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   Introduction 

In order to address WSCUC and university-wide core competencies, several subcommittees were 

formed on the University Assessment Committee to assess oral communication, critical thinking, written 

communication, quantitative reasoning, and information literacy.  

 

Oral Communication Assessment Process 

 In fall of 2017, calls were sent to faculty on campus to request they offer, as appropriate, 

their student presentations to be assessed by graduate students working for the University 

Assessment Committee.   

 A stratified sample of presentations per school was targeted. Courses that included oral 

presentations from seniors’ projects in the School of Engineering, to Spanish 132, to PACS 

III classes. Many others were observed and scored. Graduate students from the Benerd 

School of Education were recruited and trained if necessary. The goal was two scorers per 

class presentation.  

 The subcommittee wrote learning outcomes and from those derived a four-point rubric.   

 The rubric was piloted in Dec. 2016 on presentations in the Career Center's Career 

Development Class 

 Observations began in January 2017. 

 The oral comm subcommittee met monthly to assist and oversee the project.  

 A review occurred at the Core Competencies Forum in February 2017. Ideas derived from 

cross-disciplinary tables included culturally varied ways that student presenters might 

“connect to the audience". Also discussed was the scale of the rubric: Was it too low? These 

issues were considered and it was decided to keep the rubric as is while including the issues 

in further communications with the grad students. 

 End of May, all presentations had been scored.  Low, Mahoney and a graduate student 

assisted to coordinate analysis and reporting.  

 

Results 

Graduate students visited classes and scored 98 oral presentations. The standard was for 70% of students 

to score competent or proficient and Table 1 shows that standard was met. 

 

Table 1 
 Not Competent 

Hard to follow: 

Comprehensibility 

weak or worse. 

Marginal, 

Uneven: unclear 

at points, some 

dimensions good 

but others weak. 

Competent, 

Clear: easy to 

comprehend and 

follow; all 

dimensions 

coordinated with 

each other. 

Proficient, 

Engaging: 
stimulates interest; 

sharpens audience 

attention. 

Learning Outcome 1: 

Students will be able to 

exhibit confidence and 

competence in oral 

communication.* 

3% 22% 36% 39% 

Learning Outcome 2: 

Students will be able to 

demonstrate clarity and 

coherence about the 

topic. 

1% 12% 45% 42% 



 

Triangulation of Results 

Co-curricular assessment: Additionally, area employers rated 127 Junior and Senior students as shown 

in Table 2 during a co-curricular educational job interview rehearsal event provided by Student Life. 

Students met the standard of 70% in all areas except “Expressing ideas clearly, concisely.” 

 

Table 2 
 Very Poor 

Impression 

Poor 

Impression 

Average 

Impression 

Positive 

Impression 

Very 

Positive 

Impression 

Learning Outcome 1: 

Students will be able to 

exhibit confidence and 

competence in oral 

communication.      

Eye Contact 0% 4% 16 % 36% 44 % 

Vocal 

Clarity/Tone/Pitch 0% 4% 24 % 29% 43% 

Body language/Posture 1% 1% 19% 34% 45% 

Uses proper 

grammar/avoids slang 

terms 0% 4% 14% 37% 45% 

Learning Outcome 2: 

Students will be able to 

demonstrate clarity and 

coherence about the 

topic.      

Expresses ideas 

clearly, concisely 1% 7% 25% 32% 35% 

 

National Benchmarks, such as the National Survey of Student Engagement 2016-17 revealed that 

Pacific student responses were not significantly different from those at peer institutions. Pacific freshmen 

and seniors rated how much their experience at Pacific contributed to their knowledge, skills, and 

personal development in speaking clearly and effectively [Very little=1, Some=2, Quite a bit=3, Very 

much =4]. The mean score was 2.7 for Pacific freshmen and 3.0 for seniors.  

 

CIRP data show that Pacific students view their speaking skills in relation to the average person their age 

lower than students at other private schools. Pacific freshman were asked to self-rate, and the same 

students were asked to self-rate their public speaking ability when they were seniors. 41.4% of Pacific 

freshmen and then 49.2% of the same students as seniors rated their public speaking ability in the highest 

10% or above average. At other private institutions the 54.6% of freshmen and then 59.0% of the same 

students as seniors rated their public speaking ability in the highest 10% or above average. 

 

Limitations 

The Eberhardt School of Business requested that they be able to provide videos of their student 

presentations but that did not occur, so no ESB students are represented in the classroom assessment.  An 

additional limitation regarded budget, as it was preferred that graduate students be paid to attend an entire 

class for observing presentations so as not to disrupt class.  

 

Recommendations 

The expense needs to be monitored. Also, qualitative notes from the holistic scorers were entered into the 

spreadsheet but were not analyzed. It is recommended to use qualitative data to further inform statistical 

trends. 


