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University Students' Expressive Communication Abilities
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Abstract

Effective communication skills are essential for success in the modern era, yet many university students
lack adequate presentation training. This study examined the perceived changes in expressive
communication abilities following a presentation-centered liberal arts education program among university
students. A 15-week systematic communication education program was implemented for 210 humanities and
social science students at a university in Busan, and learners' self-perceived changes were analyzed using a
single-group pre-post design. The measurement instrument consisted of a 16-item questionnaire covering
four domains: presentation confidence and attitude, verbal expression ability, nonverbal expression ability,
and audience interaction. Results showed statistically significant improvements in learners' self-perceived
expressive communication abilities in all domains (p<.001), with an average effect size (Cohen's dz) of
1.24. Effect sizes ranged from 1.21 to 1.26 across all four domains, with verbal expression ability showing
the highest value (dz=1.26). However, as these effect sizes were calculated using the paired-sample Cohen's
dz, which tends to yield larger values than the independent-sample Cohen's d, direct comparison with
meta-analytic findings requires methodological caution. Learner perception analysis revealed that 52.4%
reported increased confidence as their greatest achievement, and adequate instructional time, integrated
theory-practice approaches, continuous feedback, and repeated presentation opportunities were perceived as
key elements of effective communication education.

Key words : Communication education, Presentation skills, Expressive communication ability, Liberal arts education,
Educational program effectiveness
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<Table 1> Demographic characteristics

respondents

Ratio (%)
51.4
48.6
43.8
33.8
15.2

Category
Gender - Male

Gender - Female

Frequency

108

102

92

71

32

15

156

54
210

Grade — 1st year

Grade - 2nd year

Grade - 3rd year
Grade — 4th year
Experience - Yes

Experience - No
Total
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<Table 2> 15-Week Curriculum

Yug Z2IH0| ofstlol ojAlEHSH

Design and Key Activities

Week Main Theme Key Activities Theoretical Foundation
Communication - Learning principles of effective - Kolb (1984): Abstract
Theory and communication conceptualization
Presentation - Understanding components of - Van Ginkel et al. (2015):
Weeks 1-3 Fundamentals presentations Modeling and demonstration
- Importance of audience analysis
- Watching and analyzing exemplary
presentations
Presentation - Topic selection methods - Kolb (1984): Active
Structure and - Systematic structure: experimentation
Weeks 4-6 Logical introduction-body-conclusion Morreale et al. (1998):
Development - Logical development strategies Informing and persuading
- Developing persuasive arguments competencies
- Presentation outline drafting
Verbal and - Clear articulation and vocalization Van Ginkel et al. (2015):
Nonverbal - Speed control and intonation Sufficient practice opportunities
Weeks 7-9  Expression - Gesture and eye contact training Carnegie (2017): Deliberate
Techniques - Voice exercises and gesture practice practice
- Individual practice sessions
Visual Aid Design - Effective use of PowerPoint Kolb (1984): Concrete
and Utilization - Principles of visual design experience
Weeks - Using graphs and charts Van Ginkel et al. (2015):
10-12 - Integrating visual aids with oral Authentic learning context
delivery
- Presentation material creation
Individual - Individual final presentations (2-3 min) Hattie & Timperley (2007):
Presentations and - In-person & video-recorded Feed-up, Feed-back,
Weeks  Comprehensive presentations Feed-forward
13-15 Feedback - Q&A sessions Nicol & Macfarlane-Dick
- Instructor & peer feedback (2006): Formative assessment
- Video recording and self-assessment
Mini Presentations - Weekly mini presentations by 3-5 Kolb(1984): reflective
and Continuous students (1-2 min each) observation
Weeks $-15 Feedback - In—person. & video-recorded Van Ginkel et al.(2017): video
(Concurrent) present.atlon.s feed'back ‘ .
- Immediate instructor & peer feedback Bodie(2010): habit formation
- Video recording with instructor through repeated exposure
feedback and self-review
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<Table 3> Descriptive

statistics

of expressive

communication abilities by domain

Domain Time Mean SD Min Max Skewness Kurtosis
Presentation Pre 2.71 0.82 1.00 5.00 - 0.09 -0.41
Confidence Post 3.66 0.79 1.25 5.00 -0.19 -0.20

Verbal - pre 277 0.73 1.00 5.00 -0.18 -0.02
Expression

Abiliy  POSt 374 0.73 2.00 5.00 -0.16 -0.49
Nonverbal Pre 2.92 0.70 1.00 450 -0.30 0.06
Expression Post 3.89 0.72 2.00 5.00 -020 -0.52
Audience Pre 2.81 0.74 1.00 450 023 -0.32
Interaction  Post 3.80 0.75 1.75 5.00 -0.09 -0.68
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<Table 4> Results of paired t-test for pre-post
differences in expressive communication
abilities by domain

Post  Diff Cohen’s
Domain P(rseDI;A M M t(209) dz [95% Esifzest
(SD) (SD) CI]
Presentation 2.71 3.66 0.95 1753+ [ié; Very
Confidence (0.82) (0.79) (0.79) 1'39]’ Large
Ex\r/)ffr:ls):ilon 277 374 097 ¢ o [i.(z)g very
Abiliyy ©7Y ©73) ©77) Laq] Laree
1.24
Nonverbal 2.92 3.89 0.97 18.02% [1.06 Very
Expression (0.70) (0.72) (0.78) 1'42]’ Large
. 1.24
Audience 2.81 3.80 0.99 17.94% [1.06 Very
Interaction (0.74) (0.75) (0.80) 1'42]’ Large
* p<.001
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<Table 5> Pre-post changes in individual items by
expressive ability domain

Post Improvem
M ent
Confident speaking 2.55 3.58 1.03

Domain Item Pre M

Presentation  AMrAl ¥e 500 305 o1
Confidence A cort(l)ta;:itate
& Attitude PP 266 361 095
gestures
Calm delivery 2.90 3.72 0.82
pronilleciration 287 3.80 0.93
I
verbal g edintonation  2.89 380 091
Expression Logical
Ability giea 283 380 096
organization

Handling questions 2.47 3.57 1.10
Effective body ) ¢ 378 102

language

Nomverbal AU He4 380 0.6

B ; awareness

XPICSSION Effective PPT use 3.03 3.98 095
Y1sual ?ld 304 401 0.97
integration

Flexible adjustment 2.73 3.64 0.91
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nteraction Persuasive
. 279 3.82 1.03
expression
Fio] AAARQ w&E Fa AEs] A=A
1 SAEe] AAAeS AAbsks s
Aol r},
w9l s BHSY G BE £Fo] u
wA FFIA A EAE B B
o] 2768 olA 3787 1.027 FAEg o,
o] 3.04804 40180%

o2 09638 =AY '&¥Fe ppT 8
< APA 3.03"elA AFE 39802 0954
FdE e, o] 999 AR AT thE 99
off vl Ao R =gd FHe HT dgAE

o] OAY = &gl tfg 7]EARl 9

slo
A=)

—

By

A3 454 Geld AT A9g
o 3

A 3EeR 10882 &9

ot
rlo
N
o
N
i
=2



WE 4 TYDK Z2IYo| ofste

ol ke vEbch B A5Y Qe B
TF 279804 382802 1.0338 FFE
Frad e 29 =FI dA 48 2>
7tk 091789 e Rtk 53] oA &8
&= AR 3.09%9l1M AR 4.008 02 P
Sl ol= AR ATk Bl m=3E JEe
7 My

4. stEAt A EAM Zn}

awxy e 2 uE B2t 137
(45.2%), 2] %“u 011’1%%(32.4%), e
S ‘ﬂ&(zs 6%)S olHo® Thgom, A
Sgake] 78.5%7F AHal <] %}ﬁ sHs 5t

iAAEa 9T o Be tatEel A
S

Q) ME BHE W] Al A4 AER
Sl thal R Q4 AR YeE wol
Fh.

T Fole AT Fu524%)7F P & W
st2 yEiston, AZAts 48 58H47.6%), 3
Zato] A5 AE43.8%), w=Fd A Y
(38.1%), Hlo)A ®H(343%) o7 FAS A

W Ao etk ol 59l Aol ojego
2 A4H9Y J9Ee] wKE Fa AaHow

o
W= T sgAkEe] Y lEE BT
A W& QARE WHEHQ W
(87.6%)7F 71 =7 7rE e, w5 9=y
(81.9%), HITIL A7]B7H76.2%), A4 o]k
%7}(73.3% A B e SRS R AL
A A A,

FR3) Od* 713, 55 H7k A7) B, AR F
oz S} shgAEo Al AR avdoew
AAEHASE HoJFErh

o| oMEHSH oXl= FF

A H]-x% o] ﬁ
A(SD=0.65)°. % UH

T o 9 u}% S5 FA5A

ATE it GrthE FA nguS =
2ol AE0 AAH AEAFTH v
v 9T G0 21089 S digeE
155778 AAA w5s A Ay, i 242l
g oHE Aoy xmdsy, vldeld ndE
2, AFH H5Age 4 99 EFolA g
FAEC] EAACE Foulgt SA WEE <l
Aekolgol  FEglon, HF  aATe=
Cohen's dz=1.24%3t}. Cohen(1988)°] A A3+ &3}
A7) &4 7]F(small: 0.2, medium: 0.5, large:
0.8)° vlFo] & wf, w9 & FFEo] Wt

bt ok, B AFY] @343 7](Cohen's dz, t
3 A7)} Allen et al.(1989) 2! Broeckelman-Post
et al(2023)8 HWEREAMOA Rud &3F7]
(Cohen's d, SHA T AANE A& HHo] g28

2 A3 vaels o7t Aotk R A
A9l = A ) WekE SRR FaEo
2 S99 dud 2 AEd 5 dE 530

ATk Uobrh 2 A7) %2 G3k17](dz=1.21~1.26)
= 'SHH%L Hﬂ"ﬂ% 54 T A & 3
e a1 Fort ok AR
@v‘f—% ?5}7] %S Al Fidel st g4
7191 A (attributional bias)o] WrI=E 4= 9lom
(West et al., 1995), A HA7F Ajg oz ‘;lw«
Hetol = H 3] F(regression to the mean)
A7b waazlE Ay FAA wE s
wjAEE gl

O

p

mlo Fols

- 381 -



ol

>
o

<Table 6> Qualitative analysis results: learner perceptions and educational effectiveness

P t .
Category Subcategory er((:;c/n)age Representative Responses
0
. . When presenting in front of people, my voice would
P tat t d .
resemation anxiely an 45.2 tremble and I couldn't deliver what I had prepared
nervousness
properly
Difficulty in logical 34 I had a lot to say but felt lost about how to organize
organization ’ and structure it
Pre-Course . During presentations, I ended up just reading my
Lack of audience . s
; ; 28.6 script and found it difficult to make eye contact or
Difficulties en
gagement . \ .
read the audience's reactions
Inadequate use of 183 I don't know how to create effective PPTs, I present
visual aids ’ slides and speech separatel
Perception of 785 Rated their presentation ability as 'insufficient' or 'very
insufficient ability ) insufficient'
Through repeated presentation experiences, my
Increased confidence 524 trembling decreased and I am no longer afraid of
presenting.
Visual aid utilization 476 After learning PPT design and visual aid layout, my
Post-Course skills delivery skills 1mprovejd significantly.
Improvement A ydience interaction 438 Th@ks to Q&A prac.tlce, I bec.amAe able to handle
Areas audience questions without panicking
Logical organization 181 Learning how to systematically structure an
skills ' introduction-body-conclusion was a great help
Nonverbal expression 343 .Watc.hin3 myself. on video, I could specifically
identify issues with my gestures and eye contact
Repeated presentation R76 Through multiple presentations, I gradually became
opportunities ’ more comfortable and gained confidence
Effective Peer feedback 21.9 Through peer feedback, I became aware of habits |
) hadn't noticed on my own
Educational ; ; .
Elements Video self-assessment 76.2 Wgtch}ng rgy pr.esentatlon on video allowed me to
objectively identify my weaknesses
Progressive difficulty 733 Starting with short presentations and gradually
increase ’ progressing to longer ones reduced the pressure
. . M=4.32 .
Overall Course satisfaction (SD=0.65) On a 5-point scale
Satisfacti R dati .
ahstaction . ecomen aton 91.4 I would recommend this course to other students
ntention
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