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Abstract

This study investigated how Japanese English learners improve their oral presentation
skills through collaborative learning (CL)—an umbrella term for interactive group work.
Previous research has predominantly employed cognitive approaches that emphasize
individual development in teaching presentation skills; however, few studies have
explored this topic from a sociocultural perspective, considering the interaction between
individuals and sociocultural contexts. Eighteen Japanese undergraduate students
participated in the study, which involved: a) group presentations of reading assignments,
b) CL, and c) project presentations. The CL process comprised three steps: practicing
specific presentation skills, receiving peer feedback, and discussing ways to improve
these skills. At the end of the semester, students completed an 18-item questionnaire
about what they had learned and how they had enhanced their skills. A thematic
analysis was conducted on responses to six open-ended questions from the
questionnaire, focusing on how students improved through CL. The analysis identified
five key benefits: noticing gaps, knowledge co-construction, overcoming weaknesses,
behavior modeling, and psychological improvement. These findings highlight the
effectiveness of CL in fostering the co-construction of knowledge and skills for oral

presentations in Japanese English classrooms.

Keywords: Collaborative learning, Oral presentation teaching, Japanese university

students
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1. Introduction

As attention to the speaking skills of learners of English as a foreign language
(EFL) has increased, educational departments must increasingly foster EFL learners’
communication skills, including writing and speaking abilities, and public speaking
skills (Tailab & Marsh, 2020; Van Ginkel et al., 2017). In addition, oral presentation
competence is considered an important competency of highly educated professionals
and is essential for a broad range of academic disciplines, such as Biology, Business,
Communication, Engineering, and Healthcare (Dunbar et al., 2006).

Previous studies have found that giving oral presentations aids learners’ deeper
learning and understanding, fosters linguistic ability, and reduces anxiety regarding
oral presentations (Joughin, 2007; King, et al., 2000; Sundrarajun & Kiely, 2010).
Moreover, the teaching of oral presentation skills has been studied for almost 30 years,
especially in English-speaking countries and Europe, and some researchers have
proposed learning cycles to enhance oral presentation skills (De Grez, 2009; Van Ginkel
et al., 2015; 2017). Therefore, this study adopts a more holistic approach by taking
classroom conditions into account and focusing on learner interactions to gain a
comprehensive view of classroom learning (Firth & Wagner, 1997).

In addition to learning oral presentation skills, the importance of collaboration has
garnered significant attention over the past two decades (Austin, 2000; Tran, 2021).
“Collaboration” has been identified as one of the main “4 Cs” skills—critical thinking,
creativity, collaboration, and communication—that all individuals need to succeed in
21st-century society (Ochoa, 2022; Trilling & Fadel, 2009).

However, few studies have investigated collaborative learning’s (CL) effectiveness in
paired or small group interactions when learning oral presentation skills and
techniques. Motivated by this research gap, this study investigates how Japanese
English learners can improve their English oral presentation skills through CL. This
study examines the effectiveness of teaching oral presentation skills in combination
with CL and review previous research on oral presentation teaching and CL. The study
design, procedures, and methodology are discussed in the following sections. The

limitations and scope for future studies are also presented.
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2. Literature Review

2.1 Previous Studies on Teaching Oral Presentation

Oral presentation competence is “a combination of knowledge, skills, and attitudes
needed to speak in public to inform, self-express, relate, or persuade” (De Grez, 2009, p.
5). Expressly, this competence involves exchanging messages with an audience (Haber
& Lingard, 2001). The skills required to become competent presenters are complex and
difficult for learners to master, even in their first language (Morreale, et al., 2007).

Previous studies have found effective procedures for teaching complex and difficult
oral presentation skills. Van Ginkel et al. (2015) identified seven design principles in
their systematic review, and this study adopted five of these principles to inform its
study design: a) setting goals, b) behavior modeling, c) practice, d) self-assessment, and
e) feedback. Allowing learners to decide their learning goals and providing challenging
tasks or topics motivates them (e.g., Kerby & Romine, 2009; Sundrarajun & Kiely,
2010). Observing appropriate models (e.g., Okada et al., 2017) and extensive practice
(e.g., Clark & Jones, 2001) are essential for learners to acquire new skills or knowledge.
They can monitor what they have learned and identify strategies to improve their
performance and achieve the desired performance in the self-assessment phase (e.g.,
De Grez et al., 2009). Finally, receiving feedback at the appropriate time can improve
their presentation skills (e.g., Smith & King, 2004).

To date, previous studies have demonstrated effective procedures for teaching oral
presentations. However, they mainly focused on individual development. Therefore,
this study takes a more holistic view by considering classroom conditions and focusing
on interactions among learners to gain a comprehensive understanding of classroom
learning (Firth & Wagner, 1997). For example, a student learns diverse languages in a
classroom through textbooks, teacher instructions, and interactions with teachers and
peers. To examine the effectiveness of classroom interaction, especially CL, in learning

oral presentation skills, the next section reviews the literature on CL.

2.2 Previous Studies on Collaborative Learning
According to Smith and MacGregor (1992), CL has gathered much attention since
the 1980s and is defined as “an umbrella term for a variety of educational approaches

involving a joint intellectual effort by students, or both students and teachers. Usually,
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students work in groups of two or more, mutually searching for understanding,
solutions, or meanings, or creating a product” (p. 10). That is, students work in paired
or small group interactions to co-construct knowledge.

The effectiveness of CL cannot be clarified in a single explanation; instead, its
outcome can be demonstrated through multiple perspectives. CL activities allow
learners to explain their thoughts and ideas (Webb et al., 1995) and share their
knowledge (Coleman, 1998). Moreover, in CL, talking with other students creates
opportunities for learning (Golub, 1988) and new understanding (Smith & MacGregor,
1992). In addition, CL offers opportunities to observe and imitate peer task strategies
(Azmitia, 1988).

While most previous studies focused on CL effectiveness in teaching writing
(Nguyen, 2013; Smith & MacGregor, 1992), Pattanpichet (2011) found that CL
instructions improved English-speaking abilities and developed a positive learning
classroom atmosphere for Bangkok EFL undergraduates. The study reported that
learners enjoyed and relaxed during the CL activity and shared their knowledge with
their peers.

More specifically, Nguyen (2013) examined the benefits of collaborative presentation
tasks in EFL learning in Vietnam. During the presentation tasks, learners helped each
other overcome challenges such as “lack of ideas, shortage of materials, limited
technology skills, and content knowledge” (p. 71) and “developed knowledge, skills (e.g.,
pronunciation, computer skills, and presentation skills), motivation, and confidence
needed to complete the task” (p. 71). While Nguyen (2013) supported the use of CL in
group oral presentation tasks in EFL settings, the study did not examine whether CL
has a positive effect on improving individual presentation knowledge and skills.
Therefore, it is necessary to examine the effectiveness of CL tasks in improving
individual presentation knowledge and skills.

Thus, the current study investigated how Japanese English students can improve
their English oral presentation skills and knowledge through CL. The methodology

used in this study is described in the next section.
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3. Study Design

This study employed a qualitative research design with a focus on thematic analysis
of open-ended questionnaire responses. It aimed to explore the effectiveness of
collaborative learning (CL) in enhancing oral presentation skills among Japanese EFL
learners.

The study included 18 undergraduate first-year Japanese students (5 females and
13 males) who were learning EFL in an English education program at a private
university in Tokyo, Japan, and whose English proficiency levels were intermediate
and estimated TOEIC score 400-450. This study was conducted during a compulsory
course in the fall semester of 2021, which aimed to develop students’ oral presentation
skills in English and consisted of a 90-minute class once a week for 15 weeks. The
course comprised a) group presentation of reading assignments, b) CL, and ¢) project
presentations. The course was conducted in English, which is a foreign language for the
students; however, during the CL activities, the students were allowed to use their first
language, Japanese.

Each student was assigned to a group, and each group was tasked with making a
presentation on assigned public speaking skills based on the reading materials. After
the group presentation, the instructor provided feedback on the students’ presentation
skills based on the following criteria: non-verbal, verbal, PPT slides, and presentation
content. In addition, the instructor provided general comments on each category.

Table 1 provides an example of the class schedule, which includes both reading
assignments and group activities. The pair-group activity incorporated three key
elements: practicing specific presentation skills, receiving peer feedback, and

discussing strategies for improvement.

Table 1.
FExample of Class Schedule
Readings and Presentation Presentation and Group work
. . Your Favorite XXX
Delivery Skills Maintaining Eye Contact, Posture
Ending the Speech Present the Title Slide and Outline (1)-(9)
Effect of Visual Aids Present the Title Slide and Outline (10)-(18)
Present the Body and Conclusion (1)-(9)
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Present the Body and Conclusion (10)-(18)

Consultation [Zoom] If Necessary

Winter Break for Three Weeks

Presentation (Final) (1)-(9)
Presentation (Final) (10)-(18)

For instance, as shown in Table 1, one reading assignment focused on delivery skills,
specifically eye contact and posture. Based on what they learned from group
presentations and textbooks, students practiced these skills by delivering a one- to
two-minute mini-presentation in pairs or small groups. The students selected topics for
these mini-presentations, such as students’ favorite things, characters, foods, or places.
During the mini-presentations, students concentrated on maintaining eye contact and
posture while their peers provided feedback on these aspects. Following the feedback,
students engaged in discussions to identify ways to enhance their delivery skills.

In the project presentation, the students chose topics related to language, education,
and communication. In the middle of the course, they presented their projects as a
rehearsal. They had four weeks to prepare for the final presentation. In the rehearsal,
they were required to give a presentation on the title slide and outline section on the
same day, and then present the body and conclusion sections on another day. However,
in the final presentation, they gave the entire presentation. Therefore, it is difficult to
compare their performances between the rehearsal and final presentation.

At the end of the semester, the students completed a class evaluation sheet written
in Japanese, providing their answers in Japanese. The evaluation sheet comprised four
sections: Section 1 included five questions about the general evaluation of the course,
Section 2 contained six questions related to presentation skills, Section 3 focused on CL
with three questions, and Section 4 addressed project presentations with three
questions. In this study, the results from Sections 1 and 2 were excluded from the
analysis, as these sections evaluated the course as a whole. Instead, the analysis
focused on the results from Sections 3 and 4. An overview of the questions in these

sections 1s provided below.
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Section 3 (CL)
a) Please provide more details on the aspects of CL that you feel are particularly

effective.

Section 4 (Project Presentation)
a) What specific points did you keep in mind during the final presentation?
b) After rehearsing the Introduction, Body, and Conclusion separately, how did you

modify and improve the final presentation?

Thematic analysis of Sections 3 and 4 was conducted using Braun and Clarke’s
(2006, p. 87) six phases: a) familiarizing with the data, b) generating initial codes, c)
searching for themes, d) reviewing themes, e) defining and naming themes, and f)
producing the report. Multiple codes were assigned to individual responses.

To summarize our review of the current study design, the participants focused on
learning English oral presentation skills. They completed a class evaluation sheet, and

the results of the open-ended questions were subjected to thematic analysis.

4. Results

This section presents the results of the thematic analysis. Findings on the
effectiveness of collaborative learning (CL), based on responses to Section 3 of the
evaluation sheet, are discussed in Section 4.1. The analysis of project presentation
performances, derived from responses to Section 4, is detailed in Section 4.2. The

students’ responses were translated into English by the author for analysis.

4.1 Results of Thematic Analysis on the Effectiveness of CL

The thematic analysis of the effectiveness of CL (Section 3(b)) generated five
themes: a) noticing the gap, b) knowledge co-construction, ¢) overcoming weaknesses, d)
behavior modeling, and e) psychological improvement. Table 2 includes the five main
themes, their characteristics, and the codes included in each theme. In this section,

each result is reported along with some of the students’ comments.
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Thematic Representation of CLs Effectiveness

Theme

Characteristics

Code

Noticing the gap

Students noticed the gap
between their intention and
the audience’s perception.

Noticing the gap: Nervousness was
positive

Noticing the gap: Eye contact

Noticing good and bad points from
peer feedback

Feedback from peers: Presentation
materials

Knowledge
co-construction

Students co-constructed
knowledge of the
presentation through CL.

Sharing points to be improved with
peers

Discussing one’s presentation
knowledge and skills

Making improvement plans with
peers

Confirming information Receiving
feedback from different people

Overcome Students could overcome Lots of opportunities to practice

weakness their weaknesses by through mini-presentations
repeating practice within a Overcome weakness by receiving
small group. feedback from peers

Behavior Students learn presentation  Learning from peers’ performance

modeling skills by watching their
peers’ performances.

Psychological Students established Gaining confidence

improvement relationships with Establishing relationships with

classmates and repeatedly
practiced within a small
group, which reduced their
anxiety and gave them

confidence.

classmates

Encouraged by peers to put forth
hard work to give better

presentations

Reducing anxiety by repeatedly

giving short presentations

Theme 1, noticing the gap, describes how the students observed a gap between

their intentions and their peers’ perceptions. The most frequently mentioned benefit of

CL was receiving objective feedback from peers. The following extract from three

students exemplifies this:
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Extract 1:

I tried to emphasize the words and make eye contact a lot, but my intention was not
being conveyed.

1 felt nervous, but my partner did not notice.

I understood my strong points and weaknesses, which I did not notice myself

through the CL activity.

In the second theme, knowledge co-construction, the students’ co-constructed
knowledge of delivering oral presentations. In other words, they learned and improved
their presentation skills and knowledge by themselves and with their peers. They
shared the points that had to be improved and discussed improvement plans.
Furthermore, they attempted their own plans. Moreover, peer discussions were

beneficial for students, as the following examples in Extract 2 show:

Extract 2:
We shared our difficulties and points to be improved. Then, I practiced my weak
points repeatedly in delivering mini-presentations in the CL activity.

Discussing the way to improve our difficulties and weaknesses was beneficial for me.

In the third theme, overcoming weaknesses, the students felt that they could
overcome their weaknesses through CL activities. Practicing mini-presentations with
peers was particularly beneficial for becoming acclimatized to delivering formal oral

presentations.

Extract 3:
I practiced a Ilot and received feedback through CL activities, which enabled me to

overcome my weaknesses.
In the fourth theme, behavior modeling, students learned to deliver oral

presentation skills by watching peer presentations and engaging in discussions with

them.
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Extract 4:
When we showed presentations to each other in the CL activities, I noticed that each
presenter had different intentions and ways of emphasizing important points. Thus,

1 could apply what I learned from my peers.

The last theme, psychological improvement, describes how students establish
relationships with their classmates, which allowed them to reduce their anxiety and
gain more confidence in giving presentations. In addition, their peers encouraged them

to make efforts to deliver better presentations.

Extract 5:
I could get closer to my classmates emotionally and gain more confidence in
delivering a presentation to them.

I was stimulated by my peers’ high-level presentations.

4.2 Results of Thematic Analysis of the Project Presentation Performance

The subject for the analysis of this theme can be seen in Section 4 (a) and (b),
however, the students were confused by the two questions and were unable to
distinguish between the preparation stage before the presentation and the things to be
conscious of during the presentation. Therefore, the answers to these two questions
have been combined. The thematic analysis generated five themes: a) improving slide
content, b) improving manuscript content, ¢) improving non-verbal skills, d) enhancing
verbal skills, and e) establishing rapport with the audience. Table 3 includes the five
main themes, their characteristics, and the codes included in each theme. In this

section, each result is reported along with some of the students’ comments.

Table 3.
Thematic Representation of Project Presentation
Theme Characteristics Code
Improving Improving slides: more Clearly conveying the argument
slide persuasive, capture the Dehvermg a persuasive
. . presentation
content audience’s attention, and . . .
Ensuring a compelling presentation
convey content clearly. Improving the slides

10 Dialogue, Vol. 23
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Improving Improving the manuscript: Delivering a presentation that is

manuscript Using expressions that are easy to understand

content easy to understand. Using clear and comprehensible
language
Utilizing a collection of phrases
effectively

Improving Utilizing effective gestures, Gesture

non-verbal

skills

eye contact, and posture to
enhance the audience’s
understanding of the

presentation content.

Being conscious of conveying the

message

Posture

Eye contact

Enhancing Being mindful of emphasizing  Intonation
verbal skills  key points, and appropriate Emphasis

voice volume and speaking Emphasis: Pause

pace for the audience’s clarity Volume

of comprehension. Speaking slowly and clearly

Fluency

Establishing Establishing a good rapport Using a conversational tone when
rapport with  with the audience by adopting  addressing the audience
the a conversational tone and Being mindful of starting the speech
audience speaking with a cheerful and with a cheerful and engaging tone

engaging attitude.

The first theme in Section 4.2 on improving slide content means that students

improved their presentation slides to make arguments more persuasive, capture the
audience’s attention, and convey the content clearly. Extract 6 presents some examples

from students’ experience with improving slide content.
Extract 6:

I aimed to enhance the credibility of my presentation by incorporating results and

data from reliable sources such as government institutions’ surveys.
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For this presentation, I focused on memorizing the entire script to increase eye
contact with the audience. Additionally, I made sure to include animations in the

slides to keep the audience engaged and prevent boredom.

The second theme, improving manuscript content, indicates the improvements in

manuscript content. Extract 7 presents students’ efforts to promote the audience’s

understanding.

Extract 7:

I placed emphasis on speaking fluently and using clear and understandable
language from my script. My goal was to deliver a presentation that would be easily
understood by everyone.

To ensure that my key points were conveyed effectively, I tried to incorporate
phrases from phrasebooks and relied on statistics and information. I researched to

create a persuasive presentation on the content side.

The third theme, improving non-verbal skills, focused on students’ efforts to

reinforce the audience’s comprehension of the presentation content by employing

impactful gestures, maintaining eye contact, and adopting a confident posture.

to

Extract 8:
I was conscious of facing the audience without looking back at the screen. I made

sure not to memorize the script but only took minimal notes to “communicate” with
the audience.
I consciously emphasized eye contact and gestures towards the audience by not

creating a script and having only key phrases as notes at hand.

The fourth theme, enhancing verbal skills, meant that the students were attentive

accentuating important points and adjusting their volume and speaking pace

appropriately to ensure clarity among the audience.

12
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Extract 9:

I was conscious of approaching the presentation with ample composure to avoid
speaking too fast and maintain an appropriate pace.

I gave a presentation with the intention of effectively communicating with the
audience. Even If I experienced minor deviations from the script or moments of
forgetfulness, I quickly composed my thoughts on the spot and made sure to speak
slowly and clearly. As I gained confidence during the presentation, I incorporated ...

emphasizing essential keywords with deliberate pronunciation, ....

The last theme, establishing rapport with the audience, shows that students created
a positive connection with the audience through a friendly and interactive tone, while

delivering the presentation with enthusiasm and an engaging attitude.

Extract 10:

I made a conscious effort to maintain eye contact and use a conversational tone,
minimizing my reliance on the script.

At the beginning of the speech, I focused on speaking with a bright and high-toned

voice, considering the flow of the entire presentation.

Thus far, we have discussed the thematic analysis results of the effectiveness of CL
on learning English oral presentation skills and knowledge, and project presentation
performance. The results on the basis of these themes are discussed in the following

section.

5. Discussion

The main findings of this qualitative survey suggest that CL activities (in this case,
practicing focused presentation skills, receiving feedback from peers, and discussing
ways to improve presentation skills) are beneficial for learning English oral
presentation skills and techniques in the Japanese context. The Japanese freshmen
noticed the gap between their intentions and the audience’s perceptions and amended
their performances by watching their peers’ presentations and receiving feedback from

their peers. Additionally, they shared their weaknesses and problems and
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co-constructed ideas to improve their performance with their peers. Moreover, their
anxiety about delivering presentations reduced and they established friendships with
their peers. These findings are consistent with studies in other related areas that
support the idea that CL includes benefits, such as sharing knowledge (Coleman, 1998),
creating opportunities for learning (Golub, 1988), constructing new understanding
(Smith & MacGregor, 1992), and observing and imitating peers’ strategies (Azmitia,
1988).

Furthermore, the students utilized what they had learned through CL in their
project presentations, and noticed the gap between their intentions and the audience’s
perceptions, thus receiving immediate feedback on ways to improve their presentation
performance. As shown in Table 2 and 3, the students discussed ways to improve their
presentation in terms of both content and performance and learned from each other’s
performance through CL. Subsequently, they tested their assumptions regarding
improving their presentations in small sections. Eventually, they reported that they
utilized what they had learned through CL for their final project presentations.

This study suggests the potential benefits of CL activities in improving
English-speaking skills in Japanese EFL situations, especially English oral
presentation knowledge and individual students’ skills. However, there is still scope for
further research. The current study only investigated students’ perceptions toward CL
to improve their oral presentation. Therefore, further studies need to compare students’
presentations at the beginning and end of the course and examine the effectiveness of
the CL activity in improving their performance.

In addition, the students answered a questionnaire at the end of the course, which
meant that they had to remember what and how they thought during the activity.
Therefore, we heavily relied on students’ memory and could not precisely gauge how CL
was performed. Moreover, in the future, it will be necessary to record students’

thoughts during the CL activity and examine what they have done during the activity.

6. Conclusion
The findings support the idea that teaching presentation skills combined with CL

activities is potentially beneficial for learning English oral presentation skills and

techniques in the Japanese context. However, it remains unclear whether this activity
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has effectively improved Japanese EFL students’ oral presentation performance.
Further studies are needed to compare students’ presentations at the beginning and
end of the course and examine the effectiveness of CL activities in improving their

performance.
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Reflection on Learning in Student Speech Instruction:
Through Review Sheets
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This study reports on English speech instruction at a public junior high school,
guided by the principles of Proactive, Interactive, and Deep Learning outlined in
the national curriculum guidelines. Research has highlighted challenges in
developing speaking skills in Japanese junior high schools, including limited
opportunities for speaking, lack of confidence, and excessive concern over mistakes
(Oka, 1996; Kaneko, 2004; Izumi, 2016). Despite instruction on linguistic
knowledge, practices often prioritize accuracy over practical communication,
resulting in limited effects on motivation and confidence (Sugita, 2021). This study
aimed to explore how self-reflection and collaborative dialogue could enhance
students' speaking skills. Over the course of five lessons, students created 40-second
speeches about memories from the past three years. Data were collected through
reflection sheets completed by students in each lesson, providing insights into their
progress and peer learning experiences. The analysis suggested that students
engaged in self-reflection and incorporated collaborative feedback, which deepened
their understanding of and approach to speech. The findings suggest that
integrated, student-centered speech instruction, aligned with the goals of Proactive,
Interactive, and Deep Learning, can help students confidently deliver speeches in a
loud and clear voice by repeatedly practicing in front of their peers and exchanging

opinions with one another.
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