SOU Pilot Study Oral Presentation Assessment Report
Spring 2016


Assessment Committee Members
2015-16:     Jim Hatton, Kristin Nagy Catz, Craig Stillwell, Lee Ayers, Jamie Vener, Dorothy Ormes,  Hart Wilson, Jody Waters, Rene Ordonez, Erin Wilder, John Taylor, Heather Buchanan
Summary
The SOU Faculty Senate Assessment Committee devised and tested an oral presentation assessment process.  It developed a rubric and a norming process.  It took a survey of all programs and then teams attempted to visit thirty presentations both at SOAR and at individual program capstone events.
The teams ended up visiting only eighteen presentations.  Given the small sample size, the critical thinking components of the presentations were generally accomplished or exemplary.  Language usage and elocution less so.  Major issues arose around the difficulties of scheduling team visits and the inappropriateness of the rubric for some types of capstone presentations.

Recommendations
For the Assessment Committee
Fall 2016
1. Review and improve the rubric with possibly less emphasis on critical thinking or possibly taking a broader view of critical thinking.
2. Devise a smoother way of scheduling team visits.
3. Provide feedback to the programs during the fall assessment workshop.
Winter 2017
1. Conduct a norming session.
2. Find oral capstone presentations for student graduating winter term and test the rubric.
Spring 2017
1. Conduct a campus-wide oral presentation study.
Background
SOU’s Strand A communication goals include effective oral communication as can be seen from this excerpt from the University Studies website.
Strand A: Communication Goals
Communicate effectively using writing, speech, and image.
1. Demonstrate ability to use Standard American English.
Proficiencies: Students will be able to

1. Use standard conventions of grammar, punctuation, mechanics, and spelling.
2. Structure sentences in varied and appropriate ways.
3. Use vocabulary and phrasing appropriate to purpose and audience.
2. Accurately comprehend written, verbal, visual, and/or symbolic communications.
Proficiencies: Students will be able to

1. Summarize relevant components and structures in messages.
2. Interpret communications’ purposes and cultural assumptions.
3. Identify arguments used to justify a position.
4. Critique and assess meanings.
3. Communicate in ways appropriate to purpose and audience.
Proficiencies: Students will be able to

1. Use effective styles, content, and or images.
2. Adapt messages to facilitate mutual understandings.
3. Target varied audiences for specific communication purposes.
4. Develop claims and supporting information.
4. Collaborate with others to achieve a common goal.
Proficiencies: Students will be able to
1. Demonstrate accountability to group processes and goals.
2. Practice norms of effective communication and active listening.
3. Use a variety of conflict management skills.

The Senior Writing assessment process seems to be working well and the Assessment Committee thought that a similar process could be used to gain a sense of the quality of senior oral presentation skills.
Process
During the fall 2015 and winter 2016 the committee revised an oral presentation rubric developed from national standards, an AAC&U rubric and in a faculty workshop in 2011.  The rubric can be found at the end of this document. The committee surveyed all departments to determine when, where and if their seniors made oral presentations. It held a norming process lead by Kristin Nagy Catz, Director of Assessment, using videos provided by the Criminal Justice program.  The committee divided into six teams and determined that each team should visit five presentations – one USem SOAR presentation to get a sense of what students can do as first year students, one SOAR presentation by a senior (only one since these presentations would probably be more rehearsed) and three senior presentations scheduled as part of a capstone class.  The particular presentations were chosen to cover programs in all the different divisions.  Teams then visited the presentations and entered their agreed upon results in a Qualtrics survey form. 
Results 
The teams had trouble scheduling and attending student presentations.  This was partially because the public SOAR schedule did not contain enough detailed information and partially because conflicts in team members’ schedules together with the times for the student presentations.  In the end only eighteen presentations were visited and not always by both members of the team.  Visits were made to three biology, three business, three EMDA, one math, three outdoor leadership, one sociology, three USem and one unspecified presentation.

Several of the presentations were more reflective than analytical.  This type of speech did not fit into the rubric categories easily. All talks were appropriate and well-adapted for the audience.  Time constraints were uniformly met.  Fifteen out of eighteen people were suitably attired.  Sixteen out of eighteen presentations showed adequate preparation.

The sample was too small to draw any effective conclusions.  The following information is provided as a proposed template for future reports only.  Note that Usem data has been combined with the senior data and that some categories were not rated by all evaluators.
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As can be seen, students generally scored in the upper two rubric categories except for elocution and language usage.


This horizontal bar chart offers another way of comparing scores. In the chart below, the more green on a bar, the higher the level of student achievement. The lighter green represents "Accomplished" proficiency.  The students that followed-up were good at it.
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Quantitative Reasoning Results

The committee also experimented with oral communication quantitative reasoning (QR) assessments.  Nearly sixty percent would or should have used QR.

Those students would did use QR did a good job.
 
Interpreting the Results
Just to be clear, the sample size was too small for any conclusion to be drawn about the quality of SOU senior student presentations.
Interpreting the Results with a Grain of Salt
The committee recognizes that there will be systematic flaws in any senior oral presentation study. Here is a list of the committee’s equivocations so far.
1. The exigencies of schedule will necessarily require that not all programs will be visited.
2. The intent of senior presentations appears to vary widely.  In particular, many presentations are not of the research/critical genre.
3. SOAR presentations appear more polished.

The recommendations from the beginning are repeated here.
Recommendations
For the Assessment Committee
Fall 2016
4. Review and improve the rubric with possibly less emphasis on critical thinking or possibly taking a broader view of critical thinking.
5. Devise a smoother way of scheduling team visits.
6. Provide feedback to the programs during the fall assessment workshop.
Winter 2017
3. Conduct a norming session.
4. Find oral capstone presentations for student graduating winter term and test the rubric.
Spring 2017
2. Conduct a campus-wide oral presentation study.

Improving the Process
The Committee will have extensive discussions next fall.





Appendix A
Oral Presentation Evaluation Rubric
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[bookmark: _GoBack][image: ]

Potential for Including QR: Oral Presentations 
1. No potential for including QR	2. QR could have been included incidentally	3. QR would have been useful in addressing the topic	4. QR would have been essential in addressing the topic	0.41176470588235292	0	0.17647058823529413	0.41176470588235292	
QR Use Assessment - Oral Presentations - 2016
1 - Beginning	Extent of Inclusion	Integration	Credibility	Visuals	0.1	0.1	0.1111111111111111	0.2	2 - Developing	Extent of Inclusion	Integration	Credibility	Visuals	0	0.1	0.1111111111111111	0.1	3 - Accomplished	Extent of Inclusion	Integration	Credibility	Visuals	0.2	0.3	0.33333333333333331	0.3	4 -Exemplary	Extent of Inclusion	Integration	Credibility	Visuals	0.7	0.5	0.44444444444444442	0.4	1		Page 12



image3.emf
Beginning Developing Accomplished Exemplary Total

Frequency 0% 39% 28% 33% 100%

Count 0 7 5 6 18

Mean Score 2.94

Oral Communications III - Spring 2016

Language Usage

Language Usage 

(Language is 

appropriate to the 

topic, audience, and 

occasion.)



Language is not inclusive, clear or vivid; words 

are ungrammatical, inappropriate or not well 

adapted to audience

Language is not always grammatical 

although most words are suitably 

formal and inclusive

Language is grammatically 

correct and suitably formal, 

inclusive, clear, and vivid 

Language is tailored to the 

topic, audience, ad occasion; 

language is elegant and 

persuasive
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Beginning Developing Accomplished Exemplary Total

Frequency 0% 39% 39% 22% 100%

Count 0 7 7 4 18

Mean Score 2.83

Elocution (Pitch, 

volume and cadence 

are effective; delivery is 

fluent.)

Voice too quiet or loud, not well paced; words 

mispronounced or poorly articulated; many 

hesitations or fillers

Volume adequate; pitch varied; few 

mispronunciations; pacing somewhat 

inappropriate; some hesitations or 

fillers

Voice appropriately 

pitched; good volume; 

delivery well-paced; no 

mispronunciations; few 

hesitations or fillers

Voice used effectively; pace, 

pitch, and intensity varied; 

correct pronunciation used; 

pauses used for effect

Oral Communications IV - Spring 2016
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Oral Communications V - Spring 2016
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Beginning Developing Accomplished Exemplary Total

Frequency 6% 22% 33% 39% 100%

Count 1 4 6 7 18

Mean Score 3.06

Visual Aids (Scored 

only if visual aids are 

incorporated in 

presentation)



Visual aids are not well-designed; text contains 

grammar and punctuation errors; images do not 

add to the presentation

Visual aids are adequate; text has a 

few errors; images generally add to the 

presentation

Visual aids are well-

designed; text has very few 

errors; images enhance the 

presentation

Visual Aids

Visual aids make a 

significant impact; text has 

no errors; images are visually 

distinct

Oral Communications VI - Spring 2016
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Beginning Developing Accomplished Exemplary Total

Frequency 0% 0% 40% 60% 100%

Count 0 0 6 9 15

Mean Score 3.60

Follow-Up

Follow-Up  (Scored only 

if Q&A is incorporated 

in presentation.)



Answers are incomplete or misdirected; little or 

no effort is made to check understanding

Quality of answers is varied; some 

effort is made to check understanding

Answers are complete and 

on point; care is taken to 

check understanding

Answers are well-structured 

and comprehensive; gaps in 

knowledge are openly 

admitted

Oral Communications VII - Spring 2016

Oral Communication 1 (Beginning) 2 (Developing) 3 (Accomplished) 4 (Exemplary)
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Comparison of the Standards - 2015
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80| Southern OREGON
U‘UNIVERSI‘I'Y Institutional Oral Communication Rubric

Factor Expectat Yes No
Suitability Presentation is appropriate and well adapted to the specifc audience.
Duration Time lmits are met.
Attire Are is suitable and enhances speaker's redibiity.
1 (Beginning) 2 (Developing) 3 (Accomplished) 4 (Exemplary)

Assertions and

subject knowledge
Supportis credible

Thesis is uncler, not developed
or explained; support islacking o
ot effecive in terms of imeliness,
relevance or authorty

Thesis s clear though ot fully
developed or supported; content s
relevart, but support s uneven in
ferms of timelinss, relevanc, or
authorty

Thesis s clear, support s effecive
interms of timelness, relevance,
or authoriy, sources ere
referenced

Thesis s cear and fully
developed; relafionships between
thesis, assertions, and evidence
are consistenty clear and of igh
quality, Sources are cited

Organizing principles
Presentation s logicaly
sequenced and organized

Information i not logically
sequenced; presentation lacks
coherence

Information i structured, but
unevenly orgenized

Informaion is wellstructured and
logically sequenced

Informaton i presented in logcal,
interesfing sequence; points are
presented with parallellanguage

Language usage
Language i approprite fo
tne tope, audence, ara
occasion

Elocution

Pitch, volume and cadence
are effectve; delvery is
luent,

Lenguage is not nclusive, clear or
vivid, words are ungrammaical,
inappropriate o ot well adapled
o audience

Voice too quietor loud, not wel
paced; words mispronounced or
poorly ariculated; many
esitations or filers

Lenguage is not ahways
grammatica afthough most words
are suitably formal and inclusive

Volume adequate; pich varied
few mispronunciations; pacing
somewhat napproprate; some
hesitatons or ilers

Lenguage is grammaically correct
and suitably forma, nclusive,
clear, and viid

Voice appropriately pitched: good
volume; delivery wellpaced; no
mispronunciatons; few hesitaions
orfilers

Language i tailored to the topic,
audience, ad occasion;language:
is elegant and persuesive

Voice used eflectively; pace, pitch,
and intensity vried; cortect
pronunciaton used; pauses used
for effect

Nonverbal
communication
Body language projects
confidence and credibiy

Limited eye contact vith audience;
body language is neffecive or
distracting;nervousness is
obvious

Eye contact occasionally made;
body lenguage and facial

expressions are mostly relaxed:
some nervousness s displayed

Eye contact is generally sustained;
body language is elaved and
confident, gestures are effeciive

Eye contact i sustained; body
language is confdent and
expressive; movements are flid

Visual aids

Visual aids are not well-designed;

Visual aids are adequate; text has

Visual aids are well-designed; text

Visual ids make a significant

(Scoreonly fvsual aids re | extcontains grammr and afew erors, images generally add | has very few erors, images impact; text has no errors; images

incorporated n preseiaton) | punciuaion erors; images dorot | &4 10 ages generaly o i rattiein 4
Dt the prosemaion presentation enhance the presentation are visually distn

Follow-up Ansiers are incomplete or Qualty of answers i varied; some | Answers are completeandon | Answers are wellstructured and

(Scoreonly QB s misdirected; lte or o effotis | effrtis made to check point, care s taken to check comprehensive; gaps in

incorporate npresenaton) | made o check understanding | understanding understancing knowledge are openly aditted

Based on National Standards for Oral Communication/AAC&U Rubric. SOU faculty 10/2011. Revised by UAC 5/2016
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U‘UNIVERSI‘I'Y Institutional Oral Communication Rubric

Quantitative Reasoning 1 (No Relevance) 2 (Limited Relevance) | 3 (Certain Relevance) 4 (Key Relevance)
Potential for incorporation of Inclusion of numbers and QR
No potentialforinclusion of I fion of numbers and
numericalevidonce and OR | it orGR | Narbersand CRouhase | 2R povedtidpovie | o GG B e
beenfwas included incidentaly. | USEf ﬁ'a!f”"m d‘“‘”;’:;"sﬁ essertial o address the main
No need for further review: present background or establish | - cfion, theme or issue.
frames of reference.
1 (Beginning) 2 (Developing) 3 (Accomplished) 4 (Exemplary)
Actual incorporation of Noexplct rumerical evitence | ¢t merial eidence or
numerical evidence and QR or QR May include quasi- Explicit numerical evidence or
numeric references siich s SR "é""’p"’af" “m“’;‘“'y QR establishes context and C"’“Za"ds""s presented “Z]R
ey Tew” norecsed” e | il osagor | SRt e deson | e
or numbers included do not Supporting conext theme orssue.

support thess.

Implementation, interpretation,
and communication of QR
supports the main question,
theme or issue

Quantitative data is credible

Use of numerical evidence so
poor that tis impossibl fo
evaluate the argument with
information presented or
argument cleariy fallacious.

Quantiative data generally
Tacks credibity o s interpreted
incorrectly. Sources not reiable
or outdated. Methods ot
described if data collected by
speaker

Use of numerical evidence
suffcient o allow the audience
tofollow the argument, but
some information missing or
misused

| Credibilty of quantitative deta

inconsistent. Data not always
most recent available or

incorrectly inerpreted. Methods
inadequately described if data
collected by speaker.

Use of numerical evidence
effecive throughout the
presentation. Claims made
generally supported by deta

Quaniative data generally
credible and timely. Methods
adequately described i data
collected by speaker. Obvious
limitations in the data noted

Use of numerical evidence
consistenty high quality. Al
clims clearly supported by
credible data

Sources are credible and
fimely. Methods are clarly
described if data collected by
speaker. Limitations in th dat
explored and dealed.

Visual representations of data
enhance exposition

Visual representations missing,
ielevant or inserted without

mention. No attibution provided
for source(s).

Relevant visual representafions
provided without les andior
atfribution present solly if
incorporated in image.

Relevant visual representations
provided; provide additonal
context for expositon. Ties
and atribution given.

Visual representations enfianc
audience’s understanding of
data presented. Display the
most approprite choice for
type of data conveyed.

Adapted from: Grawe, N. D., Lutsky, N. 5., and Tassava, C.J. (2010). “A Rubric for Assessing Quantitative Reasoning in Written Arguments,”
Numeracy: Vol. 3: ssue 1, Article 3. Revised by UAC for Oral Communication 5/2016.
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Beginning Developing Accomplished Exemplary Total

Frequency 0% 33% 33% 33% 100%

Count 0 5 5 5 15

Mean Score 3.00

Assertions and Subject Knowledge

Oral Communications I - Spring 2016

Assertions and Subject 

Knowledge (Support is 

credible.)



Oral Communication 1 (Beginning)

Thesis is unclear, not developed or explained; 

support is lacking or not effective in terms of 

timeliness, relevance or authority

2 (Developing)

Thesis is clear though not fully 

developed or supported; content is 

relevant, but support is uneven in terms 

of timeliness, relevance, or authority

3 (Accomplished)

Thesis is clear; support is 

effective in terms of 

timeliness, relevance, or 

authority; sources are 

referenced

4 (Exemplary)

Thesis is clear and fully 

developed; relationships 

between thesis, assertions, 

and evidence are 

consistently clear and of high 

quality; sources are cited
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Beginning Developing Accomplished Exemplary Total

Frequency 6% 22% 39% 33% 100%

Count 1 4 7 6 18

Mean Score 3.00

Organizing Principles

3 (Accomplished) 4 (Exemplary)

Organizing Principles 

(Presentation is logically 

sequenced and 

organized.)



Information is not logically sequenced; 

presentation lacks coherence

Information is structured, but unevenly 

organized

Information is well-

structured and logically 

sequenced

Information is presented in 

logical, interesting sequence; 

points are presented with 

parallel language

Oral Communications II - Spring 2016
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