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ABSTRACT

Presentation competence is a core competence of the 21st century. Individuals face
presentation tasks throughout their lives, starting at primary school and continuing through
many different working contexts. In light of students’ poor level of presentation competence
upon university entry and at the beginning of their professional careers, there is a need for
earlier and broad promotion of presentation competence in secondary schools. Three research
areas are relevant for secondary school students’ presentation competence. First, no instrument
exists to measure the construct of presentation competence for the specific target group of
secondary school students. Existing instruments used in the higher education context do not
cover all of the relevant presentation facets based on a rhetorical foundation, and their
psychometrical quality has been examined to different extents. A tool is needed to assess
students’ presentation competence and deduce appropriate improvement strategies based on the
assessed levels. Second, it is important to identify associations with the presentation
competence construct. A sophisticated assessment tool will make research on factors that
undermine or strengthen presentation competence possible. Written tasks, rather than oral tasks
such as delivering a presentation, are dominant in secondary school. Competently completing
presentation tasks appears to be different from completing written tasks. There is a lack in
research on the use of oral tests such as presentation tasks in secondary school and examining
factors related to this task. Third, promoting presentation competence among this specific target
group of secondary school students is relevant due to demands from higher education that
presentation competence must be promoted prior to university entry. Although some training
programs exist for secondary school students, effectiveness studies of such training programs
have rarely been conducted.

The three studies making up the present dissertation addressed all three levels
mentioned: i) the assessment of presentation competence, ii) determinants of presentation
competence, and iii) the promotion of presentation competence. An interdisciplinary approach
combining rhetorical and empirical educational research was applied. In doing so, the strengths
of each discipline were linked in order to base presentation research on a shared understanding
of presentation competence and contribute to a future interdisciplinary presentation research.

All three studies are embedded in the context of Youth Presents, the biggest national
presentation contest for secondary school students in Germany. First, a new instrument to assess
presentation competence was developed, the Tlbingen Instrument for Presentation Competence
(TIP). Study 1 examined the quality of the TIP. It consists of 22 items subsumed under six
different presentation facets derived from rhetorical theory: addressing the audience, structure,



language use, body language & voice, visual aids, and content credibility. The analysis included
tests of the TIP’s objectivity, reliability, and validity: Acceptable interrater reliability
(objectivity) was found for 15 items. These were used for further analysis. Test-retest analyses
of the instrument (reliability) indicated acceptable stability for most of the items. An
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) revealed a factor structure corresponding to the assumed
presentation facets. The results of correlating the TIP with other ratings of presentation
competence, i.e., experts' live ratings and students' self-reports, or to other presentation
competence-related constructs, such as speech anxiety and students' school grades in German
language arts mainly supported the validity of the TIP.

Study 2 focused on factors associated with presentation competence. It examined the
relationship between presentation competence and personality traits. In the study, presentation
competence was assessed from different perspectives: external ratings (video ratings and
experts’ live ratings) and self-reports. The study found a stable and consistent relationship
pattern between Extraversion and presentation competence measured via external ratings.
When using students’ self-reports of presentation competence, a stable and consistent negative
relationship with Neuroticism was found.

Study 3 examined the effectiveness of a short presentation training. The study used a
wait-list control group design with pretest and posttest. Students’ presentation competence was
measured via external ratings as well as students’ self-reports. This effectiveness study found
positive training effects on the addressing the audience scale as well as on one item referring to
structure (closing a presentation) and one item referring to content credibility (presentation with
a clear question). With respect to students’ self-reported presentation competence, the study
found training effects on language use and body language & voice.

In summary, this dissertation extends the perspective on presentation competence by
focusing on secondary school students and applying an interdisciplinary lens. The dissertation
closes with an overall discussion of the three studies’ findings. Implications for research and
educational practice are derived for both disciplines, rhetoric and empirical educational
research. Simultaneously, the limitations of the studies suggest potential avenues for future
research regarding the three research areas of assessing presentation competence, determinants
of presentation competence and fostering this competence.



ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Présentationskompetenz ist eine Schlusselkompetenz im 21. Jahrhundert. Sowohl in der
Schule als auch im Arbeitsleben stehen Menschen vor der Aufgabe, Wissen miindlich an ein
Publikum weiterzugeben. Allerdings wird bei jungen Erwachsenen hdufig ein Mangel an
Présentationskompetenzen konstatiert. Deshalb ist eine Férderung von Présentationskompetenz
insbesondere in der Sekundarstufe von zentraler Bedeutung. Drei Forschungsschwerpunkte
ricken dabei in den Fokus. Der erste Forschungsschwerpunkt liegt auf der zuverlassigen
Erfassung der Présentationskompetenz von Sekundarstufenschiler*innen. Ein qualitativ
hochwertiges Instrument ist notwendig, um beispielsweise die Fahigkeiten der Zielgruppe
einschatzen zu konnen und um passende Trainingsprogramme zu entwickeln und deren
Effektivitat zu Uberprifen. Momentan vorliegende Instrumente wurden primér im
Hochschulkontext entwickelt und ihre Qualitat in sehr unterschiedlichem Ausmald tberpruft.
Zudem gibt es kein Instrument, das als Ausgangspunkt fir seine Konzeptionierung
Prasentationsfacetten berticksichtigt, die aus der Rhetoriktheorie abgleitet sind. Ein zweiter
Forschungsschwerpunkt  konzentriert sich auf intrapersonelle Faktoren, die mit
Prasentationskompetenz in Zusammenhang stehen. Fir die kompetente Losung von
schriftlichen und miindlichen Aufgaben in der Schule ist anzunehmen, dass unterschiedliche
individuelle Eigenschaften wie die Personlichkeit eine Rolle spielen. Bislang gibt es kaum
Forschung, die die Leistung beim Prasentieren in den Fokus nimmt und Persdnlichkeitsfaktoren
untersucht, die mit dieser in Verbindung stehen. Ein dritter Forschungsschwerpunkt zielt auf
die Forderung der Prasentationskompetenz von Sekundarstufenschiiler*innen. Obwohl bereits
einige Trainingsprogramme vorliegen, gibt es nur wenige, die hinsichtlich ihrer Effektivitat
Uberprift wurden. Mit ihren drei Studien adressiert diese Dissertation alle drei
Forschungsschwerpunkte: i) Erfassung, ii) beeinflussende Faktoren und iii) Forderung von
Prasentationskompetenz. Dabei wird ein interdisziplindrer Ansatz verfolgt. Die Starken der
Rhetorik und der empirischen Bildungsforschung werden miteinander verknlpft und ein
gemeinsames Verstandnis der Prasentationsforschung wird herausgearbeitet. Alle drei Studien
fanden im Rahmen von Jugend prasentiert statt, einem nationalen Prasentationswettbewerb fir
Sekundarstufenschiler*innen in Deutschland.

Zuné&chst wurde ein Instrument zur Erfassung der Prasentationskompetenz entwickelt,
das Tlbinger Instrument fir Prasentationskompetenz (TIP). Studie 1 untersuchte dessen
Qualitat. Das TIP besteht aus 22 Items, die den sechs Prasentationsfacetten
(Adressatenorientierung, Struktur, sprachlicher Ausdruck, Korpersprache & Stimme, visuelle
Hilfsmittel und inhaltliche Glaubwirdigkeit) zugeordnet werden kénnen. Die Qualitatsanalyse



umfasste Tests zur Objektivitat, Reliabilitdt und Validitat des TIP. Eine akzeptable Interrater
Reliabilitdt (Objektivitat) zeigte sich fir 15 Items. Diese Items wurden flr die weiteren
Testanalysen verwendet. Eine Test-Retest-Untersuchung des TIP (Reliabilitat) deutete auf eine
akzeptable Stabilitat des Instruments hin. Eine explorative Faktorenanalyse ergab eine
Faktorenstruktur, die den angenommenen Prdsentationsfacetten entspricht. Die
Korrelationsanalysen des TIP mit weiteren Ratings, Experten-Live-Ratings und
Selbsteinschatzungen sowie mit Rededngstlichkeit und Deutschnoten (Validitét), enthalten
Ergebnisse, die uberwiegend die Validitat des TIP starkten.

Studie 2 untersuchte Faktoren, die im Zusammenhang mit der Prasentationskompetenz
stehen. Im Fokus stand die Untersuchung des Zusammenhangs von Schilerleistungen in
Préasentationsaufgaben mit Personlichkeitsfaktoren der Schiler*innen. Es wurden sowohl
Fremdeinschatzungen der Prasentationskompetenz (Videoratings und Experten-Live-Ratings)
als auch Selbsteinschatzungen verwendet. Fir die Fremdeinschatzungen konnte ein robustes
Zusammenhangsmuster zwischen Extraversion und Prasentationskompetenz gefunden werden.
Fur die Selbsteinschdtzungen der Schiler*innen zeigte sich ein negatives Muster zwischen
Préasentationskompetenz und Neurotizismus.

Die Effekte eines kompakten Présentationstrainings untersuchte Studie 3. Dazu wurde
ein randomisiertes Wartekontrollgruppendesign mit Pré- und Posttest verwendet. Die
Présentationskompetenz der Schuler*innen wurde mit Fremd- und Selbsteinschatzungen
gemessen. Fir die Fremdeinschatzungen fanden sich positive Trainingseffekte auf der
Présentationsfacette Adressatenorientierung sowie auf zwei Einzelitems zum Prasentationsende
(Facette: Struktur) und zur Fragestellung einer Présentation (Facette: inhaltliche
Glaubwirdigkeit). Fir die Selbsteinschatzungen zeigten sich positive Trainingseffekte auf den
Préasentationsfacetten sprachlicher Ausdruck und Korpersprache & Stimme.

Mit den drei Studien erweitert diese Dissertation die Prasentationsforschung, indem ein
interdisziplinarer Ansatz verfolgt und der Fokus auf Sekundarstufenschiler*innen gelegt
wurde. Die Ergebnisse der Dissertation werden diskutiert und Implikationen fiir die Forschung
als auch fur die Bildungspraxis abgeleitet. Abschlielend werden anhand der Limitationen fur
alle drei Forschungsschwerpunkte — Erfassung, Determinanten und FoOrderung der

Prasentationskompetenz — zukdinftige Forschungsvorhaben aufgezeigt.
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1 Introduction and Theoretical Framework

Today, public speeches are predominantly accompanied by visual information (see
Cyphert, 2007; Kramer, 2010). If this is the case, the speeches must be classified as
presentations (Geldmacher, 2010). The growing relevance of such visually supported speeches
is observable not only in professional but also in educational contexts (Knoblauch, 2008). This
in turn means that more and more people face presentation tasks. Thus, presentation
competence has become a core competence in knowledge societies (Knoblauch, 2008) of the
21st century (van Ginkel et al., 2015). The ability to competently complete presentation tasks
affects individuals’ success in education, their professional careers, personal lives, as well as
civic participation (Morreale & Backlund, 2007).

In the educational context, presentation tasks play a role at all levels (De Grez, 2009).
This is because presentation competence has been integrated into educational standards. It
forms part of the curriculum not only in higher education (e.g., Langan et al., 2005; Pearson et
al., 2006), but also in secondary (Australia: Board of Studies NSW, 2013; England: Department
for Education, 2014; Germany: Kultusministerkonferenz, 2003; Switzerland: EDK, 2011;
United States: Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2010) and primary school education
(e.g., United States: Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2010; Switzerland: EDK, 2010;
Germany: Ministerium fir Kultus, Jugend und Sport Baden-Wirttemberg, 2016a). In addition,
presentation competence is relevant across the curriculum and not limited to any specific school
subject (e.g., Dannels & Housley Gaffney, 2009). Accordingly, schools have a responsibility to
promote students’ presentation competence.

Beyond the educational context, presentation competence remains relevant for many
adults as it contributes to professional career advancement (Indartono et al., 2017). Frequent
presentations are part of workers’ job tasks in many professions. This is true for many different
occupational fields, such as business (e.g., Marcel, 2014) and teaching (e.g., Apel, 2002), as
well as engineering (Morton & Rosse, 2015), technology-associated workplaces (e.g., Stevens,
2005), and scientific research (e.g., Bucher et al., 2010). Hence, presentation competence is
considered a key qualification for many professions (Indartono et al., 2017). Some sectors even
list this competence equal to or even higher than other qualifications, such as teamwork,
problem-solving skills, and technical skills (Alshare & Hindi, 2004; Beebe & Beebe, 2018;
Bohme, 2015). Apart from career benefits, presentation competence is also valuable in
individuals’ personal lives (Morreale & Backlund, 2007). It is related to self-esteem as well as
willingness to communicate (Morreale et al., 1995; Morreale et al., 1998) and leads to a higher
level of speaking confidence (Hay, 1994). In addition, Emanuel (2005) reports that presentation



competence is an important factor for upward mobility. Overall, presentations have become an
ongoing part of many people’s jobs and lives, meaning that they need to invest resources in
preparing and delivering presentations. According to Knoblauch (2008), the frequent
employment of presentations across diverse contexts also shows that knowledge transmission
has become more and more important in today’s society.

Despite its relevance across life domains, a poor level of presentation competence has
been reported among first-year students in higher education (e.g., Dorée et al., 2007;
Dynkowska et al., 2012; Nippold et al., 2005; Scott & Windsor, 2000). Students have
difficulties communicating clearly and demonstrating their research’s relevance (Chan, 2011).
Employers also report poor presentation competence among entry-level employees (see Shauki
& Benzie, 2017). Thus, the promotion of presentation competence has becoming increasingly
important, as employers see educational institutions as responsible for improving students’
presentation competence (D. Jackson, 2014). In the higher education context, several training
programs have been developed in the US and Europe to foster students’ presentation
competence in recent years (e.g., Morreale et al., 2010; Pearson et al., 2006). Some of these
programs have been examined regarding their effectiveness, with findings indicating that they
can increase students’ presentation competence level (e.g., R. A. Clark & Jones, 2001; De Grez,
Valcke, & Roozen, 2009a; Mitchell & Bakewell, 1995). However, while numerous training
programs are available in higher education, such programs do not reach all persons for whom
such training could be potentially relevant. Specifically, individuals who start working after
secondary school do not receive such presentation competence training. Even students who plan
to attend university later often face critical presentation situations earlier. For example,
presentation tasks are part of secondary school completion exams or entrance examinations for
university admissions and scholarships. Poor presentation competence might impact students’
performance on these high-stakes exams and therefore their further success. In addition, the
primary instructional goal of university degree programs is not to train students’ presentation
competence. Therefore, there has been a call for the broader and earlier promotion of
presentation competence in secondary and primary school (e.g., Herbein, 2017; Hunt et al.,
2014). In secondary school, several presentation training programs exist that foster basic
presentation competence step-by-step (B6hme, 2015). Some have been tested in practice, but
none have been examined in terms of effectiveness using a sophisticated study design.
Effectiveness studies of presentation training programs often do not meet methodological
standards and base their findings on post-test measures without a (randomized) control group
(e.g., Cavanagh et al., 2014; Mallard & Quintanilla, 2007). Accordingly, evidence-based
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approaches to improve secondary school students’ presentation competence still remain the
exception rather than an established standard (e.g., Bohme, 2015). This dissertation addresses
this research gap by thoroughly evaluating a presentation training program for secondary school
students. To increase quality, an interdisciplinary approach, linking rhetoric and educational
research, was chosen. A sophisticated research design was used to examine the effectiveness of
a short extracurricular presentation training program for this specific target group.

Before investigating the effectiveness of the training program under study, it is first
necessary to define the competence to be promoted and discuss how to measure it. Measuring
presentation competence is challenging. Definitions of presentation competence differ across
disciplines and, accordingly, existing instruments differ in their theoretical backgrounds.
Although, the field of rhetoric provides well-established theoretical background concerning
presentation competence and looks back on a long research tradition, a sound assessment tool
IS missing. This makes a comprehensive, uniform assessment across disciplines difficult. In
addition, existing instruments are primarily applied in higher education and with young adults.
These instruments include different numbers of items focusing on different facets of
presentation competence; their psychometric properties have been tested to varying extents. In
summary, there is need for an instrument that a) assesses presentation competence from an
interdisciplinary perspective, yet one rooted in rhetorical theories and assumptions, and b) has
been empirically tested using methodological approaches from empirical educational research.
Furthermore, an instrument suitable for use with secondary school students is required. This
dissertation addresses these needs by developing a new instrument that builds on existing,
established instruments for assessing presentation competence. This provides a starting point
for further interdisciplinary research.

A sound instrument allows assessment of secondary school students’ presentation
competence in order to examine their development and performance level. Furthermore,
identifying determinants that either positively or negatively influence presentation competence
can support the development of targeted programs for specific groups of students. To date,
determinants of presentation competence which have been intensively investigated include
presentation self-efficacy (e.g., Amirian & Tavakoli, 2016; De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009a;
Ringeisen et al., 2019) and speech anxiety (e.g., Daly et al., 1995; Marcel, 2019; Pearson et al.,
2007). In contrast, personality traits are often considered as determinants of other school-related
outcome variables, such as general school achievement in general. In the latter area, a stable
relationship pattern has been found — for example, the importance of conscientiousness is

highlighted. However, the relationship between personality traits and presentation competence



has only been examined in the context of higher education and second language learning (e.g.,
Liang & Kelsen, 2018), and there only to a small extent. These studies focused on speaking
variables that are merely similar to presentation competence. Thus, it is an open research
question whether personality traits are determinants of presentation competence in younger
samples. Consequently, this dissertation examined the relationship between personality traits in
terms of the well-established Big Five framework and presentation competence among
secondary school students.

To investigate these research areas, this dissertation employed an interdisciplinary
approach combining rhetorical and empirical educational research. This approach was chosen
because both disciplines address questions related to the assessment, determinants and
promotion of presentation competence using domain-specific theories and methodological
approaches. Rhetorical theory looks back on a long tradition, as it is rooted in ancient times.
This discipline addresses effective and appropriate communication by taking a broad,
systematic view of communication processes (McCroskey, 2000). Although the format of
giving a presentation is relatively new in speech-based communication, rhetorical theory, which
has traditionally focused on speeches and what makes them effective, offers important
considerations for today’s presentation context. In contrast, empirical educational research
focuses primarily on educational processes (Bromme et al., 2017; Grasel, 2011). This
perspective can contribute to examining presentation competence on a more empirical basis.
Moreover, by combining rhetorical and empirical educational research, both disciplines can
benefit from one another. An interdisciplinary approach can contribute to creating a common
understanding of presentation competence in order to advance presentation research in a way
that is accepted in each discipline.

To address the aforementioned research areas and open research questions, the present
dissertation is structured as follows: the first chapter addresses the theoretical background of
the three empirical studies and delineates their broader research context. The first subchapter
(1.1) concerns the conceptualization of presentation competence. It aims to define presentation
competence on a rhetorical basis. Based on this conceptualization of presentation competence,
the second subchapter (1.2) deals with the assessment of presentation competence. This
dissertation addresses the appropriateness and effectiveness of presentation competence, our
ability to measure it, as well as different measurement perspectives, i.e., external ratings and
self-reports. Furthermore, existing presentation competence instruments are introduced. The
last subchapter (1.3) focuses on the promotion of presentation competence. It first examines

relevant determinants of presentation competence among the target group of secondary school
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students, before deducing relevant core components of presentation trainings. Following these
theoretical considerations, the research questions addressed in this dissertation and its three
empirical studies are presented in the last section (1.4). The studies themselves are presented in
Chapters 2, 3, and 4. Finally, in Chapter 5, the findings of the three empirical studies are
discussed and integrated into the broader research context. Implications for research and

educational practice as well as future research questions are discussed.



1.1. Theoretical Conceptualization of Presentation Competence

Presentations supported by the use of visual aids are a common and widespread speech
format. They are utilized in many different contexts, from school education up through to
professional life. However, despite its relevance in society, there is not much education on
presentation competence. Universities and companies have noted underdeveloped presentation
competences among first-year university students and entry-level job candidates. Although
various training programs have been implemented in higher education, complaints about poor
presentation competence levels remain. Consequently, there is a need to focus on secondary
school education in order to promote this important tool for first-year university students and
entry-level job candidates.

Different disciplines focus on presentations, including rhetoric, empirical educational
research, linguistics, instructional psychology and speech communication. Each discipline has
its own body of knowledge and methods for assessing, developing and fostering presentation
competence. This dissertation applies an interdisciplinary approach, focusing in particular on
presentation research in the rhetorical and empirical education disciplines. Hereby, the
rhetorical field can benefit from empirical education research and vice versa. The rhetorical
field is included because it encompasses broad knowledge about speeches that can be
transferred to presentation research. Since the beginning of this discipline in ancient times, it
has dealt with capturing, developing and fostering speech skills (McCroskey, 2000). A
prominent method in the rhetorical discipline is the hermeneutical approach, which refers to
text interpretations (Grondin, 1996). In addition, the classical rhetorical literature from ancient
times greatly affected the following centuries, up to and including the present (Ueding &
Steinbrink, 2011). Thus, it provides central reference points for current considerations.
Moreover, alongside the rhetorical perspective, this dissertation is rooted in empirical
educational research, which primarily focuses on assessing, developing and fostering
competences in educational contexts (Grésel, 2011), specifically the learning and teaching
contexts. This dissertation applies the education discipline’s empirical methods to supplement
existing rhetorical expertise.

The goal of this subchapter is to conceptualize presentation competence in order to
create a foundation for measurement. First, the presentation task must be defined. To do so, the
rhetorical perspective is considered to elucidate the meaning of different characteristics of this
task. Due to similarities between the speech format and the presentation format, the rhetorical

perspective gives insights into the complexity of presentation tasks. Hence, this dissertation
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draws upon the rhetorical perspective on these presentation task characteristics in order to
deduce demands and challenges for the speaker (see 1.1.1). In a second step, the focus lies on
how to solve this presentation task, i.e., presentation competence. The presentation competence
construct combines both the rhetorical and education disciplines. The rhetorical discipline
highlights the quality of solutions to the presentation task and provides the basis for identifying
necessary facets of presentation competence (see 1.1.2). Finally, focus shifts to the presentation
task in the secondary school context. This dissertation classifies the presentation task within

both oral and written education, which can be seen as two poles on a spectrum (see 1.1.3).

1.1.1. Challenges of completing a presentation task: The rhetorical perspective

There is agreement among researchers regarding the characteristics of the presentation
task (e.g. De Grez, 2009; Herbein, 2017). The following description represents an
interdisciplinary definition of the presentation task. The setting of the presentation task consists
of the speaker’s physical presence, an audience of at least one person and a subject of speech.
Within this situational setting, the speaker’s task is to deliver a monological oral speech,
constrained by limited speaking time and limited audience interaction. Key differences to other
speech formats are the use of visual aids (Geldmacher, 2010) and the main goal of informing
the audience (Herbein, 2017). Furthermore, within this dissertation, the presentation task is
specifically regarded from secondary school students’ perspective.

The goal of this subsection is to illustrate the rhetorical relationships among the
characteristics of the presentation task in order to help understand the complexity of the
presentation task. Therefore, the significance of and interrelations among the different
components of the presentation task are discussed from a rhetorical perspective. Since the
beginning, rhetorical theory has focused on situational and communication challenges for the
speaker during a speech. In this dissertation, this existing rhetorical knowledge is transferred to
the presentation task. Moreover, based on a detailed rhetorical understanding of the
characteristics of the presentation task, this subsection elucidates the resulting challenges for

the speaker during a presentation.

The rhetorical foundation

Prima facie, the presentation task includes all three constitutive entities of a speech
according to Aristotle’s speech model: 1) audience, i1) subject matter, and iii) speaker (Aristotle,
Rhetoric, 1358b). Among these entities, the audience occupies a position of importance because

the audience determines the speech. A speech’s intentions are related to the audience.
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Therefore, the audience is not only the starting point of speech preparation but also serves as
an ongoing orientation point for a speech. According to Pepe’s historical perspective on ancient
rhetorical theory, Aristotle considered the audience as predominant for rhetorical actions (Pepe,
2013).

The subject matter represents the material of the speech. In a speech, the content (res)
is realized through verbal language (verba). Rhetorical theory elucidates the relation between
res and verba (Eggs, 2005), stressing that both poles are important: identifying the content (res,
what is talked about) as well as shaping the content (verba, how it is communicated). Rhetorical
theory provides differentiated systems for considering the res and verba poles: for example, a
collection of rhetorical figures that transfers thoughts into forms — referring to verba, or topoi,
a systematic method for finding supportive arguments — referring to the res. However, both
poles must be related to each other. According to Quintilian (Institutio oratoria, I, 21, 1-2),
words have to refer to the content matter, otherwise they are of no effect. Therefore, the
rhetorical work is to express the subject matter through words. The rhetorical assumption, the
union of form and content, challenges the speaker to constantly monitor the relations between
the two and change the form when the content changes and vice versa (Hasle, 2006).

With regard to Aristotle's third constitutive element, Knape (2000c) notes that the
speaker (orator) is defined as a strategic communicator. The orator has to anticipate the
situation, make strategic calculations, and prepare plans (Knape, 2000c). In order to make the
right rhetorical decisions, i.e., to select and apply suitable rhetorical means, the ideal orator
must possess iudicium, a kind of practical wisdom or practical judgment (Wagner, 1998). As
the user of the art of rhetoric, the speaker must be aware of his/her duties in a speech. For
example, a central rhetorical concept based on the three constitutive elements of a speech is
Aristotle’s deduction of the three rhetorical proofs for convincing the audience in a speech
(Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1356a): logos, ethos, and pathos. Logos refers to the subject of a speech
and its factual argumentation, ethos refers to the speaker’s credibility, and pathos is directed at
the audience’s emotional state. The speaker’s duty is to address all three of these rhetorical
proofs in a speech (Robling, 2005). This indicates that persuasive communication is not based
on pure logos but rather takes into account the human being as a creature with both emotions
and rationality.

The three components, audience, subject matter, and speaker also represent central
characteristics of the rhetorical situation (Gottschling & Kramer, 2012). A speech takes place
in a specific situation, encompassing a specific time and a specific place. The rhetorical

situation refers to the circumstances of the speech, which involve constraints and consequently
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determine the speech (Bitzer, 1968). The speaker’s challenge is to center and involve the
audience because it is the audience who serves as the goal and the starting point of a
presentation. The speaker has to deal with both the subject matter itself and the expression of
the subject matter because the two are inseparable; furthermore, the suitability of their
relationship to one another must be continuously monitored, including but not limited to when
content or words change. The speaker’s multifaceted duties to address the audience’s
intellectual skills by arguing the subject matter, while simultaneously highlighting his or her
own credibility and the audience’s emotional state, represent the basic determinants of an
effective presentation. The constitutive elements of a speech - a speaker, a subject matter and
an audience - also refer to the presentation situation and its constraints to which speakers must

adapt.

The development of the speech format: The role of visual aids

Presentations’ inclusion of visual aids as a crucial element of their situational setting
(Geldmacher, 2010) points to a further development of the classical speech format. These visual
aids can include analog media, e.g., chalkboards and posters, or digital media, e.g., projected
slides. These media extend both the situational speech setting and the communicative
framework because they include additional (visual) information (Knape, 2000c). From a
rhetorical perspective, visual aids are communicative tools in a presentation that help affect the
audience in accordance with the speaker’s intentions. Before using such visual aids in a
presentation, the speaker must assess their impact and their underlying mechanisms (Knape,
2000c). Media has self-reinforcing tendencies; for example, when a speaker uses digital media,
the digital presentation software determines whether the information is presented in a linear
way (e.g., PowerPoint slides) or a non-linear way (e.g., Prezi; Casteleyn et al., 2015). Thus, the
selection of software has communicative consequences for information transfer. Consequently,
the role of the selected media has to be taken into account, as it increases the complexity of
message transfer in the presentation task.

Although ancient rhetoricians did not study visual aids from today’s point of view (e.g.,
digital media), they provided first considerations concerning the connection between
visualization and rhetoric (Kjeldsen, 2003). Based on Gorgia’s and Quintilian’s reflections,
Kjeldsen (2003) identified a “direct ocular rhetoric” (p. 133) approach in ancient rhetoric, i.e.,
presenting a direct visual to the audience’s eyes through the speaker’s appearance, by showing
objects, or referring to the surroundings. This approach supports argumentation, evokes
emotion, and contributes to understanding. However, the visual turn (Bachmann-Medieck,
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2008) resulting from technological development has put visualization into increased focus.
According to Foss (2005), visual artifacts become part of visual rhetoric when they are
strategically presented to an audience in a communication act. Because there is no such thing
as pure information in a visual aid, the speaker must start a rhetorical process and create and
contextualize the visual aid in a way that supports the communicative goal (De Almeida, 2009).
Transferred to the presentation task, this rhetorical perspective emphasizes that visual aids must
be integrated and contextualized within a presentation in order to be supportive.

From today’s point of view, presentation settings have become very complex due to
visual aids such as posters or digital slides. To more precisely describe the complex presentation
setting including visual aids, the terms of multimediality, multimodalitiy and multicodality are
useful. Multimediality refers to the use of various media in a single presentation (Bucher et al.,
2010). Not only is it possible to use manifold media, each medium provides different
possibilities to visualize information. Moreover, the integration of visual aids increases the
complexity of a presentation by incorporating multimodality. The term “modality” refers to
sensual perception. Hence, visual aids address the visual modality, spoken language the verbal
modality and body language the performative modality (Bucher & Niemann, 2012; Dynkowska
et al., 2012). In a presentation, these modalities are addressed simultaneously, which is why it
is crucial to take into account the interplay between them. In addition, the visual aids in a
presentation also increase its multicodality. The term “multicodality” refers to the different
codes a presentation includes. For example, the written code, oral code, and code of body
language are all based on different code systems. Some code systems, such as body language,
do not even have a grammar, which further increases the complexity of the presentation format
(Argyle, 1989). Ozsarigol (2011) highlights how the simultaneity of multiple codes, modes and
mediality within a presentation results in an important challenge encountered by the speaker in
a presentation task. Specifically, the speaker must deal with this simultaneity and be able to
coherently, i.e., meaningfully, employ it.

In summary, visual aids within presentations extend the setting and increase the
complexity compared to classical speeches without visual aids. Moreover, the complexity of
presentations continues to grow with the emergence of new media offering new possibilities.
The complexity of a presentation, which is based on its multimediality, multimodality, and
multicodality, refers to the difficulties a speaker faces in handling the presentation situation as
well as the increased demands on the audience when processing a presentation. The rhetorical
perspective on visual aids in the presentations context highlights the strategic use of visual aids,

which includes understandings the communicative mechanisms and meanings as well as the
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constraints of specific media. In addition, the speaker must give the visual aids context within

a presentation using rhetorical processes.

Orality and its challenge for the speaker

Alongside the situational setting, the main task of oral monological speaking also
requires detailed consideration from a rhetorical standpoint. In the rhetorical perspective, the
oral dimension of a speech is considered particularly powerful and even superior to written
words. According to Isocrates (Philipp, 24-26), one of the first ancient teachers of rhetoric,
orality helps to improve the audience’s impression because the speaker himself/herself is on
stage with his/her voice and can react to sudden events. The term “delivery” refers to the
performance of a speech in a speaking situation. According to Cicero (De oratore, I11, 213),
delivery has the most power in oral speaking situations. It is considered the most significant
element of the art of rhetoric (Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1404a).

As already indicated with respect to the situational setting, the physical presence of the
speaker and the audience in the same room has consequences for the oral dimension of the
speech (e.g., Fiehler, 2012; Nell-Tuor, 2014). It implies interactivity between the two. This
interactivity even takes place in a monological presentation setting to a limited extent, e.g., the
audience nodding their heads represents communicative feedback for the speaker. Thus, the
speaker’s task is to form a relationship with the audience, for example through perspective-
taking (Batson et al., 2016), or by taking into account politeness conventions (Nell-Tuor, 2014).
Perspective-taking addresses the aforementioned fundamental rhetorical principle of
connecting the speech and the audience (Knape, 2000c). The strong situational relatedness
resulting from the physical presence of both parties is a further common characteristic of oral
communication (Feilke, 2011). The fact that the speaker and the audience are located in the
same room creates a context that the speaker can refer to. This situational relatedness enables
the speaker to use incomplete sentences or repetitions (Nell-Tuor, 2014). The ancient
rhetoricians already identified a specific oral style (Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1414a). Aristotle argued
that oral style requires a louder voice due to the large audience, as opposed to the higher
exactness of the written style. In addition, Quintilian (Institutio oratoria, X, 1, 19) identified
rapidness and uniqueness as central characteristics of oral communication, in contrast to written
communication, which relies on the possibility of revising the content. This in turn refers to the
relevance of norms for the oral dimension. There is no fixed norm for oral speaking based on
contextual criteria. Written communication can refer to orthography, but there is no equivalent
for the oral dimension (Argyle, 1989). Another characteristic that is particularly significant for
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this dissertation is the fact that oral communication is based on sequentiality and fluidity
(Feilke, 2011). After communication is realized, oral utterances vanish (Nell-Tuor, 2014). In
contrast to written texts, the only way oral utterances can be remembered and recalled is when
they address the audience’s listening perspective. From the rhetorical perspective, fluidity and
sequentiality highlight the significance of planning and delivering a speech from the situational
perspective of the audience, so that information transfer can take place. The speaker has to do
something to ensure that the information is retained. Fluidity is also challenging, as we see in
the conceptualization of presentation competence assessment (see 1.2.1), because assessments
must take place immediately after the communication, unless they are video-recorded or audio-
recorded. However, the latter two can include specific biases that must be addressed.

In conclusion, the characteristics of orality make the presentation task complex. The
speaker has to not only produce a text but also deliver it within the presentation setting. This
physical presence and resulting delivery of the speech can be considered a presentation’s
ultimate impact on the audience. Orality challenges the speaker to engage in relationship
management with the audience, and to take into account that his/her utterances are rooted in
situational relatedness, which requires an oral style. This relates to the rhetorical assumptions
of linking the speech and the audience as well as deducing the appropriate action based on the
specific oral setting.

Reaching the goal: The strategic orientation in a presentation

In a presentation, the main goal is to inform (see De Grez, 2009; Geldmacher, 2010;
Herbein, 2017). Further presentation formats with potential different goals, such as pitch
presentations (C. Clark, 2008) or TED talk presentations (Gallo, 2014), have emerged in recent
years. However, this dissertation specifically focuses on presentations in the secondary school
context with the main goal of informing the audience.

From the rhetorical perspective, a speech requires a strategy and a plan for executing
this strategy. The primary precondition for the strategy is the goal, teleos, which serves as the
central orientation of the speech (Knape, 2000a). Different classical speech formats involve
different goals. In a deliberative speech, the speaker advises or dissuades; in a judicial speech,
the speaker accuses or defends; and in an epideictic speech, the speaker praises or blames, to
name only a few (Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1358b). Although these goals differ from the main goal
of a presentation, informing also falls within an orator’s repertoire. Based on the logos, pathos,
ethos concept, Cicero identified three means of persuasion: informing, moving, and pleasing

the audience (docere, delectare, and movere; see Cicero, De oratore, 2, 114). Consequently,
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informing falls within the rhetorical consideration and creation of a speech. In addition,
rhetorical theory points to secondary goals. For example, the goal of the introduction, to capture
the audience’s attention, is in service of the main goal (Seebert, 2017). Without attention,
listening is not possible (Styles, 2006).

Transferred to the presentation task, this rhetorical orientation towards the goal means
that the speaker is challenged to identify the main informative goal of the subject matter. This
main goal depends on the audience, the motive of the speech, the situation, and the presentation
time format. The secondary goals identified in rhetorical theory must be in service of the main
goal. While subordinate, they falls within the general speech concept as they refer to
fundamental rhetorical and communication principles, e.g., making sure that the audience pays

attention. The speaker’s challenge is to keep the main goal in sight and manage the side goals.

Persuasion in a presentation

When referring to rhetorical theory to illustrate the complexity of the presentation task,
the most prominent rhetorical category cannot be neglected: persuasion. This term refers to a
key category in rhetorical theory and denotes the change a speaker wants to create in the
audience through rhetorical actions (see Knape, 2000b). This change can take place in terms of
attitude, opinion or behavior. But does persuasion play a role in a students’ presentation that
aims to inform the audience?

Firstly, factual texts are not as objective as they appear to be. Based on a critical rhetoric
approach, Kramer’s rhetorical analysis of factual texts (2019) shows that these texts, embedded
in a social and communicative context, include subjective purposes by the authors.
Accordingly, factual texts aim to make the factual content accessible to the audience, motivate
the audience to process the information presented or create a specific image that demonstrate
the author’s expertise or credibility. Thus, factual texts integrate persuasion. Based on this
understanding, presentation tasks require persuasive efforts by the speaker. As persuasion is
embedded even in texts that are seemingly only fact-oriented, it would be naive to assume, that
the process of informing can be strictly separated from the process of persuading.

Secondly, as described above, the audience takes on a predominant role in a
presentation. From an audience's perspective, learning is always addressed when examining
processes of information transmission. According to today’s learning models, learning goes
beyond transmission of information. The learner takes on an active part in the learning process
(Wild & Modller, 2015). Learning depends on individual characteristics, such as prior

knowledge, pre- or misconceptions, motivational level, or prior beliefs as well as contextual



16

factors such as the class, the teacher and his/her teaching unit, the school. In a learning and
teaching context, it is the teacher who takes these influencing factors into account when
developing a teaching unit. Hence, a teacher knows that processing information of the learner
depends on the construction of the teaching unit and the learner’s utilization of the learning
opportunity. This approach is condensed in utilization-of-learning-opportunities models (e.g.,
Seidel, 2014). A presentation is comparable with the direct instruction method in the teaching
context (Apel, 2002). It is the speaker who creates a presentation (comparable to the learning
opportunity) which is adapted to the learners’ characteristics in such a way that makes learning
possible. The better the learning opportunity takes into account the learner’s individual
characteristics and contextual factors, the higher the likelihood that learning, i.e., processing
information, takes place.

In line with the utilization-of-learning-opportunities models, persuasive pedagogy is an
instructional teaching approach (Hennessey et al., 2012; P. K. Murphy & Mason, 2012) that
combines rhetorical thinking, information transmission and learning. This approach highlights
the relevance of prior understanding and prior beliefs for the learning process. It makes also the
teacher aware of the fact that new information could be in conflict to existing knowledge, beliefs
or understandings of the learner. Persuasive pedagogy shows that the teacher has to solve this
conflict so that new information and or new knowledge can be accepted and integrated into the
learner’s system. This approach characterizes rhetorical thinking and refers to persuasive efforts
in a presentation. The speaker has to adapt the message to the audience as much as possible.
For anticipating and solving conflicts which can be caused by new information, persuasion is
required. For example, according to Hennessey and colleagues (2012), when there are
erroneous beliefs underlying the knowledge (e.g., “a parabola only opens in an upward
direction”, p. 198) that hinders to process or accept new information, these beliefs have to be
changed. Likewise, when the audience has difficulties understanding, the speaker has to
overcome these difficulties or obstacles (Rowan, 1995). In addition, when the audience
signalizes boredom, the speaker has to change the audience’s emotional state into a more
appropriate, motivated emotional state to make information processing possible (Knape,
2000b).

Concludingly, from this rhetorical perspective, persuasion remains a relevant part in a
presentation task. Persuasion is interrelated with the goal of information transmission. Adapting
the presentation to the audience’s needs can be considered as a rhetorical action that also
requires persuasive efforts. Consequently, the presentation task refers to the fact that informing

the audience is complex, can fail, and requires rhetorical considerations.
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In summary, considering the characteristics of the presentation task from a rhetorical
perspective points to the task’s complexity. Each of the constitutive elements of the situational
setting — audience, subject matter, speaker — creates its own demands for the speaker. The
inclusion of visual aids in presentations increases the complexity by providing additional
communicative tools that require competent use and reflection concerning their communicative
potential and constraints. In light of the various new digital visual aids that have been
developed, complexity continues to remain part of the presentation task. Speaking within the
situational setting of a presentation further adds delivery components to this complexity. From
a rhetorical perspective, delivery is not only seen as challenging but also as a component with
no fixed norms in the way a grammar exists for written texts. Although the main goal is to
inform, secondary goals based on rhetorical functions have their place in a presentation as well
and must be strategically planned for by the speaker. Persuasive considerations further highlight
that change processes also take place in presentations. Moreover, these numerous components
occur simultaneously, resulting in a challenging situation for the speaker. The coordination and
use of different communicative components are challenging for students who make
presentations. Hence, to competently solve the presentation task, a detailed view of the

components relevant for competent presentation behavior is necessary.

1.1.2. Definition of presentation competence

The rhetorical perspective on the characteristics of the presentation task indicates that
the presentation task is complex and reflects a challenging situation for the speaker. Hence,
relevant components of the speaker’s successful mastery of the presentation task are important
to identify. Therefore, the goal of this subsection is to define presentation competence. In doing
so, this dissertation delineates competence approaches relevant for the definition of presentation
competence. The conceptualization of presentation competence provides the fundamental
reference point for measurement (see 1.2). The definition of presentation competence proposed
in this dissertation interlinks the traditional rhetorical approach with the conceptualization of
presentation competence. Furthermore, this subsection identifies facets of presentation
competence — indicative of presentation quality — based on rhetorical considerations. These
presentation facets are also examined from an empirical education perspective by delineating
existing empirical research supporting the relevance of these facets for the defined presentation

context.
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Approaches to defining competence

Different disciplines provide different concepts of competence. One of the most
prominent and most-cited definitions of competence in the educational context is by Weinert
(2001) who did research to developmental and educational psychology. In Weinert’s
conceptualization, competence comprises cognitive abilities, skills and motivational aspects.
These competence aspects lead to an adequate solution to the situation. This definition also has
parallels to the PISA study’s conceptualization of competence. For example, the OECD defines
global competence as “the ability to mobilize knowledge, skills, attitudes and values, alongside
a reflective approach to the processes of learning, in order to engage with and act in the world*
(OECD, 2016, p. 2). In addition to its similar differentiation between knowledge, skills and
attitudes, a further common characteristic between this definition and Weinert’s is the
conceptualization of competence as the capacity to solve a situation. Moving beyond this broad
definition of competence, an approach to defining competence that is more closely related to
language is Chomsky’s (1980) conceptualization of linguistic competence. In his linguistic
model of competence, Chomsky differentiates between competence and performance.
Competence refers to knowledge of a language and performance refers to the realization of
competence insofar as it refers to language use or production in a specific situation.

A further approach focusing more on communication has been developed within
communication studies (Backlund & Morreale, 2015). Scholars in this field shift the focus
towards behavior in the concrete situation, resulting in a conceptualization of competence as
performance. Backlund defines communication competence as “the ability of an individual to
demonstrate knowledge of the appropriate communicative behavior in a given situation”
(Backlund, 1978, p. 21). With respect to appropriate behavior, Backlund and Morreale (2015)
conclude in their overview of communication competence that the effectiveness of behavior is
also part of competent communication behavior. The term appropriateness refers to suitable
behavior in line with the norms and expectations of the situation. The term effectiveness
describes achieving planned goals (e.g., Morreale et al., 2007). In addition to this
conceptualization of competence as simultaneously appropriate and effective behavior (e.g.,
Morreale et al., 2006), there is also broad consensus in communication studies on
conceptualizing competence as comprising three dimensions: cognitions/knowledge,
affect/motivation, and behaviors/skills (Morreale et al., 2007). According to Rubin (1994),

“communication competence requires knowledge of appropriate and effective communication
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behaviors, a repertoire of skills which correspond to that knowledge, and the motivation to
perform those skills in a socially appropriate and effective manner” (p. 75).

In summary, the different conceptualizations of competence share a common
characteristic (Blomeke et al., 2015): all of them relate competence to real-world situations.
Simultaneously, the differences between these conceptualizations allow them to be categorized
into two groups. One group encompasses the analytical approach, which conceptualizes
competence as dispositions underlying behavior in a specific situation (Blomeke et al., 2015).
The other group encompasses the holistic approach to competence, which conceptualizes
competence as behavior in a concrete situation itself. Both Weinert’s definition (2001) and
Chomsky’s (1980) definition can be classified under the analytical conceptualization of
competence. The communication competence approach could be classified under the holistic
approach to competence. Although there are differences between these concepts, Blomeke,
Gustafsson and Shavelson (2015) propose viewing these two groups of competence
conceptualizations not as a dichotomy but rather as a continuum. In addition, both the
dispositional approach to competence and the performance approach to competence
differentiate between individual knowledge, skills and attitudes.

In its definition of presentation competence, this dissertation is in line with the holistic
approach to competence. This refers to the concept of competence as performance, i.e.,
behavior. Communication competence is conceptualized accordingly. Because a presentation
is also communication, presentation competence is conceptualized according to the
communication studies approach. Consequently, individuals can be seen as having presentation
competence when their demonstrated presentation behavior is appropriate and effective. In
addition, any conceptualization of presentation competence must keep individual
characteristics (knowledge, attitude, skills) and the interplay among them in mind. According
to De Grez (2009), who proposes an interdisciplinary definition of presentation competence,
presentation competence is “the combination of knowledge, skills, and attitudes needed to speak
in public in order to inform, to self-express, to relate and to persuade” (p. 5). It is not knowledge
or potential ability but rather demonstrated presentation behavior in the presentation situation

that represents competence.

Rhetorical perspective on presentation competence

The rhetorical perspective on presentation competence gives insights into the interplay
between the traditional rhetorical approach and the conceptualization of presentation
competence. The fundamental element of the presentation competence approach, that



20

presentation behavior determines whether or not an individual is perceived as competent, is in
line with traditional rhetorical theory. Since the beginning of rhetoric, the demonstration of
behavior, i.e., the delivery of a speech (actio), has been stressed in speech preparation and the
speech situation (Cicero, De oratore, I11, 2 13). Speech behavior is part of rhetorical theory and
part of the power of a speech (e.g., Quintilian, Institutio oratoria, Il, 3, 2-7). When the speaker
is not able to exhibit appropriate and effective speech behavior, it is not possible for a speech
to persuade other people (Backlund & Morreale, 2015), the core of rhetorical action (Knape,
2003). Moreover, specific speech behavior during the specific speech situation is the
fundamental reference point for analyzing and interpreting the impact of a speech.

This points to a central criterion in rhetorical theory: appropriateness (aptum; Kramer,
2008a). Ancient rhetorical theory initiated the concept of appropriateness (aptum). It is
considered a “super-principle” because it is a principle that concerns all rhetorical actions
(Asmuth, 1992). Appropriateness determines communication success (Kramer, 2008b) and has
been part of rhetorical theory since the beginning. According to Aristotle (Rhetoric, 111, 1408b),
appropriateness refers to the right relation between the speech and the circumstances. Cicero
(Orator, 21f, 70-74, De oratore, Ill, 210-212) identified relational aspects referring to the
situational setting (see 1.1.1), i.e., speaker, audience, and subject matter, as well as to further
constitutive elements of the situation: time, place, and genre of speech (Asmuth, 1992). From
a communicational and psychological point of view Christiansen and Hasle (2007), describe
Ciceo’s aptum model, which encompasses the speaker, audience, situation, message content,
and expressive means, as a balance model in which all elements must be in balance. Focusing
on appropriateness for the audience, Quintilian (Institutio oratoria, XI, 1) underlines the
importance of taking into account the audience’s expectations, (preliminary) opinions and
emotional state. It is stressed that each of these situational aspects must be analyzed and taken
into account if a speaker intends to fulfill the criterion of appropriateness and successfully
deliver a speech (Kramer, 2008b). More modern elements must also be taken into account; for
example, Bitzer (1968) differentiated between the exigence, audience and constraints of the
rhetorical situation. This requires considering the intended change (exigence), the rules of the
situation (constraints) and the listeners (audience). It is in turn related to the so-called rhetorical
analysis of the situation (Kramer & Malaka, 2014), which is required not only in speeches but
also in presentations in order to identify the external and internal circumstances that must be
taken into account in the presentation. In rhetorical theory, the skill of being able to make
appropriate judgments in a speech is called iudicium (Ueding & Steinbrink, 2011). This requires

familiarity with a great number of situations. Consequently, as indicated above, rhetorical
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theory provides several reference points for meeting the appropriateness criterion that could be
transferred to the presentation format. Rhetorical theory also offers clues to achieving
appropriateness that can help to further elaborate competent presentation behavior. Although
some approaches and reference points for determining and creating appropriateness exist, the
rhetorical aptum is a relational principle rather than a detailed scheme (Asmuth, 1992).
Quintilian (Institutio oratoria, XI, 1, 91) asserted that there is no fixed measure of
appropriateness.

The second element of competent presentation behavior is effectiveness, in the sense of
achieving the intended goal of the presentation. In rhetorical theory, a speech’s effectiveness
refers to the core aspect of the discipline: persuasion (Knape, 2003). As described above (see
1.1.1), an audience is persuaded when a mental change takes place. According to Hovland and
colleagues (1949; 1953), persuasion can be operationalized as a change in opinion that is also
closely related to attitude change. This implies that a speech’s concrete persuasion goal must
be identified so that the speaker’s intention can be operationalized by the audience members.
At the same time, multiple changes are possible. Transferred to presentation competence, this
indicates that effectiveness must be linked to the presentation goal of imparting knowledge.

According to the conceptualization of presentation competence, speakers use their
resources, i.e., knowledge, attitudes and skills, to competently perform in a presentation task
(see Blomeke et al., 2015). As how these resources for presentation competence can be
described and developed is still an open question, rhetorical theory can contribute to shedding
light on the interrelationship among these resources and its development. These resources are
also compatible with traditional rhetorical theory. Specifically, rhetorical theory considers
natural talent (natura) as relevant (Neumann, 2003) for studying rhetoric and mastering the
various speech formats. This includes physical dispositions such as voice or body
predispositions as well as intellectual dispositions such as memory skills. These dispositions
are related to speech and vary among individuals. Rhetorical theory assumes that they are
naturally endowed as well as systematically formed (Neumann, 2003). Consequently, this
notion of talent corresponds to the concept of presentation skills within the presentation
competence conceptualization. In rhetorical theory, talent must be formed through the
systematic study of theory (ars) as well as practice (exercitatio; see Martin, 1974). According
to Quintilian (Institutio oratoria, XI, 3, 11), natural talent is linked to effort and care (cura), a
kind of self-discipline to work on oneself in order to master the art of rhetoric. Before
Quintilian, Cicero (Brutus, 313-317) also underlined aspects of self-discipline by pointing to

his own transformation from a mediocre to an excellent speaker through rhetorical education,
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exercises and willingness, despite his frail physical constitution, i.e., natural disposition. Some
parallels to the presentation competence construct are apparent. The knowledge dimension is
reflected in the broad rhetorical system (Robling, 1992). The skill dimension is expressed in
the importance of rhetorical practice. Finally, the attitude dimension is similar to rhetorical
concepts such as self-discipline and willingness to change. There is a long tradition of rhetorical
education from the rhetorical perspective (see chapter 1.3 Fostering presentation competence),
indicating that continuous training is required. Hence, a theoretical and practical education on
the presentation task appears important for students’ presentation as well.

In summary, rhetorical theory can be applied to operationalize the construct of
presentation competence. The rhetorical criterion of appropriateness highlights relational
aspects. Appropriateness in presentations can be defined on the basis of this rhetorical
definition. Likewise, effectiveness in rhetorical speeches is rooted in persuasion, as the specific
intention of a speech, and involves an examination of the audience members. Furthermore, the
rhetorical perspective on resources for competent behavior highlights the importance of
rhetorical education. Hence, the rhetorical system provides insights on the description and
development of resources underlying performance that is also of relevance for presentation

competence.

Facets of presentation competence

To further conceptualize presentation competence, a competence model is required.
Such models describe different competence levels, i.e., expectations at different age groups,
and identifiy specific development steps that must be taken to further increase competence
(Klieme et al.,, 2003). Competence models are derived from subject-specific teaching
methodologies, make reference to psychological-pedagogical knowledge and are examined
empirically. However, no competence model for presentation competence that has been
examined empirically currently exists (Vollkamp, 2012). Consequently, this dissertation
deduces facets of presentation competence from rhetorical teaching methodology. From a
theoretical perspective, rhetorical theory provides a robust and well-established canon of speech
preparation steps (e.g. Bohme, 2015; Hommel, 1990; Porter, 2009) that can be transferred to
the presentation context (e.g., Kramer & Malaka, 2014; Lobin, 2012). In this dissertation, the
rhetorical canon for a speech — preparation, invention, arrangement, style, memory, and
delivery (intellection & inventio, dispositio, elocutio, memoria, actio/pronuntiatio) — is applied
to identify relevant presentation facets. The memory step is combined with the delivery step
because it represents internal preparation for delivery. It includes memorizing the speech for



INTRODUCTION AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 23

delivery (Neubauer, 2001). In addition, proceeding from the definition of the presentation task
(see 1.1.1), the presentation format requires visual aids as well as expert knowledge, which are
included in the model as further presentation facets. With these modifications, this dissertation
transfers the rhetorical canon framework to the presentation context, resulting in the following
six presentation facets: addressing the audience, structure, language style, memorization, body
language & voice, visual aids, and content credibility. Below, a more detailed overview is
provided by describing the rhetorical foundation of each facet. In addition, empirical findings
supporting the relevance of this facet within the presentation research context are presented.

Addressing the audience. As described above and based on Aristotle’s fundamental
rhetorical principle (1.1.1), the audience takes on a central position within a speech. A speech
targets the audience’s mind (Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1358b) and consequently has to relate to the
audience. Before the audience can be addressed, an analysis of the audience is required, e.g.,
their knowledge or emotional connection to the topic must be identified. This is part of the first
step, inventio of the rhetorical canon for preparing a speech as well as the supplementary very-
first step intellectio (Ueding & Steinbrink, 2011). These concern one’s thoughts about the
subject matter as well as pre-identifying the circumstances of the speech. In the presentation
format, addressing the audience encompasses the interaction between the speaker and the
audience and is prepared for through the rhetorical analysis of the situation (Kramer & Malaka,
2014). Addressing the audience refers to involving the audience in the presentation, creating a
relationship with the listener(s), and taking advantage of the audience’s knowledge, needs and
emotions. Despite the fundamental role of the audience in rhetoric, empirical rhetorical research
on addressing the audience is currently only at its beginning, according to a review by Kjeldsen
(2018).

By contrast, several empirical studies have demonstrated the relevance of addressing
the audience in the learning context. Rey and Steib (2013) found that secondary school students
achieve learning results when the instructional material addresses them personally and directly.
Another review from the field of educational research reported that immediacy, a construct that
focuses on audience closeness and interaction, correlates with students' perceived learning and
affective learning (Witt et al., 2004). Within the presentation research field, studies examining
addressing the audience are scarce. However, some initial attempts can be identified. In their
exploratory quantitative examination of introductions to informative presentations given by 40
Belgian professionals, Van de Mieroop, Jong, and Andeweg (2008) reported that speakers
neglect interpersonal introduction techniques focused on obtaining attention or evoking

sympathy, referred to in rhetorical theory as attentum parare and captatio benevolentiae.
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Addressing the audience techniques, such as “Good morning, Ladies and Gentlemen” (2008,
p. 196), were only used in a stereotypical, inappropriate way. In contrast, a linguistic analysis
of 84 TED talks from 2012 revealed that popular TED talks are audience-oriented and generate
audience involvement through a predominance of inclusive “we” forms instead of exclusive “I”
forms (Di Carlo, 2018, p. 139). These findings highlight the importance of addressing the
audience in a presentation from an empirical perspective.

Structure. This facet refers to dispositio, the second rhetorical step of speech
preparation, which focuses on the wuseful arrangement of a speech (Cicero,
De inventione, 1, 9). Three basic parts of a speech can be identified from classical arrangement
schemes (Ernst, 2003), which often focused on speeches in court: introduction, body, and
conclusion (exordium, narratio/argumentatio, conclusio). There is still broad consensus on
these three major parts of a speech and their functions in rhetorical guides (Bremerich-Vos,
1991). For example, the introduction emotionally and cognitively prepares the audience for the
speech's subject, the body sets out the main points, and the conclusion stresses the speech’s
main concern (Kositzke, 1994). According to Quintilian, the structure of a speech ensures that
its material is placed and linked appropriately; without it, the material remains incoherent
(Quintilian, Institutio oratoria, VII, 1). For structuring a speech, classical rhetoric refers to
transitions bridging its different parts (Henne & Zinsmaier, 2012). Rhetorical considerations
regarding the structure of a speech are also of importance for presentations today (Geldmacher,
2010). Because oral speech is fading (see 1.1; Auer, 2009), the speaker has to support the
memory of the audience, for example by structuring the speech.

The assumption that structure is important in communication and particularly in learning
contexts has been empirically confirmed in recent research. The comprehensibility model from
Heidelberg (Groeben & Vorderer, 1982; Groeben, 1978) as well as the comprehensibility model
from Hamburg (Langer et al., 1974; Langer, 1971) report empirical evidence that structuring a
written text results in better understanding. For example, providing an overview of upcoming
content as a pre-structuring tool is effective for learning new concepts (Ausubel, 1960). In terms
of presentation research, Titsworth and Kiewra (2004) underline the relevance of structure in
presentations. They report that explicitly stating organizational elements in a presentation, i.e.,
main and subordinate points, or employing pre-organizers help students better remember the
presentation’s structure and details as well as achieve better test results. In addition, text
linguistics considers coherence — the relation between sentences or utterances — as a key feature
for structuring. Ozsariogél (2011) indicates in her linguistic analysis of presentations that

intermodality cohesion increases the structure of a presentation. This includes deictic gestures
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(“as you can see here”) referring to visual aids as well as verbal repetitions (“as mentioned at
the beginning”), which can also refer to visual aids. These results indicate the relevance of
structure in a presentation.

Language use. Language use is the main focus of the third rhetorical step of speech
preparation, elocutio, which refers to the production of words. It concerns the elaboration of the
presented content (Kirchner, 2007). Rhetorical theory provides means to strengthen language
use in a speech. There are four classical rhetorical principles, the so-called virtues of diction,
namely correctness of language, clarity, appropriateness, and ornament (latinitas, perspicuitas,
aptum, ornatus; see Lopez, 2007). The term correctness relates to the use of words in line with
language conventions and language rules; appropriateness refers to the adaptation of language
use to the contextual circumstances (see 1.1.1). The term ornament highlights rhetorical figures;
collections of rhetorical figures have existed since ancient times (e.g., Quintilian, Institutio
oratoria, VIII and 1X) and are associated with delighting the audience through the beauty of
one’s words and thus making the content memorable. The term clarity refers to fostering an
immediate understanding of the presented content. Clarity comes into play when the speaker
intends to create “a very clear and detailed picture in the audience’s mind” (Kirchner, 2007,
p. 183) that goes beyond merely selecting supportive arguments and precisely naming
phenomena. Hence, clarity is based on the rhetorical concept of generating evidence (evidentia;
Kemmann, 1996). Prominent rhetorical techniques to increase clarity include describing a
setting in detail, i.e., detailing, and applying dynamic elements in a description through the use
of vivification, i.e., vividness (Lipphardt, 2019). Transferred to the presentation context, the
elaboration, i.e., production of words, must be appropriate for the context of oral
communication. This includes taking into account language conventions and language rules for
the oral speaking situation. For example, repetitions and redundancies are part of the oral
speaking situation and thus appropriate for the presentation setting (Becker-Mrotzek, 2009).
This also impacts sentence constructions, which have different underlying conditions in oral
situations than in written contexts. For example, the use of some incomplete sentences can work
in an oral context, but not in a written context (see Becker-Mrotzek, 2009; Pabst-Weinschenk,
2013). Furthermore, in a presentation, evidentia takes on a renewed emphasis (Gottschling,
2016; Lipphardt, 2019). Presentations aim to transfer knowledge that is unknown by the
audience. Therefore, difficult issues and technical terms in a presentation must be identified
and require more rhetorical effort in order to foster the audience’s understanding. Rhetorical

figures, such as comparisons or examples, can be used to create clarity. In addition, the



26

techniques of vividness and detailing can foster knowledge transfer. Thus, evidentia forms an
important means of strengthening language use in a presentation.

The assumption that language use contributes to fostering understanding in a
presentation has been confirmed empirically. With respect to clarity, the concreteness effect,
i.e., using concrete terms for abstract phenomena, facilitates learning (Jessen et al., 2000;
Schwanenflugel et al., 1992). In addition, Cameron (2002) revealed in his exploratory study
that the successful use of metaphors to foster elementary school students’ science learning
depends on various criteria. Oliveira and Brown (2016) further revealed that the use of
examples in lectures promotes science learning. In addition, Tank and Coffino (2014) found
that everyday language differs from science language in terms of lexical density, with science
language having a much higher amount of information per word. This complexity must be taken
into account in learning settings. Within presentation research, Lipphardt (2019) showed that
secondary school students can improve their vivid language use skills. In summary, these
empirical findings indicate that language use plays a crucial role in presentations.

Body language & voice. This refers to the fifth rhetorical production step, actio, i.e., the
delivery of a speech (Porter, 2009). Ancient rhetorical theory differentiates between body
language and voice. Accordingly, Quintilian discusses the use of gestures and facial expressions
(Institutio oratoria, XI, 3, 65-84) as well as the use of the voice (Institutio oratoria, XI, 3, 15—
30). Body language and voice can support the message of a speech as well as draw the
audience’s attention or evoke empathy and foster a self-impression (Tonger-Erk, 2012). Body
language and voice are also relevant factors to be taken into consideration in the presentation
format (Geldmacher, 2010). The rhetorical assumption that body language and voice can be
used to express emotions, create a relationship with the audience or guide the audience are
transferrable to presentations (Geldmacher, 2010). There are different classification systems for
the elements of body language and voice, but there is agreement that elements of body language
include facial expressions, gestures, posture, and proxemics, while elements of voice include
articulation, pitch, tempo, and volume (Porter, 2009). These numerous elements make the use
of body language and voice complex. The biggest problem is that there is no grammar
underlying the use of this presentation facet (e.g., Berkemeier, 2006). Thus, there is no universal
definition of the semantic meaning of each possible body pose; instead, they are influenced by
culture and context. According to Geldmacher (2010), body language and voice must be
consistent with the message of a presentation. For example, if a speaker has a sad message but
uses a happy voice, this is likely to confuse the audience.
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Some approaches to empirically examining body language and voice exist. For example,
eye contact that is open rather than rigid and fixed is perceived as supportive of the content as
well as positive for the speaker (Argyle, 2013). Empirical confirmation that the presentation
facets of body language & voice contribute to understanding can be found in both the learning
context and within presentation research. With regard to learning studies, Novack and Goldin-
Meadow (2015) revealed in their review that the use of gestures can facilitate learning insofar
as gestures ground abstract concepts in concrete objects in the environment, link concepts, or
accompany and underline the speech. The use of gestures supports understanding across
different subjects, from math and science (Yeo et al., 2017) to language-related subjects (e.g.,
Sime, 2006). Regarding voice, e.g., the use of prosodic markers (i.e., pitch, volume, melody,
and speech rate) contributes to making content memorable (Nagel, 2012). Research on
presentations sheds light on how gestures can be effectively used in the presentation setting. In
a video-recorded teacher presentation, Rueckert and colleagues (2017) revealed that the
strategic use of gestures fosters students’ understanding of an abstract statistical concept. In
addition, effective gestures by teachers result in better understanding among students (Alibali
et al., 2013). Even preschool children benefited more from a video-recorded verbal presentation
including gestures than an exclusively verbal presentation (Valenzeno et al., 2003).
Consequently, these studies show that the presentation facet of body language & voice plays an
important role in presentations aimed at transferring knowledge.

Visual aids. The rhetorical attention to visual aids has emerged alongside the prevalence
of visuality in today’s presentations. Creating visual aids is a design process that includes
rhetorical considerations. Designing visual aids requires thinking about the goal message and
adapting the visualization to the audience’s interpretation (Casteleyn, 2013). The speaker has
to consider aspects of the visual aid such as form, color, medium, and size (Foss, 2004). This
process corresponds to the construction and preparation of a speech insofar as invention,
arrangement and styling also play an important role (Smolarski, 2017). From a rhetorical point
of view, visualization, in the sense of seeing and creating clarity, is considered a powerful
technique to promote understanding (Gottschling, 2016). However, because a visual example
does not result in immediate understanding, the speaker has to embed this visual aid into the
speech, for example by explaining the visual message verbally. Hence, in a presentation, the
speaker is responsible for designing the visual aid according to the goal of his/her presentation.
The speaker is also responsible for showing and contextualizing this visual knowledge in order
to make it understandable (Gottschling, 2016). Contextualizing means explaining the

visualization and framing the interpretation of the visualization.
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Empirical findings confirming the assumption that visual aids foster understanding
within the presentation format can be found for the learning context as well as within
presentation research. The impact of the construction of visualizations on students’ learning
was reported in a meta-analysis (Richter et al., 2016). Richter, Scheiter, and Eitel (2016) found
that the design principle of signaling, i.e., highlighting text-picture correspondence through
color-coding, arrows, deictic references, and zooming, resulted in improved learning effects
due to reduced cognitive load and increased focus on relevant information. In addition,
redundant information, as occurs, for example, when information from an animation is
accompanied by information in the form of a written text, results in smaller learning effects
(Rey & Buchwald, 2011). In addition to these findings regarding the design of visual aids,
Mayer (2009) reported that a spoken text accompanying visual aids results in better learning
outcomes. This supports the assumption that multimodality in a presentation is beneficial for
knowledge transfer. Within research focusing in particular on presentations, Dynkowska,
Lobin, and Ermakova (2012) found in an experimental setting that the use of visual aids in a
teacher presentation supports students’ comprehension and results in better recall and learning
outcomes. Furthermore, the use of different presentation tools, such as the Prezi presentation
software involving zooming rather than PowerPoint, could impact students’ perception of the
presentation in a positive way (Chou et al., 2015). Moulton, Tirkay, and Kosslyn (2017)
likewise reported a positive evaluation of Prezi presentations, with their zoomable user
interface, in contrast to the slideshow presentations in PowerPoint; they attribute this to
students’ subjective communication preferences. The results of these experimental studies
underline the important role of visual aids in presentations.

Content credibility. In presentations the content quality is of importance. In school
presentations, for example, the content quality is part of the assessment (e.g., Geldmacher,
2010). From the rhetorical perspective the content quality cannot be assessed. The rhetorical
perspective on content quality is content credibility. Thus, this facet is labbeld content
credibility. This facet refers to expert knowledge about the subject matter, which is required to
achieve the main goal of a presentation: informing the audience. Within rhetorical theory,
Cicero underscored the value of expert knowledge. From his point of view, it is worthless to
deliver a speech when one does not know much about the subject matter (Cicero, De oratore,
1, 48). In line with Cicero, Quintilian strengthened the requirement that one must know the case
before debating. Otherwise, the orator cannot find the right words and should remain silent
(Quintilian, Institutio oratoria, XII, 10, 59 and XI, 2, 45). Thus, according to both Cicero and

Quintilian, the ideal orator is an individual who is well-educated. Cicero took this idea even
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further by calling for a universal educational program for speakers that included not only
acquiring knowledge in the major scientific arts of that time (artes magnae, artes humanae,
artes libero dignae, see Pdschl, 1995, 201-2023); he also called for the speaker to read a lot,
think a lot, and listen a lot (Cicero, De oratore, 1, 218). However, Ueding and Steinbrink (2011)
point out that a speaker should ask for experts’ advice. Consequently, from a rhetorical point
of view, knowledge about the subject matter is an important requirement for a speech. When it
comes to communicating knowledge, ethos, i.e., the speaker’s credibility, is of importance.
Aristotle was the first to consider credibility as a rhetorical category (McCormack, 2014).
Credibility is achieved through various factors, e.g., the speaker's professional status,
confidence in speech, intelligence, and also by creating a close link between the presented
material and the audience (McCormack, 2014). This highlights that credibility is created
rhetorically by the speaker. Transferred to presentations, the presentation facet of content
credibility takes into account both knowledge about the subject matter (content) as well as
credibility in conveying this subject matter in the form of a presentation. Content credibility is
the communication perspective on expert knowledge (Fiske & Dupree, 2014). In the
educational context, a meta-analytical review by Finn and colleagues (2009) provides first
indications of the relevance of this presentation facet. They found that teachers’ credibility
fosters students' learning: the higher the teacher’s perceived credibility, the higher the students’
learning. Thereby, one dimension of credibility is the perceived competence of the teacher.

In summary, taking a holistic view of competence, the construct of presentation
competence refers to presentation behavior in a given situation. Accordingly, presentation
behavior is considered competent when an individual presents appropriately and effectively.
Presentation knowledge, skills and attitudes are resources for competent presentation behavior.
Due to a lack of competence models for presentation competence specifically, the rhetorical
theaching methodology was used to deduce six facets of presentation competence. These facets
are derived theoretically, but must be examined empirically and confirmed through presentation
competence assessments. In the next subsection, a further specification is made. Because this
dissertation focuses on secondary school students’ presentations, presentation competence and

the presentation task should be examined against the background of this education level.
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1.1.3. Presentation task in secondary school

Previous subsections have helped characterize the complex presentation task and
elaborate on presentation competence, which is required to master this task. Presentation
competence is defined as a speaker’s perceived performance in a presentation situation. The
facets of presentation competence derived from rhetorical theory provide a differentiated view
of presentation competence. They simultaneously provide a starting point for a presentation
competence model, which can be used to promote the development of this competence from an
educational perspective. This subsection focuses on the presentation task within secondary
school practice. First, this subsection examines the integration of presentation competence into
secondary school educational standards. In light of this relevance, communication education in
practice forms a further area of focus. To determine the position of presentations within
communication education, the relation between presentations on the one hand and written and
oral communication in secondary school on the other hand is elaborated. Finally, the
pedagogical benefits of presentations are illustrated.

Educational standards stipulate educational goals with respect to students’
presentations. Presentation-related goals are found across subjects (e.g., Common Core State
Standards Initiative, 2010) and across countries (e.g., England: Department for Education,
2014; Germany: Kultusministerkonferenz, 2012; United States: Common Core State Standards
Initiative, 2010). In particular, they are frequently discussed in the language arts. In addition,
presentation competence is part of educational standards for secondary school students of all
ages (Gétje et al., 2016). Educational standards address the multimodal nature of the
presentation format, with a focus on appropriate and effective speaking. This indicates that
education policy recognizes the relevance of presentation competence and has integrated it into
school educational standards. In addition, the integration of presentation competence into all
subjects and for all ages highlights the ubiquity and deep relevance of this competence.

Based on the relevance of presentation competence for educational standards, teachers
are obliged to include presentation tasks into their school curricula and lessons. As part of their
existing education in communication skills, secondary school students must complete both oral
and written tasks (Meyer et al., 2019). However, the ratio between the two is not balanced. Of
primary concern in secondary school is the development of written competencies rather than
the development of oral competencies (e.g., Morek, 2011). Because oral communication existed
before written communication in human history, and because every individual learns oral

communication before written communication, education on oral competencies in school is
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emphasized less (e.g., Eriksson & Pietro, 2011; Fiehler, 2012; Helmke, 2014). A renewed
emphasis on oral communication is associated with PISA competence assessments starting in
the year 2000 (e.g., Morek, 2011). Likewise, the German federal states first implemented
multimodal presentation assignments as part of final examinations in the German school system
after the turn of the millennium and the first PISA results. For example, in the German federal
state of Berlin, the middle-level school leaving certificate (Landesinstitut fir Schule und
Medien Berlin, 2005) and academic-track school leaving certificate (Landesinstitut fiir Schule
und Medien Berlin, 2006) first integrated presentation assignments in the school year
2006/2007 (Berliner Senat, 2006, 2007). Nevertheless, the number of written examinations
continues to dominate in secondary school final examination regulations (e.g., Land Berlin,
2007). Hence, presentation tasks contribute to shifting more emphasis to the development of
oral competencies and minimize the imbalance between written and oral tasks in school.

The presentation task is one type of oral task in secondary school because presentations
require students to speak. However, the process of completing the presentation task involves
both orality and literacy. According to Gatje (2014), presentation assignments encompass two
phases: Situation I, which comprises preparation, such as researching material or structuring
the presentation, and Situation Il, the delivery of the presentation. Situation | determines
Situation I, i.e., preparation has a strong influence on behavior during a presentation. Thus, a
presentation assignment can be classified as oral communication due to Situation Il and all of
the elements that go into it, but it also involves some characteristics and determinants of written
communication through Situation I; i.e., it may require preparing and structuring one’s thoughts
by reading, writing a text, or preparing visual aids. The oral communication situation is the
target framework in which the presentation is delivered. The preparation of a presentation must
relate to its orality by taking into account aspects such as high interpersonal interaction, fluidity
of utterances, or immediate feedback from the audience. Therefore, Gétje, Krelle, Behrens, and
Grundler (2016) argue that characteristics of oral communication and written communication
skills (literacy) are interwoven in student presentations. What makes presentations unigue is the
relationship between oral and written communication in the preparation stage on one hand and
the explicit focus on oral communication on the other. Consequently, presentation assignments
can fulfill a bridging function. They foster both writing as well as speaking skills among
secondary school students. In addition, presentation assignments as an examination format pose
a challenge that differs from purely written tasks because an additional fundamental aspect
comes into play, namely facing and mastering the speech situation.
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In terms of pedagogical benefits, presentation tasks in secondary school are considered
an authentic challenge for students. School graduates must be able to present their ideas during
job interviews or will encounter oral situations in professional life which correspond to this
communication task (Hristova, 2014). Hence, presentation tasks are considered more authentic
than some written examinations because the probability that graduates will encounter written
tasks in professional life that are similar to written tasks in school is regarded as low (Huxham
et al.,, 2012). Furthermore, presentation tasks are more difficult to plagiarize because
presentation performance is directly related to the student himself/herself, who uses his/her own
words when presenting (Hristova, 2014). In written tasks, cheating may seem easier as the
written product is not directly linked to the writer. Thus, presentation tasks may increase
students’ responsibility and force them to really work on the task at hand. In addition, written
tasks in school advantage students with strong writing skills and disadvantage students with
stronger oral communication skills. The predominance of written tasks advantages just one
group of students and one specific set of skills (Hristova, 2014; Huxham et al., 2012). In
contrast, presentation tasks address the strengths of students with strong oral communication
skills.

In summary, presentation competence is relevant for all ages and across the curriculum,
as presentation competence is a part of secondary school educational standards. In secondary
school, presentation tasks contribute to reducing the predominance of written education.
Although the presentation task is based on oral performance in the presentation situation,
presentations also require written skills, i.e., reading relevant content material or creating visual
aids. The authenticity of this communication form facilitates authentic student performances
and prevents giving an advantage to students skilled in writing in secondary school. Moreover,
the question of assessing presentation behavior is of importance with respect to the value of
presentation tasks in secondary school. In particular, the oral setting of the presentation task
poses challenges for assessing students’ presentation competence. There are fewer fixed norms
in oral than in written communication. Therefore, issues related to assessment and measurement

are discussed in the next section.
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1.2. Measuring Presentation Competence

An adequate tool for measuring presentation competence is required when diagnosing
or promoting students’ presentation competence or examining presentation trainings.
Combining two different research traditions, the rhetorical and empirical educational research,
highlights an array of challenges in terms of measuring presentation competence. This
dissertation sheds light on the challenges and points a way for developoing a high quality
assessment tool for presentation competence of secondary school students.

Within the rhetorical research tradition, a prominent assumption is that communication
takes place in a situationally unique social context. According to the hermeneutical approach,
a rhetorical analysis can reveal text compositions and external settings characteristic of a speech
that are useful for understanding and interpreting the speech as well as deducing successful
elements (H. Mayer et al.,, 2009). The unique situational and social context renders
measurement challenging. However, the first empirical approaches to addressing this issue stem
from the rhetorical discipline. In ancient times, rhetorical theory was developed by observing
successful speeches at the agora, the central place of assembly (Kramer, 2008a). 20th-century
approaches to examining persuasion also exist, such as that proposed by Hovland and
colleagues (1949) or by Petty and Cacioppo (1986). Hence, examining and evaluating
communication techniques were a focus of rhetorical theory from its origin and are still relevant
to today’s researchers.

The education discipline has a different tradition of empirical research. In empirical
educational research, measuring means translating theoretical constructs into an empirically
accessible framework (Do6ring & Bortz, 2016). The operationalization of the theoretical
construct includes observation procedures, and these observations result in data. Consequently,
an instrument is a tool for quantifying the intended outcome as it relates to the theoretical
constructs. Empirical educational theory encompasses its own test theory for the development
of test instruments (Moosbrugger & Kelava, 2012). Within test theory, specific quality criteria
stipulate the requirements an instrument has to meet.

This subchapter seeks to combine these two disciplines according to their different
approximations of the construct of presentation competence. First, the measurement of the
central components of presentation competence, namely appropriateness and effectiveness, are
discussed from the rhetorical perspective (see 1.2.1). By contrast, the empirical educational
perspective provides different ways of measuring these components of presentation

competence. Both measurement approaches have advantages and disadvantages for research
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results (see 1.2.1). After discussing these fundamental measurement considerations, the focus
shifts to existing instruments for assessing presentation competence. Here, the most prominent
forms of measurement and their assessment of appropriateness and effectiveness are
highlighted (see 1.2.2). Four central instruments and their psychometric properties are
presented to highlight the need for a new presentation competence instrument. From the
perspective of empirical educational research, instruments for assessing presentation
competence must fulfill psychometric quality criteria such as objectivity, reliability and validity
(R. J. Cohen et al., 2009). The term objectivity refers to a measure’s independence from the
people who administer, evaluate, or interpret the test (e.g., Moosbrugger & Kelava, 2008;
Cohen, Swerdlik, & Phillips, 2009). Objectivity, also called rater reliability, can be evaluated
by examining statistics such as the intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC). ICCs indicate the
degree of agreement among raters’ independent assessments. The term reliability refers to the
degree to which a test is consistent and stable in measuring of what it is intended to measure.
Hintze (2005) refers to this as intrarater reliability, which can be examined via test-retest
reliability, equivalent forms reliability, and split-half reliability, to name a few examples. The
term validity refers to the accurate interpretation of the ratings and indicates whether the
instrument measures what it intends to measure (e.g., American Educational Research
Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council on Measurement in
Education, 1999). Hintze (2005) considers face, content, criterion and construct validity as
different types of validity measures. Moreover, within these three quality criteria, validity

presupposes reliability and reliability presupposes objectivity.

1.2.1. Conceptualizing presentation competence assessment

The definition of presentation competence is the first step for its assessment. As
discussed above, appropriateness and effectiveness are integral components of presentation
competence. A construct-specific discussion of whether both components are measurable and
accessible for empirical research can contribute to conceptualizing presentation competence
assessment. This discussion also addresses different assessment perspectives, such as self-
reports or observations, because they represent different sources of information. They each have

strengths and limitations regarding the assessment of appropriateness and effectiveness.

Measuring appropriateness

The term and the notion of appropriateness are rooted in rhetorical theory (see 1.1.2).

Appropriateness relates to the uniqueness of each situation. It takes into account the
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circumstances of the situation, the speaker’s individuality, the audience, characteristics of the
speech location as well as the subject of the speech. A behavior is appropriate when it matches
social rules or norms. Appropriateness remains relevant in modern communication theories
focused on interpersonal communication (Westmyer et al., 1998). According to Asmuth (1992),
appropriateness is a rather flexible criterion. When the situation changes, the requirements of
appropriateness change too (Hoffmann, 2009). Acting according to simple, fixed rhetorical
rules — such as always keep your hands above your waist — does not meet the complex
requirements of changing presentation situations (Kramer, 2012). In addition to this flexibility,
violations of or deviations from appropriateness are also included in rhetorical theory. A
deviation is accepted when it is useful and generally supports the goal of the speech (Stroh,
2014). Consequently, the rhetorical aptum is a relational principle that goes beyond any detailed
schema (Asmuth, 1992). Quintilian (Institutio oratoria, XI, 1, 91) asserted that there is no fixed
measure for appropriateness. It is hard to define appropriateness because of the diverse aspects
it is related to (Hannken-Illjes, 2013). Hence, from this point of view, appropriateness is very
challenging to measure.

Nevertheless, some approaches to assessing appropriateness have been developed based
on the rhetorical conceptualization of appropriateness. While appropriateness implies a kind of
flexibility, it is not an arbitrary construct (Hannken-Illjes, 2013). According to Hannken-Illjes,
knowledge and adaption of behavior to align with social conventions and social rules that are
not codified contribute to appropriate performance. To assess whether a behavior is appropriate,
rhetoricians considered iudicium and consilium to be relevant (Ueding & Steinbrink, 2011).
ludicium refers to practical wisdom and relates to the competence to judge which part of
rhetorical theory is useful in the specific situation (Wagner, 1998). Consilium relates to strategic
considerations (Ueding & Steinbrink, 2011). Both can be trained through practice. Hence,
measuring appropriate presentation behavior involves two aspects: i) appropriateness includes
(subjective) experience and/or knowledge and ii) appropriateness is directed towards others.
First, experience and/or explicit and tacit knowledge are required to assess whether social norms
are met. This is also relevant for other appropriateness-related aspects, such as text composition,
presentation location, and audience. By identifying recurrent situations, i.e., standard situations,
the rhetorical theory provided a key for assessing appropriate presentation behavior. For
example, genre of speeches, such as political speech, forensic speech or epideictic speech are
defined as recurrent situations (see Gottschling & Kramer, 2012). Each gerne of speeches is
characterized by specific recurrent features such as the specific purpose, setting, length, subject

matter (Rossette-Crake, 2019). Based on these characteristics expectations to the speech can be



36

deduced. This approach can be transferred to contemporary speeches such as students’
presentations. When keeping specific features of a presentation constant, e.g., defining the same
length of presentation, same scientific topic of presentation or same situational settings, the
speaker as well as the person who assess the presentation can deduce appropriate behaviors.
Thus, knowledge about the standardized situation of the presentation task makes it easier for
implications of appropriate presentation behavior. People without experience and/or knowledge
of the situational and social circumstances of the delivered presentation cannot assess its
appropriateness. They would base their judgments on an incorrect derivation of
appropriateness. Second, appropriateness is critically linked to the fact that a presentation is
directed at others. This indicates that assessment by others is crucial.

In educational settings, when students start learning the basics of presentation
competence, including the basics of appropriateness, the teacher’s perspective is of interest. It
can be assumed that teachers are familiar with presentation situations in the school context.
They create presentation situations for their students and possess experience and knowledge of
the audience. On the one hand, teachers themselves form the target audience. On the other hand,
they have knowledge about the rest of the class, which also represents part of the target
audience. Thus, teachers can take into account community rules in the students’ peer group,
even though uncertainty remains. They are able to take into account the class’s social
expectations from an external point of view without disregarding their own subjective
expectations. Based on this dual orientation, teachers as experts can take a meta-perspective.
This goes beyond a mere subjective point of view, which causes problems because it takes the
teacher’s subjective perspective as representative of the universal audience perspective. In
contrast, a meta-perspective evaluates appropriateness more broadly than based only on the
teacher’s own perspective (Hugenberg & Yoder, 1996).

In summary, the construct of appropriateness cannot be uniformly defined across all
situations, as it requires the explicit or implicit knowledge and/or experience of social norms,
the addressed community, and the situation. This suggests that experts must be involved in

measuring appropriateness.

Measuring effectiveness

Effectiveness is also an integral part of presentation competence. As described above,
the term effectiveness refers to achieving the goals of a presentation (see 1.1.2). In order to
assess effective presentation behavior, one must know the goal as well as examine whether it

has been achieved or not. Both highlight the difficulties of assessing effectiveness. For example,
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Hugenberg and Yoder (1996) argue that there might be not only one but multiple goals within
a given presentation. Informing, catching the audience’s attention, and/or entertaining might all
be goals pursued at the same time. In addition, the goals can change over the course of a
presentation. Therefore, the goal cannot be identified from an external perspective unless it is
determined a priori. For example, teachers might specifically ask their students to inform the
audience in a presentation task in school. After specifying the goal of informing, knowledge
tests for the audience could be developed in order to assess effectiveness. However, a new test
would be necessary for each presentation, which is neither efficacious nor feasible, as each test
would be limited to a fixed presentation condition. Consequently, measurement approaches for
effectiveness depend on the definition of the presentation goals. With respect to self-reports,
Parks (1994) argued that actors focus on achieving their goals. One reason for this can be that
speakers themselves know their multiple goals within a presentation and thus can monitor their
goal achievement better than the audience. However, the main focus in effectiveness
measurement must be on the audience, because only the audience has access to their knowledge,
reactions and emotions, which the speaker addresses with his/her presentation goals.

In summary, measuring effectiveness first requires the identification of one or multiple
presentation goals set by the speaker or external individuals. These goals are not accessible
from an external point of view, because the speaker’s goals can change during a presentation.
Focusing on the goal of informing the audience would lead to developing knowledge tests for
each presentation. Including this component of presentation competence shifts the focus of
assessing presentation competence to examining the audience’s knowledge and feelings, which

would help to advance presentation competence research.

Multi-perspective assessment

In addition to proceeding from a construct-specific discussion in the measurement
context, one can also approach both constructs from an empirical perspective. Specifically, both
constructs can be captured using different measurement perspectives. The goal of this section
is to show the advantages and disadvantages of each data collection method. Parks (1994)
differentiates between the actor’s own perspective (in this case: self-reports) and the observer’s
perspective.

Self-reports are considered a quick way to obtain data from many people (Abernethy,
2015). The self-report perspective provides information about the actor himself/herself and
his/her feelings, experiences or thoughts that are only available through direct questioning
(Abernethy, 2015). With respect to communication competence, self-reports refer not to
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competence itself but to the individual’s perception of how competent he/she is (McCroskey &
McCroskey, 1988). Their validity for actual communication competence performance is low
(McCroskey & McCroskey, 1988). Nevertheless, the self-report perspective is of relevance.
According to McCorskey and McCroskey (1988), self-perceived communication competence
determines future communication decisions more than actual communication competence.
However, when assessing self-report data, biasing factors must be taken into account and
minimized to the greatest extent possible (Déring & Bortz, 2016). For example, a central
biasing factor for self-reports is social desirability response bias, in which people answer in line
with social expectations in order to appear in a favorable light instead of providing true personal
information (Abernethy, 2015). One way to reduce this bias is to ensure anonymization during
data collection in order to reduce social pressure (e.g., Gottfredson et al., 2015; Hager, 2000).
Applied to the assessment of presentation competence, the self-report perspective can reveal
information about self-perceived presentation competence that is powerful for future
presentation behavior. However, when interpreting self-report data, self-serving bias must be
taken into account. In addition, self-report data are not necessary compatible with actual
presentation competence as assessed via external observation due to the self-focused view. As
already discussed with respect to appropriateness, it is assumed that individuals have a hard
time going beyond their own self-perspective and assessing appropriateness from an external
perspective. Carrell and Willmington (1996) argue that students in learning contexts have
difficulties perceiving both the environment as well as their own behavior. They focus either
on the environment or on their own presentation behavior.

In contrast, external observation requires a further individual apart from the actor
himself/herself. This perspective reveals information about behavior as it appears to an observer
(Abernethy, 2015). In the communication context, this perspective is required to assess an
individual’s actual communication competence (McCroskey & McCroskey, 1988). It is
considered a valid method for assessing performance (Abernethy, 2015). Thus, this perspective
provides accurate measurements and is utilized, for example, in educational settings.
Nevertheless, the accuracy of observer assessments is not always ensured. Central biasing
factors are rater agreement and observer expectancy effects (Abernethy, 2015). Statistical
methods and study design procedures exist to prevent, minimize or control assessment bias to
the greatest extent (see Abernethy, 2015; Podsakoff et al., 2003). For example, the ICC can be
used to measure interrater agreement and intrarater reliability (Hintze, 2005). Applying this to
presentation competence, external observer ratings provide information regarding actual

presentation competence. To obtain accurate measurements from external observers, the
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implementation of both procedural and statistical control methods is required. Furthermore, the
observer perspective can further be divided into direct observation (i.e., live ratings) as well as
indirect and controlled observation (i.e., video ratings; Ryan et al., 1995). The next subsection
provides a detailed overview of both external observation formats to shed light on the

opportunities and risks of this data collection method.

(Dis)advantages of live ratings and video ratings

Both observation perspectives, live ratings as well as video ratings, are commonly used
in presentation trainings for secondary school students, as Bohme (2015) reveals in their
analysis of lesson plans published by teachers in established journals in Germany. Examining
both types of observer ratings from an empirical perspective highlights their advantages and
disadvantages for presentation competence assessment.

The live rating perspective refers to the assessment of behavior at the time of
performance or immediately after performance by an external observer. The rater is present in
the field, i.e., part of the situation and is thus physically present when the behavior is exhibited.
Hence, the live rating perspective gives the observer a direct impression of the performance and
reveals information about the actual situation. It is considered a form of real-time data
collection. However, live ratings also have some pitfalls threatening their accuracy. First, the
rater’s mere presence, behavior and/or reactions may affect the behavior of the ratee, increasing
the noise in the data (Ryan et al., 1995). In addition, the live situation can attract the rater’s
attention and shift their focus to aspects apart from evaluation. This risk of distraction is higher
in live situations than in video-recorded situations (Ryan et al., 1995). Furthermore, the live
rater must process a continuous stream of behavioral information. This requires continuous
attentional focus on relevant aspects (Ryan et al., 1995). Transferring this to presentation
competence assessment, the live rating perspective provides a direct impression of the observed
behavior. It reflects the authentic presentation situation and is close to the audience perspective.
However, interactions with the ratee, i.e., nodding or shaking one’s head, can strengthen the
speaker’s anxiety and undermine his/her performance of presentation competence. The rater’s
interactions must be standardized to control for this factor.

In contrast to live ratings, in video ratings, the rater is not physically present in the actual
performance situation. This perspective is a form of indirect observation, as the assessment is
based on video-recorded material. The video rating approach is characterized by the
repeatability of the material, as the raters can view, pause and replay these videos multiple
times. However, this indirect observation in the form of watching the video decreases the
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amount of available information about the real situation. For example, the video rater can only
perceive information via the visual and auditory channels. It is not possible to feel the
temperature of the room or smell the environment (Nagel, 2012). In addition, the information
available via visual and audio signals is predetermined. For example, the camera angle is
prearranged and the video raters can only observe what this angle reveals, while live raters can
turn their head to change their point of view. In addition, the video is two-dimensional, while
the real situation is perceived as three-dimensional, which could affect notions of space, e.g.,
gestures might become more or less observable (Ryan et al., 1995). In terms of audio signals,
playing the videos can make the speaker’s voice more salient even though in the actual situation
context the speaker’s volume was low and vice versa (Nagel, 2012). Therefore, video-recording
a performance may affect the salience and distinctiveness of behavior (Hintze, 2005).
Moreover, the repeatability of the video-recorded presentation can both positively and
negatively affect ratings. On the one hand, raters might pay less attention when they know that
they can replay the video an unlimited number of times (K. R. Murphy & Cleveland, 1991). On
the other hand, repeatability can reduce encoding bias, i.e., the pause and play button helps the
rater better focus on the relevant behavior without distractions, which is seldom the case for a
continuous performance in a live situation (Hauenstein, 1992). In addition, repeatability makes
it possible for different raters to observe the performance with different observation goals (see
Curby et al., 2016). Moreover, the video-recorded material prevents rater interactions or rater
reactions from influencing the ratee’s behavior because the rater is not physically present in the
performance situation. This can also reduce the need for accountability, which is higher in direct
observation settings such as live ratings (Gordon et al., 1988; Longenecker et al., 1987).
However, obtaining data via video-recording devices might also influence the ratee’s behavior;
for example, the presence of a camcorder might increase the ratee’s anxiety and undermine their
performance (see Bush et al., 1972; Nielsen & Harder, 2013). Transferring this to the
presentation competence context, the video rating perspective provides information via a
strongly standardized assessment procedure. It enables a detailed view of presentation
competence due to the repeatability of the video recordings. However, contextual information
is needed for the assessment process, and watching the presentation several times can also
change the rater’s first impression of the presentation.

When comparing the two external observation perspectives, it is assumed that both live
ratings as well as video ratings impact the observer in a similar way. When the speaker
addresses the audience directly, the human brain does not differentiate between live or medium-

based communication, meaning that the effect of being addressed is the same in both scenarios
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(Nagel, 2012). In addition, Ryan, Daum, Bauerman, and Grisez (1995) found no difference in
rating accuracy between live and video ratings. They only found some differences in
observation accuracy; namely, observer accuracy was higher for video ratings than live ratings
when raters used the pause and replay possibilities of video recordings (Ryan et al., 1995).

In summary, the central components of presentation competence, appropriateness and
effectiveness, are measurable in the presentation context. The different perspectives on
assessing presentation competence all provide different but beneficial information. The self-
report perspective reveals self-perceived presentation competence, which drives future
presentation competence decisions; the live rating perspective provides information about the
audience’s direct impression after the presentation; and the video rating perspective allows for
a detailed view of presentation competence because more factors can be assessed than in live
ratings. Hence, the selection of the assessment perspective depends on the research goals. These
content-specific and fundamental considerations must be taken into account when collecting
and interpreting presentation competence data from secondary school students via presentation
competence instruments. Additionally, a thorough investigation of the psychometric properties
of presentence competence instruments is required to determine the utility of the data collected
from them (Hintze, 2005). Hence, the quality of existing presentation competence instruments
is an important question for this dissertation. Only if the existing instruments are of sufficiently
high quality in terms of development and psychometric quality can they be used to address the

further research topics in this dissertation.

1.2.2. Existing instruments: Strengths and limitations

The goal of this subsection is to determine whether existing presentation competence
instruments are appropriate for continued use in presentation research. To meet this goal, their
strengths and limitations are analyzed in order to highlight the need for a new instrument.
Instruments for assessing presentation competence operate with rubrics identifying behaviors
considered relevant for a successful presentation (Schreiber et al., 2012). An individual’s
characteristics, in this case their possession of a specific presentation competence level, is rated
on a Likert-type scale (Hintze, 2005). Four central instruments were selected to illustrate the
current state of existing instruments with regard to psychometric properties. These four
presentation competence instruments were chosen because their psychometric properties have
already been examined and because they are widely cited and have been recently published.
Namely, they are the Public Speaking Competence Rubric (PSCR; Schreiber et al., 2012), the
Competent Speaker Speech Evaluation Form (CSSEF; Morreale et al., 2007), the Public
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Speaking Instrument (De Grez, 2009), and the Public Speaking Competency Instrument (PSCS;
Thomson & Rucker, 2002). In discussing these instruments, the focus lies on external ratings,
especially video ratings, because they are considered more objective (Carrell & Willmington,
1996). In addition, the discussion on assessing appropriateness concluded that appropriateness
can be assessed via external raters. Examining the effectiveness of presentation behavior is not
the focus of this section because, as indicated above, it requires approaches other than

evaluation forms, which goes beyond the scope of this dissertation.

Background of the instruments

Existing presentation competence instruments focus on assessing appropriate
presentation behavior. Effective presentation behavior is not included in published instruments
(see Herbein, 2017). The instruments and their psychometric examinations rely on the use of
observers. In most studies, presentation competence is deduced from one presentation situation
taking place in a defined setting; presentation behavior in other presentation situations is not
taken into account (Hugenberg & Yoder, 1996). However, the definition of presentation
competence involves the demonstration of skills in various situations. Considering just one
situation in assessment means that the assessment of presentation competence is based on a
very limited range of situations (Hugenberg & Yoder, 1996). Nevertheless, there are specific
presentation situations in secondary school that occur only once: for example, presentations
within German academic-track secondary school leaving exams (Abitur). In such cases,
presentation behavior in this single situation is what matters for one’s grade. This is why even
a single situation can be meaningful for assessing presentation competence. Moreover, the
rubrics are developed on the basis of different references. That is, the authors of the four
instruments draw upon theoretical frameworks such as communication theories (e.g., Morreale
etal., 2007), didactic principles (e.g., Schreiber et al., 2012) and previous instruments (e.g., De
Grez, 2009). It is notable that explicit references to rhetorical theory were not part of the
instruments’ development. In the rest of this subsection, the psychometric properties of the four
central instruments are summarized. The strengths and limitations of this psychometric

examination process are also addressed.

Psychometric properties of the instruments

The psychometric examinations of the four instruments occurred using samples of
higher education students (e.g., Thomson & Rucker, 2002). The PSCR instrument (Schreiber
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etal., 2012) was used in introductory speech classes at the university, for example. The sample
sizes varied between N = 1 (Thomson & Rucker, 2002) and N = 219 (De Grez, 2009).

With respect to objectivity, the assessment procedure as well as rater procedures are
described to facilitate standardized rater assessments (e.g., Morreale et al., 2007). Schreiber and
colleagues (2012) reported ICCs, an indicator of interrater reliability, between .54 and .93 for
their instrument items. This indicates satisfactory to excellent interrater reliability and interrater
agreement (Cicchetti, 1994).

Several measures have been established to assess instruments’ reliability (Hintze, 2005).
In the presentation context, the test-retest reliability, also called stability, indicates whether the
same rater will assess the same presentation behavior by the same speaker highly similar in two
separate sessions (Hintze, 2005). Test-retest measures for the four instruments were not
reported; however, the selection of adequate reliability measures depends on the study design.
Cronbach’s alpha can be considered the final step of reliability testing and reveals the internal
consistency of the scales (Hintze, 2005). Cronbach’s alpha was reported for the Public Speaking
Instrument (De Grez, 2009), with values of oo = .83 up to o = .89, indicating that the scale has
good internal consistency. Further reliability measures for the four presentation competence
instruments were not reported.

With respect to validity, content and face validity is given when the presentation
behavior that is observed and focused on and therefore the observational system as a whole are
representative of what the authors intended, i.e., presentation competence (American
Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council
on Measurement in Education, 1999). Construct validity is indicated when constructs that are
interrelated in theory, for example, presentation competence and speech anxiety, are also
correlated empirically in the expected way. A common method of examining the content and
face validity of the presentation competence instruments was to have the items reviewed by an
expert panel (e.g., De Grez, 2009). Construct validity was examined in terms of convergent
validity. For example, the correlation between the presentation competence instrument and the
communication apprehension instrument was examined, with the results indicating acceptable
to good validity (e.g., Morreale et al., 2007). In addition, construct validity was investigated
through exploratory factor analysis (e.g., Thomson & Rucker, 2002) This analysis revealed
different factor dimensions depending on the item pool used in the exploratory factor analysis.
Because the item pools considered do not cover the six facets of presentation competence
identified in this dissertation, the findings are limited to those specific configurations.
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Requirements for future instruments

This dissertations’ critical examination of four central presentation competence
instruments revealed common approaches in terms of instrument development. The strengths
of these instruments lie in their psychometric examinations, which provide a starting point for
the development and psychometric evaluation of further instruments. In addition, the four
instruments based their conceptualizations of presentation competence on didactic principles
and theories. However, their theoretical foundations are not linked to rhetoric. Moreover,
secondary school student samples are underrepresented in the psychometric evaluations, and
the German versions of the presentation competence instruments were not part of the
discussion. Furthermore, the development of the items making up these instruments could be
more transparent, perhaps by elucidating their relationship to concrete theories. This could also
address the fact that rhetorical theory was not explicitly considered. In addition, existing
psychometric examination approaches can be supplemented by a broader validation procedure,
for example, one that takes into account experts’ live ratings. On a similar note, the
psychometric examinations could also include test-retest measures (reliability) indicating the
stability of the instrument. In conclusion, this critical examination of existing instruments
indicates that there is a need for a new instrument. There appears to be no instrument covering
all of the facets of presentation competence deduced form rhetorical theory. In addition, test-
retest measures could indicate the instruments’ stability, and the use of experts’ live ratings to

validate the instruments could contribute to a more robust psychometric examination procedure.
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1.3. Fostering Presentation Competence of Secondary School Students

Different target groups can be focused on with respect to fostering presentation
competence. Because secondary school students represent the main concern of this dissertation,
the current discussion of fostering presentation competence is limited to secondary school
students. Before going into more detail on this issue, it is worth addressing the question of why
presentation competence should be promoted at the secondary school level. Firstly, secondary
school students encounter presentation tasks during their secondary school careers, because
numerous final school exams include presentation tasks within their examination procedures
(e.g., Freie und Hansestadt Hamburg, Behorde fiir Schule und Berufsbildung, 2018). Secondly,
competently completing presentation tasks in secondary school influences students’ school
achievement and increases personal success, e.g., by strengthening self-confidence (Hay,
1994). In addition, presentation experiences at the secondary school level make it easier for
students to develop this complex competence and can prevent later problems such as speech
anxiety in students’ professional lives and higher education (van Ginkel et al., 2015). Thirdly,
explicit promotion is required when a competence does not develop without training (Bailey et
al., 2017). Higher education has identified a need for better presentation competences among
students. University entrants at the beginning of their studies often fail to successfully prepare
a talk (Dorée et al., 2007) or have problems delivering information (Nippold et al., 2005; Scott
& Windsor, 2000). In addition, employers complain about the poor presentation competence of
young professionals. Thus, it seems reasonable to seek to promote presentation competence
earlier and more broadly, i.e., already at the secondary school level. Another reason for
fostering presentation competence is its inclusion in educational standards for secondary school
students across countries (e.g., England: Department for Education, 2014; Germany:
Kultusministerkonferenz, 2003; United States: Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2010).

By now, more and more presentation training programs have been initiated in schools
at all educational levels (e.g., Bohme, 2015; Herbein, 2017; Morreale et al., 2016). They are
mainly practically tested and studies examining their effectiveness are scarce. However,
identifying effective presentation training programs provides a valuable starting point for
(further) developing training programs for secondary school students. Thus, for critical
examination of existing programs, this dissertation provides an overview of training programs
that were extracted from highly cited reviews (see 1.3.1).

Besides, a presentation training program that adequately fosters secondary school

students’ presentation competence has to take the intervention’s target group into account and
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identify core components of the applied teaching methods. Analyzing the characteristics and
individual prerequisites of the target group is of crucial importance, because these factors
crucially determine and influence further steps of the training development process: defining
the goals of the training program, framing and specifying the content of the program, and
selecting the training activities (e.g., Humphrey et al., 2016; Herbein, 2017; see 1.3.2). In
addition, the core methodological components provide a basic framework for conceptualizing
training activities for secondary school students (see 1.3.3). Both secondary school students’
characteristics and core methodological components are essential to consider with respect to
fostering presentation competence in secondary school.

1.3.1. Suceess of presentation training programs: Educational practice under study

Existing presentation trainings programs in school education provide useful insights to
implementations into the school context. To reveal training programs’ effectiveness, studies are
needed. Consequently, the goal of this subsection is to provide an overview of evaluated
presentation training programs implemented in the school context and examine their success.
Before depicting the overview of these studies, the role of rhetoric in education needs to be
discussed from the historical perspective to understand the current status quo of training
programs in school.

There is a long rhetorical history of educational thinking. Its roots go back to the
beginning of rhetoric in ancient times. The first professional rhetoric teachers, the sophists,
were also the first to reflectively consider rhetorical instruction (see Ockel, 1998) and started
professional training on demand. One of the first sophists, Protagoras, argued that the art of
rhetoric is based not on birth but rather on learning and teaching (Platon, Protagoras, 323c,
326e, 328c.). Quintilian, the first professor of rhetoric in Rome to receive a state salary,
postulated a lifelong education from birth through school and up to older age in his work
Institutio oratoria (I, 6). Since then, rhetoric has become an established part of education.
Rhetoric was one of the septem artes liberales, the seven subjects relevant for education.
Consequently, rhetoric was long considered a fixed part of school and university education
(Ueding & Steinbrink, 2011). In the 19th century, rhetoric lost its stand-alone status and became
part of different disciplines, including psychology, language arts, philosophy, and science. In
school education, the language arts included rhetoric and dealt in particular with text analyses
(Dietz, 2008; Ueding & Steinbrink, 2011). In modern times, near the end of the 20th century, a
large vocational training market developed, with rhetorical education as one prominent topic
(Dietz, 2008). In school education, rhetoric played only a minor role. However, in recent
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decades, schools and universities have once again recognized the relevance of rhetorical
education. Today, presentation competence is promoted in various ways (e.g., Morreale et al.,
2010). Numerous training programs, in particular in the higher education context, exist (see
Herbein, 2017; van Ginkel et al., 2015). Béhme (2015) identified teaching concepts focused on
fostering rhetorical skills in prominent educational publications in recent decades. Thereby, she
reported a shift from training programs in schools focused on speaking and speeches to training
programs focused on speaking in multimedia presentation contexts. Overall, the number of
training programs for secondary school students appears small in contrast to trainings in the
higher education context. The small number could also be due to the minor role of rhetoric in
teacher training education, where rhetoric is not included (VoRkamp, 2012).

In order to obtain information whether presentation training programs successfully
promote the intended outcome variables, effectiveness studies are necessary. Thus, as part of
this dissertation it was searched for studies examining the effectiveness of presentation training
programs published in the fields of German rhetoric and German linguistic research as well as
in highly-cited international communication journals. In addition, highly cited papers focusing
on the assessment and/or promotion of presentation competences were included, together with
key publications from their reference list. The overview of the studies extracted is depicted in
Table 1. The training programs were categorized to central characteristics such as sample size,
target group, study design, treatment, assessment of presentation competence, and effects, in

order to examine program’s SUCCESS.



Table 1

Effectiveness Studies on Presentation Competence Training Programs

Assessment of presentation

Study design Treatment Effects
competence
Sample Target
No Study size group Measure
Rando- ment Self-  Ex- Over- Fa-
mization Groups points Length Type of treatment report ternal Instrument all  cets Results
1 Herbein, Golle, N=65 Elementary Yes EG(n=33) Pre-and 12 Presentation training X X Self-reports: German X Self-reports:
Tibus, Schiefer et school CG (n=32) posttest  course program version of the Effects on speech
al., 2018 units of performance performance
90 min questionnaire (child
each version; PQ-C; External: Effects
Cartwright-Hatton et on nonverbal visual
al., 2005). behavior,
nonverbal auditory
External: Self- behavior,
developed organizational
observation sheet skills and global
performance
2 Herbein, Golle, N=61 Elementary Yes EG(n=28) Pre-and 11 Public speaking X Observation sheet X  Effects on global
Tibus, Zettler, & school CG(n=33) posttest course training program (Herbein, Golle, performance
Trautwein, 2018 units of Tibus, Schiefer et and organization
90 min al., 2018) (length of speech,
each length of
introduction, length
of conclusion,
reference to
listener)
3 Herbeinetal, N =65 Elementary Yes EG(n=29) Pre-and 11 Public speaking X Observation sheet Effects on posture
2020 school CG (n=36) posttest course  training program (Herbein, Golle, (nonverbal public
units of Tibus, Schiefer et speaking skill) and
90 min al., 2018) addressing
each audience (language

use)

Note. The summarized results in this table are deduced from the stated references. The instruments are ordered according to target group and publication date. n.a. = not available, X = true,

EG = experimental group, CG = control group.

(continued)
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Assessment of presentation

Study design Treatment Effects
Sample Target competence
No Study size group Measure
Rando- ment Self-  Ex- Over- Fa-
mization Groups points Length Type of treatment report ternal Instrument all  cets Results
4 Parr& N =36 Secondary Yes EG (n=18) Pre-, pre- 10min Guided video feedback X X Self-reports: X Self-reports:
Cartwright- school CG(n=18) and after presentation and Performance Effects on speech
Hatton, 2009 Posttest then delivering second Questionnaire (PQ- performance
presentation vs. no C; Cartwright-
video feedback Hatton et al., 2003) External:
No effects
External: Objective
Performance
Questionnaire (OPQ-
C; Cartwright-
Hatton et al., 2003)
5 Bankston & N =84 Higher No EG1 (n=27) Posttest n.a. Low (watching video- X Instructor’s grade of X No effects
Terlip, 1994 education EG2 (n=31) recorded presentation) student performance
CG (n=26) vs. high feedback
(watching video-
recorded presentation
plus audience reaction)
Vs. no treatment
6 Clydeetal., 1994 Study 1. Higher No Study 1: Posttest  n.a. Study 1: watching X Competent Speaker X No effects
N =239 education EG (n=20) excellent model vs. no Speech Evaluation
Study 2: CG (n=19) model speech Form (Morreale et
N =44 Study 2: Study 2: Self- al., 1992)
Study 3: EG (n=22) observation vs. no self-
N =239 CG (n=22) observation
Study 3: Study 3: same vs.
EG (n=18) multiple evaluation
CG(n=21) forms
7 Mino & Butler, N=634 Higher No Pre-change  Posttest ~ Semester Traditional lecture vs. X Self-developed X . Overall effects
1997 education group collaborative approach based on Carlson
(n =298), and Smith-Howell
Post-change (1995)
group
(n =336)
Note. The summarized results in this table are deduced from the stated references. The instruments are ordered according to target group and publication date. n.a. = not available, X = true,
EG = experimental group, CG = control group. (continued)
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Assessment of presentation

self-assessment after
viewing their video-
recorded presentation

Study design Treatment Effects
Sample Target competence
No Study size group Measure
Rando- ment Self-  Ex- Over- Fa-
mization Groups points Length Type of treatment report ternal Instrument all  cets Results
8 Ayresetal, 1998 N=166 Higher Yes EG(n=56) Pre-and n.a. Practicing speeches vs. X Self-perceived X No effects
education CG (n=59) posttest no practicing vs. small communication
Placebo (n group discussions competence (SPCC)
=51) (placebo) (James C.
McCroskey &
McCroskey, 1988)
9 Gring & N =158 Higher No EG Pre-and n.a. Instructor’s feedback X The Competent X Effects on all items
Littlejohn, 2000 education posttest on first video-recorded Speaker instrument (highest
presentation (Morreale et al., improvement on
1992) purpose,
organization, and
visual aids)
10 Kingetal.,, 2000 N=91 Higher Yes EG1, EG2 Posttest  n.a. Immediate feedback vs. X Self-developed X  Effects on eye
education CG (group delayed feedback vs. contact (immediate
sample sizes control group feedback),
were not effects on
available) introduction
(delayed feedback)
11 R.A.Clark & N =61 Higher No EG1 (n=40) Posttest eight EG1.: traditional vs. X X Self-developed X Self-reports: no
Jones, 2001 education EG2 (n=21) weeks EG2: online public effect
speaking course
External: no effects
12 T. Brown & N = 65 Higher Yes CG(n=32) Pre-and 75min  Verbal self-guidance X Self-developed X No effects
Morrissey, 2004 education EG (n=33) posttest based on Whetten
and Cameron (1998)
13 Dupagne et al., N=72 Higher No EG (n=35), Posttest n.a. Video feedback X Self-perceived X No effects
2007 education CG (n=37) (watched their five communication
individual speeches competence
online) (McCroskey &
McCroskey, 1988)
14 Mallard & N =116 Higher No EG (n=59) Posttest n.a. Self-assessment after X Self-developed X No effects
Quintanilla, 2007 education CG (n=57) giving the speech vs.

Note. The summarized results in this table are deduced from the stated references. The instruments are ordered according to target group and publication date. n.a. = not available, X = true,

EG = experimental group, CG = control group.

(continued)
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Assessment of presentation

Study design Treatment Effects
Sample Target competence
No Study size group Measure
Rando- ment Self-  Ex- Over- Fa-
mization Groups points Length Type of treatment report ternal Instrument all  cets Results
15 Fellenberg, 2008 N=71  Vocational No Class 1 Pre-and  8-10 Class 1: Speech X Self-developed X Class 2: Most
school (n=22) posttest  weeks training lessons effective treatment;
students Class 2 Class 2: Speech Within Class 2:
(post- (n=19) training lessons effects on overall
secondary Class 3 including rhetorical presentation, voice,
school) (n=30) practices body language,
Class 3: Learning by visual aids,
teaching moderation.
16 De Grez, Valcke, N =101 Higher Yes EG1,EG2, Pre-and n.a. Communication course, X Self-developed X X For all participants:
& Roozen, 2009b education EG3, EG4 posttest then divided into four based on Carlson overall effects,
(group sizes conditions and Smith-Howvell, largest effects on
were not 1) Presentation of a 1995; Daly et al., introduction and
reported) general presentation 1995; Wiertzema & conclusion
goal and no self- Jansen, 2004
reflection Effects on specific
2) Presentation of a goal setting;
general presentation No effects on self-
goal and self-reflection reflection.
3) Triggering personal
specific presentation
goal setting and no
self-reflection
4) Triggering personal
specific presentation
goal setting and self-
reflection
17 De Grez, Valcke, N =57 Higher Yes EG1, EG2, Pre-and n.a. All students: oral X Self-developed X X No effects of
& Roozen, 2009a education EG3 posttest presentation skills feedback condition.

training via multimedia
instruction, then
assigned to three
different feedback
conditions (expert,
peer, and self-
assessment)

For all students:
overall effects,
highest effects on
introduction,
conclusion,
structure, contact
audience

Note. The summarized results in this table are deduced from the stated references. The instruments are ordered according to target group and publication date. n.a. = not available, X = true,

EG = experimental group, CG = control group.

(continued)
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Assessment of presentation

Study design Treatment Effects
Sample Target competence
No Study size group Measure
Rando- ment Self-  Ex- Over- Fa-
mization Groups points Type of treatment report ternal Instrument all  cets Results
18 Bower etal., N =22 Higher No EG Pre- and Peer feedback X Self-developed and X X Overall effects;
2011 education posttest interviews qualitative effects
on body language
and voice,
connection to the
audience
19 Mowbray & N=11 Higher No EG Pre- and Public speaking X Self-developed X Effects on 11 of the
Perry, 2013 education posttest program for lecturers 12 items (largest
for liveliness in
delivering material
and interesting
material)
20 Cavanaghetal., N=41 Higher No EG T1, T2, Use of a video X Self-developed X Effects on all facets
2014 education T3, T4 reflection system (highest for
- review and confidence, lowest
reflection on one’s own for body language
and peer presentations and engagement)
21 Mitchell & N =45 Higher No EG1 (n=15) T1,T2, Marketing seminar X Self-developed X EG1 was most
Bakewell, 1995 education EG2(n=15) T3 EG1: Presentation based on effective: greatest
CG (n=15) guidelines (PG) plus presentation improvement on
tutor and peer feedback guidelines mannerisms,
EG2: PG plus tutor confidence and
feedback visual aids
CG: PG
22 Nespital, 2016 N =141 Higher No EG Pre- and Communication course X Self-developed X Effects on all items
education posttest (conversations,
argumentation,
speeches, rhetorical
confidence)
23 Ritchie, 2016 N =239 Higher No EG (n=20) Posttest Feedback plus self- X Rubric based on X X Effects on overall
education CG (n=19) assessment vs. previous studies (De score, explaining
feedback and Grez, Valcke, & graphs, timing,

optionally watch video-
recorded presentation

Roozen, 2009b;
Langan et al., 2005;
Smith & Sodano,
2011)

correct
grammar/spelling,
clarity of speaking

style

Note. The summarized results in this table are deduced from the stated references. The instruments are ordered according to target group and publication date. n.a. = not available, X = true,

EG = experimental group, CG = control group.
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With regard to the target group and the treatment effects, the vast majority of previous
work had been conducted in higher education. Only a small number of studies focused on
training programs for elementary school students (e.g. Herbein, Golle, Tibus, Schiefer et al.,
2018; Herbein, Golle, Tibus, Zettler, & Trautwein, 2018) or on training programs for secondary
school students (e.g., Parr & Cartwright-Hatton, 2009). The findings nevertheless indicate that
presentation competence can be promoted through presentation training programs at different
educational levels (e.g., De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009b; Herbein, Golle, Tibus, Schiefer et
al., 2018; Parr & Cartwright-Hatton, 2009; van Ginkel et al., 2015; Yurong, 2015).

With regard to the study design and chosen assessment approach of presentation
competence, the studies provide first important steps on which future studies can build.
However, their generalizability might be constrained due to methodological limitations, leading
to some research gaps. Firstly, most previous studies did not have a randomized control group,
which limits the interpretation of causal effects. Secondly, with respect to the measures used to
assess presentation competence, only a few studies reported treatment effects for specific facets
rather than overall scores. Only the former enables more differentiated insight into effects on
presentation competence. Thirdly, the studies common use either self-reports or external
ratings. Only three studies used both assessment approaches (Herbein, Golle, Tibus, Schiefer
et al., 2018; Parr & Cartwright-Hatton, 2009; R. A. Clark & Jones, 2001). Studies using only
one of the two approaches might be limited in their estimation and interpretation of the results
(e.g., Dupagne, Stacks, & Giroux, 2007; Gring & Littlejohn, 2000). While self-perceived
presentation competence is a major factor driving future communication decisions, self-reports
must be interpreted cautiously because they are subjective and can be biased by factors such as
social anxiety (e.g., Carrell & Willmington, 1996; Parr & Cartwright-Hatton, 2009). Previous
findings on presentation competence revealed a low congruence between self-reports and
external ratings (e.g., De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2012). Examining a presentation training
program’s effectiveness solely using self-reports provides only limited evidence for potential
treatment effects. In contrast, studies based on external assessments offer a more objective way
to evaluate effectiveness.

In sum, based on this overview of existing presentation training programs, effectiveness
studies of secondary school training programs are lagging behind effectiveness studies in higher
education. Reasons could be the under-valued status of rhetoric in secondary school, for
example, in teacher education. Previous controlled intervention studies, particularly in higher
education, have established that presentation competence can be promoted in principle.

However, randomized controlled trials of training programs in the field of secondary education
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are scarce. A proper assessment of presentation competence should address different facets of
presentation competence rather than the total score pf presentation competence and include both
external ratings and self-reports. This dissertation links to that gaps by focusing and evaluating
a presentation training program for secondary school students. Before, the target group has to
be analyzed in detail because this forms the foundation of a successful training (Humphrey et
al., 2016).

1.3.2. Requirements when presenting at school

Analyzing the target group is the starting point for the development of every training
program (Gottfredson et al., 2015; Humphrey et al., 2016). In addition to its relevance for
conceptualizing the training program, examining the target group also forms a crucial reference
point for interpreting the findings of the training evaluation. Thus, this subsection analyzes
secondary school students as the target group of the presentation training. Moreover, the goal
of the presentation training is deduced from existing literature regarding secondary school
students’ presentation competence levels and teaching methodologies for rhetoric. Additional
focus is laid on related factors that undermine or strengthen secondary school students’

presentation competence.

Instructional goal of a presentation training

Two key questions are important when examining the aforementioned target group of
the presentation competence training program: What is the presentation competence level of
secondary school students? And what competence level should students acquire in the course
of their secondary school careers? Because no existing empirical studies have examined
secondary school students’ presentation competence, this subsection focuses on the second
question. Students’ expected presentation competence level before leaving secondary school
corresponds to the presentation training goal for this target group. The description of secondary
school students’ final level of presentation competence just before graduation must be based on
a presentation competence model. According to Klieme, Avenarius and Blum (2003), a
competence model differentiates among different competence levels and is based on teaching
methodology. However, no empirically tested presentation competence models identifying
different presentation competence levels exist (Geldmacher, 2010). In addition, no generally
accepted teaching methodology for presentation competence exists, as the research report by
Geldmacher (2010) reveals. Thus, this dissertation applies a variety of different sources to

develop an adequate description of the intended final presentation competence level among
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secondary school students: i) educational standards related to presentation competence (e.g.,
Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2010; Kultusministerkonferenz, 2003) ii) teaching
methodologies, such as Geldmacher’s discussion (2010) of teaching methodologies for
presentation competence in the highest track of the German school system (Gymnasium), as
well as iii) previous research addressing presentation competence in school education (e.g.,
Herbein, 2017).

i) Educational standards delineate educational goals for secondary school students at
each grade level. Educational standards regarding presentation competence (see also 1.1.2) exist
for all grades (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2010). Thus, they can provide an
orientation for promoting the identified presentation facets. Educational standards refer to these
presentation facets either explicitly (e.g., visual aids) or implicitly (e.g., body language and
voice). There is a tendency for educational standards regarding presentation competence to
exhibit increasing complexity at different age levels. For example, with respect to complexity
in terms of the use of visual aids in presentations, in 4th grade, the focus is on appropriately
selecting and integrating visuals into presentations, while the 12th grade standards stress the
strategic use of digital media, implying the creation of visual aids. In addition, students are
expected to focus more on appropriateness as they grow older. In 4th grade, appropriateness is
not neglected but it is related to the content, e.g., appropriateness is measured in terms of
whether the facts included strengthen the presented idea. In contrast, for 12th grade students,
appropriateness is embedded within a larger framework, e.g., the appropriateness of structure
or style is related to the purpose, audience and task. There is a parallel tendency in German
educational standards focusing on presentation competence (e.g., Kultusministerkonferenz,
2003, 2004, 2012). In 4th grade, students should be able to present self-chosen text using visual
media (Kultusministerkonferenz, 2004). At the end of secondary school, just before university
entry (Kultusministerkonferenz, 2012), students should address sophisticated topics in an
appropriate way using different presentation techniques. Although these educational standards
reflect different levels, they do not elaborate competence levels for each presentation facet in
detail. Moreover, some presentation facets, such as body language and voice, remain implicit.
However, a more detailed differentiation of each presentation facet is required to conceptualize
a presentation training, and this detailed perspective is not characteristic of educational
standards, but rather of teaching methodology (Geldmacher, 2010).

i) Geldmacher (2010) provides a detailed overview of first teaching methodology
approaches for presentation competence from a German language arts perspective. She sought

to design a teaching methodology for presentation competence for students in highest-track
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German secondary schools (Gymnasium). Her requirements for secondary school students were
based on teaching methodologies for German language arts and with references to a broad
interdisciplinary literature. With respect to the presentation facet of body language and voice,
Geldmacher also argues that there is no universal rule. According to her, students need
behavioral options so that they can select appropriate behaviors in each specific context.
Berkemeier (2006), for her part, lists different categories of gestures: gestures that point to
something; gestures that structure; gestures that substitute for a message, such as greeting
gestures; and gestures that underline the message. These gesture categories can help illustrate
behavioral options.

iii) With regard to existing research on presentation competence, Herbein’s framework
for presentation competence development indicates several intermediate stages (Herbein,
2017). The first step involves building up a skill repertoire as well as being able to apply these
skills in a presentation. For example, static use of gesture — for example, putting one’s hands
into one’s pockets throughout the entire presentation — and continuous use the same gesture
over and over again in a presentation both indicate a strongly limited skill repertoire in terms
of gesture. A skill repertoire, or the possession of a variety of different gestures and the ability
to apply them, forms the basis for the second development step. This second step focuses on
appropriate use of one’s skill repertoire to achieve the highest presentation competence level.
The speaker should be able to select skills from his or her repertoire that are appropriate for the
presentation situation and the speaker’s own personality. This second step ensures that
presentation competence behavior does not induce robotic and artificial behaviors (Herbein,
2017; Rubin & Morreale, 1996) and takes into account rhetorical theory emphasizing the need
to adapt one’s speaking to the circumstances (e.g., Gottschling & Kramer, 2012) in order to
meet appropriateness demands (see 1.1.1). This framework for the development of presentation
competence implies that younger secondary school students should work on their basic
presentation competence skills, i.e., extend and apply their skill repertoire, by learning and
demonstrating a broad range of gestures, for example (see 1.1.2). Consequently, they require
stronger pre-structuring of presentation tasks. With respect to the other presentation facets, this
might involve learning basic structures using templates, or learning the basics of visual aids
with analog visual aids and later transferring the acquired skills to digital visual aids
(Geldmacher, 2010).

In conclusion, all three of the consulted sources make clear that the main educational
goal regarding presentation competence is for students to be able to present appropriately within

the limited framework of presentation formats in secondary school (e.g., addressing the student
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audience appropriately). Taking a differentiated view, aspects of competent presentation
behavior on an adult level (students at the end of their secondary school career are young adults)
are identified for the different facets of presentation competence: addressing the audience,
structure, language use, body language & voice, visual aids, and content credibility. Also part
of the education goal for secondary school students is building a repertoire of skills and
knowledge and ensuring the appropriateness of their presentation behavior in a given situation,
e.g., with respect to the audience, location, subject matter, etc. At the end of secondary school,
students should have competently mastered the school presentation format and be prepared for
future presentation formats. The latter requires students to be able to adapt to new presentation
tasks. For example, students have to deal with more complex content and meet scientific
standards in academic presentations tasks (e.g., Barrett & Liu, 2019; Kobayashi, 2016; Zareva,
2009). Moreover, in academic contexts, poster presentations at academic conferences, where
speakers must take into account disciplinary norms and values (e.g., Maclntosh-Murray, 2016)
come into play. Likewise, case presentations in the medical field (e.g., E. H. Green et al., 2013)
and pitch presentations in the business context (e.g., C. Clark, 2008) have their own
characteristics that differ from the school presentation format. These examples highlight that
secondary school students need presentation competence education in school to be prepared for
future presentations. These types of future presentation tasks will require extending their
existing skill repertoires and training on appropriate presentation behavior. Being able to
develop and adapt one’s presentation competence to future presentation formats and to one’s
own personality are needed in order to prevent helpless presentation behavior. Without a
profound education in presentation competence during secondary school, appropriate transfer
and adaptation to these various presentation tasks poses a challenge and might result in

graduates exhibiting poor presentation competence levels in these presentation tasks.

Personal factors related to presentation competence

The previous subsection focused on appropriate presentation behavior for secondary
school students referring to the six presentation facets: addressing the audience, structure,
language use, body language and voice, visual aids, and content credibility. Specifically, the
delineated behaviors refer to two of the three dimensions of presentation competence:
knowledge and skill. The third dimension of presentation competence (see 1.1.2), attitude, is
also influenced by external factors outside of the presentation facets. Presentation attitudes are
linked to individual personality characteristics such as motivation, self-efficacy (Amirian &
Tavakoli, 2016; De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009b; Ringeisen et al., 2019), speech anxiety
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(e.g., Daly et al., 1995; Marcel, 2019; Pearson et al., 2007), goal orientation (e.g., De Grez,
Valcke, & Roozen, 2009b), and personality traits (e.g., Liang & Kelsen, 2018). Recent literature
on presentation attitudes has particularly focused on self-efficacy and speech anxiety. Speech
anxiety has been particularly broadly examined in higher education research. Speech anxiety,
also termed stage fright, speaker anxiety or communication apprehension (see Nash et al.,
2015), is defined as a fear of public speaking, manifested by “physiological arousal, negative
cognitions, or behavioral responses to real or anticipated presentations” (Dwyer & Davidson,
2012, p. 100). Some degree of speech anxiety can be beneficial for presentation behavior
because it serves to stimulate the presenter, but a high degree of speech anxiety overwhelms
the presenter and results in poor presentation performance (Nash et al., 2015). A high degree of
speech anxiety is also related to poor speech preparation and poor speech decision-making
(Daly et al., 2009). Although speech anxiety is a prominent fear for many people (e.g., Dwyer
& Davidson, 2012; Tillfors et al., 2011), it reaches its climax among secondary school students
(Stein et al., 1996). Research has examined diverse aspects related to speech anxiety. Training
programs to reduce speech anxiety have been developed and evaluated in higher education (e.g.,
Hunter et al., 2014), and even among secondary school students (e.g., Rickards-Schlichting et
al., 2004; Tillfors et al., 2011). Three methods have been identified as effective for decreasing
speech anxiety: conditioned anxiety reduction interventions, negative thought interventions,
and skills training (see Pribyl et al., 2001). In addition, research has focused on further aspects,
such as whether popular public speaking books reflect recent speech anxiety research and help
readers overcome it (e.g., Pearson et al., 2007), or subjective explanations of what causes speech
anxiety, which is valuable for designing training programs (Bippus & Daly, 1999).

Presentation self-efficacy refers to the students® beliefs to successfully complete a
presentation task (see Ringeisen et al., 2019; Tucker & McCarthy, 2001). Presentation self-
efficacy determines the individual effort to the presentation task and is related positively to
presentation performance (Tucker & McCarthy, 2001). Different training programs have been
examined that aimed to increase presentation self-efficacy. Treatments such as the verbal self-
guidance-training program that aims to replace negative self-statmeents with positive self-
statemens (T. Brown & Morrissey, 2004), the use of peer model performanc (Adams, 2004) or
service learning (McNatt, 2019) foster students’ presentation self-efficacy.

Further factors possibly influencing presentation competence are personality traits.
Although they are considered equally important as cognitive skills (Anger & Dahmann, 2015),
they have seldom been the focus of previous presentation research. The term “personality traits”

refers to individual dispositional traits that can be attributed to consistent patterns of feelings,
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thoughts, and behavior that individuals demonstrate across situations and over time (Roberts &
Davis, 2016). One of the most widely used personality frameworks is the Big Five framework
of personality (McCrae & Costa, 1999). It consists of five personality dimensions: Openness to
experience, Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Agreeableness, Neuroticism. Focusing on
personality traits in presentation research appears valuable for several reasons. Firstly,
achievements on oral tasks such as delivering a presentation differ from achievements on
written tasks in school education. Achivements on oral tasks might be predicted by a different
set of personality traits than achievements on written tasks. Conscientiousness has been found
to predict school achievement on written or a mix of written and oral tasks (Poropat, 2009). It
can be assumed that other personality traits, such as Extraversion, are more relevant for
achievements on oral tasks, including presentation tasks. Secondly, the focus on personality
traits among secondary school students is of particular interest, because adolescence is
considered a life period during which students® individual personality traits play a crucial role
in their school careers and lives (Heaven & Ciarrochi, 2012). Thirdly, from an instructional
perspective, teachers in secondary school education are encouraged to develop students’
personality traits and to recognize and accept each student’s individual personality, with all its
strengths and weaknesses (see Kultusministerkonferenz, 2000; Ministerium fur Kultus, Jugend
und Sport, Baden-Wirttemberg, 2016b). Accordingly, students’ individual personality traits
could affect their acquisition of presentation competence and impact their presentation
behavior. Examining the relationship between secondary school students’ personality traits and
presentation competence could yield insights for personalized instruction to adequately
promote students’ presentation competence.

In summary, secondary school students must be prepared to complete student
presentation tasks. Acquiring this form of presentation competence can make it easier for
students to develop presentation competence for completing future presentation tasks. The
educational goal with respect to fostering presentation competence at secondary school must
take into account that developing presentation competence includes establishing a skill
repertoire regarding all six presentation facets - addressing the audience, structure, language
use, body language & voice, visual aids, and content credibility - and subsequently focusing on
the appropriate use of these presentation skills. The goal is to develop and impart appropriate
presentation behaviors for the student presentation format. Among the factors influencing
presentation competence, particularly with respect to presentation attitudes, individual
prerequisites appear especially relevant for presentation training programs and instructors.

Whereas speech anxiety has been widely examined in presentation research among secondary
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school students, the relationship between personality traits and presentation competence has
been relatively neglected. Both issues — teaching sufficient presentation skills and the relation
between personality traits and presentation competence — must be taken into account when
designing training activities to foster secondary school students’ presentation competence. For
a first step, this dissertation deduced, and later took up, the need for studies that focus explicitly

on the relationship between presentation competence and personality traits.

1.3.3. Conceptualizing presentation training program

A change model provides an appropriate framework for conceptualizing a presentation
training program. A change model includes the mechanisms that are assumed to have the
intended effects on the outcomes, in this case on presentation competence (Nelson et al., 2012).
These mechanisms, also labeled core components, represent the essential, evidence-based
principles of an effective program (Blase & Fixsen, 2013).

Based on two central publications, Bohme’s rhetorical didactics (2015) and van Ginkel,
Gulikers, Biemans, and Mulder’s design principles for developing presentation competence
(2015), mechanisms for presentation training can be classified under the following core
components: theoretical input, transfer, model learning, practice, feedback, and teaching self-
regulated learning. Both publications reviewed existing training research on the target group of
adults and young adults. Béhme (2015) deduced core components from her review of rhetorical
teaching programs. These core components are not meant to be exhaustive, but must
nevertheless be taken into account in rhetorical trainings. Van Ginkel, Gulikers, Biemans, and
Mulder (2015) focused on training research from an empirical education perspective. Their
design principles were deduced from a set of fifty-two relevant publications from the higher
education context in the last 20 years and provide “a comprehensive, but concrete perspective
for the design of education courses aiming at oral presentation competence development” (van
Ginkel et al., 2015, p. 63). Generally speaking, these core components are described on an
abstract level and must be concretized in the specific training context. They are also in line with
recent conceptualizations of presentation training among school students (e.g., Herbein, 2017).

Theoretical input. This refers to teaching fundamental knowledge to provide an
orientation for acting in relevant situations. This knowledge should be generally applicable in
numerous situations, but should at the same time be specificied by discussing examples so that
students can recognize characteristics of specific situations (Béhme, 2015). Theoretical input
also needs to relate new knowledge to learners’ existing knowledge. Previous evidence-based

research (see the overview by van Ginkel et al., 2015) has revealed that presentation knowledge
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can be expanded through teacher-centered talks or learning materials outside the classroom
(Mino & Butler, 1997). This theoretical input seeks to foster cognitive learning goals (B6hme,
2015).

Transfer. This core component supports the learner’s application of what he/she has
learned to the context he/she faces after training. In this context, the authentic construction of
presentation tasks (van Ginkel et al., 2015) as well as the reflection phase after an exercise
(Bohme, 2015) play important roles. Several studies provide empirical evidence for this
mechanism in the presentation context. Regarding authentic task construction (see an overview
by van Ginkel et al., 2015), for example, practicing in front of a real audience (e.g., Chan, 2011,
Tucker & McCarthy, 2001) and selecting a presentation topic students found relevant and
interesting led to better presentation competence (De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009Db).
Regarding the reflection phase, for example, Béhme (2015) points to teachers’ demonstrations
of alternative presentation behaviors when situations change.

Model learning. The model learning process begins with observing a given behavior
and ultimately results in modeling that behavior. Role models can be non-experts, such as peers,
or experts, such as teachers or professionals (see overview by van Ginkel et al., 2015, pp. 70—
71). Empirical examples reveal that both peer models and expert models positively affect
presentation competence (e.g., Adams, 2004; De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009a; Pittenger,
2004). In ancient rhetorical training, the term imitatio refers to this kind of learning, in particular
to imitations of rhetorical speeches (Kaminski & De Rentiis, 1998). Contemporary rhetorical
training also uses dynamic ideal models, for example, by showing videos of model speeches
(Bohme, 2015). Dynamic visualized models in rhetorical training are considered suitable for
improving body language and voice, while static models such as text examples are considered
suitable for strengthening language use. In addition, teachers must verbally comment on the
models’ actions; pointing to positive and negative models can make learning from models more
clear (Dennen & Burner, 2008).

Practice. Providing practice opportunities is a further core component. Practicing results
in better presentation performance (van Ginkel et al., 2015). Previous presentation research has
reported empirical evidence on the effectiveness of practicing (e.g., Smith & Sodano, 2011).
Although the optimal amount of rehearsing is still debated, research findings indicate that great
progress in presentation competence takes place even from the first to the second run-through
(De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009a). In ancient rhetorical training, Quintilian identified
practice (exercitatio) as a crucial component of speaker training in his Institutio oratoria (1V,

1, 3-4). Contemporary rhetorical trainings also emphasize this core component (B6hme, 2015).
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Feedback. This refers to assessing a learner and communicating this assessment in a
way that allows learning progress to take place (Hattie & Timperley, 2016). Thereby, feedback
that is explicit, contextual (appropriate to the situation) and tactful (taking into account students’
presentation level, motivation level, personality level and feedback sensitivity) appears to be
effective in enhancing presentation competence (van Ginkel et al., 2015). In addition, B6hme
(2015) underlines that the timing of feedback is important. Feedback can be either immediate
and simultaneous or delayed. In addition, feedback from both teachers and peer group members
can foster presentation competence; however, peers should learn how to assess presentation
competence beforehand (van Ginkel et al., 2015). Empirical studies (for an overview see van
Ginkel et al., 2015) have revealed that explicit and contextual feedback is effective (Haber &
Lingard, 2001). Further studies have reported that delayed feedback is most suitable for content-
related aspects of the presentation, such as the introduction, because changing the content
requires careful reflection. Immediate feedback is most suitable for behavior-based aspects of
a presentation, such as eye contact (see; Béhme, 2015; King et al., 2000).

Teaching self-regulated learning. Self-regulated learning is based on continuously
monitoring the status quo level with an eye to the desired goal (De Grez, 2009). Previous
research has revealed that within this framework, goal setting is effective when the learner
formulates and creates specific, directed goals, because presentation competence cannot be
learned by focusing on all components at the same time (van Ginkel et al., 2015). Setting
specific presentation goals was found to result in better oral presentations than setting general
presentation goals (De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009b). Previous research regarding self-
assessment, including self-monitoring and self-evaluating one’s own performance and
developing strategies to improve performance (see an overview by van Ginkel et al., 2015), has
also demonstrated the effectiveness of this mechanism (e.g., Bourhis & Allen, 1998; Smith &
Sodano, 2011). In traditional rhetorical training, this aspect was not explicitly stressed.
However, contemporary rhetorical trainings integrate self-assessments and also include video-
recording as a tool for self-assessment (Béhme, 2015).

However, some limitations must also be taken into account when considering these core
components of presentation competence trainings. Although they are based on empirical
evidence, presentation research lacks large datasets (B6hme, 2015). Moreover, in several areas
there is only a single existing empirical study. Furthermore, combinations of these core
components have not been empirically tested for effectiveness. It is even not possible to name
the most effective teaching method — the realization of the core components — because research

on presentation trainings have hardly not yet tested these methods against each other (B6hme,
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2015). Certain constructs behind these methods could also be relevant in presentation trainings,
making these core components non-exhaustive. However, although some open questions
remain and future research appears necessary, these core components have been found to be
effective in evidence-based research on presentation trainings for university students and young
professionals. Because no equivalent examinations have been conducted among secondary
school students, and corresponding studies in the context of secondary education are scarce,
transferring these core components from the higher education context to the secondary school
context appears reasonable. The overlap between core components for higher education and
secondary school education supports this transfer. For example, the core component of feedback
is effective not only in higher education but also for secondary school students (Hattie, 2009,
2011). In addition, from a practical point of view, core components such as practice and model
learning were part of ancient rhetorical trainings (Kaminski & De Rentiis, 1998) and continue
to be part of contemporary trainings for secondary school students (Bohme, 2015).
Consequently, practical tests have been conducted supporting the transfer of these core
components to secondary school students.

These core components illustrate mechanisms that must be operationalized in concrete
teaching methods within a presentation training manual. A practical example is the presentation
training program Youth Presents. Youth Presents is the largest presentation contest for
secondary school students in Germany, involving more than 4500 participants in 2019 (Jugend
prasentiert, 2019). The contest consists of several rounds and culminates in the national final,
in which six presenters compete against each other. A presentation training program called
Presentation Academy takes place before the finals. This two-and-a-half-day training is an
example of a short extracurricular presentation training program for secondary school students.
It is divided into different modules addressing the following content: "Addressing the
audience", "Language use and structure", “Visual aids”, “Body language & voice". The training
is conducted by six rhetoric trainers, rhetoric graduates and experts in presentation competence

from the presentation research center at the University of Tubingen.
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1.4. Research Questions of the Present Dissertation

The present dissertation focuses on a core competence of the 21st century, which is
relevant for educational, professional, and personal life: presentation competence. Three main
research areas emerged. First, in order to assess this competence, it is necessary to define and
conceptualize it. Second, which factors determine and relate to this competence is of interest.
Third, it is relevant to ask how this competence can be fostered, that is, whether and how
presentation competence can be promoted.

Existing assessment instruments for presentation competence address higher education
students as the target group. The central existing instruments examined have different bases and
have been psychometrically evaluated in different extend. There is a lack of instruments
targeting secondary school students that address facets derived from rhetorical theory. The call
for an instrument specifically designed for secondary school students has remained unanswered
in educational and rhetorical research. This dissertation transfers previous presentation
competence instruments for higher education to the secondary school context and develops a
new presentation instrument for this target group based on rhetorical theory and in line with
empirical educational approaches. It combines and extends previous examinations of
instruments’ psychometric properties and includes further valuable approaches. In doing so, the
relations between different measurement perspectives on presentation competence, i.e., external
ratings and self-reports (e.g., Carrell & Willmington, 1996), are taken into account for the
validation process.

Alongside the assessment of presentation competence, factors determining presentation
competence are of interest because they can undermine or strengthen presentation performance.
One determinant that has been extensively researched is speech anxiety (e.g., Daly et al., 1995;
Marcel, 2019). De Grez, Valcke, and Roozen (2009b) examined individual characteristics
related to the motivational dimension of presentation competence, including self-efficacy, self-
concept, and goal orientation. They called for more research effort examining individual student
characteristics related to presentation competence. This dissertation sought to extend the
research on individual characteristics as determinants of presentation competence by relating
personality traits to presentation competence. In schools, educational determinants are of
particular interest because they can provide a basis for adapting instruction in order to promote
this competence. Written tasks predominate secondary school education, while oral tasks are
less prominent. This dissertation contributes to providing a more detailed view on how

achievements on oral tasks, specifically presentation tasks, are related to student characteristics.



INTRODUCTION AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 65

In addition, this dissertation takes advantage of the benefits of multi-perspective measurement
in the secondary school context. External ratings are considered more objective, while self-
reports can measure self-perceived competence, a key determinant of future presentation
behavior. Both are relevant for the development of presentation competence.

Focusing on the promotion of presentation competence involves asking questions
related to whether presentation competence can be changed and if so, how it can be fostered.
Universities and employers complain about students’ inability to successfully complete
presentation tasks (e.g., Dorée et al., 2007; Dynkowska et al., 2012) and call for the earlier
promotion of this competence. In contrast to higher education, in secondary school, only a few
didactical programs exist aimed at fostering rhetorical and presentation competences (B6hme,
2015), and their effectiveness has not yet been examined. This dissertation answers the call to
focus more on presentation training in the secondary school context and examined the
effectiveness of a presentation training for secondary school students. The specific focus was a
short extracurricular presentation training that closely aligns with the training reality in
secondary school (B6hme, 2015) and thus can be easily implemented in secondary schools. In
addition, Smith and Sodano (2011) discussed the necessity of using external and self-reported
measures. Both perspectives are seldom used in evaluation studies of presentation research.
Furthermore, there is a standard in educational effectiveness for a robust study design (see
Caspari et al., n.d.; Gottfredson et al., 2015). This dissertation transfers these standards to the
under-researched field of presentation training programs for secondary school students.

Specifically, the present dissertation includes three studies, which link the open research
questions and take the next research steps. Study 1 (Towards a psychometrically sound
assessment of students’ presentation competence: The development of the Tiibingen Instrument
for Presentation Competence [TIP]) focuses on the definition, operationalization, and empirical
testing of this construct. First, a detailed review of existing instruments was conducted with the
goal of identifying and exploiting the strengths of existing instruments as well as examining
their limitations in order to identify potential improvements in future instruments. Based on the
fact that none of the instruments were based on a rhetorical foundation, a new instrument, the
Tibingen Instrument for Presentation Competence (TIP), was developed with a focus on
secondary school students in Germany. The conceptualization of presentation competence was
based on rhetorical theory and educational research. The goal of this first study was to test the
new instrument’s objectivity (interrater reliability), reliability (stability), as well as validity
(factor analysis and relationship between TIP constructs and experts’ live ratings, students’ self-

assessments, speech anxiety, and school grades in German language arts). Video ratings were
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used for this research. Further measurements, such as experts’ live ratings and self-assessments
of presentation competence, were also part of the study.

The second study shifted the focus to student characteristics related to presentation
competence. Study 2 (Presentation competence and personality praits: The role of Extraversion
and Neuroticism) focused on secondary school students’ personality traits and their relationship
to presentation competence. Secondary school students encounter oral presentation tasks in
their school careers and need to complete them competently. Whereas previous research has
revealed that the Big Five personality traits (Conscientiousness, Extraversion, Neuroticism,
Agreeableness, and Openness to experience) are related to school achievement in general, the
pattern of relationships with achievements on the presentation task, is under-researched. This
study employed a multi-perspective approach to measure presentation competence across four
measurement points that included different presentation tasks. External video ratings and
experts’ live ratings as well as self-assessments of presentation competence were included in
this investigation.

The third investigation concerned fostering presentation competence. Study 3 (One step
closer to successful 21st century skills use: Effects of a presentation training program for
secondary school students) identified and filled a need for presentation trainings for secondary
school students. Both universities and employers have recognized that students and employees
have poor presentation competence levels. Thus, fostering presentation competence in
secondary school is becoming increasingly important. There is a lack of studies on the
effectiveness of presentation competence trainings with sophisticated designs including pre-
and posttests, a control group, and randomization (B6hme, 2015). Study 3 evaluated a short
presentation training program for secondary school students with respect to its effectiveness for
fostering secondary school students’ presentation competence using a wait-list control group
design with pretest and posttest. The short presentation training took place as part of Youth
Presents, a national presentation contest for secondary school students in Germany. The
training, the Youth Presents Presentation Academy, was based on the research
conceptualization underlying this dissertation. Its target group included students from 5th to

13th grade from all over Germany.
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Abstract

Giving oral presentations is omnipresent during students’ school careers. However, there are
few instruments to assess high school students’ presentation competence with high
psychometric quality. The present study describes the development and examination of the
psychometric qualities of the Tubingen Instrument for Presentation Competence (TIP). The TIP
is grounded in rhetorical theory and comprises 22 items covering six facets of presentation
competence: addressing the audience, structure, language use, body language & voice, visual
aids, and content credibility. Data were collected within Youth Presents, a German presentation
contest for secondary school students. Four trained raters assessed a total of 254 video-recorded
student presentations. Findings indicate satisfactory interrater reliability and retest stability.
Exploratory factor analyses yielded a multidimensional structure resembling the theoretically
proposed structure. Correlations with presentation competence assessed via experts’ live
ratings, students’ self-reports, speech anxiety, and students’ school grades were largely in
support of the validity of the TIP.

Keywords: assessment, oral presentation, presentation competence, public speaking,

video rating
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Towards a Psychometrically Sound Assessment of Students’ Presentation Competence:

The Development of the TUbingen Instrument for Presentation Competence (TIP)

Presentation competence is positively associated with success in education, research,
and business, and contributes to long-run professional success (Morreale, Valenzano, & Bauer,
2016). The increased importance of presentations in schools is reflected in educational
standards, where delivering good presentations is frequently listed as a core student competence
in various subjects (van Ginkel, Gulikers, Biemans, & Mulder, 2015). The high-quality
assessment of presentation competence is of central importance for three reasons. First, when
used as a formative assessment, it can support the further development of students’ presentation
competence. Second, teachers must recurrently evaluate presentations that influence students’
grades. Third, sound assessments are necessary for research on presentation competence, its
development and its promotion in different contexts (Morreale & Backlund, 2007).

However, current means of assessing presentation competence in educational contexts
tend to be subjective. They are often self-developed and demand-orientated, focusing on self-
defined criteria of presentation competence (Geldmacher, 2010). Similarly, in research, there
Is a lack of established, theory-driven instruments with psychometric evaluation. To address
this gap, we developed an instrument that is based on rhetorical theory, the Tibingen Instrument
for Presentation Competence (TIP). To examine the TIP’s psychometric properties, external
raters used it to independently assess a fairly large number of student presentations, video-
recorded at two measurement points. We tested the instrument’s interrater reliability and retest
stability. Besides, we ran exploratory factor analyses and examined the relations between the
TIP and further assessments of presentation competence, i.e., expert ratings and students’ self-

reports, as well as speech anxiety and school grades in German language arts.
Presentation Competence

Presentation competence refers to speeches made in a formal setting with the primary
goal of informing the audience (e.g., Herbein, 2017; van Ginkel et al., 2015). A presentation
setting includes specific characteristics: 1) limited interaction between the speaker and the
listener(s) due to the monological speech situation (De Grez, 2009), ii) an audience of at least
one person (De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009), iii) a limited speaking time, and iv), the use of
media in the form of either digital or analog visual aids (Geldmacher, 2010). The ability to
present competently is rooted in three dimensions and their interplay: the speaker’s knowledge
on how to prepare and deliver a presentation; the speaker’s presentation skills; and the speaker’s

motivation, which is associated with phenomena such as speech anxiety (van Ginkel et al.,
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2015). Overall, a speaker is perceived as competent if the exhibited presentation behavior is (i)
effective, i.e., when the speaker meets the main goal of the presentation to inform; and (i)
appropriate, i.e., when the speaker meets the norms and expectations of the specific presentation
situation (Backlund & Morreale, 2015). Here, appropriateness refers to a fundamental rhetorical
concept that was already posited by Quintilian (Institutio oratoria, I, 5, 1). Whether or not a
person exhibits effective and appropriate presentation behavior depends on his/her ability to
apply various presentation skills based on his/her knowledge about presentations and
motivation to actually present competently.

In terms of motivational factors, speech anxiety is defined as a specific form of social
anxiety caused by presentation situations (Bodie, 2010). It is accompanied by physiological
arousal and influences cognition and behavior. Speech anxiety is negatively correlated with

speech delivery (Menzel & Carrell, 1994) and can undermine presentation competence.
Assessing Presentation Competence in Educational Settings: An Overview

There are a number of notable reviews (De Grez, 2009; Morreale & Backlund, 2007;
Schreiber, Paul, & Shibley, 2012) that describe available presentation competence instruments
in educational settings®. The instruments described there either had practical relevance for
certain pedagogical contexts, or were developed for research purposes. All of them have certain
similarities, most likely because some later tools were developed on the basis of earlier ones.
The reviews also indicate that there are many valuable approaches for assessing presentation
competence. The instruments are all implementable tools grounded in different frameworks,
with various steps taken to examine their psychometric characteristics (see Table 1). However,
an in-depth analysis revealed that several limitations apply to the majority of instruments.

Firstly, almost all of the instruments reviewed were based on educational standards
(Morreale, Moore, Taylor, Surges-Tatum, & Webster, 2007). However, the authors seldom
explicitly referred to the theoretical background of these standards or grounded the instruments
in theories of rhetoric or communication, for example. Moreover, there are differences in the
breadth and depth of the presentation behaviors considered resulting from the instruments’
different backgrounds. For example, some instruments summarize different behaviors in a
single item (e.g., one item assessing body language; Morreale et al., 2007), whereas others
consider a specific selection of behaviors (e.g., several items related to body language, i.e., one

item each for eye contact, gestures, etc.; Thomson & Rucker, 2002).

! Across different instruments and studies various terms are used when talking about a person speaking in front
of a group. Some common ones are oral presentation, public speaking, and presentation skills (see De Grez,
2009; Ginkel et al., 2015).
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Secondly, with regard to psychometric properties, only some instruments report
indicators for objectivity, reliability, and validity (e.g., Schreiber et al., 2012). In terms of
objectivity, several instruments report interrater reliability, with mostly acceptable values (see
Table 1; e.g., Morreale et al., 2007; Schreiber et al., 2012). In terms of reliability, the subscales’
internal consistency is typically reported (e.g., De Grez, 2009; Rubin, Welch, & Buerkel, 1995).
With regard to validity, some studies conducted factor analyses (e.g., Schreiber et al., 2012;
Thomson & Rucker, 2009) and/or correlated the outcomes with other instruments assessing
constructs related to presentation competence, such as speech anxiety (Morreale et al., 2007) or
school grades (Schreiber et al., 2012). Furthermore, most instruments evaluated the items with
expert panels (lllinois Speech and Theatre Association and the School of Communication,
2002) or expert surveys (De Grez, 2009).

However, it must be stated that many instruments were not examined thoroughly for
objectivity, reliability, and validity. A stepwise, priority-based psychometric examination
would be necessary to better understand the instruments’ psychometric properties. The reported
analyses lack some indicators one might expect to be examined in the process of psychometric
validation, such as the instruments’ stability, a crucial indicator of the accuracy of ratings
(Congdon & MeQueen, 2000). Another example is the use of experts’ live ratings, which are a
valuable tool for examining validity. Because it takes a great deal of expertise and practical
experience to conduct adequate presentation appraisals, experts in the field of rhetorical or
communication education are highly qualified to conduct these ratings (see Reilly et al., 1977).
Apart from expert ratings, self-reports are often used as an external criterion to examine
validity. Previous research has indicated that teachers’ post-presentation assessments and
students’ self-reports are weakly to moderately correlated across different presentation facets
(Hung, Samuelson, & Chen, 2016). The reasons for the low correlations are, firstly, that
students were not trained in using the self-assessment tool (e.g., Ritchie, 2016), and secondly,
that self-reports are influenced by individual factors regardless of the behavior assessed (Carrell
& Willmington, 1996). Thus, video ratings represent a relevant assessment tool that cannot be
replaced by self-reports.

In sum, reviews of the available instruments for assessing presentation competence
reveal that this research field is “under-assessed, especially compared with traditional
assessment items that examine written communication” (Chan, 2011, p. 73). There is still no
generally accepted instrument (De Grez, 2009). Therefore, our goal was to develop a
presentation competence instrument that combines a clear theoretical foundation with an

empirically sound evaluation of psychometric properties.



Table 1

Overview: Instruments for Assessing Presentation Competence

Instruments Target Background Item number/  Sample Objectivity Reliability Validity
level answer format
Emp. Di. Th.

Communication Competency  K-12 X 15 items / N =288 Interrater reliability: Internal consistency: Content validity:
Assessment Instrument — students 5-point scale speeches - Raters were trained - Cronbach’s alpha: - Developed to align with SCA
High School (CCAI-HS) until a defined a=.77 competencies for high school
(Rubin et al., 1995) interrater reliability - Guttman split-half graduates

was reached: reliability

Simple percentage coefficient = .66. Convergent validity:

of agreement > .70 - Skills that were taught

- Kendall’s W generally improved over time
coefficient for
concordance > .80 Discriminant validity:
- Skills that were not taught
did not change over time

Speaking and P-12 X 32 items / n.a. n.a. n.a. Content Validity:
Listening Assessment students 4-point scale - Developed by P-12 teachers
Project throughout Illinois
(IMinois Speech and Theatre - Forms were tested in a large
Association and the School of number of classrooms
Communication, 2002)
Public Speaking Competence  Higher 11 items / 45<n<50 Interrater reliability: n.a. Concurrent /convergent
Rubric (PSCR) educati 5-point Likert  speeches - Intraclass validity:
(Schreiber et al., 2012) on scale correlations: ICC = - Positive correlation with

54<r<93 students’ speech grades (r =

.72, p<.001)

Construct validity:

- Exploratory factor analysis:
three-factor structure (topic
adaptation, speech
presentation, nonverbal
delivery).

But adding item referring to
visual aids changed factor
loading of two other speech
presentation items

Note. The results summarized in this table are drawn from the stated references. The instruments are ordered according to target group and publication date. Abbreviations: Emp.= empirical
evidence referring to existing instruments, Di = teaching methodology und didactics, Th. = references to theory, n.a. = not available, X = true.

(continued)
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Instruments Target Background Item number/  Sample Objectivity Reliability Validity
level answer format
Emp. Di. Th.
Competent Speaker Speech Higher X X 8 items/ N=12 Interrater reliability: n.a. Content validity:
Evaluation Form (CSSEF) educati 3-point Likert  speeches - Ebel’s coefficient: - Extensive literature review
(Morreale et al., 2007) on scale from .90 to .94. - Panel of 11 communication
- Cronbach educators
coefficient
(interrater Convergent validity:
reliability test for - Negative correlation with
GTAs): from .76 to the Personal Report of
.84 Communication
Apprehension (McCroskey,
1970)
- Positive correlation with
the Communication
Competency Assessment
Instrument (Rubin, 1982)
The Oral Communication Higher 5 items / n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.
Value Rubric educati 5-point Likert
(Association of American on scale
Colleges & Universities, 2007)
Public Speaking Instrument Higher X 10 items / 114 <N <219 |Interrater reliability: Internal consistency: Content validity:
(De Grez, 2009) educati 5-point Likert  speeches - satisfactory (further - Cronbach’s alpha: - Based on six other
on scale information n.a.) a=.83uptoa=.89 questionnaires

- Positive comments by four
experts (semi-structured
interviews)

Construct validity:
- Exploratory factor analysis:

two-factor model (content
factor, delivery factor, and
three variables loaded in a
balanced way)

Public Speaking Competency  Higher X X 20 items / N = 1 speech n.a. n.a. Construct validity:
Instrument (PSCS) educati 5-point scale - Exploratory factor analysis:
(Thomson & Rucker, 2002) on Best results for a one-factor

maximum likelihood
analysis

T AdNLS

Note. The results summarized in this table are drawn from the stated references. The instruments are ordered according to target group and publication date. Abbreviations: Emp.= empirical evidence
referring to existing instruments, Di = teaching methodology und didactics, Th. = references to theory, n.a. = not available, X = true.
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Presentation Facets in the Assessment of Presentation Competence

As part of the process of assessing presentation competence, different categorizations
of presentation behaviors have been proposed, depending on the research field (e.g., Schreiber
et al., 2012). Based on a rhetorical framework, namely the classic five steps of preparing and
delivering a speech: invention, arrangement, style, memory, and delivery (for an historical
overview of the ancient rhetorical system, see Hommel, 1990), facets of presentation
competence were identified which are relevant in the presentation setting and form presentation
behaviors. For example, the step of arrangement continues to be relevant in the presentation
context and leads to the specific presentation behavior of structuring a presentation.

We first integrated memory into the facet of body language & voice because
memorization is an internal preparation process for the delivery of a presentation that results in
certain behaviors, e.g., smooth transitions. In addition, the rhetorical framework was checked
rhetorically whether it needs adaptions as the presentation format has specific
characteristics/requirements (and differs from the classical speech). Adapting this framework,
we added a facet on visual aids because these are a necessary element of presentations. Lastly,
we added the facet of content credibility, i.e., the communication of the speaker’s expert
knowledge, because knowledge transfer is considered the central goal of a presentation and the
facet differentiates it from other speeches. Lastly, we added the facet of content credibility, i.e.,
the communication of the speaker’s expert knowledge, because knowledge transfer is
considered the central goal of a presentation and the facet differentiates it from other speeches.
Finally, we compared these theoretically derived facets with those assessed in other
presentation competence instruments (e.g., Schreiber et al., 2012; Morreale & Backlund, 2007)
to check for completeness. The resulting six facets of presentation competence were then
adjusted to align with the demands placed on secondary school students when giving a
presentation by referring to educational standards (e.g., Common Core State Standards
Initiative, 2010). The final six facets (see Appendix A) form the foundation of the mission of
Youth Presents (Kramer & Malaka, 2014), a German educational initiative to foster
presentation competence among secondary school students.

The first presentation competence facet, addressing the audience, follows the central
rhetorical approach that speeches must be audience centered. This goes back to Aristotle’s
Rhetoric (1358b) and can be found in contemporary rhetorical theories, e.g., by Foss and Griffin
(1995) who posit that the speaker has a responsibility to consider the audience’s perspective.
Addressing the audience represents the interactive side of a presentation (De Grez, 2009) and

requires analyzing the audience, which is a part of inventio, the first step of presentation
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preparation. The second facet, structure, refers to the organization of a presentation. A speaker
has to compose the introduction, body, and conclusion of a presentation as well as appropriate
transitions. This includes the selection of connectors between sentences and between different
parts of the presentation (Watson Todd, Khongput, & Darasawang, 2007). Related to this, the
third facet, language use, deals with using sentences appropriate for oral communication and
employing vivid language, e.g., using examples to make phenomena clear (Saussure & Rocci,
2016). The fourth facet, body language & voice, incorporates the speaker’s physical presence.
It includes nonverbal, visual and auditory communication aspects (Hall & Knapp, 2013), such
as stressing important aspects with gestures or a higher volume. The fifth facet, visual aids,
comprises the selection, organization, and style of visual aids in a way that contributes to a
successful presentation (Machin, 2014). The sixth facet, content credibility, refers to the
speaker’s portrayal of his/her expert knowledge. Expert knowledge is required to present
content correctly and to transfer knowledge. Diverse factors influence the credibility of content,
such as communicating one’s sources or familiarity with the content (McCormack, 2014).

As part of the TIP’s development and psychometric validation, external raters were
trained to assess competent behavior on these six presentation facets. More specifically, they
rated whether the presentation behavior was appropriate for the communication goal and the
presentation situation. Effectiveness, the second necessary aspect of perceived competence, can
be measured by questioning the audience: for example, by conducting a knowledge test on the
topic presented. However, most studies do not examine this aspect (e.g., van Ginkel et al.,
2015). We followed this approach in the current examination of the TIP, focusing our

assessment on appropriateness only.
Present Study

Having identified a need for a theoretically-grounded assessment tool that has been
examined for objectivity, reliability, and validity, we developed a new instrument, the TIP, and
examined its psychometric characteristics. The TIP aims to provide a measure of presentation
competence that is usable both in research and in the school context. We followed a progressive,
stepwise approach to instrument development and examination to assure quality. First, the
instrument’s theoretical foundation was laid, using rhetorical theory to define presentation
competence and including specific components assessed in other presentation competence
instruments, such as visual aids. This conceptualization of presentation competence was then
used to derive appropriate measurement indicators and the actual items for each presentation
facet. Next, we successively examined the quality criteria of objectivity, reliability, and validity.
To check objectivity, we tested the interrater reliability (IRR) for each item (Wirtz & Caspar,
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2007). To this end, four raters rated 254 video-recorded student presentations recorded at two
measurement points during a presentation contest. We expected acceptable to excellent
intraclass correlation coefficients (ICCs > .60; Cicchetti, 1994), which would meet IRR
requirements (Hypothesis 1). Moreover, acceptable to excellent ICCs, as a measure of
satisfactory objectivity (as well as reliability), provide a justification for further examining the
TIP. Next, we examined reliability by assessing the stability of scores at the two measurement
points. We expected moderate stability because the presentation tasks at the two measurement
points slightly differed (H2). Finally, we followed a multi-step process to examine validity.
First, we conducted an exploratory factor analysis (H3.1). Next, we looked at the ratings of
experts, who had judged the video-recorded presentations live, as an external criterion. We
hypothesized high correlations between the trained raters applying the TIP and the experts’ live
ratings (H3.2). While live ratings by experts might have higher ecological validity, they cannot
replace potentially more objective video ratings. Moreover, the TIP was correlated with other
constructs. We expected moderate to small relations between the TIP and students’ self-
assessments (H3.3) and small negative correlations between the TIP and speech anxiety,
because fear of speaking in public undermines presentation competence (H3.4). Finally, we
assumed moderate correlations between the TIP and school grades in German language arts,
because speaking skills, which are closely related to presentation competence, are part of

German educational standards (Kultusministerkonferenz, 2012; H3.5).

Method
Design and Sample

This study applied a design with two measurement points. Data were collected during
Youth Presents, a nationwide German presentation contest for secondary school students aged
12 to 20. The first measurement point (T1) took place during the qualification round. All
students who had successfully applied for the contest by submitting a video presentation could
participate. During the qualification round they had to deliver a presentation in front of a pair
of judges on a topic of their choice. Participants who proceeded past this round took part in the
second measurement point (T2). Youth Presents invited them to an event a few weeks later
where they delivered a second presentation on a predetermined topic. The sample consisted of
161 students with a mean age of 15.63 years (SD = 1.91). Fifty-nine percent were female.
Overall, there were 254 video-recorded student presentations. Due to the two measurement
points, we had a maximum of two video-recorded presentations per student. Students from 6th
to 13th grades participated. They came from all over Germany. It should be noted that the study
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used a rather selective sample, and students with high presentation competence might be clearly

overrepresented.
Presentation Tasks

At each measurement point, the students had to prepare and deliver a three minutes
presentation, using visual aids, in front of a two-person audience. There were two different
presentation tasks: a semi-standardized presentation at T1 and a fully standardized presentation
at T2. The presentation tasks differed in the choice of topic, the preparation time available, and
the materials for visual aids. At T1, students were allowed to present on a scientific topic of
their choice. They had unlimited preparation time and prepared their analog visual aids (e.g.,
poster, experiments, and objects) at home. In contrast, at T2, students had to present on a topic
determined by the study administrators (i.e., the scientific problem of microplastics in the
environment), which they were not notified of beforehand. To help them prepare for their
presentations, the students received a set of text materials on the topic and visualization
materials (i.e., three colored pens and six white papers for a bulletin board). The preparation

time was 40 min.
Instruments

Presentation competence: Tubingen Instrument for Presentation Competence. The
TIP was developed to assess students’ presentation competence on the basis of video-recorded
presentations. It captures all six presentation competence facets and consists of several
theoretically-grounded items for each facet: addressing the audience (3 items), structure (3
items), language use (3 items), body language & voice (6 items), visual aids (4 items), and
content credibility (3 items; see Table 2; for the German items see Appendix B). The raters used
a high inference approach (Chavez, 1984) in that the observed presentation behaviors needed
to be interpreted by the raters. The 22 items were answered on a 4-point Likert-type scale (1 =
not true at all to 4 = very true). Four raters, two rhetoric students and two students of education
sciences, were trained to assess presentation competence. They were between 19 and 27 years
old and were in their second to ninth semester of university studies. Before rating the video-
recorded presentations, all raters participated in a 36-hour training. The training was based on
a rating manual and consisted of an introduction to the theoretical foundations of presentation
competence, familiarization with the items, and anchor examples from video-recorded
presentations that were not part of the present study. During the training, the raters discussed

their ratings to establish a common understanding of the items. After the training, the raters
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assessed all 254 videos (Nvideos-T1 = 160; Nvideos-T2 = 94). They rated independently and each rater

assessed the videos in a different randomized sequence to avoid order effects.

Table 2

Intraclass Correlation Coefficients (ICCs) of the TIP
Scale and item (item stem: “The speaker...”) ICCn1 ICCr2
Addressing the audience
...addresses the audience. .68 .66
...has a motivating introduction. .76 .79
...takes the listeners’ questions and expectations into account. .65 .61
Structure
...introduces the presentation convincingly. 53 .65
...structures transitions convincingly. .63 .58
...ends the presentation convincingly with a conclusion. .80 .85

Language use

...uses examples to create a tangible portrayal of the topic. .61 55
...uses appropriate sentence structures for oral communication. 37 38
...uses technical terms appropriately. 45 -.19

Body language & voice

...has an effective posture. .57 Sl
...employs gestures convincingly. 78 78
...makes eye contact with the audience convincingly. .74 .62
...uses facial expressions convincingly. 74 .64
...uses the voice effectively (intonation, tempo, volume). 1 .64
...uses the voice convincingly (articulation, fluency, pauses) to present .29 74
clearly and comprehensibly.

Visual aids

...uses an appropriate amount of visual information. .66 .70
...structures visual elements appropriately and functionally. 57 46
...constructs an effective interplay between the speech and visual aids. .69 .69
...creates visual aids which are visually attractive. .70 .60

Content credibility

...has formulated an appropriately clear scientific question. .69 49

...appears confident in handling information. .70 T2

...”s reasoning is comprehensible. 46 57
Note. ICC = Intraclass correlation coefficient, calculated as average measure,

one-way random, type absolute model.
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Presentation competence: students’ self-assessment. The self-assessment evaluation
form was designed to be parallel to the TIP to the greatest degree possible. The items used were
adapted to be appropriate for self-assessment (“I ...” instead of “The speaker ...”) and to ensure
that they were comprehensible without further explanations. Some items were excluded because
they could not be assessed from the speaker’s perspective (e.g., content credibility). Thus, the
self-assessment instrument measured five facets of presentation competence: addressing the
audience (5 items), structure (4 items), language use (5 items), body language & voice (9 items),
and visual aids (5 items; Appendix C). Students judged their presentation competence
immediately after the presentations at T2 on a 4-point Likert-type scale (from 1 = not true at
all to 4 = very true). The subscales exhibited acceptable to good internal consistencies, with
Cronbach’s alphas between .67 and .85 (Appendix D).

Presentation competence: experts’ live ratings. Experts conducted live ratings using
the official Youth Presents evaluation form, because their assessments determined whether a
student qualified for the next round. This evaluation form is similar but not identical to the TIP.
Like the TIP, the live rating instrument covers all six presentation facets (Gottschling,
Lipphardt, Susanka, & Wichan, 2016). It has been field-tested for facilitating quick assessments
and was developed by the Presentation Research Center at the University of Tubingen. The 6
items (see Appendix E) are answered on an 8-point Likert-type scale (from 1 = unsuccessful
presentation to 8 = very successful presentation). Overall, 25 experts conducted the live ratings.
They were either experienced teachers who had participated in a two-day teacher training
program conducted by Youth Presents, or rhetoric experts from the University of Tubingen and
the Youth Presents project. They participated in a 60-min training in which they were
introduced to the theoretical foundations and received anchor examples for each item.
Afterwards, they assessed students’ presentations in situ at T1 (Nvideos = 160). Note that no live
ratings were conducted at T2. The experts were subdivided into pairs. Each rater independently
assessed the presentation immediately after it was conducted. ICCs above .60 were reached for
all items: .73 for the addressing the audience item, .75 for structure; .67 for language use, .77
for body language & voice, .78 for visual aids, and .76 for content credibility.

Speech anxiety. Speech anxiety was measured with the speech anxiety scale by
Spitznagel, Schlutt, and Schmidt-Atzert (2003). This self-report instrument consists of 16 items.
Each item was answered on a 4-point Likert-type scale (from 1 = strongly disagree to 4 =
strongly agree). The items refer to emotional (e.g., “I have a strange feeling in my stomach.”)

and cognitive components (e.g., “I worry about negative consequences.”) of speech anxiety.
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The participants filled out the questionnaire immediately after delivering their presentation. The
internal consistency was good (a1 = .91; a2 = .92).

School grades. Self-reported school grade in German language arts was collected at T2
(“Which school grade did you get last semester in German?”’). The German grading system was
used, which ranges from 1 = very good to 6 = unsatisfactory. This item was inverted for the

analyses so that higher scores indicated better school grades.
Data Analysis

To address the first hypothesis, we analyzed the interrater reliability for each TIP item
using a one-way, mixed, absolute, average-measures intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC;
McGraw & Wong, 1996). High ICC values indicate high interrater reliability and imply that
the criteria were rated similarly across raters. To examine the second hypothesis—the stability
of the TIP—we used Pearson correlations coefficients of the TIP measures between the two
measurement points. To the best of our knowledge, there is no literature classifying correlation
coefficients for presentation or communication studies. Therefore, we refer to the most
commonly used guidelines by Cohen (1988), who labeled a correlation of .10 small, a
correlation of .30 medium, and a correlation of .50 large. With regard to the third set of research
questions, we conducted an exploratory factor analysis (EFA), including only those items that
had an ICC above .60 at T1. In cases where only one or two items remained for a certain
theoretically defined subscale, we excluded these items from the EFA as a small number of
indicators per factor in small sample sizes are problematic in factor analyses (see Marsh, Hau,
Balla, & Grayson, 1998). For the EFA, we conducted a principal component analysis using
promax rotation because we assumed the factors were correlated. After excluding the items
with a low ICC and scales with fewer than three items, the remaining items belonged to three
theoretically defined scales; thus, we specified that three factors should be extracted. For all
subsequent analyses, we used the three scales that could be confirmed using factor analysis.
Items with an ICC above .60 that did not belong to these three scales were considered as single
items. To examine Hypotheses 3.2 to 3.5, we examined the correlations between the TIP and
the experts’ live ratings, the students’ self-assessed presentation competence, the students’
speech anxiety, and the students’ school grades in German. All analyses were conducted in
SPSS version 22.

Missing data. Out of 161 participants at T1, missing data ranged from 0.6% to 1.2%.
One exception was the visual aids subscale, which had a missing data rate of 12.4%. This value
occurred because visual aids were not used in every presentation. At T2, the number of

participants dropped to 94 because this measurement point was part of the Youth Presents
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contest and only 94 students were invited to participate in the second round. Missing data at the

item level at T2 ranged from 0% to 6.4% (see Appendix D).

Results
Objectivity of the TIP

In terms of objectivity, the first question was whether the TIP meets interrater reliability
requirements and exhibits acceptable ICCs (> .60; Cicchetti, 1994). Of the 22 items, 15 items
at T1 and 14 items at T2 exhibited an ICC above .60 (Table 2). Comparing the results at T1 and
T2, we found a stable pattern of ICC values above .60 for all items on the addressing the
audience subscale and for the majority of items referring to visual aids and body language &
voice. The items on the structure and content credibility subscales exhibited adequate ICCs at
one of the two measurement points. However, low ICCs were found for almost all items

referring to language use.
Reliability of the TIP

We calculated two scores to evaluate the reliability of the TIP. First, we assessed the
internal consistency of the theoretically defined subscales. Therefore, we again only used items
that could be assessed with sufficient agreement between raters (i.e., ICC > .60) and scales with
more than two remaining items. Three subscales met these criteria: addressing the audience,
body language & voice, and visual aids (o between .67 and .83; Appendix D). The other five
items with ICCs above .60 were treated as single items.

Second, to analyze stability, we examined the correlations of each TIP subscale at T1
and T2 and found significant correlations ranging from .25 (visual aids) to .73 (body language
& voice). Correlations of single items at T1 and T2 ranged from .14 (“clear question” item for
content credibility) to .50 (“confident handling of information” item for content credibility; see
Table 3). These findings are partly in line with our expectations. We had expected to find
moderate stability levels because our study design involved two different presentation tasks.
Overall, the results indicated that the TIP had small to large stabilities (see Table 3).
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Table 3
Stability of the TIP

T2
T1 r
Subscales
Addressing the audience b53*
Body language & voice 13*
Visual aids 25*
Single item level (intended facets)
Transitions (structure) 26*
End (structure) 27*
Use of examples (language use) 23*
Clear question (content credibility) 14*
Confident handling of information (content credibility) 50*

Note. r = Pearson correlation coefficients. n = 91-94. * p < .05.

Validity of the TIP

Factor analysis. The third set of hypotheses addressed the validity of the TIP. Within
this set of hypotheses, Hypothesis 3.1 concerned the structure of the TIP. To address this
hypothesis, we conducted an EFA using the items from the three remaining subscales
(addressing the audience, body language & voice, and visual aids). The suitability of the data
for conducting an EFA was examined and confirmed. We extracted three factors in the EFA on
theoretical grounds, which accounted for 65.63% of the variance. Two factors had eigenvalues
greater than 1 (4.427 and 1.275), while the third had an eigenvalue of .861. With regard to the
factor loadings, Items 1, 2, and 3 (addressing the audience) loaded highest on the first factor,
Items 11, 12, 13, and 14 (body language & voice) loaded highest on the second factor, and
Items 16, 18, and 19 (visual aids) loaded highest on the third factor (see Table 4). Hence, the

assignment of the items to factors in the EFA corresponded to theory.?

2 We conduceted an additional exploratory factor analysis that included all items with an ICC above .60 (and thus
also considering the five single items in the same analysis). After confirming the suitability of the data for
conducting a factor analysis, we found the same three factors as in the model presented above. The three factors
all had eigenvalues above 1 and explained 58.22% of the variance. Four of the five additional items loaded highest
on the first factor (adressing the audience). The fifth single item, “confident handling of information”, loaded on
all three factors equally.
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Table 4
Exploratory Factor Analyses
TIP Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3

Addressing the audience

...addresses the audience. .895
...has a motivating introduction. 2172 .649
...takes the listeners’ questions and expectations into account. q37

Body language & voice

...employs gestures convincingly. .841

..makes eye contact with the audience convincingly 571 257
...uses facial expressions convincingly. .863

..uses the voice effectively (intonation, tempo, volume). .862

Visual aids

..uses an appropriate amount of visual information. .860
...constructs an effective interplay between the speech and visual

aids. s
...creates visual aids which are visually attractive. .682

Note. Total variance explained was 65.63 %. Factor loadings above .25 are reported.
Item stem: The speaker ...

Association with additional presentation competence measures. To further examine
the TIP’s validity, we then investigated other measures of presentation competence. Hypothesis
3.2 was whether the TIP was correlated with experts’ live ratings (see Table 5). The correlations
between the TIP subscales addressing the audience, body language & voice, and visual aids and
the corresponding items in the experts’ live ratings ranged between .64 and .67 and were all
statistically significant. The single TIP items for structure, language use, and content credibility
had significant correlations with the experts’ live ratings ranging from .43 to .63. Thus, in line
with our expectations, we found high correlations between all TIP subscales and the
corresponding items in the live ratings, as well as moderate to high correlations between the
single TIP items and the experts’ ratings. To strengthen this result, we looked at the correlations
between nonmatching subscales, e.g., between addressing the audience and the experts’ ratings
of the other facets. For all three subscales and for two (structure items) out of the five single
items, we found descriptively lower correlations than the matching subscale correlations.

Moreover, the patterns of intercorrelations for the experts’ live ratings (.46 < r < .78) were
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higher than those for the TIP video ratings (.28 < r < .67; Appendix F and G). This indicates
that TIP ratings tend to be more differentiated than experts’ live ratings.

Hypothesis 3.3 was whether the TIP was correlated with students’ self-assessed
presentation competence. At T2, the correlations between the TIP subscales and the
corresponding subscales in self-reports ranged between .13 and .28. Significant correlations
were found for all subscales except visual aids (r = .13; see Table 6). The correlations between
the single TIP items and students’ self-reports ranged between .23 and .31. In line with our
expectations, the correlations were small to moderate.

Other indicators related to presentation competence. Finally, the last two hypotheses
concerning the validity of the TIP referred to indicators that are related to presentation
competence. Hypothesis 3.4 was whether the TIP was correlated with speech anxiety. All
correlations between the TIP subscales and speech anxiety were significantly negative, except
for the correlation between speech anxiety and visual aids at T2. The correlations with the single
TIP items ranged from -.12 to -.45. The only exception was the single item “clear question”
(content credibility), which did not correlate with speech anxiety (T1: -.04; T2: -.09;
see Table 6). With few exceptions the results are generally in line with our expectations, as we
assumed small negative correlations.

In Hypothesis 3.5, we asked whether the TIP was correlated with school grades in
German language arts. We found positive correlations between .12 and .31 for the TIP
subscales, and between .05 and .40 for the single TIP items (see Table 6). This was partly in
line with our expectations. We expected moderate correlations, which we found for some
subscales and single items. Most of the correlations were small, but above .20 and thus close to
moderate correlations.

Comparing the correlations between the TIP and experts’ ratings to the other sets of
correlations (TIP — self-assessment, TIP — speech anxiety, and TIP — school grades), the results

revealed that the TIP had the descriptively strongest correlation with experts’ ratings.>

3We also tested whether these differences were statistically significant. This was the case for all comparisons
except for the correlation between TIP and students' self-reports for language use and the correlation between TIP
and grade in German language arts for content credibility. We conducted these calculations with formula by Steiger
(1980) and included only the 94 cases with data available for both measurement points.



Table 5
Correlations Between the TIP and Experts’ Live Ratings at T1

Experts’ live ratings (single items)

Body

Motivates  language &  Visual Language Content

listening voice aids Structure use credibility
TIP: subscales
Addressing the audience .64* 55* 54* 56* 53* S57*
Body language & voice .55* .66* .38* .36* .50* 40*
Visual aids 45* . 39* B67* 51* 45* 51*
TIP: single item level (intended facets)
Transitions (structure) 58* 54* 57* .63* .60* 61*
End (structure) A42* 33* 40* 61* 49* 46*
Use of examples (language use) 46* 39* A8* 49* 45* A45*
Clear question (content credibility) .36* 27* 37* A45* . 37* A3*
Confident handling of information (content credibility) A44* 49* 49* 54* 51* 54*

Note. n = 160. * p <.05.

T AdNLS

G8
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Table 6
Correlations Between the TIP and Other Measures
Self-
assessed School grade
presentation in German
competence Speech anxiety language arts
T2 T1 T2 T1 T2
TIP: subscales
Addressing the audience 23* -20%  -23* 22*%  2T*
Body language & voice .28* -27*  -.24% A2 31*
Visual aids A3 -22*  -13 23%  31*
TIP: single item level
(intended facets)
Transitions (structure) 29* -29*  -.24* 16* 22*
End (structure) 31* -21*  -21* 29* 23*
Use of examples (language use) 23* -21% 12 .05 12
Clear question (content credibility) n.a. -04  -.09* 12 20*
Confident handling of information n.a. -32*  -.45* 31* 40*

(content credibility)

Note. Sample size: for speech anxiety nti= 159, nt2 = 94; for school grades nt1 = 88, nt2 = 80;
n.a. = not assessed. Sample difference occurred because school grades were assessed three
months after T2. * p <.05.

Discussion

This study examined the psychometric quality of the video rating instrument TIP, which
was designed to assess students’ presentation competence. The TIP was developed on the basis
of well-founded theories in the rhetorical literature. The examination of the TIP’s psychometric
quality focused on the objectivity (interrater reliability), reliability (stability), and validity of
the instrument. For the latter, we conducted an EFA and examined correlations between the TIP
and the external criteria of experts’ live ratings, students’ self-reports, and students’ speech
anxiety and grades in German language arts. The TIP is sophisticated in terms of psychometric
quality and has already been examined with some steps that previous instruments did not
include. However, the instrument is still under development, and is expected to be refined

further.
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Objectivity of the TIP

In terms of interrater reliability, we found good to excellent values for most of the TIP
items. This suggests that the TIP can be considered an objective measurement. However, the
low IRR for language use despite the raters’ thorough training need to be discussed. This pattern
of results is not surprising, but rather in line with other studies (see Herbein et al., 2018).
According to them, raters had problems assessing proficiency in language use because they i)
lacked knowledge of what is considered high or low language use, and ii) they had little
experience in actually rating this facet. To enable a more objective assessment of language use,
future studies may wish to adjust the item wordings and intensify the raters’ training by
providing more anchor examples to clarify these items and ensure a common understanding.
Furthermore, seven further items from different presentation competence facets (structure, body
language & voice, visual aids, content credibility) exhibited low IRR and require further

refinement.
Reliability of the TIP

One important aspect of reliability is the question of whether an instrument yields
similar scores when it is used to rate the same presenter several times. With regard to stability
over time, we found a pattern of both high and low values for the TIP. Two crucial aspects of
our study design have to be considered when interpreting these results (Allen & Yen, 1979).
First, there was a relatively short timeframe of five to 32 days (M = 20.00, SD = 9.17 days)
between T1 and T2. Second, the conditions of the presentation tasks differed slightly across
measurement points. Whereas the first presentation task was semi-standardized (unlimited
preparation time at home and self-chosen topic), the second task was fully standardized, as each
student had the same amount of time to prepare the presentation and worked with a standardized
set of information and visualization materials. Furthermore, the items’ ICCs, which were
acceptable but far from perfect, could have contributed to the lower than expected stability
values. For example, the low stability and non-significant correlation for visual aids might be
due to the study design differences. Higher correlations might have been found in the absence
of these differences. In a similar stability study, Simmenroth-Nayda, Heinemann, Nolte,
Fischer, and Himmel (2014) found a correlation of .75 between measurement points within
three months for an assessment of medical students’ communication skills based on video
ratings. Furthermore, the weak stability of the single item for language use (r = .23) in this study
could be due to this item’s ICC, which is acceptable but far from excellent. Nevertheless,

although the findings indicate only weak stability for the visual aids subscale and for four single
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items, two TIP subscales (addressing the audience and body language & voice) and one single

item (content credibility) had high stability.
Validity of the TIP

Exploratory factor analysis. A factor analysis is important for structural validation,
i.e., to examine the dimensions of an instrument (Bortz, 1999). Factor analyses for previous
presentation competence instruments had yielded a somewhat inconsistent pattern. Thomson
and Rucker (2009) found that a one factor-solution had the best fit for their instrument. De Grez
(2009) found a two-factor solution, with three variables that loaded on both factors in a balanced
way. He labeled these two factors “delivery” and “content”, which are similar to the facets of
body language & voice and the aggregation of other facets in this study. However, neither of
these instruments covered all facets of presentation competence; for instance, De Grez did not
include any items for language use. Schreiber, Paul, and Shibley (2012) also explored a three-
factor model. They labeled the factors topic adaptation, nonverbal delivery, and speech
presentation. These factors show similarities to our facets of addressing the audience, body
language & voice, and the aggregation of the other facets. In our study, when using the set of
items with acceptable ICCs, we obtained a three-factor structure that paralleled the
theoretically-deduced facets (addressing the audience, body language & voice, visual aids).
Hence, our analyses indicate that it is important and possible to define and assess sub-
components of presentation competence, and we believe that the empirical identification of
dimensions of presentation competence is an important direction for future research. At the
same time, at the present stage of the TIP’s development, we were able to empirically identify
this structure for only three of the six theoretically assumed facets.

Other presentation competence measures. Regarding validity, the study revealed
moderate to high correlations between the TIP and the external criterion of experts’ live ratings.
These experts were persons with sophisticated knowledge and specialized experience in the
field of presentations (see Reilly et al., 1977). Due to their expertise, the experts’ assessments
provide a strong indication of the validity of the video ratings. In the present study, the experts
and the trained video raters assessed presentation competence in a similar way: All raters rated
independently and assessed presentation competence on all six facets. In contrast to the video
raters using the TIP, the experts completed single-item ratings for each facet. This rating
approach has some advantages and resulted in acceptable ICCs for all items despite the expert
raters’ short training; however, this approach also has the disadvantage that the factors cannot
be examined. The highest correlations between the TIP and live ratings were found for ratings

of the same facet, which is a strong indicator for convergent validity. In comparison, the lowest
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correlations were found between different presentation competence facets, which provide
evidence for the TIP’s discriminant validity (Campbell & Fiske, 1959). There were three
exceptions. For the single item on language use assessed with expert ratings, the highest
correlation was not with the video ratings for language use, but with three other facets of the
TIP. Furthermore, both single items for content credibility on the TIP were slightly more highly
or similarly correlated with the expert ratings for structure than with the expert ratings on
content credibility.

Furthermore, the small to moderate correlations between the TIP and students’ self-
assessed presentation competence are in line with the low congruence between observer and
self-ratings (see Carrell & Willmington 1996). According to Carrell and Willmington (1996),
this can result from different information being available to the two rating perspectives and
variation in the validity of the students’ self-reports. A further reason for the low congruence
might have been the students’ poor understanding of what specific criteria lead to a good
presentation (Ritchie, 2016). Furthermore, this study’s findings are based on two different
evaluation forms. Although the TIP and the self-report measure targeted the same presentation
competence facets, they did not have the same wording and number of items. This might have
also reduced the congruence. Overall, the results show that self-ratings are not sufficient for
assessing presentation competence and that more effortful video ratings are required.

Other outcomes related to presentation competence. The robust pattern of negative
correlations between the TIP and speech anxiety is consistent with other studies. For example,
Brown and Morrissey (2004) found correlations ranging from -.36 (before training) to -.27
(after training) based on video ratings. The small significant correlations for all subscales and
all single items except the single items for content credibility in the present study imply that
presentation competence measured by the TIP differs from the established construct of speech
anxiety. This is a strong indicator of the TIP’s discriminant validity. However, the null
correlation between speech anxiety and the item “clear question” as well as the moderate
correlation between speech anxiety and the item “confident handling of information” (both
content credibility) warrant more exploration in future studies.

The correlations between the TIP and grades in German language arts exhibited a stable
pattern of small to moderate correlations. However, these correlations are not as high as in
Schreiber, Paul, and Shibley’s study (2012), which included a reference measure more aligned
to presentation competence: student’s speech grades. School grades in German include a
plethora of aspects apart from presentation competence. Hence, the results indicate the

concurrent validity of the TIP.
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Overall, the TIP was most highly correlated with experts’ live ratings. Lower
correlations were found for the other external criteria. This shows that the deployment of
experts and trained video raters to assess presentation competence results in more congruent
judgments than self-reports do. Furthermore, the experts’ live ratings indicated a higher halo
effect (higher intercorrelations) than the video ratings, further underscoring the relevance of

video ratings. Thus, self-assessments cannot replace the very costly video-rating approach.
Strengths, Limitations, and Future Research

A major strength of the present study is the derivation of the TIP from rhetorical theory
and the use of different indicators for objectivity, reliability, and validity. With regard to the
former, the six TIP presentation facets are rooted in the rhetorical framework of the phases of
speech development (Murphy & Wiese, 2016). With respect to reliability and validity, the study
considered stability over time and experts’ live ratings. Furthermore, it is noteworthy that the
study used a sample of 254 video-recorded presentations to analyze the TIP. However, despite
the strong empirical support for the TIP, some limitations also need to be considered when
interpreting the results.

Firstly, a preselected sample was used as the study was embedded within a contest. The
Youth Presents contest—an extracurricular event in which participation was voluntary—was
likely to have attracted motivated and high-performing students who like to speak in front of
others. Consequently, our sample is not representative of secondary school students in general.
One can assume that it was primarily students with high academic performance who took part
in the contest. This might in turn have reduced the variance in presentation competence found
in this study. Nevertheless, at T1, the sample included both the best students participating in
the contest and the students who did not qualify to move on to the second round. This might
have increased the variance in presentation competence to some extent as not only the most
successful students were included. Hence, due to the specialized characteristics of this study,
we might have underestimated the quality of the TIP. Future studies will have to use more
representative samples to verify the psychometric properties of the TIP on a broader basis.

Secondly, we intended to examine all six facets of presentation competence measured
by the TIP in the factor analysis and thus include all items for all facets in the EFA. However,
not all items were reliable enough for analysis. Consequently, we used only items with an ICC
above .60 in the EFA. Although we found a three-factor structure for the three remaining scales
corresponding to the three facets, due to the lack of items representing the other three
theoretically assumed dimensions, we were not able to test for the TIP’s full six-factor structure.

Future steps are required to include more reliable items and thus cover all facets.
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Conclusion

The TIP makes an important contribution to closing a research gap regarding the
assessment of secondary school students’ presentation competence. This study went beyond
subjective measurement approaches and the analyses examining the psychometric quality of
the TIP focused on strong indicators. Overall, this study results indicate that presentation
competence of secondary school students is measurable via the TIP on an objective, reliable
and valide basis. However, the items require further examination in future studies. Analyzing
the TIP with a student sample with larger performance differences and adjusting items and
optimizing rater training can further improve the quality of the TIP. Factor analyses with more
items can shed light on the factor structure of the entire instrument and all presentation facets.
Furthermore, replicating the results could increase confidence in the TIP’s validity, and
increasing the standardization of the presentation tasks could shed additional light on the
instrument’ reliability. These study results indicate that the TIP can be used in its current form
in future research, such as presentation effectiveness studies of presentation training programs

in secondary school context, due to a lack of adequate alternatives.
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Appendix A

TIP Facets of Presentation Competence

Facets of a
presentation
Invention
Addressing
Arrangement audience
Style
Memory Structure
Delivery

Language use

Body language
& voice

Setting requirement; Visual aids

audience, monological
speech, visual aids

| /]

Content credibility

Goal: informing
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Appendix B

Tibingen Instrument for Presentation Competence (TIP)

Translated items
Item stem: The speaker ...

No German original items
Item stem: Der Préisentierende ...

Addressing the
audience

Structure

Language use

Body language
& voice

Visual aids

Content
credibility

1 .. spricht das Publikum an. .. addresses the audience.

2 ... hat einen motivierenden Einstieg. .. has a motivating introduction.

3 .. beriicksichtigt Fragen und .. takes the listeners’ questions and
Erwartungen der Zuhorer. expectations into account.

4 .. fiihrt iberzeugend in die Présentation ... introduces the presentation
ein. convincingly.

5 .. gestaltet Ubergiinge iiberzeugend. .. structures transitions convincingly.

6 .. beendet die Présentation .. ends the presentation convincingly
Uberzeugend mit einem Schluss. with a conclusion.

7 .. erzeugt mit Beispielen iiberzeugend ... uses examples to create a tangible
greifbare Vorstellungen des portrayal of the topic.

Sachverhaltes.

8 .. verwendet passende ... uses appropriate sentence structures
Satzkonstruktionen fiir die mindliche  for oral communication.
Kommunikation.

9 ... setzt Fachbegriffe angemessen ein. .. uses technical terms appropriately.

10 ... hat eine wirkungsvolle .. has an effective posture.
Kdorperhaltung.

11 ... setzt seine Gestik iiberzeugend ein. .. employs gestures convincingly.

12 ... stellt iiberzeugend Blickkontakt mit ... makes eye contact with the audience
dem Publikum her. convincingly.

13 ... setzt seine Mimik iiberzeugend ein. .. uses facial expressions convincingly.

14 ... setzt die Stimme (Sprechmelodie, .. uses the voice effectively (intonation,
Geschwindigkeit, Lautstarke) tempo, volume).
wirkungsvoll ein.

15 ... nutzt die Stimme iiberzeugend .. uses the voice convincingly
(Artikulation, Sprechflissigkeit, (articulation, fluency, pauses) to
Pausen), um klar und deutlich zu present clearly and comprehensibly.
prasentieren.

16 ... verwendet eine angemessene visuelle ... uses an appropriate amount of visual
Informationsmenge. information.

17 ... gestaltet angemessen .. structures visual elements
Visualisierungselemente funktional. appropriately and functionally.

18 ... gestaltet das Zusammenspiel von .. constructs an effective interplay
Vortrag und Visualisierung between the speech and visual aids.
wirkungsvoll.

19 ... gestaltet die Visualisierung optisch .. creates visual aids which are visually
ansprechend. attractive.

20 ... hat eine angemessen klar umrissene ... has formulated an appropriately clear
naturwissenschaftliche Fragestellung. scientific question.

21 ... wirkt sicher im Umgang mit .. appears confident in handling
Informationen. information.

22 ... begriindet nachvollziehbar. .. s reasoning is comprehensible.
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Appendix C

Self-Assessment Instrument

Category

German original items

Translated items

Addressing
the audience

Structure

Language use

Body
language &
voice

Visual aids

Die Einleitung erregte Aufmerksamkeit
und war motivierend.

Das Thema habe ich fur die Zuhorer
relevant gemacht.

Meine Prasentation hat zum Zuhoren
motiviert.

Meine Prasentation war unterhaltsam.
Ich habe fir das Thema begeistert.

In meiner Prasentation habe ich einen
Bezug zum Publikum hergestellt.
Meine Présentation hatte einen klaren
Aufbau.

Einleitung, Hauptteil und Schluss waren
klar in meiner Prasentation vorhanden.
Meine Uberleitungen haben die Teile
meiner Prasentation gut verbunden.
Mein sprachlicher Ausdruck war leicht
verstandlich.

Wichtiges habe ich hervorgehoben.
Wenn nétig habe ich Fachworter klar
und verstandlich erklért.

Meine Sprache war lebendig.

Das Thema habe ich anschaulich
vermittelt.

Meine Gestik hat die Aussagen
unterstutzt.

Ich habe Blickkontakt mit den Zuhdrern
aufgenommen.

Blickkontakt habe ich gleichmalig
aufrechterhalten.

Meine Koérperhaltung war den Zuhdrern
zugewandt.

Mein Standort war glinstig fur die
Présentation.

Mein Sprechtempo war angemessen.
Ich habe verstandlich gesprochen.
Pausen habe ich angemessen eingesetzt.
Meine Mimik war entspannt und echt.

Meine Visualisierung war bersichtlich.
Meine Visualisierung war
aussagekréftig.

Meine Visualisierung war ansprechend
gestaltet.

Ich habe fir die Zuhdrer einen klaren
Bezug zur Visualisierung hergestellt.
Ich habe die Visualisierung zielfuhrend
in die Prasentation eingebunden.

The introduction caught the audience’s
attention and was motivating.

I made the topic relevant for the
audience.

My presentation motivated the audience
to listen.

My presentation was entertaining.

I made the audience enthusiastic about
the topic.

In my presentation, | addressed the
audience.

My presentation had a clear
organization.

Introduction, body, and conclusion were
clearly presented.

My transitions connected the parts of
my presentation.

My use of language was easy to
understand.

I highlighted important aspects.

I explained technical terms clearly and
comprehensibly if necessary.

I used vivid language.

I conveyed the topic vividly.

My gestures supported my statements.
I made eye contact with the audience.
I kept consistent eye contact.

My posture was directed towards the
audience.

My location was appropriate for the
presentation.

My speech tempo was appropriate.

I spoke comprehensibly.

I used pauses appropriately.

My facial expressions were relaxed and
authentic.

My visual aids were easy to understand.
My visual aids were informative.

My visual aids were attractively
arranged.
I referred clearly to the visual aids.

I meaningfully integrated the visual aids
into the presentation.

Note. 4-point Likert-type scale.
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Appendix D

Descriptive Statistics for the TIP, Self-Assessment, and Experts’ Live Ratings

T1 T2
ltems n M SD «a n M SD u«

TIP: subscales

Addressing the audience 3 160 2.26 0.54 0.74 94 231 049 0.72

Body language & voice 4 160 2.78 0.45 0.80 94 2.68 0.39 0.83

Visual aids 3 141 2.90 0.47 0.67 93 2.72 042 0.71
TIP: single item level
(intended facets)

Transitions (structure) 1 160 2.18 0.51 94 2.23 0.48

End (structure) 1 160 2.30 0.67 94 2.41 0.66

Use of examples 1 160 2.58 0.57 94 2.41 0.45

(language use)

Clear question 1 160 2.37 0.63 94 2.07 0.43

(content credibility)

Confident handling of 1 160 3.13 0.50 94 2.78 0.52

information (content credibility)

Self-assessment

Addressing the audience 5 91 283 54 .83
Structure 3 93 3.00 .58 .67
Language use 5 94 297 52 .79
Body language & voice 9 93 295 42 .79
Visual aids 5 89 3.02 .60 .85
Experts’ live rating
Addressing the audience 1 160 4.98 1.21
Structure 1 160 4.87 1.37
Language use 1 160 4.92 1.16
Body language & voice 1 160 4.58 1.26
Visual aids 1 146 4.71 1.47
Content credibility 1 160 4.87 1.35

Note. Self-assessment = students’ self-perceived presentation competence. o = Cronbach’s
alpha. ICC = Intraclass correlation coefficient. The empty fields indicate that there were no
assessments at these measurement points.
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Appendix E

Experts’ Live Rating Instrument

No Category

German original items

Translated items

1 Addressing the Prdsentation motiviert zum Presentation motivates to
audience Zuhdren und fir das Thema listen and increases
interest.
2  Structure Préasentation tiberzeugend Structure of the
strukturiert (Einleitung, Hauptteil, presentation is convincing
Schluss) (introduction, body,
conclusion).
3 Language use  Sprachliche Gestaltung ist The use of language is
verstandlich und anschaulich comprehensible and vivid.
4  Body language Performanz (Korpersprache und Body language and voice
& voice Stimme) unterstitzt die support the presentation.
Préasentation.
5 Visual aids Medieneinsatz ist funktional The use of visual aids is
functional.
6 Content Thema inhaltlich gut erarbeitet The topic is well-
credibility elaborated.

Note. 8-point Likert-type scale.



Appendix F

Intercorrelations of the TIP at T1

0]

Subscales Single item level (intended facets)
Confident
Use of Clear handling of
TIP Addressing  Body examples  question information
the language Visual Transitions End (language  (content (content
audience & voice aids (structure) (structure) use) credibility)  credibility)
Subscales
Addressing the audience -
Body language & voice .60* -
Visual aids 49* A43* -
Single item level (intended facets)
Transitions (structure) 67* 53* .59* -
End (structure) 52* .35* A42* 51* -
Use of examples (language use) 48* .38* A41* 50* .35* -
Clear question (content credibility) 43* .28* 32* 40* 28* . 35* -
Confident handling of information 53* .59* 54* .66* A44* 41* . 37* -

(content credibility)

Note. n = 141-160. * p < .05.
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Appendix G
Intercorrelations of the Experts’ Live Ratings at T1
Body
Experts’ live ratings (single items) Motivates  language &  Visual Language Content
listening voice aids Structure use credibility

Motivates listening -

Body language & voice 13* -

Visual aids 63* A46* -

Structure 71 53* .69* -

Language use 78* .68* .64* 76* -

Content credibility .68* 52* .68 13 67* -

Note. n = 146-160. * p < .05.
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Abstract

Presentation competence impacts educational and professional success. For promoting this
competence, identifying relevant determinants enables to develop need-based training
programs. Determinants that have proven to be important for school achievement in general,
are students’ personality traits. With regard to the association between Big Five personality
traits and presentation competence, only few studies, located in higher education, exist. Thus,
the present study investigated this relationship among secondary school students. The study
was embedded in the presentation contest Youth Presents. Eighty-eight secondary school
students were included. They gave presentations at four measurement points, thereby the
presentation task varied along key characteristics. To operationalize presentation competence a
multi-assessment approach, i.e., external ratings via video ratings and experts’ live ratings, as
well as self-reports, was used. The Big Five personality traits were measured via self-reports.
The findings indicate a positive relationship between Extraversion and presentation competence
across the different presentation tasks. A negative pattern of associations was found between
Neuroticism and students’ self-perceived presentation competence.

Keywords: Big Five, Extraversion, presentation competence, school achievement,

secondary education
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Presentation Competence and Personality traits: The Role of Extraversion and

Neuroticism

The ability to successfully present information to others impacts a person’s school and
professional achievement (van Ginkel et al., 2015). This is due to the fact that not only in
professional life, but already in primary and secondary school, people need to complete
presentation  tasks  (England:  Department for  Education, 2014; Germany:
Kultusministerkonferenz, 2003; United States: Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2010).
Thus, presentation competence, as part of communication competence, isS Seen as a core
competence for 21st century (van Ginkel et al., 2015). Identifying determinants of this
competence is crucial in order to tailor training programs to the needs of specific target groups
(see van Laar et al., 2020). So far, speech anxiety (e.g., Bodie, 2010) and self-efficacy (e.g., De
Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009) are examples for determinants which have proven to be
meaningful in relation to presentation competence. In addition, further determinants might be
relevant, because giving a presentation places unique demands on the speaker. In particular, the
speaker has to stand and speak alone in front of others who judge the speaker continuously.

A well-known framework for describing individual characteristics are the Big Five
personality traits. To date, only a limited number of studies have examined the relationship
between presentation competence and personality traits. These studies investigated samples in
the fields of higher education and second language learning. Research focusing on personality
traits from the Big Five framework and secondary school students’ achievement, differentiated
by content or certain methods of assessment, has recently gained increased attention in
educational research. The results revealed that the relationship pattern between personality traits
and school achievement differs when school achievement is assessed in different kinds of ways,
e.g., school achievement in a specific subject (e.g., Brandt et al., 2020) or assessed via a specific
type of task, such as tasks associated with creativity versus tasks associated with analytical
skills (e.g., Chamorro-Premuzic, 2006). Based on these results, the exact relationship between
presentation competence and personality traits cannot be deduced a priori for secondary school
students.

The present study focused on this sample. We examined the relationship between
personality traits and presentation competence among secondary school students in order to
gain further knowledge about these learners’ specific needs and to promote students’
presentation competence from a more differentiated perspective in the future. Thereby, we
examined four different situations in which students had to give a solo presentation in their

native language. As in everyday life, presentation tasks varied with respect to basic
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characteristics such as freedom of choice on the topic (predetermined versus self-selected topic)
or the visual aids used (analog versus digital visual aids). In addition, we applied a multi-
perspective assessment approach to operationalize presentation competence, consisting of
external ratings (video ratings and experts’ live ratings) and students’ self-reports. Students’
personality traits according to the Big Five framework were assessed via self-reports. The study

took place within a national presentation contest for German secondary school students.
Presentation Competence

Speaking in front of others while using visual aids to convey information (De Grez,
2009; Ruth et al., 2020; van Ginkel et al., 2015) is required of secondary school students
(Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2010) in class as well as on final exams (e.g.,
Hristova, 2014; Joughin, 2009). This task plays a role in subjects across the curriculum and at
all educational levels (Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2010). Due to the fact that
giving a presentation is part of many tasks in school, presentation competence is assumed to
impact students’ school achievement.

Presentation competence is required to successfully complete a presentation task. It is
defined as being able to act effectively (e.g., the presentation behavior achieves the presentation
goal) and appropriately (e.g., the presentation behavior meets the social standards of the specific
situation; Backlund & Morreale, 2015), when speaking in front of others. Various individual
characteristics of a speaker have proven to be relevant for presentation competence. Speech
anxiety and self-efficacy are two well-researched determinants. Speech anxiety forms one of
adults” most prominent fears (Bodie, 2010; Dwyer & Davidson, 2012) and is already reported
by secondary school students (Stein et al., 1996). It refers to a speaker’s fear to present and
manifests itself through symptoms on the cognitive-affective, behavioral, and physiological
levels (Bodie, 2010). Speech anxiety is negatively correlated with presentation competence. In
contrast, self-efficacy and presentation competence are positively related (e.g., De Grez,
Valcke, & Roozen, 2009). Presentation self-efficacy refers to the expectation that one will be
able to successfully complete a presentation task on one’s own and is relevant at all educational
levels. Based on these findings and resulting needs, there are many interventions that aim at the
reduction of speech anxiety (e.g., Pearson et al., 2007) and/or the promotion of self-efficacy
(e.g., Brown & Morrissey, 2004), today.

However, when attempting to understand presentation competence from a broader
perspective, the relationship of presentation competence and further non-cognitive skills are
worth considering. This seems sensible, because recent research on academic achievement from

primary to higher education showed their importance in educational settings (e.g., Brandt et al.,
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2020; Vedel & Poropat, 2017). Furthermore, identifying determinants which are strongly
related to presentation competence is of instructional value. The findings can help to deduce
specific needs of different target groups and to develop corresponding need-based training
programs.

One of the most prominent non-cognitive skills is the framework of the Big Five
personality traits (John & Srivastava, 1999) which classifies students’ personality into central
categories. Research on the relationship between Big Five personality traits and presentation
competence in general is scarce. There are only a small number of studies which are primarily
located in the context of higher education. Corresponding research focusing on secondary

school students is, to the best of our knowledge, missing so far.
Presentation Competence of Secondary School Students and Personality Traits

The Big Five personality traits are a widely applied and accepted personality framework
(Richardson et al., 2012; Zhang & Ziegler, 2016). Each of the five dimensions is characterized
by specific personality characteristics (John & Srivastava, 1999) along which individuals differ
with regard to their emotional, interpersonal, experiential, attitudinal, and motivational styles
(McCrae & John, 1992). The personality traits belong to this framework: Conscientiousness
characterizes organized, self-disciplined, and dutiful individuals (McCrae & Costa, 2003).
Openness to experiences refers to curiosity regarding challenging material or people (Digman,
1990). Extraversion describes people who tend to be sociable, talkative, and energetic (McCrae
& John, 1992). Neuroticism characterizes individuals with emotional instability, such as being
anxious, depressed, or hostile (Digman, 1990; Raad & Schouwenburg, 1996). Agreeableness
reflects the tendency to be altruistic, cooperative, and trusting (Digman, 1990).

In comparison to the lack of research on the relationship between personality traits and
presentation competence of secondary school students, the association of personality traits with
general school achievement is well examined. Highly cited reviews found a robust and
prominent relationship pattern (e.g., Poropat, 2009). In summary, the personality traits
Conscientiousness and Openness to experience are the strongest predictors of secondary school
students’ general school achievement. There are zero-correlations for the other three personality
traits, namely Agreeableness, Neuroticism, and Extraversion. However, these studies mainly
assess school achievement via students’ GPA (Meyer et al., 2019). To counter this, latest studies
used a more differentiated and finer perspective to assess school achievement. They focused on
and distinguished between, for example, students’ achievements in different school subjects
(e.g., Brandt et al., 2020; Rosander & Bé&ckstrom, 2014; Spinath et al., 2010; Zhang & Ziegler,

2016) or achievements assessed via different types of tasks, for example, creative tasks versus
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analytical tasks (e.g., Chamorro-Premuzic, 2006; Meyer et al., 2019). The findings indicate
diverse patterns of relationships depending on the specific operationalization of school
achievement.

Although the studies differentiated more precisely between school achievements of
secondary school students in different tasks, the association between presentation competence
and personality traits remains open. First hints concerning this relationship can be found in
research in higher education. The small amount of studies conducted looked at outcome
variables related to presentation competence in a broader sense. They used, for example, speech
grades (see Kim, 2015) or achievement in group presentation tasks in the context of second
language acquisition (e.g., Liang & Kelsen, 2018). In addition, some studies used all Big Five
personality traits in their analyses (Kim, 2015; Liang & Kelsen, 2018), while others examined
only a few of the Big Five and/or further personality traits apart from the Big Five (Dewaele &
Furnham, 2000; Dow, 1941; Richmond et al., 1989). Overall, the few existing findings indicate
positive associations with Extraversion and Openness to experience and a negative association
with Neuroticism when using presentation competence related variables. However, the
generalizability is constrained due to the specific research context and the chosen approaches
for the assessment of presentation competence and personality traits.

In summary, only a limited number of studies, all located in the field of higher education,
focused on the relationship between presentation competence related outcomes and personality
traits. The studies in the context of secondary school, which however did not use presentation
competence but different kind of school achievement outcomes, found that the correlation
pattern with personality traits vary. Thus, the question of the relationship between personality
traits and presentation competence of secondary school students remains open and worthy of

investigation.
The Present Study

The main objective of this study was to examine the relationship between secondary
school students’ personality traits and their presentation competence. We examined a sample
of secondary school students who participated in a nationwide student presentation contest in
Germany known as Youth Presents. Because students face different presentation tasks at school,
we also put the participants through different presentation situations in this study. Specifically,
the participants’ presentation tasks differed regarding the choice of topic (i.e., predetermined or
self-selected), the use of visual aids (analog or digital), and the required speaking time

(3 minutes or 10 minutes). In this study, we only examined students’ solo presentations.
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We took a multi-perspective approach to assessing students’ presentation competence.
The participating students gave short presentations that were assessed in three ways: First,
experts rated the given student presentations in situ (experts’ live ratings); second, a video-
recorded version of the presentation was rated by trained observers; and third, students reported
their self-perceived presentation competence in a questionnaire. Within this multi-perspective
assessment, we considered the video ratings by trained observers to be the most objective and
trustworthy assessment format (Carrell & Willmington, 1996).

This study’s overarching research question addressed how each of the Big Five
personality traits is related to presentation competence measured via the different assessment
approaches. Thereby, the presentation competence shown in different presentation tasks is
considered in order to approach real-life requirements. In addition it is examined, whether the
predictive quality of each single personality trait on presentation competence remains stable,
when controlling for the other traits.

Method
Design of the Study

The study applied a design with four measurement points. It took place within Youth
Presents, the largest nationwide presentation contest for secondary school students in Germany.
Each measurement point was embedded within one round of the contest and involved students
presenting on a scientific topic in front of an audience with the help of visual aids. The first-
round presentations, in which participants applied for the contest by uploading an individual
presentation, were not part of this study. A panel of judges assessed these videos and the best
students were invited to the second or qualifying round of Youth Presents, where the first
measurement point took place (T1; May 2015). After these presentations were evaluated, the
best students were invited to the third round. This round again included a live presentation, the
second measurement point (T2; June 2015). Some months later, all third-round participants
were invited to the finals of Youth Presents, where the third and fourth measurement points
took place in a single day (T3 and T4; September 2015). The contest winners were selected
based on both presentations on this day.

The presentation task at each measurement point involved a different situation. At T1,
students decided themselves what scientific topic they would like to present on, prepared at
home and delivered their 3-minute presentation using analog visual aids (‘“‘semi-standardized
T17). At T2, the presentation task was standardized by limiting the preparation time to 40
minutes. All students had to present on a single scientific topic that was not announced
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beforehand—microplastics in the environment. During the preparation time, they received a set
of text materials on the topic as well as analog materials to prepare a visualization (three colored
markers, six white papers for a bulletin board; “standardized T2”). In contrast, at T3 und T4,
the presentation tasks were semi-standardized, as participants could themselves select a
scientific topic to present on related to the finals’ main theme of “light” and prepare their 10-
minute presentation at home. The selected topic remained the same for both presentations.
However, the two final-round presentation tasks differed in the use of visual aids. Digital visual
aids were used in the morning (“digital visual aids T3”’), and analog visual aids in the afternoon
(“analog visual aids T4”). All presentations were video-recorded. At T3, before the participants
delivered their presentations, they filled out a questionnaire assessing their personality traits.

Table 1 exhibits the similarities and differences among the presentation tasks.
Sample

Written consent to participate in the study was received from all 91 students taking part
in the last round of the Youth Presents contest. Three students did not fulfill the inclusion
criterion as they did not answer the questionnaire on personality traits. On average, the 88
students included in this study were 15.40 years old (SD = 1.94). Sixty-eight percent were
female. The participants most frequently attended Grade 8 or 11 (20% each), followed by Grade
9 or 10 (16.5% each). The percentage of participants in Grades 6, 7, and 12 ranged from 4.7%
to 12.9%. Students came from all over Germany. Informed consent was obtained from all

students and their parents before the study began.



Table 1
Characteristics of the Presentation Tasks and the Instruments Applied at T1, T2, T3, and T4

T1 (semi-standardized)

Presentation tasks
Audience

Visual aids

Choice of topic
Preparation

Presentation

Instruments
Presentation competence

Personality traits

2-person audience
Analog visual aids
Self-selected scientific
topic

Unlimited preparation
time
3-min presentation

Video rating

Live rating

T2 (standardized)

T3 (digital visual aids)
‘ F \ - -

T4 (analog visual aids)

N —

2-person audience
Analog visual aids
Predetermined topic
“microplastics”

40-min preparation time

3-min presentation

Video rating

3-person audience
Digital visual aids
Self-selected scientific
topic related to the main
theme “light”

Unlimited preparation
time

10-min presentation

Video rating
Live rating

Self-reports
Self-reports

3-person audience
Analog visual aids
Self-selected scientific
topic related to the main
theme “light”

Unlimited preparation
time

10-min presentation

Video rating

Live rating
Self-reports
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Instruments

Presentation competence: experts’ video ratings. We used the Tlbingen Instrument
for Presentation Competence (TIP; Ruth et al., 2020) to evaluate the video-recorded
presentations. The raters assessed presentation competence in a high inference approach, i.e.,
students’ presentation behavior had to be interpreted to make a rating. The raters were trained
with a detailed rating manual. The 22 TIP items were answered on a four-point Likert-type
scale ranging from 1 = not true at all to 4 = very true.

Four raters, two rhetoric students and two educational science students, completed the
video ratings. They had been enrolled at university for two to nine semesters and received a 36-
hour rater training. After the training, they independently assessed 250 video-recorded
presentations (88 videos from T1, 80 from T2, 41 from T3, and 41 from T4). The raters assessed
the video-recorded presentations in different randomized orders. They were blinded to the
measurement point.

We assessed interrater reliability using the average measure, one-way random model,
type absolute intraclass correlation coefficient (Table 2). The analyses were based on the ratings
of all videos available from the year’s Youth Presents contest in order to obtain a more reliable
estimation of the ICCs. In total, 15 out of 22 items (Ruth et al., 2020) had good or excellent
interrater reliability (above .60; Cicchetti, 1994). In the present study, each item was assessed
by four raters and we used the mean of these scores in the further analyses. The 15 items with
sufficient interrater reliability were averaged and this total score was used in the further
analyses.* This scale had good internal consistency (or1 = .89, ar2 = .87, arz =.92, ars = .90;
Table 4).

Raters also evaluated the videos on a further single item. This item referred to their
overall impression of the students’ presentation behavior (“The presentation is convincing.”).
This item for overall impression had acceptable to excellent interrater reliability (ICCs: .75 at
T1,.72at T2, .63 at T3, .57 at T4).

4 The ICCs at T1 ranged between .61 and .81 for the items we used in the analyses among the sample we used in
the study.
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Table 2
Intraclass Correlation Coefficients of the Video Ratings
ICCm1 Items
88 videos  excluded
(sample of  from this
Scale and item (item stem: “The speaker...”) this study) study
Addressing the audience
...addresses the audience. 71
...has a motivating introduction. 75
...takes the listeners’ questions and expectations into account. .68
Structure
...introduces the presentation convincingly. .57 X
...Structures transitions convincingly. .64
...ends the presentation convincingly with a conclusion. 81
Language use
...uses examples to create a tangible portrayal of the topic. .61
...uses appropriate sentence structures for oral communication. 41 X
...uses technical terms appropriately. 43 X
Body language & voice
...has an effective posture. .58 X
...employs gestures convincingly. .78
...makes eye contact with the audience convincingly. .70
...uses facial expressions convincingly. 75
...uses their voice effectively (intonation, tempo, volume). 73
...uses their voice convincingly (articulation, fluency, pauses) to present .20 X
clearly and comprehensibly.
Visual aids
...uses an appropriate amount of visual information. .66
...structures visual elements appropriately and functionally. .57 X
...constructs an effective interplay between the speech and visual aids. 71
...creates visual aids which are visually attractive. .68
Content credibility
...has formulated an appropriately clear scientific question. .69
...appears confident in handling information. .69
...”s reasoning is comprehensible. 41 X

Note. ICC = Intraclass correlation coefficient. An average measure, one-way random model, type
absolute intraclass correlation coefficient was used to calculate ICCs. The ICC analyses are based on
88 videos rated by 4 video raters. The items are translated from the original German version of the

evaluation form.
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Table 3

Intraclass Correlations of Experts’ Live Ratings

ICCn1 ICCr3z&Ts

Item

Addressing audience
Audience’s previous knowledge is taken into account. n.a. 31
Picking up the audience’s motivation and interest. n.a. .61
Time management is convincing. n.a. 73
Addressing the audience/making eye contact n.a. 71
Presentation motivates the audience to pay attention. 71 .70

Structure
Structure of the presentation is convincing .68 .67

(introduction, body, conclusion).
Language use

The use of language is comprehensible and vivid. .61 .62
Visual aids

The use of visual aids is functional. 75 71
Body language and voice

Body language and voice support the presentation. .63 73
Content credibility

Question of presentation is clear. n.a. 54

The topic is well-elaborated. .66 .66

Content-related information is appropriate. n.a. .56

Content/argumentation is correct. n.a. 44

Argumentation is convincing. n.a. .65

Note. ICC = Intraclass correlation coefficient. An average measure, one-way model, type absolute
intraclass correlation coefficient was used to calculate 1CCs. n.a. = not available due to different
instruments at T1 and T2.

Presentation competence: experts’ live ratings. A group of experts affiliated with
Youth Presents—teachers and university rhetoric experts—rated the presentations in the live
situations at T1, T3, and T4. They used the contest evaluation form. This form differed between
T1 and T3/T4. First, different numbers of items were included (6 items at T1 and 14 items at
T3/T4). Furthermore, the number of experts assessing each presentation varied. At T1 the
audience consisted of two experts (a teacher and a university rhetoric expert), while at T3 and
T4 three experts listened (a university rhetoric expert, a teacher who had participated in a
teacher training offered by Youth Presents, and a winning student from the previous year’s
contest). All experts received a 60-minute training on using the contest evaluation form. Each
expert team had its own room. They independently assessed each student’s presentation
immediately after the presentation ended. The items were assessed on an 8-point Likert-type
scale (0 = unsuccessful presentation to 7 = very successful presentation). Interrater reliability
was assessed by ascertaining ICCs using a one-way, mixed consistency, average-measure
approach (McGraw & Wong, 1996). At T1, the ICCs were above .60 for all six items, while at
T3/T4 ten out of 14 items had an ICC > .60 (Table 3). For each measurement point, all items
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with an ICC > .60 were averaged into a scale. These scales were used for further analyses. Both
scales showed good internal consistency (ar1 = .90, ars =.96, ars = .95; Table 4).

Presentation competence: students’ self-perceived presentation competence. The
Youth Presents contest evaluation form was used to assess students’ self-perceived presentation
competence. It corresponded to the T3 and T4 experts’ live rating form and consisted of 14
items. The items were assessed on an 8-point Likert-type scale (0 = unsuccessful presentation
to 7 = very successful presentation). The students assessed their T3 and T4 presentations
immediately after each presentation. The total score consisted of the averaged items and had
good internal consistency (ars =93, ars = .92; Table 4).

Personality traits. The short version of the Big Five Inventory (BFI-S) by Gerlitz and
Schupp (2005; English: John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991) was used to measure personality traits.
This questionnaire consisted of 15 items, three items for each of the Big Five personality traits
(e.g., Extraversion: “I see myself as someone who is talkative.”). Due to the unreliability of the
Agreeableness scale (Hahn et al., 2012), Rammstedt (1997) added two further items, and we
followed this approach. The students filled out the questionnaire before delivering their first
presentation at T3. The items were assessed on a 7-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree
to 7 = strongly agree). Four out of the five scales exhibited acceptable internal consistency
(oExtraversion = .81; dNeuroticism = .62; OlOpenness to experience = .58; OlAgreeableness = .60;

OLConscientiousness = .68; Table 4, see also Appendix A).
Missing data

There were no missings at T1. Missing data was 9 % at T2. This is because missing
values occurred for reasons such as illness or premature departure. Thus, we assumed that
missing values were missing at random. A crucial inclusion criterion for the study was
presenting alone and not in a group. Excluding group presentations, the number of participants,
i.e., video-recorded solo presentations, dropped to 41 at T3 and T4. This is because half the
students presented in a group of two, three, or four students. We chose this procedure because

group presentations differ from solo presentations in various respects.



Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for the Video Ratings and Personality Traits: Means, Standard Deviations, Internal Consistencies, and Numbers of Items
T1 T2 T3 T4
(semi-standardized) (standardized) (digital visual aids)  (analog digital aids)
n M SD a n M SD «a n M SD « n M SD « No. Likert
Items Scale
Presentation competence
Video ratings
Overall impression (single item) 88 2.89 0.50 80 2.60 0.49 41 3.05 0.51 41 296 0.1 1 4-point
Total score 88 278 0.35 .89 80 251032 .87 41 297 041 92 41 289 0.39.90 15  4-point
Experts’ live ratings
Total score 88 5.34 0.90 .90° 41 526 106 .96 41 5.37 0.88.95 10  8-point
Self-reports
Total score 39 518 1.14 93 40 532 0.85.92 14 8-point
Personality
Conscientiousness 88 5.25 1.18 .68 3 7-point
Extraversion 88 515 1.36 .81 3 7-point
Neuroticism 88 4.03 1.22 .62 3 7-point
Agreeableness 86 5.22 1.02 .66 5 7-point
Openness to experience 87 529 1.00 .58 3 7-point

Note. n = number of participating students, a = Cronbach’s alpha. Missing data is missing by design, because we did not assess these variables at this
measurement point. Measurement points: T1 = May 30 or 31, or June 6 or 13, 2015; T2 = June 18-20 or July 1-3, 2015, T3 and T4 = September 26,
2015. Personality traits were measured before the presentations started on the morning of T3. # = due to the use of a short version of the contest evaluation
form, the number of items is 6 at T1.

8TT
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Statistical Analyses

To examine our research guestion—the association between personality traits and
presentation competence—we first conducted correlation analyses using Pearson correlation
coefficients in IBM SPSS (version 22) with two-tailed significance testing. Second, to examine
the predictive quality of each individual personality trait for presentation competence (video
ratings, experts’ live ratings, and self-perceived), we used multiple linear regressions analyses
in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012). We included all five personality traits as predictors
in the analyses. In addition, we also added gender (0 = female, 1 = male) and age as predictors.
The dependent variables were i) mean of the overall impression (single item) across all video
raters, ii) total score of the video ratings consisting of the means across all video raters and
items, iii) total score of the experts’ live ratings consisting of the means of the experts’ live
ratings and items, and iv) total score of the self-reports consisting of the means of all items that
student assessed by themselves. We used two-tailed significance testing (o set at .05). All
multiple linear regression analyses used the full information maximum likelihood (FIML)

estimation, which handles missing values by estimating corresponding sample parameters.

Results
Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics and internal reliability estimates for each measure are reported in
Table 4. Based on these descriptive statistics, there were no ceiling or floor effects. With regard
to the video ratings, the scores of the overall impression (single item) and the total scores are
descriptively similar at the four measurement points. The scores of the overall impression are
consistently slightly higher than the total score of the video ratings.

Correlations Between Personality Traits and Presentation Competence

The research question focused on the relationship between presentation competence and
personality traits. Correlation analyses revealed a significant positive relationship between
presentation competence and Extraversion at all measurement points across both external
ratings, namely video ratings and experts’ live ratings (see Table 5). The size of the correlation
coefficient ranged from .27 to .55. Thus, students with high values in Extraversion also had
high presentation competence scores. With regard to Openness to experience, there seems to be
a tendency in the direction of a positive correlation with presentation competence due to mixed
findings across the measurement points with respect to significance level. The findings for

Neuroticism, Conscientiousness, and Agreeableness were not significant.
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With regard to self-reports, a significant positive correlation was found with
Extraversion at both measurement points (T3, T4). Thus, students who reported a high value
on Extraversion also had a high self-perceived presentation competence score. In addition, we
found a negative correlation between self-perceived presentation competence and Neuroticism
at T3 (r =-.38) and a positive correlation between self-perceived presentation competence and
Openness to experience at T4 (r = .38).

In summary, with regard to video ratings and experts’ live ratings, we found a robust
correlation pattern between Extraversion and presentation competence. The findings for
Openness to experience were mixed in terms of the significance level. In terms of self-reported
presentation competence, we also found a robust relationship with Extraversion as well as
tendencies towards a negative association with Neuroticism and a positive association with

Openness to experience due to mixed findings in terms of significance.
Personality Traits as Predictors for Presentation Competence

The second analysis took a holistic perspective on personality traits and presentation
competence by examining each personality predictor’s unique contribution when controlling
for the other personality traits as well as for age and gender. When taking the video ratings of
presentation competence (both overall impression and total score) as outcome variable,
Extraversion was a significant positive predictor for presentation competence across all
measurement points and both types of video ratings (see Table 6). The sole exception concerned
the total video rating score at T1, which was not significant. When taking experts’ live ratings
as the dependent variable, Extraversion was again a significant predictor for presentation
competence, but only at one of the measurement points (T3; p = 0.41, p = .003; see Table 7).
Overall, the results for Extraversion as a positive predictor correspond to the bivariate

correlation analysis results.



Table 5

Correlation Between Personality Traits and Presentation Competence Assessed via Video Ratings, Experts’ Live Ratings, and Self-reports

Conscientiousness

Extraversion

Neuroticism

Agreeableness

Openness to
experience

T1 T2 T3 T4 T1 T2 T3 T4 T1 T2 T3 T4 T1 T2 T3 T4 T1 T2 T3 T4
Presentation
Competence
Video ratings
Overall impression
(single item) 06 .14 28  .31* .33* 45% 42* -12 -19 -19 -16 -17 -12 -14 -09 22* 14 25 .34*
Total score 08 .09 .23 .28 .27* .33* 43* 44 -11 -13 -22 -18 -09 -20 -09 -06 .23* .13 .21 .32*
Experts’ live ratings 57 4 27 30 .31* na .55* .34* -16 na -24 -04 -01 na .09 -03 .28* na. .40* .27
Self-reports na. na .17 .19 na na .36* 40* na na -38%-13 na na -05 -10 n.a n.a .18 .38*

Note. n.a. = not available. Personality traits were assessed only once, prior to the presentation at T3. Sample sizes: n = 39-41 at T3 and T4 (we had to
exclude group presentations), n = 78-88 at T2 and T1 (all students had to present solo). * p < .05 (two-tailed).
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Openness to experience was also a significant positive predictor across both video
ratings and experts’ live ratings, but only at T1. We did not find significant results at the other
measurement points. These findings at T1 correspond to the bivariate correlation results, while
the findings at the other measurement points stand in contrast to the correlation pattern.

Moreover, we found Agreeableness to be a negative predictor for the video rater’s
overall impression scores at all measurement points available (T1, T2, T3) and for total video
rating scores at one measurement point (T2). No significant results were found for experts’ live
ratings. These results for Agreeableness as a negative predictor of presentation competence
were unlike the correlation analyses.

When taking students’ self-perceived presentation competence as outcome variable, the
personality trait Neuroticism was a negative predictor at T3 (B = -0.38, p =.003), but not at T4
(see Table 7). This corresponds to the bivariate correlation pattern. In addition, Extraversion
was a positive predictor at T4 (B = 0.32; p = .034), but not at T3. This corresponds to the
bivariate correlation results for T4.

In summary, the regression analyses for the video ratings yielded robust findings that
Extraversion is a positive predictor for presentation competence when controlling for the other
Big Five personality traits, age, and gender. This is in accordance with the correlation results.
These findings are partly also in line with the findings for experts’ live ratings. Due to mixed
findings at the different measurement points, Openness to experience might be a positive
predictor for presentation competence. For the personality traits Conscientiousness and
Neuroticism, we also found results corresponding to the pattern from the correlation analysis:
none of them was a significant predictor. For Agreeableness we found no results corresponding
to the pattern from the correlation analysis. Turning to self-reports, Neuroticism is a negative
predictor for self-perceived presentation competence when controlling for the other personality
traits, age, and gender, in accordance with the results from the correlation analysis. In addition,
Extraversion is a positive predictor of self-perceived presentation competence, in close
alignment with the correlation analysis results. For the other personality traits, we found no

results which corresponds to the pattern from the correlation analysis.



Table 6

Multiple Regression Analyses for the Video Ratings for Presentation Competence

Video ratings: Overall impression (single item)

T1 (semi-standardized)

T2 (standardized)

T3 (digital visual aids)

T4 (analog visual aids)

B SE p B SE p B SE p B SE p
Conscientiousness 0.08 0.10 455 0.11 0.10 242 0.18 0.14 446 0.22 0.14 .106
Extraversion 0.28 * 0.10 .008 0.33* 0.10 .001 0.42 * 0.15 .006 0.30 * 0.15 .043
Neuroticism -0.02 0.10 .863 -0.12 0.09 194 -0.13 0.14 332 -0.16 0.13 .239
Agreeableness -0.28 * 0.10 .007 -0.22 * 0.10 .020 -0.28 * 0.13 .035 -0.24 0.13 .065
Openness to experience 0.24 * 0.10 .020 0.13 0.11 243 0.08 0.16 .610 0.19 0.15 .203
Age 0.33* 0.09 .001 0.45* 0.08 .001 0.24 0.13 .061 0.25* 0.12 .042
Gender 0.13 0.10 163 0.12 0.09 179 -0.05 0.13 .716 -0.09 0.13 .502
Explained variance (R?) .32 44 .36 .39
Video ratings: Total score

Conscientiousness 0.09 0.11 403 0.05 0.10 .616 0.22 0.14 122 0.25 0.14 .067
Extraversion 0.21 0.11 .056 0.40 * 0.10 .001 0.39 * 0.15 .009 0.35* 0.15 .018
Neuroticism -0.04 0.10 692 -0.06 0.10 559 -0.18 0.14 181 -0.16 0.13 .223
Agreeableness -0.20 0.11 .063 -0.29 * 0.10 .003 -0.25 0.13 .061 -0.24 0.13 .076
Openness to experience  0.23 * 0.11 .033 0.09 0.11 .389 0.04 0.15 811 0.16 0.15 .276
Age 0.26 * 0.10 .007 0.43* 0.08 .001 0.25* 0.13 .044 0.25* 0.12 .040
Gender 0.11 0.10 293 0.04 0.09 .666 -0.02 0.13 .862 0.01 0.13 .952
Explained variance (R?) .23 42 37 40

Note. Missing data is missing by design, because we did not assess these variables at this measurement point. Sample sizes: n =39-41 at T3 and
T4 (we had to exclude group presentations), n = 80-88 at T2 and T1 (all students had to present solo). Gender was dummy-coded (0 = female,

1 = male). Two-tailed significance levels are reported. * p <.05.
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Table 7

Multiple Regression Analyses for the Experts’ Live Ratings and Self-reports for Presentation Competence

Live Ratings: Total score

T1 (semi-standardized)

T2 (standardized)

T3 (digital visual aids)

T4 (analog visual aids)

B SE p SE p B SE p B SE p
Conscientiousness 0.05 0.11 .636 0.20 0.13 138 0.22 015 141
Extraversion 0.20 0.11 .073 041* 0.14 .003 0.25 0.16 .132
Neuroticism -0.08 0.10 445 -0.17 0.13 182 -0.06 0.15 .699
Agreeableness -0.11 0.11 319 -0.08 0.13 549 -0.16 0.15 .283
Openness to experience 0.27*  0.11 .015 0.20 0.14 139 0.10 0.16 .543
Age 0.16 0.10 102 0.20 0.12 .095 0.14 0.14 .306
Gender 0.17 0.10 097 0.08 0.12 532 -0.17 0.14 .238
Explained variance (R?) .21 44 .25
Self-reports: Total Score

Conscientiousness 0.35* 0.13 .007 024 0.14 .098
Extraversion 0.26 0.15 .083 0.32* 0.15 .034
Neuroticism -0.38* 0.13 .003 -0.09 0.14 523
Agreeableness -0.21 0.13 .110 -0.23 0.14 .093
Openness to experience 0.11 0.14 449 0.26 0.15 .083
Age -0.19 0.12 .101 0.03 0.14 .808
Gender 039* 0.12 .001 0.32* 0.13 .011
Explained variance (R?) 47 .36

Note. Missing data is missing by design, because we did not assess these variables at this measurement point. Sample sizes: n = 39-41 at T3 and
T4 (we had to exclude group presentations), n = 80-88 at T2 and T1 (all students had to present solo). Gender was dummy-coded (0 = female,
1 = male). Two-tailed significance levels are reported. * p < .05.
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Discussion

To uncover meaningful determinants of secondary school students’ presentation
competence, we investigated the relationship between presentation competence and the Big
Five personality traits. We applied a multi-perspective measurement approach for presentation
competence (external ratings in the form of video ratings and experts’ live ratings, as well as
students’ self-reports) across four measurement points involving different presentation
situations. This study supports the argument that a specific correlation pattern exists between
personality traits and presentation competence that likely differs from the well-established
correlation pattern between personality traits and school achievement in general.

The following discussion particularly focuses on two robust findings from the present
study. The first robust results pattern indicates that students with high values of Extraversion
also have high presentation competence examined via video ratings. This finding is robust to
the four different presentation situations and different operationalizations of presentation
competence, namely overall impression or total video rating scores. The findings also suggest
robustness to the measurement perspective because we found similar results for experts’ live
ratings and self-reports. The second robust pattern of results indicates that high values of

Neuroticism are associated with low self-perceived presentation competence.
Personality Traits and Presentation Competence via External Ratings

The first robust pattern refers to Extraversion. Secondary school students who strongly
agreed that they were talkative and sociable exhibited presentation behavior that external raters
judged as highly competent. It seems that students' enjoying of talking in social groups is
beneficial for completing presentation tasks. This is in line with existing studies conducted in
higher education. They found a positive correlation between Extraversion and semester grades
in a public speaking course (r =.17; Dow, 1941), speech ratings (r = .47; Kim, 2015), and group
presentation performance in the context of second language learning (r = .25; Liang & Kelsen,
2018). The size of the correlation in the present study was in a similar range. Furthermore, the
finding that Extraversion is a significant positive predictor for presentation competence or
variables related to it when controlling for the other personality traits, age, and gender also
corresponds with previous studies (Kim, 2015; Liang & Kelsen, 2018). However, the set of
control variables differed across studies and from the present study, including in addition, for
example, situational factors such as level of rehearsal and communication apprehension (Kim,
2015) or motivational variables (Liang & Kelsen, 2018).
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Reasons for the relevance of Extraversion in the present study could be that people
scoring high on Extraversion appear more willing to speak, like being in public speaking
settings, report less public speaking anxiety, and expect more positive audience evaluations (see
Dewaele & Furnham, 1999; Macintyre & Thivierge, 1995). This might lead to a self-fulfilling
prophesy. In line with Beatty, McCroskey, and Valencic (2001), this finding might also support
the assumption that Extraversion forms a “superfactor” in language production. According to
Dewaele and Furnham (1999), psychological studies indicate that individuals scoring high on
Extraversion possess superior verbal skills. For example, they were able to speak more fluently
in word association tasks when stressed and under time pressure (Eysenck, 1974). In addition,
extraverts’ stress resistance and low level of social anxiety might also contribute to their better
speech production. In contrast, people scoring low on Extraversion might be more stressed in
speaking situations. This reduces their short-term memory recall and results in a breakdown of
fluency in second language production (Dewaele & Furnham, 1999).

Transferring these findings from psychology and/or language learning in higher
education to presentation competence in secondary school, the same rationales might explain
why extraverted students exhibit higher presentation competence. It can be assumed that
students scoring high on Extraversion have better verbal skills, speak more fluently when
presenting, and cope better with the social stress induced by the presentation task. Thus,
students scoring low on Extraversion might be disadvantaged when presentation competence is
assessed. This makes Extraversion to a meaningful and important personality factor for the oral
task of delivering presentations.

The study found no similarly robust patterns for the personality traits of
Conscientiousness, Agreeableness, and Neuroticism. There are some indicators that Openness
to experience is related to presentation competence, but the mixed findings in terms of
significance levels mean that further studies are needed to further examine this relationship.

When considering pedagogical implications, the instructor’s perspective is important.
The findings imply that using presentation tasks in class in secondary school could advantage
students scoring high on Extraversion and disadvantage students low on Extraversion.
Therefore, personalized instruction (Kim, 2015) depending on students’ personality traits seems
beneficial. For example, a supportive environment for introverts could include more time for
reflection and more opportunities to practice speaking in front of others in a protected learning

environment.
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Personality Traits and Presentation Competence via Self-reports

Similar to the Extraversion pattern in the previous section, the findings for self-reports
also imply that Extraversion plays an important role. We found that students who reported that
they are highly sociable and talkative also reported high self-perceived presentation
competence. The reasons for this pattern could be similar to those for the relationship between
Extraversion and externally rated presentation competence despite low correlations between
self-reports and external ratings (Appendix B). For example, extraverts’ stress resistance and
low level of social anxiety might also contribute to their self-perception of higher presentation
competence. Future studies are required to examine the role of Extraversion in more detail with
regard to self-perceived presentation competence.

The second robust pattern relates to Neuroticism. Specifically, there was a robust
negative relationship between Neuroticism and self-perceived presentation competence in both
the correlation and regression analyses at T3. This indicates that students scoring high on
Neuroticism, i.e., who are more anxious and emotionally unstable, had lower self-perceived
presentation competence. This is in line with other studies revealing a negative correlation
between Neuroticism and self-perceived communication competence in public speaking of -.18
(not significant) and -.13 (Richmond et al., 1989). Richmond and colleagues (1989) also found
Neuroticism to be a significant negative predictor for self-perceived presentation competence
when controlling for several personality-type variables such as communication apprehension
and self-esteem, as well as Introversion and Neuroticism as Big Five personality traits in one
of their two studies. This corresponds to this study’s results. However, the study focused on
university rather than secondary school students.

There are several explanations for why individuals with high values on Neuroticism
perceive that they have lower presentation competence. Such individuals tend to feel insecure,
nervous, or experience negative thoughts and feelings (Frederickx & Hofmans, 2014; Yu et al.,
2011). It can be assumed that they might be in a permanent state of anxiety, associated with a
higher level of public speaking anxiety. Neuroticism might be crucial for such students and
dominate their feelings, leading them to expect negative reactions from the audience (Maclintyre
& Thivierge, 1995). This could lead them to underestimate their presentation competence,
resulting in low self-perceived presentation competence. A further explanation might be that
individuals with high values on Neuroticism cannot regulate and control their emotions (see
Kokkonen & Pulkkinen, 2001), which is also important for delivering a presentation
successfully. Consequently, our study expanded upon previous research by confirming the

importance of Neuroticism in the context of secondary school students’ self-perceived
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presentation competence. However, reasons that the negative correlation was only found for T3
and not for T4 could be that both presentations took place at the same day. For their second
presentation in the afternoon (T4), the students already knew the presentation setting, which
could have led to a lower level of uncertainty and nervousness.

There were no additional robust patterns in the study with respect to self-perceived
presentation competence and the other personality traits, namely Conscientiousness,
Agreeableness, and Openness to experience. Based on these findings, one implication is that
students with high values on Neuroticism might need special attention and support to foster
their presentation competence. Teachers might wish to provide emotional support to these
students to increase their presentation competence. In addition, with respect to instructional
implications in the secondary school context, students’ achievement in presentation tasks

should be compared to their pattern of achievement in written tasks, for example.
Educational Implications for Secondary School Students

This study’s findings with the under-researched group of secondary school students
exhibit a similar pattern as in the higher education context with regard to speaking outcomes.
However, the findings differ to the pattern of relationships found between secondary school
students’ personality traits and general school achievement. The latter indicate that
Conscientiousness and Openness to experience are strong predictors of general school
achievement (Poropat, 2009), while this study’s findings indicate that Extraversion is strongly
related to secondary students’ presentation competence and also Neuroticism plays a role. This
implies that further research into the differential relations between personality and various types
of school performance is necessary to develop specific forms of individualized instruction
promoting specific forms of school achievement, such as successfully completing presentation
tasks.

This differential relationship pattern might be explained by the different demands of
different school tasks. The demands of presentation tasks are primarily monological (Herbein,
2017), and the speaker is responsible for knowledge dissemination by speaking continuously,
creating interactions, and taking breaks. Time to think things through is limited (see King &
Finn, 2016). Furthermore, similar to other oral tests (Sparfeldt et al., 2013), presentation tasks
are characterized by a strong social component. An audience of at least one person (De Grez,
2009) is necessary and forms a constitutive element of the setting. This social aspect can result
in social pressure (e.g., Ben-Chaim & Zoller, 1997) and pose a risk to self-esteem (Sparfeldt et
al., 2013). The social presence of the audience and continuous feedback a speaker receives by

observing the audience’s facial expressions, for example, can increase negative emotions such
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as stress and fear (Huxham et al., 2012). Students’ individual characteristics could influence
their ability to cope with these demands, e.g., their thoughts, feelings, and behaviors in the
situation and whether they perceive the presentation task as stressful or not (e.g., Lazarus, 1956,
1993; Lazarus & Baker, 1956). Students with specific characteristics and preferences, such as
a high level of talkativeness and sociability, might be able to cope with these presentation task
demands in a way that results in better presentation competence.

In contrast, in written tasks, students remain separate from the examiner during the
evaluation process. They need to find written expressions or write their opinions in a way that
is comprehensible for the examiner in the absence of immediate feedback. This could increase
the likelihood that other individual characteristics play a role. Both Conscientiousness,
associated with a strong work ethic, dutifulness, and a structured way of working, and Openness
to experience, associated with a high degree of intellectualism and imagination, seem to be
beneficial for performance in written tasks (e.g., McCrae & Costa, 2013).

In addition, to the best of our knowledge, self-perceived achievement in school tasks
has seldom been examined in previous studies. Thus, in contrast to previous efforts, this study
included a self-report measure of presentation competence. The findings revealed that
Neuroticism is a consistent predictor of self-perceived presentation competence that needs to
be considered in instructional settings.

In terms of pedagogical implications, including presentation tasks in school could
contribute to a greater emphasis on and development of other personality traits, such as
Extraversion. Furthermore, helping students discover their own personality traits through
personality trait tests (Kim, 2015) and explore how the personality traits influence different
elements of school performance could represent a more self-adaptive and self-regulated
learning approach for achieving better results in specific school tasks. However, more research
on causal indicators with respect to personality traits and presentation competence is necessary.
In addition, more research on factors that influence presentation competence beyond personality
traits could be beneficial for individualized instruction.

Nevertheless, the present study provides initial insights on the relationship between
presentation competence and personality traits among secondary school students. It provides
impulses for a more differentiated perspective on personality traits that supports the successful
completion of presentation tasks. Furthermore, the focus on presentation competence makes
this research relevant for students in all subjects and grade levels because presentation
competence is a necessary competence for all school subjects. In addition, the present study

extends prior research’s focus on second language learning to students’ L1.
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Limitations and Strengths

The present study has some limitations that must be kept in mind. In this study, we
examined a small, highly selective sample of students, i.e., finalists of the German presentation
contest Youth Presents. This small and non-representative sample limits the generalizability of
the results. However, this study examined an important target group within educational and
presentation competence research that had not been investigated before.

This study does not allow for causal inferences. Richmond, McCroskey, and McCroskey
(1989) call for considering reciprocal or external causality in studies like this one. Nevertheless,
the findings help to identify a pattern of relationships concerning a specific form of school
achievement among secondary school students. By examining presentation tasks, the study
provides evidence for a specific relationship pattern between personality traits and achievement
in oral tasks.

In addition, we assessed students’ personality traits at T3 only. This might limit the
interpretability. However, previous research reported a 2-week stability of .86 to. 90 and a 1-
year stability of .55 in adolescent students’ personality traits (see Lounsbury et al., 2016). Thus,
we assume that the personality traits used in our study are robust and therefore meaningful at
all measurement points in which presentation competence was measured.

Concerning the assessment of the outcome variables, one limitation might be the
assessment of personality traits via students’ self-reports, as these are prone to self-bias (see
John & Robins, 1993; Paulhus, 2002). According to Trapmann and colleagues (2007), this
might limit the validity by simulating or adapting to social desirability. Alternative methods,
such as peer ratings, have not been sufficiently examined in terms of validity evidence. Thus,
in the present study we took steps to minimize self-bias, such as pseudonymizing the surveys
and ensuring participants that their answers would not influence their success within the contest.
In addition, we used a well-established Big Five questionnaire (Gerlitz & Schupp, 2005) in this
study that referred to different personality traits (see also Appendix A).

The strength of this study lies in its differentiated perspective on the relationship
between personality traits and the school-related task of giving a presentation in a sample of
secondary school students. Previous research has mostly focused on speaking variables among
university students in the second language learning context (Dewaele & Furnham, 1999). This
study transferred this perspective to the task of giving a presentation in one’s native language,
which is relevant for secondary school students in many subjects and especially in oral

examinations. In addition, alongside widely-examined external assessments of school
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achievement by teachers, this study examines a self-report measure because self-perceptions

are also relevant for learning processes.
Conclusion and Future Studies

This study examined the relationship between personality traits and presentation
competence within a secondary school student sample to uncover meaningful determinants of
presentation competence. Existing studies in this area are limited and mostly involve higher
education samples. This study’s findings illustrated that the personality trait Extraversion seems
to be an important predictor for presentation task performance when controlling for the other
Big Five personality traits, gender, and age. No other student personality trait predicted
presentation competence in such a robust way. With regard to self-reports, Neuroticism was a
significant negative predictor of self-perceived presentation competence when controlling for
the other Big Five personality traits, gender, and age. These findings have implications for
promoting presentation competence. It might be useful to inform instructors of the correlation
pattern between personality traits and presentation competence. They can use this information
to better understand specific students’ behavior in class, better adapt their instruction to
students’ abilities, and better prepare students for oral examinations.

This study shed lights on one specific form of school achievement. Such examinations
of presentation tasks are rare in the secondary school context. The study’s findings allow us to
assume that personality development and the development of presentation competence are
interrelated; however, future studies examining causal effects are necessary to create better
instructional interventions to promote students’ presentation competence and to support

personality development.
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Appendix A
Correlations Between Personality Traits and Speech Anxiety at T3
Conscientiousness  Extraversion Neuroticism Agreeableness Openn'ess 0 Speech anxiety
experience

Conscientiousness - 22% 22* .35% 27* -.13
Extraversion - -17 25* A46* -.30
Neuroticism - -.06 .08 27*
Agreeableness - 27* -.16*
Openness to experience - -.13

Speech anxiety

Note. * p < .05 (two-tailed).
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Correlations Between External Ratings and Self-reports at T3

Appendix B

Video ratings:  Video ratings:  Live ratings:  Self-reports:
overall impression  total score total score total score
(single item)
Video rating: overall ) 91* 76* 30
impression (single item)
Video rating: total score ; 76* 32
Live rating: total score ) 36>

Self-reports: total score

Note. * p <.05 (two-tailed).
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Abstract

Presentation competence is widely acknowledged to be a 21st century skill that is associated
with short and long-term benefits, and it has found entry into educational standards for
secondary school students in numerous countries. However, at the secondary level, there is an
almost complete lack of empirical evidence on whether and how presentation competence can
be improved via educational interventions. In the present study, we therefore created a short
(two day) extracurricular training program for improving six facets of presentation competence
(addressing the audience, structure, language use, body language & voice, visual aids, and
content credibility). Eighty-nine students, attending the training program for the first time,
participated in a wait-list control group design. We used video ratings of trained observers and
student self-reports to gauge the effectiveness of the program. Positive effects were found for
three observer rating outcomes (addressing the audience, structure, content credibility).
Students’ self-reports exhibited effects on language use and body language & voice.

Keywords: effectiveness, presentation competence, wait-list control group, video rating
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One Step Closer to Successful 21st Century Skills Use: Effects of a Presentation
Training Program for Secondary School Students

Presentation competence is commonly defined as a personal resource to successfully
present information to at least one other person in a primarily monological speaking situation
(Herbein, 2017), using visual aids (Geldmacher, 2010). The goal of a presentation is to transfer
knowledge to the audience (De Grez, 2009). Presentation competence is widely believed to be
a core competence for the 21st century and it is associated with personal, educational, and
professional success (van Ginkel et al., 2015). It is required across contexts as diverse as
business, medicine, and academia because giving presentations is an inherent part of many jobs
(Campbell et al., 2001). Reflecting the importance of presentation competence, presentation
competence has become part of the educational standards for secondary school students in
numerous countries (e.g., England: Department for Education, 2014; Germany:
Kultusministerkonferenz, 2003; United States: Common Core State Standards Initiative, 2010)
and a key competence across the curriculum (Chan, 2011).

In stark contrast, presentation competence continues to be largely ignored by empirical
research on learning and instruction. In fact, whereas there has been a tremendous effort to shed
light on broad set of domain-specific (e.g., math, reading) and domain-general (e.g., self-
regulation) competences in secondary school students, perhaps best exemplified in the
Programme for International Student Assessment (OECD, 2019), there is an almost complete
lack of studies on achievement levels and, perhaps even more problematic, evidence-based
practices to improve presentation competence (e.g., Slavin, 2002) at the secondary school level.
There are some plausible reasons for the lack of empirical research on presentation competence.
First, there is the need to conduct interdisciplinary research (Béhme, 2012) that brings together
expertise in both rhetoric and research on learning and instruction; whereas interdisciplinary
research is often a challenge in itself (Béhme, 2012), this challenge might be further aggravated
in fields that lack a firm social science tradition. Second, any studies on the effectiveness of
presentation competence interventions need to be based on some observer ratings, and it is well-
know that the use of observer ratings typically necessitates fairly complex and demanding
research designs (Praetorius et al., 2012).

To overcome this unsatisfactory situation and in what we believe is a starting point for
more systematic investigations into how presentation competence can be improved, the present
study examines the effects of a short extracurricular training program for secondary school
students. We used a wait-list control group design and an extracurricular training program, the

so-called Presentation Academy which is part of a nation-wide presentation contest in
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Germany, to gauge potential effects of this short training on six theoretically deduced facets of

presentation competence.
Conceptualizing Presentation Competence

A speaker completes a presentation task competently when he/she exhibits effective and
appropriate — for the situational context and the presented topic — presentation behavior. In our
research, we use a multi-facet model of presentation competence. It is derived from the classical
rhetorical steps of preparing and delivering a speech which were adapted to the specific
presentation context (see Ruth, Herbein et al., 2020). Based on these considerations, we
differentiate between six presentation facets: i) addressing the audience, ii) structure, iii)
language use, iv) body language & voice, v) visual aids, and vi) content credibility (Ruth, 2020).
Of note, the majority of the facets used in our model are also reflected in several other prominent
conceptualizations (e.g., Morreale et al., 2016; Schreiber et al., 2012) of presentation
competence.

Addressing the audience includes the ability to adapt the presentation to the audience’s
knowledge and life circumstances (Morreale et al., 2016). It explicitly takes the dialogic and
interactive aspect of a presentation into account (McKerrow, 1989). Structure refers to the
organizational pattern of the presented content (Morreale et al., 2013). Language use involves
explaining complex phenomena with the help of examples and vivid language (Lipphardt,
2019). Body language & voice covers the nonverbal part of a presentation (Hall & Knapp,
2013). Visual aids support the presentation by visualizing information through the use of a
medium and the functional use of visual elements. The interplay between the visual aids and
the speech is also part of this facet (Machin, 2014). Content credibility refers to the confident
handling of expert information. To effectively integrate expert information into a presentation,
one must convincingly convey the credibility of this information, for example, by
demonstrating one’s own familiarity with it (McCormack, 2014).

Overall, a speaker’s ability to appropriately use the different presentation behaviors
assigned to the six facets, depends on his/her knowledge on how to prepare and deliver a
presentation, his/her presentations kills, and motivation (De Grez, 2009). Although expert
knowledge can certainly have an influence on, for example, the confidence in giving a
presentation, a speaker’s knowledge on the presentation topic does not form a separate
component in this conceptual model of presentation competence. Consequently, presentation
competence is defined as a non-domain-specific competence in the following.
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Treatment Effects on Presentation Competence Facets

Despite presentation competence’s relevance for the students, secondary schools appear
to be neglecting its systematic promotion. University students are often unable to successfully
prepare a talk (Dorée et al., 2007) or have problems delivering information (Nippold et al.,
2005; Scott & Windsor, 2000). Thus, an earlier promotion in secondary school appears
necessary.

A recent overview of existing effectiveness studies regarding presentation training
programs showed that the vast majority of the effectiveness studies were conducted in higher
education (Ruth, 2020). Effectiveness studies targeting secondary school students were the
exception (Parr & Cartwright-Hatton, 2009). Overall, the findings show that students’
presentation competence can be improved across the different educational levels (e.g., Herbein
etal., 2018; Parr & Cartwright-Hatton, 2009; van Ginkel et al., 2015; Yurong, 2015). Regarding
the facets of presentation competence, the studies found exhibited the following pattern of
results in general. De Grez, Valcke, and Roozen (2009a) found positive effects on addressing
the audience, which they called contact audience. Mowbray and Perry (2013) also found
improvement on addressing the audience, which they named encourages participation. In
addition, studies identified positive effects on structure (De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009a;
De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009b; Herbein et al., 2018), language use (Ritchie, 2016), body
language & voice (De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009a; Herbein et al., 2018), and content
credibility (called confidence in the terminology; Mitchell & Bakewell, 1995). Comparing the
size of the treatment effects for the different facets, larger effects were found for structure than
for body language & voice or language use (e.g., De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009a).

The effectiveness studies provide first valuable hints on how to foster students’
presentation competence. However, the studies exhibit methodological limitations which is
why the findings must be interpreted with cautions. Most studies did not use randomized control
study designs. In addition, the approaches of examining effects on specific facets are scarce.
Finally, most of the studies assess presentation competence either via observer ratings or self-
reports. Although observer ratings are considered as more objective (Carrell & Willmington,
1996), self-reports are also important for the promotion of presentation competence
(McCroskey & McCroskey, 1988).

In conclusion, existing training programs indicate that students’ presentation
competence can be increased. However, to obtain more meaningful and solid results, further
steps are necessary. First, regarding the examination of a program’s effects on secondary school

students’ presentation competence, randomized controlled studies are needed. Second, the
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assessment of the outcome variables should cover all facets of presentation competence, using

observer ratings as well as self-reports.
The Present Study

Based on the relevance of presentation competence as a core competence for the 21st
century, the requirements already secondary school students face when presenting, and the need
for a thoroughly evaluated presentation training program for this age group, a corresponding
short extracurricular presentation training program was implemented and evaluated. The aim
of the program was to foster secondary school students’ presentation competence on all six
presentation facets. It was embedded in a presentation contest for secondary school students in
Germany, Youth Presents. A randomized wait-list control group design was applied to assess
the program’s effectiveness. Both observer ratings of the students’ video-recorded presentations
and students’ self-reports were used to capture presentation competence. We had two major
research questions (RQ):

RQ1: Do students in the intervention group who attended the presentation training
program exhibit higher presentation competence, assessed via observer ratings, in comparison
to students in the control group? In line with de Grez et al. (2009a), we expected to find the
largest effects on structure and smaller effects on addressing the audience, visual aids, body
language & voice, and content credibility.

RQ2: Do students participating in the presentation training program report higher self-
perceived presentation competence than students in the control group? We expected to find
positive treatment effects on all presentation facets.

Method
Sample and Procedure

All participants were students participating in the Youth Presents contest, a presentation
contest for secondary school students in Germany which is supported and recommended by the
Conference of the Ministers of Education and Cultural Affairs (Kultusministerkonferenz,
2018). All students had applied for the contest with a home-made video presentation, first. A
Youth Presents expert group of teachers and rhetoric researchers rated these videos to select the
best students for the next qualification round. The qualification formed the pretest and the
starting point of the study. Ninety-four students participated in this round. Because only
students participating in the contest for the first time were included in the study, five students
had to be excluded as they did not fulfill this eligibility criteria. The resulting full sample of our

study consisted of 89 students from all over Germany. The youngest participant was eleven, the
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oldest was 20 years old (M = 15.58 years, SD = 1.99). Sixty-seven percent of students were
female. Before the study started, the students and parents gave their written consent to
participate.

This study applied a randomized wait-list control group design with pretest and posttest.
All measurement points as well as the training program were embedded in the natural procedure
of the contest (see Figure 1): The qualification round formed the pretest, during which the
students delivered a presentation in front of a two-person expert panel. The students with the
highest scores on the judges’ ratings were invited to participate in a Presentation Academy, the
presentation training program under study, and the Youth Presents national finals. The pretest
took place in four cities across Germany and four to 19 days before the first of two Presentation
Academies. After the pretest, the students were randomly assigned either to the intervention
(the first Presentation Academy) or the control group (the second Academy). We conducted a
stratified clustered randomization per school to prevent spillover effects. To balance the number
of participating students per school across the two conditions, we formed one stratum for
schools with few participants in the contest (n < 4) and one for schools with many participants
(n > 4). Half of the schools in each stratum were randomly selected for the intervention group.
In the intervention group, the posttest took place immediately after the students participated in
the program. The control group took the posttest first and then received the program. The

students did not know whether they were part of the intervention or the control group.

o s Y p

&‘ June 18-20, 2015
| > Randomization >
A

May 30 — June 13, 2015 July 2-4, 2015

t t

Contest finales

Contest application
Qualification round

Figure 1. Measurement points of the study. T1 = May 30th, May 31st, June 6th, and June 13th
2015; T2 = June 18th-20th and July 2nd-4th 2015, IG = intervention group, CG = control group.

During the study, unforeseen adjustments were necessary that influenced the
randomization plan. First, 21 students were not able to attend their assigned Presentation
Academy group due to conflicting commitments at their school or sports clubs. Second, 29

students were manually assigned to the control group due to the contest’s tight timeline.

Specifically, the pretests (qualifying rounds) took place over a period of four weeks, with the
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last pretest held just five days before the first Presentation Academy. Because this would have
been too short notice, students who participated in the last pretest were assigned to the control
group, i.e., the second Academy. Consequently, two samples were available for analysis: the
randomized sample (n = 39) which excluded all students who could not be randomly assigned,
and the full sample (n = 89) including all participants who attended the contest for the first time.
Consequently, ensuring baseline equivalence, the full sample can be described as a sample that
meets the What Works Clearinghouse group design standards with reservations (What Works
Clearinghouse, 2020). In contrast, the randomized sample meets the What Works
Clearinghouse group design standards without reservations.

Each of the two samples has its advantages and disadvantages. The main advantage of
the randomized sample is that randomization is considered the best method for obtaining
unbiased estimates of treatment effects (Humphrey et al., 2016). This is because randomization
decreases the likelihood that students’ assessed or unknown characteristics will covary with the
treatment (Nelson et al., 2012). However, the size of the randomized sample in this study is
quite small. To achieve statistically significant results with this small sample, the size of the
expected treatment effects would need to be large.

The main advantage of the full sample is the bigger sample size. However, in order to
assume baseline equivalence, all key characteristics that could potentially influence the
outcome need to be assessed at the pretest (What Works Clearinghouse, 2020). We included
pretest measures for all dependent variables measured after the intervention. The one exception
was students’ self-reported presentation competence, which was only available as a posttest
measure. In addition, we added covariates that we expected to be relevant at the pretest. The
test of baseline equivalence with the full sample showed that the intervention group did not
differ from the control group with regard to pretest scores on presentation competence or
demographic characteristics.> Consequently, and for reasons of transparency, we report the

results for both samples.
The Presentation Training Program

The Presentation Academy was conceptualized specifically with reference to the target
group’s needs. The training content was derived from our theoretical conceptualization of
presentation competence and thus covered all six facets. The content was subdivided into four

modules “addressing the audience”, “language use and structure”, “body language & voice”,

5 The randomized sample was 80% female. Participants’ ages ranged between 11 and 18 years (M = 15.03 years,
SD = 2.16). The grade level distribution was also very similar and students from all grades, i.e., 6th to 12th grade,
were represented. The participants came from all over Germany.
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and “visual aids”. For an overview of the context, content, and overall instructional goals of the
program, see Figure 2. The resulting ten-hour presentation training program was conducted in
a professional seminar setting over two consecutive days. The instructors were four rhetoric
trainers with university degrees in rhetoric. The training activities were based on core
components that had exhibited positive effects on presentation competence when applied in
higher education (see van Ginkel et al., 2015). To illustrate how these core components were
integrated into the instructional process, Appendix A illustrates the application of three core

components (practice, feedback, and theory input) in the module “addressing the audience”.

Context Content Outcome:
presentation competence

- Presentation Academy 1h15min  “Addressing the Addressing the audience

in a professional audience” module

seminar setting 2h “Language use and Language use
- From Thursday structure” module Structure

(4 p.m.) to Saturday 3h45min  “Visual aids” module Visual aids

(1p.m) 3h “Body language & Body language & voice
- Four professional voice” module

rhetoric trainers 3h Social interaction

(2 male, 2 female (getting to know each

university graduates) other, visiting a
- Four small groups scientific
- Ten-hour training institution/exhibition)

program on

presentation

competence

Figure 2. Context, Content, and Overall Instructional Goals of the Training Program. Students were
allocated to small groups (up to 15 students per group) based on age. For the visual aids training module,
the students could choose between learning about the following visual aids: i) explanation video, ii)
poster presentation, or iii) presentation software (www.prezi.com). Due to this self-selected workshop,
the small groups completed the training modules in slightly different orders. For all students, the first
module was “addressing the audience” and the second module was “language use and structure®.
Afterwards, some students first attended the “visual aids” module followed by the “body language &
voice” module and some vice versa. Moreover, the table does not include time spent on organizational
matters (30 min per day; 90 min in total).

Presentation Tasks and Measurements

During the pretest and posttest, the students filled out questionnaires and completed
presentation tasks (see Appendix B). Each time they had to design and deliver a 3-minute
presentation on a scientific topic in front of a two-person audience. The use of visual aids was
required for all presentations. The pretest and posttest tasks differed in some regards. The
posttest was standardized for a better comparability. At the pretest, students had unlimited

preparation time and presented a self-selected scientific topic. They could prepare their analog
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visual aids (e.g., poster, experiments, and objects) at home. At the posttest, in contrast, students
had to present on a previously unannounced topic determined by the training program
developers (microplastics in the environment). The preparation time was limited to 40 minutes
and included a set of text materials on the topic (one A4 page) as well as visualization materials

(three colored pens and six white papers for the bulletin board).
Instruments

Presentation competence: observer ratings. The TIP (Ruth, Herbein et al., 2020) was
used to measure students’ presentation competence via observer ratings. This 22 item
instrument (see Appendix C) uses a four-point Likert-type scale (1 = not true at all to 4 = very
true). The items cover the six facets of presentation competence®. Four observers, two rhetoric
and two education sciences students, rated the video-recorded presentations. All of them
participated in a 36-hour observer training. After the training, each observer independently
judged 178 videos (89 pretest and 89 posttest videos) in a different randomized sequence. They
were blinded to the participants’ group membership and the measurement point. The ratings
took place on a laptop computer with headphones in a room without disturbances. A study by
Ruth and colleagues (2020) examined the TIP’s psychometric properties. They used one-way,
absolute, average-measure ICCs to examine the interrater reliability and revealed that some
items did not exhibit a satisfactory ICC above .60 (Schneider et al., 1998). Based on their
findings, we used only items with an acceptable interrater reliability (ICC >.60). In case where
only one or two items remained for a certain theoretically defined subscale, we used the single
items. Thus, subscales were used for the three facets of addressing the audience (three items),
body language & voice (four items), and visual aids (three items). Five single items were
included belonging to the facets of structure (two items), language use (one item), and content
credibility (two items). All items used had an ICC above .60.

Self-perceived presentation competence. We used an instrument similar to the TIP to
assess self-perceived presentation competence. This questionnaire (see Appendix D) consisted
of five scales referring to the presentation facets of addressing the audience (five items),
structure (four items), language use (five items), body language & voice (nine items), and visual
aids (five items). Students answered the questionnaire on a four-point Likert-type scale (1 = not

SA person is perceived as competent if the show presentation behavior is effective and appropriate.
Appropriateness can be assessed by trained observers; effectiveness can be rated by the presentation’s audience.
Due to the fact that the latter is excluded in most studies we followed this approach and focused on the
appropriateness of the shown behavior.
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true at all to 4 = very true) immediately after their presentation during the posttest. The scales
had acceptable to good internal consistency (.65 < a < .85).

Covariates. We included the following variables expected to influence presentation
competence based on theoretical models and available empirical results as covariates in the
analyses: speech anxiety (Bodie, 2010; Croucher, 2013), self-efficacy (Amirian & Tavakoli,
2016), age, and gender. Furthermore, we used the students’ pretest scores as a predictor to
control for pre-existing differences (Cohen et al., 2003).

The self-efficacy measure was based on instruments used in the PISA studies and
adapted to presentation competence. It consisted of four items (e.g., “If I try really hard, I can
deliver a successful presentation.”) answered on a four-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly not
agree to 4 = strongly agree). Internal consistency ranged from acceptable to good (ar1 = .59
and a2 =.77; Table 1). In addition, we applied the speech anxiety scale by Spitznagel, Schlutt,
and Schmidt-Atzert (2003). The students answered the 16 items on a four-point Likert-type
scale (1 = strongly not agree to 4 = strongly agree). Eight items assessed emotional components
of speech anxiety (e.g., “I have a strange feeling in the stomach.”) and eight cognitive
components (e.g., “I worry about negative consequences.”). The participants filled out the
questionnaire immediately after delivering their presentations. Cronbach’s alpha was excellent

at T1 (.91) and T2 (.92; Table 1).
Statistical Analyses

To examine baseline equivalence, we conducted t-tests in IBM SPSS (version 22). The
effectiveness of the presentation training program was examined using multiple regression
analyses in Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012). All dependent variables, i.e., the observer
ratings and self-perceived presentation competence, were z-standardized prior to analysis. We
included group assignment (0 = control, 1 = intervention), gender (0 = female, 1 = male), and
the z-standardized variables age, self-efficacy, and speech anxiety as predictors in the analyses.
In addition, for each dependent variable assessed via observer ratings, the corresponding z-
standardized pretest score was included as a further covariate (Enders & Tofighi, 2007). This
was not possible for the analyses of self-perceived presentation competence because
corresponding pretest measures were not available.

Due to the standardization of the dependent variables, the regression coefficient for the
group variable indicated the standardized treatment effect (effect size). Due to a lack of
literature classifying correlation coefficients for presentation or communication studies, we
used Cohen’s (1988) benchmarks to classify the effect sizes as small (d = 0.2), medium (d =
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0.5), or large (d = 0.8). We used one-tailed significance testing as we clearly expected the

intervention to have positive effects (a set at .05).
Missing Data

Due to contest regulations, students’ participation in the first assessment day, i.e., the
pretest, was necessary for them to reach the next round of the contest and thus the posttest.
Consequently, all participants attended the pretest. However, missing values occurred for both
the observer ratings and self-reports due to non-responses to single items (between 0% and
3.4% at T1 and 0% and 6.7% at T2).” There were some missing values for one observer who
assessed only 87 of the T1 and 87 of the T2 videos due to illness. Chi-square tests showed that
missing values on the dependent variables were not related to the group variable (all p-values >
.05). As the missing values were assumed to be missing at random (Enders, 2010), we analyzed
the treatment effects using the full information maximum likelihood approach implemented in
Mplus (Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2012).

Results
Randomization Check

Baseline equivalence was examined in the full sample with regard to presentation
competence, speech anxiety, self-efficacy, gender, and age. No differences between the
intervention and control groups were found (all p-values > .10) except for speech anxiety (t(73)
= 2.53, p =.014) and self-efficay (t(83) =-1.90, p = 0.061). In the randomized sample, no group
differences were found for any of the variables (all p-values > .10). Due to baseline imbalance,
we included speech anxiety and self-efficacy as predictors in the regression analyses (What
Works Clearinghouse, 2015).

Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 depicts descriptive statistics for the full sample. Equivalent results were found
in the randomized sample. Small to moderate correlations between the observer ratings and

students’ self-reports were found (r ranged between .18 and .34; Table 2).

7 In the randomized sample, missing values occurred at rates between 0% and 7.7% (up to 5.1% at T1, up to 7.7%
at T2).
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Table 1
Descriptive Statistics for the TIP Scales, Self-Reports, and Covariates (Full Sample)
T1 T2
n M SD a Items n M SD ol
Dependent variables
Observer ratings
Addressing the audience CG 53 242 049 .73 3 53 218 049 .72
IG 36 259 0.50 36 247 0.44
Body language & voice CG 53 289 039 .77 4 53 262 040 .81
IG 36 294 043 36 276 0.34
Visual aids CG 50 3.00 0.45 .80 3 53 267 038 .78
IG 35 3.06 0.38 35 277 047
Structure CG 53 238 049 1 53 217 0.50
(item “transitions™) IG 36 241 0.45 36 230 047
Structure CG 53 241 0.63 1 53 2.25 0.66
(item “end”) IG 36 259 0.56 36 258 0.65
Language use CG 53 282 048 1 53 245 0.48
(item “using examples™) IG 36 280 0.60 36 241 040
Content credibility CG 53 252 0.61 1 53 1.99 0.37
(item “clear question”) IG 36 259 0.63 36 220 047
Content credibility CG 53 322 0.50 1 53 2.70 0.52
(item “confident handling of IG 36 3.34 0.44 36 285 0.54
information”)
Self-reports
Addressing the audience CG 6 50 273 051 .84
IG 36 294 0.55
Structure CG 3 52 291 054 .65
IG 36 312 0.61
Language use CG 5 53 281 045 .80
IG 36 3.17 0.52
Body language & voice CG 9 52 281 0.38 .78
IG 36 311 0.39
Visual aids CG 5 50 295 057 .85
IG 34 3.08 0.64
Covariates
Speech anxiety CG 53 247 053 91 16 53 243 055 .92
IG 36 217 0.56 36 2.07 051
Self-efficacy CG 51 343 042 59 4 52 345 042 .77
IG 35 358 0.33 36 351 0.54

Note. n = number of participating students, a = Cronbach’s alpha. I1G = intervention group,

CG = control group.
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Table 2
Presentation Competence Correlations between the TIP and Self-Reports
T2

TIP (self-reports)
Addressing the audience 31*
Body language & voice 34*
Visual aids 14
Structure (item “transition’) 32*
Structure (item “end”) 33*
Language use (item “use of examples™) 27*
Content credibility (item “clear question”) n.a.
Content credibility (item “confident handling of information”™) n.a.

Note. Pearson correlation coefficients are reported. Due to occasional missing values,
n ranges from 84 to 89. One-tailed significance levels are reported. *p < .05.

Treatment Effects on Presentation Competence—Observer Ratings

Regarding RQ1, we expected positive treatment effects on all facets and the largest
effects on structure. The treatment effects assessed via observer ratings revealed that students
in the intervention group exhibited significantly higher scores on addressing the audience than
students in the control group (B = 0.32, p = .041; Table 3), controlling for pretest score, speech
anxiety, self-efficacy, age, and gender. Further significant treatment effects were found on one
of the two single items for structure (item “end”; B = 0.36, p = .042) and one of the two single
items for content credibility (item “clear question”; B = 0.44, p = .018; Table 4). The study
revealed no significant treatment effects on body language & voice, visual aids, and the
remaining single items referring to language use (item “using examples”), structure (item
“transitions”), and content credibility (item “confident handling of information™).

These findings were largely confirmed in the analyses using the randomized sample.
The size of the treatment effects on addressing the audience (.32 in full sample vs. .41 in
randomized sample), structure (36. vs. .36), and content credibility (.44 vs. .29) were similar to
those for the full sample. However, due to the reduced size of the randomized sample (n = 39
vs. n =89 in the full sample), the effects on structure (item “end”) and content credibility (item
“clear question”) were no longer statistically significant. Contrary to our expectation, we did
not find effects on all presentation facets. In addition, for the treatment effects we found the

effect sizes were rather similar and did not show the hypothesized order.



Table 3
Treatment Effects on Presentation Competence Subscales (Posttest) Assessed Using the TIP

Full sample (n = 89)

Addres_smg the Body Ian_guage & Visual aids
audience voice

B SE p B SE p B SE p
Treatment 0.32* 018 .041 0.19 0.5 .101 0.13 021 .261
Pretest score 0.45* 0.09 .001 0.64* 0.08 .000 0.14 0.11 .185
Speech anxiety -0.14 0.10 .158 -0.11 0.08 .197 -0.23* 012 .044
Self-efficacy 0.07 0.09 .459 0.05 0.08 .557 0.16 0.11 .125
Age 0.11 0.09 .242 0.16* 0.08 .037 0.12 0.11 .284
Gender -0.21 021 .334 -0.20 0.18 .244 -0.75* 0.24 .002
Explained variance (R?) 34 .56 18

Randomized sample (n = 39)

Treatment 0.41* 0.23 .038 0.02 0.17 .461 0.28 0.22 .106
Pretest score 0.51* 011 .001 0.68* 0.09 .001 0.36* 0.11 .001
Speech anxiety -0.47* 0.13 .001 -0.27* 0.10 .005 -0.48* 0.12 .001
Self-efficacy -0.05 0.12 .643 -0.04 0.10 .701 0.22* 0.11 .048
Age 0.25* 0.12 .042 0.42* 0.09 .001 0.41* 0.12 .001
Gender -0.46 0.29 .115 -0.18 0.22 .407 -0.60* 0.27 .028
Explained variance (R?) 54 73 .60

Note. One-tailed significance levels are reported for the treatment. Treatment was dummy-coded
(1 = intervention, 0 = control group). Gender was dummy-coded (0 = female, 1 = male). *p < .05.
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Table 4
Treatment Effects on Single Presentation Competence Items (Posttest) Assessed Using the TIP
Full sample (n = 89)

Content credibility Content credibility
Structure Structure Language use (item: o (item: confident
. o oo (item: clear )
(item: transitions) (item: end) use of examples) . handling of
question) i 4
information)
B SE p B SE p B SE p B SE p B SE p
Treatment 0.06 0.21 .393 0.36* 0.21 .042 -0.26 0.21 .112 0.44* 0.21 .018 0.01 0.18 .482
Pretest score 0.15 0.10 .136 0.20 0.10 .050 0.15 0.11 .146 0.10 0.10 .324 0.32* 0.09 .001
Speech anxiety -0.20 0.12 .080 004 012 .754 -0.14 012 .248 -0.26* 0.12 .026 -0.01 0.10 .896
Self-efficacy 0.09 0.11 .388 0.10 0.11 .35 0.08 011 .459 -0.16 0.11 .136 0.20* 0.09 .034
Age 0.25* 0.10 .013 0.19 0.10 .064 0.08 0.11 .458 0.12 0.10 .251 0.30* 0.09 .001
Gender -0.10 0.24 678 0.01 0.25 .985 031 025 .205 -0.38 0.25 .123 021 0.20 .312
Explained variance (R?) 18 15 14 14 40
Randomized sample (n = 39)
Treatment 0.14 027 .298 036 0.28 .104 -050 0.31 .057 029 0.32 .187 -0.32  0.23 .083
Pretest score 0.33* 0.13 .013 0.44* 0.15 .003 0.18 0.15 .243 020 0.16 .227 0.25* 0.12 .036
Speech anxiety -0.43* 0.15 .003 005 017 779 -0.12 017 493 -0.15 0.18 .420 -0.15 0.13 .255
Self-efficacy 0.07 0.13 .588 0.18 0.14 210 -0.07 0.16 .683 -0.13 0.16 .415 0.02 0.13 .891
Age 0.40* 0.14 .005 020 0.15 .177 024 017 .150 -0.08 0.17 .647 0.65* 0.13 .001
Gender -0.19 034 574 -051 036 .157 045 040 .253 -0.27 041 501 036 0.30 .224
Explained variance (R?) 40 31 15 A1 .53

Note. One-tailed significance levels are reported for the treatment. Treatment was dummy-coded (1 = intervention, 0 = control group). Gender was
dummy-coded (0 = female, 1 = male). *p < .05.

99T
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Treatment Effect on Self-Perceived Presentation Competence

In RQ2, we predicted positive treatment effects on students’ self-perceived presentation
competence. Controlling for the baseline level of speech anxiety, self-efficacy, age, and gender,
we found significant effects on the presentation facets language use (B = 0.53, p =.004) and
body language & voice (B = 0.54, p = .004; Table 5). These findings were partially confirmed
with the randomized sample. Due to the reduced sample size, the treatment effect on body
language & voice was no longer significant (B = 0.40, p =.107), but the effect size was similar.
However, the treatment effect on language use (B = 0.26, p = .205) differed between the
randomized and the full sample. In the randomized sample, the effect was only half as large
and thus not significant.



Table 5

Treatment Effects on Self-Perceived Presentation Competence (Posttest)

89T

Full sample (n = 89)

Addressing the

Body language &

. Structure Language use . Visual aids
audience voice

B SE p B SE p B SE p B SE p B SE p
Treatment 0.36 022 .053 0.20 0.22 .181 0.53*0.20 .004 0.54* 0.20 .004 0.06 0.23 .397
Speech anxiety 0.01 0.12 1960 -0.14 0.12 .256 -0.06 0.11 .573 -0.25* 0.11 .025 -0.11 0.13 .374
Self-efficacy -0.01 0.12 953 0.06 0.11 .568 0.19 0.10 .056 0.13 0.10 .191 0.14 0.12 .238
Age 0.12 011 .289 0.07 0.11 .485 0.22* 0.10 .024 0.11 0.10 .287 0.09 0.12 .452
Gender 0.19 026 .454 0.27 025 .281 0.12 0.23 .596 -0.09 024 719 -0.01 0.27 .982
Explained variance (R?) .07 10 24 .23 .06

Randomized sample (n = 39)

Treatment 0.31 033 .180 -0.19 031 .275 0.26 0.32 .205 040 .32 .107 0.13 0.17 .222
Speech anxiety -0.08 0.18 .656 -0.27 0.17 .117 -0.08 0.18 .649 -029 .17 099 -0.11 0.20 .562
Self-efficacy 0.01 0.17 936 -0.10 0.17 .544 0.02 0.16 .902 021 .16 .195 0.25 0.16 .103
Age 0.11 0.18 .519 0.28 0.16 .084 0.29 0.17 .088 014 17 410 0.03 0.19 .882
Gender 0.04 042 923 052 039 .18 -0.24 0.40 .557 -0.75 .42 073 0.15 0.18 .412
Explained variance (R?) .05 16 0.11 18 0.14

Note. One-tailed significance levels are reported for the treatment. Treatment was dummy-coded (1 = intervention, 0 = control group). Gender

was dummy-coded (0 = female, 1 = male). *p < .05.
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Discussion

This study examined the effects of a short extracurricular presentation training program
conducted as part of Youth Presents, a national presentation contest for secondary school
students. Previous intervention studies in higher education had found treatment effects on
presentation competence. Using a randomized wait-list control group design, the present study
uncovered first evidence that a short extracurricular presentation training program leads to
improvement in secondary students’ presentation competence. The study measured
presentation competence in two ways: observer ratings and student self-reports. After
participating in the program, students were better able to interact with the audience, conclude
their presentation, and make their presentation question clear than the control group (assessed
via observer ratings). When presentation competence was measured via students’ self-reports,
students’ perceived improvements in their use of body language & voice as well as language
use. Self-reports play a different role than observer ratings in effectiveness studies.

Effects on Presentation Competence—Observer Ratings

This effectiveness study found treatment effects for some presentation facets. Students
participating in the short training program learned how to appropriately interact with and
address the audience. This effect on addressing the audience is in line with De Grez et al.
(2009a) that conducted their study in higher education. Reason for our findings might be the
fact that addressing the audience was the first module of the program and formed the basis for
the entire rest of the training. This might have not only deepened students’ knowledge but also
given them more opportunities to actually practice their skills in this area. In addition, the
instructors might have continuously stressed the importance of involving the audience so that
students could develop a deeper understanding. The study results further show that students
learned how to end a presentation and how to strengthen their content credibility by outlining
their presentation question. This pattern of effect sizes, e.g., a larger effect for one structure
item (ending a presentation) than for body language & voice, is also in line with finding of De
Grez et al. (2009a) and Richthie (2016). Reasons for these effects might be that either these
skills are easier to promote than body language & voice (De Grez et al., 2009), or that the
program consisted of components that are most effective for developing these skills.

This study found no treatment effects on the other facets and single items. There are
several possible explanations for these findings. First, the process of acquiring sufficient
presentation competence to be able to appropriately perform in a presentation situation is
complex and involves several steps (see Herbein, 2017; Spitzberg, 2009). Whether or not a
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person shows competent presentation behavior depends on his/her presentation knowledge,
skills, and motivation (Herbein, Golle, Tibus, Schiefer et al., 2018). Thus, although students
might have increased their knowledge and repertoire of presentation skills, they might not yet
be able to actually perform appropriately. It is not the goal of a presentation training program
to train fixed behaviors which can be used across every context in the same manner. Expanding
the skill repertoire forms only the first learning step of students. The second learning step is to
select a behavior out of the skill repertoire which is appropriate to the specific situation. It might
be that training effects would be higher when assessing only basic skills and not advanced skills
that relate to the appropriateness of the situation. A second possible explanation is that some
presentation facets are easier to improve than others. For example, body language & voice seem
to be more difficult to improve than structure (De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009a). The same
might apply for language use, where other instructional methods such as delayed written
feedback may be required (Bohme, 2015). For structure, we found a treatment effect on the
conclusion item but not on the transition item. It is probably more challenging to link all
passages during one’s entire presentation than to remember and apply the routine of drawing a
conclusion. Thirdly, the lack of treatment effects could result from the program’s focus on
visual aids in general, including both analog and digital visual aids, rather than more narrowly
on the analog visual aids required in the presentation task. Finally, the design of the presentation
task may have contributed. The limited preparation time and previously unannounced topic
might be responsible for the lack of improvement regarding content credibility.

The implications of these results for educational practice are associated with two
aspects. First, the findings of the observer ratings of presentation competence indicate that
facets of presentation competence of secondary school students are malleable through
presentation training. This could encourage teachers to teach this complex competence (van
Ginkel et al., 2015) already in secondary school. Second, the results imply that participating in
the extracurricular presentation training embedded in the contest of Youth Presents fosters
students’ presentation competence. This is good news for all teachers who motivate and support

students’ participating in such programs.
Effects on Self-perceived Presentation Competence

In addition to the observer ratings, we assessed the treatment effects on students’ self-
perceived presentation competence. According to McCroskey and McCroskey (1988), self-
reports do not measure actual competence but rather perceived competence. Instead of
perceiving improvement on all facets, students only perceived a more vivid and clearer

verbalization of the presentation content and better use of body language & voice in our study.
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There are some similarities between these effects and previous studies in higher education by
Mowbray and Perry (2013) and Bower, Cavanagh, Moloney, and Dao (2011), especially
regarding the body language & voice facet. Reason for our findings might be that the
corresponding training module on body language & voice included video-recorded training
sequences as well as peer and instructor feedback. This could have particularly affected
students’ perceptions. In addition, the language use module focused on finding appropriate
examples and challenged the students’ creative thinking. The lack of statistically significant
effects on addressing the audience, structure, and visual aids might necessitate future research
to determine whether and how these facets differ fundamentally from the others and whether
the training program concept contributed to these null effects.

However, these self-perceived effects on presentation competence did not correspond
to observer ratings. Obviously, body language & voice and language use caught the students'
attention and perception. These self-perceived effects might in turn lead to changes in
observable presentation behavior in a later follow-up assessment. Therefore, future studies
should also include follow-up measures.

With respect to the educational implications, the findings show that training effects also
occur on some facets of the self-perceived presentation competence level. This is an important
message for instructors of presentation trainings because they always have to take into account
internal processes of their students. A treatment effect on self-perceived presentation
competence is good news for instructors because perceived competence strongly affects future
presentation decisions and contributes to individuals’ affective domain (Carrell & Willmington,

1996). What remains open is the question of the relation of both assessment approaches.
Comparison of Both Assessment Approaches

In line with the findings of other studies (e.g., De Grez et al., 2012; Ritchie, 2016), we
found low correlations between the observer ratings and self-reports (see Table 2). One reason
for this might be that students are unaware of their actual behavior or are overwhelmed by the
high number of situational stimuli (Carrell & Willmington, 1996). In addition, self-reports can
be influenced by factors such as social anxiety (Parr & Cartwright-Hatton, 2009) or unrealistic
personal achievements (Lanning et al., 2011). Observer rating data are considered more
objective and valid than self-reported data, particularly when the observers have the same
understanding and apply the same assessment procedure (Carrell & Willmington, 1996).

Nevertheless, despite these differences and despite the low congruence between
observer ratings and self-reports, self-perceived presentation competence is important in

presentation competence education. A treatment effect on self-perceived presentation
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competence might also mean that students recognize internal improvements but are unable to
demonstrate them. Having students complete self-assessments based on video self-observations
focusing only on exhibited presentation behavior (see LeFebvre et al., 2015) could increase the
congruence with observer ratings. Moreover, the two assessment tools could be compared as a
learning tool in order to encourage reflection on the assessment procedure. Although self-
reports are important, observer ratings should be the main focus of effectiveness studies as they
provide greater validity (Carrell & Willmington, 1996).

Regarding the implications for education practice with respect to both assessment
approaches, the findings of this study underpin the relevance of both observer ratings as well
as self-perceived presentation competence when conducting presentation training programs.
Both outcomes are important for learning and teaching. These findings also underline to avoid

self-reports without observer ratings in presentation trainings.
Limitations and Future Research

Some limitations to this study should be noted. First, this study used a highly selective
sample as we only included students who were already successful in the first round of the Youth
Presents contest. Moreover, particularly highly motivated students with excellent presentation
skills might have participated (see Rebholz, 2018). This limits the generalizability of our
findings to the population of secondary school students. However, the selective sample does
not affect the treatment effects themselves because both groups consisted of motivated and
high-performing students to an equal extent. Moreover, although we potentially had a high-
performing sample, there were no ceiling effects and we were still able to detect treatment
effects. One might speculate that a treatment for lower-performing students would have even
stronger effects because such students have greater room for improvement. Nevertheless, it is
important to evaluate this program with a more representative sample.

Second, with regard to study design, there was only one posttest measurement
immediately after the training program. In general, the largest effects can be expected on a
posttest immediately after a training program, particularly for learning outcomes such as recall
(Bailey et al., 2017). However, this might be different with respect to the development of
presentation competence. Measuring effects immediately after a program leaves little time for
students to retain their new knowledge and practice the newly learned presentation skills so that
they can demonstrate appropriate and effective presentation behavior when giving their next
presentation. Consequently, larger treatment effects or further effects on some or all of the
facets might have been found on a later posttest or a follow-up test. Hence, future study designs
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should include pretest, posttest, and follow-up measurement points to measure potential long-

term effects.
Conclusion

This study is one of only a few training studies in the secondary school context to use
an experimental design in order to provide evidence for effective presentation training
programs. A strength of this program was the promotion of advanced presentation skills that
aimed to appropriate presentation behaviors and not to standardized presentation behaviors
which are often part of the popular public speaking literature. This study’s promising results
highlight the need for more research testing their generalizability, the stability of the treatment
effects over longer timeframes, the treatment effects when students are asked to deliver
presentations in other contexts, e.g., in the regular classroom setting, and further elucidating the
differences between self-report and observer ratings. The results indicate that a short,
extracurricular presentation training program fosters presentation competence even among
high-performing secondary school students. This supports secondary school teachers to think
about implementation and evaluation of short presentation trainings in the school context.
Future studies should also evaluate the effectiveness whether this program is more effective
when realized as described over two consecutive days or when realized in an interval program
with training hours every week. The results could reveal effective training components to

strengthen an evidence-based didactic of rhetoric.
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Appendix A

The Instructional Process for the Training Module “Addressing the Audience” at the 2015 Youth Presents Presentation Academy

Content of Core Methods Time Educational objectives of the learning units Outcome measure
intervention Components within presentation
(Presentation competence
competence facet)
Addressing the Theory input  Informative 05 min - Students recognize the relevance of addressing the Addressing the
audience introduction to audience (affective educational objective). audience
teaching
Addressing the Theory input  Presentation cards 15 min - Students analyze their previous presentation Addressing the
audience request and preparation and can join together their preparation for ~ audience
grouping the addressing the audience, i.e., the situational factors of a
results on a presentation such as speaker, audience, time,
bulletin board room/place, media, topic (cognitive educational
objective).
Addressing the Teaching Instructor-learner 05 min - Students i) analyze the relations between individual Addressing the
audience self- dialogue aspects of situational factors affecting presentations audience
regulated and ii) evaluate these aspects with regard to their
learning relevance for their presentations and addressing the
audience (cognitive educational objective).
- Students analyze their metacognitive knowledge
regarding presentation preparation in terms of
addressing the audience (cognitive educational
objective).
Addressing the Practice Role play and 20 min - Students demonstrate and apply strategies for Addressing the
audience peer feedback addressing different fictive target audiences by audience
Model explaining a short scientific text (skill objective).
learning - Students analyze indicators for the addressing the
audience strategies by giving their team partner
Feedback feedback on their applied strategies (cognitive

educational objective).

(continued)

0LT



Content of Core Methods Time Educational objectives of the learning units Outcome measure
intervention Components within presentation
(Presentation competence
competence facet)
Addressing the Teaching Instructor-learner 15 min - Students understand the components of strategies for Addressing the
audience self- dialogue addressing the audiences (cognitive educational audience
and further regulated objective). Relations with other
presentation learning - Students analyze the metacognitive process of presentation
competence facets addressing the audience (cognitive educational competence facets
Transfer objective). such as:
- Students know how different presentation competence - Body language &
facets interrelate concerning strategies for addressing voice
the audience (cognitive educational objective). - Language use
- Content credibility

Addressing the Theory input  Lecture 10 min - Students recognize the relevance of the concept of Addressing the
audience perspective taking, an approach to improve empathic audience

accuracy (affective educational objective)

- Students understand the different steps of the

perspective taking approach (cognitive educational

objective)
Addressing the Theory input  Take home 05 min - Students become aware of the relevance of addressing ~ Addressing the
audience message the audience (affective educational objective). audience

- Students know strategies and concepts for better
addressing the audience (cognitive educational
objective).

€ AdNLS

TLT
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Appendix B

Characteristics of the Presentation Tasks at Pretest and Posttest

Pretest

Posttest

Choice of topic
Preparation time
Materials

Presentation time
Audience

Self-selected topic
Unlimited preparation time
Self-selected materials

3-min presentation
2-person audience

Provided topic (microplastics)
40-min preparation time
Standardized materials

3-min presentation
2-person audience
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Appendix C

Tlbingen Instrument for Presentation Competence (TIP)

German original items
Item stem: Der Présentierende ...

Translated items
Item stem: The speaker ...

Addressing
the audience

Structure

Language use ...

Body
language &
voice

Visual aids

Content
credibility

.. spricht das Publikum an.
... hat einen motivierenden Einstieg.
.. beriicksichtigt Fragen und
Erwartungen der Zuhorer.

.. fithrt iiberzeugend in die Présentation
ein.

.. gestaltet Ubergiinge iiberzeugend.

.. beendet die Prisentation
tiberzeugend mit einem Schluss.

erzeugt mit Beispielen (iberzeugend
greifbare Vorstellungen des
Sachverhaltes.

.. verwendet passende

Satzkonstruktionen fir die mindliche

Kommunikation.
... setzt Fachbegriffe angemessen ein.

.. hat eine wirkungsvolle
Korperhaltung.

... setzt seine Gestik iiberzeugend ein.

.. stellt iiberzeugend Blickkontakt mit
dem Publikum her.

... setzt seine Mimik iiberzeugend ein.

.. setzt die Stimme (Sprechmelodie,
Geschwindigkeit, Lautstérke)
wirkungsvoll ein.

.. nutzt die Stimme liberzeugend
(Artikulation, Sprechflissigkeit,
Pausen), um klar und deutlich zu
prasentieren.

.. verwendet eine angemessene visuelle
Informationsmenge.

.. gestaltet angemessen
Visualisierungselemente funktional.

.. gestaltet das Zusammenspiel von
Vortrag und Visualisierung
wirkungsvoll.

.. gestaltet die Visualisierung optisch
ansprechend.

.. hat eine angemessen klar umrissene
naturwissenschaftliche Fragestellung.

.. wirkt sicher im Umgang mit
Informationen.

.. begriindet nachvollziehbar.

.. addresses the audience.
.. has a motivating introduction.
.. takes the listeners’ questions and

expectations into account.

.. introduces the presentation

convincingly.

.. structures transitions convincingly.
.. ends the presentation convincingly

with a conclusion.

.. uses examples to create a tangible

portrayal of the topic.

.. uses appropriate sentence structures

for oral communication.

.. uses technical terms appropriately.

.. has an effective posture.

.. employs gestures convincingly.
.. makes eye contact with the audience

convincingly.

... uses facial expressions convincingly.
.. uses the voice effectively (intonation,

tempo, volume).

.. uses the voice convincingly

(articulation, fluency, pauses) to
present clearly and comprehensibly.

.. uses an appropriate amount of visual

information.

.. structures visual elements

appropriately and functionally.

.. constructs an effective interplay

between the speech and visual aids.

.. creates visual aids which are visually

attractive.

.. has formulated an appropriately clear

scientific question.

.. appears confident in handling

information.

..’s reasoning is comprehensible.
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Appendix D

Self-Assessment Instrument

Category

German original items

Translated items

Addressing
the audience

Structure

Language use

Body
language &
voice

Visual aids

Die Einleitung erregte Aufmerksamkeit
und war motivierend.

Das Thema habe ich fur die Zuhorer
relevant gemacht.

Meine Prasentation hat zum Zuhéren
motiviert.

Meine Prasentation war unterhaltsam.
Ich habe fir das Thema begeistert.

In meiner Prasentation habe ich einen
Bezug zum Publikum hergestellt.
Meine Présentation hatte einen klaren
Aufbau.

Einleitung, Hauptteil und Schluss waren
klar in meiner Prasentation vorhanden.
Meine Uberleitungen haben die Teile
meiner Prasentation gut verbunden.
Mein sprachlicher Ausdruck war leicht
verstandlich.

Wichtiges habe ich hervorgehoben.
Wenn nétig habe ich Fachworter klar
und verstandlich erklért.

Meine Sprache war lebendig.

Das Thema habe ich anschaulich
vermittelt.

Meine Gestik hat die Aussagen
unterstutzt.

Ich habe Blickkontakt mit den Zuhdrern
aufgenommen.

Blickkontakt habe ich gleichmalig
aufrechterhalten.

Meine Koérperhaltung war den Zuhdrern
zugewandt.

Mein Standort war glinstig fur die
Présentation.

Mein Sprechtempo war angemessen.
Ich habe verstandlich gesprochen.
Pausen habe ich angemessen eingesetzt.
Meine Mimik war entspannt und echt.

Meine Visualisierung war bersichtlich.
Meine Visualisierung war
aussagekréftig.

Meine Visualisierung war ansprechend
gestaltet.

Ich habe fir die Zuhdrer einen klaren
Bezug zur Visualisierung hergestellt.
Ich habe die Visualisierung zielfuhrend
in die Prasentation eingebunden.

The introduction caught the audience’s
attention and was motivating.

I made the topic relevant for the
audience.

My presentation motivated the audience
to listen.

My presentation was entertaining.

I made the audience enthusiastic about
the topic.

In my presentation, | addressed the
audience.

My presentation had a clear
organization.

Introduction, body, and conclusion were
clearly present in my presentation.

My transitions connected the parts of
my presentation well.

My use of language was easy to
understand.

I highlighted important aspects.

I explained technical terms clearly and
comprehensibly if necessary.

I used vivid language.

I conveyed the topic vividly.

My gestures supported my statements.
I made eye contact with the audience.
I kept consistent eye contact.

My posture was directed towards the
audience.

My location was appropriate for the
presentation.

My speech tempo was appropriate.

I spoke comprehensibly.

I used pauses appropriately.

My facial expressions were relaxed and
authentic.

My visual aids were easy to understand.
My visual aids were informative.

My visual aids were attractively
designed.

I made clear references to the visual
aids.

I meaningfully integrated the visual aids
into the presentation.

Note. 4-point Likert-type scale.
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5 General Discussion

The focus of this dissertation lay on secondary school students facing presentation tasks
and ensuring that they are able to competently solve these tasks. After defining presentation
competence, the question of how to capture and assess students’ presentation competence
moved into focus in order to diagnose and develop this competence. Subsequently, a new
assessment tool for presentation competence was presented and individual factors influencing
presentation competence were addressed as well as the question of how to foster students’
presentation competence in response to calls for improvement. Consequently, this dissertation
addressed three research areas: i) assessment of presentation competence, ii) determinants of
presentation competence, and iii) fostering presentation competence. Within these research
areas, secondary school students as a target group have been neglected in previous research.
Hence, the present dissertation aimed to close this gap.

First, with respect to assessment (i), different approaches, goals and quality
examinations have been introduced with respect to presentation competence instruments. In
rhetorical trainings, the main concern has been to create practical evaluation forms, which are
often based on subjective experience and/or theoretical considerations (Bohme, 2015;
Geldmacher, 2010) From an empirical educational research perspective, the development of
presentation competence instruments has been accompanied by references to existing
instruments and theories as well as psychometric quality examinations. Existing instruments
have been tested at different breadths and depths regarding objectivity, reliability, and validity
(e.g., Morreale et al., 2007; Schreiber et al., 2012; De Grez, 2009). Most previously developed
presentation competence instruments focused on higher education students (see Herbein, 2017;
Morreale & Backlund, 2007). In contrast, there is currently no instrument for secondary school
students with a rhetorical basis that has been psychometrically tested. Hence, the first research
question of how to measure presentation competence forms the starting point for the two further
research questions making up this dissertation. It is not possible to extend research about
presentation competence without a high-quality instrument.

Second, delivering a presentation is a special form of oral communication and a special
assessment format in school. In contrast to written communication, oral communication is
characterized by speaking in front of an audience and by fluidity of spoken words. Different
characteristics influence how individuals perform in this oral situation (ii). Previous research
had identified some central determinants of presentation competence, such as speech anxiety
(e.g., Ashlock et al., 2015) and presentation self-efficacy (e.g., Ringeisen et al., 2019).
However, there is little research focusing on personality traits as determinants of presentation
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competence. This is remarkable in light of the substantial body of research focusing on the link
between achievement in written tasks and students’ personality traits (e.g., Poropat, 2009). First
examinations had provided evidence of a specific relationship between presentation
competence and personality traits, for example, in the higher education context (Liang &
Kelsen, 2018).

Third, prior research has identified that presentation competence can be effectively
promoted in higher education (iii). However, effectiveness studies in the secondary school
context are scarce. In addition, these studies lack strong research designs, including randomized
controls and pre- and posttests. Hence, the third research question focused on the effectiveness
of a short presentation training for secondary school students.

Three empirical studies were linked to the open research questions outlined above.
Below, the findings of the three studies will be summarized (5.1). The research results will also
be discussed with regard to the broader research context as well as practical use in education in
the implications for research and educational practice (5.2). Afterwards, strengths and
limitations will be considered (5.3). The final section identifies future research opportunities
(5.4).
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5.1. Discussion of General Findings

In Study 1, a new instrument for the assessment of secondary school students’
presentation competence, the Tlbingen Instrument for Presentation competence (TIP), was
developed. It was based on rhetorical theory and in line with previous instrument approaches.
To learn more about the instrument’s quality, it was examined whether the TIP had appropriate
psychometric properties in terms of objectivity, reliability, and validity. In terms of objectivity,
the interrater reliability, as measured by ICCs, exhibited adequately high values for the majority
of items. The language-related items had the lowest ICCs. This is in line with other studies (e.g.,
Herbein, Golle, Tibus, Schiefer et al., 2018). Only the items with adequately high ICCs were
used for further analyses. With regard to reliability, test-retest measures were conducted using
a semi-standardized design. Despite this non-optimal study design, the correlations between the
two measurement points ranged from low to high. The high values for most items indicate that
the TIP is stable over time. The low correlation values for the other items require further
examination. Regarding validity, the exploratory factor analysis revealed factors representing
the assumed presentation facets. Further validity examinations revealed moderate to high
correlations between the TIP and experts’ live ratings of presentation competence. This
correspondence is a strong indicator that the TIP measures what it intends to measure:
presentation competence. In addition, the correlations between the TIP and students’ self-
reports were small to moderate. This is line with previous findings (e.g., Aryadoust, 2015;
Carrell & Willmington, 1996) and further confirms the validity of the TIP. Likewise, the
negative correlations between the TIP and speech anxiety were in line with previous studies
(e.g., T. Brown & Morrissey, 2004), confirming the assumed negative association. Furthermore,
the correlation between the TIP and students’ grades in German language arts supports the
concurrent validity of the TIP. In summary, the findings provided evidence that the TIP with
its rhetorical basis is a valid instrument for assessing secondary school students’ presentation
competence. It goes above and beyond previous presentation competence instruments by
extending the target group to secondary school students. In addition, the examination of the
TIP’s psychometric quality included reliability measures, such as stability, validity measures
and experts’ live ratings, which were not addressed in psychometric examinations of other
instruments. Hence, this study fills a research gap in terms of the lack of instruments for
secondary school students and combines empirical educational research with rhetorical theory
and practice. However, the TIP still requires further development and examination. This study

could not empirically confirm the presentation facets deduced from rhetorical theory because
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not all items could be included in the analysis due to low ICC values. In addition, the
examination of the TIP showed that language items are difficult to assess.

The goal of Study 2 was to extend research on determinants of presentation competence
by focusing on the relationship between the Big Five personality traits and secondary school
students’ presentation competence. In order to achieve this goal, presentation competence was
assessed using two kinds of external ratings (video ratings and experts’ live ratings) as well as
self-reports. The study found a robust positive association between Extraversion and
presentation competence measured via external ratings as well as via self-reports. There was
also a negative relationship pattern between Neuroticism and presentation competence
measured via self-assessment measures. These relationships are based on correlation analyses
as well as regression analyses controlling for the other Big Five personality traits, sex, and
gender. Comparing the two assessment perspectives, i.e., external ratings and self-reports,
revealed that the two approaches also result in different findings and indicate that different Big
Five dimensions play different roles depending on the measurement perspective. Both external
ratings and self-reports have their benefits. Self-reported presentation competence measures
self-perceived presentation competence that determines future communication behavior.
External ratings reflect the audience’s perspective and are considered to represent a more
objective perspective that determines the success of the performance in contexts such as school.
In this study, applying the two perspectives resulted in different findings. The results indicated
that different personality dimensions of the Big Five play a role depending on the measurement
perspective. This is useful information for instructors, who can apply these findings to adapt
their instruction to individual needs. The study showed that Extraversion is crucial for
presentation tasks from the external rating perspective. This contrasts with existing findings
concerning the correlation between personality traits and school achievement in general for
secondary school students. These studies found that Conscientiousness is the strongest predictor
for school achievement in general. In sum, the present dissertation contributes to extending
previous research on determinants of presentation competence, such as speech anxiety or self-
efficacy, by investigating personality traits. In addition, the examination of the relationship
between presentation competence and personality traits found robust relationship patterns for
the target group of secondary school students’ and focused on presentation tasks beyond the
specific context of second language learning. Explicitly focusing on the oral task of delivering
a presentation showed that the personality trait Extraversion seems to play a crucial role in
completing presentation tasks.
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The goal of Study 3 was to examine the effectiveness of a short presentation training
program for secondary school students. The training took place at the Presentation Academy of
Youth Presents, a national presentation contest for secondary school students in Germany. This
study found treatment effects on the presentation facet addressing the audience, as well as on
the items “the speaker ends the presentation convincingly with a conclusion” and “the speaker
has formulated an appropriately clear scientific question” (assessed via video ratings).
According to Cohen’s classification (1988) effect sizes, the treatment effects in this study are
considered small. No significant treatment effects were found on the presentation facets body
language & voice and visual aids as well as on the three single items related to the presentation
facets of structure, content credibility and language use. These effects follow the pattern found
in previous studies focusing on the higher education context (e.g., De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen,
2009b; Gring & Littlejohn, 2000). In line with these studies, the results imply that students can
more easily change and improve the structure of a presentation than they can change their body
language & voice. Alongside these effects on external ratings, the self-report measures of
presentation competence pointed to self-perceived improvements in body language & voice as
well as language use. These findings are partly in line with other studies (e.g.; Bower et al.,
2011; Mowbray & Perry, 2013). Comparing the findings from both measurement perspectives
reveals a salient difference. On the one hand, this indicates that evaluation studies focusing on
only one perspective cannot be generalized to the other perspective. On the other hand, external
ratings provide the more objective perspective on treatment effects. With respect to self-reports,
a future research question concerns the reference points students used when assessing
themselves. In summary, this effectiveness study provides insights into empirically testing
presentation training programs for secondary school students. The research question addressed
whether early promotion in secondary school via a short presentation training is beneficial. The
findings indicate that some facets of secondary school students’ presentation competence can
be changed through a short intensive training program. Nevertheless, the training did not have
an effect on all of the presentation facets and also focused on a highly selective sample of

secondary school students. This limits its generalizability.
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5.2. Implications for Research and Educational Practice

The three studies provide first implications for research and educational practice. As
this dissertation applied an interdisciplinary approach, implications can be derived for both
disciplines, rhetorical and empirical educational research. However, despite attempting to take
into account the disciplines’ specific characteristics and research approaches, this dissertation
cannot deepen each discipline to the same extent as would be possible with a non-
interdisciplinary work. Thus, compromises had to be made. However, the interdisciplinary
approach allows for conclusions and new insights to be made concerning the research object of
presentation competence. The following section focuses first on research implications and then

on implications for educational practice.

5.2.1. Implications for research

Alongside implications for i) rhetorical research and ii) empirical educational research,
implications are discussed for iii) the interdisciplinary perspective. The three studies making up
this dissertation are considered together in order to crystallize the main implications for each
discipline.

Regarding i) rhetorical research, the findings of Study 1 imply that the presentation
facets” underlying rhetorical framework successfully links rhetorical theory with a
contemporary speech format. The transfer of rhetorical theory to the presentation format via
this rhetorical framework points to a systematical rhetorical approach for analyzing students’
presentation behavior. This dissertation supplements the classical rhetorical canon for speech
preparation by including aspects specifically related to the presentation format, such as visual
aids. Turning to Study 2, the finding that the personality dimension of Extraversion can be
considered a determinant of presentation competence, can be related to the natura-ars dialectic
in rhetorical research. This dialectic notes that, in addition to rhetorical theory, individual
characteristics influence a speaker’s education. These characteristics, which are also labeled
talent (Neumann, 2003), include voice, physical conditions, as well as cognitive factors such as
memorization or the ability to make the right decisions within the presentation situation. The
individual characteristic of Extraversion could contribute to more easily completing the
presentation task, for example, by creating a feeling of pleasure when speaking in front of an
audience. In summary, in addition to physical condition and cognitive factors, the personality

trait of Extraversion could also be a supporting precondition for being a competent speaker.
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Consequently, Study 2’s findings extend the rhetorical perspective on talent as a beneficial
characteristic for a speaker.

With respect to ii) educational research, the findings of Study 1 imply that the TIP can
be used as a tool for diagnosing students’ presentation competence, providing feedback and
conducting effectiveness or efficacy studies. The results of Study 2 indicate that presentation
competence is correlated with the personality trait of Extraversion; thus the correlation pattern
for school achievements on oral tasks differs from existing correlation patterns for school
achievement on written tasks when relating to personality traits (Furnham & Monsen, 2009).
This implies that the specific type of school task might play a role in relations with school
achievement. Future studies should take the type of task into account and include the
characteristics of different school tasks as an influencing variable. Moreover, the results of
Study 3, the effectiveness study, imply that it is possible to change some facets of secondary
school students’ presentation competence through a short intensive presentation training. As
the students improved on some but not all facets of presentation competence, future research
should focus on optimizing the training to obtain effects for all presentation facets. Afterwards,
a scaling-up is necessary: for example, this training could be transferred to the school context
and the effects evaluated.

In terms of iii) the interdisciplinary perspective, the focus is on how both disciplines
could benefit one another, as they both examine the same research object, i.e., presentation
competence. First, a strength of this dissertation is its combination of rhetorical and empirical
educational research. This interdisciplinary approach allows for broader implications beyond
those for the single disciplines. Applying both disciplines in research on presentation
competence results in opening educational research discourse to rhetorical schemes as well as
relating educational research to rhetorical discourse. For example, with respect to the
presentation framework, rhetorical research benefits insofar as the presentation facets, which
differentiate between presentation behaviors and are derived from rhetorical theory, could be
tested empirically. The assumed presentation facets could be empirically verified by uncovering
a corresponding factor structure. This dissertation could not verify all of the assumed
presentation facets because not all items could be included due to low reliability. But these first
examinations and results provide a basis for further studies. The other discipline, educational
research, can use subject-specific knowledge from the rhetorical discipline to implement
training concepts. Empirical educational research provides the framework that includes testing,
planning studies and diagnosing individual skill levels in order to identify training needs. The

core components, a combination of both disciplines, are a second topic of this dissertation. As
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reported in Study 3, applying these core components in a presentation training led to a change
in secondary school students’ presentation competence. Based on these results, specific
elements of the training could be examined in more detail to identify core components with the
greatest positive impact on presentation competence. In conclusion, this dissertation’s
approaches and findings are beneficial for developing a rhetorical teaching methodology. This
dissertation combines rhetorical and educational research by focusing on the following three
questions: How is presentation competence defined and how can presentation competence be
assessed? What factors influence presentation competence? How can presentation competence
be fostered? The answers can contribute to deducing and developing an evidence-based

rhetorical teaching methodology.

5.2.2. Implications for educational practice

Beside these implications for research, the three studies’ results also have implications
for educational practice. These implications can be divided among different agents in the field
of educational practice, i.e., students and teachers at the classroom level, the school level, and
education authorities (Brusemeister, 2007). They represent the micro and macro levels of
educational practice.

Starting with the teacher and student level, the TIP, with its six facets of presentation
competence (addressing the audience, structure, language use, body language & voice, visual
aids, and content credibility), provides a differentiated view on presentation competence. The
presentation facets can be used as a basis for differentiated feedback when attempting to
improve students’ presentation competence. In this dissertation, the use of the presentation
competence instrument was linked to an intensive rater training. In order to the TIP to provide
differentiated feedback in schools, school teachers also need parallel training on how to
correctly use the evaluation form. In addition, the findings that personality traits are correlated
with presentation competence can increase teachers and students’ awareness of these specific
relationship patterns. Different patterns of results were identified depending on the assessment
perspective. Presentation competence measured via external ratings was associated with the
personality trait of Extraversion. Students’ self-perceived presentation competence was
correlated with Neuroticism. This might imply that students perceive their performance in a
problematic way, and presumably need to learn to assess their presentation competence in a
more realistic way. Instruction might be helpful for strengthening their self-perception.
However, future research will need to more closely examine differential promotion before more

concrete instructional strategies can be deduced. Furthermore, the effectiveness study implied
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that a short intensive training can improve some facets of presentation competence. This
includes presentation skills related to addressing the audience, structure (concluding a
presentation) and content credibility (creating clear questions). However, there might be a
difference in how different presentation skills develop within these presentation facets. Some
facets, such as language use or body language and voice, seem to require longer training or
practice, with improvements only visible later. Conversely, some facets, such as addressing the
audience, structure or content credibility, seem to exhibit change immediately after the training.
Students and teachers can use this implication in presentation trainings.

At the school level, only a few implications can be drawn, because the presentation
training program did not take place in the school context. This training’s extracurricular context
implies that presentation competence can be successfully promoted outside of the school and
classroom context. Teachers who encourage students to participate in this extracurricular
training program can contribute to fostering their students’ presentation competence. However,
future studies need to examine whether students can transfer their improved presentation
competence to the school and classroom context. Based on the results of this dissertation, future
research should also examine how to transfer this short intensive presentation training program
and the associated training effects into school. Transferring this training to the school context
appears possible. Schools can initiate project days focused on fostering presentation
competence through intensive presentation trainings.

At the macro level of educational administration, one might focus on teacher training.
In this dissertation, the rater training included familiarization with each item by studying the
definitions, anchor examples and indicators in the manual. The main focus in the training was
watching students’ presentation videos, conducting assessments, explaining the assessment and
group discussions among raters. Test ratings and reflections on them were also part of the
training. The training involved acquiring knowledge on giving a presentation competently and
learning the indicators and anchor examples for each category according to the four-point
Likert-type scale. In addition, the training participants made practice ratings and discussed them
under the leadership of a presentation expert. The goal was to create a common understanding
among the raters for each item. In Study 1, this rater training on the TIP was found to result in
objective, reliable, and valid estimations of presentation competence. Using the TIP in
combination with this rater training resulted in assessments that were independent of the rater
(objectivity), stable over time (reliability), and measured what they were supposed to measure
(validity). Study 1 showed that the training was successful for most items. The training process

could also be transferred to teachers in school. Training teachers’ expertise in assessing
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presentation competence can be considered as an option for ensuring the fair and valid
assessment of secondary school students’ presentation competence. Thus, a teacher training
should be developed to improve teachers’ assessment of students’ presentation competence to

ensure accurate ratings.
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5.3. Strengths and Limitations of the Present Dissertation

In addition to these implications for research and practice, some limitations have to be
discussed. In this section, limitations are listed and discussed and the dissertation’s strengths

are elaborated.

Sample

The students of the three studies were participants in a presentation contest for
secondary school students who had successfully passed the first round of the contest (i.e., jury
evaluations of their application videos). Consequently, a highly selective sample was used. It
must be assumed that participants in a contest are not representative for secondary school
students in general. A survey focusing students in a higher track found that the participation in
scientific contests depends on high intrinsiv competence pursuit, a high competition self-
concept and previous contest participation (Blankenburg et al., 2015). Thus, it can be assumed
that the participants of the Youth Presents contest are mainly high achievers and highly
motivated (see Rebholz, 2018; Stang et al., 2014; Urhahne et al., 2012). The descriptive
statistics showed that more than 95 % of the students attended a Gymnasium, the highest track
in the German school system. Thus, the generalizability of the study results to other school
tracks is limited. However, in developing the TIP, this dissertation did not only focus on the
most successful students in the contest. It also included students who were excluded after the
second round. Thus, the TIP was tested on a sample of students with different presentation
competence levels. Nevertheless, it can be assumed that the variance in presentation
performance would be greater in a more representative sample of secondary school students.
Furthermore, this dissertation found treatment effects among a specific sample of highly
motivated and high-performing students. This can serves as a starting point for successively

extending the sample up to a representative sample.

Study design

The three empirical studies were based on presentation tasks with different
standardization levels. While the presentation task at T1 was semi-standardized, the
presentation task at T2 was fully standardized. This limitation weakens the study design and
represents a methodological limitation for aspects such as the measurement of stability.
However, despite these differences in standardization across measurement points, the degree of

standardization within each measurement point remained the same (S. B. Green, 2003).
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Consequently, the entire study sample completed the same presentation task at each
measurement point. For example, the presentation rooms had the same configurations and the
audience consisted of exactly the same number of listeners. Confounding factors were also
minimized at each measurement point with respect to the preparation of the presentations. For
example, at T2, privacy screens were installed on the tables in the preparation room, and a test
instructor supervised the room to ensure that each student prepared individually. This increases
the interpretability of the results (G. Brown & Hattie, 2012). A further strength is the
construction of the presentation tasks. All of the presentation tasks can be classified as authentic
tasks (Chan, 2011; Guariento, 2001). For example, there were analog visual aids as well as
digital visual aids. The tasks were related to the real world and similar to presentation-based
exams in school. The students had time to prepare for the presentation task and delivered their
presentation in front of physically present, real people. The presentation tasks at T1, T3, and
T4 were high-stakes tests (Stobart & Eggen, 2012), because students’ performance determined
whether they qualified for the next round of the presentation contest. T2 can be classified as a
low-stakes test. Finally, because the study only included individual and no group presentations,

presentation performance can be clearly attributed to the individual level.

Video ratings as external assessment tool

The assessments of presentation competence via the TIP were based on video-recorded
presentations. This method is also likely to have limitations. The video format can influence
perception of the observed behavior, resulting in biased assessments (Nagel, 2012). For
example, the selection of camera angle (Baranowski & Hecht, 2017) or the video quality can
influence the observer’s perceptions (see Watson & Sasse, 1998). In addition, the context forms
a central reference frame for interpretation (Curby et al., 2016). In contrast to live impressions,
videos do not transmit room temperature, the feeling of an object that is passed to the real
audience, or the scent of the people or the room (Nagel, 2012). This dissertation took these
influences into account and tried to reduce biases on a technical as well as on an information
basis. From a technical standpoint, no editing of the presentations was conducted. The
presentations were all recorded from one camera angle. To capture a perspective similar to the
live audience, the camera angle was at the height of the physically present audience and
centered on the stage where the speaker stood. In addition, context information was provided
for the video raters. They received a situation card including three photos of each presentation
room before watching the presentation. These room photos were from three different

perspectives (the speaker’s perspective, the audience’s perspective, bird’s eye view of the room)
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to support the raters’ ability to imagine the physical distances in the room. In addition, the raters
were informed about the situation, the presentation task, and the instructions the students had
received for their presentation. For example, the students were told to ignore the camera and to
deliver their presentation for the audience members. In addition, the video raters were trained
to ignore aspects such as the lighting of the room or quality of the video and instead focus on

the actual presentation behavior.

TIP in the field of tension of existing instruments

The development, benefits and limitations of the TIP could be described in comparison
to well-established instruments such as the Competent Speaker, which has been used in several
studies (e.g., Clyde et al., 1994; Gring & Littlejohn, 2000; Smith & Sodano, 2011). The
Competent Speaker assesses students’ presentation competence in an objective, reliable and
valid way (Morreale et al., 2007). Moreover, the Competent Speaker encompasses 8 items on
a three-point Likert-type scale, offering a usable and a manageable procedure to observers. In
fact, there is much evidence supporting the use of this instrument in this dissertation as well.
However, there are also several arguments against it. The eight-item Competent Speaker
measure does not address all relevant aspects deduced from rhetorical theory. For example,
addressing the audience is not part of the instrument. Furthermore, Brown, Leipzig, &
McWherter (1997) criticized the measure’s abstract assessment criteria and called for a more
detailed perspective on observable presentation behaviors. In addition, the three-point scale
limits opportunities to provide specific feedback.

The goal of this dissertation was to assess presentation competence on a broader basis
by focusing on secondary school students’ presentation competence development. The chosen
approach was to develop a new instrument based on the strengths and limitations of existing
instruments and taking into account the rhetorical perspective on presentation competence.
Thus, the TIP focused on providing a detailed view of presentation competence from a
rhetorical basis and a more specific perspective on presentation behavior. This is also in line
with the Public Speaking Competency Instrument (PSCS) by Thomson and Rucker (2002)
based on 20 items, or the Public Speaking Competence Rubric (PSCR) by Schreiber and
colleagues (2012) based on 11 items, both of which took a more detailed view on the construct
of presentation competence. However, even these instruments do not cover all of the
presentation facets deduced from rhetorical theory. Language use is not part of the instruments
by De Grez (2009) or Thomson and Rucker (2002). Furthermore, the instruments’ authors do
not argue why specific presentation behaviors are included or excluded. No empirical findings
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are provided to explain why some specific presentation behaviors are missing. Consequently,
this dissertation took a step back and developed the TIP instrument, which provides arguments
for including specific presentation behaviors based on rhetorical theory, and conducted first
analyses on reducing the number of items via exploratory factor analysis. In addition, use a
three-point Likert-type scale limits the specificity of feedback. The TIP and other instruments
(e.g., Herbein, Golle, Tibus, Schiefer et al., 2018; Schreiber et al., 2012; Thomson & Rucker,
2002) use four- or five-point Likert-type scales. Moreover, the TIP scale defines specific
indicators and anchors for presentation behavior for each point on the Likert-type scale. In
addition, each point of this scale reflect the development of presentation skills. The results of
the first examinations of the TIP indicate its added value in comparison to existing instruments.
However, further examinations are required to underpin this tendency. Future research should
also include ratings using these established instruments to further analyze the benefits of the
TIP.
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5.4. Future Research

As indicated in the implications, the three studies making this dissertation triggered
further research questions, which can also be classified according to the three research areas
provided at the beginning: the assessment of presentation competence, the determinants of

presentation competence, and the promotion of presentation competence.

5.4.1. Assessment of presentation competence

Regarding the assessment of presentation competence, this dissertation provides
insights on different areas of assessment. These include developing and testing the quality of
an instrument, using video recordings as assessment materials, and focusing on appropriateness.
The studies further provide first results regarding influencing factors of assessments. However,
to examine the influencing factors and mechanisms of assessing presentation competence in
detail, further studies are required that extend the previous assessment approach and assessment

procedures. In the following section, the main future research areas are elaborated.

Further development of the TIP

Measuring presentation competence is the foundation for a wide range of further
research questions related to presentation competence. In this dissertation, the development and
examination of psychometric properties provides strong indications that the TIP can be a useful
assessment tool for further studies among secondary school students. However, further
development is necessary, because the examination did not empirically support the quality of
every item in the instrument. Some items had to be excluded due to low ICCs. Therefore, these
items with low reliability should be developed further. The development process will be
complete when items exist for each presentation facet deduced from rhetorical theory and
having sufficient reliability. Only then will the prerequisites be met for empirically testing the
presentation facets’ theoretical framework via a factor analysis based on a broader item basis.
A confirmation factor analysis should be part of this study due to the pre-determined hypotheses
on which items theoretically belong to which factor. In addition, the instrument should be
examined among a more representative sample of secondary school students, including students
from different school types, in order to validate it for different target groups within the broader

population of secondary school students.
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Assessment material: full videos or short video excerpts

The further development of the TIP could also make further examinations regarding the
assessment of presentation competence possible. Future studies could focus on alternative
assessment approaches that take the ecological validity (Doring & Bortz, 2016) of the TIP into
account. One disadvantage in terms of practical use in the educational context is that the TIP
and its video ratings are time-consuming as well as resource- and cost-intensive. One alternative
within the behavioral assessment approach is thin-slices assessment. In this approach,
assessment is based on short, randomly-selected excepts of the behavior as a whole (between
5-60 seconds; Ambady et al., 2000). Previous research has revealed that this approach achieves
predictive quality in a communicational context. Researchers were able to predict customer
satisfaction based on short excerpts of sales talks (Visser & Matthews, 2005). In the education
context, Begrich, Fauth, Kunter, and Klieme (2017) used short excerpts of classroom lessons
to predict teaching quality factors. First approaches in presentation research have also taken
place. Gheorhiou, Callan, and Skylark (2020) used muted video excerpts of TED talk
presentations to predict the quality of these talks. However, none of these previous
examinations focused on video-recorded presentations by secondary school students including
both audio and visual material. Therefore, an open research question in this context could be
whether presentation competence can be predicted by short, randomly selected excerpts of
video-recorded student presentations. This is relevant for both research and educational
practice: while research would benefit from the reduced resource requirements, educational
practice would benefit because teachers often have to make judgments based on first
impressions. This approach could also show whether short excerpts from a presentation are also

relevant in the educational context.

Appropriateness and effectiveness

This dissertation focused on the appropriateness of students’ presentation behavior and
excluded effectiveness. A complete view of presentation competence requires focusing on both
the appropriateness and effectiveness of the exhibited presentation behavior. Effectiveness
assessments are scarce in research (Morreale & Backlund, 2007). Thus, two main research
remain little understood: i) the definition and operationalization of effectiveness in a
presentation, and ii) the relationship between appropriateness and effectiveness. First, the
definition of a presentation’s effectiveness relates to the goal of the presentation. As indicated

in the theoretical framework of this dissertation (1.2.1), a presentation can encompass multiple
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goals, and these can even change during the course of a presentation. A starting point for
research could be to focus on the main goal of informing, i.e., linking the goal to the presentation
task. Effectiveness assessment has to focus on the audience. Beside knowledge, further
reasonable outcome variables that should be considered are emotion and attitude, as studies in
the context of persuasive pedgagogy exhibited (e.g., Broughton et al., 2013). Secondly,
regarding the association between appropriateness and effectiveness, it might be interesting to
examine whether appropriateness includes aspects of effectiveness. Can a presentation behavior
be appropriate without being effective? Accordingly, future research could consider questions
such as whether appropriateness predicts the audience’s content retention. Overall,
effectiveness aspects can also be considered in presentation research. Understanding the
mechanisms underlying effectiveness in presentation behavior will be a starting point for

designing more specific training concepts.

Relation between self-reports and external rating

This dissertation took a multi-perspective approach based on both external ratings and
self-reports of presentation competence which is only used in some studies (e.g., Herbein,
Golle, Tibus, Schiefer et al., 2018; Parr & Cartwright-Hatton, 2009). This dissertation
confirmed the low congruence between external ratings and self-reports that has also been
reported in other studies (Carrell & Willmington, 1996). Different explanations might play a
role in this finding. For example, students might have problems focusing on their environment
and their own presentation behavior at the same time (Carrell & Willmington, 1996). A further
explanation refers to different reference points experts and self-assessing students use (Lanning
et al., 2011). Previous research also points to situational differences between the two types of
assessments. Different assessment materials, such as video or remembering the live
performance, were applied (e.g., De Grez et al., 2012; Mallard & Quintanilla, 2007; Parr &
Cartwright-Hatton, 2009), and individuals either did or did not receive training in assessing
presentation competence (e.g., Ayres et al., 1998). To further examine the congruence between
self-reports and external ratings, future research could focus on standardizing these conditions.
This includes using i) the same evaluation form, ii) the same rater training to ensure a consistent
understanding of the items, or iii) the same assessment procedure for both perspectives (e.g.,
conducted live ratings immediately after the presentation versus ratings based on video-
recorded presentations). This research could identify whether a higher congruence is possible.
By experimentally varying the different conditions, such research could also reveal the specific
factors responsible for (in)congruency. In addition, this approach could increase the reliability
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of self-reports, which are often characterized by low reliability. When students are trained in
assessing presentation competence, their reference points could better correspond to experts’
reference points. Overall, future research regarding self-reports and external ratings would be
highly valuable. Both contribute to developing presentation competence (e.g., Béhme, 2015).
Self-assessments often take place after a presentation and are the most frequently used
assessment tool (McCroskey & McCroskey, 1988). External ratings in the form of grades by

teachers in schools are obligated, when it concerns examinations (e.g., Land Berlin, 2007).

Rater characteristics

Another future research area is to examine the presentation expertise of the people rating
the performance. In this dissertation, the video ratings and experts’ live ratings were only
conducted after participating a training. As described above, the training included theoretical
instruction on the evaluation form in order to create a common understanding of the items. In
future research, the use of different rater groups with different levels presentation expertise
could provide further insight into the conditions required for accurate ratings.

5.4.2. Determinants of presentation competence

This dissertation found strong indicators for a relation between presentation competence
and personality traits. Although some analyses in Study 3 implied a certain causal direction
(e.g., multiple regression analyses that included presentation competence as a dependent
variable), this dissertation did not examine causal relationships between personality traits and
presentation competence due to the research design. More findings regarding causality would
make it possible to derive implications for more specific instruction on presentation
competence. In previous research, a clear causal tendency could not be deduced. A reciprocal
effect is also possible. According to J. J. Jackson (2011), a change in extroversion through
educational enterprise is possible. In addition, extraverts seek out situations where they can
exhibit their Extraversion. These selection effects could be responsible for the improvements
in presentation competence. A better research design, with pre- and posttests of personality
traits, would be important to explore these results in more detail. In terms of rhetorical theory,
this research could extend rhetorical assumptions regarding talent and the development of
presentation competence. Whereas specific physical conditions are considered beneficial for
rhetorical development, i.e., the delivery of a presentation, it could also be that students’
individual personality traits can be considered a beneficial talent enabling the more efficient

acquisition of presentation competence.
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5.4.3. The promotion of presentation competence

This dissertation has set a framework for a short presentation training program and
conducted a first promising effectiveness study. In order to reach a broader dissemination in the
school context, further steps are necessary including the optimization and repeated evaluation
of the training programs (Humphrey et al., 2016). This section highlights three related steps and
future research areas.

In a first step, the training modules for the presentation facets for which the effectiveness
study found no treatment effects should be revised and optimized. In the effectiveness study,
no effects were found on external ratings of students’ language use, visual aids, and body
language & voice. Presumably, adapting the intensity of the methods or changing the sequence
will lead to improvement. For example, the use of model learning could be intensified to
strengthen and foster students’ language use (Bohme, 2015). In addition, short interventions
regarding language use aspects should be consulted (Lipphardt, 2019) in order to revise the
language use module. After revising three modules addressing presentation facets on which
students showed no improvement, a second effectiveness study should be conducted including
pre-, post-, and follow up-tests with a wait-list control group design. The follow up-test could
reveal whether some effects occur after a period of reflection. In addition, a proper
randomization design should be pursued.

In a second step, the short and effective presentation training program could be
transferred to the school context. When transferring the short program into practice, both
teachers and students should be a main focus of research. Specifically, training and support
systems for teachers have to be taken into account in future research. In the present dissertation,
experts in rhetoric and presentation conducted the training program. Future research regarding
the breadth and depth of presentation expertise among both experts and teachers could be
beneficial in order to adjust existing university teacher education or professional development.
In addition, instructor’s pedagogical psychological knowledge and skills (e.g., skills in
classroom management, cognitive activation, emotional support; see Praetorius et al., 2018)
could be of interest because experts and teachers might differ in that expertise. In a similar vein,
it would also be interesting to determine whether weaknesses in presentation expertise can be
compensated for with strengths in teacher knowledge (Ben-Peretz, 2011). Based on this
dissertation associated research questions would be: Are presentation trainings similar effective
regardless of whether teachers or experts conduct the trainings? Does the trainer’s expertise

influence the effectiveness of the training? In addition, what kind of support system for teachers
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should be designed? When transferring this training program to schools, the variation resulting
from changing parameters should be minimized as much as possible. This would mean using
samples from the highest track in the German school system, Gymnasium, and embedded the
training with project days, an intensive short presentation training is possible. Afterwards, a
broader dissemination of the training could focus on other school types.

In a third step, the presentation training format is of interest. The present study used the
format of a short intensive training program. This format is similar to existing presentation
trainings (BOhme, 2015). However, it is assumed that interval trainings, which taking place
regularly during a defined period of time each week, have other benefits for developing
presentation competence (Béhme, 2015). Thus, it could be interesting to compare a short
intervention training with an interval presentation training of the same length in order to
determine the most effective training format. Furthermore, such research could reveal whether
some presentation facets, such as body language & voice, benefit from interval training more
than other presentation facets, such as addressing the audience or structure, for which this study
found effects immediately after the short presentation training. It would also be interesting to
examine whether more training hours would be beneficial in increasing the treatment effects.
In education, the time spent on a task is considered a strong predictor for success in this task
(see Harbour et al., 2014). Transferring this to presentation competence, for example, by
extending the time spent practicing presentation tasks in one presentation training and
contrasting it to the existing presentation training developed in this study, could provide insight
into the size of the training effects. Thus, examining different presentation training formats
could contribute to developing students’ presentation competence in an effective and efficient
way.

Beyond implementing the training in the secondary school context, it is of interest for
future research whether the training impacts different groups of students differently. Such a
focus on differential effects assumes that trainings could be more effective for some students
and less effective for other students. Students interact differently with the training based on
their individual characteristics (see Gully & Chen, 2011; Herbein, 2017). Relevant
characteristics that could interact with the training are determinants related to presentation
competence. Accordingly, self-efficacy, speech anxiety, or personality traits could be
individual characteristics to focus on. This dissertation has showed that the personality trait of
Extraversion seems to be correlated with presentation competence. However, whether students
with high values on Extraversion benefit differently from a certain training program than

students with low values on Extraversion remains an open question. Previous research has
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found that self-efficacy and goal orientation impact the acquisition of presentation competence
(e.g., De Grez, Valcke, & Roozen, 2009b). These differential effects are relevant in order to
consider more personalized instruction.

A long-term future research project would be the development of an evidence-based
didactic of rhetoric. Given the relative lack of data on how to effectively promote secondary
school students’ presentation competence, Studies, from case reports over randomized
controlled studies up to systematic reviews, are helpful (Bromme et al., 2017). Such evidence-
based didactic (Davies, 1999) could identify effective principles for fostering presentation
competence that teachers can use when planning and designing their classroom instruction. An
evidence-based approach makes learning effects more likely when training programs are
implemented in secondary schools at the national level. In addition, the evidence-based
approach has to take into account teachers’ needs as an inspiration in order to align research
with educational practice. This interplay between educational research and educational practice
including the orientation to teachers’ needs could advance the development of secondary school

students’ presentation competence.
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