

Environment: Instructional environment

The central question concerning the environmentas: we foster self-regulated learning in
the domain of oral presentation skills and whagmentions can we design and implement to
attain this objective? In the literature there aeweral instances of experiments involving
goals and self-reflection, as these are essengmhemts in the phases before and after
performance (Schunk, 2001; Zimmerman, 2000) andveodecided to use them in our

experiment as well.

Marzano, Pickering and Pollock (2001) state thatructional goals narrow what students
focus on. In addition, Locke and Latham (2002)sstriairee more specific mechanisms: goals

perform an energizing function, goals affect peesise and goals affect action indirectly by



arousal/discovery/use of task-relevant knowledge strategies. Considering the importance
of goals, the next question is: which goals mustchesen? Schunk (2001) summarizes
research evidence that supports the benefits dfifspgoals, as they are more likely to
enhance self regulation as compared to generas.gBahdura (1997) explains the efficacy-
promoting effect of sub-goals in contrast to gehgoals: when progress is measured against
a short-term sub-goal it will promote a growing sef efficacy, but when evaluated against

a big and long-term goal, it can be experiencedokeasy rather disappointing.

In relation to goal-setting, there is some contreyeas to who is expected to set the goals.
Ames (1992posits that perception of control is a significéattor affecting learning and
quality of learning However the research literature is not univoedlen people accept and
commit themselves to assigned goals, they can ballggvell motivating as self-set goals
(Schunk, 2001b). This discussion is of interestlier present study where students in the goal

setting condition were put in two experimental atinds.

Self-Reflection is a critical element in the modélself regulation (Boekaerts et al., 2000;
Pintrich & Schunk, 2002) and considered to be aluar future motivation and performance.
Self-reflection is one of the three phases of saifilation: forethought, performance and self-
reflection, and composed of the two processes df-julgment and self-reactions
(Zimmerman, 2000). Reflecting is a meta-cognitiaivaty which includes evaluation of
effort, time-allocation, strategies and learningsaiMasui & Decorte, 2005).

These activities influence subsequent forethought @epare the learner for further efforts
(Zimmerman, 1998). Schunk and Ertmer (2000) reconumihat intervention studies be

conducted and more research attention devotecketeftbctiveness of self-reflection. Building



on the theoretical importance of self-reflectionr study will integrate reflective activities in

an experimental intervention.

Person: Student characteristics

A basic assumption of the social-cognitive framewisr that behaviour is influenced by a

combination of environmental factors and persorracteristics (Urdan & Schoenfelder,

2006). Applying this to the context of our studyist implies that oral presentation-

performance is the result of the interaction ofcdpeinstructional interventions and student

characteristics. Vermetten, Lodewijks and Verm2@0Q) suggest that a person’s habitual
way of learning and his learning conceptions inileee his interpretation of the intervention.

In this context Elen and Lowyck (1998) put greatpbasis on knowledge about the learning
potential of the instruction as another element ithffuences the interpretation. They labelled
these conceptions about the learning processaieand the environment the instructional
meta-cognitive knowledge (K6nings, Brand-Gruwel &Merriénboer, 2005).

Conceptions or ideas and beliefs about learninge haav impact on goal setting, learning
activities and performance (Bakx, Vermetten & Var @anden, 2003; Diseth & Martinsen,

2003). Since learning conceptions are to a cedagree context-dependent, it is relevant to
take the knowledge domain into account when stugiearning conceptions (Bakx, Van der

Sanden, Sijtsma, Croon & Vermetten, 2006; Eklur@B8l Vermunt & Vermetten, 2004).

Pintrich (2003) has emphasized the central rolmativation when investigating learning and

teaching. Motivation is the process whereby goedaled activity is instigated and sustained



(Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). However in the literaunany definitions and conceptualisations
of motivation are found. Linnenbrink and PintricR002) subdivide the motivational
constructs found in the literature into four famdli of motivational beliefs: self efficacy,
attributions, intrinsic motivation and goal orietidas. Later on, Pintrich (2003) expanded the
set of families of social-cognitive motivationalrstructs by adding task-value. Below, the

five constructs and their interrelationships wiiiefly be described.

Bandura (1997, p.3) has defined self-efficacy aeliefs in one’s capabilities to organize
and execute the courses of action required to mediven attainments”. The self-efficacy
theory of Bandura (1997, 1998) is often used rditure. Correlational- and experimental
studies show that students with a positive seltaly are more likely to work harder, attain
higher scores on persistence and higher achieveeaais (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002).
A limited number of studies report negative effeatself-efficacy on performance, due to
overconfidence (Vancouver, Thompson, Tischner, &&u2002). Self-efficacy beliefs
vary in level, strength and generality (PajaresQ20 Holloday and Quinofies (2003)
suggest that level and strength are a single fatteelf-efficacy.

The attribution theory emphasizes that studentsamihlyse failure or success experiences
to determine the perceived causes. These perceawesks will impact on the expectations
about future success (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).

Intrinsic motivation is the internal motivation tngage in an activity (Linnenbrink &
Pintrich, 2002). The literature demonstrates thatnsic motivation promotes learning and
achievement to a higher degree than extrinsic rattim (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002).

Goal theory emphasizes the goal orientations ofividdals when receiving tasks
(Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002). In general, two gaaientations are distinguished: mastery

(focused on learning and mastery of the contentyl gerformance (focused on



V.

demonstrating ability) (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002)edently, a second dimension has been
added to goal-orientation (Pintrich, 2003) by th#aduction of a distinction between goal
avoidance and goal approach.

The last construct, task-value, consists of foumponents (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002):
attainment value (personal importance of doing welthe task), intrinsic value (similar to
intrinsic motivation), utility value (how well a $& relates to current and future goals) and

cost (negative aspects of engaging in a task).

The expectancy value theory incorporates these dorestructs (Bruinsma, 2004; Eccles &
Wigfield 2002; Pintrich & De Groot 1990; Pintrich &hunk, 2002). Expectancy is related to
the question ‘can | do this task’ and the selfesffly construct. Often this is influenced by the
person’s attributions. The value component cannberpreted as an answer to the question
‘why am | doing this’ (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990)nd deals with the goals, intrinsic

motivation and task value.

Behaviour: Student learning process and presentgberformance

Indicators of the variable ‘behaviour’ are the smidlearning process when developing the
presentation skills and his/her final oral preseota Observable indicators are time spent on
the preparation of the presentation, notes of thesgmtation, consultation of others,

practicing, and the presentation itself.

Building on the theoretical base described abowed@fined in a better way our expectations
of the impact of an experimental intervention oa development of oral presentation skills

and to put forward concrete hypotheses about tipactrof student characteristics.



Resear ch hypotheses

The following hypotheses are put forward.

1. The instructional components specific goals anfiredlection are positively related to the
development of oral presentation skills:
a. Students in an experimental condition that foswefining specific goals
perform better as compared to students in a coctndition where only a
general goal has been presented by the instructor.
b. Students in an experimental condition that stiteslaself-reflection perform
better than students in a control condition.
2. Goal setting, self-reflection and specific studeharacteristics are significant predictors

of oral presentation skills.

Resear ch design and data collection procedure

Participants

The participants were university freshman enrolled a Psychology course as part of a

bachelor degree in Business Administration. Pathisfcourse focuses on the development of
oral presentation skills. Students were expectedet@lop and give three oral presentations.
Informed consent was obtained from 101 studentsr(@@s; 31 females). These students also

completed two questionnaires.
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Research instruments

The questionnaires focused on a variety of studeatacteristics and background information
as described in the theoretical section. Specifstruments were developed to assess the

guality of the oral presentations.

Student characteristics

Goal orientation measure: PALS
The PALS (Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey)lesda a widely used and validated
guestionnaire (Day, Radosevich & Chasteen, 2003igMy et al., 1998; Ross, Shannon,
Salisbury-Glennon & Guarino, 2002; Smith, Duda,eAll& Hall, 2002). Smith et al. (2002)
compared the PALS with two other measures of gaahtation. They developed a 16 item
version based on the questionnaire developed byglkydet al. (1998) and concluded that the
three goal orientation instruments were valid.
The scale consists of three 5 or 6 item subschégepresent the three goal orientations (task
goal, performance approach and performance avagjanc
In the present study, the PALS scale was selecteduse of the skills-orientation of this
scale. The PALS was translated into Dutch followtngparallel blind techniqugBehling &

Law, 2000).

Domain-specific learning conceptions
Bakx et al.(2003, 2006) constructed and validatedade to measure the learning conceptions
of social work students in the communication knalgle domain. This questionnaire was

adapted to the context of oral presentations. Tdadescontains 27 items that assess four
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learning conceptions: the constructivist, the teaxted, the model-based and the pragmatic

learning conception.

Self-efficacy
As self-efficacy beliefs vary in level, strength dargenerality (Pajares, 2002), the
guestionnaire incorporates items about differepeets of public speaking (e.g. keeping eye-
contact/ controlling nerves) and different levedar( you speak to a group of 10, 25, 50, or
100 students). To assess the strength of theefbeh rating scale was used, ranging frorh 1 (
cannot do this at dllto 10 ('m absolutely sure | can do thisThe use of the wordan is
significant in the particular items since we measaljudgment of the students’ capability and
not a statement about the capacities they wouddtbkhave (Pajares, 2002).
Bandura (1997, p.14) gives an example about persmifefficacy in public speaking to
demonstrate how context-sensitive self-efficacygjudnts can be: “ ... differ depending on
the subject matter, whether the speech is extempots or from notes, and the evaluative
standards of the audiences to be addressed, toomgust a few conditional factors ...” But
Pajares (2002) warns that the construct of seitaffy can become irrelevant when the
definition is too narrow. He cautions researchesto reduce self-efficacy to an atomistic
level.

The self-efficacy scale consists of 10 items tequire the student to give a rating of 1 to 10.

The student learning process
Participants were asked to rate characteristicheif learning process (for the three oral-
presentations) and perceptions regarding theirrpesgon a 5 point Likert scale.

* How extensive was your written preparation?

* How much time did you spend preparing the presiemtgin minutes)?

12



 How many times did you reflect on your preparatidid you consult someone else
and did you change your approach as a result ektimterventions?

* What was important for you when preparing the preg®n (12 alternatives)?

* Are you happy with the progress you have made?

* What was the role of the following attributions W@ internal and three external

attributions on a 7 point Likert scale were given).

Assessment of oral presentation performance

In the literature only a limited number of studless been found (Carlson & Smith-Howell
1995; Daly, Vangelisti & Weber 1995) about a valethand reliable way to measure the
quality of oral-presentation skills, but no genbradccepted assessment instrument was
found. A new instrument — based on a variety oftaxy instruments - was constructed. Six
scales were tested in a pilot study by four expeed researchers. Five of these six scales
were used in previous studies by Carlson and Shhitlvell (1995); Daly et al. (1995);
Wiertzema and Jansen (2004). Carlson and Smith-H¢¥895) reported Chronbachs’ alpha
.91, .83 and .69 for the three scales they usedl,Daty et al. (1995) reported Chronbachs’
alpha of .81.The four experts used the six scatesssess videotaped presentations. In
addition, a semi-structured interview was organiagith each of them. The interviews were
analyzed in order to develop a new assessmenumstit for oral presentations. The new
instrument is based upon on a rubric approach. [atter presents the assessor with a
description of levels of performance in relatiorspecific criteria to assess task-performance
(Hafner & Hafner, 2003). In the present study tpac#ic criteria were used that require the
assessor to score on a 5- point scale: three doiteems, five delivery items and two overall

items. The quality of visual aids and grammar watsjudged with this instrument.
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In the literature opinions vary in relation to thele of gender effects on assessment of
presentation performance. Hafner and Hafner (20§3)rt gender neutrality, but Edens et al.
(2000) report a significant gender effethe impact of gender was controlled for during data
analysis. [MENTION HERE THAT THE IMPACT OF GENDER/AS CONTROLLED
FOR DURING DATA ANALSYIS. OTHERWISE YOUR READER ISLEFT
WONDERING WHAT YOU DID ABOUT IT AND DOESN'T FIND OU UNTIL THE

RESULTS SECTION]

Resear ch procedure

Information about background characteristics of shelents was gathered at the start of the
academic year. In the psychology course, all stisdeteived a theoretical introduction about
communication, effective non-verbal behaviour aral presentations. At the start of the next
phase students were randomly assigned to one ofefquerimental conditions following a
2x2 factorial design:

1. Presentation of a general presentation goal arstlfiweflection

2. Presentation of a general presentation goal afdeskdction

3. Invoking personal specific presentation goal sgtéind no self-reflection

4. Invoking personal specific presentation goal sgtéind self-reflection

All sessions were monitored by the researcher atidwed a strait scripted format. The

introduction of a general goal was very brief aodused on the improvement of presentation
skills. In the specific goal condition the researchxplained — at the start of every session -
that it is not possible to pay attention to allneéts of an oral presentation and urged the

students to select a specific and concrete sdbjettives from of a larger list.
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The second experimental variable in this studyeiéreflection. After looking at the video
recording of their oral presentation, students wesked: “What was good in your
presentation? What went wrong and why? What did lgamn seeing the video-recording of
your presentation and what does this mean for thpgpation of the next presentation?" This
intervention is based on thetimulated recall interviewtechnique (Meijer, Zanting, &
Verloop, 2002). Students in research conditiondaut self-reflection were not asked this

type of questions and/or stimulated to reflectlwirtperformance.

In each research condition, the students partetpah three sessions, resulting in an
individual three-minute presentation. Each presemtawas videotaped. The experimental
conditions were standardised as to place, durapbysical setting, facilities, and the session

coordinator.

Immediately after their last presentation, studewssre asked to fill out the second
guestionnaire (perceptions about the learning eéspes and self efficacy). All students
received extensive feedback at the end of thisdassion. This included discussion of their
progress as compared to the earlier presentations.

Due to logistic problems, group size did vary. Aiséd reveals oral-presentation scores are
not significantly related to group size. Controltbé potential impact of the ‘order’ in which
they gave their presentation indicates that thereisignificant correlation between the order

variable and the score for the oral- presentation.

Role of the assessors
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A group of six experienced faculty members (thredenand three female and with a language
education background) evaluated the quality offits¢ and third presentation. Assessors did
not teach the students they had to assess. Thesassavere also unaware of the research
guestions. They assessed the first and last peggenbf each student without knowing the
order in the presentations. In view of improvingemrater reliability, at least one presentation

was additionally assessed by a colleague.

Topic of the oral-presentation
In view of standardisation, participants were insted to give a presentation about two
prescribed topics:
A. Present to a public of pupils from the fourtrayef secondary education what they
can expect in the last two years of secondary eéducand what courses they can
choose.
B. Explain to pupils of the last year of secondedycation what it means to study for

a bachelor degree in business administration.

Half of the students started with the topic A anded with B. The other students started with

B and ended with A. Assessors could not know whethey were assessing a first or a

second presentation.

Resear ch results

Student characteristics: descriptives and cormzati
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Table 1 gives an overview of descriptives and datiens of the research instruments. The

reliability analysis shows that seven scales outiné are sufficiently reliablex(> .70).

Only one of the three PALS subscales presents blggnodue to a low Cronbach’s alpha
score ¢ =.623). The correlation between the performance aggtr scale and the
performance avoidance scafte<.487,n = 95,p<.001) is in line with review results in Ross
et al. (2002).

When we compare the means of the three subscalesbie 1 with the means in the Manual
(Midgley et al., 2000) or in Ross (2002), we seat tbur participants score higher on the
Mastery subscale and lower on the two Performacaies.

For the domain specific learning conception scalely the pragmatic learning conception
presents reliability problems. Cronbach’s alphaegdor the other subscales are comparable

to those reported by Bakx et al. (2003, 2006) afiéct high reliability.

Cronbach’s alpha scores of the pre-test self- affictest ¢ =.880) and the post-test self-
efficacy test ¢ = .890) are both high.

We can derive from Table 1 that there is a sigaiftcand positive correlation, as also reported
by Bakx et al. (2003), between self-efficacy anel tbnstructivistic learning conception. But,
in contrast to our expectations there is no negatvrelation between reproductive learning

conceptions (model- or text-based) and self-effiq@akx et al., 2003).

{Please insert Table 1 about here}

Oral presentation performance
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The 200 oral presentations were evaluated by wshupric as described eatrlier in this article.
The scores given on the base of the rubric werbysed by means of a principal components
analysis (Varimax rotation) resulting in a two facsolution. The two factors were found to
be in line with theoretical expectations. The Canhtéactor comprises loadings on the
variables: introduction, structure, conclusion aheé Delivery factor that pulls together
loadings on the variables: eye-contact, vocal éejiventhusiasm, and body-language. Three
variables loaded in a balanced way on both comgenenofessionalism, effectiveness, and
contact with audience®NOVAof the scoring results based on the variable &s8&shows
that differences in scoring are not due to the@ers the assessoF§ g7 = .498,p = .777).
When controlling for the impact of the variable den neither the variable gender of the
assessorH(1,93)= .471,p = .617) nor an interaction between the gendehefstudent and the

gender of the assessor was significéi ds) = 1.946,p = .166).

Hypothesis 1: The impact of the instructional irgtion

The global presentation skills (sum of the tenecid) between the first and last presentation
improved significantly for all the subjects (p< 100In terms of effect size the difference is
moderate d = .64). Participants scored significantly higloar most of the ten criteria, with
the exception of vocal delivery-yalue = -1.119p = .266) and eye-contadt\alue = -1.808,

p = .074). The effect size of the criteria rangeahft moderated = .63) for the content

criterion introduction to smald(= .36) for the overall criterion effectiveness.

According to our hypothesis, students in a conditivat fosters defining specific goals will

outperform students in a condition where only aegahgoal has been presented by the

instructor. A significant influence of the indepemd variable goal setting was observed
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(Fa.9e)= 4.534,p = .036). The effect size was moderate (partialsgtzared = .045). A more
detailed analysis reveals that the difference gnéb for two major components of the
presentation: Content and Delivery. While the dédfece for the factor ContenF (1,9) =
8.090,p = .005) is significant with a moderate to strorifp@ size (partial eta squared =
.078) , there is no significant difference in reatto the factor DeliveryRa,96= 1.068,p =
.304). The research results of tABICOVAshow that differences at the time of the first
presentation did not impact differences in thelfprasentation.

According to the hypothesis, students in a condlitibat stimulates self-reflection were
expected to outperform students in other conditidiise analysis results do not however

confirm this expectatiorH(1,96)= 1.320,p = .253).

Impact of the topic of the oral presentation

As explained before, the presentations focusedvordifferent topics. The mean score for an
oral presentation about university was higher tinaverage score for the high school topic.
This topic effect was significant for the last megtion i 95 =4.483,p= .037) partial eta
squared = 0.44, but not for the firB{i(og)= 2.129,p = .148).

Further analysis reveals that students who firesg@nted the high school speech and ended
with the university topic made a significant pragge=-5.715,p< .001). In terms of effect
size the difference is strong €1.04). Students who started with the topic ahouversity

and ended with the high school topic also maderpssgbut not in a significant wa~(-

1.548,p = .128).
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Hypothesis 2: Predictors of oral presentation periance

A regression analysis with ‘performance on the fastsentation’ as the dependent variable
and the subscale scores student characteristiesTédde 1) as predictors (stepwise method)
indicate that self-efficacy and the performanceragph scale of the PALS were the best
predictors of performance predicting 12,9% of tlaiance in scoresF(z 75 = 6.693,p =
.002). In a next step, the measures from the pgorepf the learning process and the
performance score for the first oral presentatioerevadded to the analysis. Using the
stepwise method a significant model emergégd 4 = 6960, p < .001 Rzad,- = .236).
Significant variables were (beta-scores): perforceaapproach scale PALS .2338 £ .026),
post-test self-efficacy .319 (p = .003), subjecttlod last presentation .292 (p = .006) and
internal attributions of learning outcome .233 (024).

Self-efficacy — as expected — is to be considesedha most important predictor. Pre-test
related efficacy beliefs are significant predictofsstudent performance at pre-test level, but
not at post-test level. Post-test self-efficacydielcorrelate with the performance on the first
and on the second presentation. It is thereforesiplesthat students adjusted their ‘self-

efficacy beliefs’ after the first presentation espace.

Challenges and limitations

Though considerable efforts were made, it provdticdit to completely standardise the

situation due to the authentic character of therenment. This implies that a number of
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variables and processes could not be controllednfdine present study. It was for example
not possible to control questions asked by theestisdor prior experiences of students with
oral presentations. The limited duration of theeiméntion can also play a role because the

intervention was reduced to three hours.

Discussion and conclusions

The main goal of the present study was to measwdantfluence of different instructional
variables expected to play a role in the developgrogoral presentation skills. Little attention
is paid in the literature to theoretical and engaifistudies focusing on this competency. This
is a striking shortcoming giving the central rofetlus competency in most higher education

curricula.

A theoretical framework was presented to develod eesearch a specific instructional
intervention, with a strong focus on the hypothadtionpact of goal setting and self-
reflection. The empirical study required the desagl/or selection of a number of specific
research instruments. Central attention was paithis context to the development of a
reliable research instrument to assess oral prasamtskills. This instrument is a useful
starting point for future research that could foars additional measures to support the

reliability of the instrument when used by professils and peers.

The present research is to be considered as aekmoration of a complex of interrelated

variables that play a role in the acquisition ddlgresentation skills. The results of the first
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study show that it is possible to develop an irgation that fosters these skills. A key starting
point seems to be goal setting as a critical véiabthis process.

The impact of the instructional intervention wapexsally clear for the factor ‘content’. Most
students improved in paying more attention to tres@ntation introduction and to repeating
the major points of their presentation at the ehthe session. Performance indicators, such
as eye contact and vocal delivery proved hardéretinfluenced and/or changed during this
short instructional intervention.

Fostering self-reflection did yet not result in raigcant differences, though it seems that
feedback (stimulated recall) based on the videordeeg of their presentations, did stimulate
students’ self-reflection. Future research shoelcbnsider this variable and focus in more

detail on the nature of feedback.

The motivational constructs self-efficacy, achieestngoal and attributions play a significant
role as predicted, though further exploration ef tiature of this impact is needed.

On the basis of the present research, the follovadgice can be given to educators.
Instructional intentions should promote goal-settby students. Educators should focus on
performance approach goals and stimulate studemtshbw their abilities for oral
presentations. Secondly, initial instruction andlfer feedback should stress the role and
importance of internal attribution of success. @hielf-efficacy is a significant variable to
pay attention to. Interventions should try to proene level of self-efficacy of the students.
The unexpected impact of the topic of the oral @mégtion points at a potential interaction
with motivational variables. Students may have ww®red the ‘high school’ topic as less
challenging, thus invoking a lower level of entlassh and resulting in lower oral

presentation scores.
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The results about the impact of perception of #arling environment are consistent with
other research. Students do not always experiehearaing environment as it was intended
(Konings et al., 2005). More research is needetphys attention to the student perception of
the instructional process for oral presentatiofisskicquisition. This should guide educators
to be cautious and attentive about the interpaiadf instructional interventions by students.
THIS FINAL PARAGRAPH IS WEAK BECAUSE IT DOES NOT RRATE

SPECIFICALL TO ORAL PRESENTATIONS
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Figure 1: Threedeterminants of human functioning (Bandura, 1997)
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Table 1. Student characteristics: descriptives and correlations.

Std.
Alpha  Mean deviation 3 4 5 8 9

1 PAL Staskgoal .623 3,9604 ,60267
2. PAL S performance approach .828 2,3526 , 90589 .487**
3. PAL S performance avoid .806 2,2896 ,85136 274**
4..Modéel-based lear ning conception -.257*

.753 2,7298 ,65774
(domain specific)
5.Constructivistic learning .235*  .300**

.863 4,4050 ,49846
conception (domain specific)
6. Text-based lear ning conception

.759 3,2367 ,91661
(domain specific)
7.Pragmatic lear ning conception

.624 3,8851 ,46828
(domain specific)
8.Pretest Self efficacy .880 6,5860 1,37106 .667**
9.Posttest self efficacy .890 6,5644 1,29233

Note. * = p<.05 ** =p<.001. Scaleswith problematic intern reliability are omitted from the correlation table
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