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Abstract 

In order to inform the redesign of L1-oral language education in secondary schools, international litera-
ture was analyzed to deduce key elements, effective and practical ingredients, of good quality L1-oral 
language lessons. Thirteen articles were selected based on a systematic database search and analyzed 
with Van den Akker’s curricular spiderweb (Thijs & Van den Akker, 2009). From the most frequently men-
tioned codes we could extract five, empirical based, key elements which support student oral language 
learning in the classroom: 1) a clear oral language skills framework with criteria; 2) the exploration of 
students’ speaking potential by analysis and assessment of oracy skills; 3) self-, peer- and teacher-feed-
back on speaking; 4) observations of and discussions about videotaped speakers; and 5) regular practice 
with various speaking tasks. In addition, L1-oral language curriculum should give students the chance to 
develop their oral language competence throughout the school year because this helps them 1. to build 
on their speaking experiences and 2. to let their confidence grow when speaking in public. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Over the last few decades, oral language education has gained a clear place in L1-
curricula all over the world. In England, Flanders, Germany, the Netherlands, Nor-
way, Sweden, the USA, France, Denmark and Finland, views on mother tongue edu-
cation have evolved in very similar ways. As Van de Ven (2005) and Sawyer and Van 
de Ven (2006) have indicated, the well-defined literary-grammatical L1 curricula of 
the 19th century and the personal, child-centered developmental paradigms of the 
early 20th century were followed in the 1960s and 1970s by a more open and soci-
ety-centered communicative paradigm. From the 1980s, a more normative and so-
ciety and economic-centered utilitarian paradigm emerged, which created scope for 
language teaching with a focus on language as a means of communication. Educa-
tional goals in secondary L1-education increasingly focused on teaching students to 
function in society and on emancipating them. In the mid-1990s there was a shift 
from the traditional focus on reading and writing in L1-education, and speaking and 
listening became important as well. 

This became all too clear when in 2001 the Council of Europe published The Com-
mon European Framework, meant to provide ‘a common basis for the elaboration 
of language syllabuses, curriculum guidelines, examinations, textbooks, etc. across 
Europe.’ The Council underlined the grown importance of oral language education 
in the L1- and L2-education by giving it a clear place in the Framework. Not long after 
that the OECD (2005, p.10) developed key competencies to inform the world wide 
PISA-project in which spoken and written language were described as essential tools 
‘for functioning well in society and the workplace and participating in an effective 
dialogue with others.’ In several Western countries, such as the Netherlands, these 
developments resonated in L1-education and oral language education nowadays has 
acquired a formal place in the L1-curriculum. 

Despite the increased attention for L1-oral language education in the last twenty 
years, there is hardly any present-day, empirical evidence about effective L1-oral 
language education available (Bonset & Braaksma, 2008; Kaldahl, Bachinger & 
Rijlaarsdam, 2019; Kaldahl, 2019). In order to inform L1-teachers in secondary 
schools and L1-curricula reformers, we analyzed international research literature to 
deduce key elements of good quality L1-oral language teaching. First, we provide 
more context by elaborating on the concepts of oracy, oral language skills and oral 
presentation competence and explaining our research focus on monologues. Then 
we will describe oral language education in the L1-secondary school curriculum in 
the Dutch context, which is also relevant to L1-oral language education in other 
Western countries. 

The concept of oracy is a rich one and researchers and educators seem to use 
different angles to understand and study it. Kaldahl et al. (2019, p.1) define oracy as 
the ‘most utilized and basic form of human communication’. They refer to Wilkinson 
(1965) who introduced the term oracy to describe the skills set which involves speak-
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ing and listening. Following Wilkinson, this set involves all kinds of speaking and lis-
tening forms in all kinds of (in)formal situations. From formal speeches for an audi-
ence to peer interaction in a small group. De Grez (2009), De Grez, Valcke and Roozen 
(2009; 2012) and Van Ginkel, Gulikers, Bieman and Mulder (2017) focus in their stud-
ies on ‘oral presentation competence’, which they define as ‘a combination of 
knowledge, skills and attitudes needed to speak in public in order to inform, self-
express, relate, or to persuade’ (De Grez, 2009, p. 5). De Grez et al. (2009) describe 
oral presentation competence criteria which can be categorized in criteria of con-
tent, delivery and general quality of speech performance. 

The Dutch L1-standards for secondary education operationalize oracy as a set of 
monological and dialogical skills. The student first has to learn to gather relevant in-
formation for the speaking task, and then to present it adequately in relation to the 
audience, speaking goal and speaking genre. In addition, students have to learn to 
respond adequately to conversation partners (Meestringa, Ravesloot & Bonset, 
2012). Monologues, mostly the formal public speech, are the most widely taught and 
assessed L1-oral language tasks in Dutch secondary schools (Gelinck, 2000 and Mee-
stringa & Ravesloot, 2012). This explains our focus on monologues in this literature 
review on L1-oral language education and our interest in the concept of oral presen-
tations, as defined by the Council of Europe (2001) and De Grez et al. (2009). 

Currently, groups of Dutch education experts are working on a revision of the L1-
curriculum. One of the main themes is learning to communicate in the mother 
tongue via reading, writing, speaking and listening. Knowledge of language and use 
of language are seen as vital elements of this. The experts state that it is important 
to teach students to become reflective, conscious language users (Coppen, 2018 and 
Curriculum.nu, 2018). They have built their opinions on international ideas about 
language awareness and education (Bolitho et al., 2003) which are embedded in the 
normative and society and economic-centered utilitarian paradigm. However, the 
practical implications of this view for Dutch L1-oral language education have not yet 
been worked out. 

Since the 1990s, several Dutch L1-experts have emphasized the importance of 
building a knowledge base on L1-oral language education with insights into good les-
son practices and valid and reliable ways to assess spoken language (Bonset & 
Braaksma, 2008 and Lammers, 1993). In the light of the upcoming L1-curriculum 
changes in secondary schools in the Netherlands, an analysis of empirical research 
on effective and practical ingredients of L1-oral language lessons in secondary edu-
cation was necessary. Taking into account the extent to which these ingredients 
mentioned in the literature inform educational practice based on empirical infor-
mation, they will be labelled as ‘key elements’ of good quality L1-oral language 
teaching. Meaning, meeting the educational goals which are set for L1-oral language 
education. 

The research question of this thematic, international literature study was: “What 
are the key elements of good-quality L1-oral language teaching in secondary educa-
tion?” 
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2. METHOD 

2.1 Search and selection of articles 

We conducted a systematic review study using the guideline of Okoli & Schabram 
(2010). We started the literature search with a pilot search (search 1) with the goal 
of selecting articles and refining the set of keywords. This final set of keywords was 
used for a second search, which was followed by a screening and reading phase, see 
Figure 1 for the flowchart. The whole procedure was evaluated and confirmed in a 
meeting with the authors. 

Figure 1. Flowchart showing the search and selection procedure 

 

The inclusion criteria and keyword lists of Search 1 and 2 are described in Table 1. 
Peer-reviewed studies published between 1995 and 2019 were included in the se-
lection. This time span was chosen because oral language education was formally 
implemented in L1-curricula in many Western countries in these two decades (Coun-
cil of Europe, 2001 and Verbeek, 1996). In the Netherlands, new L1-standards were 
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introduced in secondary schools in 1996, with oral language as a new formalized el-
ement (Hulshof, Kwakernaak & Wilhelm, 2015). 

Table 1: Inclusion criteria and key words 

Type Inclusion criteria Search 1: pilot list of 
key words 

Search 2: refined list of key 
words 

Education type secondary educa-
tion 

secondary education, 
education 

 

Classroom context L1 education L1, mother tongue ed-
ucation 

 

Language skill oracy, mono-
logue, presenta-
tion 

oral language, speech, 
speaking, speaking 
task, speaking compe-
tence, presentation, 
public speaking 

oral language, speech, speak-
ing, speaking task, speaking 
competence, presentation, 
public speaking, oracy, commu-
nicative competence, commu-
nication skills, oral presenta-
tion, pedagogy, rhetoric 

Language of pub-
lication 

English and Dutch   

Year of publica-
tion 

1995 or later   

Snowball articles 
year of publica-
tion 

1995 or later   

Scientific quality peer-reviewed 
journals or book 
chapters 

  

The ‘All databases’ search option in Web of Science and the search engine Google 
Scholar were used to search for relevant publications. In Search 1, this procedure 
resulted in 45 publications. By scanning titles and abstracts, the search was extended 
to specific journals: Language and Education, The Journal of Language Teaching and 
Learning, Language Teaching Research, Journal of Language and Education and Lan-
guage Awareness (+1). A backward and forward snowballing procedure (Wohlin, 
2014) based on references from these 45 publications did not lead to more relevant 
publications. 

Of all the publications (N = 45) which were found in Search 1, the first and second 
authors read the titles, the keywords and abstracts. Studies conducted in higher ed-
ucation, non-peer-reviewed articles as well as studies solely focusing on debates or 
polylogues were left out. Twelve studies were selected. After that, all the authors 
decided on the list of refined keywords for the second search phase (see Table 1). 

For Search 2, the first author used the same procedure as in Search 1 (with the 
same search engines, inclusion criteria and combinations of keywords). This second 
search resulted in four more articles being added to the set of twelve. We then asked 
two experts on oral language education to check the list of sixteen articles and to 
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suggest possible missing publications; this resulted in the addition of one more arti-
cle to our list. 

After reading the seventeen articles, the authors agreed to exclude four of them. 
It turned out that these concerned research carried out in the context of higher ed-
ucation. Of the thirteen articles included in the selection, some reported about more 
contexts than only secondary education or about monologues and dialogues. 

2.2 Data analysis 

The first author conducted a deductive procedure to analyze the data with several 
checks in the analyzing process by the co-authors. Firstly, the research question, re-
search methodology and findings were summarized (see Table 3). Secondly, all the 
articles were fully analyzed for substantiated conclusions and claims about good 
quality L1-oral language teaching. To categorize this information, we used the gen-
erally accepted and commonly used curricular themes from Van den Akker’s curric-
ular spiderweb (Thijs & Van den Akker, 2009), see Table 2. This instrument helps to 
provide an overview of the main aspects of educational curricula, in this case of the 
L1-oral language curriculum. 

The results section provides an overview of the findings of the thirteen articles 
clustered into the curricular spiderweb thematic framework. Based on this cluster-
ing, we extracted key elements of L1-oral language lessons. We weighed the findings 
by determining the scientific value of the articles and the distinctive coded items per 
curricular theme, taking into account the extent to which these informed educa-
tional practice based on empirical information. 

The thirteen articles hardly addressed the themes Time and Location; therefore, 
these themes did not inform the key elements. In addition, the findings in Rationale, 
Objectives and Content did not inform the key elements, as these aspects were not 
objects of research in the eleven selected articles.  
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Table 2. Curricular themes and questions, based on Van den Akker’s spiderweb, used for the 
analysis of the selected articles 

Curricular themes and questions 

Rationale: 
Why should we teach/develop students' L1 oral language skills? 

Objectives: 
Which objectives should L1-oral language education aim for? / 
Towards which goals of oral language are students learning? 

Content: 
What are they learning? 

Learning activities: 
Which learning activities are most suitable in order to obtain these objectives?/ 
How are they learning? 

Organization and teacher role: 
How could these learning experiences be organized effectively? / How is the 
teacher facilitating the learning of L1-oral language? 

Grouping: 
With whom are students learning? 

Materials and resources: 
With what are they learning? 

Time 
When are they learning? (planning) 

Location 
Where are they learning? (physical and digital learning environment and their inte-
rior) 

Assessment: 
How can we determine whether the objectives have been achieved? / How is their 
learning assessed? 

3 FINDINGS 

3.1 Overview of studies 

The research questions, research methods and outcomes of the thirteen articles are 
shown in Table 3. This overview enabled us to gain insight into what the thirteen 
articles concluded in relation to L1-oral language education.  

The descriptive qualitative research and quantitative research presented in the 
articles not only differ in scientific approach and sample sizes but also in research 
objects and identified central concepts. Eleven of the thirteen articles can be typified 
as empirical studies. Six of them are case studies (one of them with a specific focus 
on the assessment of oral language). One article can be characterized as a literature 
review with a historical focus (Keith, 2008). One article reports on a collection of 
empirical, quantitative studies about the use of video to provide feedback (Bourhis 
& Allen, 1998). Oliver, Haig and Rochecouste (2005) report on oral language class-
room practices in several schools and Carlson and Smith-Howell (1995) present a 
study on the reliability and validity of L1-oral language assessment instruments for 
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the assessment of public speaking. Casteleyn (2019) presents a quasi-experimental 
design study on speaking stress and speaking competence under impact of an im-
provisational theatre program. Finally, in the selection of thirteen, two studies do 
not show empirical evidence. Cohen and Wei (2010) present a description of a lesson 
intervention and the article of Keith (2011) can best be characterized as an essay 
based on a literature study. 

In the thirteen articles the following examples of research objectives and used 
central concepts can be discovered: teaching of oracy, oral language skills, commu-
nicative competence, public speaking competence, effective speech, (formative and 
summative) assessment of speaking skills, feedback on speaking and confidence of a 
public speaker. From the majority of articles (10) a broad view occurs on oracy and 
public speaking competence, roughly including the skills which are categorized by 
Mercer, Warwick and Ahmed (2016): physical skills (e.g. voice and body language); 
linguistic (e.g.vocabulary and structure); cognitive (e.g. content; reasoning and audi-
ence awareness) and social & emotional skills (e.g. confidence while speaking). 
Where some authors give specific attention to the justification of their research ob-
jects and make serious efforts to define their central concepts (e.g. Baxter 2002; 
Mercer et al., 2016 and Patiung, Tolla, Hum & Dolla, 2015), other authors (e.g. 
Bourhis & Allen, 1998 and Cohen & Wei, 2010) provide more global information. The 
possible cause for this variation is the lack of a strong theoretical base of well-defined 
central concepts in this still relatively new research field of L1-oral language educa-
tion. However, it seems the majority of the authors have a rather broad understand-
ing of concepts like oracy and oral language skills, meaning they acknowledge oracy 
as a rich construct manifesting in various oral forms and oral language skills as a set 
of different interrelated competencies.
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Table 3: Overview of the selected articles (N = 13): research questions, type of research and research method, results and conclusions 

Authors and 
year of publica-
tion 

Research question Type of research and research method Results and conclusions 
 

Baxter, 2000 
 

In the context of contributing 
to curriculum development 
work, this study focuses on 
what constitutes an effective 
‘public’ speaker at GCSE level 
and on how English teachers 
can help their students de-
velop such skills? 

An ethnographic case study in the UK of a Year 10 class with 24 
students. Data from: lesson observations, video recordings, semi-
structured interviews with the teacher and groups of students, 
and a staff moderation meeting where students’ work was as-
sessed. Data-analysis: a multi-method approach.  

This study argues that students have to become effective instead of dominant speakers. To be-
come effective speakers, students have to develop 1) their ability to speak out; 2) their case-
making skills; 3) flexibility while speaking, moving between different styles of engagement; 4) 
the ability to challenge dominant views; 5) ways of using humor to persuade or draw the atten-
tion. For teachers it is important to 1) create a safe learning environment with regular opportu-
nities to practice oral language skills; 2) give the students the chance to act in competitive set-
tings; and 3) help students to meta-analyze and discuss the effectiveness of examples of video-
taped speakers. 

Baxter, 2002 
 

This study ‘investigates why it 
is that boys often appear to 
be more confident and adept 
than girls at speaking out in 
classroom public contexts.’ 

An ethnographic case study in the UK of a Year 10 class with 24 
students. Data from: lesson observations, video recording, semi-
structured interviews with the teacher and groups of students, 
and a staff moderation meeting where students’ work was as-
sessed. Data-analysis: a multi-method approach. 

 

Evidence in this explorative study showed that boys are indeed more powerfully positioned than 
girls in a variety of speaking tasks. They are more likely to use a sidekick or support group, gener-
ally accepted by an audience of boys and girls. When girls do the same, this is generally not ac-
cepted by a similar audience. Furthermore, boys are better than girls at using humor effectively 
in their oral tasks. The researcher claims that teachers need to discuss with their students why 
some speakers are more effective than others and to help them understand why it is that public 
speaking is more challenging for some speakers than for others. 

Bourhis & Al-
len, 1998 
 

What effect does the use of 
videotaping have in public 
speaking courses to provide 
feedback to students? 

A quantitative synthesis study: a collection of empirical, quantita-
tive studies (N=12) about the use of video technology in the 
teaching of public speaking and experimental studies in the con-
text of college and higher education. The goal is to determine the 
average effect size across the group of studies through meta-
analysis.  

This study has four main findings. The use of videotaped feedback ensures 1) better content of 
student speeches; 2) greater oral skill acquisition; 3) better performance on objective tests and 
4) it ensures a more positive attitude towards the basic speaking course. There is no sign of in-
creased anxiety when videotaped feedback is added to a public speaking course. Based on these 
results the use of videotaped feedback for instructional uses in oral language lessons is justified.  

Carlson & 
Smith-Howell, 
1995 
 

‘Do evaluation forms and/or 
speech evaluation experience 
affect speech ratings?’ 

A descriptive and methodological study which investigates the 
reliability and validity of speech rating instruments and the edu-
cational backgrounds of raters (N = 58) in public speaking 
courses. Participants with varying degrees of experience with rat-
ing rated two speeches (at A- and C-level) with four different rat-
ing forms. Analysis: Cronbach’s alpha; paired comparison t-tests; 
series of one-way analyses of variance with follow-up Newman-
Keuls tests and paired t-tests.  

Results show that various sets of evaluation forms and the speech evaluation experience and 
backgrounds of raters do not affect speech ratings. The researched forms contained commonly 
used oral language criteria (‘the fundamental constructs of content and delivery’) and rating 
scales. All forms used had total score reliability. Less or more experienced raters could deter-
mine whether criteria were absent or present in the speeches, which indicated content validity. 
The authors claim that their study shows that teacher-constructed procedures for oral language 
assessment are reliable and valid. Finally, ‘a lack of extensive rater training and experience does 
not appear to have a major negative impact on the evaluation process.’ 

Casteleyn, 
2018  

This study ‘investigated the 
impact of improv(isational) 
theatre training on public 
speaking stress and public 
speaking competence of stu-
dents 
aged 17–18 years.’ 

A case study with an adopted mixed-method design. Data from: a 
pre- and post-test self-report of public speaking stress. For this a 
Dutch version was used of the form of Hook, Smith and Valen-
tiner (2008) with a seven-point Likert scale. Participants were 
Grade 12, L1-secondary school students (average age of 17 years; 
N = 35) who either were part of an intervention group or of a 
control group. The speaking competence of the students in both 
conditions was assessed before and after the received education 
via comparative judgement of videotaped speaking tasks (N = 64) 
by 13 assessors who all have an educational profession. The in-
tervention consisted of four 50-minute improvisational theatre 
training sessions.  

Findings are: public speaking competence in the control group at both test moments showed a 
‘robust relationship’. However, in the experimental group this result could not be found. Sec-
ondly, in the experimental group at test moment 2 there ‘was no longer a difference in quality in 
the public speaking competence related to whether the topic of the speaking task was student 
oriented.’ [..] Also, ‘the significant relationship between public speaking stress and public speak-
ing competence at test moment 1 disappeared at test moment 2.’ The author shows that the im-
pact of the improvisational training on public speaking stress is not detected. He claims that the 
qualative data analysis implies that there are some tendencies which indicate an impact of the 
intervention on public speaking anxiety and speaking competence over a longer period of time 
and for students ‘with a distinctive but limited amount of public speaking stress’ but not for stu-
dents ‘who experience no stress when speaking in front of an audience’. 
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Casteleyn, 2019  ‘Does an improvisation training 

that focuses on eye-contact, 
body language, and voice have 
an impact on the public speak-
ing competence of students in 
secondary education?’ 

A study with a quasi-experimental design consisting of an interven-
tion group which experienced four lessons of theatre exercises and a 
control group which experienced ‘regular’ L1-lessons which not spe-
cifically focused on the training of public speaking. Data was derived 
from a one minute pre- and post-test of speaking competence of 
Grade 10, L1-student participants (N = 18, average age of 15 years) 
in secondary education. The tests were videotaped (N = 33) for com-
parative judgement by 3 assessors. The General Linear Model AN-
COVA analysis was used to answer the research question. 

The impact of the intervention on speaking competence was shown to be significant but 
moderate. The author gives a number of reasons to explain these results. He claims that 
possibly the actual effect of the intervention was not directly examined in this study, due 
to the more holistic way of assessment rather than to assess only eye-contact, body lan-
guage and voice in relation to speaking competence.    

Cohen & Wei, 
2010 
(CW) 

How can the analogy of music 
in oral language lessons stimu-
late students’ oral language 
competence: in particular, 
teaching them to speak power-
fully?   

A substantiated description of a lesson intervention based on analo-
gies derived from the world of music with pedagogical advice on oral 
language education.  

The analogy of music as speech has proved itself to be an effective way for teachers and 
students to explore the fundamentals of speech delivery, such as speaking powerfully and 
delivering a message ‘which resonates with the audience’. The authors argue that a good 
composer, like an effective speaker, 1) uses repeating themes; 2) evokes emotion; and 3) 
builds to a climax. They state (but do not prove) that the described music intervention will 
help students to critically overthink their own (improvement of) communication skills and 
will help them to understand how professional speakers use musical images to influence 
their audiences.  

Keith, 2008 
 

How can we describe the his-
tory of the views, the goals and 
discussions of different groups 
of oracy teachers from 1880 to 
2008 in the United States of 
America and their influence on 
research about oral language 
education? 

Literature study. Historical overview of the speech field ‘by examin-
ing the primary sources for its institutional and pedagogical origins’, 
such as reports of expert meetings and essays from academic fields 
and departments. The author uses descriptions and quotes. 

This study shows that at the beginning of the 20th century, the founding of this educa-
tional discipline coincided with a civic focus on teaching and pedagogy. ‘The pedagogy of 
the early field did not represent simply a move from platform entertainment to business ef-
ficiency, but a reconfiguration of the meaning of speaking, bringing out an underlying stra-
tum of civic and democratized value.’  Teachers claimed that students, while practicing 
public speaking and debating, also practiced democratic forms and norms. These objec-
tives still exist in oral language education, alongside more practical oral objectives in a 
complex mix of civic implications of speech pedagogy. The author concludes with that ‘we 
need to understand this past as we move into our curricular futures’. 

Keith, 2011 
(K11) 

How did the earlier communi-
cation specialists see and prac-
tice their work and how can 
that help us to understand and 
improve the work of present-
day speech teachers? 

An argumentative essay based on a literature study and a historical 
analysis of a variety of sources ‘from discussion, to debate, to peda-
gogy’ that led to a ‘disciplinary matrix’.   

The paper provides an overview of the disciplinary history of the educational field of Com-
munication in America and its pedagogical and performative trends. The goals of public 
speaking courses in the early twentieth century and still now, are: making students more 
effective speakers, improving their speaking skills and their skills in dealing with others. In 
our times, students not only learn to improve their speaking skills but they also learn about 
communication. Classical rhetoric has important elements for oral language education but, 
since the early twentieth century, oral language education has adopted many theories 
from fields such as social science and philosophy. Keith argues that ‘[..] important theoreti-
cal problems of rhetoric and communication theory manifest themselves in rich, complex, 
and satisfying ways in the context of our basic courses, and [..] we should take these 
courses seriously as sites of political action and theoretical, critical reflection (Campbell, 
1996).[..] When we can fully reclaim our heritage as speech teachers, we will be ready to 
chart our disciplinary future’.    
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Mercer, War-
wick & Ahmed, 
2016 

How can we develop and scien-
tifically validate a toolkit for 
teachers (to use with Year 7 
students, age 11 and 12), ena-
bling teachers' monitoring and 
assessment of student progress 
in oral language skills? 
 

Qualitative and quantitative research: a case study on the use of an 
oral assessment tool. Data from: studying existing frameworks and 
testing schemes, consultations with experts in focus group sessions. 
Video recordings of students’ oral tasks (N = 16). Different modera-
tion meetings with experts to assess and compare student work. In 
the developmental process of the Toolkit, trials were conducted of 
tasks and assessment rating schemes in oral language lessons. Data 
analysis included calculating inter-rater reliability (IRR) of the assess-
ments by using a Pearson correlation. 

The Cambridge Oracy Assessment Project has to a ‘reasonable extent’ produced ‘an As-
sessment Toolkit that combined research-based validity with practical ease of use for 
teachers’. The toolkit consists of ‘(a) a framework for understanding the spoken language 
skills that their students will need to use talk effectively in the various social situations they 
find themselves in; (b) a set of tasks for assessing their students' oracy skills across a sam-
ple of such situations; and (c) a rating scheme which provides a valid and fairly reliable way 
of assessing individual students' levels of competence and the progress they make over 
time’. From the interview data with students, it is suggested that students recognize the 
importance of oral language skills and see the developed Toolkit tasks and criteria as com-
prehensible and clear. The author argues that this means that students will be motivated 
and will ‘perform to the best of their abilities’ with this Assessment Toolkit in the L1-oral 
language classroom. 

Oliver, Haig & 
Rochecouste, 
2005 

What place do oral language 
and communicative compe-
tence have in the current 
teaching and assessment prac-
tices of secondary schools in 
Western Australia? 

Descriptive qualitative research about teaching and assessment of 
oral language in Western Australian secondary schools (N = 13), with 
staff and students of Years 8 and 11. Data-collection: teacher inter-
views, three online student tasks and student follow-up discussion. 

This study shows that Australian teachers acknowledge the importance of L1-oral language 
education for the student's social skills and future life and career. But they also face prob-
lems with incorporating oral language tasks in the L1-classroom, because of the im-
portance of writing in the L1-curriculum. Furthermore, teachers report a lack of oral lan-
guage assessment skills. This study shows evidence of a very narrow view that teachers 
have ‘[..] of what constitutes oral language’. Performance speech is the most widely taught 
and assessed oral form in secondary schools, while the broader range of oral language ac-
tivities is almost entirely neglected in practice. ‘Students involved in the study were [..] 
aware of many weaknesses in their communicative competence and that these were not 
being addressed in the classroom.’ Students experience oral language tasks as ‘situations 
where they lacked confidence.’  They are, however, competent in analyzing their own oracy 
skills. The authors argue that a needs-based approach in oral language lessons is desirable, 
but that the current L1-curriculum and its associated teaching practices are expected to 
thwart attempts in that direction. 

Patiung, Tolla, 
Hum & Dolla, 
2015 

How can communicative edu-
cational approaches in an L1-
Indonesian setting positively in-
fluence the development of 
speaking skills? 

Descriptive qualitative research: an intervention study. Participants: 
the Indonesian language teachers and second-grade students in 
SMAN1. Data: video recording, observations, interviews and 
documentation. 

The authors claim that in a communicative approach to L1-speaking education, it is im-
portant for the teachers to act as ‘motivators, facilitators, counsellors, and mediators in the 
learning activities of the students.’  For the students, this approach has proven to be help-
ful by exploring their speaking potential and helping them to be actively and creatively in-
volved with their learning process. ‘It creates learning experiences that accommodate the 
needs of the students.’ 

Thompson, 2006 How can teacher-led and peer-
based formative assessment 
approaches to classroom talk 
improve the quality of stu-
dents’ thinking in oracy lessons 
at UK secondary schools? 

Qualitative research (case study) project which studied small group 
talk in the context of secondary education in the UK, Year 8-13 clas-
ses. Data-collection through videotaping, and transcriptions of 48 
small group debates. Data-analysis by focusing on three key features 
of progression in spoken debate in the data collection. 

This study argues that ‘both teacher-led and peer-based formative assessment approaches 
to classroom talk could be used to improve the quality of students’ thinking. If supported by 
a sociocognitive assessment model, such approaches would help to accelerate conceptual 
development and the quality of students’ talk by encouraging teachers to develop the qual-
ity of children’s thinking in a more systematic and conscious way. Spoken language can 
only be fully understood as the expression of thought.’  The use of a sociocognitive assess-
ment model, foregrounding primarily ‘(but not exclusively) the quality and content of stu-
dent thinking’  appears to be important for ‘enabling teachers to grasp what Vygotsky 
evocatively describes as ”the unexpected rapprochements, the leaps of thought, the treach-
erous generalizations, and the diffuse transitions” which characterize mental operations in 
the course of conceptual development (Vygotsky, 1987, p. 141).’ 
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3.2 Studies in relation to curricular themes 

The main findings of each study are summarized in Table 3. An overview of the find-
ings of the thirteen articles clustered into the curricular thematic framework is pro-
vided in Tables 4, 5 and 6. What should be noted here is that Keith’s (2008) historical 
literature study did not provide information about contemporary L1-oral language 
education and, therefore, relevant information about the curricular themes. Further-
more, only in Table 4, we did include the findings from Cohen & Wei (2010) and Keith 
(2011), to distinguish between the case description and argumentative essay, on the 
one hand, and the empirical studies on the other hand.  

3.2.1  Rationale, Objectives and Content 

The findings with respect to Rationale, Objectives and Content are presented in Ta-
ble 4. The Rationale of students learning L1-oral language is described in six articles 
and is predominantly about gaining social skills, being able to compete and be suc-
cessful in a global economy and becoming literate. In describing their views, some of 
the authors explicitly touch upon specific theoretical fields, such as classical rhetoric 
(Carlson & Smith-Howell, 1995; Keith, 2008; Keith, 2011); formative assessment 
(Thompson, 2006) and developmental psychology (Mercer et al., 2016). 

The information with respect to Objectives seems to be quite similar for the 
eleven articles that mentioned them. Eight articles, including those of Cohen & Wei 
(2010) and Keith (2011), state that students have to become confident (with high 
self-esteem or low feeling of anxiousness while speaking), persuasive (convincing) 
and effective (powerful) public speakers. 

In the theme Content, the authors show the variety of possibilities that can be 
learned in L1-oral language lessons, such as aspects of speech content, presenta-
tional skills and speech effectiveness. In general, the authors try to give clarity about 
the mentioned content items. Casteleyn (2019) for example elaborates on the con-
tent of ‘delivery’ (meaning eye-contact, vocal delivery, enthusiasm, interaction with 
the audience, body language), referring to the description of De Grez, Valcke & 
Roozen (2009). Another example is Patiung et al. (2015, p. 1094) who describe stu-
dents have to learn to master ‘the material; A good speaker seeks to master and 
learn the material to be conveyed. The speaker [..] examines various sources of ref-
erence. These sources are either in the form of books, magazines, newspapers or 
articles.’ 
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Table 4. Overview of curricular themes and articles: rationale, objectives and content  

Curricular theme 
and question 

Findings with the number of articles included between brack-
ets 

Rationale: 
Why should we 
teach/develop stu-
dents' L1-oral lan-
guage skills? 

Total (6) 
To stimulate social skills (4) 
To be able to compete and be successful in a global economy 
(4)   
To become literate (3) (to be able to exercise the rights and 
responsibilities of citizenship (2)) 
To stimulate cognitive development (1) 
To stimulate learning skills (1) 
To get into university (mandatory requirement) (1) 

Objectives: 
Which objectives 
should L1-oral lan-
guage education 
aim for? / 
Towards which 
goals of oral lan-
guage are students 
learning? 

Total (11) 
To speak confidently, persuasively (powerfully) and effec-
tively to a large audience and in debates or discussions (8) 
CW, K11 
To learn to reflect (2) (critically overthink own’s communica-
tion skills) (1) CW, (learn about one’s self, one’s culture and 
others’ culture) (1) 
To learn to think critically (1) 
To become well-developed communicators for their future 
professional lives (1) 
To boost creativity (1) 
To learn how to take risks (1) 
To learn to speak without preparation for an audience (1) 

Content:  
What are they 
learning? 

Total (10) 
Presentational skills (8) (having a convincing performance or 
delivery by use of voice (clarity, tone, tempo, etc.) (7); body 
language (posture, gestures, eye contact, etc.) (6); reflection 
skills (to make it possible to react to the audience on the 
spot) (3) K11 
Aspects of the speech content (6) (preparation skills: ‘under-
standing the background of the listener’ and the speaking 
context to make a convincing case (5); mastering of the mate-
rial, knowing the subject (4) CW, K11 
Structuring of the speech (3) CW 
Formulating, skills to select appropriate words and sentences 
(2)  
Cognitive skills, critical thinking (1)  

Argumentation or persuasiveness can be seen as a prominent Content element 
(what are they learning) in many Western L1-oral language curricula (for example of 
the USA: CCSI, 2015; Europe: Council of Europe, 2001; and also of the Netherlands: 
Meijerink, Letschert & Rijlaarsdam, 2009). The more striking is the lack of infor-
mation in our corpus of articles on teaching and learning of argumentation in oral 
language lessons, despite their attention for oral persuasiveness as an Objective. 
Only Thompson (2006) states explicitly that the quality of thinking is a key element 
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to improving oral argumentation skills. Some other authors indirectly refer to argu-
mentation, as Baxter (2000, p. 27) speaks of the importance of learning to make a 
convincing case to an audience and to ‘persuade other people to consider your point 
of view’; and as Mercer et al. (2016, p. 54) describes in his oral language criteria the 
criterium of ‘reasoning’[…] ‘giving reasons to support views’. These authors, how-
ever, don’t describe the teaching of argumentation in oral language lessons. 

3.2.2 Learning activities, Organization, Grouping and Materials 

The findings with respect to the themes Learning activities, Organization and teacher 
role, Grouping, and Materials and resources are presented in Table 5. The most men-
tioned Learning activities are receiving feedback (6), regularly practice of speaking 
skills (5) and the exploration or profiling of students’ speaking potential (3). Elabo-
rating on these findings, some authors make substantiated claims. Regarding feed-
back Mercer et al. (2016) and Patiung et al. (2015) claim that incorporating different 
forms of feedback in the L1-oral language lessons create a learning environment 
which nurtures the students learning needs. Bourhis & Allen (1998) claim that their 
research shows that the use of videotaped feedback for instructional uses in L1-oral 
language lessons is justified. Following Thompson (2006) formative feedback should 
integrate oral language skills with students’ thinking skills. He states that is has been 
shown this kind of integration stimulates the learning process in both directions. 

The authors describe different kinds of benefits (and kinds) of regularly planned 
speaking exercises. Baxter (2000) argues that observing and analyzing a range of 
speaking situations in authentic contexts (such as political speeches, talk shows, oc-
casional speeches) give students insight into how effective or ineffective other 
speakers are. Baxter (2000), Oliver et al. (2005) and Mercer et al. (2016) state that 
regularly practice of public speaking boosts the self-confidence of student speakers. 
Following these authors, (the lack of) confidence directly influences the speaking 
quality. Baxter (2000) and Casteleyn (2018; 2019) address the possible relationship 
between practicing drama in the classroom and the growth of students speaking 
confidence. 

Regarding the exploration or profiling of students speaking potential Baxter 
(2000, p. 34) suggests it is important that ‘students can be asked routinely to analyse 
their own and each other’s performances, as constructively as possible, after a given 
oral activity.’ The study of Patiung et al. (2015, p. 1096) show the link between teach-
ers who motivate ‘their students to explore their [speaking] potential continuously’ 
and the extent to which the students are actively and creatively involved in their own 
public speaking learning process. Finally, the research findings of Mercer et al. (2016, 
p. 53) advocate for building a ‘profile of a child’s oracy skills’ during the L1-oral lan-
guage lessons for the use of students ánd teachers to provide suitable guidance and 
instruction. 
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Table 5 Overview of curricular themes and articles: Learning activities, Organization and 
teacher role, Grouping, Materials and resources 

Curricular 
theme and 
question 

Findings with the number of articles included between brackets 

Learning ac-
tivities: 
Which learn-
ing activities 
are most suit-
able in order 
to obtain 
these objec-
tives? / How 
are they 
learning? 

Total (8) 
Feedback on speaking (6) (self (4); peer (4); teacher (2)) 
Regularly practice of speaking skills (with various tasks, such as: presentations, 
discussions, problem-solving activities, drama forms) (5) 
Exploration of students’ speaking potential, profiling the child's oracy skills 
(through analysis and assessment) (3) 
Observe and discuss videotaped speakers (2) 
Stimulate the development of listening and reading skills (1) 

Organization 
and teacher 
role: 
How could 
these learn-
ing experi-
ences be or-
ganized ef-
fectively? / 
How is the 
teacher facili-
tating the 
learning of 
L1-oral lan-
guage? 

Total (11) 
Provide regular and varied opportunities to practice, analyze and improve oral 
language skills (6)  
Assess the weaknesses and strengths of students’ speaking skills for a needs-
based approach (3) 
Organize feedback and reflection (3) (provide specific and informative teacher 
feedback (1); give instructions about video feedback (1); promote metacognitive 
reflection on students’ own contributions in classroom talk by focused teacher 
questioning (1); organize peer feedback (1). 
Provide a clear oral language skills framework with criteria (2) 
Explain criteria of oral language skills (2) 
Establish a fun atmosphere (2) (getting students in a cheery mood, encourage 
spontaneity) 
Establish a safe learning environment (1) (create an atmosphere of concentra-
tion and trust)  
Let students meta-analyze and discuss speaking examples and analogies for 
speech (1) 

Grouping: 
With whom 
are students 
learning? 

Total (5)  
A small peer group and with the whole class/group (plenary) (3) 
A small peer group and with the whole class/group (plenary) and alone (1) 
With a supportive group (1) 

Materials and 
resources: 
With what 
are they 
learning? 

Total (6) 
Feedback (3) 
A video camera (3) 
Specific tasks which match the criteria (3) (‘approached from the point of what 
the students’ oral language strengths might be at the time’(1); drama forms (2)) 
An assessment framework with clear criteria (3) 
Examples of speakers on video (1) 
Examples of video feedback (1) 
A set of LEGO (1) 

Since Learning activities are closely involved with Organization and teacher role, a 
similar picture as for Learning activities emerges for this next curricular theme. For 
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Organization and teacher role, authors of six research articles conclude that provid-
ing regular and varied speaking practice supports analysis and improvement of stu-
dents’ speaking skills. Three studies emphasize the importance of assessment of 
weaknesses and strengths of students’ speaking skills as well as organizing feedback 
and reflection (teacher, self and peer feedback). Adding to this rather similar picture 
with Learning activities some of the research articles make claims about the benefits 
of explaining oral language criteria (2) and providing a clear criteria framework (3). 
Furthermore, Casteleyn (2018; 2019) stresses the importance of a safe and fun learn-
ing environment for the speaking/improvisational lesson intervention he introduces. 

Complementing to what is also important for Learning activities and Organization 
and teacher role are the findings and claims with respect to Grouping (with whom 
are students learning?). Four of five studies which discuss Grouping suggest a com-
bination of grouping conditions for L1-oral language exercises: exercises in small 
peer groups, alone and in the whole class. 

Six articles provide information about certain Materials and resources which pos-
itively would affect the development of students L1-oral language skills. Most men-
tioned and explicitly described Materials and resources in the articles are feedback 
(3); a video camera (3); specific oral language tasks which match oral language crite-
ria (3) and an assessment framework with clear speaking criteria (3). 

3.2.3  Time, Location and Assessment 

In Table 6 an overview is provided of what the authors explicitly report about the 
curricular themes Time, Location and Assessment. None of the authors report on 
when students have to learn speaking skills. Only one article (Bourhis & Allen, 1998) 
includes information about Location, stating that it is advisable to let the students 
learn to reflect on speaking tasks at a place removed from the actual communication 
event. With respect to Assessment, a framework or form with clear criteria (3) was 
mostly advised for assessment followed by the recommendation to use video exam-
ples to provide a benchmark standard for performance (2). In addition to these two 
findings, Mercer et al. (2016) argue that this combination of assessment forms 
causes the students to be motivated and to perform to the best of their abilities, 
because students 1) recognize the importance of oracy skills; 2) understand the tasks 
and their procedures; and 3) know the criteria for success. Casteleyn (2019) claims it 
is best to assess L1-oral language competence in a holistic way. For his research he 
combines this with comparative judgment to get reliable test scores, referring to as-
sessment research in higher education. It is unclear, however, if Casteleyn believes 
that comparative judgement in combination with holistic assessment is also the best 
way in educational practice to assess L1-oral language.  
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Table 6 Overview of curricular themes and articles: Time, Location and Assessment 

Curricular theme and question Findings with the number of articles included between 
brackets 

Time: 
When are they learning? (planning) 

Total (0) 
 

Location: 
Where are they learning? (physical 
and digital learning environment 
and their interior)  

Total (1) 
At a place removed from the actual communication event 
(with the use of video) (1) 

Assessment: 
How can we determine whether the 
objectives have been achieved? / 
How is their learning assessed?  

Total (4) 
With the use of a framework with clear criteria for (form-
ative) assessment (3) 
With the use of a set of video examples to give teachers a 
benchmark standard for performance (because of relia-
bility and validity) (2) 
Holistic assessment, with all the aspects of the speaking 
competence (1) 

4 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

The aim of this study was to gain insights into key elements, effective and practical 
ingredients, of good quality L1-oral language teaching in secondary education from 
an international literature review. In our research, we focused on the education of 
monologues or oral presentations. First of all, we noticed that the thirteen selected 
research articles offered a diverse picture of L1-oral language research and educa-
tion. The selection included, for example, a historical overview of the discipline of 
oral language education (Keith, 2008), consultations of L1-oral language teachers 
(Oliver et. al, 2005) and educational design research (Mercer, et al., 2016). Despite 
this variety in research designs and research foci, it became clear that the majority 
of our corpus of articles seem to share a rather united, broad view on oracy and oral 
language skills in the L1-classroom, manifesting in various forms and involving differ-
ent interrelated competencies. 

4.1 Key elements of L1-oral language education 

To analyse the articles and ultimately to extract the key elements we used Van den 
Akker’s curricular spiderweb (Thijs & Van den Akker, 2009). Five of the curricular 
themes provided relevant, empirical information about key elements of L1-oral lan-
guage education: Learning activities (LA), Organization and teacher role (OT), Group-
ing (G), Materials and resources (MR), and Assessment (A). The findings in Rationale, 
Objectives and Content did not inform the key elements, while they weren’t an ob-
ject of research in the selection of thirteen articles. In addition, the themes Time and 
Location did not inform the key elements because the articles hardly addressed 
these themes. 
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The most frequently mentioned items, categorized in the five curricular themes, 
generated five empirically substantiated key elements of good-quality L1-oral lan-
guage teaching in secondary education: 

1) A clear oral language skills framework with assessment criteria (OT; A); 
2) The exploration of students’ speaking potential by analysis and assessment 

(LA; OT; A); 
3) Self-, peer- and teacher feedback (LA; OT; G; MR); 
4) Observations of and discussions about videotaped speakers (LA; OT; MR; 

G); and 
5) Regular practice with various speaking tasks (LA; OT; G). 

Key element 1, a clear oral skills framework with assessment criteria, implies that 
teachers should have a clear view on goals and criteria before they start teaching 
and testing oral language skills. Such a clear framework ‘would help teachers to plan 
how to use classroom discourse to enable their students to become more metacog-
nitively aware, and more skilled speakers and listeners’ (Mercer et al., 2016). Addi-
tionally, such a framework could act as a formative assessment instrument, so that 
students and teachers can analyze and monitor the learning process over a longer 
period of time (Mercer et al., 2016; Thompson, 2006). Having a clear framework 
would also allow testing of L1-oral language skills in a valid way (Carlson et al.,1995). 
The skills criteria presented by Mercer et al. (2016) (the physical; linguistic; cognitive 
and social and emotional) constitutes a useful basis for further work on this issue. 

Key element 2, the exploration of students’ speaking potential by analysis and 
assessment, implies that teachers ánd students are recommended to consciously an-
alyze and monitor the L1-oral language development of individual students. This 
means that teachers need to design learning tasks and materials which allow them 
to do this with their students. Oliver et al., 2005 (p. 220) claim in this respect that 
the learning tasks need to have a ‘needs-based approach’, linked to ‘what the stu-
dents oral language strengths might be at the time’. Also, an important prerequisite 
for Key element 2 is to reserve time for reflection and analysis in the L1-oral language 
lessons. 

Key element 3: self-, peer- and teacher feedback has several practical implica-
tions for L1-oral language education. The first is that teachers not only have to have 
feedback skills but also significant knowledge about how feedback can be used to 
stimulate learning processes and how feedback can best be organized in the L1-oral 
language classroom. Inspired by this and supported by Bourhis & Allen (1998), an-
other practical implication is to integrate classical instructions about the use of feed-
back in order to successfully integrate student feedback into the L1-oral language 
lessons. 

Key element 4, observations of and discussions about videotaped speakers, im-
plies that teachers have to collect videotaped examples of public speaking that can 
be observed and discussed in the L1-oral language classroom. Following Baxter 
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(2002, p. 94), these examples should give a varied view on speaking in public, show-
ing students ‘different discursive conditions according to categories such as age, 
race, class, gender and so on.’ Such observations and discussions could lead to the 
development of a shared understanding in the classroom of what is needed to be or 
become an effective public speaker. This also seems to be related to the advice to 
use a clear oral skills framework (key element 1) in the L1-oral language classroom. 

Following key element 5, regular practice with various speaking tasks, teachers 
would have to facilitate L1-oral language practice on a regular basis and with the use 
of different assignments for students. Our research implies that practice in small 
peer groups, alternated with speaking in front of the whole class is beneficial for the 
development of L1-oral language skills. Students can also benefit from occasionally 
videotaping their own speech and analyzing their performances. Furthermore, to 
boost students’ self-confidence, we recommend varying the more formal speaking 
tasks with more playful tasks, such as role-play or problem-solving activities. This 
advice is based on what Baxter (2000); Mercer et al. (2016); Oliver, et al. (2005) and 
Casteleyn (2018; 2019) have stated about confidence and the development of oral 
language skills acquisition. Teachers, ideally, have to take all this into consideration 
while preparing their L1-oral language lessons. 

It can be concluded that our corpus of selected articles show that it is advisable 
to combine the five key elements in the L1-oral language classroom: regular speaking 
practice with the use of feedback (student, teacher, peer), the use of analysis, self- 
and teacher-assessment, and observation tasks, combined with a list of clear criteria 
in the L1-oral language lessons. Our research suggests that students should be al-
lowed to develop their oral language skills with regular skills practice throughout the 
school year. This would give students the chance to consciously build on their learn-
ing experiences and to grow in self-confidence when speaking in public. All this 
seems to be consistent with the stated importance of helping students to become 
reflective, conscious language users and more language aware (Curriculum.nu, 2018; 
Coppen, 2018; Bolitho et al., 2003) and it also seem to fit with formulated aspects of 
formative assessment (Wiliam & Thompson, 2008), such as engineering effective 
classroom discussions, providing (self-, peer- and teacher-) feedback that moves 
learners forward, understanding criteria for success and activating learners as the 
owners of their own learning. 

4.2 Context information for understanding the key elements 

Important context information for understanding the key elements was provided by 
the analysis of the curricular themes Rationale, Objectives and Content. Even though 
the authors reported on different Rationales of L1-oral language education (support 
the development of social skills, help students to become successful in a global econ-
omy, etc.), they were quite unanimous about the aims of L1-oral language education. 
Common claims concerning Rationale, Objectives and Content, such as that students 
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have to learn to become confident (with high self-esteem or low feeling of anxious-
ness), persuasive (convincing) and effective (powerful) public speakers, are con-
sistent with the prevailing communicative and utilitarian paradigms (Van de Ven, 
2005; Sawyer and Van de Ven, 2006). 

A possible explanation for the little attention given to argumentation as Content, 
i.e., being able to understand oral and written persuasive texts and to produce them 
(Verbeek, 1996; Council of Europe, 2001), is that it is mainly viewed as fundamental 
to the L1-standards for reading and writing in Western secondary schools, and is 
therefore treated as not requiring explicit attention in the L1-oral language class-
room. Nevertheless, we believe it is important to explicitly address argumentation 
in the L1-oral language classroom because persuasiveness of the spoken text is an 
important objective of L1-oral language education. 

4.3 Implications for theory 

Despite the long tradition of oracy in education (e.g. classical rhetoric), this study 
revealed that international scientific research on L1-oral language education in sec-
ondary schools does not have a long tradition. The starting point for this study was 
the fact that there is hardly any present-day Dutch research available on L1-oral lan-
guage education at secondary school level. In the course of our research, we only 
found a small number of international studies on public speaking in secondary 
schools which, nonetheless, gave insights into effective and practical elements in L1-
oral language lessons. We therefore suggest that the formulated set of key elements 
could function as a scientifically substantiated starting point for describing good L1-
oral language lesson practices in pedagogical handbooks on L1-teaching. The set of 
key elements could also inform the current redesign of Dutch L1-oral language edu-
cation in secondary schools. 

4.4 Limitations and implications for future research 

For future research, it would be interesting to ask L1-pedagogical and curriculum 
experts, L1-teachers and their students for their views on (the importance of) edu-
cation of oracy and oral language skills and their experiences with L1-oral language 
education. Combined with observations of L1-oral language lessons and an analysis 
of the lesson materials used, this could provide important insights into the actual 
strengths and weaknesses of L1-oral language educational practice. Comparing 
these insights with the empirical based key elements distinguished in this research 
may contribute to the development of the L1-oral language curriculum in secondary 
schools and to making L1-oral language lessons more effective. 

Secondly, the small collection of articles that we studied provide no empirical 
information on how separate or combinations of different key elements might influ-
ence the L1-oral learning process of students. It would be interesting to examine this. 
An effect study, for example, would make it possible to see what scientific value, if 
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any, lies behind the claims made about cause-effect relations, such as regular prac-
tice in speaking and growth of self-confidence (Baxter, 2000; Casteleyn, 2018, 2019; 
Mercer et al., 2016 and Oliver et al., 2005). 

It would also be interesting to investigate if and how the prominent content ele-
ment missing from this study (argumentation in oral texts) is visible in current L1-
lesson practice and how this element relates to the L1-oral language development 
of students. 

This review study has its limitations because of the small number of articles 
found. There was a clear reason for choosing the defined search period of 1995-
2019. Due to the increased focus on oral language skills in Western L1-curricula of 
secondary schools in the last two decades, we expected to find a larger collection of 
research published in English and/or Dutch within this chosen time frame and from 
that collection a rather clear or concrete definition of oracy and oral language in the 
context of L1-oral language education. Evidently, educational research on L1-oral 
language in secondary education is still in its infancy, compared to, for example, re-
search on L1-writing. With this in mind, it could be worthwhile to expand this re-
search on L1-oral language education to suitable publications that may be available 
in languages other than English and Dutch and to the larger research field of the basic 
public speaking courses in Higher education. 

REFERENCES 

Baxter, J. (2000). Going public: teaching students to speak out in public contexts. English in Education, 
34(2), 81–98.  https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-8845.2000.tb00575.x 

Baxter, J. (2002). Jokers in the pack: Why boys are more adept than girls at speaking in public settings. 
Language and Education, 16(2), 81-96. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780208666821 

Bolitho, R., Carter, R., Hughes, R., Ivanic, R., Hitomi, M., & Tomlinson, B. (2003). Ten questions about 
language awareness. ELT Journal Volume, 57(3), 251-259. https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/57.3.251 

Bonset, H. , & Braaksma, M. (2008). Het schoolvak Nederlands opnieuw onderzocht, Een inventarisatie van 
onderzoek van 1997 tot en met 2007. [Dutch mothertongue education re-examined. An inventarisa-
tion of research from 1997 to 2007.] Enschede: SLO.  

Bourhis J., Allen, M. (1998). The role of videotaped feedback in the instruction of public speaking: A quan-
titative synthesis of published empirical research. Communication Research Reports 15(3), 256 -61. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824099809362121 

Carlson, R. & Smith-Howell D (1995). Classroom public speaking assessment: Reliability and validity of 
selected evaluation instruments. Communication Education 44, 87–97.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634529509379001 

Casteleyn, J. (2018). Playing with improv(isational) theatre to battle public speaking stress. Research in 
Drama Education: The Journal of Applied Theatre and Performance, 1-8.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/13569783.2018.1552129 

Casteleyn, J. (2019). Improving public speaking in secondary education–exploring the potential of an im-
provisational training. Contribution to a special issue on Assessing Oracy, edited by Anne-Grete Kal-
dahl, Antonia Bachinger, and Gert Rijlaarsdam. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 19, 
1-18. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2019.19.03.04 

CCSI (2015). Common core standards initative. English Arts Standards, 23e24 & 49e50, Available at: 
http://www.corestandards.org/ELA-Literacy/ Accessed 07.06.15. 

Cohen, S. D., & Wei, T. E (2010). Transmitting musical images: using music to teach public speaking. 
Communication Teacher, 24(3), 115-121. doi: 10.1080/17404622.2010.490227 

file:///C:/Users/Reinold%20Funke/AppData/Local/Downloads/%20https:/doi.org/10.1111/j.1754-8845.2000.tb00575.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780208666821
https://doi.org/10.1093/elt/57.3.251
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824099809362121
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2019.19.03.04


22 J.G.R. WURTH, E.H. TIGELAAR, H. HULSHOF, J. C. DE JONG, W.F. ADMIRAAL   

 

Coppen, P.A. (2018). Nieuwe perspectieven voor het schoolvak Nederlands. [New perspectives for Dutch 
mothertongue education.] Levende Talen Magazine, 105(5), 49-51.  

Council of Europe (2001). Common European Framework of Reference for Languages: Learning, Teaching, 
Assessment. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

Curriculum.nu, 2018. Available at: https://curriculum.nu/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Tweede-tus-
senproduct-ontwikkelteam-Nederlands-Curriculum.nu_-1.pdf 

De Grez, L. (2009). Optimizing the instructional environment to learn presentation skills. PhD Thesis, Uni-
versity of Gent. Retreived at https://biblio.ugent.be/publication/7051516/file/7051518.pdf  

De Grez, L., Valcke, M., & Roozen, I. (2009). The impact of goal orientation, self-reflection and personal 
characteristics on the acquisition of oral presentation skills. European Journal of Psychology of Edu-
cation, 24(3), 293. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf03174762 

De Grez, L.; Valcke M. & Roozen I. (2012). How effective are self- and peer assessment of oral presentation 
skills compared with teachers’ assessments? Active Learning in Higher Education, 13(2) 129–142. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787412441284  

DeSeCo. (2005). Definition and selection of competencies. Executive summary. Paris, France: Organisation 
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). Retrieved from https://www.oecd.org/educa-
tion/skills-beyond-school/definitionandselectionofcompetenciesdeseco.htm  

Gelinck, C. (2000). Discussie gesloten? Het debat op school - een betoog. [Discussion closed? The debate 
in school- a plea.] Levende Talen Tijdschrift, 1, 21-26. 

Ginkel van S., Gulikers J., Biemans H. & Mulder M. (2017) Fostering oral presentation performance: does 
the quality of feedback differ when provided by the teacher, peers or peers guided by tutor? Assess-
ment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 42:6, 953-966.  
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2016.1212984 

Hulshof, H., Kwakernaak, E., & Wilhelm, F. (2015). Geschiedenis van het talenonderwijs in Nederland. 
Onderwijs in de modern talen van 1500 tot heden. [The history of language education in The Nether-
lands. Education in the modern languages from 1500 to the present day.] Uitgeverij Passage. 

Kaldahl, A.-G. (2019). Assessing oracy: Chasing the teachers’ unspoken oracy construct across disciplines 
in the landscape between policy and freedom. Contribution to a special issue on Assessing Oracy, 
edited by Anne-Grete Kaldahl, Antonia Bachinger, and Gert Rijlaarsdam. L1- Educational Studies in 
Language and Literature, 19, 1-24. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL- 2019.19.03.02 

Kaldahl, A.-G., Bachinger, A., & Rijlaarsdam, G. (2019). Oracy matters: Introduction to a special issue on 
oracy. Contribution to a special issue on Assesing Oracy, edited by Anne-Grete Kaldahl, Antonia 
Bachinger, and Gert Rijlaarsdam. L1-Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 19, 1-9. 
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2019.19.03.06  

Keith, W. (2008). On the origins of speech as a discipline: James A. Winans and public speaking as practical 
democracy. Rhetoric Society Quarterly, 38, 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1080/02773940801958446 

Keith, W. (2011). We are the Speech Teachers. Review of Communication, 11(2), 83-92. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/15358593.2010.547589 

Lammers, H. (1993). De impasse in het onderwijs in de mondelinge vaardigheden. [The impasse of oral 
skills education.]  Spiegel, 3, 9-35. 

Leahy, S., Lyon, C., Thompson, M. & Wiliam, D. (2005). Classroom assessment: Minute-by-minute and day-
by-day. Educational Leadership, 63 (3), 18-24. https://doi.org/10.12691/education-3-4-10 

Meestringa, T., Ravesloot, C., & Bonset, H. (2012). Handreiking schoolexamen Nederlands havo/vwo, 
Herziening naar aanleiding van het referentiekader taal. [A guideline for the Dutch language school 
exam of havo/vwo, Revision in response to the language reference framework.]  Enschede: SLO. 

Meestringa, T., & Ravesloot, C. (2012). Het schoolexamen Nederlands op havo en vwo; verslag van een 
digitale enquête. [The Dutch language school exam at havo/vwo level; a report of a digital survey.] 
Enschede: SLO.  

Meijerink, H.P., Letschert, J.F., Rijlaarsdam, G., Van den Bergh, H., & Streun van, A. (2009). Referentiekader 
taal en rekenen. De referentieniveaus. Enschede: SLO.  

Mercer, N., Warwick, P., & Ahmed, A. (2016). An oracy assessment toolkit: Linking research and develop-
ment in the assessment of students' spoken language skills at age 11-12. Learning and Instruction, 48, 
51-60. doi: 10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.10.005  

https://curriculum.nu/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Tweede-tussenproduct-ontwikkelteam-Nederlands-Curriculum.nu_-1.pdf
https://curriculum.nu/wp-content/uploads/2018/06/Tweede-tussenproduct-ontwikkelteam-Nederlands-Curriculum.nu_-1.pdf
https://biblio.ugent.be/publication/7051516/file/7051518.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf03174762
https://doi.org/10.1080/02773940801958446
https://doi.org/10.1080/15358593.2010.547589
https://doi.org/10.12691/education-3-4-10


 KEY ELEMENTS OF L1 ORAL LANGUAGE EDUCATION  23 

 

Okoli, C. & Schabram, K. (2010). A guide to conducting a systematic literature review of information sys-
tems research. Sprouts: Working Papers on Information Systems, 10 (26), 1-49. 

Oliver R., Haig, Y., & Rochecouste, J. (2005). Communicative competence in oral language assessment.  
Language and Education, 19(3), 212-222. https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780508668675 

Patiung, D., Tolla, A., Hum, A., & Dolla, A. (2015). The study of learning speaking skills based on commu-
nicative approach. Journal of Language Teaching and Research, 6(5), 1093-1098. 
https://doi.org/10.17507/jltr.0605.23 

Sawyer, W., & Van de Ven, P.H. (2006). Starting points: paradigms in mother-tongue education.  L1- Edu-
cational Studies in Language and Literature 7 (1), 5-20. https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-
2007.07.01.06 

Thijs, A., & Van den Akker, J. (2009). Curriculum in development. Netherlands Institute for Curriculum 
Development (SLO), Enschede. 

Thompson, P. (2006). Towards a sociocognitive model of progression in spoken English. Cambridge Jour-
nal of Education, 36(2), 207-220. https://doi.org/10.1080/03057640600718596 

Van de Ven, P.H. (2005). Stabilities and changes in (mother tongue) education. European identities in 
mother tongue education (pp. 74-94). Linz: Universitätsverlag Rudolf Trauner.  

Verbeek, J. (1996). Voorlichtingsbrochure havo/vwo: Actuele stand van zaken invoering tweede fase 
Nederlands, inclusief examenprogramma's. [Information leaflet havo/vwo: The current status of the 
introduction of the Second Phase in The Netherlands.] Enschede: SLO. 

Wiliam, D., & Thompson, M. (2008). Integrating assessment with instruction: What will it take to make it 
work? C. A. Dwyer (Ed.), The future of assessment: Shaping teaching and learning (pp. 53–82). Mah-
wah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315086545-3 

Wilkinson, A. (1965). Spoken English. Edgbaston, UK: University of Birmingham. 
Wohlin, C. (2014). Guidelines for Snowballing in Systematic Literature Studies and a Replication in Soft-

ware Engineering. Paper written for EASE Conference 2014, London, England, BC, United Kingdom 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2601248.2601268 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780508668675
https://doi.org/10.17507/jltr.0605.23
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2007.07.01.06
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2007.07.01.06
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057640600718596
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315086545-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1145/2601248.2601268

