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Chapter 1

General introduction

Oral presentation skills are recognised as a denprafessional skill (Campbell,
Mothersbaugh, Brammer, & Taylor, 2001). The Europpalicy makers introduced through
the Dublin descriptors a framework of qualificasoimat higher education aims to adopt, and
the “communication” component in these descript@fers to the capacity of students to
present information to an audience (Joint Quabhigidtive 2004). In a high number of higher
education curricula, courses are incorporated ¢batre on these particular skills (Morreale,
Hugenberg, & Worley, 2006). Some authors (e.g., ©002005) also discern an evolution
whereas the teaching of these skills is becomingoae and more important curriculum
element in higher education.

The central research problem of this dissertasaelated to the teaching and learning
of oral presentation skills. How can we design dadelop an effective way to develop these
oral presentation skills? This research problenmmoduces a complex research field that
presents questions about the conceptual base,band the state-of-the-art in theoretical and
empirical research in this domain. It introduces tieed to make a large set of choices as to
the specific research questions that will and wdt be dealt with. This explains why we
opted to develop this extensive introductory chigpiefore presenting the research studies in
the subsequent chapters.

This research presented in this PhD, centres ntesgorary instructional approaches
adopted to develop oral presentation skills. Thedveontemporarymplies that a number of
specific choices have been made. First, we do uitd lon traditional rhetoric theory that is
rooted in ancient Greek approaches about publiakspg. Furthermore, we impose a number
of restrictions in relation to the literature stedliin view of the research. The search terms
public speech, oral presentati@mdoral presentation skillsvere combined with search terms
such asteaching, learningor education An exception was made as to studies about the
measurement of oral presentation skills in the edndf assessment centres. We did however
not include research that concentrates on spequielamsion, because this would lead us to
the therapeutic domain. Neither did we includeditere that solely concentrates on technical

aids like PowerPoint. Literature focusing on grqupsentations was also omitted because
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group presentations make it more difficult to asgeég progress of an individual learner and
because it introduces criteria related to the camn between different presenters. In view
of the central focus on instructional approacheshm studies reported in this thesis, we
especially analyzed the literature abbatvto develop presentation skills, instead of literat
aboutwhatelements constitute a good presentation.

As will be made clear in the different chaptersto$ thesis, only a small number of
evaluative researches have been set up in thedfeddal presentation skills. This is in sharp
contrast to the actual time and attention paidht d¢oncrete teaching and learning of oral
presentation skills (Morreale et al., 2006). Iniéidd, available current instructional practices
and related limited research are hardly based olea theoretical base. Key questions are
raised in the different studies as to processes \am@bles that can account for giving
successful oral presentations. Both processes aridbles at the level of the individual

learners and at the level of the instructional psscwill be considered

Structure of this introductory chapter

After presenting the research problem that is eémtrthe studies of this dissertation, the key
concepts used are defined. In this way, we tryotmmtilate answers to questions concerning
what is the nature of an oral presentation and wlyadopt oral communication. In view of
our search for key elements that help to definenatructional design, a clear analysis of
defining features of an oral presentation and o&fective oral presentation is presented in
the related paragraphs. A further analysis leada ttiscussion about the assessment and
evaluation of these features.

An overview of the existing literature about timstruction of oral presentation skills,
obliges us especially to concentrate on a presentaf a theoretical framework to guide oral
presentation skill instruction. We present the alooognitive theory as a framework to help to
describe and explain the acquisition of oral pres@n skills. Self regulated learning is
central to this theoretical position. This thearatiframework introduces key processes that
will be described to understand how oral presemtaskills evolve and can be influenced
from an instructional point of view. The theoretibase will direct the formulation of a series
of research questions. Since quasi-experimentdiestwill be set up, also the “measurement”

of the mastery of oral presentation skills is aftcal importance.
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This introductory chapter ends with an overviewth® studies reported in this thesis
and what research questions are dealt with in tresecutive chapter. In the concluding
chapter, we will build on this overview to summarithe research results and put forward
theoretical and practical implications. This wik elpful to describe directions for future

research in this poorly studied field of instruatio

1. Definition of, instruction of, and measurement boral presentation skills

Defining oral presentations

In the literature, most authors adopt the temal presentation skillge.g., Cooper, 2005) or
public speakinde.g., Frobish, 20Q(ut some use terms more adapted to the specifiexton
of their participants likesales presentation&alcich, & Weilbaker, 1992; Conor, 2006)al
business presentation(Campbell et al.,, 2001) duriefing (Thomas, Tymon, & Thomas,
1994).

A definition of oral presentation or public speakiis hard to find. We can start with
the definition of speaking from the National Communication Association (19984)
“Speaking is the uniquely human act or processarfsmitting and exchanging information,
ideas, and emotions using oral language (...) comcatmis are required to organize
coherent messages, deliver them clearly, and addpeir listeners”.

A literature search for publications that centnespecific features of oral presentations
or public speaking does not result in a rich setharacteristics. Oomkes (2000), for instance,
accentuates that speaking in public implies limiteikraction because only one person is
speaking and others are listening. The size ofatithence is however not clearly indicated.
Oomkes emphasizes that it is possible to have audmgence but he does not provide a lower
limit. The question subsequently arises if we cameha public speech with a very small
audience and/or when the audience consists of mmyperson? We adopt the point of view
that at least one person must attend the oral pessEn. Oomkes also mentions that public
speaking implies a certain mental and physicabdist between speaker and audience. Other
features are rather general and not uniquely iklatgoublic speaking, because these features
are not always available. Oomkes mentions thatkgpsaare most of the time not in full

control of the situation (e.g., where is the audeesitting).
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Why oral presentations?

The National Communication Association (MorrealejbR, & Jones, 1998) takes over a
suggestion from Daly and presents three reasomsldpt oral communication: persuading,
informing and relating. These three purposes retethbse from the communication model
of Schulz von Thun (1998) that is also used by Wemna and Jansen (2004) to describe the
different aspects or purposes of an oral presemtatind the types of oral presentations
resulting from these purposes. The communicatiodehof Schulz von Thun (1998) discerns
four aspects of human communication. The first eispe about providing content. The
second regards self-expression, as communicateeglréheir identity and their condition but
this last aspect about self-expression is not bygeithe National Communication Association
(Morreale et al., 1998). When communicators malegr fhosition clear towards the observer
and express what they think of the observer, tloasttutes the relational aspect of
communication. The fourth aspect is about requestd, reveals what the communicator
wants from the observer. It is important to notattpresenters can put emphasis on one
specific communication aspect, but they nevertlsefese to pay attention to all four of these
aspects (Wiertzema & Jansen, 2004). The first aspgaires a clear structure, the second is
about the way a public speech is delivered, thel thspect deals with keeping contact with
the audience and the fourth asks for a clear gwalhie presentation (Wiertzema & Jansen,
2004).

When we adopt an oral presentation to provideeasantinforming the audience - we
have to keep in mind that an oral presentatiorss bkuitable for transferring large amounts of
information (Steehouder et al., 1999). The autlaoiksce to use written communication when
people need to memorise or process a lot of infoamaand to use a personal or a written
communication when people are expected to appsyltbdy of knowledge. Steehouder et al.,
(1999) add that the great advantage of oral prasens is the direct confrontation between
the sender and the receiver of the informationultieg in a larger involvement in the

communication.
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Competence and skills

An important remark about the terminology has tontede. The title of this dissertation
mentions the concept oral presentation skills, bee&nowing howto present is still no
guarantee for actuallperforming the expected behaviour. We will elaborate this nvhe
presenting our theoretical framework. As we conegatin our studies mainly on the
acquisition/assessment of the “skills” componentl aot on the acquisition/assessment of the
“knowledge” component, we will especially adopt ttenceptoral presentation skillsThis
does not imply that we will neglect the fact thaguaisition of the knowledge component
should be related to the acquisition of the slatbsnponent. We certainly also acknowledge
the important role played by motivational aspettse latter are sometimes referred to as the
attitudes of the learners and are placed undehéagling oforal presentationcompetence
together with the related knowledge base and skills

A definition of a competence should, accordinytm Merriénboer, Van der Klink, &
Hendriks (2002), comprise of three elements. Tt i$ specificity,because the development
of a competence takes place in a specific confd.second element is about theegration
of knowledge, skills, attitudes and qualities ofparson. The third and last element is
durability and this implies that the oral presentation coemp@t is still valid even when new
tools, such as PowerPoint e.g., are being intradluce

A shared core in most definitions of a competemeaccording to Baartman,
Bastiaens, Kirschner, & van der Vleuten (2007),t thaconsists of connected pieces of
knowledge, skills and attitudes that are used fwesproblems. The US based ‘National
Communication Association1998)also refers to “knowledge”, “behaviour”, and “aities”
as key components of the concept competend therefore define the oral presentation
competence as the combination of knowledge, skiltgl attitudes needed to speak in public

in order to inform, to self-express, to relate &amgersuade.

Instruction of oral presentation skills

In order to design an instructional interventiorg ave to be clear about its objectives. We
have to determine the outcomes of the intervenfiotusing on the acquisition and
development of oral presentation skills.

The US based National Communication Associatioonis of the largest associations

to promote communication education. We build on t¥dts publications to delineate the
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outcome expectations for high school and collegelesits, and to illustrate the possible
content elements. In a first publication of the ibiaal Communication Association (1998),
the focus is on K12 education. Standard 10 cerdrespeaking and lists 28 competency
statements. We list the eight competency statenibatsdeal withpresentation competences

below:

Knowledge
10.10. Identify strategies for appropriate andaife public communication.

10.11. Organize a message appropriately and efébgti

10.12. Develop an appropriate and effective intotidn, body, and conclusion for a speech.
10.13. Choose and narrow a speech topic for afgpeccasion.

10.14. Select appropriate and effective supportingterial based on topic, audience,
occasion, and purpose.

10.15. Modify a message to fit the audience.

Behaviour
10.16. Use verbal and nonverbal techniques to eehamessage.

10.17. Adapt language to specific audiences ariohgset

In a second publication from the National Commutica Association (Morreale et al.,
1998), we find a list of four advanced skills apested outcomes for college students in the
domain of public speaking:

1. Incorporate information from a variety of sowrte support message.

2. ldentify and use appropriate statistics to sufpihe message.

3. Use motivational appeals that build on valugpgetations, and needs of the audience.

4. Develop messages that influence attitudes,feebad actions

A search for similar publications relevant for Blutlanguage speaking regions, we
can build on a publication of the Dutch equivalesft the National Communication
Association, De Taalunie, about the learning gdals Dutch speaking teachers (Paus,
Rymenans, & Van Gorp, 2006). The publication lestearning goal dealing with presentation
skills, and states that teachers should be abtkeliger a presentation to inform, to activate

and to persuade learners. Several — rather vagubgoals are mentioned; e.g., a subgoal
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stipulates that teachers should be able to debveressage with the appropriate non-verbal
support (Paus et al., 2006).

We can conclude that the outcomes described irhttee cited publications are too
general to use in experimental or quasi-experimhe@asearch, and that we have to find more
detailed relevant features of oral presentationsettre upon in instructional interventions.
Alternative approaches can be adopted.

A first approach builds on traditional taxonomie$ learning objectives (Van
Merriénboer & Kirschner, 2001). We can take compeyestatement 10.11. as an example:
Organize a message appropriately and effectivelyagk analysis is helpful to yield the
necessity to structure a presentation around @t In order to do this a learner has to be
able to manage a lot of information, to distinguisé main points, and so on.

If we consider as another example competency rs&ate 10.16.: Use verbal and
nonverbal techniques to enhance a message, adaskngdosition requires a very large and
extensive process. Task analysis of aspects ofeambal techniques, such as eye contact,
speech delivery, and body language are far reachingrefore, we look for more efficient
approaches to detect the relevant features opoeakntations.

A second approach builds on the approach of T{#92) who developed a critical
incident technique when asking instructors to Heeéfective and ineffective incidents in
student presentations.

Thirdly, we can build on the approach of Estraéatel, Talente, & Kraemer (2005)
who identified important oral presentation featubgsasking reviewers to make explicit the
features and areas they want to improve in a ptasen.

A fourth approach builds on an analysis of therle® content of textbooks used in
this context. This exemplified by the strategy addby Hess and Pearson (1991), when they
examined 12 of the most popular textbooks and ifietit24 principles of public speaking.

Fifthly, we can build on the consistent relatiopshbetween an instructional
intervention and assessment, and therefore anaggessment instruments used in classroom
contexts. Identification of the assessment critamna the weight attached to the different
criteria is helpful to find indicators of what tdemrs consider of importance when evaluating
oral presentations. In the context of the stuchethis dissertation, we especially build on this
fifth approach, as will be described in a subsegparagraph.

But before turning to the nature of assessmemtuments, critical remarks are to be
made. First, we must bear in mind that the impagaattached to features considered of

importance in oral presentations can change owe.tFrobish (2000) for instance points at
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the impact of television on the appreciation of nla¢ure of oral presentation skills. Television
made audience accustomed to the use of narrasedisdisclosure, and visual modes of
persuasion. As a result, these features are naweajsected to be presented in non-television
delivered oral presentations (Frobish, 2000). Sélgoreritical oral presentation features can
also fluctuate between cultures. Wiertzema and ehar{f2004) point e.g., at differences
between the American culture, where the focus ensipeaker gets full attention, and the
Dutch culture, where the focus is rather on theterwnof a presentation. Gerritsen and
Wannet (2005) illustrate cultural differences wiéispect to the evaluation of the introduction

in a presentation by people from the Netherlandmée, or Senegal.

Measuring oral presentation skills

We structure the following paragraphs in line wilie two aims put forward earlier in this
chapter. The first aim was the identification opmntant features of oral presentation skills as
mirrored in assessment instruments. This first agflects the validity of a measurement
approach. The second aim is to learn how theserfsafaire measured, with a clear focus on
the reliability of the approach adopted. Additiomaasurement characteristics that are related
to the nature of the learning process will be dedl later in this chapter.

Exploration of existing instruments to measure grasentation skills

As stated before, the identification of generaligepted assessment instruments is our base to
answer this question.

Morreale and Backlund (2007) discuss two assessmarstruments for public
speaking in their compilation of oral communicatiassessment instruments in higher
education:The Competent Speakdrom the National Communication Association afiue
Public Speaking Competency Instrumasideveloped by Thomson and Rucker (2002).

The Competent Speakdyuilds on eight competencies. Four competenciesabout
preparation (e.g., Provides appropriate supportimgterial based on the audience and
occasion) and four about delivery (e.g., Uses maydbehaviours that support the verbal
message). Brown, Leipzig, & McWherter (1997) quatihese competencies as too abstract
and too distant from the personal experiences wdesits. They tried to operationalize the
eight competencies into more specific and obseevhbhaviour. But no study could be traced

that made use of this revised versiombe Competent Speakétevertheless, the elaboration
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of the latter has helped to ground the validitytloé instrument of Thomson and Rucker
(2002).

The Public Speaking Competency Instrunveas developed by Thomson and Rucker
(2002) and contains 20 assessment items that fmtesncrete behavioural elements (e.g., |
can identify a review of the main points in the dosion). No studies could be traced
building on this instrument.

Rodebaugh and Chambless (2002) mention Repee Perception of Speech
Performance Measurdut they stress the fact that this instrumeiiased towards assessing
bad oral presentations.

One particular study compares three assessmemnarimstts and concludes that the
three instruments reflect a good validity (Carl€o8mith-Howell, 1995).

In our review of the literature, we observe thathars mostly build on assessment
instrument constructed for their particular stuéyg(, Crossman, 1996). Another common
denominator is the observation that the items efahailable assessment instruments can be
structured along two dimensions: a content and lxetg dimension (see e.g., Carlson &
Smith-Howell, 1995).

How are features of oral presentations measured?

Assessors, building omhe Competent Speakatescribed in the former paragraph, have to
make a holistic judgment about the extent a spealests specific criteria by applying the
gualifications unsatisfactory, satisfactory or dhkasd,. Nevertheless, the interrater reliability
of The Competent Speakex reported to be good (Morreale & Backlund, 20@)nbar,
Brooks, & Kubicka-Miller (2006) suggest that theliability is especially positively
influenced by the limited amount of response caiegp but that this negatively influences
the feedback possibilities. The latter is expedttemfluence the potential of learning process.
The Public Speaking Competency Instrum@EnThomson and Rucker (2002) uses a Likert
scale with five possible scores: poor (1), fair, @)erage (3), good (4), and excellent (5), and
also reflects a good reliability.

An analysis of the available studies building upsrself constructed assessment
instrument reveals many differences with regarthtar measurement approach. Firstly, the
amount of items is very different. Daly, Vangelisthd Weber (1995) for instance, developed
a four item instrument. Wiertzema and Jansen (20843 a 31 item instrument. Secondly,

some gquestionnaires ask for a holistic appreciaaod others ask a very detailed analysis of
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oral presentation performance. A typical exampléheflatter is the questionnaire used in the
study of Carlson and Smith-Howell (1995). Their stddePresentationand Delivery ask to
give a score on 30 points, and builds on ten itég., gestures/movement) that are listed
without giving examples or explaining the weighting the different items. Carlson and
Smith-Howell (1995), It is striking that the autkoreport a good reliability level of this
instrument, and that the use of the instrument authspecific training or experience is
possible without a negative impact. In the studyKaig, Young, & Behnke (2000), eye
contact is defined as the number of times the sgeddoks up and the length of the
introduction is measured in seconds. This quantéaapproach leaves no room for quality
assessment and does not relate “looking up” tccefke eye contact with the audience, nor
does this approach relate the length of the inttdn to the efficacy or impact of the
introduction. A high score for these two indicatcen be heavily biased. This is a typical
situation where a high reliability can be at thpense of a low validity of the measurement.
Jonsson and Svingby (2007) stress that this iscp&atly the case when the performance
assessment criteria are too open. Wood, Marks,Jandour (2005) remark that sufficient
detail in assessment criteria and indicators igrofacrificed in view of facilitation the
assessment activity. An attempt to introduce qai@he elements in assessment criteria and
indicators results in many cases in subjectivityd aan have a negative impact on interrater
reliability (Cooper, 2005). Woolf (2004) suggedterefore that assessment of this type of
academic performance is closer to an “art” tham tscience”. Examples of subjectivity is
already evident in the language used; we refehis ¢ontext to words, such asmpetent
(Pittenger, Miller, & Mott, 2004),appropriate, relevant, and effectiviCooper, 2005).
Providing examples (e.g., Pittenger, et al., 2094he most cited solution to this problem.
Next to differences, there are also similaritiebneen assessment instruments. Most
instruments build on a Likert scale to rate perfance (e.g., Brown & Morrissey, 2004), and
are complemented with sets of examples, as indicédier. When samples of behaviour are
supplied as examples, assessment instrument & laftelled asubrics. This approach is
helpful to distinguish between levels of performaimt view of a particular criterion (Hafner
& Hafner, 2003). The adoption of a rubric thereftrelps to boost the reliability of the

assessment instrument, and procedure (Jonssonng8yi2007).
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2. Teaching and learning of oral presentation skifi: a review of the literature

As explained before, earlier studies about insionel interventions to develop oral
presentation skills reflect a weak theoretical antpirical base. They are also very varied in
the way instructional interventions are contexuedi Several studies are situated in an
economic department (e.g., Brown & Morrissey 2004)n the medical department (e.g.,
Sarang, Kogan, Bellini, & Shea, 2005), but we dmmd studies in many other departments
like law schools (Cooper 05; Edens, Rink, & Smil@®00); the geography department
(Church & Bull, 1995; Hay, 1994); applied scien¢@#~allay, 2004); psychology (Taylor,
1992), and with nurses (Higgins & Nicholl, 2003ptdrnational postgraduate research
students enrolled in several disciplines (AdamspP420 Chinese engineering students
(Mueller, 2000), US. Naval Officers (Thomas et 4994) or culinary arts and pastry arts
students (Crossman, 1996) as participants.

To structure the large variety of studies, they discussed by distinguishing two
clusters of studies: (1) studies that centre ofwla the instructioninteracts with learner
behaviour,and (2) howpersonrelated variables interact with the instructiomakrvention
and subsequertehaviourof learners. We recognize that it is not alwaysye@ categorize
studies on this basis, but in most studies on&efdeterminants is stressed. In addition, this

clustering will also facilitate the subsequent elabion of a theoretical framework.

Instruction andoehaviour

According Taylor and Toews (1999), a focus on ungipnal variables introduces four key
elements that define the learning environmentF{dst, learners need to know what to do; (2)
they need to master the basic and conditional kedgé in view of concrete performance; (3)
the beliefs of learners about their oral presematkills should be considered; and (4)
learners should learn from their experience. H&®94) adds to this the importance to initially
reduce presentation fear. As will become obviousthe next paragraphs, also other
instructional components are explicitly discusssd¢h as delivery format, feedback, the
nature of assessment approaches, etc.

Levasseur, Dean, & Pfaff (2004) interviewed teashduring advanced public
speaking courses about their pedagogical practiths. results reflect the key elements
mentioned by Taylor and Toews, such as learningnfitheory and models, practice,

feedback, and self-criticism. But Levasseur etaddo reported a tension in the teachers



12 Chapter 1

between (1) their theoretical conceptions and &chsdructional practices, and (2) between
form and process. The latter tension refers toruntirs who either spend more time on
additional speech genres or on the thought praceasalysing speech situations (Levasseur
et al., 2004).

In the research literature about oral presentatiensiumber of studies focus in
particular on the delivery format for instructiohanian and James (2002) compared e.g., a
face to face course with a print-based self-stuolyrse in which students videotaped their
own presentations outside the classroom. He coadldldat the latter approach was not as
effective as the face to face approach in the ass with a live audience.

Aitken and Shedletsky (2002), Clark, and Jones 12@dd Benoit and Benoit (2006)
report about online instructional models for puldpmeaking courses. Aitken and Shedletsky
(2002) adopted an online interactive textbook leported that most students still are present
on the campus to deliver their speeches. Clark Joms (2001) gave students the option
between an online and a traditional format, and gamed communication apprehension and
self perception of public speaking abilities. Ndfetences were found, but Clark and Jones
(2001) warned that not all students fare equallyl wéth either format, because they
observed clear differences in students preferefarea specific format. The online format
was e.g., preferred by males, and by learners vabedrthemselves as good independent
students (Clark & Jones, 2001).

Calcich and Weilbaker (1992) studied the optimahbar of presentations in view of
enhancing presentation performance, and foundgiliatg two presentations was better than
giving one or more than three presentations.

The following instructional elements seem to haeerbstudied in most detail in the
literature: behaviour modelling and the deliveryfedédback. In a series of studies, behaviour
modelling has been adopted as the key instructisinategy to help learners to develop the
oral presentation skills. Behaviour modelling is iiastance used by Adams (2004), Pittenger
et al. (2004), Taylor (1992), Tucker and McCart2pq1l) and Wiese, Varosy, & Tierney
(2002). Adams (2004) compared the learning impéetarking with non-expert and expert
models, and found a puzzling lack of learning frime expert models and a significantly
larger learning gain when students observed theempert. Pittenger et al. (2004) also
reports about the involvement of a mix of “goodtddweak” model speakers whereas Taylor
(1992) only adopted a “good” model.

A number of studies centre on learning from ggttieedback after giving oral

presentations. Bourhis and Allen (1998) summaritedlve studies about the use of
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videotaped feedback and found a positive effegpunlic speaking skills and on attitudes of
students towards the course. Since results alscaited that there was no significant increase
in anxiety in the presence of a camera, Bourhis Alfeh (1998) concluded that videotaped
feedback could be an effective instructional sthatéor teaching oral presentation skills.
Hinton and Kramer (1998) explored the impact of eadfeedback related to oral
presentations, on students’ self-reported levels coinmunication competence and
apprehension. They found limited support for thaypotheses. Results suggested a
differential impact depending on initial competenayd apprehension levels. Jensen and
Harris (1999), and Voth and Moore (1997) studieal itistructional benefits of incorporating
videotaped speeches in a public speaking portfain, reported next to general benefits of
portfolio use, such as learning through self-assess, also benefits specific to the use of
video like the possibility to do repeated obsenwadiof (parts of) their speeches on their own
or in the presence of the teacher. They also merttiat these videotaped speeches are
tangible evidence of their competence to potewtmaployers (Voth & Moore, 1997). King et
al., (2000) examined the efficacy of immediate fesak during presentation performance
versus delayed feedback. They found that immedededback was superior to influence
processes that are rather immediate (e.g., enlaregia contact). Delayed feedback was
superior to influence that required deliberativel affortful processing (e.g., changing the
length of an introduction of a presentation). Hahed Lingard (2001) conducted a small-
scale qualitative study and warn that implicit amdcontextual feedback generates
dysfunctional generalizations. Smith and King (200dported that students differing in
feedback sensitivity, reacted differently to highaw intensity feedback.

A growing number of studies report the adoptiorpeér- and self-assessment in the
learning process of oral presentation skills (Al&al 2004; Campbell et al., 2001; Cheng &
Warren, 2005; Hafner & Hafner, 2003; Hughes & Lar@®93; Jensen & Harris, 1999;
Langan et al., 2005; Magin & Helmore, 2001; Oldfié Macalpine, 1995; Patri, 2002; Price
& Cutler, 95; Selinow & Treinen, 2004; Voth & Moqr#997). In some studies, only part of
the research focuses on peer or self-assessmgnt Kallows & Chandramohan, 2001). In
other cases, group presentations are assessedMglgr, 2003) or assessments centres are
set up (e.g., Clapham, 1998) that comprise an presentation. For a detailed analysis
regarding the literature on peer and self-assegsaiemal presentation skills, we refer to the

theoretical and empirical base of the study presecihapter 4.
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Person related variables, instruction ahdhaviour

The importance of person related variables in i@iato instruction, and behaviour is clear
from the available studies. These studies seerslptb answer three basic questions: (1) Can
| carry out this presentation task; (2) Why am indathis presentation task, and (3) How can
| carry out this presentation task (Miltiadou & v@&aye, 2003).

Answers to the first question stress a personsviddal perception of his/her abilities.
This is generally described as self-efficacy (Bro&nMorrissey, 2004). Adams (2004)
detected that observing a non-expert model enhatwes larger extent self-efficacy, as
compared to observing an expert model. Two othedis$s reported an enhancement of
presentation self-efficacy. Brown and Morrissey(Q2Pused a verbal self guidance training
and Tucker and McCarthy (2001) used service-legrrim influence presentation self-
efficacy. In the latter study it is hypothesisedttlelf-efficacy is influenced by influencing
attribution processes of learners (Tucker & McCgr2001). When presentation self-efficacy
is very low, this is referred to as speech anxisge e.g., Behnke & Sawyer, 2000).

Why should | perform this presentation task? Thdy astudy dealing with this
guestion is a correlation study by Carrell & Men@97) who found that the motivation of
learners is positively associated with their pubfpeaking competence.

How can | perform the presentation task? Menzel @adell (1994) found that the
quality of speech performance correlated positiwglth preparation time and number of
rehearsals. But, several other authors warn that meoeparation is not effective for all
presenters because it is also important what &esvpresenters deploy during preparation
(see e.g., Ayres, 1996; Carrell & Menzel, 1997; mhas et al., 1994).

Some conclusions based on the literateaew

In the former paragraphs, a set of studies abaitppesentation skills has been discussed. A
number of critical observations have to be made.

If authors refer to a theoretical framework, tiEmework — implicitly or explicitly -
mostly builds on observational learning or modelliStudies that refer to self-efficacy, also
adopt a motivational construct that is connectethéosame theoretical framework. However
most of the literature concerning in the domainleafrning and teaching oral presentation

skills, is characterized by rather a-theoreticaloaptions and approaches. This first weakness
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points at an urgent need to approach oral presentskills from a comprehensive theoretical
perspective.

A second weakness observed in the available stusligne lack of empirical evidence
supporting the claims of the instructional intevens, or the impact of particular person
related variables. This is also partly relatedhe tesearch design of many studies. Bayless
(2004) did e.g., not adopt an experimental desigh @did not provide quantitative evidence
supporting changes in oral presentation skillstidgidid Grace and Gilsdorf (2004). Green
et al. (2005) report a general increase in gradga@e scores of students being rated as
excellent in oral presentation skills as compaced previous academic year; but this increase
is not statistically tested. Calcich and Weilbake992) reported significant differences in a
number of quantitative measures but without cohitiglfor initial differences.

In addition, different studies report conflicting wery different results. Seibold,
Kudsi, & Rude (1993) cites a study reporting a 20&n in oral presentation skills, but
without involving a control group. Students in adst of Wiese et al. (2002) achieved an
increase of 35% in presentation quality scoresolmtrast, Crossman (1996) rather reported a
small increase, between 3.9% and 11.6% in fiveerbfit presentation skills areas. In the
study conducted by Seibold et al. (1993) 12 oui@®ipresentation skills had improved. Yu
(2002) also reports that students in his smallessdldy did not improve on all the

presentation skills.

3. Learning and teaching oral presentation skills:towards a theoretical framework

The social cognitive perspective and self-reguldeagning

As stated above, the literature does not providewith an all-embracing theoretical
framework to ground approaches towards learningiastduction of oral presentation skills.
Few studies present a clear link between a theatetiamework and a specific research
design.

As suggested earlier, we adopt a social cogniheeretical perspective towards self-
regulated learning to develop a theoretical bagedi@l presentation skills instruction
(Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 2001a). The choice ofttiesretical framework is influenced by a
number of considerations. First of all, we wanbtold as much as possible on #neailable

literature about the instruction of oral presentation skilBnce we could conclude that



16 Chapter 1

behaviour modelling and feedback play a dominalet iro earlier studies, these constructs fit
the proposed theoretical framework. Modelling isitcal to the theory of Bandura (e.g.,
Bandura, 1986) and feedback plays a dominant roléhé production processes of self-
regulated learning (e.g., Nicol & Milligan, 20060his is also the case for the self-efficacy
construct (e.g., Bandura, 1997). Another considaradrises from the long term character of
the development process oral presentation skills, described as cermgrafessional skills.
We consider that learners will be able to displayspnal initiative, perseverance, and
adaptive skills. This fits into the definition aéléregulated learning as stated by Zimmerman
(2001). A third consideration is that the sociafjmitive theory is very well suited to explain
the development afomplexbehaviour such as oral presentation skills (Baadl®86, 2005).
This theoretical approach has especially been adopt competency training settings.
According to Taylor, Russ-Eft, and Chan (2005) tesspective “...has become one of the
most widely used, well-researched, and highly régarpsychologically based training
interventions approach”. The choice for this theoretical approach is alsdine with the
“behaviour modelling” approach mentioned earligreemphasis on the self-regulated nature
of learning is also in accordance with current \ges¥ learning that sestudents as active
“seekers” and “processors” of information (SchugR01a). Like Zimmerman (2000, p.14)
we refer to self-regulation as “(...) self-generatbdughts, feelings, and actions that are
planned and cyclically adapted to the attainmenp@fsonal goals”. As indicated in the
overview of Zimmerman (2001) there are a varietylazrning theories focusing on self-
regulated learning. It follows from our initial dice for the social cognitive theory, that we
adopt the social cognitive view towards self-retpddearning (e.g., Schunk, 2001a). Because
we are particularly interested in the developmenskills, and will research what learners
show and not what they knomotivationwill be crucial. Consequently we have to turn to a
theory in which motivation plays an important rolithin the variety of motivation oriented
theories, we do not take extreme positions suchhasview that motivation stems from
external rewards (see operant learning approachheriew that motivation arises from a
sense of self-esteem (see phenomenologists). Werratlopt an in-between position, as
reflected in the social-cognitive perspective tadgamotivation (Zimmerman, 2001). The
volition view introduces the motivational constrtieblition”. This introduces a discussion in
which we follow Zimmerman and Schunk (2001) whdestinat there might be a reason to
question if this construct is not related to thetiwagional constructs “expectation” and
“goal”. The social cognitive approach neverthelsggsses the importance of volition by

referring to some drawbacks of the Vygotskian pointiew (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997).



General introduction 17

Schunk and Zimmerman refer to the assumption ofotslky that modelling leads to passivity
and conclude that an extra emphasis is necessaheamotivational processes in interaction
with learning processes.

In the next paragraphs we elaborate in detailstt@al cognitive approach towards
human behaviour and learning, and the conceptuse bagarding self-regulated learning.
This will help to develop a list of operational @asch questions as an introduction to the

build-up of this dissertation.

The social cognitive view towards human behaviow l@zarning

The social cognitive theory adopts an “agentic’spective toward human functioning, and
distinguishes four core properties of human ageiiBgndura, 2006): intentionality,
forethought, self-reactiveness, and self-reflectess.Intentionality and forethoughtimply
that humans shape their behaviour on the baseeaf titentions, implicit/explicit goals, and
anticipated outcomesSelf-reactivenessmplies that people motivate themselves to monitor
and self-regulate their actionselBreflectivenessauses humans to reflect upon their actions
and thoughts, and look for adjustments if necessary

It is interesting to notice that the social comyeitview is compatible with behaviourist
approaches that stress the role of reinforcemesmddBra recognizes the role and impact of
direct reinforcement when e.g., a learner reprosiube observed model behaviour, and
subsequently receives a reward (vicarious expegjerBut, Bandura does not simply “copy”
the role of rewards in his theory. He adds to thaforcement construct the role of
forethought and anticipated outcomes; thus givingeatral role to internal cognitive
processes of learners in the learning and rewacte cyWoolfolk, Hughes, McMillan, &
Walkup, 2008). This helps to distinguish the socadjnitive view from basic behaviourist
approaches.

A basic assumption of the social-cognitive framewis that behaviour is not only
influenced by individually anticipated outcomes,t iy a combination of environmental
factors (e.g., an instructional intervention) anerspnal characteristics (Urdan &
Schoenfelder, 2006). This originates from the tdackciprocal causal model of human
functioning of Bandura (1997) who discerns thregomalasses of determinants of human
functioning: behaviour, personal factors, and theirenment (see figure 1.1). Applied to the
object of our research, this implies that oral preation-performancd€haviouy is the result

of the interaction of instructional interventioen{ironment and student characteristics
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(personal factors Reciprocity indicates that oral presentationfgranance, the instruction,
and the students’ characteristics influence onahendi-directionally as depicted below in

figure 1.1. We illustrate the reciprocal naturelad relationships with a number of examples:

» Reciprocity between instruction and oral presem@gperformancethe instructor can ask
to deliver a 2 minute speech, but when students auin of time during their oral
presentation, he adds another minute to carryheuassignment.

» Reciprocity between learner characteristics andringion: when students are hesitant to
speak in public, the teacher alters the instructiang., he adopts a small group settings
instead of whole-classroom instruction - in order rhake the learners feel more
comfortable and be more confident.

» Reciprocity between presentation performance aathkr characteristicsgiving a good
presentation performance can boost student bellefst their capacity to speak in public
(self-efficacy), consequently these beliefs cansbperformance during a subsequent oral

presentation.

Environment Behaviour
<«

Person

Figure 1.1. The triadic reciprocal causal moddhainan functioning.

Bandura (1986) starts his description of obsermalidearning with the remark that if we
would only learn through experience, learning woht greatly retarded. Fortunately, he
adds, most human behaviour is learned by obsernvtrough modelling (Bandura, 1986). A
common misconception about modelling is, that serables mimicry or imitation processes
(Bandura, 2005). Modelling has a much specific fiom; as will be explained in the next

paragraphs.
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Modelling helps the learner to abstract informatatout the structure of the observed
behaviour and to extract the underlying princiglest govern this behaviour (Bandura, 2005).
Secondly, modelling deals with inhibitory and drbitory effects about behaviour
previously learned (Bandura, 1986). In the contéxhodelling, the following three questions
are crucial: (1) Can | perform this behaviour?; (2hat are the consequences of performing
this model behaviour?; (3) Will |1 experience simileonsequences when performing the
observed behaviour? If the answers to these quss#ie positive, inhibitions to perform the
observed behaviour will be weakened, resultinghendisinhibitory effect of modelling.

Observation of a model is but a first step in le@amew behaviour. According to the
social cognitive theory, this learning cycle is gowed by four constituent processes, namely
attentional processes, retention processes, plioduptocesses, and motivational processes
(Bandura, 1986). In the course of this learningleythe learner first has to pay sufficient
attention to the model and the knowledge/skill éddmrned (attentional processes), and has to
process and store the information obtained inwlag (retention processes). Next he/she has
to apply the newly stored knowledge/skill (prodantiprocesses). The learner has to be
sufficiently motivated throughout the whole proc@stivational processes). The four sub-
processes will be outlined below in view of grourglithe instructional design of an
instructional intervention to support the developmef oral presentation skills. We
complemented the social cognitive theory with figsi from the cognitive load theory and
the cognitive multimedia theory. In a systematioyywae will link the theoretical base to the

teaching and learning of oral presentation skills.

Attentional processes.

The learning process cannot start unless learreengrately observe what has to be learned
from the model, and several factors related tontieelel and to the observer influence this
observation. The attractiveness of a model andrasintmodelling of poor and good
performance can help to heighten attention. Bald{@&®92) and Schénrock-Adema (2002)
found that trainees who were exposed to both pesdnd negative models achieved higher
scores on behavioural generalization. Attentiomaloivement is also affected by the
consequences experienced by the model becausemeanice that is rewarded gets more
attention. The observers’ cognitive skills and pknowledge but also the anticipated benefits

of modelled skills will influence his perception.
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Retention processes.

The learning process is halted unless the demaedtbeehaviour, reflecting the standards and
criteria, is processed, and stored in memory. ghinalso be possible that processing the full
content of the demonstrated behaviour is hinddyedause of capacity limitations of working
memory. We come back to this limitation, when dssing cognitive load theory (see e.g.,
Sweller, Van Merriénboer, Paas, 1998). The retamimcesses build on the human cognitive
architecture that reflect a limited working memanyd an unlimited long-term memory. In
long-term memory we can store schemas that inegaveral elements and help to free
working memory capacity (Sweller et al., 1998). @itige load theory helps to understand
how information presentation in e.g., an instruwdiointervention helps or inhibits the
retention processes and subsequent storage omafion in long-term memory (Sweller,
2006). This builds on a clear distinction betweblre¢ sorts of cognitive loadntrinsic
cognitive loadrefers to the intrinsic complexity of the learningntent being studied and
represented. Intrinsic cognitive load cannot begméed. In contrast, the two other types of
cognitive load can be influenced through instruwticdesign. The way the material is — badly
- represented can invoke cognitive load; this iedaextraneous cognitive loadn contrast,
when supportive representations have been developeded, it will lessen cognitive load,
resulting in what is calledermane cognitive loadn this case, the representation (e.g., the
multimedia design) of the instruction promotes deselopment of schemas, and subsequent
storage in long-term memory. Using tables, graphiepresentations, animations, etc. can
therefore help to decrease extraneous cognitive, lad increase germane cognitive load. A
variety of design principles can be adopted toease germane cognitive load (Sweller,
2006).

In the context of instruction that fosters oratgentation skills, the multimedia nature
of the instruction format will be of importance. &lognitive theory of multimedia learning
(Mayer, 2001) stresses e.g., the importance ofepteg) information in a visual and an
auditory way; this is also referred to as the ‘dehhnnel assumption’ (Paivio, 1978).
Retention is enhanced when instruction presentsetiraer with both visual and audio cues.
An advantage of respecting the dual-channel assamist that we can manage the cognitive
capacity of both cognitive processing channels.eRttg also Wouters, Tabbers, and Paas
(2007) presented comparable instruction guidelioggomote learning on the basis of video-
based models. Next to the above, he stresses tpertamce of pacing. Higher learning

performance is associated with learner-control.gf, éhe video based instruction materials
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(e.g., control of speed, backward and forward stngp. In this way learners are able to
“adapt” the video-based model to their cognitiveads

Production processes.

The social cognitive learning perspective streseesimportance of giving opportunities to
practice behaviour that has been modelled and gsedein view of retention in long term
memory. This implies that we have to invite leasnéo perform the expected specific
behaviour. This behaviour will elicit feedback whieas been assessedhis introduces a

issues that have to be considered when develomisiguctional formats to develop oral

presentations skills.

The role of assessment in learning and instructbroral presentation skillsWe already
stated that feedback and assessment are key iopilhe available research literature about
the learning and teaching of oral presentatiorisskdut feedback and assessment also play a
crucial role in the learning circle according t@ thocial cognitive perspective. This also fits
into the current trend in didactical theories ttegrate assessment into the learning process.
This is in particular clear when we observe anaased implementation of self- and peer
assessment approaches and the growing use of rass¢sas a tool for learning (Segers,
Dochy, & Cascallar, 2003). The same applies for teaching and learning of oral
presentation skills. Because of this, we discugsdhtopics more in detail. We start with
defining the key conceptassessmentnd feedback next we introduce the concepts

monitoringandcalibration and end with observations abntiernal andexternalfeedback.

Defining assessmenin line with Baartman, Bastiaens, and Kirschner (2004) we athapt
British definition of assessmenteferring to methods for measuring as well agiog a
learner’s competence. This is different from theekizan definition that limits assessment to
the actual measurement and requires the use aditidonal concepévaluationto refer to
the judgment about the behaviour being assessedt(®an, et al., 2004).

A typical dichotomy in concepts related to assesgms based on formative and
summative assessment (Russell, Elton, Swingleh&siGreenhalgh, 2006). Formative
assessment is defined as “assessment that is ispkgiintended to provide feedback on
performance to improve and accelerate learningt@N& Milligan, 2006, p. 64). Summative

assessment is concerned with summarizing the aaient status and is used at the end of a
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course, especially for the purpose of certification qualification (Sadler, 1989). The
difference between the two functions of assessiisembt always clear. Taras (2005) notes in
this context that formative feedback is in factypet summative assessment (the judgment)
enriched with feedback. Summative assessment Jargeiains the responsibility of teaching
staff (see e.g., Curle, Wood, Haslam, & Stedmof620

In this dissertation we focus especially on foimeatassessment and analyse the
possible role of learners in this process. Involeetmof students in assessment can be
organised in two ways: peer assessment and seésment. In peer assessment, according to
Falchikov (2005, p.27), “(...) students use critearad apply standards to the work of their
peers in order to judge that work”. Building onteetlatter definition, we state that in self-
assessment students use criteria and apply stanttatdeir own work in order to judge that
work.

Integrating assessment into the learning proakss;ts the attention to the influence
of assessment on the actual learning process.ignederred to as the consequential validity
of assessment. Consequential validity is impor&nte it determines the extent to which
learners will make use of feedback informationhieit later learning process (Gielen, Dochy,
& Dierick, 2003). Next to this post-assessmentatfféhere is also a learning effect during
assessment when learners need to reorganise th@ilddge or use it in a different way
(Gielen, et al., 2003).

This shift in the place and role of assessmerthélearning process is sometimes
called a change from psychometricview to anedumetricview (Gielen, et al., 2003). The
latter position builds on criterion referenced mgament that helps learners to compare their
own performance to specific criteria. The psycharmogiosition rather compares learners to
each other (Baartman, 2008). This shift also ergldhe hypothesis of Gibbs and Simpson
(2004) that feedback that is imperfect from a psyaétric point of view but delivered
immediately after performance, might have a stronggact than feedback that is perfect
from a psychometric point of view but provided faueeks later. Gibbs and Simpson (2004)
furthermore stress that assessment will only supptudent learning, when sufficient
feedback is given, when the feedback is receivetl atended to, and acted upon by the
learner. Yorke (2007) however regards these edgairements as too teacher-centred that

also ignore the affective dimension in learners.

Defining feedbackiNicol and Milligan (2006, p. 64) give the followirdgfinition: “feedback
is information about how a student has performedelation to some standard or goal
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(knowledge or results)”. Because we want learnensse the information provided, we adopt
in this dissertation the definition of Taras (2095470) “Feedback is information about the
gap between the actual level and the reference téwe system parameter which is used to
alter the gap in some way”.

Feedback is critical to enhance learner achieverfdatzano, Pickering, & Pollock,
2001). But King et al. (2000) warn about the naagsumption that “more” feedback is better.
Also Kluger and DeNisi (1996) argue that negatiweffects of feedback are ignored by
researchers and identify a number of variablesri@erate the effect of feedback; e.g., the
nature of the task. The former makes it clear tbatlback has to meet some requirements in
order to be effective. Nicol and Milligan (2006)opose seven principles for delivering good
feedback. We build on two of his principles. Thestfiprinciple requires to clarify what
“good” performance is. This can be linked to thigdltomponent of the modelling process,
the production subprocesses (Bandura, 1986). Tlendeprinciple states that “good”
feedback should facilitate the development of sefliection and self-assessment. Nicol and
Milligan (2006) advice to use self-assessment t&slkchieve this goal. To conclude, we add
that according to William (2008) feedback shouldisgthinking and provide guidance for
improvement and consequently look forward to thet mssignment, and should therefore be

used during successive performance.

Monitoring and metacognitive monitoringeedback can bexternalor internal. Instruction
can provide external feedback, but has to fosténeasame time the development of internal
feedback mechanisms. The ultimate goal is thah&aradopt self-monitoring. Winne (2004)
distinguishes between monitoring and metacognitanitoring. Monitoring happens when
someone compares his/her presentation with a sthrat@out e.g., ‘giving a conclusions
during a presentation’ and notices that he/she wid present a final conclusion.
Metacognitive monitoring implies that the same pergontinuously screens the personal
behaviour by saying “I have to think in advancewhmnclusions and write them down....”
Metacognitive control interferes with actual perm@nce and is related to decision making
about continuing, adapting or abandoning behavidfirmonitoring is the basis of
metacognitive control, it has to be accurate. lRstance, when somebody concludes during
monitoring that he speaks loud enough, althoughithnot the case, he will make the wrong

decision and will not adapt his behaviour. Thisaled “poorcalibration” of behaviour.
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Calibration. “Calibration is a measure of the relationship betweonfidence in performance
and accuracy of performance” (Stone, 2000, p.4BG¢urate calibration seems a necessary
condition for productive self-regulating learningVifne, 2004) and to attain a high
achievement level (Garavalia & Gredler, 2002). Thuestion arises how well learners are
capable to assess their own performance. Buildmg meta-analysis of research about self-
assessment Falchikov (2005) concludes that sonuersisl seem to master this ability, but
other not. Some authors (Kruger & Dunning, 1998jesthat students, who are less skilled,
overestimate their performance and miss the metdibog ability to calibrate their
performance. Rust, Price, and O’'Donovan (2003) céamnéhe conclusion that women are
more likely to underestimate their performance, ighe males tend to overestimate the
quality of their performance in a self-assessmentext.

External and accurate feedback can enhance daibi&tone, 2000). Watching one’s
own recorded oral presentation can be an excehetp to provide accurate feedback
information, resulting in higher performance (Basrl& Allen, 1998). We can relate this
instructional design guideline to the observatiérsohunk (2001a), who reported that self-
modelling by observing one’s own videotaped perfamoe brought about significant
cognitive and behavioural changes.

In addition, experts can provide additional exa¢rfeedback. Recent studies point
especially at peers as providers of external feddRirenbaum, 2003). This leads us to the
question about the quality of peer assessment ar this assessment approach resembles
teacher assessment. It can be stated that peemisgeptible to the same rating errors as
teachers. Rating errors that are applicable to pssessment have been summed up by
Sluijsmans, Moerkerke, van Merrienboer, and, Do¢B®01) and comprise personal
differences in standards and rating styles, thergxto which they distribute grades, and
different opinions about the rating tasks.

Hanrahan and Isaacs (2001) have raised concems atudent perceptions of peer
assessment, and their analysis revealed eight gjedenensions and twenty higher order
themes. Their results showed that students were irfetance concerned about their
inexperience with marking, that they felt uncoméddate critiquing each others’ work and
remarked that the process was not taken seriowslguse it did not count for final marks.
Students also complained that it was too time-comsg and asked for feedback about their
assessment (Hanrahan & Isaacs, 2001). Despite pnebkems, Falchikov (2005) concludes
on the base of her meta-analysis that there isoagtcorrelation between peer and teacher

marks (mean overall value= .69).
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In summary, three sources of feedback can be tosdulect and influence production
processes: (1) information obtained via self-assess, and external feedback sources from
(2) peers, or (3) experts during formative assessmetivities. The former makes clear that
the production processes build on assessment shgeared towards providing learners

performance feedback in view of improving and aeing learning (Sadler, 1998).

Motivational processes.

Bandura (1986) makes a clear distinction betweequition” and “performance” because
learners do not always demonstrate what they leaffi@s is especially the case when what
is learned has little functional value or when wepd#rformance results in negative
reinforcement (Schunk, 2001a). Learners are mkedylito perform what they have observed
if it results in valued outcomes and if thegxpectto receive positive outcomes when
performing demonstrated behaviour. This introdugeshis context the need to define
motivation. Linnenbrink and Pintrich (2002) subdi®ithe motivational constructs found in
the literature into four families of motivationakliefs: self-efficacy, attributions, intrinsic

motivation and goal orientations. Later, Pintri@9@3) expanded the four families with an
additional construct: task-value. Below, the fivenstructs and their interrelationships will

briefly be described.

Self-efficacy Bandura (1997, p.3) did define self-efficacy ‘@liefs in one’s capabilities to
organize and execute the courses of action reqtorptbduce given attainments”.

Correlational and experimental studies demonsttatlearners with a positive self-
efficacy are more likely to work harder, are moergistent, and attain higher achievement
levels (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002). A limited mber of studies report negative effects of
self-efficacy on performance, due to overconfide(¢ancouver, Thompson, Tischner, &
Putka, 2002). Self-efficacy beliefs vary in levetrength, and generality (Pajares, 2002).
Holladay and Quinofies (2003) suggest that level strehgth are a single factor in self-
efficacy.

Bandura (1997) discerns four sources of self-affic The first and most important
source inactivemastery experience. A successful performance ghyneaises self-efficacy
and repeated successful performance generally sowemselves-efficacy. It has to be
stressed that the changes in self-efficacy aredhelt of active cognitive processing of the

information about this performance. The cognitivegessing encompasses the interpretation
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of personal factors like preconceptions about petkoapabilities and perceived effort, and
the interpretation of situational factors such ascpived task difficulty and aid received. The
second source of self-efficacy is thecarious experienceor modelling. Since social
comparison is important, models who share commanbattes with observers, produce
significantly greater gains in self-efficacy (Adan004; Baldwin, 1992; Schunk, 2001a).
Tucker and McCarthy (2001) report comparable resald argue that people observing
successful peers, report subsequently higher Helgey levels. “Coping” models that
overcome their initial difficulties exert a largenpact on self-efficacy than “expert” models
that perform without any difficulty. Self-modelling a special sort of modelling in which
people observe their own successes (Bandura, 188%40.self-modelling can enhance self-
efficacy. The third source of self-efficacy verbal persuasiorand can be linked to giving
feedback after performance. The fourth and lastcgoof self-efficacy is th@hysiological

and affective statd®?eople develop for a higher self-efficacy levelew they are calm.

Attribution. Attribution theory refers to the perceived causesuccess or failure by learners.
These perceived causes influence expectations dhbtwe success (Eccles & Wigfield,
2002). Three causal properties are distinguishealid, stability, and controllability (Weiner,
2005). Locus refers to the location of the causerioutside the learner. Stability is about the
duration of a cause that can be constant or tempdZantrollability refers to a cause that is,
or is not, subject to volition. Stability is linketd the anticipation of the same success or
failure. Internal locus is related to feelings oidp and an internal cause that is perceived as
controllable can generate feelings of guilt or segiWweiner, 2005). Not only attributions by
learners, but also attributions about causes predery teachers, peers and others have an
impact. Weiner (2005) indicates that intrapersaral interpersonal attributes interact with

each other and can result in paradoxical results.

Intrinsic motivation.Intrinsic motivation is the internal motivation engage in an activity
(Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002). The literature denstrates that intrinsic motivation
promotes to a higher extent learning and achievermgrcompared to extrinsic motivation
(Pintrich & Schunk, 2002).

Goal. Goal constructs have been researched from twerdiit perspectives, namely the goal
content approaches and the goal orientations agipr@intrich, 2003). We adopt the latter
approach in the research reported in this dissemtaGoal orientations are defined as “...the
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reasons and purposes for approaching and engagaahievement tasks” (Pintrich, 2003). In
general, two goal orientations are distinguishedstery (focused on learning and mastery of
the content) and performance (focused on demomgjrability) (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002).
Recently, a second dimension has been added tabgeatation through the introduction of a
distinction between goal avoidance and goal apprg&chunk, Pintrich, & Meece, 2007).
This second dimensions is mostly used in conjunctiath performance goals; though
sometimes also with mastery goals. We build on gskeond dimension to differentiate
between two types of performance goals: (1) apprpacformance goals where learners want
to outperform others and demonstrate their competeand (2) avoidance performance goals
where learners want to avoid failure and lookingpmpetent (Schunk et al., 2007). Research
has linked mastery goal orientations to positivggnitive, behavioural, and affective
outcomes, avoid performance goal orientation to aheg outcomes and approach
performance goal orientation to mixed outcomes (8khet al., 2007). Kaplan, Middleton,
Urdan, & Midgley (2002) suggest that learners caid hmastery and performance goals
simultaneously and that low levels in both goaktyproduce negative outcomes. In contrast,
high levels in both goal types could result in pigsi outcomes. Instructional design can
support the goal-setting because learners tenddptaoal orientations stressed in classroom
settings (Schunk et al., 2007). Schunk (2001bksé® in this context that research indicates
that when people accept and commit themselvessigreed goals, they can be equally well
motivating as self-set goals. The critical impaicgoal orientations will be considered in the

design of instructional interventions, aimed ateleping oral presentation skills.

Task-value.The last construct, task-value, consists of fammpgonents (Eccles & Wigfield,
2002): attainment value (personal importance ohglowvell on the task), intrinsic value
(similar to intrinsic motivation), utility value @w well a task relates to current and future
goals), and cost (negative aspects of engagingaslg. Zusho, Pintrich, and Coppola (2003)
clearly point at the importance of relating instroi to the utility value part of task-value.

The five constructs, discussed above, are incatpdrin the expectancy value theory
(Bruinsma, 2004; Eccles & Wigfield 2002; Pintrich Be Groot 1990; Pintrich & Schunk,
2002; Schunk et al., 2007). Expectancy is relatethé question ‘can | do this task’ and
therefore linked to the self-efficacy construct.isThs often influenced by a person’s
attributions. The value component can be intergratean answer to the question ‘why am |
doing this’ (Pintrich & De Groot, 1990) and dealsthwgoals, intrinsic motivation, and
perceived task value. It is important to noticet #ngectancy is not the same as self-efficacy
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because it is more future oriented, and influertmedelf-efficacy and by goals (Schunk et al.,
2007). Goals are seen as cognitive representatibmdat learners are striving for, next to
goal orientations that indicatehy learners are striving for something amolw they engage
themselves in this task (Schunk et al., 2007).

Sub-processes in self-regulated learning

Self-regulation can be defined as follows (Zimmemi2000, p.14) “self-regulation refers to
self-generated thoughts, feelings, and actionsdhatplanned and cyclically adapted tot the
attainment of personal goals”. The triadic reciptocausal model of human functioning
(Bandura, 1997) considers learning outcomes to heerésult of the interplay between
instruction and self-regulatory mechanisms. Threehanisms are distinguished: behavioural
self-regulation, environmental self-regulation, aodvert self-regulation (Zimmerman &
Kitsantas, 2005).

The critical importance of self-regulation in thentext of the social-cognitive
approach towards learning, requires a further amaipn view of the design and development
of instructional interventions that foster selfwégion. In the following paragraphs, we
describe (1) basic sub-processes of self-regulaching, (2) the cyclic model of self
regulated learning, and (3) finally the transitidrom observation to self-regulated
performance.

Bandura (1986, 1991) and Schunk (2001a) distilgunstween three basic sub-
processes that underlie all subsequent processssifinegulated learning: self-observation,
self-judgment, and self-reaction. The interactietween these processes is depicted in figure
1.2. The representation also accentuates the oeaipnature of the relationships between
environmental factors, personal factors, and theetlBub-processes. We also include the four

constituent processes of the learning cycle.
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Figure 1.2.  Basic sub-processes of self-regulaching

Self-observatiortan be regarded as the first step in a learninggss. It has, next to
an informational, also a motivational function (Bama, 1986; Schunk, 2001a). The
information helps to set realistic performance déaids and motivates learners to evolve
depending on performance outcomes and efficacy ataxfpiens (Schunk, 2001a). Bandura
(1991) warns in this context for inaccuracies ili-eabservation and the influence exerted by
pre-existing self-conceptions and mood states. 18ch2001a) points at regularity and
proximity as important criteria for self-observatidrregular observation and observation too
long after the behaviour occurrence, can invokdeading results.

The base for future behavioural change (or “beperformance) lies iself-judgment
processesduring which information gathered via self-obséivMa is compared to a
performance goal. This process is affected by thadards used, the goal properties, the
importance of goal attainment, and success/faiitebutions (Schunk. 2001a). Absolute

standards are hardly available; therefore learaspecially compare their performance with
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other learners or models (hence the importancebsémvational learning) and with previous
performances (Bandura, 1986). Proximal, specifid aroderately difficult goals offer the
largest motivational benefit (Schunk et al., 20®dt is the importance learners attach to the
attainment of goals that will determine whetherytlagsess personal performance (Bandura,
1991). If learners attribute failure/success toirgernal cause they feel able to influence
personally, the learner will startsalf-reaction procesthat brings their behaviour in line with

the performance standard.

The cyclic phases in self-regulation

Performance

N
[

Forethought ¢

\ Self-Reflection
¥ /

Figure 1.3. The self-regulation cycle (Adaptedrirdimmerman, 2000).

In the former paragraphs, basic sub-processe®lbfegulated learning have been
described that play a role during each of the Wy phases: forethought, performance, and
self-reflection (Zimmerman, 2000). This hypotheticgclic model is represented in figure
1.3. Recent research presents a growing body ofrieadpevidence underpinning this model
(Zimmerman, 2008). The model seems particularlyteguito explain long-term learning
processes (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005), such adeidwning of oral presentation skills.
We added little grey circles within figure 1.3 thater to the sub-processes of self-regulated

as discussed above and depicted in figure 1.2.
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The first phase is called tHerethought phasé¢hat builds on task analysis and self-
motivation beliefs (Zimmerman, 2000). Highly sedigulated learners have a high level of
self-efficacy, of outcome expectations, of intrmsiterest, and of a mastery goal orientation.
They break a task into subparts, set short-termd, lang-term goals, and plan strategies to
attain those goals (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005).

The second phase is tperformance phasthat builds on the self-control processes
and the self-observation processes described aleoye;self-instruction, imagery, attention
focus (Zimmerman, 2000).

The third phase is theelf-reflection phasthat builds especially on self-judgment and
self-reaction. Two key forms of self-reaction hdeen studied to date: self-satisfaction and
adaptive inferences (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2088)f-satisfaction involves perceptions of
satisfaction or dissatisfaction when performanceampared to standards. This perception
also depends upon the intrinsic value of the taslthe learner (Zimmerman, 2000). When its
intrinsic value is low and a learner doesn’t caeeyumuch about the task, than he/she will not
experience high levels of (dis)satisfaction. Salisfaction directs future behaviour and
creates motivators for this behaviour, because pegple value self-satisfaction more highly
than material rewards (Bandura, 1986). Adaptivelefensive inferences are the deductions
about the need to alter one’s self-regulatory aggro(Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005).
Learners make an adaptive inference when they ehaosiore effective strategy to attain
their goal and a defensive inference when theyd#ged¢o avoid the task in the future
(Zimmerman, 2000). Zimmerman and Kitsantas (20@gghat learners who fail to set goals
or choose a strategy during the forethought phag#, end with reactive forms of

performance and unsystematic self-evaluation.
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Developmental levels in self-regulation

Self-requlation

Self-Control

Emulation

Observation

Figure 1.4. Developmental levels in self-regulation

The phases and cycles described above play aualegdmmediate and short-term phases in
self regulated activities. What about the long-telenelopment in self-regulation? The social
cognitive perspective present an iterative perspecsee figure 1.4) about the development
of self-regulatory skills. We again introducedlétgrey circles into figure 1.4 to indicate that
learners, at each developmental level, pass casntimes through the cyclic phases of
forethought, performance, and self-reflection thiate depicted in figure 1.3.

The iterative process starts with social modellexperiences, and develops via
emulation to a self-controlled, and finally to dyself-regulated mastery level (Zimmerman,
2000). This process implies that the first levehmsobservational level requiring a learner to

watch a model performing the skill to be acquiMdthen the learner tries — with assistance- to
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adopt the model behaviour, he moves to the emuldggel. This does not mean that the
learner copies the exact behaviour of the modelebutlates the models’ general pattern or
style of functioning, also depending on a vicarieMperience (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997).
Learning at the emulation level remains social,abee performance is still enhanced by
models that provide feedback and reinforcement (@@man, 2000). At the third level - the
self-controlled level - the learner practices tleddviour independently of the model, but still
in a structured setting. The self-regulatory styatés now internalized, but builds on the
standards reflected in a model's performance (Sch&nZimmerman, 1997). The self-
regulated level is the fourth level where the leans able to adapt his/her performance to
changing conditions (Zimmerman, 2000).

The developmental model assumes that learnerdeaith more easily and effectively
when adopting the iterative process, but does ssiirae that every learner has to advance
according to the specific sequence (Zimmerman &dfitas, 2005). Nevertheless, different
authors present empirical evidence to validatesthguential validity of the developmental
model (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1999, 2002).

Figure 1.5 offers an integrated graphical repriedem of the theoretical framework.
The left side of the figure depicts the sub-proesshkat play a recurrent role during the cyclic
phases presented in the middle of the figure. Tdi& side of the figure portrays the long

term developmental cycle from observation to sedfulation.
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Making choices

Before presenting an overview of the research guestand the organization of this
dissertation, it is critical to stress that a numiifechoices have been made to study the central
research problem.

A first choice was to concentrate on assessinglémeonstration of oral presentation
skills and not on the related declarative, procalduand/or meta-cognitive knowledge.
Secondly, we did not include in our research theéemtal of technical aids such as
PowerPoint. Assessment of the impact of technicl would have complicated the study of
the specific impact of other instructional variablstudy. It would also have caused an
additional level of complexity for assessors, andrerease in their training time. Thirdly, we
do not focus in the studies on oral presentatidgeré about correct language use. This would
have complicated the design of the instructionaérirention and the related assessment
process by assessors, as discussed earlier. Eouvthfocus in our studies only on individual
oral presentations. This is especially due to theine of the theoretical framework that is
geared towards individual learning. The study alugr presentations can be tackled in future

research.

4. Research questions, and organization of the dessation

Research questions

As stated at the start of this chapter, the cenésdarch problem of this dissertation focuses

on how to design and develop an effective way teelbg oral presentation skills? The

introductory sections of this chapter helped to enaekoices, to develop the conceptual base,
and to delineate a strongly needed theoreticaldveonk.

35
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Independent variables Dependent variables

» Goal setting, reflection,
and feedback modes » Oral presentation skills

« Standardised multimedia (content + delivery criteria
based instructional * Preparation (quality and
intervention quantity)

* Opportunity to practice

Environment Behaviour
< )

Person

Variables that interact with
Environment

» Cognitive variables, such as
learning conceptions, and
perceptions

* Motivational variables self-
efficacy, attributions, intrinsic
motivation, goals, and task-value

Figure 1.6. Variable model, adopted in this disgern.

The list of research questions, presented belowd hupon the conceptual and theoretical
framework presented earlier. The independent viesabefer to design variables that are
considered to be of importance when we build onsti@al learning theory of Bandura. This
helps to operationalize the theoretical constriatd to direct the empirical study of the

instructional intervention to develop oral presénota skills. The central importance of

36
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modelling introduces in this context the need to build onstandardized multimedia
instructional intervention. The dependent variablkfer to the criteria that will be used to
assess — in a quantitative and qualitative way e-ithpact of our intervention. But the
triarchic model clearly stresses the interactiopast of person related variables. Therefore, a
number of cognitive and motivational variables aomsidered in the variable model. The
variable model, presented in figure 1.6 is studmedthe base of the following research
guestions. But, the discussion about the assessyhenal presentation skills, earlier in this
chapter, has introduced critical issues about igl@hd reliability of self, peer, and expert
assessment of oral presentation skills. This éxplevhy the list of research questions also

centres on these issues:

* Preliminary question (PQ): How to measure oral gmétion skills?
* Research questions (RQ)

1. Does an instructional intervention that builds neypding learners witrspecific goals
and invoking self-reflection, has a beneficial impact on the development of oral
presentation skills?

a. Students in an experimental condition that fostifning specific goals, perform
better as compared to students in a control camditthere only a general goal
has been presented by the instructor.

b. Students in an experimental condition that stinedaelf-reflection perform better
than students in a control condition.

2. Are goal setting, self-reflection, and specific dgat characteristics significant
predictors of oral presentation skills?

3. What is the impact of a standardized multimedi#&rutsional intervention, based on the
social cognitive perspective on self-directed leeagn with embedded evaluation,
feedback and practice on the acquisition of orasentation skills?

4. s the impact from peer feedback on oral presemtgierformance as large as the impact
of feedback from experts or from self observations?

5. What are the interaction effects of learner charsstics and instructional formats on
oral presentation performance? Is there a positsg®ciation between performance and
a mastery goal orientation? Is there a negativecestson between performance and a
performance avoidance goal orientation?

6. What are the students’ perceptions about the ctaarsiics and nature of the multimedia

learning environment?
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7. What is the level of agreement between peer assees¢and professional assessment?

8. What is the level of agreement between self-assasisamd professional assessment?

9. What are the student perceptions about peer assetdm

10.Will oral presentation skill performance improveedio a combination of observational
learning and individual practice?

11.1s the progress in oral presentation skills lardee to observational learning as
compared to only getting practice opportunities?

12.What are the interaction effects between studemtracteristics (goal orientation,
personal performance estimation, perception of rucibn and learning) and

instructional interventions on oral presentatiorf@genance?

These research questions have been studied in hemwh studies that are reported in the
following chapters. Table 1.1. documents what dmeresearch questions are reported in the

concrete chapters.

Table 1.1

Overview of the research questions, addressed dpteh

PQ RQ RQ RQ RQ RQ RQ RQ RQ RQ RQ RQ RQ

Chapter 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 General introduction

2° X X X

3 X X X X

4° X X X

5 X X X
6 General discussion

PQ = Preliminary Question; RQ = Research Question

®Manuscript accepted for publication in tBaropean Journal of the Psychology of Education
PManuscript accepted for publication@omputers & Education

“Manuscript submitted for publication Educational Research

dManuscript submitted for publication Educational Studies
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To further orient the reader, we present in takile & more detailed overview of the nature

and design of the studies reported in the sucoessigpters.

Table 1.2

Overview of the chapters, research design, andurelséechniques

Chapter

Research overview

Research design

Research approach
and/or analysis

techniques

Chapter 1 1. Definition and measurement of oras@méation skills

Chapter 2

Chapter 3

2. Learning and teaching of the oral presentatiiliss

3. Conclusions from the literature and researclsies

(1) Construction of an
assessment instrument
(2) Study of the validity and
reliability of the assessment

instrument

(1) Expert panels
(2) Use of the

Review of the
literature.
Conceptual
framework
Explicitation of the
theoretical
framework.

(1) Semi-structured

interview

instrument by experts(2) Factor analysis

(3) Quasi-

andANOVA

experimental design, (3) AN(C)OVA

(3) Study of the impact of goal- involving four

setting and impact of stimulationexperimental

of self-reflection

(4) Study of the role of student

characteristics

(1) Construction of a

standardised multimedia

instruction.

(2) Study of the impact of an
instructional intervention
comprising the self-constructed experimental design.

standardised multimedia

(4) Regression

analysis

conditions based on a

2x2 factorial design

(4) Student
guestionnaires.
(1) Application of
theoretical
framework.

(2) - (3) Pre-test,

post-test quasi-

(4) Student

39

(1) Analysis of the
literature

(2) Paired t-tests.
Repeated-measures
analysis.

(3) AN(C)OVA

(4) ANOVA
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instruction, practice, and guestionnaires.
feedback

(3) Study of the differential

impact of three modes of

feedback

(4) Study of the role of student

characteristics

Chapter 4 (1) Agreement between (1) Simultaneous (1) Paired-tests,
professional assessment and sedssessment by correlation analysis,
and peer assessment. professionals, peers, ANOVA and two-
(2) Perception about peer and participants. facet Generalizability
assessment. (2) Student analysis.

guestionnaires. (2) Descriptives and
pairedt-tests.

Chapter 5 (1) Comparison of impact of (1) Pre-test, post-test (1) Repeated-

observational learning and cross-over design. measures analysis.
practice-based learning. (2) Student Paired t-tests and
(2) Study of the role of student questionnaires. Wilcoxon signed
characteristics. rank tests

(2) ANOVA

Chapter 6 Conclusions, practical implications, tations, further Integration of

research. research findings

Finally, figure 1.7 gives a schematic overview bé toverall organisation and relationship
between the different studies as described in iffereint chapters. Some overlap between the

chapters is inevitable as the same theoreticaldvaork is used in all the studies.
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Overview of the literature Theoretical framework

Research: instruction and
student characteristics
Rubric

Rubric Actice

(adapted
version)

Peer and self-assessment

Peer assessment

Figure 1.7. Schematic ov@mof research
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Chapter 2”
The Impact of Goal Orientation, Self-Reflection,and Personal

Characteristics on the Acquisition of Oral Presention Skills

Abstract

Although many educators help others to develop prakentation skills, little research is
available to direct their instructional design eaitiéés. In the present article an explorative
study on university freshman is described, in whiclal-setting, self-reflection, and several
characteristics of the subjects during oral predents were analysed. The research results
emphasize the critical impact of motivational comsts, such as self-efficacy and goal
orientation, next to the topic of the oral presaataon the acquisition of oral presentation
skills.

1. Introduction

The importance of oral presentation skills is wydedcognised. Many instructors at various
educational levels ask their students to give @ralsentations. 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 isn@tconsuming activity. This does
not square very well with the current trend in Regleducation to reduce in-class instruction
time. The latter increases the pressure to optithisenstructional environment and to adopt
evidence-based approaches to direct instruc#animportant question in this optimisation
concerns the role the student can play: how cameie to make them more responsible for

their learning with less input (=time) from the ¢bar?

“Based on: De Grez, L. Valcke, M., & Roozen, |.§iess). The Impact of Goal Orientation,
Self-Reflectionand Personal Characteristics on the Acquisitio©Oadl Presentation Skills.
European Journal of Psychology of Education.
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A key element in the research on oral presentatlalls acquisition is the need to
understand the relationship between instructionadvirenment variables, student
characteristics, and their learning process anfbpeance.

The available literature gives us a rather frageerand limited picture of this
relationship. A number of studies focus on assestrmokoral presentations and construct
evaluation instruments (Conor,2006), compare evialianstruments (Carlson & Smith-
Howell, 1995; Edens, Rink, & Smilde, 2000) or stusif and peer assessment of oral
presentation skills (Campbell et al., 2001; Cheng/&ren, 2005; Langan et al., 2005; Magin
& Helmore, 2001; Patri, 2002). Some authors comeémtrather on what we should teach
about oral presentation skills and not on how waukhteach it (e.g., Andeweg & de Jong,
1998). Others try to deal with public speaking atxie.g., Behnke & Sawyer, 2000).

A few studies centre on the instructional proc@&sirhis and Allen (1998) study the
role of videotaped feedback; Jensen and HarrisQ)1889plore the use of a public speaking
portfolio. Bayless (2004) researches the impaqgtlatement, pace, and preparation. Tucker
and McCarthy (2001) investigate the role of ser@ning, and Calcich and Weilbaker
(1992) studied the optimal number of in-class preseons. However research about the
interaction of instruction with student charactécsis scarce and focuses mostly on the role
of self-efficacy (e.g., Adams, 2004). Furthermon® research is available focusing on
predictors of oral presentation performance.

The literature is also limited when it comes te ttlevelopment of a theoretical
framework to guide the empirical research. In tbioWing paragraphs we shall present a
theoretical framework that incorporates a compleixa$ variables and processes which will
be the focus of the present study.

2. 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, 2001eyrderman, 2000). A number of theoretical
perspectives is available in this context. For tli@search we choose the social cognitive
perspective of Bandura (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 20@immerman, 2000) that builds on
three interacting determinants of human functionamyironment, behaviour, and person (see
figure 2.1, Bandura, 1997).
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Environment Behaviour
<« >»

Person

Figure 2.1: Three determinants of human functioriBandura, 1997)

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 essengamhemts in the phases before and after
performance (Schunk, 2001a; Zimmerman, 2000) andvesadecided to use them in our

experiment as well.

Marzano, Pickering, and Pollock (2001) state tinatructional goals narrow what
students focus on. In addition, Locke and Lathar@02) stress three more specific
mechanisms: goals perform an energizing functioa)gaffect persistence, and goals affect
action indirectly by arousal/discovery/use of taslkevant knowledge and strategies.
Considering the importance of goals, the next gomsis: which goals must be chosen?
Schunk (2001b) summarizes research evidence thabss the benefits of specific goals, as
they are more likely to enhance self regulatioc@spared to general goals. Bandura (1997)
explains the efficacy-promoting effect of sub-goats contrast to general goals: when
progress is measured against a short-term subdigoaill promote a growing sense of
efficacy, but when evaluated against a big and-kemngn goal, it can be experienced as being
rather disappointing.

In relation to goal-setting, there is some corgrgy as to who is expected to set the
goals. Ames (1992) states that perception of cbrgra significant factor affecting learning
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and quality of learning. However the research difere is not univocal: when people accept
and commit themselves to assigned goals, they eaagbally well motivating as self-set
goals (Schunk, 2001b). This discussion is of irdefer the present study where students in
the goal setting condition were put in two expermiaéconditions.

Self-Reflection is a critical element in the mod#l self regulation (Boekaerts,
Pintrich, & Zeidner, 2000; Pintrich & Schunk, 200&)d considered to be crucial for future
motivation and performance. Self-reflection is afethe three phases of self-regulation:
forethought, performance, and self-reflection, @oethposed of the two processes of self-
judgment and self-reactions (Zimmerman, 2000). &d&fhg is a meta-cognitive activity
which includes evaluation of effort, time-allocatjostrategies, and learning aids (Masui &
Decorte, 2005).

These activities influence subsequent forethougit @epare the learner for further efforts
(Zimmerman, 1998). Schunk and Ertmer (2000) recomumihat intervention studies be
conducted and more research attention devoteckteftbctiveness 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 framdwi that behaviour is influenced by a

combination of environmental factors and persornracteristics (Urdan & Schoenfelder,

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

performance is the result of the interaction ofcpeinstructional interventions and student
characteristics. Vermetten, Lodewijks, and Verm{Zt02) suggest that a person’s habitual
way of learning and his learning conceptions inflce his interpretation of the intervention.

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

Conceptions or ideas and beliefs about learning haav impact on goal setting, learning
activities, and performance (Bakx, Vermetten, & \éam Sanden, 2003; Diseth & Martinsen,
2003). Since learning conceptions are to a cedagree context-dependent, it is relevant to
take the knowledge domain into account when stugdigarning conceptions (Bakx, Van der
Sanden, Sijtsma, Croon, & Vermetten, 2006; EKIut@D8; Vermunt & Vermetten, 2004).
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Pintrich (2003) has emphasized the central oflenotivation when investigating
learning and teaching. Motivation is the procesemhy goal-directed activity is instigated
and sustained (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002). Howevetha literature many definitions and
conceptualisations of motivation are found. Linmémb and Pintrich (2002) subdivide the
motivational constructs found in the literatureoiidur families of motivational beliefs: self-
efficacy, attributions, intrinsic motivation, anea orientations. Later on, Pintrich (2003)
expanded the set of families of social-cognitivetigational constructs by adding task-value.

Below, the five constructs and their interrelatioips will briefly be described.

1. Bandura (1997, p.3) has defined self-efficacy dmliefs in one’s capabilities to
organize and execute the courses of action requarqutoduce given attainments”.
The self-efficacy theory of Bandura (1997, 1998) aken used in literature.
Correlational- and experimental studies show thatlents with a positive self-
efficacy are more likely to work harder, attain linég scores on persistence and higher
achievement levels (Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 200&)limited number of studies report
negative effects of self-efficacy on performancee do overconfidence (Vancouver,
Thompson, Tischner, & Putka, 2002). Self-efficaejidfs vary in level, strength, and
generality (Pajares, 2002). Holladay and Quinoi2303) suggest that level and
strength are a single factor of self-efficacy.

2. The attribution theory emphasizes that studentd ailalyse failure or success
experiences to determine the perceived causese fegseived causes will impact on
the expectations about future success (Eccles &igltig2002).

3. Intrinsic motivation is the internal motivation émgage in an activity (Linnenbrink &
Pintrich, 2002). The literature demonstrates thairisic motivation promotes learning
and achievement to a higher degree than extringitvation (Pintrich & Schunk,
2002).

4. Goal theory emphasizes the goal orientations oividdals when receiving tasks
(Linnenbrink & Pintrich, 2002). In general, two dgaa&ientations are distinguished:
mastery (focused on learning and mastery of théecwpand performance (focused on
demonstrating ability) (Pintrich & Schunk, 2002)edently, a second dimension has
been added to goal-orientation (Pintrich, 2003)tly introduction of a distinction
between goal avoidance and goal approach.

5. The last construct, task-value, consists of foungonents (Eccles & Wigfield, 2002):

attainment value (personal importance of doing veell the task), intrinsic value
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(similar to intrinsic motivation), utility value @w well a task relates to current and

future goals) and cost (negative aspects of engagia task).

The expectancy value theory incorporates these &onstructs (Bruinsma, 2004;
Eccles & Wigfield 2002; Pintrich & De Groot 1990nRich & Schunk, 2002). Expectancy is
related to the question ‘can | do this task’ and #elf-efficacy construct. Often this is
influenced by the person’s attributions. The vatloeponent can be interpreted as an answer
to the question ‘why am | doing this’ (Pintrich &DGroot, 1990) and deals with the goals,

intrinsic motivation and task value.

Behaviour: Student learning process and presemgerformance

Indicators of the variable ‘behaviour’ are the smdlearning 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 abowe,defined in a better way our
expectations of the impact of an experimental ugetion on the development of oral
presentation skills and to put forward concrete dtlgpses about the impact of student

characteristics.

3. Research hypotheses

The following research questions and hypothesepuriorward.

1. Does an instructional intervention that builds mwading learners witlspecific goalsand
invoking self-reflection,has a beneficial impact on the development of pratentation
skills?

a. Students in an experimental condition that fosiefining specific goals
perform better as compared to students in a cortotlition where only a

general goal has been presented by the instructor.
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b. Students in an experimental condition that stiteslaself-reflection perform

better than students in a control condition.

2. Are goal setting, self-reflection, and specificdsdat characteristics significant predictors

of oral presentation skills?

4. Research 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.

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
quality 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, 200Bigily et al., 1998; Ross, Shannon,
Salisbury-Glennon, & Guarino, 2002; Smith, DuddgeA] & Hall, 2002). Smith et al. (2002)
compared the PALS with two other measures of gaehtation. They developed a 16 item
version based on the questionnaire developed byglsldcet al. (1998) and concluded that the
three goal orientation instruments were valid.

The scale consists of three 5 or 6 item subsctidat represent the three goal
orientations (task goal, performance approach panfbrmance avoidance).

In the present study, the PALS scale was seldmteduse of the skills-orientation of

this scale. The PALS was translated into Dutchofeihg the parallel blind technique
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(Behling & Law, 2000) and the questionnaire usew lsa found in appendix A. To prevent

misunderstanding, we included the translated versidhe PALS.

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. Tdaescan be found in appendix B and
contains 27 items that assess four learning coimreptthe constructivist, the text-based, the

model-based, and the pragmatic learning conception.

Self-efficacy

As self-efficacy beliefs vary in level, strengthpda generality (Pajares, 2002), the
guestionnaire incorporates items about differepeets of public speaking (e.g., keeping eye-
contact/ controlling nerves) and different levatar( 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 palsaif-efficacy in public speaking
to demonstrate how context-sensitive self-effigacigments 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, toomgunst a few conditional factors ...” But
Pajares (2002) warns that the construct of sei€afly 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 thqtire 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:

60



Goal orientation and self-reflection 61

* How extensive was your written preparation?

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

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

* 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 @ internal and three external

attributions on a 7 point Likert scale were given).

Preliminary question: How to measure oral preseiotaskills?

In the literature only a limited number of studless been found (Carlson & Smith-Howell
1995; Daly, Vangelisti, & Weber 1995) about a vatetl and 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 Shhuithell (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 ugedi Daly et al. (1995) reported Chronbachs’
alpha of .81.The four experts used the six scatesssess videotaped presentations. In
addition, a semi-structured interview was organizdth 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 relationspeecific 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 datgems, five delivery items, and two overall
items. The quality of visual aids and grammar watsudged with this instrument.
The rubric that was used to assess the oral paggemskills can be found in appendix A.

In the literature opinions vary in relation to tledée 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 effect. The iotgH gender was controlled for during data

analysis.
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5. Research procedure

Information about background characteristics of shedlents 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 ofefxuerimental conditions following a
2x2 factorial design:

Presentation of a general presentation goal arsglfiweflection

Presentation of a general presentation goal afdefkdction

Invoking personal specific presentation goal sgtind no self-reflection

w0 NP

Invoking personal specific presentation goal sgttind self-reflection

All sessions were monitored by the researcherfaliolwed a strait scripted format.
The introduction of a general goal was very briefl #ocused on the improvement of
presentation skills. In the specific goal conditithre researcher explained — at the start of
every session - that it is not possible to paynatia to all elements of an oral presentation
and urged the students to select a specific ancretanset of objectives from of a larger list.

The second experimental variable in this studgeié-reflection. After looking at the
video recording of their oral presentation, studemwere asked: “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 conditiondout self-reflection were not asked this
type of questions and/or stimulated to reflectlmirtperformance.

In each research condition, the students partetpan 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, studemere asked to fill out the second
guestionnaire (perceptions about the learning ésipee 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. As& reveals oral-presentation

scores are not significantly related to group sizentrol of the potential impact of the ‘order’

62



Goal orientation and self-reflection 63

in which they gave their presentation indicates thare is no significant correlation between

the order variable and the score for the oral-gur&gtion.

Role of the assessors

A group of six experienced faculty members (thredenand three female and with a language
education background) evaluated the quality offitts¢ 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 an audience of pupils from the foyehr of secondary education what
they can expect in the last two years of seconddugation and 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 ardled with B. The other students
started with B and ended with A. Assessors couldknow whether they were assessing a
first or a second presentation.

6. Research results

Student characteristics: descriptives and correlas.

Table 2.1 gives an overview of descriptives andeatations of the research instruments. The
reliability analysis shows that seven scales outioé are sufficiently reliablex(> .70).
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Only one of the three PALS subscales presentolblgm due to a low Cronbach’s
alpha score d =.623). The correlation between the performance cggbr scale and the
performance avoidance scafte<.49,n = 95,p<.01) is in line with review results in Ross et
al. (2002).

When we compare the means of the three subscaleabie 2.1 with the means in the
Manual (Midgley et al., 2000) or in Ross et al.(2pOwe see that our participants score
higher on the Mastery subscale and lower on theRerformance scales.

For the domain specific learning conception scalely the pragmatic learning conception
presents reliability problems. Cronbach’s alphaesdor the other subscales are comparable
to those reported by Bakx et al. (2003, 2006) a&fiéct high reliability.

Cronbach’s alpha scores of the pre-test selfca&tly test ¢ =.88) and the post-test
self- efficacy testd = .89) are both high.

We can derive from Table 2.1 that there is a &igpmt and positive correlation, as
also reported by Bakx et al. (2003), between déilfaxy and the constructivistic learning
conception. This is the case for the correlatiobwben the Pretest self-efficacy and the
constructivistic learning conception £ .23,n = 99,p<.05), and the correlation between the
Posttest self-efficacy and the constructivistiaméagy conceptionr(= .30,n = 100, p<.01).
But, in contrast to our expectations there is ngatige correlation between reproductive
learning conceptions (model- or text-based) andesBtacy (Bakx et al., 2003).
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Table 2. 1

Student characteristics: descriptives and coroati

Mean
(Standard 3 4 5 8 9
Alpha Deviation)

1 PALS taskgoa

.62 3.96 (.60)
2. PALS performance approacl
.83 2.35(.90) 49
3.PALS performance avoic
.81 2.29 (.85) 27
4.Model-based learning conceptior
_ - .75 2.73 (.65) -.25*
(domain specific)
5.Constructivistic learning
. . a .86 4.40 (.49) 23*  .30*
conception (domain specific)
6. Text-based learning conceptior
, 3 .76 3.24 (.91)
(domain specific)
7.Pragmatic learning conceptior
_ - 62 3.88 (.47)
(domain specific)
8.Pretest elf-efficacy
.88 6.59 (1.37) B7**

9.Posttest se-efficacy
.89 6.56 (1.29)

Note. * =p<.05 ** =p<.01. Scales with problematic intern reliability areomitted from the correlation table.

Oral presentation performance

The 200 oral presentations were evaluated by wsindpric as described earlier 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 Cantéactor comprises loadings on the
variables: introduction, structure, conclusion ahe 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. It can be concluded that dbestruct validity - defined as the
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theoretical construct that is being measured (Wharg Jurs, 2005) - is sufficientANOVA

of the scoring results based on the variable ‘@sseshows that differences in scoring are not
due to the person of the asses$@sdy) = .50,p = .78). When controlling for the impact of the
variable gender, neither the variable gender ofab®essorHi ¢3 = .47,p = .62) nor an
interaction between the gender of the student hadgender of the assessor was significant
(F,93=1.95,p=.17).

Hypothesis 1: The impact of the instructional intartion

The global presentation skills (sum of the tenecidt) between the first and last presentation
improved significantly for all the subjectp<.001). In terms of effect size the difference is
moderate d = .64). Participants scored significantly higloer most of the ten criteria, with
the exception of vocal delivery-yalue = -1.12p = .27) and eye-contadtyalue = -1.81p =
.07). The effect size of the criteria ranged froraderate d = .63) for the content criterion
introduction to smalld = .36) for the overall criterion effectiveness.

According to our hypothesis, students in a coaditthat fosters defining specific
goals will outperform students in a condition wherndy a general goal has been presented by
the instructor. A significant influence of the inmndent variable goal setting was observed
(Faee)= 4.53,p = .04). The effect size was moderate (partialsgfaared = .05). 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 (1,96) =
8.09,p = .005) is significant with a moderate to strofig@ size (partial eta squared = .08) ,
there is no significant difference in relation be tfactor DeliveryKa.,96)= 1.07,p = .30). The
research results of ttkNCOVAshow that differences at the time of the firstspraation did
not impact differences in the final presentation.

According to the hypothesis, students in a cooditihat stimulates self-reflection
were expected to outperform students in other ¢mmdi. The analysis results do not however

confirm this expectatiorH1,96)= 1.32,p = .25).

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 tienaverage score for the high school topic.
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This topic effect was significant for the last mettion (19 =4.48,p= .04) partial eta
squared = 0.44, but not for the firBii(sg)= 2.13,p = .15).

Further analysis reveals that students who firesgnted the high school speech and
ended with the university topic made a significandgress t&-5.71, p< .001). In terms of
effect size the difference is strond € 1.04). Students who started with the topic about
university and ended with the high school topimalsade progress but not in a significant
way (= -1.55,p =.13).

Hypothesis 2: Predictors of oral presentation periance

A regression analysis with ‘performance on the fasisentation’ as the dependent variable
and the subscale scores student characteristed édde 2.1) 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 theance in scores(; 75= 6.69,p = .002).

In a next step, the measures from the perceptidheofearning process and the performance
score for the first oral presentation were addethéanalysis. Using the stepwise method a
significant model emergedr(, 73y = 6960,p < .001 Rzadj = .24). Significant variables were
(beta-scores): performance approach scale PAL$.23.03), post-test self-efficacy .3p €
.003), subject of the last presentation .p9=(.006), and internal attributions of learning
outcome .23 = .024).

Self-efficacy — as expected — is to be considasethe most important predictor. Pre-
test related efficacy beliefs are significant peealis of student performance at pre-test level,
but not at post-test level. Post-test self-efficheliefs correlate with the performance on the
first and on the second presentation. It is theesfmssible that students adjusted their ‘self-

efficacy beliefs’ after the first presentation espece.
7. 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
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.
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8. Discussion and conclusions

The main goal of the present study was to measwdantfluence of different instructional
variables expected to play a role in the develogroéoral 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 roletlus competency in most higher education
curricula.

A theoretical framework was presented to developrasearch a specific instructional
intervention, with a strong focus on the hypothationpact of goal setting and self-
reflection. The empirical study required the desagd/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 taefiydoration of a complex of
interrelated variables that play a role in the &itjan of oral presentation skills. The results
of the first study show that it is possible to depean intervention that fosters these skills. A
key starting point seems to be goal setting a#tiaadrvariable in this process.

The impact of the instructional intervention waspecially clear for the factor
‘content’. Most students improved in paying morteg@tion to the presentation introduction
and to repeating the major points of their predeiaat the end of the session. Performance
indicators, such as eye contact and vocal deliygoved harder to be influenced and/or
changed during this short instructional intervemtio

Fostering self-reflection did yet not result igrsficant differences, though it seems
that feedback (stimulated recall) based on theovideeording of their presentations, did
stimulate students’ self-reflection. Future reskasicould reconsider this variable and focus in
more detail on the nature of feedback.

The motivational constructs self-efficacy, achieest goal, and attributions play a
significant role as predicted, though further exalon of the nature 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 studemtshobw their abilities for oral

presentations. Secondly, initial instruction andlfar feedback should stress the role and
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importance of internal attribution of success. @hself-efficacy is a significant variable to
pay attention to. Interventions should try to proenihe 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 mered the ‘high school’ topic as less
challenging, thus invoking a lower level of entlassh and resulting in lower oral
presentation scores.

The results about the impact of perception ofl#aening environment are consistent
with other research. Students do not always expegiea learning environment as it was
intended (Konings et al., 2005). More researchesded that pays attention to the student
perception of the instructional process for oraggntation skills acquisition. This should
guide educators to be cautious and attentive allo@t interpretation of instructional
interventions by students. Finally, this study t@ab&e considered as a starting point to study
the instructional approach towards oral presemntatidlls in a more systematic way. Next to
central concepts, such as goal orientation, sétfeely, and thematic interest, additional
theoretical conceptions might be needed to desaiizk explain the impact of didactical
interventions. The outcomes of subsequent reseamight help to develop better suited
theoretical frameworks to direct theoretical, enggirand practical intervention studies in the

field of oral presentations.
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Appendix A. Translation of the PALS (Smith et al.,2002)
Bij de volgende vragen geef je uw mening weer eia @jfer van 1 tot 5 waarbij

1 = niet akkoord

2 = voor een groot deel niet akkoord

3 = neutraal

4 = voor een groot deel akkoord

5 = helemaal akkoord

1.

© N o g s~ w D

9.

Ik hou van mijn studies als ik er kan van lererk abmaak ik veel fouten.

Een belangrijke reden waarom ik studeer, is onldgtaag nieuwe dingen leer.

Ik leer het meest van mijn studies, wanneer zechetet denken aanzetten.

Een belangrijke reden waarom ik studeer, is onmdsateeds beter wil worden.

Ik doe mijn studies omdat ze mij interesseren.

In de les probeer ik beter te zijn dan de anderen.

In de les voel ik mij succesvol als ik beter prest@an de meeste andere studenten.
Ik zou me echt goed voelen als ik de enige in detei zijn die het antwoord weet op
de vraag van de docent.

Ik toon de docenten graag dat ik slimmer ben daandiere studenten in de les.

10.Het is belangrijk voor mij om het in de les beeedben dan de andere studenten.

11.In de les zet ik me in, opdat de docenten niet enuwtenken dat ik minder weet dan de

anderen.

12.In de les zet ik me in, opdat de anderen van derkilst zouden denken dat ik dom

ben.

13.Een reden om eventueel niet mee te doen in desldat ik niet dom wil overkomen.

14.Eén van mijn belangrijkste doelstellingen in deitede indruk te vermijden dat ik

mijn werk niet aan kan.

15.Het is voor mij heel belangrijk in de les niet déruk te geven ‘stom’ te zijn.

16. Een belangrijke reden waarom ik mijn werk doe israezelf niet in verlegenheid te

brengen.
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Appendix B. Questionnaire about domain-specific Erning conceptions, adapted from
Bakx et al. (2003, 2006)

Ga nu bij elke uitspraak na of dit volgens jou geede manier van leren is. Antwoord met
een cijfer van 1 tot 5 waarbij

1 = slecht

2 = onvoldoende

3 = neutraal

4 = voldoende

5 = goed

1.Bruikbare dingen die gezegd worden bij presezgati ‘learning by doing’ letterlijk
proberen te onthouden.

2. Als iemand uitlegt hoe je iets moet formulenemgral letten op wat iemand precies zegt en
dat letterlijk overnemen voor eigen gebruik.

3. Tijdens het observeren van een presentatie opseh wat de professional zegt met de
bedoeling dat zelf in zo’n zelfde situatie ookdelifk toe te passen.

4. Bij het bekijken van professionele presentaj@sd letten op wat de personen zeggen om
dat later in soortgelijke situaties precies nauerien doen.

5. Tijdens het volgen van lessen vooral opschripjvahiemand zegt, zodat je dit in
praktijksituaties zelf (letterlijk) kunt gebruiken.

6. Succesvolle letterlijke ‘uitspraken’ uit je hdderen, zodat je ze kunt gebruiken als je in
zo'n zelfde situatie terechtkomt.

7. Bij ‘learning by doing’ uitspraken van goede ragers noteren, om ze later zelf te kunnen
gebruiken.

8. De aanpak van professionals in het beroepsvelaepen te imiteren.

9. Bij het praten met medestudenten over hun &magie-ervaringen’ nagaan hoe zij dat
aanpakken en dat vergelijken met hoe je dat zelfdoen.

10. Bij het bekijken van een presentatie die nogidgverloopt, nadenken over hoe dat komt.
11. Bjj het bekijken van een presentatie, uitspnakan medestudenten vergelijken met wat jij

zelf zou zeggen, en beoordelen wat het beste werkt.
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12. Tijdens de learning bij doing kijken naar stuige die in het publiek spreken en nagaan of
je bepaalde situaties ook zo zou aanpakken.

13. Bij de theorie die je kent zelf voorbeeldendrdan van praktijksituaties.

14. Bij het observeren van goede managers daandaeiden over hoe jij dat zou doen.
15. Voorbeelden die de docent laat zien, vergelijket je eigen manier van communiceren.
16. Nagaan waarom bepaalde presentatietechniekbedaialde presentaties beter werken
dan andere.

17. De stappen uit een presentatie goed uit jedhieoén.

18. Communicatieregels en —technieken goed uibgéchleren.

19. De theorie en communicatietechnieken netzg heerhalen totdat je precies weet hoe het
moet.

20. Bij het lezen van verslagen van presentatiesl ¢gtten op wat de personen zeggen en
hieruit regels afleiden.

21.Tijdens hoorcolleges voornamelijk letten op goed minder goede
communicatieprincipes.

22. Als je tips krijgt vooral letten op zaken déeip meerdere situaties kan gebruiken.

23. Principes proberen af te leiden uit de maneanop praktijkmensen presenteren.

24. Vooral algemene regels en richtlijnen afleid@rpresentaties van anderen.

25. Als je feedback krijgt vooral letten op watyeders moet doen en hoe, en dat goed
onthouden.

26. Bij het geven van feedback aan je medestuddmijteen presentatie proberen algemene
tips te geven over hoe je in een bepaald soodtstbeter kunt reageren.

27. Bij het geven van feedback aan je medestudeme®n rollenspel aangeven wat je

medestudent in een volgende presentatie zou mpetggen, zodat hij/zij dit kan onthouden.
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Appendix C. The rubric used for the assessment ofal presentation skills.

Assessment of the oral presentation of .............................

Please encircle a mark from 1 to 5 to all the items
You can find further clarification of the scorestire “Description of performance levels”.

ASSESSOI= ...t

Content

1. Quality of introduction 1 2 3 4 5
2. Structure / timing 1 2 3 4 5
3. Quality of conclusion 1 2 3 4 5
Delivery

4. Contact with audience 1 2 3 4 5
5. Enthusiasm 1 2 3 4 5
6. Eye-contact 1 2 3 4 5

7. Vocal delivery 1 2 3 4 5

8. Body language 1 2 3 4 5

General impression
9. General score 1 2 3 4 5

10. Effectiveness 1 2 3 4 5
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Description of levels of performance

Content

1. Quality of introduction

3 indicators:
s Grasps the attention of the audience already Wgtfitst presentation sentences.
* Gives a goal or central idea of the presentatiamguhe introduction.

s Gives an idea of the structure of the presentatiomg the introduction

1 = meets none of the indicators
2 = meets one of the indicators
3 = meets two of the indicators
4 = meets three of the indicators

5 = meets three of the indicators in an originay wa

2. Structure / timing

3 indicators
* Three parts are clearly present: introductionfre¢part and conclusion
* The information is logically structured
* Respects timing and talks more than 2 minutes esglthan three minutes and 30

seconds.

1 = meets none of the indicators
2 = meets one of the indicators
3 = meets two of the indicators

4 = meets three of the indicators
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5 = meets three of the indicators in an originay wa

3. Quality of conclusion

3 indicators

L)

L)

L)

Prepares the audience that the end of the oradmason is being reached.
Summarizes once more the main points during thelasion.

Makes requests to the audience at the end of dseptation.

1 = meets none of the indicators

2 = meets one of the indicators

3 = meets two of the indicators

4 = meets three of the indicators

5 = meets three of the indicators in an originay wa

Delivery

4. Contact with audience

3 indicators

L)

[ )

[ )

Is not nervous, is standing calmly in front of thedience.
Adopts a language and examples that fit the audgmxperience and social setting.
Creates a level of dialogue with the audience;gres and audience react

appropriate to each other.

1 = meets none of the indicators

2 = meets one of the indicators

3 = meets two of the indicators

4 = meets three of the indicators

5 = meets three of the indicators in an originay wa
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5. Enthusiasm

1 = Totally inappropriate level of enthusiasm.
Either: no enthusiasm at all, speaks as dry ama twithout contacting the audience.
Either: can not stop laughing.
2 = Either: sometimes with enthusiasm but mosheftime without.
Or: some inappropriate laughter.
3 = Receives attention from the audience.
4 = Attracts attention though a dynamic approach.

5 = Attracts attention very good through originppeoach or the use of appropriate humour.

6. Eye-contact

1 = No eye-contact. Gazes all the time at a sedidhe classroom, looks away from the
audience or looks only at own notes.

2 = Very limited eye-contact: looks at a small pHrthe audience or looks for a very short
time period to a larger part of the audience.

3 = Looks at the entire audience about during thalfpresentation. Or, looks during a longer
period of time at about half of the audience.

4 = Eye-contact during almost the complete presentebut different eye-contact depending
on the part of the audience, or the eye-contasitystoo short or too sudden.

5 = Eye-contact during almost the complete presemtacontact with different parts of the

audience and a smooth way.

7. Vocal delivery

3 indicators
*  Volume: speaks audibly
s Appropriate rhythm: speaks not too slowly or tostfand with sufficient

variation
s Grammatically correct language and no use of ingmpyate dialect

(words or sounds)
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1 = meets none of the indicators

2 = meets one of the indicators

3 = meets two of the indicators

4 = meets three of the indicators

5 = meets three of the indicators in an excelleay:vinuch variation in rhythm and volume

and polished speech.

8. Body language

1 = Inappropriate body language (‘too much’ or ‘tiitbe’ movements) that distracts the
attention from the content.
Too much: eye-catching swaying, annoying playuity keys or ball pen or ...,
inappropriate movements, rubbing hands during atb@uwhole presentation.
Too little: eye-catching immobility, standing dila statue, closed body language with
arms in front of body.

2 = Larger proportion of inappropriate than appiaterbody-language.

3 = About as much inappropriate as appropriate fadguage.

4 = Larger proportion of appropriate than inappiaterbody-language.

5 = Appropriate body-language enhances the quallitlye presentation (e.g.: supporting
movements of the hands). Natural body language.

General impression

9. General score

1 = very unprofessional: scores on (almost) allittvas 1 or 2 and has also additional (to the
list of descriptions) negative aspects.

2 = less than average professional: scores of2loora majority of the items.
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3 = average professional: scores 3 on most ottémesi (with a maximum of two scores that
are more extreme)

4 = more than average professional: scores 4 or&raajority of the items and had
additional positive aspects

5 = very professional: scores on (almost) all tees 4 of 5 and has additional positive

aspects

10. Effectiveness*

1 = very ineffective in reaching goals
3 = average effective in reaching goals

5 = very effective in reaching goals

* ltem 10 was removed after this study on the aglwitthe assessors mainly because of the

overlap with item 9.
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Chapter 3

The impact of an innovative instructional intervenion on the

acquisition of oral presentation skills in higher elucation

Abstract

The present study focuses on the design and deweltpof an instructional approach to
develop oral presentation skills. The theoreticalséb builds on the social cognitive
perspective, and self-regulated learning. The dirthe study is to investigate whether the
design of a multimedia-based instructional formabmprising of a standardised multimedia
instruction, practical activities, and feedback il wnhance oral presentation skills. In the
study, the differential effect of three ‘modes afedlback’ on performance has been
researchedrl'he results reveal that oral presentation skilts iciprove significantly after the

instruction. The multimedia nature of the desigrsiavoured by all participants. In contrast,
no significant impact of feedback was found. Newvelgss, feedback proved to be a useful

process that was highly welcomed by participants.

1. Introduction

The development of oral presentation skills hagived little research attention. Available
studies focus on the construction of evaluatiotrimsents (Conor, 2006; Carlson & Smith-
Howell, 1995; Edens, Rink, & Smilde, 2000), or th@e of self and peer assessment
(Campbell, Mothersbaugh, Brammer, & Taylor, 200bhg@g & Warren, 2005; Langan et al.,
2005; Magin & Helmore, 2001; Patri, 2002). A thget of studies centres on public speaking

" Based on De Grez, L., Valcke, M., & Roozen, i fress). The impact of an innovative
instructional intervention on the acquisition ofibpresentation skills in higher education.
Computers & Educatian
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anxiety (e.g., Behnke & Sawyer, 2000). A criticddservation is that available studies
especially concentrate on the question ‘what toht®aand not on the issue ‘how to teach?’
(e.g., Andeweg & de Jong, 1998).

The present study focuses on the design of instruco develop oral presentation
skills. This directed the analysis of the literatabout instructional variables, such as the role
of multimedia, or the role of evaluation. BourhisdaAllen (1998) studied e.g., the role of
videotaped feedback. Jensen and Harris (1999) eeglthe use of a public speaking
portfolio. Bayless (2004) researched the impactplzicement, pacing and presentation
preparatory activities. Tucker and McCarthy (200hestigated the role of contextualized
service-learning and Calcich and Weilbaker (199adlied the optimum number of in-class
presentations. A minor number of authors focus lom ihteraction between instructional
variables and student characteristics; for exantplemediating impact of self-efficacy (e.qg.,
Adams, 2004). The authors of the present artidaugean earlier study, indicating that self-
efficacy, goal setting, and attribution predictedhlopresentation performance (De Grez,
Valcke, & Roozen, 2006).

From the review of the literature, we have to cadel that the instructional literature
about oral presentation skills is very fragmentedaddition, most studies do not build on a
theory directing the design and implementation i@l presentation instruction. The present
study will therefore start with the presentation aotheoretical framework, grounding the
multimedia design of a standardized instructiompgiraach.

In the next sections, a study is presented testinge basic assumptions resulting from
the theory. This study focuses on the design arauation of an innovative instructional
format to develop oral presentation skills. Thelitranal instructional approach was based on
a theoretical lecture, presented to a large grdugtumlents (n = 200 last year) by a single
faculty member. After this lesson, the studentsewassigned to small groups (n = 16 last
year) and students participated with this grouphiee sessions, resulting in individual oral
presentations. The growing discontent with thigrugional format can be explained by its
time-consuming nature, and the inflexible instroicél format. It was hardly possible to
connect the theoretical lessons to student priewkadge, and it was difficult to motivate
students to add comments to - up to - 33 oral ptatens of other students. The decision was
taken to move away from a teacher centred appr@achto develop a rather student oriented
instructional format to develop oral presentati&ills In addition, the redesign considered

the adoption of a multimedia approach, and recemsdlthe position and role of assessment

84



85 Innovative instructional intervention

and evaluation. A review of the literature and eggl the explicitation of a theoretical
framework have been crucial to direct the redesigihe learning environment.
The discussion of the research results will beduse discuss theoretical and

instructional implications and directions for fudwesearch.

2. Theoretical framework

The social cognitive perspective on self-diredéaaining

The mastery of oral presentation skills is impartan professional life (Campbell, et al.
2001). Therefore it is a key competency for lifeddearning in general and higher education
in particular (Boud & Falchikov, 2006). But how doese oral presentation skills develop?
And how can this be fostered by instruction? Inghesent article, we adopt a social cognitive
theoretical perspective towards self-regulatedniegrto develop a theoretical base for oral
presentation skills instruction (Bandura, 1997; 8t 2001a).

Social cognitive theory is very well suited to &ip the development of complex
behaviour such as oral presentation skills (Band2@@5). Complex human behaviour is —
according to the theory - learned by observatioonugh modelling (Bandura, 1986). People
value particular social models during their earyldhood. These models are observed in
view of knowledge and skill acquisition. Also dugitheir adult life, there is a continuous
awareness of the behaviour of social models in vaévknowledge and skills acquisition
(Zimmerman, 2000). Observation of a social moddius a first step in the social cognitive
learning process. The next step is repeated peaftca) as suggested by Bandura (1986,
p.60): ‘People who cognitively rehearse or actually perfarmadelled patterns of behavior
are less likely to forget theni...Also Wouters, Tabbers, and Paas (2007) explhia t
transition from observation to performance as aatamgnitive model of sequential skill
acquisition (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2002). Obsdprais therefore the first stage in skill
acquisition, and learners evolve from a - sociguided stage to a self-controlled stage, and
finally to a completely self-regulated final stag®ltimately they can regulate their
performance to changing conditions (Wouters e2807).

According to the social cognitive theory, peopbeni expectations on the basis of
earlier experiences, and by observing others. Hterl is referred to with the concept

“vicarious experiences” (Bandura, 1997). The asgionpcan be made that students at
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university have already delivered several oral gmestions. The impact of these oral
presentations and the feedback they received,einfied their personal expectations about
their oral presentation skills. The reinforcemengécimanisms influence future behaviour.
Another assumption is that higher education stiglkave already attended a large number of
oral presentations of other students and expeartsphserved the consequences of those oral
presentations. Good presentations resulted in applaheated debate, strong audience
involvement, or other positive consequences. Olosgrthese students fosters learning via
“vicarious reinforcement”. This influences their pectations about consequences of
performing the behaviour themselves. The obseresdipely rewarded behaviour will likely

to be adopted; depending on the real and perceailgitly of the student. Expectations are - in

a idiosyncratic way - stored in memory as schemata.

Designing instruction on the base of the socigrétve perspective on self-directed learning

It is our assumption that observational learning loa used to develop oral presentation skills.
In the literature, four sub-processes of obsermatidearning are described: attentional
processes, retention processes, production prageasd motivational processes (Bandura,
1997). According to this learning cycle, the learfiest has to pay sufficient attention to the
knowledge/skill to be learned, and has to procadsstore the information. Next he/she has to
apply the newly stored knowledge/skill, while bemgficiently motivated to do so. The four
sub-processes will be outlined below in view ofugrding in more detail the multimedia

instructional design, adopted in the present study.

Attentional processes

Instruction is able to influence attentional premssby selecting, and involving high quality
social models. This underpins the value of “vidpetf behaviour of models. First, the
multimedia format guarantees a constant qualitgoating to preset standards. Secondly,
teachers can build on a variety of models that“aatied” by the students. This variety of
models also helps to counter selective attentiorstoflents. The research literature about
modelling also indicates that it enhances selkaffy. Models, who share common attributes
with observers, produce significantly greater gamself-efficacy (Adams, 2004; Baldwin,
1992; Schunk, 2001a). Tucker and McCarthy (200pdmecomparable results and argue that
people observing peers, report subsequently higékérefficacy levels. Baldwin (1992) and
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Schonrock-Adema (2002) found that trainees who wg&posed to both positive and negative
models achieved higher scores on behavioural geragran.

In presenting the multimedia "model”, performanicas to be linked with positive
consequences. In the instructional format, seledittention of learners can be influenced by

rewarding the models for behaviour that meets pr@se presentation criteria.

Retention processes

The demonstrated behaviour, reflecting the starsdandl criteria, is processed, and stored in
memory. Instruction can foster this processing stadage activity by building again on the
multimedia nature of instruction. The cognitive timakdia theory (Mayer, 2001) stresses the
importance of presenting information in a visuatl @m auditory way; this is also called the
‘dual channel assumption’ (Paivio, 1978). Retentiorenhanced when instruction presents
both visual and audio cues. An advantage of resppthe dual-channel assumption is that
we use the cognitive capacity of both channels, @ counter the “limited capacity
assumption” of our cognitive processing systemgdagned by the ‘cognitive load theory’
(e.g., Sweller, 2006).

Recently also Wouters et al. (2007) present coaiparesearch-based guidelines that
to promote learning on the basis of video-basedeatsodNext to the above, he stresses the
importance of pacing. Higher learning performare@ssociated with learner-control of the
video (e.g., control of speed, backward and forwsmetening). In this way learners are able
to “adapt” the model to their cognitive needs. iew of the present research, we adopted this
theoretical framework when designing and developithg standardised multimedia

instruction.

Production processes

The social cognitive perspective stresses the itapoe of giving opportunities to practise
behaviour that has been modelled. Whereas thawossub-processes are related to cognitive
activities, this third set of processes is reldtetiehaviour that will elicit feedback when it is
being assessed. This implies that we have to ite@mers to perform specific behaviour. At
this stage, instruction should give a central toléeedback. Nicol and Milligan (2006, p. 64)
define the latter as: “feedback is information aidoaw a student has performed in relation to
some standard or goal (knowledge or results)”. Baekl can be external or internal.
Instruction can provide external feedback, buttbaester at the same time internal feedback.

The ultimate goal is that the learner becomes-mseliitoring. Winne (2004)
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distinguishes between monitoring and metacognitiamitoring. Monitoring happens when

someone compares his presentation with a standareikbmple, about ‘giving a conclusion

during a presentation’ and notices that he/she wd present a final conclusion.

Metacognitive monitoring implies that the same pergontinuously screens the personal
behaviour by saying “I have to think in advancewhbmnclusions and write them down....”

Metacognitive control interferes with actual perm@nce and is related to decision making
about: continue, adapt or abandon behaviour. Ifitaong is the basis of metacognitive

control, than it has to be accurate. For instamten somebody concludes during monitoring
that he speaks loud enough, while this is not #seche will make the wrong decision and
will not adapt his behaviour. This is called “pamiibration” of behaviour. “Calibration is a

measure of the relationship between confidenceifopmance and accuracy of performance”
(Stone, 2000, p.437). Accurate calibration seemgaessary condition for productive self-
regulating learning (Winne, 2004) and to attainhhigchievement levels (Garavalia &

Gredler, 2002).

External and accurate feedback can enhance daibi&tone, 2000). Watching one’s
own recorded oral presentation, can be an excdileptto provide accurate feedback and can
result in higher performance (Bourhis & Allen, 1998/e can relate this instructional design
guideline to the observation of Schunk (2001a), wieported that self-modelling by
observing one’s own videotaped performance brougtdut cognitive and behavioural
change. In addition, experts can provide additioeaternal feedback. Recent studies
especially point at peers as providers of extdeedback (Birenbaum, 2003).

In summary, three sources of feedback can be tosdulect and influence production
processes: (1) information obtained via self-agsess and external feedback sources from
(2) peers or (3) experts during formative assessm@metivities. The former makes clear that
the production processes build on assessment shgeared towards providing learners
performance feedback in view of improving and aexaing learning (Sadler, 1998). The
instructional format — based on videotaped orat@méations — can therefore build on these

types of evaluation, and feedback.

Motivational processes
The motivational processes are linked to the prodagrocesses. Production is enhanced, by
providing — external or internal — information (f#ack) about behavioural performance. This

information is stored in memory. External incensiva@n be used, such as grades or approval,
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but also internal motivators can be used. Peomenare likely to perform what they have
observed if it results in valued outcomes.

At a theoretical level, the concept of goal settican be linked to motivational
processes. The attentional, retention, and proolugirocesses will affect the personal goal-
setting of learners. Instructional design can aolddtly support the goal-setting. Schunk
(2001a) stresses in this context that when peagmept and commit themselves to assigned
goals, they can be equally well motivating as setf-goals (Schunk, 2001b). An example,
incorporated in the multimedia intervention, is tieéerence that is being made by a social
model to the value of oral presentations for futprefessional life. Zusho, Pintrich, and
Coppola (2003) clearly point at the importance elating instruction to the task value,
illustrated in this example.

The impact of personal characteristics

Only a limited number of studies have focused @mrler characteristics that interact or are
influenced in the context of the development of prasentation skills: estimation of personal
performance, goal orientation, and perceptionsiefi¢éarning environment.

Closely related to the social cognitive perspegtiit is clear that the personal
estimation of the quality of actual performance asdd on self-observation - is a crucial
variable. It plays a mediating role in the attendil retention, production, and motivational
processes described above (Bandura, 1997). Sinteathanal processes are the catalyst in
the overall social cognitivist learning processoathe nature of the personal goal-setting
behaviour is of importance. In this context, Smifluda, Allen, and Hall (2002) distinguish
between three goal orientations: task goals, pmdoce approach goals, and performance
avoidance goals. Smith et al. (2002) report resednedings that highlighted positive
motivational outcomes related to the adoption ofaestery goal orientation, the association of
negative outcomes with performance avoidance gaads mixed findings for performance
approach goals.

In instructional environments research, the pdraep of the learning environment are
considered to have a pervasive influence (see Biggs, 1985; den Brok, Brekelmans,
& Wubbels, 2007). This calls for a study of studémerceptions to evaluate the nature and
quality of educational interventions (see e.qg., &BoFraser, 1998). In the present study, we
focus in particular on perceptions about the wagif (&and peer) assessment has been

incorporated into the multimedia instructional des{Sluijsmans, 2002).
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3. Research Design

As stated earlier, empirical research about inttncrelated to the acquisition of oral
presentation skills, is scarce. The present stuytherefore an attempt to evaluate a

multimedia instructional approach that is grounaheslocial cognitive theory.

Research Questions

Considering the theoretical base, a number of lejakles and processes is assumed to have
a differential effect on the acquisition of orakpentation skills: the multimedia presentation
of social models, and the evaluation and feedbackhe delivery of oral presentations. In
addition, student characteristics are expectedap @ mediating role. This brings us to the

following research questions:

1. What is the impact of a standardized multimedi&ucsional intervention, based on the
social cognitive perspective on self-directed leagn with embedded evaluation
feedback and practice on the acquisition of orasentation skills?

N

Is the impact from peer feedback on oral preseamtgierformance as large as the impact

of feedback from experts or from self observations?

|

What are the interaction effects of learner charastics and instructional formats on
oral presentation performance? Is there a positsg®ciation between performance and
a mastery goal orientation? Is there a negativecesson between performance and a

performance avoidance goal orientation?

B

What are the students’ perceptions about the ctaarsiics and nature of the multimedia

learning environment?

The research questions were studied in the corbx pre-test, post-test quasi-
experimental research design that is describedablet 3.1. All research participants
participated in two phases of an instructionalmveation. The first phase of the intervention
was equal in all research conditions, started wigitetest oral presentation and consisted of a

multimedia instructional package about oral pres@ms. During the second phase of the
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study, participants were randomly assigned to thegperimental evaluation-feedback

conditions. After each phase, post-tests were pteddo participants.

Table 3.1

Overview of the research procedure

Condition 1: feedback Condition 2: feedback Condition 3: feedback

from professionals from peers through self-assessment

Step1l  Administration Administration Administration
guestionnaire 1 guestionnaire 1 guestionnaire 1

Step2  Oral presentation 1 Oral presentation 1 @esdentation 1

Step3  Standardised multimedia Standardised multimedia Standardised multimedia
instruction instruction instruction

Step4  Oral presentation 2 Oral presentation 2 @edentation 2

Step5  Feedback from Feedback from peers Feedback through self-
professionals assessment

Step 6  Oral presentation 3 Oral presentation 3 @edentation 3

Step 7  Administration Administration Administration
guestionnaire 2 guestionnaire 2 guestionnaire 2

Research participants

The participants were 73 university freshman eadlfor a Business Administration
introductory course about psychology. Students weras a formal part of this course -
expected to prepare and deliver three short orasgmtations (on average 3 minutes). A
complete data set could be obtained from 57 ppéits (36 male — 21 female). Drop-out was
non-systematic and related to reasons outside dhygesof the study (illness, overlap with

other course obligations, and conflict in roster).

Research instruments

Assessment instrument for ‘oral presentation pentmce’
In a preliminary study (De Grez et al., 2006) —duh®n the analysis of oral presentation

literature - a rubric was constructed consistingnofe evaluation criteria: three content-
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related criteria (quality of introduction, struaturand conclusion), five criteria about the
nature of the delivery (eye-contact, vocal deliyamythusiasm, interaction with the audience,
and body-language), and a general quality criteridme content-related criteria are linked
with the synthesis capability and quality of prases A factor analysis of the instrument
underpinned the validity and reliability of the nsnent. Assessors are asked to rate the
guality of a presentation according to these daten a 5 point Likert scale. Descriptors and
indicators are provided as a help to direct thesssent process. The assessment instrument
can be found in appendix A of chapter 2.

All the oral presentations were evaluated — orbtise of the rubric - by assessors who
were not aware whether they assessed a studenstssiecond or third oral presentation. In
addition, assessors were not aware of the guidisgarch questions of this study. Expert
assessors were trained higher education teach@rgensonally involved in the teaching of
the research participants, but affiliated to theeaducational institute. Peer assessors were
second year students in Business Administratiores€hactivities were set up as part of a
communication course during which these students dwensive practice in using the
assessment instrument.

To assess their goal-orientatigrersonal performance estimation, and their peraepti
of the nature and characteristics of the multiméelzaning environment, two questionnaires

were presented to the participants.

Questionnaire 1.:

Goal orientation measure: PALSIhe Patterns of Adaptive Learning Survey (PALS),
developed by Midgley et al. (1998) and adapted hytts et al. (2002) was presented to
determine three goal orientations of the partidipgiask goal, performance approach, and
performance avoidance). The PALS was translatem nttch following the ‘parallel blind
technique’ (Behling & Law, 2000). Reliability analg of the Dutch version showed a high
reliability score for the performance avoidanceles¢a= .81) and the performance approach
scale ¢=.83), and a lower reliability score£.62) for the task goal scale (De Grez, Valcke,

& Roozen, in press). The questionnaire can be fanagpendix A of chapter 2.

Personal performance estimatioie asked the participants to score the qualityheirtown
oral presentation by using the nine criteria ofabsessment rubric.
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Perception of ‘peer assessmemt’ subscale focusing on “perception of peer agsest’ was
adopted from the questionnaire developed and waliday Sluijsmans (2002). The original
subscale consists of seven items, with an alphabritly coefficient of .74. One item was
omitted from the scale, and a few words in othemi were changed in order to adapt the
subscale to the specific oral presentation sitnatibhe questionnaire can be found in

appendix A of this chapter.

Questionnaire 2: The learning process

Next to the subscale derived from the instrumenShijsmans (2002), participants were
asked to report their perceptions about (1) thearring process (e.g., How much time did
you spend preparing the oral presentation? How ndidhyou like the key instructional
elements? How much did you learn from the key utdional elements?); and (2) perceptions
regarding their own progress (e.g., Are you hapjfik te progress you made? What was the

role of a number of internal and external attribng?)

Research procedure

At the onset of the research procedure, all paditis started by giving a first oral
presentation. This helped to determine - for eadividual student - a baseline to study future
changes in the quality of their oral presentatikitiss

After delivery of the first oral presentation, baparticipant studied individually a
standardised multimedia instructional programmetten computer. Figure 3.1 pictures two
screen-dumps of the multimedia instructional paekiegsupport training and assessment of

oral presentation skills.
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Can. I learn:it?s

Delivery
3. eyecontact

What can we learn from Bert?  hink before you dick for the answers!

1. Believe in change!

2. Doit'step by step’
3. Reflect like Bert did: what's good and what do I have to change?

Figure 3.1. Two screen-dumps of the multimediarutgional package to support training and
assessment of oral presentation skills.

Since we wanted participants to learn via obsamatBandura, 1997), short video clips were
presented to the learners that illustrated sucakebshaviour in relation to the nine rubric
criteria. The collection of video clips is incorpted into a computer-based multimedia
instructional package about the do’s and don'tarmforal presentation. Four peer students
(three male and one female) are used as modelsinstractional package consists of four
parts.

In the first part of the video-based instructian,answer is given to the question “why
should | learn how to present?” The content réflex ‘mastery goal orientation” and a
‘performance approach goal orientation’ and buidsthe testimony of a female manager.
This testimony shows that oral presentation skiléshighly valued in professional life.

The second part builds on the testimony of a mstdeent and focuses on learning
strategies. In line with the theoretical framew@@andura, 1997), the social model tells about
the difficulties he had in dealing with “the pret&ion assignment” and how he reflected on
his learning strategy, changed it, and was suagkessthe end (applause from the audience
and complimented by the teacher). Tucker and M&@gR001) report that such a testimony
can enhance self-efficacy, and this can be a mtainva construct that predicts the
presentation performance (De Grez et al., 2006¢. Mibdel also stressed the importance of
self chosen, proximal, and attainable goals (Sch@@kla). He also attributed success to
practicing. Such internal attributions have a pesitimpact on motivation and on
performance (see e.g., Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).
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In the third and main part of the multimedia iostion, the nine criteria of the
assessment instrument (cfr. supra) are illustratiéid 14 subsequent, but related video clips.
Analogous to studies mentioned earlier (BaldwirQZ,%Schonrock-Adema, 2002), a mixture
of social models was involved to perform the desibehaviour (nine video clips) and
demonstration of the opposite of the desired beha\five video clips). In order to stimulate
reflection, participants are asked after each vidgoto think first about what they saw and
then click for some additional information aboug ttriterion.

In the fourth and last part of the instructiomdsnts get the opportunity to practice the
use of the assessment criteria. This part reflgasthird set of processes in observational
learning (Bandura, 1997). Participants are invitedassess a video recording of an oral
presentation, on the base of the nine criteriagortes! earlier.

The individual participants completed the instiatal package at their own pace in a
qguiet computer room, and in the presence of theareber. No time limitations were
enforced. Individuals could also replay video clgs many times as they wanted (student
control). Average time to finish the complete instronal package was about 45 minutes.

After studying the instructional package, studdifiesd out individually questionnaire
1 in the presence of the researcher.

In view of the second phase in the study, studemse assigned to one of three
feedback conditions. During this phase studentsveleld a second and a third oral
presentation. This guarantees that — consideriagdle of production processes in the social
cognitive perspective — sufficient opportunities poactise the behaviour are provided.
Participants received — depending on the reseanctitton — an alternative type of feedback
via the computer. Feedback either consisted ofvatuative mail message building on the
nine rubric criteria. This feedback could have bdeweloped by an expert or a peer. In a third
condition, participants were supported online tovellep internal feedback via a self-
assessment of a video recording of their own ptasen.

After the evaluation and feedback activity relatedhe third presentation, individual

participants completed the second questionnaisgrited earlier.
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4. Research Results
Quiality of the research instruments
Table 3.2 summarizes the analysis results in viewnoinitial control of the psychometric
quality of the scales used in the study. Analysmults reflect reliability indices of the scales

and subscales that are acceptable to good.

Table 3.2

Psychometric quality of scales and subscales

a M Standarc

deviation

1 PALS task goél .62 3.87 63
2. PALS performance approach .76 2.47 76
3. PALS performance avoid 72 2.45 73
4. Perception of peer assessment (first questiognair .80 3.67 .76
5. Perception of peer assessment (second quest®nni .69 4.11 54
6. Personal performance estimation .63 2,82 .40
7. Qualitative preparation .63 2.75 .80
8. Quantitative preparation .78 1.54 .56
9. Liking of the instruction elements .83 6.12 1.27
10. Learning from the instruction elements .75 6.88 1.05

Note: subscales 9 + 10 are ten point Likert scales.

& = with two items deleted

What is the impact of a standardized multimedi&rutsional intervention, based on the
social cognitive perspective on self-directed l@agnwith embedded evaluation feedback and
practice on the acquisition of oral presentatioilsR

The impact of the instruction was measured by comg@athe scores on the assessment

instrument for the three oral presentations. Fiwst,compared the overall quality of the oral
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presentations on the base of a sumscore that tefthe nine assessment criteria in the
instrument.

A repeated-measures analysis of variance with rihi@ese-Geiser correction was
carried out to assess whether significant diffeesncould be observed in the subsequent
quality of the three oral presentations. Resulistpat a significant increase in performance
(F (1.96, 90.2) = 9.98)< .001,etd’=.18). Descriptive results already suggest an as®dn
oral presentation skills from presentation ok 2.34) to presentation twd/l(= 2.58) and
to presentation threeM( = 2.72). Polynomial contrasts reflect a significéinear trend
(1,46)= 22.21p< .001 et = .33).

Table 3.3

Average performance scores and comparison of peaioce over time

Mean Mean Mean t t t
assessment
o pres. £ pres.2 pres. 3 pres. 1-: pandd pres. 1 pandd pres. 2- pandd
criteria
2 3
Introduction 191 245 260 4,99 .00*** (d=.85) 3.78 .00*** (d=. 75) 1.28 .20
Structure 241 272 290 3.31 .00*** (d=.56) 1.79 .07 .95 .34
Conclusion 1.48 204 215 4.20 .00*** (d=.79) 4.30 .00*** (d=. 78) .70 .48
Body language 212 230 249 2.31 .02* (d=.36) 1.37 .17 2.01.04* (d=.27)
Contact audience  2.65 277  3.06 3.87 .00*** (d=.59) 1.34 .18 2.31.02* (d=.43)
Enthusiasm 247 251 276 1.95 .06 49 .62 .241 .01** (d=. 32)
Eye-contact 260 279 278 1.61 .11 1.42 .16 .03 .97
Vocal delivery 3.05 3.06 3.20 1.20 .23 .06 .94 .97 .33
General score 2.37 252 2.68 3.05 .00*** (d=.43) 1.55 .12 1.51 .13
Sum score of 9 235 258 270 4,52 .00*** (d=.61) 3.04 .00*** (d=. 39) 1.38.17
criteria

& pres.= presentation;, p < .05, **p<.01, ** p < .001

The overall oral presentation skill did improve réfgantly between the first and second
presentation with an overall 10.0%= 3.04,p =.004). There is an overall and significant
increase in the quality of oral presentation skiism of the nine criteria) between the first
and third presentation. As can be derived frometehB, there is an average increase in
performance of 14.9% for all the subjedts @.52,p < .001). Cohen’sl indicates a moderate
effect sized = .61).
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More detailed analysis of the performance relatedeach of the nine specific
evaluation criteria reveals that performance ineeedasignificantly for six out of nine oral-
performance scores between the first and third predentation. In terms of effect size, the
positive impact of the intervention is large foe thubscale Introduction £ 4.99,p < .001,d
= .85) and Conclusioift = 4.20,p < .001,d = .79). This can be related to lower initial

performance scores. Effect sizes of the other Bogmit differences are moderate.

Is theimpact from peer feedback on oral presentationgrenfince as large as the impact of

feedback from experts or from self observations?

Next to the standardised multimedia instructionadeivention that was equal for all
participants, three alternative feedback intenagtiwere introduced in the second phase of
the study. The overall oral presentation skills iayed on average with 4.8% between the
second and third presentation. But, this increasgerformance is not significanfp(=.173)
and relatively low compared to the ameliorationnsetn the first and the second presentation.
The mean scores for the third presentation werkehnighan the mean scores on the second
presentation for eight of the nine criteria (notey® contact) but only significantly higher for
three criteria (Body Language, Contact with audee@nd Enthusiasm).

To further investigate the differential impacttbé alternative feedback conditions, a
one-way analysis of variance was carried out. ldaicant impact of feedback mode — from
a professional, from peers or self assessment id dmei observed on the progress made
between presentation two and thré€2(46) =1.15,p = .32), and on the performance on
presentation thred=(2,50) = 2.58p = .09). An additional analysis of covariance wasdu®
assess the differential influence of the three lfael modes after controlling for differences
in the initial presentation skills. The differendesthe covariate (presentation one) are — as
expected — significant, but the resulting differemnadue to the feedback modes are not
significant £(1,41) = .16,p = .86). Nevertheless, the analysis results makardhat the
progress for global presentation skills betweersgm&ation two and three was the largest
(13%) for the participants who received feedbaakmfrprofessionals. The progress was
smaller (7,5%) for those who received feedback fpmars and very small ( 0,2%) for those

who developed feedback through self-assessment.
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What are the interaction effects of learner chagaistics and instructional formats on oral

presentation performance?

Only one significant interaction effect of a learmaracteristic and instructional formats
(feedback alternatives) on oral presentation perémrce was found and this was a linear
interaction effect for the subscale Task Goal dagon of the PALSK(1,42) = 4.56p = .04,
partial etd = 0.10). No other significant interaction effeas learner characteristics and
differential instructional formats (feedback altatimes) on oral presentation performance
were detected. This is the case for the quak{yL@5) = .84 p = .36) and the quantity of the
preparation £(1,45) = .24,p = .63), and for the personal performance estimaftql,47)=
.06, p = .81). Results also indicated no interactionaffef goal orientation, considering the
two subscales of the PALS: performance appro&¢h42) = 2.61p = .11) and performance
avoidance F(1,42) = 1.14p = .29). There were also no interaction effecthwiibw much
learners liked the key instructional elememt€l(43) = 0.9p =.77) or how much they learned
from the key instructional elements((,43) = .2p = .89).

No significant correlation was observed betweersg®al performance estimation,
goal orientations, and oral presentation perforraanc

As to internal and external attributes, the indk@attribution item ‘preparation’ and the
external attribution ‘the kind of prescribed topieteive the highest score.

When participants are asked to clarify their mation to study ‘presentation skills’,
the following motives receive the highest scorasipbrtance for future professional life”,

and “importance for personal development”.

What are the students’ perceptions about the charetics and nature of the multimedia

learning environment?

When participants evaluated the learning envirorimtie highest appreciation scores are
reported in relation to the ‘standardised instutibn computer’ and the ‘video clips’. When
asked to indicate how much they learned from éedback’ got the highest scores, followed
by the ‘video clips’.

Perception and appreciation of instruction didahtier significantly between the three
experimental groups. No significant differences evéwund in appreciation of the leaning
environmentf(2,52) = .75p = .47) or the learning potentidf(2,54) =.83p = .44)
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Also, no significant differences were found in dqgoreciation of peer-assessmdi(2(54) =
.091,p = .91). But it is to be stressed that participamiéd a very positive view of peer

assessment, with a mean of 4. 1 on a five poirgitigcale.

5. Discussion and conclusions

The central aim of the present study was to deaigh develop a theory based multimedia
instruction to develop oral presentation skillseThstructional format reflects elements of the
social cognitive perspective on self-regulatedreday (Bandura, 1997; Schunk, 2001a). Much
time and energy was invested in developing thiordriven instructional format. In
addition, three alternative types of feedback weranipulated in the quasi-experimental
design. Since the study was set up in the contéxnoauthentic educational program,
problems did arise in the experimental design efgtudy. Due to the obligation to provide
optimal instructional conditions to all studentsradled in the programme, no control
condition could be defined that excluded a subgroom extra investments in support and
feedback of their learning process. In the nexti@ecresults of the study will be discussed
and — when possible — mirrored to the scarce nurabempirical studies available in the
literature.

As expected, oral presentation performance ineceagynificantly. On the base of the
evaluation rubric criteria, this significant inceeain oral presentation performance could be
traced back to a general increase in competencetcasgecific oral presentation criteria.
Participants did enhance their oral presentatidisskut it seems that the intervention did not
affect all the criteria in a comparable way. Thauld reflect weaknesses in the specific
intervention geared to specific oral presentatikitiss This could also be an indicator of the
difficulties to influence particular features ofabpresentation skills. The effect sizes for the
significant improvement of behaviour related totraduction’ and ‘conclusion’ were large.
But no significant changes were observed in rafatm ‘eye contact’ and ‘vocal delivery'.
This could refer to differences in the nature asi sub skills that are easier to influence on
the base of a social modelling instructional appihoa

The traditional instructional format to developalopresentation skills was shortly
described in the introduction to this article andrenextensively in another publication (De
Grez et al., in press). It is tempting to compére traditional and innovative approach, but

this has to be done in a careful way. Despite mamylarities in the instructional setting,
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there are also differences to consider. Studentsth settings have the same background,
follow the same courses and had to deliver threet gital presentations. But the innovative

instructional format did not only differ due to thaultimedia approach, but also due to the
smaller group setting, and the restricted atterpaid to goal formulation.

Taking into account these restrictions, the stugemformance in both instructional
settings can be compared. The overall reporteeg@ser in performance between presentation
one and three reported above was 14.8% (61) and was 15.6%l & .64) the year before.
Performance increased — in both settings - mostelation to the content criterion
“introduction” and least for the delivery criterfaye contact” and “vocal delivery”. These
particular results need further investigation, ibatan be concluded — in a cautious way - that
the innovative more learner oriented instructidoanat did not result in a lower performance
level. In addition, the results also indicate takhthe participants completed the standardised
multimedia instruction in an efficient way (withtrme set), and pinpoint at the possibility to
present a more individualised and motivating leagrsetting. But, the results can also be
approached in an alternative way. Since we did distinguish between the multimedia
presentation and the opportunities to practiceotiaé presentation skills, we cannot conclude
which part or whether the combination of the muéidia presentation and the opportunities to
practice resulted in the increase in performance.

Due to the design of the study, questions remasnswered. Since the multimedia
base of the instructional format was not manipulatethe experimental design, the added-
value of the specific multimedia design cannot balysed. Future research could centre on a
manipulation of multimedia features and for examphe control embedded in the computer
environment; contrasts with media-low interventioc@mparison with control groups; and so
forth.

With regard to the second research question, we t@aconclude that no differential
impact could be observed from the three alterndgeelback conditions. This seems to be in
conflict with earlier studies about the differehtimpact of types of feedback (Bourhis &
Allen, 1998).

These findings can be explained by the short duraif the second phase of the study.
This second phase was too short to expect an additincrease in performance. The
disentanglement of the impact of observation an@restve practice remains an important
issue in the literature about attaining self-rejafa(Zimmerman, 2001; Schunk, 2001a) and
can be related with the developmental levels diregjulatory competence. The immediacy

of delivering (peer and self assessment) feedlmakd be less manageable for some students
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considering the time it takes to evaluate the medroral presentations. Also other studies
urge for the timing of the feedback (e.g., Marzapigkering, & Pollock, 2001). Additionally,

in order to standardize the experimental conditiatisparticipants did only receive outcome
related feedback. This is in contrast with institdl guidelines that ask to include process
and calibration related feedback as well (Ston@020n future research, care should be taken
to set up long term studies, where the timing eftiultimedia instruction and the timing of
developing feedback skills can be altered. Paditip need time to develop a personal frame
of reference as to the standards of a good orakptation, need time to practice the skills and
the standards. This reflects the necessary attembidoe paid to metacognitive monitoring
(Winne, 2004).

With regard to the third research question, ontg @ignificant mediating personal
characteristic (taskgoal orientation) could be ce Nevertheless, analysis of individual
characteristics indicates some positive elementssidering the list of internal and external
attributes, the internal attribution ‘preparatioeceives the highest score, and the external
attribution ‘presentation topic’ also scores verghh This last finding is in accordance with
our findings about the strong impact of the natfrthe presentation topic in a previous study
(De Grez et al., 2006). Contrary to expectatiormsnfriterature (e.g., Bandura, 1997), no
correlation was found between personal performaestmation and oral presentation
performance. Neither was there an association legtvg®al orientations and performance,
while studies generally associate mastery goalsrasdme cases also performance approach
goals, to higher performance (e.g., Pintrich, 2003)

With regard to the fourth research question, tlaclusion can be made that
participants highly appreciate the multimedia nataf the instruction, based on the video
clips that present social models. Participants glsmt convincingly at the potential of
feedback. They appreciate the feedback as a keyréeaf the instructional format. They
report that they consider oral presentations skalis critical and important skills to be
developed. The latter is very important in the figii the sub processes of observational
learning (Bandura, 1997).

Finally, we can conclude that the present resedesign can be a valid base to set up
future studies in relation to instructional intemtiens that aim at developing oral presentation
skills. These studies should also centre in motailden the evaluation of the theoretical base
of the instructional format, and to explore altéive& design approaches. These latter can be
related to the multimedia nature of the instructiearner control features, the duration of the

study, the pacing and timing of feedback, and/er way student performance depends on
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individual characteristics. Additionally, furthenvestigation should centre on alternative
elaborations of the training and timing of self greer assessment. Both forms of assessment
are expected to lead to a greater degree of gpifated learning (Nicol & Milligan, 2006).
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Appendix A. Perception of ‘peer assessment’.

Adapted from the questionnaire of Sluijsmans (2002)

Bij de volgende vragen geef je uw mening weer eia @jfer van 1 tot 5 waarbij
1 = niet akkoord

2 =voor een groot deel niet akkoord

3 = neutraal

4 = voor een groot deel akkoord

5 = helemaal akkoord

Ik vind dat studenten elkaar moeten kunnen lokden bij presentaties.
Elkaar beoordelen bij presentaties is leerzaam.

Ik zie het nut niet in van elkaar beoordelerpbgsentaties.

Ik kan leren van feedback van medestudentegorégentaties.

Ik vind dat ik veel kan leren van medestudeligpresentaties.

S T oA

Elkaar beoordelen bij presentaties moet je leren
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Chapter 4

Self- and peer assessment of oral presentation dkiin higher

education

Abstract

Assessment of oral presentation skills is an uedplored area. The present study focuses on
the agreement between professional assessment edfidasd peer assessment of oral
presentation skills and explores student perceptadoout peer assessment. Results show that
self- and peer assessment result in significantijndr marks as compared to professional
assessment. Generalizability analysis revealedctirabining assessment scores of four peers
already helped to attain a sufficient level ofabllity. The results also reflect a very positive

attitude of students towards peer assessmentedsvant source of external feedback.

1. Problem statement

Oral presentation skills are recognised as a denprafessional skill (Campbell,
Mothersbaugh, Brammer, & Taylor, 2001). Therefolhggher education should prepare
students to develop and master these skills. Ta@y/oncentrates on the assessment of oral
presentation skills but this does not imply thabwiedge is not important. We choose for
skills because knowing how to present is still n@amntee for showing. We define oral
presentation skills in this study as the complexvad clusters of related skills: (1) delivery
related skills: eye-contact, vocal delivery, entass, interaction with the audience, body-

language and (2) content related skills: qualitintfoduction, structure, and conclusion.

" Based on De Grez, L., Valcke, M., & Roozen, DG8). Self- and peer assessment of oral
presentation skills in higher education. Manuscsipbmitted for publication iEducational
Research.
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The study focuses on the implementation of ansgssent format for oral presentation
skills and the reason for this innovation is bgiedescribed hereafter. Traditional assessment
approaches consisted of oral feedback providechbylty, immediately after the delivery of
the presentation by the student. Feedback remahed considering the large group of
students to be supportetl € 200) while delivering three individual oral peegations in
small group settingd\(= 16). On the one hand there was a growing digtntith this time-
consuming assessment approach. On the other hamdapproach was pressurized,
considering recent developments in relation tossseent procedures. In the present context,
especially the switch in assessment responsilsilitem teacher to students played a crucial
role (Segers, Dochy, & Cascallar, 2003). This #isidds on the claims of this reorientation as
to student involvement and the impact on relatedopmance (Falchikov, 2005). This

reorientation inspired us to look for an alternatistudent-oriented assessment approach

2. Theoretical and empirical background

Qualities of assessment

Stressing the learning benefits of assessment leads formative assessment and this form
of assessment is defined as “assessment that édisally intended to provide feedback on
performance to improve and accelerate learningt@dN& Milligan, 2006, p. 64). The quality
aspect that checks the influence of the assessorergtudent behaviour and learning is
sometimes called the ‘consequential’ validity (@rel Dochy, & Dierick, 2003). This
description regards it as a part of validity ands thoncept is together with reliability
traditionally used to evaluate the psychometricliguaf assessment. Wiersma and Jurs
(2005) define (1) reliability as the consistency tbe instrument in measuring what it
measures and (2) validity as the extent to whiehitistrument measures what it is designed
to measure.

Involvement of students in assessment can be isgghin two ways: peer assessment
and self-assessment. In peer assessment, accoodiaichikov (2005, p.27), “(...) students
use criteria and apply standards to the work oir theers in order to judge that work”.
Building on the latter, we state that in self-ass@nt students use criteria and apply

standards to judge their own work.
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The theoretical position of self and peer assessmemnself-regulated learning process

Oral presentation skills are partly learned throwdpservational learning (Bandura, 1997).
The latter is in line with the social cognitive ppective towards self-regulated learning
(Schunk, 2001). Via observational learning, leasneompare their performance or the
performance of others with more or less explicnsiards. The oral presentation skills will
evolve by achieving a better fit between the stasglaand the current performance level
(Sadler, 1989). Both internal and external sourckdeedback are helpful to foster the
calibration process to attain higher performanceelie in the context of productive self-
regulated learning (Winne, 2004). The calibratiastivity can be fostered by providing
opportunities for self assessment. External feedIfilan peers can play a comparable role
(Topping, 1998). Both self- and peer assessmern tweldecrease the central role of the
teacher in assessment activities. During the lastdes, there has been an increase in the
implementation of self- and peer assessment inenigbucation learning environments (e.g.,
Segers et al., 2003). Despite the latter, formaBsessment in higher education is still largely
controlled by the teachers (Nicol & Macfarlane-Di@006). An accurate calibration of oral
presentation performance and the standards suggests sufficient level of reliability can be
achieved when the same assessment result areedttalmether the performance is assessed
by a teacher/expert, by peers, or by the learner.

Analysis of the literature about the assessmenbraf presentation skills, results
especially in an overview of studies about peed aalf-assessment of individual (oral)
presentation skills (AlFallay, 2004; Campbell et 2D01; Cheng & Warren, 2005; Hafner &
Hafner, 2003; Hughes & Large, 1993; Langan et28l05; Magin & Helmore, 2001; Oldfield
& Macalpine, 1995; Patri, 2002; Selinow & Trein@®04). In some studies, only part of the
research focuses on peer or self-assessmentRellpws & Chandramohan, 2001). In other
cases, group presentations are assessed (e.gr, 003).

Benefits of self- and peer assessments.

In the different studies, the potential of peer aatl-assessment is clearly stressed. Falchikov
(2005, p.16) posits that “(...) involving students fine assessment of presentations is
extremely beneficial”. She explains that peers ived in assessment have to concentrate

more on performance and that they develop thess&fllanalysis and application of criteria
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and also develop tact. Cheng and Warren (2005) sgteeral studies that reported e.g.,
improved presentation performance due to peer sissgd. Other authors adopt in this
context videotaped feedback for self-assessments,also report attainment of better oral
presentation skills (Bourhis & Allen, 1998). Topg@i(1998) dedicates part of his review of
the literature about peer assessment to the assessoh oral presentation skills. He
summarizes findings of several studies, referrmgrprovement in marks, perceived higher
learning performance, higher confidence (self-affi), and the development of appraisal
skills. Cooper (2005) adds that the focus on tresgmtation performance of others can be
enhanced by the use of reflection sheets and SBR@@1) argues that peer assessment
connects students with each other in a learninghconity.

Topping (2003) mentions potential economical biémeds a second purpose of
implementing self- and peer assessment. Shiftarg gf the responsibilities for assessment
and feedback from the teacher to the student mextto educational benefits — also benefits
in terms of staff workload.

Inter-rater reliability of self- and peer assessitsen

There is a considerable debate in the literatuogitatne inter-rater reliability of self- and peer
assessment but first a fundamental remark aboutrdkearch. As indicated by Topping
(2003), it is very common in research about religbio compare self- and peer assessments
to assessment by professionals (teachers). TogpdtI) stresses that the a priori assumption
that assessment by a teacher is reliable and wdil,be doubted in some contexts. This
assumption relates to a positivist epistemologmatspective upon assessment (Elton &
Johnston, 2002) that believes in an objective, néifie measurement. It is therefore
remarkable that no research was found that testesdassumption, and that the use of
professional assessments is in many cases notaagbyaw with due caution as asked by some
authors (e.g., MacAlpine, 1999).

But let us take a closer look at the literaturewbassessment of oral presentation
skills. Freeman (1995) concludes in his study thate is no significant difference in the
overall mark averages given by peers or given lofegsional assessors. In contrast, Langan
et al. (2005) report that peer marks are on avesdgehigher than marking by their tutors.
Other studies based on correlations, concludepibait assessment can be a relevant substitute
for assessments by professionals (AlFallay, 20Ginabell et al., 2001; Hughes & Large,
1993; Oldfield & Macalpine, 1995; Patri, 2002). detheless, Hughes and Large (1993) warn
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that a high correlation between marks of peerspntessionals can still hide a considerable
variation in the marks given by students and psofesls. Freeman (1995) reports e.g., only
moderate correlations between peer and professsmoaés. He also reports that the standard
deviation for peers was half that of the profesaisrisee also Hughes & Large, 1993). Cheng
and Warren (2005) add to this that student mearkings are within one standard deviation
of teacher markings, but they point out that stisleiid not assess the same elements as their
teachers did. Hafner and Hafner (2003) adoptedessgsn analysis showing a significant
positive functional relationship between instructond mean peer scores, and add that
students come to a strong agreement in the fimiimg.

In the literature, fewer studies are found thanpare professional assessment with
self —assessment of oral presentation skills. tlear that results are not univocal. Some of
these studies report lower correlations betweefr sgld professional assessments than
between professional and peer assessment (Cangblad)| 2001; Patri, 2002). Nevertheless,
other authors consider self-assessments to belidsaspeer assessment (AlFallay, 2004;
Hafner & Hafner, 2003).

The latter study adopted a generalizability analys study inter-rater reliability.
Generalizability analysis allows disentangling mgament error into multiple error sources;
in contrast to classical test theory that decomp@seobserved score into a true score and
error (Brennan, 2000). The results of a generalipatanalysis in the study of Hafner and
Hafner (2003) helped to conclude that approximabelg-quarter of the total variance is due
to the actual differences in oral presentationgyttear one-quarter is accounted for by
differences between raters and approximately oiffeshahe total variance is residual error.
In addition, generalizability analysis makes it gibke to determine the number of peer raters
needed to obtain reliable scores. In their studgfnelr and Hafner (2003) found a sufficient
generalizability (0.80) when 10 peers rated thesgme&tion. A strong increase in
generalizability score was observed when movingnfi single rater to five raters. Wood,
Marks, & Jarbour (2005) needed 8 peers for a rdiliabf .80.

Variables affecting the quality of self- and pessessments

In the context of peer assessment, authors diggpeially rating errors and the importance
of student perceptions. Rating errors are centrahé study of Sluijsmans, Moerkerke, van
Merrienboer, and Dochy (2001) who refer to persatifierences in standards and rating

styles, and the extent to which peers distributelgs and have different opinions about the
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rating tasks. Student perceptions are also statdéthte a considerable influence on student
learning (Struyven, Dochy, & Janssens, 2003). Carscbave been raised about resulting
difficulties in peer assessment contexts by Hamrahad Isaacs (2001). Their analysis
revealed eight general dimensions and twenty higirder themes, exemplified below.
Results showed e.g., that students were concebrmd their inexperience with marking, that
they felt uncomfortable critiquing others’ work aremarked that the process was not taken
seriously because it doesn’'t count for marks. Sttel@lso complained about the time-
consuming nature of the activity and asked feedlaado their involvement in the assessment
(Hanrahan & Isaacs, 2001).

As to self-assessment, a meta-analysis of FalehiR005) indicates that some — but
not all - students are able to assess in similgsvas compared to teachers. This is confirmed
in e.g., the study of Kruger and Dunning (1999) meh&ovices and low performers
overestimate their performance level and even laelated metacognitive abilities
(monitoring, evaluation). Rust et al. (2003) comoethie conclusion that women are more
likely to underestimate their performance, wheneades tend to overestimate the quality of
their performance in a self-assessment context.

But let us take a closer look at the literaturewbassessment of oral presentation
skills. Langan et al. (2005) point at obvious pesb$ with anonymity when building on peer
assessment of oral presentations. Lack of anonymay lead to assessment bias. They also
detected gender effects and found that peers sttelénts from the same university slightly
higher than students from other universities. R&tmh (2005, p.154) cites a study of Lapham
and Webster who reported collaboration over mardg mark fixing in the assessment by
peers of seminar presentations. However, SellnovTaeinen (2004) report that neither the
gender of the presenter, nor the gender of thesegsedid affect overall peer ratings.

Only a small amount of studies explore the viewsdents hold about peer
assessments of oral presentation skills. The fgelof Cheng and Warren (2005) showed that
students reflected a low level of comfort in a pagsessment situation, and a low degree of
confidence in their personal peer assessment.sHiligss suggests that low self-efficacy levels
for peer assessment skills can affect the natutteyaality of that peer assessment

To improve the quality of self- and peer assesssneh oral presentation skills,
evidence from the research literature is not urato®esearch focused on the value of
training in assessment, initial discussions (albetassessment criteria or about the fact that
students can perform assessments), and the lehtjté scoring criteria list.
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Hafner and Hafner (2003) state that instruction #@mathing is not sufficient. In contrast,
Carlson and Smith-Howell (1995) hardly found diffleces in assessment practices between
untrained and trained professionals. Others coecthdt peers need training in view of peer
assessment (AlFallay, 2004; Campbell et al., 260&eman, 1995; Patri, 2002; Sluijsmans,
2002).

Langan et al. (2005) found that marks awarded toglents who participated in
preliminary discussions about the assessmentieatit@ere significantly lower than the marks
of students who were not involved in these initislcussions. The enhancement of low self-
efficacy for peer assessment was a key point ofldimte with students in the case study of
Fallows and Chandramohan (2001).

Miller (2003) came to the conclusion that moremisein the evaluation checklist
resulted in an increased variance in scores. Toigdcdiminish inter-rater reliability but
provide students with more detailed and thus bd&edback. In contrast, Freeman (1995)
suggests to reduce the number of criteria in theekdist, but this could diminish the quality
of feedback generated by the assessment. LievahLanway (2001) make a large-scale
evaluation of multitrait-multimethod studies in @ssment centres and use the cognitive load
theory to explain the effectiveness of assessmmatiuiments where the relevant behaviours
are listed. These relevant behaviours could rethue@umber of inferences required from the
assessors because they can use the listed belse®uetrieval cues to guide the recall of
observed behaviour and assessors also don’t needteégorize the behaviour (Lievens &
Conway, 2001).

Concluding we can state that many questions abeltt and peer assessment of oral
presentation skills remain unanswered. Neverthefes® can’t reassure teachers on these
matters and they feel worried about these drawhailc&s this will influence their willingness
to adopt these alternative evaluation approachash{kov, 2005). The problem seems to be
the lack of research, and certainly the lack ofa@ij) experimental research, to fill the gap
between what we know and what we claim about pesessment as Sluijsmans (2008)
recently stated.

In general, the available research on peer anfdasgéssment of oral presentation
skills shows underexplored areas at the one haddliergent views on the other hand. It is

clear that more research is needed in this field.
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3. Research Questions

The inconsistencies in the research findings alsmit- and peer assessment of oral
presentation skills put forward a clear agenddtture research. In the context of the present

study, we centre on the following key research tjoes:

What is the level of agreement between peer assegsrand professional assessments?

What is the level of agreement between self-assastsnand professional assessments?

What are the student perceptions about peer aseatzdm

4. Research Design

Participants

The participants involved in the study were uniitgréreshman enrolled for a Business
Administration introductory course about psycholdgge average 18 years). 73 participants
took part at the start of the study. Only 57 ofnthignished all phases of the study (36 male).
Reasons for drop-out were not systematic and rattlated to illness, incompatibility of
rosters, or internships of the students. Informedsent was obtained from all participants,
but they were not informed about the nature ofrésearch questions.

Research instruments

Assessment instrument for ‘oral presentation pentomce’

In a preliminary study — based on the analysisraf presentation literature - a rubric was
constructed consisting of nine evaluation critetfaree content-related criteria (quality of
introduction, structure, and conclusion), five enid about the nature of the delivery (eye-
contact, vocal delivery, enthusiasm, interactiothvihe audience, and body-language), and a
general quality criterion (professionalism). Assessare asked to rate the quality of a
presentation according to these criteria on a Btpdkert scale. Descriptors and indicators
are provided as a help to direct the assessmenegs0A factor analysis of the instrument
indicated underpinned the validity and reliabiliti/the instrument (see De Grez, Valcke, and

Roozen, 2006; De Grez et al., in press).
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As an example, we describe the assessment refatdte criterion “quality of the
introduction”. Assessors are invited to use a §étree indicators to score this criterion:
» Grasps the attention of the audience with the $iesttences.
* Gives a goal or central idea of the presentatidhénintroduction.
* Gives an idea of the structure of the presentatighe introduction.
Building on their judgement, their score reflecke textent to which the quality of the

introduction meets none, one, or more of the indisaput forward.

Perception of ‘peer assessment’

A subscale focusing on “perceptions of peer assesiwas adopted from the questionnaire
developed and validated by Sluijsmans (2002). Tiwmal subscale consists of 7 items, with

an alpha reliability coefficient of .74. One itenasvomitted from the scale, and a few words
were changed in order to adapt the subscale tspbeific oral presentation situation (e.g.,

‘You can learn from the feedback of peers’). Thales was presented after the first and after
the third oral presentation. The questionnairelmfound in appendix A of chapter 3.

Professional and peer assessors

The recorded oral presentations were assessedhe dase of the assessment rubric - by five
assessors (3 female). Four of these assessordagettyy members with at least 5 years of a
language teaching background who did not teachsthdents to be assessed. The fifth
assessor was a junior-researcher. These assessbrther assessments are labelled as
professionalin this article. Next to the professional assess#rsstudents were involved as
peer assessors in the study. These students weollednin the second year Business
Administration (32 male) and participated in thadst as a formal part of a course about
communication skills. Both the professional and fieer assessors were unaware of the
nature of the research questioAdl. the professional assessors received a shartiriga (45
minutes on average) about the nature and use ofagkessment rubric. Peer assessors
received — as part of their formal instruction pesgme — an introduction to oral presentation

skills and the use of the evaluation rubric.
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Procedure

Participants were — as a formal part of their psi@ly course - invited to deliver three short
oral presentations about a prescribed topic. Alghesentations were recorded. Due to drop-
out of a number of participants for the second lordt presentation, the final humber of
recorded recordings of oral presentations was 28@ad of 219.

After the first presentation, students participatedividually in a computer-based
multimedia training programme about oral preseoteti(see De Grez et al., submitted). After
the second presentation students received feedbasled on the assessment rubric about
their performance on the first presentation. Fa tinird of the participants, this feedback was
based on the self-assessment of their first pragent The other participants received
feedback either from peers or from professionasgehl on the quantitative scoring of the nine

assessment criteria (see below).

Assessors and the assessment procedure

The evaluation of the oral presentations - bottpfofessional and peer assessors - was based
on video recordings. None of the assessors wassamiaether they assessed a recording of a
first, a second or a third oral presentation. Réiogs were assigned at random to assessors.

Professional assessors evaluated individuall\20%recorded oral presentations. For
each oral presentation, scores were determinedthfer9 criteria in the rubric. Each
professional assessor evaluated between 34 tcadlpressentations.

Student peers assessed 29 presentations. Ealobsef 29 presentations was assessed
by six different peers. This specific number isdzthen the work of Hafner and Hafner (2003)
who reported a large improvement in generalizabflibm a single rater to about five raters
and on the work of Dannefer et al. (2005) who codetl that six peers were needed to
achieve a moderate generalizability in assessiafpgsional competence. As a result, in total
174 peer evaluations have been carried out.

As part of the research design, one third of dugi@pants was asked to rate their own
presentation with the assessment rubric. The assegsubric was at the base of the design
of multimedia instruction package. Therefore, wa easume that these students were also

well acquainted with the rubric criteria in viewtbe self-assessment activity.
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5. Research Results

Initial analyses

Before the research data were analysed in vievnefrésearch questions, quality control of
the assessment process was carried out. This fbarsencontrolled differences in the way
professional assessors applied the assessment,ralespite the random distribution of
recorded presentations to the professionals. Titer lanplies that no significant differences
in average scores are expected. Analysis of vagiaras applied to test differences. Post hoc
comparisons confirm that professional assessoraadaliffer significantly in applying the
rubric criteria Introduction, Structure, and Contaith audience. But significant differences
are observed in view of the other six criteria. Aidthal analysis reveals that - for five of the
Six criteria — it is consistently the same profesal assessor that adopted a more lenient view
as compared to the other assessors. An implicafidhe assessment bias - that could result
from this finding - could have been that the mesalwation scores obtained for the first,
second, and third presentation are significantffecent when we carry out the analysis with
or without the scores of the too lenient asse<3arying out a general linear model analysis
of the differences in evaluation scores betweerfithe second, and third presentation results
in both cases in a comparable pattern. In bothscésere is a significant progress from
presentation one to presentation two and a norfisigmt progress from presentation two to
three.

To detect bias, caused by gender, an analysiaridnce was carriedut to compare
whether the gender of the professional assessoittengender of the assessed resulted in
significantly different oral presentation skill susnores. The results indicate that there is no
significant difference between the scores of maleg #male presenters when assessed by a

male or a female professional assessor.
What is the level of agreement between peer assassiand professional assessments?
After calculating the sum score of the nine rulaniteria @ = .85), the score for each of the

nine criteria and the sum score of the criteriaen@mpared between professional- and peer

assessors. Table 4.1 summarizes the analysissiesult
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Table 4.1
Professional assessment scores (= Prof.) versusapgessment (= Peer) scores: descriptives,

t-tests and correlation analysis=29)

Assessment criter

Professional mean Peer mean

(Standard deviation)(Standard deviation)

Introduction 1.72 (0.80) 2.01 (0.55) 2.10* A44*
Structure 2.07 (0.81) 2.41 (0.37) 2.32 .32
Conclusion 1.25 (0.44) 1.68 (0.39) 4.29%* 18
Interaction audience 2.59 (0.68) 2.89 (0.35) 2.67* A5*

Enthusiasm 2.24 (0.64) 2.86 (0.60) 4.64** .32
Eye contact 2.45 (0.87) 2.99 (0.57) 3.15%* 24
Vocal delivery 2.90 (0.67) 3.25(0.44) 3.00** 39*
Body language 1.79 (0.86) 2.37 (0.52) 3.26** 10
Professionalism 2.10 (0.56) 2.61 (0.39) 5.56** B2*
Sum score 2.14 (0.37) 2.57 (0.32) 6.21** A5*

*p<.05 *p<.01

The analysis results indicate that a positive—rmitconsistently significant - correlation can
be observed between professional and peer assdssowrs. The rubric sum score of
professional assessments is significantly lowen theer assessments@.21;p< .01). Also,
for eight rubric criteria we can observe signifitgnlower scores from the professional
assessors.

Above, analysis results were discussed about uléty of the professional assessors.
Below, we report the results of an analysis foogigin the inter-peer agreement on the basis
of a generalizability analysis. A two-facet gerieability study was carried out by adopting
the analysis procedure of Mushquash and O’Conm@®GR The generalizability coefficient
indicates the reliability pending the number of passessment scores and the amount of
criteria used in the rubric. As not all the peessessed all the oral presentations, the data are
nested. The analysis of the variance componeats summarized in table 4.2 - shows that
the variance in scores related to the oral pregentais low (9,7 % of the total variance). The

variance component for peers (21% of total variarcarge and the component for peers by
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criteria (7% of total variance) and peers by paénts (3% of total variance) are moderate to
small. Finally there is a zero variance comporienthe rubric criteria and a large residual

variance (58,8% of the total variance).

Table 4.2

Estimation of variance components

df S¢ MS Variance %

Source of variance
Oral presentation scores 28 148,99 5,32 0,85 9.7

Peers 5 254,81 50,96 0,185 21,1
Peers x Criteria 48 115,20 2,40 0,065 7,4
Peers/participants 140 105,10 0,75 0,026 3,0
Residu 1344 693,02 0,52 0,516 58,8

23S= Sum of Square8MS= Mean Square

In Table 4.3 estimation is given of the generalildgbcoefficients. The generalizability
coefficient for the nine criteria and the six peggints at a good reliability. The relati@
coefficient is equal to .85. this is higher thae &> .80 criterion for reliability (Mushquash
& O’Connor, 2006). This cut off criterion is alrgadeached when nine rubric criteria are
applied by four different peer&(=.80). Alternatively, when six peers are involved are

allowed to reduce the rubric to six critera £.81).

Table 4.3
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Estimation of the generalizability coefficientS)( based on the number of peers and amount

of criteria

Number of peers 1 2 3 4 5 6
Criteria

1 A3 .23 31 .38 43 48
2 .23 37 A7 .54 .59 .64
3 .29 46 .56 .63 .68 71
4 .35 52 .62 .68 73 76
5 .39 .56 .66 72 .76 .79
6 43 .60 .69 75 .79 .81
7 45 .62 g1 A7 .80 .83
8 48 .65 73 .78 .82 .84
9 .50 .67 .75 .80 .83 .85

To detect possible gender effects, a two-wdyOVA was carried out with gender of the
assessor and the gender of the assessed studentlependent variables and the oral
presentation skills sum score as the dependenablari This was done separately for
professional and for peer assessors. Results tedisat gender of the professional assessors
(F(1,205)= .03,p=.87) and of the peer assessdf¢1(170)= .85,p=.36) did not have a
significant impact. The interaction effect gendérntle assessor and gender of the assessed
was not significant for professional assessb(4,205)= .2.91p=.09) but was significant for
peers E(1,170)= .4.17p=.04). Male peers give female presenters signifigdngher scores

than male presenters, but female peers do not swatea difference.

What is the level of agreement between self-assegss@and professional assessments?
In view of this research question, the scoring ltesare compared of professional assessors
and the self-assessment by students. Table 4.4 aupa® the analysis results. Overall, we

find a positive — but not consistently significantorrelation between professional and self-

assessment scores.
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Table 4.4
Professional assessment (Prof.) versus self-assas¢gelf):

descriptivest-tests and correlation analysis={9)

Assessment criter

Professional mean Self mean

(standard deviation) (standard deviation)

Introduction 2.30 (0.69) 2.71 (0.92) 4.67** .56**
Structure 2.57 (0.94) 2.99 (0.96) 3.55%* A40**
Conclusion 1.91 (0.74) 2.21(0.94) 3.20** 53**
Interaction audience  2.72 (0.76) 2.62 (0.81) 0.88 .18
Enthusiasm 2.43 (0.79) 2.66 (0.80) 2.19* 33**
Eye contact 2.72 (0.82) 3.15(0.91) 3.51** 19
Vocal delivery 3.07 (0.81) 3.03 (0.72) 0.43 .38**
Body language 2.09 (0.93) 2.47 (0.78) 3.07** .18
Professionalism 2.47 (0.67) 2.57 (0.69) 1.31 H1x*
Sum score 2.46 (0.53) 2.70 (0.49) 4,13** H53**

*p<.05 *p<.01

The ‘total’ rubric score of professional assesswmerst significantly lower than self
assessments £ 4.13;p<.01). With the exception of two criteria (Interact with the audience
and Vocal delivery), the same applies to the sgooinspecific rubric criteria.

The self-assessment scores of male and femaléipants are not significantly
different F(1,75)= .30p=.58).

What are the student perceptions about peer assgs3m
The average perception score for the six itemberperception scale reflects a predominantly
positive opinion about peer assessment. Compardoriirst (M = 3.67 and second
administration (M = 4.11) of the scale points at a significant iase in this positive
approach of peer assessment 4.11;p =<.001).

6. Discussion and conclusions
In the present study, alternative assessment agpesavere studied. In this context, self- and
peer assessment were positioned within a sociahitteg perspective on self regulated

learning. The limited -and often contradictory- idadale empirical evidence about self- and
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peer assessment of oral presentation skills imiegmprompted the design of a study in which
the psychometric quality of self- and peer assessmwas contrasted to the assessment by
professionals.

Comparison of the professional and peer assessmiemt scores points at a positive
relationship, but also at critical differences. Tpgasitive and significant correlation of .45 is
comparable to indices found by Cheng and Warre@5pand by Patri (2002), but lower than
the .83 correlation values reported by Hughes aardé (1993). The rather low correlation in
the present study might suggest that peers andegmiohals interpreted the criteria and
indicators of the rubric in a different way. Thiancbe explained by differences in the wide
and depth of their respective experiential baseoAWwithin the group of peers not all peers
could have applied the same criteria in a comparabti/or consistent way. The inconsistency
is suggested by the large proportion of the vapgaticat is related to peers in the
generalizability analysis results, and the smaidpprtion of the total variance to be attributed
to the quality of the oral presentations. But, guggestion is in conflict with the observation
of a zero variance component for the assessmeatiarin the rubric. This points at a strong
internal consistency. The large residual variafmend in the present study, is comparable to
the results reported by Hafner and Hafner (200%) f@sults suggest that the combined
scores of four peers can partly compensate fordifierences. It is important to note that
“four peer assessors” is a significant reductiorth@ number of assessors required to attain
the G criterion for reliability. Alternatively, the anadis results also suggest that we can
reduce the number of evaluation criteria in theaitulrhis is however not an option, because
we want — as explained in our theoretical basepréwide learners with as much feedback as
possible. Lastly, the finding that peers producghér marks as compared to professional
assessors, is in agreement with other studies (eggan et al., 2005).

With regard to the comparison of self-assessmamtes and professional assessment
scores, we can again conclude that there is a lgvelgreement and disagreement when
assessing the oral presentations. Neverthelesdjigheand significant correlation between
both assessment scores £ .53), is higher than values reported in othedists (e.g.,
AlFallay, 2004). Also the finding that the self-assment scores are — nearly always - higher
marks than professional marks, is confirmed by oshedies (e.g., Patri, 2002).

As explained above, these nearly consistent éiffegs can be explained by the more
detailed and broader experience of professionalls wrial presentations. They can retrieve
from their memory a larger set of models that eXd@gpow oral presentation do or do not
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meet the criteria. Price and O’Donovan (2006) nmentacit knowledge that is experience-
based and can only be made explicit through therghaf experiences.

With regard to the research question focusing tudemt perceptions of peer
assessment, it can be stated that the resultstraflery positive attitude towards the value of
peer assessment. In addition, having experiencid asel or peer-assessment affects this
perception again in a positive way. This positieggeption towards peer assessment of oral
presentation skills is a promising finding in thght of the impact of perceptions on student
learning (Struyven et al., 2003).

The present study has the merit of paying attantioothe inter-rater reliability of the
professional assessors. As explained above, orieeohssessors applied a number of the
criteria in a more lenient way. Statistical solagsowere found to tackle this problem in the
present study. Nevertheless, in a normal instroatisetting, teachers have to be aware of the
bias caused by assessors approaching the criterdiverse ways. This should also be
considered when setting up assessment relatedcbgdapping, 2003).

Gender was also studied as a potential sourcéasf Bender of the assessor nor the
student being assessed seems to influence thesassggrocess or assessment marks. This is
in concordance with the findings of Sellnow andifiea (2004), but different from what was
reported by others (Edens, Rink, & Smilde, 200(hdam et al., 2005). Analysis of the inter-
rater reliability also reveals that specific aseemst criteria pose hardly a problem, whereas
other criteria more easily lead to disagreemenvéen types of assessors.

These findings suggest that the training of asseshould take this into account, and
more examples and or more concrete indicators dhbal provided to them, and this is
consistent with the point of view of several auth(@.g., Sluijsmans, 2002).

Though a more in-depth analysis of the inter-regéability of professional, peer, and
self-assessment is beyond the scope of the pretaht, we have to keep in mind that the
requirement to guarantee a high level of reliapit not always met (see also e.g., Price &
O’Donovan, 2006; Topping, 2003). The results dbsuggest that we should stop applying
self- and peer assessment of oral presentatids.skifo Langan et al. (2005) and Sluijsmans
(2002) make it clear that the benefits of peersmsent outweigh a certain degree of
discrepancy between e.g., student marks, tutor sparkd peer markings. Boud (2007) refers
in this context to the “consequential” validity asessment. The value of self- and peer
assessment is also to be found in the impact omdheisition process of the complex oral
presentation skills. Some authors, such as Win@@4, stress the importance of the accuracy

125



126 Chapter 4

of feedback in view of future learning outcomest Bther authors, such as Gibbs (2006) and
Yorke (2003), state that not the quality of thedfesck evolving from the assessment is
crucial, but the actual engagement of the studera feedback generating process. In our
opinion, we have to combine the views of the ddfgrauthors. On the one hand, we do not
want students to take the wrong actions basedwmiality feedback. On the other hand we
also don’'t want to block the future behaviour thladuld evolve from feedback. The question
is therefore especially how to improve the quatifyself and peer assessment approaches.
Falchikov (2005) recommends developing evaluatioieria in collaboration with students.
Price and O’Donovan (2006) warn that it is insuéfic to concentrate on more detailed
indicators for assessment criteria or standardsausec these indicators can become
counterproductive if they are too comprehensiveesehauthors rather stress the importance
of giving students sufficient practice and discasdio develop a shared understanding of the
explicit and tacit assessment criteria. Part ofl&ss positive results of the present study can
be explained on the base of the latter. The stsdéit not get sufficient opportunities to
practice with the assessment criteria. This commtualso challenges the statements of Hafner
and Hafner (2003) and Carlson and Smith-Howell §)9Bat assessment training is not that
essential.

Although a large amount of recorded oral presemtasessions were assessed by
peers, professional assessors, and students tvesmséhe study remains limited when it
comes to sample size, duration of the instructiontdrvention, scope of the skills to be
mastered, the complexity level of the competen@tes, These limitations are important when
we consider e.g., the findings of Gao and Bren2&91) that estimated variance components
can vary from one generalizability study to anotldepending on the sample sizes.

Our study revealed some interesting results abaut until now - under-explored
instruction and assessment field. Additional reseaould focus on the impact of assessment
training, student collaboration in relation to aéfig assessment criteria etc. Future studies
should also consider the nature of the target agdi¢hat could vary in knowledge domains
and expertise levels. Further research should iigats the short term, middle term and long
term effects. In this context, the relationshipwen self- and peer assessment and our

theoretical framework about self regulated learnuilgbecome more obvious.
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Chapter 5

The differential impact of observational learning and practice-
based learning on the development of oral presentan skills in

higher education

Abstract

The present study focuses on the design and ewaiuaf an innovative instructional

approach to develop oral presentation skills. Titervention builds on the observational
learning theoretical perspective. This perspeciszecompared to a less guided research
condition that builds on extended practice. Thailtessuggest a significant impact on the
progress in oral presentation skills. But a sigaifit impact of the observational learning
approach is only observed in relation to contelattee evaluation criteria, and not in relation
to delivery criteria. Results also suggest thadleitis are highly motivated to learn this type of

skills. Specific student characteristics did n@typh mediating role.

1. Introduction

Oral presentation skills are considered to beaalitprofessional competences. As a result
they are central in many higher education curriogidanbar, Brooks, & Kubicka-Miller,
2006). In contrast, oral presentation skills aredlyathe object of empirical research. The
available oral presentation research especiallydes on the assessment of these skills (see
e.g., Wood, Marks, & Jabbour, 2005). As a reswigjlable publications and current practices
about how to teach oral presentation skills aredlgaevidence-based (e.g., Baker, &

" Based on: De Grez, L., Valcke, M., & Roozen, 10q8). The differential impact of
observational learning and practice-based learnimghe development of oral presentation
skills in higher educatiarManuscript submitted for publication Educational Studies.
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Thompson, 2004). They mostly build on basic intithns and giving students opportunities
to practice (e.g., Grace & Gilsdorf, 2004).

In the current article, we build on the resultsaokeries of design-based research
studies about the development and evaluation df gresentation skills. Results of a first
study (De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, in press) poirdéedhe critical position of motivational
constructs, such as self-efficacy, attribution, agolal orientation in developing oral
presentation skills. The study especially pointetha significant and positive impact of self
generated focused learning goals as compared &raegoals of learners (De Grez et al., in
press). These findings influenced the design anéldpment of a goal-directed standardised
multimedia instruction approach in a second studthe results of the latter study show that
this standardised multimedia approach result ingaifccant learning gain. But, questions
were raised as to the potential impact of oppotyutd practice the presentation skills (De
Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, submitted). The secondysalso investigated the role of the peers
as assessor of the oral presentations. The resditate that a criterion-based assessment by
four peers results in scores with a good interenagiability.

In the present and third study, we build on thaltesof the second study and centre

on the manipulation of “practice” opportunitiesleérners.

2. Theoretical framework

In the present study, teaching and learning orasgmtation skills is approached from the
social cognitive perspective on self-regulated desy (Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997,
Zimmerman, 2001) and builds strongly on the sdeiaining theory of Bandura (1986). This
theoretical approach is commonly adopted in conmmstdraining settings. According to
Taylor, Russ-Eft, & Chan (2005) this perspective Has become one of the most widely
used, well-researched, and highly regarded psygiwdtly based training interventions
approach...” The theoretical framework will guide thefinition of the research questions in
the next section.

Bandura (2005) states that the learning procesdsstaith social modelling
experiences and develops via emulation to a selfralted level (Zimmerman, 2000). This
process implies that the first level is an obseova level during which learners watch a
model performing the skill to be acquired. Wherreas try — with assistance- to adopt the

model behaviour, they move to the emulation lexlthe third level - the self-controlled
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level - learners practice the behaviour indepengeasitthe model, but still in a structured
setting. The self-regulated level is the fourthelewhere learners are able to adapt their
performance to changing conditions.

Zimmerman (2000) exemplifies this learning procedtt a study of Kitsantas about
the acquisition of dart throwing skills. Learners the modelling condition outperformed
those that merely developed their skill on the ldsextended practice.

Other studies come to comparable results, buthardtnowledge domains: e.g., mathematics
(Schunk & Hanson, 1985), writing and reading (Cpyzil999) and in the domain of
argumentative writing (Braaksma, Rijlaarsdam, & \¢&m Bergh, 2002). No studies could be
traced that focused on the domain of learning pr@éentation skills.

In the cited studies, observational learners ofwpmed those that learned by
practicing. This does not imply that participafntsn the latter group did not learn. Braaksma
et al (2002) observed in this context the mediatmpgact of aptitude and prior knowledge.
Medium level and good students progressed in batiditions (observational learning versus
learning by practicing) but weak students profitetbre from observational learning
(Braaksma et al., 2002). Students in the lattesatiin still needed to develop adequate initial
cognitive representations. The modelling approasns to be adequate in this context since
it acts as a guide to perform complex behaviounfBaa, 2005). The cognitive representation
also serves as a standard for future correctivesadents (Bandura, 2005) but this requires
that learners can observe their own behaviour aredgret it correctly (Bandura, 1986). This
introduces the three key sub-processes distingdisine self-regulated learning: self-
observation, self-judgment, and self-reaction (®&hu2001). Self-observation can be
regarded as the first step in a learning processitahas next to an informational, also a
motivational function (Bandura, 1986; Schunk, 2000he information helps to set realistic
performance standards and motivates learners ttveewiepending on their outcome and
efficacy expectations (Schunk, 2001). The basis doange in their behaviour (“better”
performance) lies in the self-judgment processraumwhich information gathered via self-
observation is compared to the performance go#heliearners attribute failure/success to an
internal cause they can influence successfully,iarsdworthwhile, than the learner will start
a self-reaction process that brings the behavioarenn line with the performance standard.
Motivation will depend on the anticipation of susseor failure of the adapted behaviour
(Schunk. 2001).

The former set of theoretical assumptions helpxfdain the significant results found

in our earlier studies. The differential impactspecific goal orientation influences the self-
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observation and self-judgment processes. The gtdisdd multimedia instructional, in
combination with internal or external feedback dieafluenced the self-observation, and the
self-judgment processes. And the (limited) attenfiaid to practice, could have influenced
the self-reaction processes, though this impactl@sssconclusive.

Bandura (1986) makes a clear distinction betweaquiition” and “performance”
because learners do not always demonstrate whatléhened. This is especially the case
when what is learned has little functional valudhew weak performance will result in
negative reinforcement (Schunk, 2001). Modellingagain helpful in this context, since
observing a model performing the expected behaviauthout observing negative
consequences, will influence the probability tieg behaviour will be executed.

Personal characteristics, such as self-efficaoggpions of the learning environment,
goal orientation, and attributions, are additiomatiables that play a role from the social
learning perspective. Empirical studies underpis {ee e.g., De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen,
2006; De Grez et al, submitted; Lowyck, Elen, & tisén, 2004). An interaction effect
between characteristics of the participants andacieristics of the instructional setting is
also mentioned by e.g., Braaksma et al. (2002).

When turning to the context of higher educationricuta that focus on oral
presentation skills, we first have to verify if ttheeoretical framework described above can be
successfully applied to the learning of oral présgon skills. If the latter is the case, the
assumption can be made that these students haaznlobserved many oral presentations,
and therefore can be situated at level three or ifoaheir development of these particular
skills. On the base of what they did observe andgrally deliver, it can be hypothesized that
they can mobilise basic cognitive representatiomst tguide their attempts to give a
presentation about a prescribed topic without lfrelp the faculty. If the latter hypothesis is
confirmed, this implies that learners experiencgutiicient level of observational learning
and that now they especially need opportunitiespi@ctice. These assumptions about the
self-monitoring capacities of these students ediciumber of questions. Can we, for instance,
be so confident about the nature and quality ofilavi@ cognitive representation about
“good” or “effective” oral presentations? Did lears receive adequate corrective feedback
after their oral presentation attempts in view dfuatment of their strategies? Are they
sufficiently aware of the standards and the exgeptgformance level? If this last question is
to be answered in a negative way, this will introeldhe need for additional observational
learning to acquire the standards before turningréxtice. An additional question looks at

student characteristics that will mediate the impaftinstruction. Are the students e.g.,
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sufficiently motivated to bridge the gap betweea skandards and their personal performance
level? How is their self-efficacy as to giving opksentations? Do they attach a high value to
this task? Are students still inhibited to givelqueesentations? This long list of questions is
especially valid when students haven't been inwblwe a systematic and performance

oriented learning process that reflects the sulogs®es that result in self-regulated learning

(see Schunk, 2001): self-observation, self-judgmemd self-reaction.

3. Research hypotheses

On the base of the theoretical framework and thelt® of earlier studies, we put forward the
following research questions:
 Will oral presentation skill performance improve eduo a combination of
observational learning and individual practice?
» Is the progress in oral presentation skills lardee to observational learning as
compared to only getting practice opportunities?
 What are the interaction effects between studemiracieristics (goal orientation,
personal performance estimation, perception ofruetbn and learning) and

instructional interventions on oral presentatiorfgenance?

4. Research Design

In view of testing the research hypotheses, a girg@sttest cross-over design was set up.
Instead of defining a traditional control conditiancross-over design has been adopted to

establish a control condition during a first angeaond phase of the research set up.

Participants

The participants were university freshman (32 farehd 6 male) enrolled for a Business
Administration introductory course about psychologincluding a section about
communication and presentation skilis=15) and second year students from the linguistics
and literature departmem=23) enrolled for a course about communication pmes$entation

skills.
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Before their involvement in the present study, ipgrants never enrolled for a course
focusing on the training and development of ora&spntation skills. Nevertheless, in other
courses, some of them had been invited to delivert ®ral presentations; e.g., in the context
of their foreign language courses. But this was based on a systematic instructional
intervention, neither were the presentation goatsred towards assessment of their

presentation skills.

Research instruments

Participants were invited to fill out a set of raseh instruments at the start and at the end of
the research procedure. These instruments focuséteqarticipants’ beliefs about learning,

their self-efficacy, and their perception of thethuctional format.

Questionnaire 1: Personal characteristics

Goal orientation measure: PALShe revised version of the Patterns of Adaptiverhieg
Survey (Midgley et al., 2000) consists of threer 3l agtem subscales that represent three goal
orientations (task goal, performance approach, pexdormance avoidance). The revised
version of the PALS was translated into Dutch feilog the ‘parallel blind technique’

(Behling & Law, 2000). The translated questionnagia be found in appendix A.

Personal performance estimatiolVe asked the participants to evaluate and scone the
personal oral presentation on the base of a rubhts rubric was developed during a pilot
study, and builds on nine criteria: three contetated criteria (introduction, structure, and
conclusion), five criteria focusing on the preséntadelivery (eye-contact, vocal delivery,
enthusiasm, interaction with the audience, and Badguage), and one overall evaluation
item (professionalism). Respondents were askett their presentation along a 5 point

Likert scale. Descriptors were made available toudrent the five performance levels.

Perception of ‘peer assessmenth the former study (De Grez et al., submitteshme
students expressed concerns about the fact thabthépresentations were also assessed and
scored by peers, To measure student perceptioeefgssessment, the instrument that was
constructed and validated by Sluijsmans (2002)bdesn adopted in this study. The original

subscale consisted of 7 items, with an alpha nétalcoefficient of .74. One item was
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omitted and a few words were changed to adaptuhscsale to the specific oral presentation

situation. The questionnaire can be found in appefAaf chapter 3.

Questionnaire 2: The learning process

In this second questionnaire, respondents weredaskeeflect on their learning process.
Items were presented to be rated on a five-pokertiscale. ltems deal with:

(1) The characteristics of the learning processa(timuch time did you spend preparing the
presentation? How much did you like the followirsg\{en) instructional elements (ten-point
Likert scale)? How much did you learn from the daling (seven) instructional elements
(ten-point Likert scale)?

(2) Perceptions of peer assessment: this implied rduse of the subscale of the first
guestionnaire.

(3) Perceptions regarding their learning progresg.( Are you happy with the progress you
made? Did the instruction result in the acquisit@nknowledge, skills, self-confidence
(seven-point Likert scale)? Two internal and thex¢ernal attributions (seven-point Likert

scale).

5. Research procedure

Table 5.1 gives a structured overview of the stEplowed in the research procedure.

Participants were assigned randomly to a reseamtitton. These conditions only differ in

the timing of the standardised multimedia instrueti In both conditions, all oral

presentations were videotaped.
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Table 5.1

Overview of the research procedure

Condition 1: observational learning first ~ Conditi@: learning from practice first

Step1l Administration questionnaire 1 Administratgquestionnaire 1
Step 2  Oral presentation 1 Oral presentation 1

Step 3  Standardised multimedia instruction

Step4  Oral presentation 2 Oral presentation 2

Step 5 Standardised multimedia instruction
Step 6  Oral presentation 3 Oral presentation 3

Step 7  Administration questionnaire 2 Administratgquestionnaire 2

The three oral presentations were evaluated andedgcby peers. Only the data from
participants whose three presentations were assbgse minimum of four peers are included
in this study. This specific number is based onrésailts of previous research (De Grez et al.,
submitted) in which was found that four peer judgteeresult in sufficiently reliable scores
Peers only assessed oral presentations from studleey were not acquainted with (e.qg.,
students studying French and Italian assessedniatiems of respondents studying Spanish
and English). In addition, peers did never assas® than one presentation of one and the

same student.

Observational learning through the standardisedtimedia instruction

In order to support observational learning, shadew clips were presented that illustrate
behaviour in relation to the nine rubric criterisalissed above. The collection of video clips
is incorporated into a computer-based multimedgruttional package about the do’s and
don’ts of an oral presentation. Figure 5.1 preséwits screenshots from the multimedia

package.
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.‘_"-‘
Can. I learn:it?s

Delivery
3. eyecontact

What can we learn from Bert?  hink before you dick for the answers!

1. Believe in change!

2. Doit'step by step’
3. Reflect like Bert did: what's good and what do I have to change?

Figure 5.1. Two screen-dumps of the multimediaricdional package to support training and

assessment of oral presentation skills.

In the first part of the video-based instruction,aswer is given to the question “why should
I learn how to present?” The content reflects astary goal orientation” and a ‘performance
approach goal orientation’ and builds on the testiynof a female manager. This testimony
demonstrates that oral presentation skills arelyggdued in professional life.

The second part builds on the testimony of a maldemt and focuses on learning
strategies. In line with the theoretical framew@andura, 1997), the social model tells about
the difficulties he had in dealing with “the pretaion assignment” and how he reflected on
his learning strategy, changed it, and was suagessthe end (applause from the audience
and complimented by the teacher). Tucker and M¢@gR001) report that such a testimony
can enhance self-efficacy and this can be a maivalt construct that predicts the
presentation performance (De Grez et al., 2006¢. Mibdel also stressed the importance of
self chosen, proximal, and attainable goals (Sch2®1). He also attributed success to
practicing. Such internal attributions have a pesitimpact on motivation and on
performance (see e.g., Eccles & Wigfield, 2002).

In the third and main part of the multimedia instron, the nine criteria of the
assessment instrument (cfr. supra) are illustraiéid 14 subsequent, but related video clips.
Based on comparable studies (Baldwin, 1992; Scliinh@lema, 2002), a mixture of social
models (gender and age groups) was involved tooperthe desirable behaviour (9 video
clips) and undesirable behaviour (5 video clips)otder to stimulate reflection, participants
are asked after each video clip to think first gbobat they observed and then to click for
additional information about the criterion.

139



140 Chapter 5

In the fourth and last part of the instruction,dgnts get the opportunity to practice the
application of the assessment criteria. This paftects the third set of processes in
observational learning (Bandura, 1997). Participame invited to assess a video recording of

an oral presentation, on the base of the nineriaipgesented earlier.

6. Research Results

Quiality screening of the research instruments

Tests were conducted to analyse whether scoreibdisgtms were normal. When score
distributions were not normal (Kolmogorov-Smirn@sts) the nonparametric equivalents of
t-test and correlations were used for these sulscaieaddition reliability indices were

calculated. Table 5.2 summarizes the analysis teesulThese reflect acceptable to good
reliability indices.

Table 5.2

Psychometric quality of scales and subscales

Subscales a M Standard

deviation

1 PALS task goal* .66 4.60 0.42
2. PALS performance approach 72 2.34 0.58
3. PALS performance avoid .70 3.22 0.81
4.Perception of peer assessment (first questiognair .78 4.14 0.62
5. Perception of peer assessment (second guesti@nna 74 4.22 0.50
6. Personal performance estimation .84 2.81 0.52
7. Qualitative preparation .70 2.67 0.77
8. Quantitative preparation .89 2.27 0.73
9. Appreciation of the instructional intervention .83 6.26 1.27
10. Learning from the instructional intervention .83 6.60 1.26

Note: subscales 9 + 10 are ten point Likert scales.

* with two items deleted
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The key dependent variable in this study is thdityuaf the oral presentations. The 114 oral
presentations (three for each participant) werejessribed earlier, assessed by 4 peers. The
mean of the peer assessment scores was calcudatedh-facet generalizability study was
conducted to estimate the inter-peer agreementtendariance components underlying the
measurement procedure. The generalizability stihged on the analysis procedure of
Mushquash and O’Connor (2006), produced a genahaliyy coefficient of .89 when
building the reliability index on four peers anch@iassessment criteria. This is above the
threshold ofG > .80 criterion (Mushquash & O’Connor, 2006). Thwlgsis of the variance
components — as summarized in table 5.3 - showslibaexplained variance in assessment
scores that depends on the nature of the oralmedsmns is large (22% of the total variance).
The explained variance that depends on the compopeegrs by criteria and peers by
participants is around 3% and therefore small. IBirthere is a zero variance component for

the rubric criteria and a large residual variar&€&1%).

Table 5.3

Estimation of variance components

Source of variance Df SS* MS**  Variance %

Oral presentation scores 113 818.20 7.24 .18 22%
Peers 3 90.77  30.26 .03 3.1%
Peers x Criteria 32 12553 3.92 .03 3.6%
Peers/participants 339 271.89 .80 .03 3.5%
Residu 3616 1986.03 .55 .55 67.7%

* SS= Sum of Squares; MS= Mean Square.

Three different sum scores were developed fromrabeic assessment scores: a total sum
based on the nine rubric criteria € .83), a sum score based on the three conteatedel

criteria (@ = .62) and a sum score based on the five delikaated criteriad = .77).
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The impact of observational learning and individpadctice on oral presentation

performance

A repeated-measures analysis of variance with (iaese-Geiser correction was carried out
to assess the within-subjects main effect of olsemwal learning and practice on the quality
of the three successive oral presentations. Repaltg at a significant increase in overall
(sum of the nine criteria) performande((L.88, 67.85) = 36.0% < .001,etef=.50), in relation

to the presentation content quality (1.91, 68.70) = 25.62p < .001, et=.42), and in
relation to the presentation delivery qualiy(Q.82, 65.56) = 16.2% < .001,eta=.31).

Table 5.4 summarizes the results of t-tests and\tieoxon signed ranks tests that clarify the
progress between the three oral presentations.|tResveal that performance increased
significantly for seven out of nine oral-performanscores between the first and third oral
presentation. In terms of effect size, the growthiery large for the subscale Conclusiba (

5. 64p < .001,d = 1.22) and Interaction with audien@e= 6.99,p < .001,d = .92). The
growth is rather small for Eye contatt(.45p= .66,d = 0.07) and Vocal delivery € 1.88p

= .07,d = 0.34). The overall picture of the progress mbeveen presentation one and two
is very similar to that of the progress made betwgesentation one and three, but the effect
sizes are smaller for most of the criteria. Thegpess between presentation two and three is
rather restricted, except for the subscale Commtu$i= 3.19p < .001,d = 0.60).

142



143 Observational learning and practice-thdsarning

Table 5.4
Scores =38) on the three oral presentations (=pres)
Mean, t-tests / Wilcoxon signed ranks tests, effect

assessment Mean Mean Mean t/z t/z t/z
criteria pres. 1 pres. 2 pres. 3 pres. 1-< d pres. 1-: d pres. 2-: d
Introduction 2.72 3.02 3.13 4.77** 0.75 3.18* 1.01
Structure 2.92 3.10 3.32 3.88** 2.14* 0.37 2.16*
Conclusion 2.26 2.58 2.93 5.64** 122  3.22* 0.57  3.19* 0.60
Interaction audience 2.74 3.17 3.22 6.99** 092  7.36* 0.90 0.63 0.10
Enthusiasm 2.72 3.05 3.11 4, 52% 0.58 4.41* 0.52 0.83 0.09
Eye-contact 3.36 3.51 3.41 0.45 0.07 1.48 0.20 1.06 -0.16
Vocal delivery 3.20 3.30 3.37 2.14* 1.57 0.19 1.05
Body language 291 3.25 3.24 3.04* 0.55  3.94* 0.62 0.09 -0.02
Professionalism 2.85 3.07 3.28 4.59** 3.27** 0.45  3.38**
Sum score content 2.63 291 3.13 7.23** 1.12 4.30** 0.68 2.95%* 0.49
Sum score delivery 2.99 3.25 3.27 4.57* 0.57 5.60* 0.54 0.34 0.04
Sum score of 9 criteri 2.85 3.12 3.23 7.57* 0.87 6.22* 0.64 2.69* 0.26

Note: underlined results reflect Wilcoxon signedkstests results
*p<.05 *p<.01

Is the progress in oral presentation skills larglkre to observational learning as
compared to only getting practice opportunities?

Results of the repeated-measures analysis of wa&i@@reenhouse-Geiser correction) with
the two research conditions as the between sulgettr, indicate that there is no overall
significant differential effectR (1.88, 67.85)= 0.41p =.65). The progress made between
presentation one and three is about 13% for ppaints in both conditions. This implies that
the overall progress achieved by participants #tatt with observational learning before
getting opportunities to practice, is not signifidg different from the progress made by
participants that first started practicing befobservational learning.

But, we note a significant difference at the levietontent related criteria. Participants
starting with observational learning reflect a Egogress in content related criteria between

presentation one and two (13.79%) but made oniynalprogress between presentation two
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and three (4.27%). Participants starting with pcawg made only a small progress between
presentation one and two (5.87%) but progresseddiir between presentation two and three
after observational learning (12.37%).

Further analysis of the impact on the three specifintent related criteria reveals a
significant interaction effect on the “quality ohd& conclusion” in both experimental
conditions E (1.81, 64.99)= 3.87 =.03,eta’=.10). The results of a split file analysis based
on the two experimental conditions show that theugrreceiving observational learning first,
progressed significantly between presentation omé @avo ¢ (1, 20)= 21.05,p< .001,
eta=.51) and in a non-significant way between preg@itawo and threeR (1, 20)= 1.35p
=.26, etf=.06). In contrast, participants in the “practicest! condition mirror an
insignificant progress between presentation onetandF (1, 16) = .001p =.98, eta=.00),
but a significant progress between presentation and three K (1, 16)= 14.00p =.002,
etd=.47).

Student characteristics

Participants report a strong task goal orientafMrn= 4.60) and are moderately motivated to
learn oral presentation skills(= 3.56). They report a clear gain in knowledgeugsition M

= 5.54), progress in oral presentation skiMs=£ 5.44), and an increase in self-confideride (
= 5.18). When asked what instructional elementduémiced their oral presentation
performance, they put “preparation” fird#l (= 6.47), the “nature of the topic” second &
5.34), and their “ability” third M = 4.89). They also hold a very positive view abpaer
assessmenM = 4.22).

There is a significant correlation between obsemw@djress in oral presentation skills
and the increase in self-confidenece £ .41, p =.01). There is also a significant correlation
between the motivation to learn oral presentatikiissand the appreciation of the key
instructional elements{=.38,p =.03).

Correlations between the other variables and pseseare not significant: gain in

knowledge acquisition and increase in self-confadefs = .09, p =.62); gain in knowledge

acquisition and increase in oral presentation skill = .16, p =.36); increase in oral
presentation skills and time spend on preparatiothe presentationr{ = -.32, p =.08),
perceived progress in presentation skills and tregrpss (assessed by peers) between

presentation one and three£ .07,p =.67).
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No significant interaction effects are observedweein learner characteristics and

studying in the two experimental conditions on @asentation performance.

7. Discussion and conclusions

With regard to the first research hypothesis alio@itoverall impact of observational learning
and practice on oral presentation skills, it isaclihat the quality of the third oral presentation
was higher. Consequently the application of thetbigcal framework, described in point 2,
to the domain of the learning of oral presentaskitis proved successful. The improvement
was apparent in relation to all criteria, but pesg was larger at content level as compared to
the delivery level. It seems e.g., more difficaltinfluence “eye contact with the audience” as
compared to influencing the “quality of the conatu. This is in line with previous research
results (De Grez et al., submitted).

In order to study the differential impact of obssrenal learning and practice-based
learning, two experimental conditions were compareda cross-over design. It was
hypothesised that, like in several other studiedamains as e.g., writing (Braaksma et al,
2002), learners starting with observational leagnivould outperform learners starting with
additional practice opportunities. This hypothes&s only partly confirmed, since no overall
significant impact could be observed. But, paracifs starting with the observational learning
strategy attained a higher level in relation to thal presentation content criteria; such as
“quality of the conclusion”. The cognitive perspee about self-regulated learning (e.qg.,
Schunk & Zimmerman, 1997) offers some possible angions for these results. One
possibility is that — in general - knowledge abthé quality of a conclusion was new for all
participants. This implies that — despite earliexgtice with oral presentations — no cognitive
representations were readily available to buildrugcearners in the observational learning
condition could therefore profit in an immediateywfeom the modelling in the standardised
multimedia instruction. This facilitated learningjthe observational level. The latter was not
the case with learners in the practice conditiomhe lower impact of the multimedia
instruction can also be explained in a second Wayticipants did learn new aspects of good
oral presentations, but had difficulties with “madithe unobservable observable” (Bandura,
1986, p.66). While preparing and delivering oraégantations students have to observe
themselves before they make a judgment about theiformance in view of making

adjustments. This cyclical process might be easieelation to the criterion “quality of the
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conclusion” as compared to e.g., “use of body laiggl. The quality of a conclusion can be
analysed, compared with standards and adjustedgdarpreparation phase, but this is much
more complicated for the quality of body langualjes even possible that learners adopt
incorrect behaviour but assume that it is consisteth the standards and find this incorrect
behaviour rewarding. Even if learners know the ddéads and can accurately judge their
presentation performance, they will not automalycsirife towards the standards. They have
to be convinced that they can learn the new bebawand need a sufficient level of self-

efficacy, and attribute progress to internal anangfeable causes.

Thirdly, inhibition can have played a role. Pagpisnts can be inhibited to behave in
line with the criteria because of fear for the teats of the audience. Changing the way you
keep “eye contact” with the audience can be maatkning than changing the conclusion in
an oral presentation. It can be concluded thaveefig a good oral presentation depends on
many sub skills and that it is likely that learnbes/e attained a different level in relation to
specific sub skills. Since it is necessary to adaptinstruction to the level of the learner in an
observational learning process, the standardizelfimaglia package might have been less
effective in view of influencing specific oral perdation criteria. Learners need a coping
model at observational level, but a mastery motienaulation level, process goals to attain
the self-control level and outcome goals in view aifaining the self-regulation level
(Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 1999, 2002).

In relation to the third research hypothesis abstudent characteristics, we can
conclude that learners are convinced that learoragpresentation skills is important and that
they can learn it. This reflects promising motigatievels (Bandura, 1986). Participants are
also very positive about the learning effect ofrpessessments.

The participants report their perceived increaseniowledge about oral presentations, and an
increase in oral presentation skills. It is stratiggt no correlation could be found between
these perceptions, but we have to be careful whtenpreting a lack of correlation because of
the small number of participants involved in thedst The fact that participants feel they
learned new knowledge and skills, and additionattgined a higher self-confidence level, is
an important element in the motivation cycle taiatself reaction (Schunk, 2001).

The negative - but non-significant - correlatiorntviien reported preparation time and the
actual progress made in oral presentation is at fight remarkable. In this context the
warning of Gibbs and Simpson (2004) has to be takienaccount that “perception of effort”
depends more on student motivation than on theahetumber of hours spend during

preparation. Wagner, Schober, and Spiel (2008)s&teral authors that express their doubts
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about the reliability of retrospective time assemsts and advised to make use of diaries.
Gibbs and Simpson (2004) also warns that that ézarnmight use their “hours”
unproductively.

It is clear that developing oral presentationliskiequires a complex interplay of
cognitive and motivational processes. This compeadity exceeds the design of this study
that involved a limited number of participants agria limited period of time. Nevertheless
some interesting results emerged that are helpfdirect future research. Theses studies will
require the involvement of larger groups, durinfpager research intervention, and with a
focus on middle term and long term effects. Addisilby, also the modelling approach can be
refined. We can e.g., introduce corrective modglhfter giving personal feedback (Bandura,
1986). These are only some of the possible reseprestions in a formal learning setting, but
as Bransford et al. (2006) stipulated, researah lads to integrate insights from informal and
from implicit learning in order to create transfative theories of learning, but that is clearly

a long-term goal.
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Appendix A. Goal orientation measure PALS.

The revised version of the Patterns of Adaptive Laaing Survey (Midgley et al., 2000)

Bij de volgende vragen geef je uw mening weer eia @jfer van 1 tot 5 waarbij
1 = niet akkoord

2 =voor een groot deel niet akkoord

3 = neutraal

4 = voor een groot deel akkoord

5 = helemaal akkoord

1. Ik vind het belangrijk dit jaar heel wat nieudiegen te leren.

2. Het is belangrijk voor mij dat mijn medestudentienken dat ik de leerstof goed
beheers.

3. Het is voor mij belangrijk in de les niet derinkl te geven ‘dom’ te zijn.

4. Eén van mijn doelstellingen in de les is zovedéren als ik kan.

5. Eén van mijn doelstellingen is mijn medestudem¢stonen dat ik goed ben in wat ik
studeer.

6. Eén van mijn doelstellingen is om dit jaar heat nieuwe vaardigheden te verwerven.
7. Eén van mijn doelstellingen is te verhinderennlign medestudenten in de les zouden
denken dat ik dom ben.

8. Eén van mijn doelstellingen is mijn medestudem¢stonen dat de leerstof gemakkelijk
IS voor mij.

9. Het is belangrijk voor mij dat ik mijn leerstgfondig begrijp.

10. Het is voor mij belangrijk dat de docent niehkit dat ik minder weet dan mijn
medestudenten in de les.

11. Eén van mijn doelstellingen is om slim te lijkie vergelijking met mijn
medestudenten in de les.

12. Het is belangrijk voor mij dat ik dit jaar miyaardigheden verbeter.

13. Het is belangrijk voor mij om slimmer te lijkemvergelijking met mijn
medestudenten.

14. Eén van mijn doelstellingen in de les is omdsmijden dat ik de indruk geef moeilijk

mee te kunnen.
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Chapter 6

General discussion and conclusion

The research presented in this dissertation coratedt on the optimisation of a specific
instructional intervention, to foster the learnin§) oral presentation skills. In this final
chapter, we reflect at a more general level on ttieoretical base, the research design,
methodology, and the results of the studies preslantthis dissertation.

We start this final chapter by reiterating the afoentioned central focus and related
research questions pursued with this disserta@onthe base of this structure, we summarise
the key research results. This is the foundatiorafamore general reflection upon the research
findings and to introduce remarks about limitatioofsthe studies, directions for future

research, and implications of the findings.

1. Overview of the research questions and the redsl

The general aim of this dissertation is to impravgtructional interventions that foster the

learning of oral presentation skills.
Research questions (RQ)

Chapter 2

Preliminary question: how can we measure oral preation skills?

A new measurement instrument for oral presentatlalls was developed and ameliorated.

The instrument proved to be valid and reliable anbrkable assessment instrument.
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Chapter 2
1. Does an instructional intervention that build ornopiding learners with specific goals
and invoking self-reflection, have a beneficial aop on the development of oral
presentation skills?
a. Students in an experimental condition that fostdefining specific goals
perform better as compared to students in a contoridition where only a
general goal has been presented by the instructor.

This hypothesis was confirmed.

b. Students in an experimental condition that stiredaself-reflection perform

better than students in a control condition.

This hypothesis was not confirmed.

2. Are goal setting, self-reflection, and specific dant characteristics significant

predictors of oral presentation skills?

Performance approach goal orientation, post-téseffecacy, subject of the last presentation,
and internal attributions of learning outcome argartant predictors of the presentation

performance

Chapter 3
3. What is the impact of a standardized multimedi&rutsional intervention, based on the
social cognitive perspective on self-directed leagn with embedded evaluation,
feedback and practice on the acquisition of oragantation skills?

The instructional intervention does significanthhance oral presentation skills.

4. Is the impact from peer feedback on oral preseomaperformance as large as the
impact of feedback from experts or from self olesgyas?
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The research results do no underpin a significampact of feedback mode — from a

professional, from peers or self-assessment— oarthancement of oral presentation skills.

5. What are the interaction effects of learner chaesistics and instructional formats on
oral presentation performance? Is there a positagsociation between performance
and a mastery goal orientation? Is there a negatissociation between performance

and a performance avoidance goal orientation?

We could only detect a single significant interacteffect of a learner characteristic and the
instructional format (feedback alternatives) onl greesentation performance. This impact
could be observed in relation to the subscale T@slkl orientation of the PALS. No

interaction effects of goal orientation were fouodnsidering the both subscales of the PALS.

6. What are the students’ perceptions about the charetics and nature of the

multimedia learning environment?

Students evaluated the standardised instructiortamputer and the video clips as very
positive, but indicated they learned most from fidsedback. Second in line, they rated the
video clips to be of key importance in view of leiag the oral presentation skills.

Chapter 4

7. What is the level of agreement between peer assassiand professional assessments?
There is a positive relationship between scoresltreg from peers and scores resulting from
a professional assessment. Professional assessomeas are consistently and significantly
lower. The combined scores of four peers can padigpensate for the differences.

8. What is the level of agreement between self-assegs@and professional assessments?
There is a positive relationship, but there are al#tical differences between self-assessment

scores and scores resulting from a professionakasgent. Professional assessment scores are

consistently and significantly lower.
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9. What are the student perceptions about peer assst3m

Students adopt a very positive attitude towards pegessment.

Chapter 5
10.Will presentation skill performance improve due aocombination of observational

learning and individual practice?

Oral presentation skills increased significantlyotigh the combination of observational
learning and individual practice. This increaseeiated to overall presentation performance,
and in relation to the quality of the presentatmmmtent and in relation to quality of the

presentation delivery.

11.1s the progress in oral presentation skills largeue to observational learning as

compared to only getting practice opportunities?

This question could only be partly answered in sitpe way. Only in relation to one
criterion, the participants evolved as predictéé: quality of the conclusion of the oral

presentation.
12.What are the interaction effects between studdrdracteristics(goal orientation,
personal performance estimation, perception of rugdion and learning) and

instructional interventions on oral presentatiorrijoemance?

No significant interaction effects have been obsérbetween learner characteristics and
studying in the two experimental conditions on @asentation performance scores.
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2. General discussion

In this section, we discuss the key results sunsadrabove, they are interlinked, and related

to our theoretical framework.

Overview of the literature.

In chapter one, a general analysis about the nafuveal presentations skills was presented,
based on a review of the available literature alattuction of oral presentation skills. This
compilation of the literature was critical sincethre available literature, no comprehensive
review of the theoretical and empirical base iailable. A key observation is the strong
discrepancy between the importance attached to mmegentations in higher education
curricula and the lack of theoretical or empirisaldy to ground the design and development
of instructional interventions. There is clearly lack of a comprehensive theoretical
framework to describe and explain the potentialantpof instructional interventions in this

domain.

Development of a theoretical framework

A detailed elaboration of a general theoreticaieavork was presented in chapter one. In this
context, we adopted the social cognitive perspectipon self-regulated learning. This

framework builds on cognitive as well on motiva@gbwariables and describes short-term as
well as long-term features of the learning procéé® figures, also presented in chapter one,
build on this theoretical framework, and illustréite iterative learning process to developing
— among others — oral presentation skills. The feaming subprocesses, distinguished by the
social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1986), were cdei®d useful to direct the design and

development of the instructional intervention.

Research instruments

The theoretical framework stressed the importarigermmber of cognitive and motivational
variables, such as learning conceptions, percepabout assessment, etc.

We adapted a number of existing instruments toused in our specific research
setting. We adapted the questionnaire of Bakx, \éten, & Van der Sanden (2003) and
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Bakx, Van der Sanden, Sijtsma, Croon, & Vermet@006) about domain specific learning
conceptions, and the instrument of Sluijsmans (R@@dut perception of peer assessment.
We translated the PALS (Midgley et al., 1998) amdthe fourth study applied a revised
version of the PALS (Midgley et al., 2000) to arsaygoal orientations.

We developed questionnaires that included iterositathe motivational variables self-
efficacy, attributions, intrinsic motivation, tasklue and about cognitive variables such as
perceptions of the learning process and learnitgoooes.

Reliability analysis revealed that most of the sugtes of these research instruments

had a sufficiently high Cronbachs’ alpha.

Measurement of oral presentation skills.

The key dependent variable in our studies is thygiiattion of oral presentation skills. This
introduces the need for an adequate measuring ltoaliew of to the preliminary research
guestion about a measurement instrument to me#seirmastery of oral presentation skills, a
rubric was constructed. This rubric was optimizédrahe first study, based on the remarks
of the professional assessors, after using theumsint when evaluating over two hundred
oral presentations. Particular attention was paidhe psychometric characteristics of the
instrument: reliability and validity.

The internal consistency of the instrument wasébto be good with a Cronbach’s
alpha ranging between .83 and .89. Interrater biditia proved generally to be satisfying
although we reported an assessment bias in chéptbaere a specific member of the faculty
adopted a more lenient view when assessing the pesHentations. The reliability can
certainly be heightened by a more intense trainointhe professional assessors or by further
improvement of the instrument. The latter solutilmes not mean that severe restrictions have
to be made because enhancing reliability could tresult in lower validity (Jonsson &
Svingby, 2007). Performance assessment (like aedegmtations assessments) is after all,
according to Jonsson and Svingby (2007), by demibpen-ended and difficult to measure.
Haertel and Means (2000) also remark that perfocmagssessment scores have limited
reliability. But should we make a pressing problefrihis less perfect reliability? The lower
reliability of teacher marking is on the one handrencommon than we might think and on
the other hand less important in our researchngetfralchikov (2005) cites many studies
about the critical reliability and points at thélilence of student and teacher characteristics.

Reliability is certainly crucial in large-scale assments, where there is no turning back or
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when assessments are used to make decisions ahmaitien of students (Haertel & Means,
2000). Reliability might be less crucial when assssnt is formative, and not summative in
nature. Jonsson and Svingby (2007) argue that ista@nsidered as an acceptable reliability
level depends on whether high or low-stake assedsimeconcerned. As a consequence,
lower levels of reliability can be considered adebje in the case of low-stake assessment.
We end this section about reliability by remindithgg reader about the limited number of
studies that involve professionals/teachers irctirgext of assessment and study the potential
differences related to their specific assessmeshieaaluation approach.

Content validity of the instrument was checkedolelng the guidelines of Wiersma
and Jurs (2005) who consider content validity tpes®l on the question whether the items are
representative of the skills domain being measusgdce the questionnaire is based on six
other questionnaires and the positive commentswf éxperts, we admit that the instrument
is valid from this point of view. We have, of coeydo take into account the choices made
with respect to the focus of our research and gjuesdly to the choice of assessment criteria,
as described earlier. A narrower definition of @mtvalidity equals it to the extent the
instrument measures the skills that have been edviey the unit of study (Cooper, 2005).
This requirement is certainly realized because itis¢ruction is based on the assessment
criteria. The construct validity was analysed wvatiprincipal components analysis, described
in chapter two, resulting in a two factor solutiam line with theoretical expected categories

“presentation content” and “presentation delivery”.

Developing oral presentation skills

The instructional objective of the studies in thlissertation is the enhancement of oral
presentation skills. This objective was clearlyiaed in all the studies. The increase in oral
presentation skills performance proved to be sigamit for most of the assessment criteria.
This is reflected in the results for research qaestl, 3, 10 and 11.

It became clear from study one that it is diffictd improve performance scores in
relation to all the assessment criteria. Partidipaeflected the highest progress in relation to
content-related criteria. This pattern reappeaneitié consequent studies. Progress in relation
to the delivery criteria “vocal delivery” and “eymntact”, on the other hand, proved to be
limited. Contrasting our results with other studiesnarred by the fact that such studies are
hardly available. A single comparable study of 20@2) is difficult due to the small scale of

the latter study. Comparison with two other studéesiarred by the fact that the assessment

157



158 Chapter 6

criteria are very different when studying prograssral presentation skills (Crossman, 1996;
Seibold, Kudsi, & Rude, 1993). It is neverthelessking that some of the findings are
conflicting. Seibold et al. report e.g., that theyserve a short-term and long-term change in
eye contact; a delivery criterion in our instrument

It is difficult to explain the differences in imgaon oral presentation performance in
the different studies, apart form clear researckigedifferences. We nevertheless present
some speculations. It is possible that participditsacquire new knowledge and skills via the
instructional format, but differ in their prior kmbedge and mastery of specific oral
presentation skills. This is partly reflected ie fbwer initial performance scores as to content
related items in our studies. A second observataombe made concerning the nature of the
learning processes that are needed to developr eith@ent related and delivery related
features of oral presentation skills. We can exbat it is more difficult to change the
delivery related presentation skills that might feéated to habits that cannot be changed
overnight. Building on the latter, we can also ret® a possible inhibiting or even negative
impact of instructional interventions when influerg complex skills. Clark (1990) refers in
this context to the mathemathantic effect of indian. He explains the possible negative
backlash of instruction with three causes: (1) sti®n of learning procedures (e.g. new
learning strategies interact with the learning dkady able learners and prove to be
inadequate for less able learners; (2) the fadttti& instruction interacts with motivational
goals, and (3) the fact that student control isaegd by system control.

A second possible reason for the differences imleg impact can be “disinhibition”. It is
possible that participants were disinhibited by thedel and subsequently demonstrated
knowledge they knew before but were afraid to apfilthird possible reason could be related
to self-observation, an important step in the lemyrprocess (e.g. Bandura, 1986), because
some elements (like eye contact) are more diffimuttelf-observe than others (like the quality
of the conclusion). Despite the differences obskrire the increase of oral presentation
performance, it has to be stressed that we nevesthattain in the present studies a positive
impact, considering the rather short interventioretin the series studies.

In the following paragraphs we shift our attenti the result found in relation to
more specific instructional elements. In the fg&tdy we centred on “goals” and “reflection®.
In the second study we focused on “modes of feddbalext, we focus on the impact of the
standardized multimedia intervention. Finally, wente on the use of self- and peer

assessment in our research.
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Role of goal setting and the fostering of selfaetibn.

We observed in the first study (first research tjoa¥ a significant impact of “goal setting”.
Participants in a condition that fosters the d&bni of specific goals outperformed students in
a condition where only a general goal was presetethem. The positive impact was
observed at the level of the content-related assewst criteria. This specific result can be
considered in the light of the discussion preseataalve. We were not able to track a study
that studied the influence of goal setting in tielato oral presentation skills, but the results
of our study are in accordance with the findingstofies in other subject areas. For instance
Brown and Latham (2000) describe the effects of getiing on performance of employees
and conclude that specific, difficult goals leadstéa to a superior performance when
compared to vague goals such as urging them thedoliest.

In the first study, we also fostered “self-refleat. It was hypothesised that
participants in a condition that stimulated seffaetion would outperform those in a control
condition. The results found were in conflict witie expectations derived from the social-
cognitive theoretical framework that predicts tkatf-reflection influences forethought and
future performance (e.g. Zimmerman, 1998). We caplain the conflicting results by
criticising the experimental design adopted in study. It might have been possible that other

instructional elements have elicited self-refleatio an uncontrolled way.

Differential impact of modes of feedback.

In the second study we examined the differentighant of three modes of feedback. We
could not observe significant differences in thevedlepment of oral presentation skills
between participants who received feedback fronfegsionals from those who received
feedback from peers, and from those who developedifack through self-assessment. These
results are difficult to interpret because of thmal overall progress achieved by all
participants after the feedback sessions. Therl@&tén contradiction with the findings of
several other authors (e.g., Bourhis & Allen, 198&t could conclude that feedback has a
positive effect on the development of oral prestaskills. We hypothesize that the learners
in our setting did not use the feedback as wasd#éd. This is one of the possible factors put
forward by Elen and Clarebout (2007) to explainxpeeted results in studies, though in
another content area. They state that in many estudhnere is the assumption that students
know how to use the support for improving theirteag. This might not be the case. To the
contrary, these authors clearly suggest that stadsten have to learn to work with specific

tools.
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Despite the fact that we could not observe sigaift differences in oral presentation
performance, we can however conclude that studesusiving feedback peers were not
negatively affected. Therefore, together with Togp{2003), we dare to state the results are
nevertheless somewhat positive since the reseashlts suggest that feedback from

professionals or from peers does not negativecafuture performance.

The standardized multimedia instructional intervemt

In chapter 3 we described the development of adataized multimedia instruction based on
design guidelines that were derived from the semdgnitive perspective towards self-
directed learning. The design and development iieBv resulted in a n instructional
intervention that invited learners to study in anstardized and completely autonomous way
the key elements of oral presentation skills. Nexthe fact that the “standardized” nature of
the intervention was critical to set up a contmlfesearch design, the multimedia design also
made it possible take into account the four sulgsees (e.g. Bandura, 1986) that constitute
the learning cycle of the complex oral presentaskitis. The results reported in chapter 3
confirm that the intervention helped to foster whevelopment of oral presentation in a
significant way. In addition the results point la¢ thigh learner appreciation of the multimedia
nature of the instructional intervention (reseajakstion 6),

In view of studying research question 11, we camgbdhe impact of a standardised
multimedia instructional intervention with a regulantervention where students got
opportunities for individual practice. We did ndiserve significant differences. Nevertheless,
some meaningful differences in the impact of bottenventions could be observed. The
standardised instruction seems to stimulate tagetaextent oral presentation performance
about content related criteria. Though the diffeemnare not significant, it is nevertheless
relevant to discuss these differences in impact. Wgothesize that- at content level —
learners in the standardized multimedia conditiaeguire more knowledge about how to
come to a conclusion due to the observation ohibdels in the video-clips. In terms of the
developmental levels in self-regulated learnings implies that they move more quickly
from an observational level to a self-control le¢@mmerman, 2000). We also assume that
the multimedia intervention affects the three aalliphases of self-regulated learning
(Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005) when students leagn, o develop a good conclusion for
their oral presentation. Good students prepare sbbms when asked to deliver a
presentation, and begin during the forethought @hasanalyse the task. This is fostered

because of the standards that have been intedoaiffer observing the model. In addition,
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these interiorised standards help during reheargiribey attribute success in delivering the
presentation to his preparatory work, this wilesigthen their self-efficacy in view of the next
speech.

The fact that we could not observe these diffezsrabbout “delivery related” criteria
can again be explained by the observation thatddwelopment of delivery related oral
presentation skills is more time-demanding. Leagrio develop an adequate level of eye
contact with the audience might be a more time-gomnsg process during which the student
advances very slowly through all four developmetgaeéls of self-regulated learning. There
are multiple reasons to explain why this learningcpss might be so tedious. We illuminate
two possible bottlenecks in this context.

A first bottleneck is linked to self-observatioropesses during preparation of an oral
presentation. Most students don’t prepare in froihtan audience, and do not tape their
presentation during rehearsal. This limits theirsgbilities for self-observation and
consequently implies that there is a rather weataroegnitive monitoring of the quality of
e.g., the level of eye contact with the audiendee $tudent is not stimulated to consider
requirements for a good level of eye contact aneksdwt develop a specific goal targeting
this element of oral presentation performance. desequently also does not develop a
strategy to ameliorate his eye contact. Anecdatidesce shows that students find it hard to
plan the strategies appropriate for developing gexsl contact. The former can result in an
oral presentation during which the student is noeignitively overwhelmed by the amount of
information to monitor and fails to adjust his beloar (Zimmerman & Kitsantas, 2005).

A second hypothetical bottleneck is related to imatibnal issues. Bandura (1986)
states that anticipation plays a role in motivati®tudents can anticipate that making eye
contact with the audience is distracting, and kbaking away or at the presentation materials
will help to stick to their speech. Though the fear knows that making eye contact is
important, he is inhibited to demonstrate this pdrthe oral presentation skill because of
anticipated negative outcomes. An actual presemgierformance can reinforce this when

looking at notes results in a rather fluent oralsgntation

Self- and peer assessment of oral presentations.

Research questions 4, 7, 8, and 9 focused on tpactmand relevance of self- and peer
assessment as integrated parts of an instructimmadat. Both forms of assessment are
sources of feedback that direct/influence the pectidn processes, the third sub-process of

observational learning (Bandura, 1986). A key goestwas dealt with whether these
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alternative assessment approaches are reliableadidd This question is usually answered by
comparing students and tutors/teacher marks orescosee e.g., Campbell, Mothersbaugh,
Brammer, & Taylor, 2001). In the present studieayers scored themselves and their peers.
These scores were consistently higher as comparéetscores of professional assessors.
This finding are in line with results reported hetliterature (see e.g., Langan et al., 2005).
We found nevertheless a positive, but not alwagsifscant, correlation between scores from
peers and the scores from professionals and bettiescores from the learners and the
scores from professionals.

In the chapters 4 and 5 we focused in a more pecy on the value of alternative
assessment approaches by conducting a Generatizadtildy (G-study), based on the
analysis procedure of Mushquash and O’Connor (2006¢ results from both studies are
summarized in Table 6.1. We observe some cleaerdifites. Important differences are
situated in the source of the variance. Variandated to the actual oral presentation
performance is much larger in study 2 as compavestudy 1. The reverse phenomenon is
observed with peers as the source of variance.eTtd®e®rgent results require our attention
since, in both settings, the same instructiona¢riugntion was adopted and comparable
personal characteristics were considered.

The difference in the % of variance linked to desil variables, and the small %
related to the oral presentation scores suggesthibee are problems with the quality of the
peer assessment. But this is countered by thetsesfuthe Generalizability study, that show a
coefficient of .80 in the first G-study and .89time second G-study (when combining the
scores of four peers ). The results e.g., pointhat very low impact of interpersonal
relationship between peers and other participantee instructional setting. The latter can be
deduced from the source of variance peers X ppatits, that measures the inconsistencies of
peer assessments of particular participants’ padorce. This is interesting since - as pointed
out by Langan et al.(2005) — it is difficult to gaatee anonymity during a peer assessment
process, potentially leading to bias due to thati@hship between peers . Therefore, Topping
(1998) warned that mostly lower reliability levedt peer assessment are reported in studies
about oral presentations. Sellnow and Treinen (R@0&ever conclude that peer assessments
of public speeches are relatively immune to bia¥esconclude this section about reliability
we nevertheless repeat the warning of Gibbs (20@&) we don’t have to be obsessed by
reliability and should also concentrate on the atlonal benefits of self- and peer
assessment. The latter can be linked to the eafismussion about consequential validity
introduced in our introductory chapter (Gielen, Bpc& Dierick, 2003).
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Table 6.1

Comparison of estimation of variance componentsvoGeneralizability studies (G-study)

Variance % Variance %
G-sudy 1 G-sudy 1 G-sudy 2 G-sudy 2

Source of variance

Oral presentation scores .85 9.7 .18 22
Peers 18 211 .03 3.1
Peers x Criteria .06 7.4 .03 3.6
Peers X participants .03 3.0 .03 3.5
Residu .52 58.8 .55 67.7

In chapter 3, we also studied perceptions of pemessment. We could conclude that
participants hold very positive view$hese results are more positive than those reposted
several other authors (see e.g., Hanrahan & 1s286€4)). It is possible that the more positive
view can be linked to what Jonsson and Svingby 72Gll the perception of clarified
expectations. This means that in our setting, thetigipants were clearly informed about

criteria and the indicators to be used (see thesassent rubric).

Personal characteristics and the development of presentation skills

According to the social cognitive theoretical framoek, human functioning is the result of
interplay between behaviour, environment and peiscimaracteristics. The latter implies that
we paid explicitly attention to the interactionesfts of personal characteristics and instruction
on oral presentation performance. This was thedafuesearch questions 2, 5, 6, 9 and 12.
Since we discussed perception variables abovepweeatrate in the following paragraphs on
motivational constructs, studied in more detailchrapters 1 and 2. Motivational variables
play an important role in decisions of learnersd&nonstrate what they learned (Pintrich,
2003) and constitute the fourth sub-processes skrvitional learning, the motivational
processes (Bandura, 1986). The motivational vaghlso help to understand a learner’s lack
of compliance, which is according to Elen and larg (2007) one of the possible factors to

explain unexpected results in studies. The impontale of motivation is also illustrated by
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the unexpected effect of the topic of the oral enésgtion on performance, as found in our first
study.

A regression analysis in the first study pointédhe importance of a performance
approach goal orientation, (post-test) self-efficabe topic of the presentation and internal
attributions as significant predictors of oral gesation performance. By large, the results are
in line with the expectations that can be derivexninf the theoretical framework. Aamalysis
of interaction effects of learner characteristiostruction and oral presentation performance
did not confirm the impact of the personal chanasties in the first study. Self-efficacy was -
as expected - the most important predictor

We also find confirmation for the central role adttribution (see e.g. Eccles &
Wigfield, 2002). The results confirm what was foummd other attribution-related studies,
though not set up in the domain of oral presentaskills acquisition, that internal attribution
of success can enhance self-efficacy (see e.gun®cPRintrich, & Meece, 2007). When asked
what instructional variable influenced their orakgentation, participants put “preparation”
upfront (“internal” and “manageable”), next theyeareto the topic or the oral presentation,
and thirdly, their abilities. Students were alsonvdaced that their oral presentation
performance improved because of the instructiontdrvention. They reported gains in
knowledge, better oral presentation skills andrgelalevel of self-confidence. In relation to
the third motivational construct, goal orientatidhe results indicate that students adopt a
strong goal orientation. This suggests that we egpect a beneficial effect of this goal
orientation since available studies generally daseenastery goals, and in some cases also
performance approach goals, with higher performdaag, Pintrich, 2003). The latter could
yet not be confirmed on the base of the analysislt®from our studies.

3. Limitations of the studies set up in the contexdf this PhD

We structure the limitations of the studies repitethis dissertation according to the steps

taken in the research process.
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Review of the literature

Based on the conceptual base, a review of theafitex was set up to study the theoretical and
empirical foundations of instructional approachesiévelop oral presentation skills. Due to
the fact that ‘oral presentation skills” appearedé a scarcely researched field of study, that
little scarce literature was available that focuseshe design, development and evaluation of
instructional interventions in view of oral presanin skills, little guidance was available to
direct the studies. Whereas Wiersma and Jurs (20d%ate that a review of the literature
often provides guiding information about theorysearch design, research instruments, etc.,
this was not the case in this context. Of coumssider focus could have been adopted when
reviewing the literature; e.g., by analysing thaikable literature about the development of
professional communication skills. Among other doreathere is extensive research about
the latter in the field of medical education or sing. But, the drawback of this approach is
that these type of skills are heavily interlinkedthwthe acquisition and development of
competence in a particular knowledge domain. This isharp contrast with the generic oral
presentation skills that we focus upon in the predessertation. A further reorientation in the
review of the literature could have implied an exption of the linguistic features of oral
presentations, of the specific features of growgs@ntations or of PowerPoint Presentations.
But again, this would have implied a very differemtentation in the set-up of the studies.
Our attempt to study these specific presentatidis glan be considered as a stepping stone in
developing a stronger theoretical and empiricaleaesh filed in the context of the

development of professional communication skillkigher education.

Theoretical framework.

To ground the design and development of our instmal intervention and to describe and
explain the development of the complex oral present skills, we adopted the theoretical
framework from Bandura (e.g., 1986). Though thioretical framework has been helpful to
develop and study the instructional interventidre way the variables and processes in the
model interact with one another is not always cl&are to the reciprocal nature of most
relationships between the cognitive and motivatioraiables/processes it is less easy to
study e.g., causality. Self-efficacy is e.g., at@@nconcept in the theory of Bandura but its

position in the model makes it difficult to studydato interpret results. Various positions can
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be taken to study self-efficacy as a dependenabke;j an independent variable or a mediating
variable.

Secondly, we also acknowledge that opting for thaat cognitive theory reflects a
particular choice and might exclude other theoattigerspectives. We could e.g., have
adopted a purely cognitive perspective and baselésgn and development approach of the
instructional design principles that could be dediyrom the Cognitive Theory of Multimedia
Learning (Mayer, 2000). This alternative theordtmasition would have shifted the research
towards other key variables to describe and expilaén development of oral presentation
skills. A stronger focus would have been put ontli®) nature of the multimedia presentation
of the materials; (2) on the way cognitive load éBer & Chandler, 1991) influences the
learning process; (3) on continuing assessmenteatetnal monitoring of learner progress;
etc. On the other hand, the choice for the socighttive perspective helped to consider, next
to cognitive variables, motivational variables thet repeatedly reported to play a key role in

oral presentation skills (e.g. Brown & Morrisse902).

Research design

We adopted a dominantly quantitative approach tadystthe research designs in this
dissertation. It can be argued that the adopticm qpiialitative perspective, right from the start
of the research could have resulted in a richepketsults and could have helped to put the
current results in perspective. The latter is patarly true when we studied the perceptions
of the students of peer assessment, the perceghiout their learning progress, their actual
level of involvement in the instructional intervieamt, etc. An initial qualitative study could
also have helped to define the nature of and tladitguof specific oral presentation skills to
be studied and evaluated in the intervention studie

The way the dependent and independent variables measured can be criticized.
Available instruments were adopted, and/or adapkéelv instruments could have been
developed and trialled in a preliminary study. Theasurement of the dependent variable in
particular can raise concerns; Was the instrumefficently sensitive to record and assess
progress at a basic level? Nevertheless, we coalttlede from our results that the
instruments used were reliable and valid. But,rétiability of the assessment instrument for
oral presentation skills could be enhanced.

Some of the variables were measured on the basefakeport instruments; e.g., self-

efficacy. This can be criticized, and methods baseabservation could have enriched this

166



167 General discussion and conclusion

approach. Bandura (1986; 2006) defends the wayeffethcy has been measured with a
Likert scale from 1-10. He nevertheless admits thlér scale types could be a better way to
measure self-efficacy (e.g., from 1 to 100).

Peers and professionals were trained to use tlessaaent rubric. We did not check or
control the variation in initial expertise, or therior experience in assessing oral presentation
skills.

The quality of an oral presentation was considaethe key dependent variable. This
was determined by looking at scores from peergafiepsionals or the learners themselves. It
can be criticized whether this is a relevant orgadée choice. The quality of an oral
presentations — in the real life world — does nepehd on judgements as adopted in the
present studies. The quality of an oral presentatiEpends in a real life setting on the extent
it helped to achieve the presentation goals: sglinproduct, convincing voters, getting a
budget, getting approval for a project, gettingngjsi explained as to the causes of an accident,

. It can be questioned whether an oral presentatan is successful according to the
“educational standards” is also successful in liéal Building on the former, we can also
criticize the fact that we only centred in the $&gdon the short-term impact of the
instructional interventions and not on the middiet or long-term impact.

A major critique refers to the lack of an extrantol condition in the empirical
studies. The latter was in particular due to thet fhat studies were set up in a naturalistic
setting and that it would have been unethical tdwge participants from a condition that
might be beneficial for their learning progresscdh be argued that we could have included a
second sample from a comparable training/instroati@ontext to serve as a control group.
We accept that possibility, but have to add to this implications for adding a control
condition. This would have added an extra work loadhe independent experts to assess the
oral presentations. This is a labour-intensivevagtithat already stretched the available
resources in the context of the present reseaigrile

Our option to set up the research in a real lifecational setting presents benefits and
makes the research more ecological valid and patgntelevant for current educational
practice, but we have to accept that this alsoltesua partly less controlled research setting.
We could, for instance, not rule out the impactioknown, uncontrolled learning experiences
that participants bring to the research settingy®éa Yoon, Zhu, Cronen, & Garet (2008)
refer in this context tambientinfluences.

The choice to adopt a standardized instructiomdkervention for the quasi-

experimental design, might also have affected tléergial instructional value. Some
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instructional elements that are, according to fterature, very effective were discarded
because they hinder standardisation. It was fdamnt® not possible to base the assessment
criteria on a discussion between the students.,Alsmediate qualitative feedback was
omitted because of the same reason.

Lastly, we have to admit that the duration of ititerventions — though successful at a
certain level — were relatively short. Again, theed to standardize the instructional
intervention and to be able to control as much @ssiple the research setting forced us to
develop a time-constrained instructional formatisTik in conflict with the observation that

developing complex skills takes time.

Participants.

In the different studies, there was limited vaadatin the nature and the background of the
participants. All participants were first year stats enrolled for a bachelor degree in
Business Administration, with the exception of flast study in which we also involved
participants from a language bachelor degree, ilmm fthe same University college. As a
result, we have to qualify the studies as exptoyain nature. The intervention, the design
has to be replicated involving students from otft@nains and from another educational level
(e.g., masters) in order to be able generalisécpéat research findings.

Finally, the reported results have to be intergtaétea careful way. When significant,
the effect sizes were rather small. In additionneohypotheses could only be partially

confirmed.

Data analysis

The limited number of participants in some studiesl consequently the limited statistical
repertoire made it less easy to analyse in détaildirect and/or interaction effects between
student characteristics and instructional variable®ral presentation skills performance. We
could e.g., only adopt regression analysis in ih& tudy. This was not possible in the

consecutive studies without violating basic assuwnpabout the data.
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4. Directions for future research

We criticised the fact that — in the present stsidi¢he quality of an oral presentation was
judged on the base of educational criteria. Futesearch could enrich this approach by also
considering the extent to which the oral presemmadid achieve its presentation goal. This
would also imply that the presentation settingsehiavbe contextualized (e.g., in an internship
setting, a practical, a virtual company setting,. étdditionally, the middle- and long-term
impact could be studied.

The aim of our instructional intervention was tearn students to deliver a good
public speech’. In future studies, a richer pictiv@s to be developed as to what we
understand by a “good” speech. The set of criteieflected in the rubric used in this
dissertation has to be enriched. Schulz Von Th@&), and Wiertzema and Jansen (2004)
encourage in this context to look at the richerawebural complex when models present a
presentation. This introduces the need for additi@ssessment criteria in relation to e.g.,
“persuasion”, or “self-expression”.

As suggested above, the present research findirggmited because they cannot be
compared to empirical evidence attained via altereaor comparable studies. Future
research should therefore — building on the avkslaheoretical framework — set up more
large scales studies, involving larger and also emearied groups of participants. The
expertise levels of the research participants thatstart of the study - should be carefully
considered and/or monitored.

Specific hypotheses, studied in this dissertaibauld be studied again since they
could not or could only be partially confirmed. Wefer in this context to the potential
impact of adding opportunities for self-reflectitmnan instructional intervention.

The multimedia nature of the instructional intervan, introduces the need to study
additional variables. We can for instance studyithgact of pacing and timing of feedback.
This can clearly be embedded and studied in a atdimd instructional intervention. The
relevance of these variables has already beengobmit by King, Young and Behnke (2000)
who refer to the importance of the timing of feedbathe nature of the information
processing requirements inherent in the task anstudy continued performance without
correcting it immediately. Results of their studylicated for instance that eye contact could
successfully be enhanced via immediate but ondlse bf delayed feedback.

Future research should study again the way stugentormance depends on

individual characteristics. We can investigate ifstance if some instructional methods are
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more effective for novices and less effective fepeaxrts (Kirschner, Sweller, Clark, 2006).
The latter is in line with the need to study thepaut of the instructional intervention by
involving larger and more varied groups of parigifs.

More information is needed about student percaptibthe instructional formats. In the
present studies we did not continuously controlabtial engagement of the learners in the
learning environment. In other words, can we be shat the instructional intervention has
been experienced by learners in the way it wasgded? Anecdotic evidence suggests that
students might differ in their level of active invement in the learning environment. Some
students click on buttons and switch fast to the episode. Others work more slowly, take
notes, ... Additional technical provisions, or softevéools could help to keep track of usage
parameters, and time ,management of participants.

Models play a crucial role in our design and digmment of the instructional
intervention. This modelling approach can be refiné/e can e.g., introduce corrective
modelling after giving personal feedback (Bandd&86).

Training in the use of the assessment rubric calp ho develop more reliable
professional, self- or peer assessment practiagthds research also can clarify the features
of self- and peer assessments that procure theingaeffects. The work of Van den berg,
Admiraal, and Pilot (2006) who compared seven aes@f peer assessment, is inspirational

in this context.

5. Implications and final conclusion

This dissertation projecstarted in a under-researched domain. The thealeind empirical
work, reflected in the different studies makes itlear that developing oral presentation skills
requires a complex instructional process and aiffadeted theoretical model to grasp the
complex interplay of cognitive and motivational pesses. Considering the limitations of the
studies discussed above, developing oral presentakills in a comprehensive way, clearly
goes beyond the scope of the research designtesflecour four studies. Nevertheless some
interesting results emerged that are expectedsterféuture research.

Although we realise that a great number of quasti@main unanswered, the research
presented in this dissertation has some theoretigdications. A basic theoretical framework
has been developed in a field where a-theoretipptcaches were does far abundant. The

empirical studies have helped to ground the relezamd/or impact of a number of variables
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an processes in this theoretical model. Some hggethsuggested by the model and found in
the literature could be confirmed; e.g., the imance of self-efficacy.

Research implications are clear. Tools and instnismare available for re-use in
replication studies, or to develop more elaboras=garch designs. Of particular importance
were the results of the Generalizability-studiest thelped to determine a sufficient reliability
level of peer assessment approaches.

At a more practical level, the research also secugrent instructional approaches by
introducing more evidence-based practices in takl fof oral presentation instruction. The
standardized multimedia instructional interventisravailable and can be used. At the same
time, rubrics and procedures are available to tissif- and peer assessment practices.
Important considerations that are helpful to diteetinstruction of oral presentation skills are
available. For instance, instruction or oral préggon skills should promote goal-setting by
students. In addition, the focus should be on perdmce approach goals. Next, initial
instruction and instructional feedback should strédse role and importance of internal
attribution of success or failure. Lastly, educstshould pay attention to the role of self-
efficacy. Interventions should try to promote sefficacy levels of learners.

To conclude, we call for more research in thedfief oral and related presentation
skills to ground instructional practices to supdedrners to develop core competences that
are central in most higher education curricula aredhighly valued in the professional field.
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Nederlandstalige samenvatting

(Summary in Dutch)

Het optimaliseren van de instructieomgeving bij het
aanleren van de competentie presenteren

Goede presentatievaardigheden worden beschouwd eals kritische professionele
vaardigheid. Vooral in het hoger onderwijs krijggadom instructie m.b.t. schriftelijke en
mondelinge presentatievaardigheden een belangrigats in het curriculum. In tegenstelling
tot het onderkende belang en de feitelijke aanddahteraan besteed wordt in het hoger
onderwijs, is er nauwelijks onderzoek verricht nlagir aanleren van presentatievaardigheden.
Ook valt op dat een theoretische onderbouwing vestructieaanpakken en gerelateerd
evaluatieonderzoek vrijwel ontbreekt.

In deze dissertatie focussen we ons in het bijzondp de mondelinge
presentatievaardigheden [oral presentation skis] dit als onderdeel van de ruimere
communicatiecompetenties..

Mondelinge presentatievaardigheden zijn compleaardigheden. Dit vraagt een
tijdrovend instructie- en leerproces. Dit staatggspannen voet met de druk op curricula in
het hoger onderwijs om veel competenties in eenefiép tijd te ontwikkelen en te
ondersteunen. Dit vereist met andere woorden ddituictieaanpakken niet alleen effectief,
maar ook efficiént zijn. Gegeven het gebrek aamlende-based aanpakken, is hiermee de
vraag naar empirisch en theoretisch onderbouwdevespen van instructieaanpakken
dringend aan de orde. Het voorgaande stelt de opénsevan de instructie overigens voor een
uitdaging. Het onderwijs moet niet alleen effecifj@orden de doelen bereikt?), maar ook
efficiént zijn (kostprijs, doorlooptijd). Wat diaatste betreft zijn theoretische concepten m.b.t.
zelfgereguleerd leren een bron van inspiratie.

De huidige beschikbare literatuur geeft een versrd en beperkt beeld van de relatie
tussen elementen van de instructie m.b.t. mondelingresentatievaardigheden,
studentkenmerken die hierbij van invioed zijn ea kwaliteit van de uiteindelijke
mondelinge presentatie.

In het eerste hoofdstuk van dit proefschrift worbet begrip mondelinge

presentatievaardigheden afgebakend, wat geen smmésugegeven de beperkte literatuur
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hieromtrent. Daarbij komt meteen het “meten” van kigaliteit van de mondelinge
presentatievaardigheden aan de orde. In dit hadfdsbrdt — in functie van het ontwerpen
van een instructie-aanpak — de sociaal cognitiegerte naar voren geschoven als theoretisch
referentiekader met als invalshoek het zelfregualgleren. De concepten en processen uit dit
kader worden uitvoerig toegelicht.

Centraal in de sociaal cognitieve invalshoek stiadrie interagerende determinanten
van menselijk functioneren: omgeving, gedrag ersquan. De sociaal cognitieve invalshoek
benadrukt voor het verwerven van complexe vaardighénet observationeel leren. Bandura
beschrijft observationeel leren op basis van vikpsocessen, die hier kort worden toegelicht.
De eerste subprocessen die een rol spelen bij Msenaationeel leren zijn de
aandachtrichtende processen die bepalen welke mate de lerende zal opnemen.
Kenmerken van het geobserveerde model beinvioedeze drocessen. De tweede
subprocessen, zijn retentieprocessen waarbij irdbemin het langtermijn geheugen
opgeslagen wordt. Principes afgeleid van de Cognitoad Theory en de Cognitive Theory
of Multimedia Learning passen bij het ontwerpen vastructie om deze processen te
ondersteunen.. De productieprocessen benadrukkeruitweeren van het geobserveerde
gedrag dat de lerende vertoont. Dit gedrag lokzippbeurt interne en/of externe feedback uit
die lerenden inzicht geeft over de relatie tussenféitelijk gedrag en het gewenste gedrag.
Deze processen stellen het krijgen van feedbackraadn wat van belang is voor het
ontwerpen van instructie. Dit inspireert bijv. Wiet ontwerpen van interventies voor
mondelinge presentatievaardigheden het kiezen tegraren van verschillende assessment
benaderingen (self, peer en expert assessmentndileationele processen tenslotte, spelen
een grote rol omdat zij bepalen wat van het gekafiectief zal getoond worden. We
onderscheiden vijf motivatieconstructen: self-effig, attributies, intrinsieke motivatie,
doelgerichtheid en instrumentaliteit (task-valug¢jet belang van deze motivationele
processen heeft onmiddellijke repercussies voowenpaspecten van de instructie-aanpak.
Zo wordt bijv. aandacht besteed aan het stimuleagreflectie en doelbepaling.

Bandura onderscheidt verder bij de zelfregulaBa eyclus van subfuncties: zelf-
observatie, zelf-beoordeling en zelf-reactie. Deyelus wordt ontelbare keren doorlopen in
de leercyclus zowel voor, tijdens als na een mongelpresentatieprestatie.

Op basis van het literatuuronderzoek en vertrei&eran het theoretisch kader zijn
onderzoeksvragen geformuleerd. Deze worden onderZzocde studies, beschreven in de
hoofdstukken 2 tot en met 5. De participanten vateze studies zijn telkens

eerstejaarsstudenten Handelswetenschappen vanededlige campus Vlekho; voor de
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laatste studie aangevuld met tweedejaarsstudeittda apleiding Toegepaste Taalkunde van
dezelfde campus. De onderzoeken werden ingebedeinfdimeel opleidingsonderdeel
“Psychologie’tijdens de academiejaren 2004-20050522006 en 2006-2007. Voor de
beoordelingen door peers werd beroep gedaan op dé&e@sstudenten
Handelswetenschappen, in het kader van het opimdiderdeel Presentatie- en
communicatievaardigheden.

In het tweede hoofdstuk wordt een onderzoek besehr waarbij een specifiek
beoordelingsinstrument voor presentatievaardighesl@mtworpen. In het eerste onderzoek
wordt de hypothese naar voor geschoven dat daigt&componenten ‘specifieke doelen’ en
zelfreflectie’ een positieve impact zullen hebbep de ontwikkeling van mondelinge
presentatievaardigheden. Particpanten aan het zmelewerden at random ingedeeld in vier
experimentele condities en doorliepen allen dristructiesessies waarin ze telkens een
presentatie verzorgden. De experimentele instremtigities verschillen voor wat betreft het
al dan niet stimuleren tot het genereren van sp&eifleerdoelen en door het al dan niet
stimuleren van zelfreflectie. De eerste en lagpsesentatie werden als voor- en nameting
gebruikt. De onderzoeksresultaten geven aan datessten in de conditie waarbij het
formuleren van specifieke doelen wordt gestimuledeter presenteren dan studenten die
algemene doelen krijgen aangeboden. Studeren irditms waarbij zelfreflectie is
gemanipuleerd blijken niet te resulteren in siguaifite verschillen. Een regressieanalyse met
‘score bij de laatste presentatie’ als afhankelijkariabele en studentkenmerken als
predictoren geeft aan dat self-efficacy de belgkgig predictor van de kwaliteit van een
mondelinge presentatie is.

Het derde hoofdstuk behandelt het design en deikigling van een innovatieve
multimediale instructieomgeving gericht op het aagh van presentatievaardigheden. Hierbij
wordt rekening gehouden met de bevindingen vanvbagy onderzoek en worden verdere
variabelen en processen uit het theoretisch refekauler geoperationaliseerd. Studenten
verwerken via een multimediapresentatie (gebaseprdideoclips) de criteria/standaarden
voor een goede mondelinge presentatie. Participadi@orlopen de gestandaardiseerde
instructie individueel aan eigen tempo. De vidgxliweerspiegelen een variatie aan
modellen. Daarnaast wordt hen de mogelijkheid gebaain de presentatievaardigheden te
oefenen door het voorbereiden en geven van eee pcbsentatie aan een mini-publiek. In
een tweede luik krijgen ze feedback over hun ptasien Deze feedback verkrijgen ze ofwel
via zelfobservatie, op basis van peer beoordelingénop basis van oordelen van

professionals. De analyse van de scores voor dagregentatie, de tweede presentatie na de
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multimediale instructie en de eindpresentatie, tgaah dat er een significante vooruitgang
wordt geboekt in de kwaliteit van de mondelingespreatievaardigheden. Deze progressie is
significant na het doorlopen van de multimedialstgedaardiseerde instructie (eerste fase),
maar niet significant na het ontvangen van de faekil{tweede fase). De impact van peer
feedback is even groot als die van feedback vafegsmnelen of als de feedback verkregen
via zelfobservatie.

In hoofdstuk 4 wordt dieper ingegaan op de imhpaan self- en peer assessment bij het
aanleren van mondelinge presentatievaardigheden.slDit aan bij de evolutie in het
onderwijs waarbij studenten een grotere rol toebleld&rijgen bij assessment en waarbij
instructie en assessment meer en meer geintegieedegn. Centraal bij dit onderzoek staat
daardoor de vraag naar de kwaliteit van assesstoentstudenten. Meestal dienen de scores
toegediend door professionele beoordelaars/ ledrten als ijkpunt voor een
kwaliteitsanalyse. Ook in dit onderzoek was dit geval. In de studie werden mondelinge
presentaties beoordeeld door professionele be@adeldoor peers en door de presentatoren
zelf. De assessment scores werden vervolgens ek&ayelVVan belang daarbij is de kwaliteit
van het gebruikte instrument en de kwaliteit en hmntal van de gebruikte
beoordelingscriteria. Zoals verwacht — op basiswengelijkbaar onderzoek in de literatuur -
scoorden professionele beoordelaars strenger dans pen de presentatoren zelf. De
vergelijkingen tussen de scores laten zowel veleohials overeenkomsten zien. Een
generalizability-analyse van de scores toegekermt g@eers, toont evenwel aan dat peer
assessments gebaseerd op het oordeel van vieryodstes|at om een voldoende betrouwbare
score op te leveren.

In hoofdstuk 5 wordt verder gebouwd op de bevigdimvan de vorige hoofdstukken.
Er wordt een studie gerapporteerd die het diffégeheffect onderzoekt van observationeel
leren, al dan niet in combinatie met oefening. Psuttaten van hoofdstuk 3 gaven immers
duidelijk aan dat presentatievaardigheden verhaogda het doorlopen van het totale
instructiepakket, maar waren onduidelijk voor \watreft de potentiéle differentiéle impact
van de multimediale gestandaardiseerde instruatieet krijgen van oefenmogelijkheden. In
deze studie werden studenten at random ingedeeteda onderzoekscondities die alleen
verschilden in het tijdstip waarop de gestandaestde multimedia instructie werd
aangeboden. In een eerste conditie konden studerdienrij — zonder initiéle instructie —
oefenen in het geven van mondelinge presentaties. iR een tweede fase werd de
gestandaardiseerde multimediale instructie doorlofarticipanten in de tweede conditie

startten met de multimediale instructie en kregervalgens kansen tot het inoefenen van de
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verworven vaardigheden en inzichten. Analyse varedaltaten verkregen via dit cross-over
design geven aan dat de hypothese slechts gegkelteldt bevestigd. Participanten die
starten met de multimediale instructie i.p.v. mef @efenen, scoren enkel significant hoger
voor criteria m.b.t. de kwaliteit van het beslust'vde mondelinge presentatie. In de discussie
bij dit hoofdstuk worden een aantal mogelijke variigen voor dit resultaat aangereikt.

Het laatste hoofdstuk, hoofdstuk 6, wordt een Isys¢ gegeven van de verkregen
resultaten in relatie tot de verschillende ondetzogen. De resultaten worden met elkaar in
verband gebracht en bediscussieerd. Zowel de hegerk van de onderzoeken als de
implicaties van de onderzoeken komen aan bod.

Een eerste vaststelling is dat het theotetiséerentiekader bruikbaar was voor het
afleiden van ontwerprichtlijinen voor het ontwerpean een instructie-interventie voor
mondelinge presentatievaardigheden. Ook bij de rpné¢éatie van de bekomen
onderzoeksresultaten was het theoretisch raamvaaffuaat omdat het zowel motivationele
als cognitieve componenten centraal plaatst.. Dea@pen multimediale instructieomgeving
bleek in staat de mondelinge presentatievaardighe@d® participanten te optimaliseren,
alhoewel dit gemakkelijker bleek te gaan voor indsmerelateerde criteria (bijv. het
verzorgen van een inleiding op de presentatie)wtem criteria die te maken hebben met de
manier waarop gepresenteerd wordt (bijv. de mate o@gcontact). Bij de instructie van
mondelinge presentatievaardigheden blijkt het d#nem van zelfgekozen specifieke
doelstellingen te leiden tot betere presentatiemaiwerder onderzoek blijkt nog nodig naar
de specifieke impact van andere instructievariabet®als de rol van feedback en
zelfreflectie. Bij de persoonskenmerken blijkt sefficacy een duidelijk impact te hebben,
naast een interne attributie voor succes/falen. dfeander blijkt afhankelijk te zijn van het
inhoudeliike thema van de presentatie. De verwachtgeractie-effecten van
persoonskenmerken op de invloed van instructielvaléam op de kwaliteit van de mondelinge
presentaties kon niet bevestigd worden.

De beperkingen van het uitgevoerde onderzoek Imehbereerst betrekking op het
gekozen theoretische referentiekader. De keuze \altarnatieve kaders (bijv. sterk
cognitivistische) konden helpen om sterk contrastge experimentele condities te
ontwerpen. Wat betreft het empirisch onderzoek kanrragen gesteld worden bij de context
waarbinnen het onderzoek werd opgezet en waardeomgeaheraliseerbaarheid van de
gevonden resultaten beinvioed wordt: eerstejaalsstan, van een specifieke opleiding in
eéenzelfde opleidingsinstelling. Ook de instrumeatabij de operationalisering van de

afhankelijke variabele kan ruimer worden opgevaandaor ook nog andere criteria m.b.t.
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mondeling presenteren aan bod kunnen komen. Eereigiing van het onderzoeksdesign
vraagt vooral aandacht voor het toevoegen van eealitlitieve onderzoekscomponent
waardoor het leerproces bij het ontwikkelen van datinge presentatievaardigheden beter uit
de verf kon komen, of waardoor in de voorbereidefage het ontwikkelen van een
assessment instrument beter kon afgestemd wordekwabiteitsindicatoren die direct
aansloten op de curriculumcontext. Uiteraard zgk gragen te stellen m.b.t. de duur van de
instructie-interventie in functie van het kunnenvaikkelen van de complexe vaardigheden en
het kunnen vaststellen van differentiéle effectede verschillende onderzoekscondities.

Vervolgonderzoek kan allereerst uitgaan van degeatelde beperkingen van het
voorliggende onderzoek. Een uitdaging voor vervotigyzoek is verder het accurater
afbakenen, definiéren en operationeel maken vareemt'goede” mondelinge presentatie is.
Waar in voorliggend onderzoek vooral onderwijsgaesrde kwaliteitscriteria werden
gebruikt, dringt zich ook onderzoek op naar de keidlvan een presentatie in termen van de
mate waarin de vooropgezette doelen van de prégemarden bereikt (bijv. iemand
overtuigen, iets verkopen, toestemming krijgenkgeen worden, ...).

Uiteraard blijven op het einde van een doctoragtvele vragen onbeantwoord. Toch
is een beloftevolle eerste stap gezet om het ondemvet betrekking tot mondelinge
presentatievaardigheden meer op een evidence-beessidte schoeien. Ook het praktijkveld
kan een stap verder met de multimediale gestandaarde instructie, de ontwikkelde
assessmentinstrumenten. Toch blijft het essendi@eVervolgonderzoek wordt opgezet dat -
gebaseerd op een verfijnder theoretisch kader —+@erer aantal varianten onderzoekt. Pas
op die manier kunnen we verwachten dat we in d&omst studenten nog beter kunnen
helpen bij het ontwikkelen van hun presentatievigaetien, die belangrijk zijn in heel wat

curricula van het hoger onderwijs en verwacht worigehet latere beroepsleven.
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