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HIGHLIGHTS

e “Itineraries” is an instructional program that improves students’ oral skills.

e Reviewing oneself on video does not improve all components of oral communication.
e Reviewing oneself on video improves the verbal and non-verbal aspects of speaking.
e Video recording for oral instruction is useful for television-related genres only.
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This study is situated in the context of teaching first language (L1) oral communication in elementary
school in Fr-Belgium. According to the literature, the quality of oral performances can be improved
through revision. Using video recording could offer this possibility. However, research on this topic
addresses neither elementary students, nor L1 instruction. We compared two conditions in which stu-
dents either did live performances or created video performances with twelve school classes following a

3-week instructional program. Oral communication skills improved under both conditions. However,
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for televisual genres.

students in the video condition showed greater improvement in verbal and non-verbal communication

© 2023 Published by Elsevier Ltd.

1. Introduction

In the school environment, oral language is elicited on all sorts
of occasions (Dupont & Grandaty, 2020; Wiertz et al., 2022). It is
used as a pedagogical tool, for example, during question-and-
answer time with students, or when they are asked to share their
points of view. Teachers also invite students to express themselves
orally during more specific school activities. For example, students
may be asked to express their feelings about the day. Oral expres-
sion is also used at school for its reflective dimension. In that case,
teachers ask students to verbalize their learning strategies. And oral
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language can also be a teaching and learning domain in its own
right.

Several studies have shown the value of offering students
explicit instruction in oral language at school, just like other sub-
jects. Oral language skill predicts reading comprehension
(Massonnié et al.,, 2019) and contributes to the development of
thinking (Muijs et al., 2014). Lack of proficiency in oral language
skills is a major obstacle to learning (Alexander, 2013; Sweller et al.,
2011). Oral language skills are also needed to engage socially and
communicate with others (Hunt et al., 2014). Teaching oral lan-
guage skills to students ultimately helps to reduce educational and
social inequalities (Alexander, 2012; Lahire, 2019). It is a key com-
petency across school subjects (Kaldahl et al., 2019). In this sense,
the ability to communicate orally is essential for personal satis-
faction, academic and professional success, and integration into the
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society (Morreale & Pearson, 2008).

Despite this, in contrast to the teaching of second languages,
research has shown that oral language is not typically a subject for
teaching and learning in first language (L1) classes (Colognesi et al.,
2022; Daszkiewicz et al., 2020; Kaldahl et al., 2019; Sénéchal et al.,
2019; Wurth et al., 2022). Two major difficulties lie behind this.
First of all, the teachers themselves did not have any oral language
instruction in their own schooling. Moreover, the didactics of oral
language instruction are not yet presented in all teacher training
programs for L1 instruction. As a result, activities dedicated to the
explicit teaching of oral language are generally absent in their
practices (Dupont, 2016). Second, teachers feel that L1 oral lan-
guage is a more complicated discipline to teach than others (Simard
et al,, 2019). They do not necessarily know the specific aspects of
oral language to be taught and assessed (Mercer et al., 2017). They
find it difficult to develop and implement lessons for teaching oral
language skills and to evaluate these skills (Dobinson & Dockrell,
2021; Wiertz et al.,, 2020). One need only think of oral pre-
sentations, which are required of L1 students throughout their
schooling, but which are not necessarily the subject of instructional
programs (Stordeur et al., 2022).

One cause of the difficulties that arise in teaching and evaluating
oral language skills is that oral language products are complicated
to store and revise (Garcia-Debanc, 1999; Lefeuvre & Parussa,
2020). Indeed, an oral performance situation usually involves
interactivity. The communication situation is direct. In an oral
performance situation, the memory of what has just been said is
taken into account in order to keep the thread of the subject. This
raises the question of revision and improvement: How can teachers
keep track of the students' oral products? And how can they enable
students to revise or rework their oral products?

As stated by several authors (Barry, 2012; Bobkina & Domiguez
Romero, 2020; Cameron & Dickfos, 2014), video recordings can
provide the opportunity for conservation and reworking of oral
performances. Indeed, Day et al. (2022) suggested that having the
opportunity to watch a video recording is necessary for effective
peer feedback and self-evaluation. These studies encourage the use
of use videos to teach oral communication skills, especially nowa-
days, when it is easy to film with technological tools such as tablets
or cell phones. Video was already being used in the 1980s for this
purpose, and digital/online video was being used in the 2000s,
including allowing students to look at themselves and assess their
performance (Bourhis & Allen, 1998; Ritchie & Ayalon, 2016). But
while some research has shown that video recording can signifi-
cantly improve participants' oral language skills (Miskam &
Saidalvi, 2020), these studies have been done mainly with univer-
sity students or adults. Hence, there is a lack of work geared toward
elementary school students engaged in L1 learning (Herbein et al.,
2018; Kaldahl et al., 2019). The contribution of our study is there-
fore threefold. First, we aimed to compare the effects of an
instructional program either with or without the use of video
recording. This instructional program incorporates effective prac-
tices for teaching oral language (Colognesi & Deschepper, 2022),
including teacher interventions, student self-assessment and peer
evaluation. Second, we focused on improvement of L1 oral
communication skills. Third, we turned our attention to students in
elementary school.

As a result, our main research question is: What is the impact of
using videos in an elementary school L1 oral communication skills
instructional program?

1.1. Developing students' oral communication skills

In the literature on teaching speech/communication skills, the
goal of instruction (also termed oracy) is “the development of
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children's capacity to use speech to express their thoughts and
communicate with others, in education and in life” (Alexander,
2012, p. 10).

Speaking is a complex task. It requires a combination of three
language skills (Dolz et al., 1993): action skills (adapting one's
speech to the communication situation), discourse skills (produc-
ing content while also organizing it) and linguistic-discourse skills
(using a vocabulary adapted to the communication situation and
implementing appropriate grammatical and syntactic rules).
Speaking also includes verbal (voice) and non-verbal (body and
space) dimensions (Gagnon & Dolz, 2016).

Because orality is intrinsically linked to a contextualized situa-
tion, one perspective for teaching oral communication is to turn to
the notion of genre (Hyland, 2007). Oral genres address multiple
communication contexts that can be focused on in learning activ-
ities (Dupont & Dolz, 2020). The aim is to enable students to better
perform in a chosen genre, by allowing them to rework their per-
formance several times. This is what we call reoralization (Colognesi
& Dolz, 2017, p. 188). The idea is to select genres in which perfor-
mances can be prepared and rehearsed before being delivered to
audiences. For example, a television program, a presentation, or a
scientific explanation of something are examples of genres that can
be prepared and rehearsed. This allows working on teaching/
learning oral language, as long as it is possible to go back to what
has been said in order to analyze and improve it. Colognesi and
Hanin (2020) followed 16 student teachers during genre-based
oral language teaching activities. They were able to highlight
three main principles supporting the use of reoralization: (1) pro-
vide students with scaffolding related to the difficulties inherent in
the genre being worked on, (2) offer them self-evaluation times,
and (3) allow peer evaluation. In this situation, the most effective
type of peer evaluation is one in which peers negotiate their
feedback in sub-groups and give it orally to the speaker (Colognesi,
Vassart, et al., 2020), and specifically when using a teacher-
imposed criterion-referenced rubric (Vassart et al., 2022; Wiertz
et al,, 2022).

Nevertheless, for students, as for teachers, assessing oral lan-
guage skills with a view to improving a performance is not simple
(Gagnon & Colognesi, 2021; Millard & Menzies, 2016; Simard et al.,
2019). This is because the oral language is inseparable from the
person the speaker represents, their body, their voice and their
identity (Maurer, 2001). Mercer et al. (2017) showed that it is
possible for teachers to evaluate oral language, but only if they have
a framework for understanding the skills to be measured by the
tasks used, and a scoring system that provides a valid and fairly
reliable means of assessing each student's skill levels and progress
over time. However, the variability of oral language can make its
assessment subjective.

1.2. Using video in the classroom to teach oral communication skills

Several studies have been conducted to measure the impact of
the use of video to support performance, and for presentations in
particular. Most of the research has been done with university
students or adults, and mainly with students learning a foreign
language. Tschirner (2001) explained that digital video is primarily
used to support situational learning. He believed that video allows
students to focus on specific aspects of the language. This is because
with video, “spoken language can be slowed down and listened to
multiple times, unveiling ever more layers of signs and meaning”
(p. 318). Wilhelm (2014) showed that being able to view and
analyze their own videos allows individuals to produce more
effective presentations. The author also mentioned that video-
recording provides an opportunity to discover the image one pro-
jects to others, both verbally and physically, during a presentation.



S. Colognesi, T. Coppe and S. Lucchini

Yamkate and Intratat (2012) followed 4th-year engineering stu-
dents taking an oral communication course at a university in
Thailand. Students were required to make an oral presentation in
English. The study's results showed that students had a positive
attitude towards video recordings of their presentations. They said
that seeing themselves helped them to identify their weaknesses in
the use of non-verbal language.

In a recent systematic literature review of using video technol-
ogy to improve oral presentation skills conducted by Miskam and
Saidalvi (2020), all included studies had undergraduate students
as their participants. In the majority of cases, they were learning a
foreign language. This systematic review of the literature showed
that overall, oral communication skills improve with use of videos.
Indeed, in Shih's study (2010), it was shown that when students
were able to review and revise their videotaped presentations, they
were able to identify their strengths and weaknesses. This occurred
for all aspects of oral communication: communication intention,
content, organization of the message, lexical and syntactic aspects,
and verbal and non-verbal communication. Other studies have
specifically shown that making videos frequently also improves the
organizational aspects of speaking (Barry, 2012; Cameron &
Dickfos, 2014; Sun & Yang, 2015). Voice-related aspects, especially
pronunciation, have also been shown to improve when participants
observe themselves on video (Sun & Yang, 2015; Tatzl, 2017).

Regarding students’ opinions on the use of videos, Bobkina and
Dominguez Romero (2020) surveyed 97 Spanish computer engi-
neering undergraduate students, who were taking an English lan-
guage course. They studied the students' perceptions of the
effectiveness of self-recorded video performances for developing
their digital oral skills, and compared them to these students’
perception of the effectiveness of in-class presentations. The study
found that a considerable number of students did not feel confident
in their use of video presentations. They felt intimidated by the
cameras. The authors suggested that more emphasis be placed on
developing digital communication skills to prepare students for
this communication reality.

Another recent study (Colognesi & Dumais, 2020) explored
students' opinions regarding the impact of video when it is
imposed, as has been the case during the COVID pandemic period,
as a replacement for a live presentation that could not take place.
Analysis of the data collected through a questionnaire found that
the majority of students appreciated recorded video for several
reasons. First, they said it decreases their stress, compared to a live
presentation in front of everyone. Second, they explained that they
can redo the presentation several times, improve it, and show the
one they are satisfied with, which is not the case with live pre-
sentations. Third, having each other's videos allows them to watch
them whenever they want, when they are most focused. Fourth,
they explained that making the videos allows them to develop
digital skills that will be useful in their teaching practice. These
benefits were also reported by elementary school students in the
context of recorded remote oral presentations (Stordeur &
Colognesi, 2020).

However, it seems that reviewing each other's performances on
video does not systematically have a positive effect on students’
performance. This was shown by Quigley and Nyquist (1992) in
their review of the literature. On this point, Ritchie and Ayalon
(2016) was able to show that when students do not have specific
intentions when viewing each other, the following performance
does not necessarily improve. Thus, students need to have self-
evaluative goals when they watch themselves or others on video.

2. This study

In the reality of an L1 classroom, students’ oral performances
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usually take place in front of several students or the whole class,
often only once. If they are asked to evaluate themselves or their
peers, the students do so on the basis of the memory they have of
the performance. Others can also give their opinions and advice on
how to improve speaking, but also without seeing the perfor-
mances again. This situation positions videos as a potential means
of conserving and revising the oral language product, for reviewing
the performance and adapting it to develop a final product. As we
have shown, the use of videos has been widely documented for
university students or adults, but not among elementary school
students as part of their L1 learning. Thus, in this study, we wanted
to investigate the impact of the use of videos in elementary school
as part of a program of instruction in oral communication skills.

To achieve this goal, we implemented the use of videos in the
previously constructed and tested instructional program “Itiner-
aries” (Colognesi & Lucchini, 2018; Colognesi, Vassart, et al., 2020)
that supports elementary school students in working on and
improving their performance in a particular oral genre.' The pro-
gram was used as a 3-week intervention lasting a total of 12 h. In
this program, students give several oral performances. They are
evaluated by their peers in a formative way. In six of the 12
participating classes, the oral performances were recorded using
digital tablets. This was the “video” condition. In this condition, the
speaker was filmed during their performance by another student
and the recording could be used in the assessment phase. In the
other six classes, the students gave their presentations in front of
the others, in the traditional way. This was the “live” condition, in
which there was no support for the assessment phase.

The same teacher taught the same oral genre to students of the
same age in both conditions. We assessed the change in the level of
students' oral language skills before and after the intervention us-
ing repeated measures analysis.

3. Method
3.1. Participants and conditions

Twelve classes from three primary schools in French-speaking
Belgium participated in this study. These schools were selected
because they volunteered to participate in the research, because
they had at least two classes at the same grade level, and because
teachers wanted to learn more about the possibilities for teaching
oral communication skills. Schools had an intermediate socio-
economic status. A total of 256 students participated (from the
3rd to the 6th years of elementary school, 8- to 12-year-olds). Two
conditions were tested. In the “live” condition, the students per-
formed in front of the class. In the “video” condition, the perfor-
mances were recorded using digital tablets. This tool was chosen
because researchers have highlighted the benefits that digital
tablets bring: portability, connectivity, stimulation of creativity and
customization (Herodotou, 2018). None of the classes was accus-
tomed to using digital tablets before the experiment. This was
therefore a first for all students in this condition.

Table 1 shows the demographics for the different classes for
each year from each school and the different oral genres worked on.
They are presented in pairs (live condition and video condition)
because these conditions shared the same teaching content (the
chosen oral genre) and the same teachers. The classes in each pair
were randomly assigned to condition, resulting in a total of 125
students for the live condition and 131 for video condition.

The study was conducted in accordance with internationally
recognized ethical guidelines. This sample size made it possible to

! Originally, the “Itineraries” program was designed without the use of videos.
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detect relatively small effects (n? > 0.03) with a recommended
statistical power of 80% (Cohen, 1992). Considering the conflicting
results in the previous literature on using video to enhance oral
skills learning (e.g., Miskam & Saidalvi, 2020; Ritchie & Ayalon,
2016; Wilhelm, 2014), it was necessary to have a sample size that
could detect small effect sizes. Statistical power analyses were
conducted using G*power software running MANOVA with within
and between-subjects interactions (Faul et al., 2013).

3.2. Method of instruction

We used the Itineraries method of instruction for oral commu-
nications skills (Colognesi & Lucchini, 2018; Colognesi, Vassart,
et al., 2020). In this method, effective practices for teaching oral
language are implemented (Wurth et al., 2019). Moreover, students
give several oral versions of a performance, reoralizations
(Colognesi & Dolz, 2017), to improve their oral performance in a
chosen discursive genre. Three types of activities are provided for
the participants to help improve their products: (1) teacher-led
scaffolding, (2) moments of self-evaluation and peer feedback,
and (3) metacognitive questions (Colognesi, Piret, et al., 2020).

Six oral genres were chosen and divided over the different
classes: wanted notice (seeking a missing animal/object), home
shopping TV show, news report, advertisement, slam, argument for
an opinion. As there is no typical progression of genres mentioned
in the literature or in the school curriculum, the genres were cho-
sen in consultation with the teachers and with reference to the
students’ likely capacities. Oral presentation was excluded from the
genres to be worked on. This is because it is one of the most
common activities performed in the classroom (Colognesi &
Deschepper, 2019), and the teachers wanted something new. Each
genre was worked on by two same-year classes from the same
school, at the same time during the school year (in April—-May
2018) with the same teachers, who were two student teachers in
their final year of training. These student teachers were enrolled in
a 2-month training module for oral language instruction and
classroom use of technology (for details on the training module, see
Colognesi & Dolz, 2017). The students themselves received addi-
tional training in the use of digital tablets. All of the activities were
developed by students together with the teachers and trainers. The
Appendix provides an overview of the instructional program fol-
lowed in all classes. It lasted 12 h, spread over 3 weeks. The steps in
the training program are outlined in Table 2. To ensure fidelity of
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implementation (Durlak & DuPre, 2008; Dusenbury et al., 2003),
student teachers were pre-trained and observations of instruc-
tional activities were conducted live. Student teachers who
observed were the implementers of the program for another genre
in other classes.

The guidelines related to the product were given in accordance
with the condition, to maintain an authentic situation. Thus, in the
classes in the live condition, the students gave the oral perfor-
mances in public. For example, the live TV show was performed in
front of an audience present in the room. In the video condition
classes, the students made a film of their product. For example, the
television show was video-recorded, and the final product was
watched on television by the audience.

Under both conditions, the oral performances were subject to
self-assessment and received peer feedback (at times 5 and 9, after
giving the second and fourth versions of their performance). At
times 5 and 9 in the live condition, at the end of each student's oral
performance, the speaker took a moment to note what they
thought of their own communication. During this time, three peers
discussed the feedback to be given to the speaker. The criteria were
decided upon with the pupils, according to the genre addressed.
Students were accustomed to peer assessment. They were already
doing it for other activities, such as assessing each other's writing.

Afterwards, interaction between the speaker and the evaluators
took place to discuss the speaker's strengths and aspects to be
improved. Similarly, at times 5 and 9 in the video condition, the
speaker was filmed during their performance by another student
using a digital tablet. As in the other condition, the speaker, after
their performance, self-assessed the performance. They could use
the tablet to see themselves again. Meanwhile, three peers dis-
cussed the feedback. They did so by reviewing the oral performance
on the digital tablet as many times as they wished. They then gave
this feedback orally to the speaker, and were free to use the tablet,
and thus what was filmed, in this exchange. This is the sense in
which the potential of video recordings was used (Zahn et al.,
2010): to review performances.

In short, the major differences between the two conditions
were: (1) the parameters of the communication situation that are
inherent in a live performance in front of a live audience or on
video, and (2) the assessment events that, in the live condition,
were based on a memory of what had just been done, whereas in
the video condition, they were based on the videos on the tablet.

Table 1
Sample characteristics: by conditions, oral genres, and classes.
School year, school (type of school) and oral genre Condition n students Girls Boys Classes
Year 3, School 1 (Rural) Video 23 10 13 Class 1
Wanted: missing animal/object Live 23 11 12 Class 2
Year 3, School 2 (Urban) Video 11 6 5 Class 3
Home shopping TV show Live 9 5 4 Class 4
Year 3, School 3 (Rural) Video 25 10 15 Class 5
News report Live 22 7 15 Class 6
Year 4 - School 2 (Urban) Advertisement Video 25 12 13 Class 7
Live 24 14 10 Class 8
Year 5, School 1 (Rural) Video 24 13 11 Class 9
Slam? Live 23 10 13 Class 10
Year 6, School 2 (Urban) Video 23 13 10 Class 11
Argument for an opinion Live 24 15 9 Class 12
TOTAL Video 131 64 67
Live 125 62 63

Note: Year 3 = 8- to 9-year-olds; Year 4 = 9- to 10-year-olds; Year 5 = 10- to 11-year-olds; Year 6 = 11- to 12-year-olds.

2 Aslam is a form of oral poetry. It is declaimed in a chanted rhythm.
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Table 2
Steps in the training program and descriptions of scaffolding.

Steps Descriptions

1) Speaking instructions The teacher explains the speaking task. The product parameters are determined collectively: who is addressed, in
what context, with what status of the speaker, for what purpose, etc.
2) First version Each student performs a first oral version.
3) Scaffolding general organization of the oral genre -The teacher shows the students several videos. The objective is to identify the characteristics of the genre of

to be produced message to be produced.
4) Revision and second version Students gather the information they need to do the performance. They prepare for their second oral version by
writing down a few key words on paper.
Each student gives a second version of his or her oral performance.
Each student writes a comment on their performance.
In sub-groups, students negotiate feedback to give to the speaker. They are given an evaluation grid to assist them in
this task. The feedback is given.
Each student revises his oral performance. Each student gives a third version of their performance.
-The teacher provides two scaffoldings: one on the morpho-syntax aspect, the other on the verbal and/or non-
verbal aspects (voice/body). They are planned according to the needs that the genre to be produced may generate.

5) Self-evaluation and peer feedback

6) Revision and third version
7) Specific scaffolding focused on the language

wanted TV show news report advertisement slam Argument for
notice opinion

- - progress of - sentence - the slogan - rhymes - vocabulary
adjectives ideas complements - combining gestures - flow/tempo and - voice

- flow/ - posture - intonation, and voice intonation modulation
speed pronunciation

8) Revision and fourth version
their performance.

9) Self-evaluation and peer feedback -Same as step 5.

10) Synthesis of quality criteria

11) Fine-tuning before the final version

12) Realization of the final product

13) Diffusion and evaluation

Each student revises his oral performance, based on the support received. Each student gives a fourth version of

Collectively, the students and the teacher summarize the quality criteria for the final product.
Students gather all the necessary resources for the final performance.

Each speaker gives the final performance.

The product is shared with the public.

3.3. Instruments and procedure

In each class, a pre- and post-test were administered. The pre-
test consisted of an oral performance related to the genre worked
on in the instructional program. Each student performed sponta-
neously outside the classroom, in front of a researcher. For the post-
test, each student produced an oral performance on a different
theme, but of the same genre as the one worked on in the curric-
ulum. This also took place outside the classroom. All performances
were filmed. We collected and evaluated 512 oral products corre-
sponding to the two performances of the 256 students in the
sample.

The evaluation matrix included five elements of oral commu-
nication related to language capacities (Dolz et al., 1993; Gagnon &
Dolz, 2016): communication intention, idea development, message
organization, grammatical and lexical aspects, and verbal and non-
verbal communication®. Table 3 shows the details of the criteria
used for each of the evaluated aspects and the weighting used. The
two trainee teachers who delivered the instructional program
evaluated the performance in collaboration with the observers. To
assure the reliability of the evaluation, they first conducted sepa-
rate evaluations and then combined their evaluations to reach a
consensus. They had been trained beforehand on oral evaluation.

Each aspect was weighted on 1 to avoid over-representation of
any one component in the results. Thus, we divided the score for
idea development by the maximum reached in the sample; we
divided the score for organization and coherence of the message by
6, 5 or 4 according to the oral genre; we divided the score for
grammatical and lexical aspects by the maximum reached in the
sample and we divided the mean score for verbal and non-verbal
communication by 4.

To evaluate the impact of digital technology in the classroom,

3 Verbal and non-verbal communication were grouped together following De
Grez et al. (2009), as they represent the delivery dynamic of the oral
communication.

we first looked at whether the instructional program did indeed
result in learning, and then we observed whether there was a dif-
ference in this by condition. To analyze the effect of condition, we
conducted various repeated measures ANOVAs, using SPSS 26
software. All of the dependent variables met the assumption of data
normality (|skewness| < 2; |kurtosis| < 7; Hair et al., 2010). We
preferred ANOVA with within- and between-subjects interactions
to multilevel analysis with classrooms at level 2. Indeed, our
research design means that oral genres differed across classrooms.
As such, introducing oral genres as an independent variable makes
the variance related to the classroom level inoperative (i.e., ICC = 0).
In other words, by the design of our experiment, using a multilevel
structure would imply that the nesting of data in classrooms (i.e., a
level-2 unit) corresponds to the level-2 variable “genres of text”.
Since the variable “genres of text” is treated as an independent
variable, the level-2 variance would have been nonexistent in a
multilevel model.

First, we performed a repeated measures ANOVA, entering
condition as the independent variable and overall oral score as the
dependent variable (mean of the weighted scores of the 5 com-
ponents). Next, we performed a MANOVA, again using condition as
the independent variable, but with the oral component scores as
dependent variables. Finally, the presence of a significant interac-
tion effect between condition and time for one of the oral com-
ponents led us to run a repeated measures ANOVA specifically with
the score on this component as dependent variable, and entering
both condition and oral genres as independent variables. In these
analyses, partial n? effect sizes were interpreted according to the
cut-offs presented by Green and Salkind (2017), with values larger
than 0.01, 0.06 and 0.14 being interpreted as small, moderate and
large, respectively.

4. Results

Table 4 presents an overview of students' pre-test and post-test
results by genre and condition.
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First, it is noteworthy that students improved in both conditions.
Indeed, the repeated measures ANOVA for overall mean oral lan-
guage skills score showed a significant effect of time, with a large
effect size [F (1, 244) = 1781.333; p < .001; partial n?> = 0.88]. The
analyses showed no significant effect of condition [F (1,
244) = 0.607; p = .436]. This indicates that the ‘Itineraries”
instructional program resulted in significant improvement in the
average oral language skill score from pre-test to post-test, and that
this change did not appear to be greater under either condition.
Fig. 1 illustrates this. It explicitly shows that the average improve-
ment was very similar in both conditions.

This general trend of similar improvement in average score for
oral communication skills across the two conditions suggests that
the use of video did not have any major added value. However,
when the results for the different aspects of oral communication
were analyzed, the video condition stood out in one respect. The
results of the repeated measures MANOVA performed regarding
the aspects of oral communication are presented in Table 5.

First, these results showed that the instructional program was
successful. Indeed, the difference between the pre-test and post-
test score was significant for each of the aspects of oral commu-
nication, and with very large effect sizes. These differences repre-
sent an increase of 0.68 for intention, 0.17 for ideas, 0.55 for
message organization, 0.15 for the grammatical and lexical aspects,
and 0.22 for verbal and non-verbal communication. As a reminder,
these changes are out of 1 and therefore represent increases
ranging from 15% to 68%.

Second, the analysis showed that there was no significant dif-
ference between the two conditions for four of the five aspects of
oral communication: intention, ideas, general organization, and
grammar/lexicon. On the other hand, the aspect relating to verbal
and non-verbal communication showed a significant difference in
level of improvement for the two conditions. The increase in stu-
dent scores for this component was .24 for those in the video
condition, and only 0.20 for those in the live condition. This rep-
resents a 20% greater change for the video condition compared to
the live condition. The graphs presented in Fig. 2 illustrate these
improvements. It should be noted that the effect size (12> = 0.019) is
below the detectable effect cut-off with a statistical power of 80%,
given our sample size. We discuss this in the discussion section.

To better understand these results, a repeated measures ANOVA

Table 3
Evaluation matrix.
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was carried out for the verbal and non-verbal communication
aspect, considering the change in scores according to the condition
and the genres worked on [time*genre*condition]. Significant dif-
ferences were found, with a moderate mean effect size [F (5,
244) = 3.38; p < .01; partial n? = 0.065].

This tends to show that for this aspect of oral communication,
the condition seems to have a different influence depending on the
genre students worked on. The analyses did not show significant
differences between the conditions for four of the genres: Slam [F
(1, 45) = 0.37; p = .55]; News report [F (1, 44) = 0.52; p = .48];
Opinion [F(1,45) = 0.675; p = .42]; Wanted notice [F (1, 45) = 0.37;
p = .55]. However, significant differences with large effect sizes
were observed for two of the genres: Advertisement [F (1,
47) = 13.3; p < .01; partial n? = 0.22] and Home shopping TV show
[F (1, 18) = 4.42; p = .05; partial n? = 0.20]. Changes in students’
scores for verbal and non-verbal communication by genre and
condition are shown in the graphs in Fig. 3.

In the end, although students' average score for the verbal and
non-verbal communication aspect improved significantly in the
video condition, this was only the case for two of the six genres
worked on. Thus, the verbal and non-verbal communication in
students’ oral performances for the advertising and home shopping
TV show genres benefited more from an instructional program
supported by the videos made with the digital tablets. This was not
the case for the other aspects of oral communication.

5. Discussion and conclusion

In this study, we wanted to see if the use of videos would help
students improve their oral communication skills. We chose to
focus our study on first language instruction for elementary stu-
dents. This was because there was little research on this topic for
this age group. We found that videos do bring added benefits for
the teaching of oral communication skills, but only for one
component of these oral skills (the verbal and non-verbal dimen-
sion), and only for the televisual genres. For the non-televisual
genres, using videos to view themselves and give feedback to
others did not result in significant improvements in oral commu-
nication skills.

Research has shown that video recording offers the possibility of
seeing each other's oral performances again (e.g., Bourhis & Allen,

Aspects of oral communication Criteria and evaluation

Verbal and non-verbal communication (/1)

- taking into account articulation, flow, rhythm, fluidity, posture, gestures to accompany speech, looking at the audience/

camera by using a grid developed for each genre, according to its specifics (rating of each criterion, from 0 to 4)*

Adapt one's speech according to the
communication situation (/1)
Idea development (/1)
- number of relevant ideas (count)
Organization and coherence of the message

- compliance with the instructions (0 or 1)
- number of ideas in the message (count)

- calculated on the basis of a grid of specific criteria determined according to the characteristics of the type of product to be

(/1) produced (one point for each characteristic present)®

Grammatical and lexical aspects (/1)

- good usage shown of the grammatical and lexical aspects worked on for each genre (report and wanted notice:

adjectives; home shopping TV show, advertisement and argument for an opinion: terms of argumentative speech;
slam: the lexicon related to the theme)

4 Intonation, pronunciation and flow were evaluated for all genres. In addition, we looked at voice positioning, rhythm, and use of body to accompany the voice for the
slam; tone of voice for the wanted notice, and posture for advertising, TV show and opinion.

5 News report (/4): introduction, use of several categories of information, organization of this information by themes, conclusion. Home shopping TV program (/5):
introduction, descriptive passage about the object, presence of at least two arguments, conclusion. Wanted notice (/4): introduction that expresses the purpose of the notice,
description of the animal/object sought, information on how to find them, conclusion. Advertisement (/6): catchphrase, presentation of the subject, slogan, at least two
arguments, conclusion. Slam (/6): presence of several sentences, rhymes, respect for the creative constraint (the theme). Opinion (/5): introduction, presence of at least two

arguments, organization of this information by themes, conclusion.
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Table 4
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Pre-test (T1) and post-test (T2) mean scores and standard deviations (in parentheses) for the various items assessed (each item/1, N = 256).

Intention Ideas Organization and Grammatical and Verbal and non-
coherence of the lexical aspects verbal
message communication
Genre (School year) Modality T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2 T1 T2
Wanted notice (Year 3) Video 05 (.21) 81 (.40) .25 (.19) 49 (.111) .08 (.14) 64 (.37) 14 (.12) 28 (.19) .25 (.13) .50 (.13)
Live 12 (.33) .84 (.37) .20 (.15) 37 (.14) .07 (.19) 76 (.26) 04 (.08) 41 (.25) 33 (.14) .54 (17)
TV show (Year 3) Video 09 (.30) 46 (.52) 221 (.21) 45 (.19) .00 (.00) 82 (.41) 08 (.10) 34 (.16) .08 (.14) .61 (.19)
Live 22 (.44) .67 (.50) 24 (.14) 42 (.18) .00 (.00) 83 (.20) 09 (.05) 25 (.14) .08 (.09) .36 (.20)
News report (Year 3) Video 57 (.51) 91 (.29) 15 (.16) 39 (.20) .06 (.15) 59 (.38) 18 (.08) 32 (.11) .35 (.14) .60 (.12)
Live 61 (.50) 91 (.29) 27 (.23) 40 (.17) .06 (.14) 37 (41) 17 (.04) 29 (.11) 31(.12) .60 (.10)
Ad (Year 4) Video 00 (.00) 96 (.20) .02 (.04) 07 (.06) .00 (.00) 78 (.26) 08 (.06) 21 (.07) .62 (.12) .82 (.06)
Live 00 (.00) 92 (.28) .01 (.03) 15 (.08) .01 (.05) 84 (.13) 15(.10) 28 (.08) .30 (.18) 35(.22)
Slam (Year 5) Video 00 (.00) 96 (.20) .02 (.04) 07 (.06) .00 (.00) 78 (.26) 08 (.06) 21 (.07) .62 (.12) .82 (.06)
Live 00 (.00) 92 (.28) .01 (.03) 15 (.08) .01 (.05) 84 (.13) 15 (.10) 28 (.08) .30 (.18) .35(.22)
Opinion (Year 6) Video 13 (.34) 83 (.39) 00 (.02) 22 (.09) .09 (.25) 59 (.33) 01 (.05) 12 (.07) .36 (.10) 49 (.10)
Live 17 (.38) 83 (.38) 02 (.04) 19 (.10) 13 (.27) 58 (.35) 01 (.04) 14 (.08) 31 (.15) 47 (14)
Note: Year 3 = 8- to 9-year-olds; Year 4 = 9- to 10-year-olds; Year 5 = 10- to 11-year-olds; Year 6 = 11- to 12-year-olds.
0.6
0.55
05 0.53
)
—
S 0.4
%] P
= Condition
= 0.3
% Live
o 0.2 .
2 0.18 0.18 Video
0.1
0
1 2
Time
Fig. 1. Change in students’ average score from time 1 to time 2.
Table 5
Repeated measures MANOVA results (N = 255).
Source Measure Type Il Sum of Squares Df Mean Square F Sig. Partial Eta Squared
Time Verbal/non-verbal 6.487 1 6.487 394.984 .000 619
Intention 48.922 1 48.922 502.213 .000 674
Ideas 3.597 1 3.597 214.858 .000 469
Organization/coherence 37.511 1 37.511 643.368 .000 726
Grammatical/lexical aspects 2.645 1 2.645 341.019 .000 .584
Time * Condition Verbal/non-verbal .079 1 .079 4.808 .029 .019
Intention .005 1 .005 .051 .821 .000
Ideas .000 1 .000 .022 .882 .000
Organization/coherence .020 1 .020 335 .563 .001
Grammatical/lexical aspects .018 1 .018 2.267 133 .009

1998; Ritchie & Ayalon, 2016; Wilhelm, 2014), and in turn, stabi-
lizes the fleeting aspect of oral language (Garcia-Debanc, 1999).
Consequently, it was hypothesized that video recording would
permit more significant improvement in oral communication skills.
This did not hold true. Indeed, students in both conditions, live and
video, had the same average progress curves. The only difference
appeared to be a greater improvement in the verbal and non-verbal
communication aspect for two of the six genres worked on in the
video condition (advertisement and TV show). These results are at

odds with what has been found in studies where students could
watch each other's performance on video. In those studies, con-
ducted among university students or with adults learning a second
language, significant improvement was seen for some of the oral
components (Barry, 2012; Cameron & Dickfos, 2014; Sun & Yang,
2015; Tatzl, 2017) or all of the oral components (Shih, 2010), but
without considering the communication situation (e.g., whether it
involves a televisual production that uses images or not).

We see several possible explanations to account for or nuance
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Fig. 2. Improvement of aspects of oral communication between T1 and T2, by condition (Yellow: live condition, blue: video condition). (For interpretation of the references to colour
in this figure legend, the reader is referred to the Web version of this article.)

Advertisement Slam News report Opinion Wanted notice TV show

/l I
0.75 I
I / |
| I Condition
0.50 [ .
] Blue: Video
:/ / Yellow: Live
)
[
|

0.25 1

Verbal/non-verbal

l

™™ T2 ™™ T2 ™™ T2 ™ T2 T T2 ™™ T2

0.00 1

Time

Fig. 3. Improvement in the verbal and non-verbal communication aspect between T1 and T2, for each oral genre.
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these results. First, our results here showed significant effects in all
12 classes for the different aspects of oral communication. There-
fore, it seems that the instructional program itself supported
overall improvement. Indeed, in our case, the instructional program
appears to be enough to improve elementary students' oral
communication skills. We had previously shown this for students of
the same age, but with smaller samples (Colognesi, Piret, et al.,
2020; Colognesi & Hanin, 2020). Therefore, these effects can be
attributed to the process of reoralization (Colognesi & Dolz, 2017),
provided that it is supported by scaffolding, personal critical dis-
tance and peer feedback (Chang et al., 2021) with criteria (Ritchie &
Ayalon, 2016; Wiertz et al.,, 2022). This was shown by the large
effect sizes under both conditions. However, it is harder to see an
additional benefit for the use of video, over and above the
improvement realized just from the effective instructional program
itself. It could be that the multiple viewpoints of the teacher, the
peers, and also the speaker themself, substitute for the recorded
image.

Nevertheless, it seems that for televisual genres, such as
advertising and a TV show, there is an advantage to doing the oral
performance on video. This advantage concerns the verbal and
non-verbal aspects of oral communication (Gagnon & Dolz, 2016).
It can be argued that genres that involve images from the outset,
because of the communication situation, lead the student to focus
on the aspects of oral communication that are linked to them. Thus,
if there is no perceived need to work specifically on the verbal and
non-verbal aspects in the assigned performance, the students do
not seem to focus on this, and the fact of reviewing themselves on
video does not bring any benefit.

Second, we worked with a young audience of 8- to 12-year-olds,
for whom the use of digital tablets was a first. In this sense, it could
simply be an additional burden (or extrinsic load), which could
explain why it was not so effective (Zahn et al., 2010). In addition, it
was also the first time the students could see themselves in a
recorded oral performance and be confronted with their image
(Wilhelm, 2014). So, one could imagine that using digital tools was
an additional learning experience for the students in itself. Recent
literature has also shown that being able to recognize what can be
improved require being trained to do so. As such, students'
watching themselves on video could not yield possible improve-
ments that could be made, because noticing them also requires a
learning process (Jacobs et al., 2010; Rotem, 2023). It could also be
hypothesized that compared to university students, elementary
school students are less able to seize the benefit of video recording
as a peer and self-evaluation tool. In addition, they had to manage
their image, which was an extra effort as well, due to intimidation
and possible lack of confidence in front of the camera (Bobkina &
Dominguez Romero, 2020), although students may have a posi-
tive attitude toward videos (Yamkate & Intratat, 2012). One could
therefore claim, but obviously without being certain, that a related
form of learning took place: the management of technologies for
learning, and the management of one's image. Nevertheless, we
must remain very cautious about these hypotheses. One avenue to
explore could be to replicate the study using participants who are
familiar with tablet use and video-based performance in the
classroom.
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This study has certain limitations. The most important one,
which invites future research to tackle it, is that we progressively
refined our results, starting with the overall oral scores and ending
with an analysis of one aspect in particular (verbal/non-verbal) and
the genre in which it was worked on, leaving our analysis with a
limited number of classes. Although this allowed us to highlight the
usefulness of the use of videos, in particular, for this component of
orality and in particular genres, we can only offer hypotheses about
the reasons for this. It is therefore necessary to deepen these con-
clusions through research that focuses specifically on this compo-
nent to understand this phenomenon. In addition, due to the
marginal effect size for the verbal/non-verbal aspect, which was
just below the cut-off used in this study (n% > 0.03), we need to be
cautious about generalizing these results. This is an additional
argument in favor of future research that specifically focuses on this
oral component. Second, as a consequence of our research design,
oral genres and classrooms were mostly overlapping, with each oral
genre practiced in two classes, so that six genres were represented
in the 12 classes). Therefore, we could not perform multilevel
mixed analysis with classroom at level 2 while also focusing on the
genre as a variable of interest.

Finally, this study allows us to formulate some practical impli-
cations. First, in light of the results of this study, we think important
to highlight that it is not mandatory to use video recording to work
on improving L1 oral communication skills. Our results provide
information to teachers about when the use of videos captured
through technology can have benefits in the classroom for oral
instruction. Thus, from the perspective of developing L1 oral lan-
guage instructional programs, it seems relevant to use videos for
those genres that require it; that is to say, those where the
authentic situation is also usually done on video. This is an
encouraging result for teachers who have difficulty setting up
lesson sequences for teaching oral language (Dumais et al., 2017). In
this way, using video recording could be useful in certain specific
situations. It should be kept for working specifically on televisual
genres such as a video tutorial, television interview, and the like,
which by their nature require recording anyway, and for working
on competencies related to the image (e.g., verbal and non-verbal
communication).

Second, and consequently, it is not appropriate to invest time
and financial resources in using video recording at all times and for
all students to develop L1 oral communication in the primary
grades. A strong instructional program, such as presented in this
study, that combines repeated oral performances and feedback
from the teacher and peers can be effective on its own.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing
financial interests or personal relationships that could have
appeared to influence the work reported in this paper.

Data availability

Data will be made available on request.



S. Colognesi, T. Coppe and S. Lucchini

Teaching and Teacher Education 128 (2023) 104141

Appendix
Synthesis of
Scaffolding quality criteria
general Specific | | o _____
organization scaffolding I

of the oral focised 6t the i Fine- !

Speaking genre to be language i tuning :

instructions produced | |

Sy BTN .

1 1 1 1

______ | Revision | | Revision | | Revision | | Revision |

| | ofthe ! | ofthe ! | ofthe ! I ofthe |

i Fi 1 ! speech and ; ! speech and } ! speech and ] ! speech and p

| Fmst | second {1 thid | | fourth | i final
! VRISIon | version | A | version | | version | A | version | 4

I B S I I I S b e :

Metacognitive
mediation and Self-evaluation Self-evaluation Diffusion
synthesis of and peer and peer and
effective feedback feedback evaluation
strategies
Steps in the Itineraries training program, adapted to the teaching / learning of an oral genre (Colognesi & Deschepper, 2022).
References Expérimentations dans huit classes du primaire et suivi de seize futurs

Alexander, R. (2012). DfE seminar on oracy. February 20. In Improving oracy and
classroom talk in English schools: Achievements and challenges. London: the
National Curriculum and Educational Standards [Paper presentation].

Alexander, R. J. (2013). Improving oracy and classroom talk: Achievements and
challenges. Primary First, 10, 22—29. http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/76321/.

Barry, S. (2012). A video recording and viewing protocol for student group pre-
sentations: Assisting self-assessment through a Wiki environment. Computers
& Education, 59(3), 855—860. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.04.008

Bobkina, J., & Dominguez Romero, E. (2020). Exploring the perceived benefits of
self-produced videos for developing oracy skills in digital media environments.
Computer Assisted Language Learning, 35(7), 1384—1406. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09588221.2020.1802294

Bourhis, J., & Allen, M. (1998). The role of videotaped feedback in the instruction of
public speaking: A quantitative synthesis of published empirical research.
Communication Research Reports, 15(3), 256—261. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08824099809362121

Cameron, C., & Dickfos, J. (2014). ‘Lights, camera, action!’ Video technology and
students’ perceptions of oral communication. Accounting Education, 23(2),
135—154. https://ssrn.com/abstract=3099404.

Chang, C.-Y., Lee, D.-C,, Tang, K.-Y., & Hwang, G.-J. (2021). Effect sizes and research
directions of peer assessments: From an integrated perspective of meta-
analysis and co-citations network. Computers & Education, 164, Article 104123.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.104123

Cohen, J. (1992). Statistical power analysis. Current Directions in Psychological Sci-
ence, 1(3), 98—101. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep10768783

Colognesi, S., & Deschepper, C. (2019). Les pratiques déclarées de I'enseignement de
I'oral au primaire : qu’en est-il en belgique francophone ? [Declared practices of
oral language teaching in primary schools: What about in French-speaking
Belgium?]. Language and Literacy, 21(1), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.20360/
langandlit29365

Colognesi, S., & Deschepper, C. (2022). Effective practices for teaching oral language
through genres and an instructional program that incorporates them. Revista da
ABRALIN, 20(3), 1453—1476. https://doi.org/10.25189/rabralin.v20i3.2017

Colognesi, S., & Dolz, J. (2017). Un dispositif de formation des enseignants : Con-
struire des scénarios pour développer les capacités orales des éleves du prim-
aire [A teacher training device: Building scenarios to develop the oral skills of
primary school students]. In J. F. de Pietro, C. Fisher, & R. Gagnon (Eds.),
Recherches en Didactique du Frangais: Vol. 9. L'oral aujourd’hui : Perspectives
didactiques (pp. 177—199). Presses universitaires de Namur.

Colognesi, S., & Dumais, C. (2020). L'exposé oral enregistré par les étudiants comme
alternative a l'exposé oral en présentiel. Quels bénéfices et points d’attention ?
[The student-recorded oral presentation as an alternative to the face-to-face
oral presentation. What are the benefits and points of attention? Evaluer.
Journal international de recherche en éducation et formation, Numéro Hors-série, 1,
67—76.

Colognesi, S., & Hanin, V. (2020). Quelles pratiques efficaces pour enseigner I'oral ?

10

enseignants [what are effective practices for teaching oral language? Experi-
ments in eight primary school classes and follow-up of sixteen future teachers].
Recherche, 73(1), 35—54.

Colognesi, S., & Lucchini, S. (2018). Enseigner l'ecriture: I'impact des etayages et des
interactions entre pairs sur le developpement de la competence scripturale
[teaching writing: The impact of peer support and interaction on the devel-
opment of writing skills]. Canadian Journal of Education, 41(1), 223—250.

Colognesi, S., Moser, V., Deschepper, C., & Hanin, V. (2022). Bonne nouvelle : Les
enseignants du fondamental estiment qu’il est important d’enseigner I'oral en
classe et se sentent compétents pour le faire ! Mais certains ne le font quand
méme pas... [good news: Elementary school teachers believe it is important to
teach oral language in the classroom and feel competent to do so! But some
don't. Veredas — Revista de Estudos Linguisticos, 26(1), 1-30.

Colognesi, S., Piret, C., Demorsy, S., & Barbier, E. (2020). Teaching writing-with or
without metacognition?: An exploratory study of 11-to 12-year-old students
writing a book review. International Electronic Journal of Environmental Educa-
tion, 12(5), 459—470. https://doi.org/10.26822/iejee.2020562136

Colognesi, S., Vassart, C., Blondeau, B., & Coertjens, L. (2020). Formative peer
assessment to enhance primary school pupils’oral skills: Comparison of written,
feedback without discussion or oral feedback during a discussion. Studies In
Educational  Evaluation, (67), Article 100917. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.stueduc.2020.100917

Daszkiewicz, M., Sousa, O., Lockiewicz, M., Lino, D., Piechowska, M., Fuertes, M.,
Wawrzyniak-$liwska, M., & Costa-Pereira, T. (2020). Comparative analysis of the
approach to L1 oracy in Polish and Portuguese early education curricula. L1:
Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 20, 1-17. https://doi.org/
10.17239/L1ESLL-2020.20.01.08

Day, I, Saab, N., & Admiraal, W. (2022). Online peer feedback on video pre-
sentations: Type of feedback and improvement of presentation skills. Assess-
ment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 47(2), 183—197. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02602938.2021.1904826

De Grez, L., Valcke, M., & Roozen, 1. (2009). The impact of goal orientation, self-
reflection and personal characteristics on the acquisition of oral presentation
skills. European Journal of Psychology of Education, 24(3), 293—306. https://
doi.org/10.1007/BF03174762

Dobinson, K. L., & Dockrell, J. E. (2021). Universal strategies for the improvement of
expressive language skills in the primary classroom: A systematic review. First
Language, 41(5). https://doi.org/10.1177/0142723721989471

Dolz, J., Pasquier, A., & Bronckart, J. P. (1993). L'acquisition des discours: Emergence
d'une compétence ou apprentissage de capacités langagieres diverses?
[Discourse acquisition: Emergence of a competence or learning of various
language skills]. Etudes de Linguistique Appliquee, 92, 23—37.

Dumais, C., Lafontaine, L., & Pharand, J. (2017). J'enseigne et j'évalue l'oral” : Pra-
tiques effectives au 3¢ cycle du primaire [“I teach and evaluate oral commu-
nication” : Actual practices in the 3rd cycle of primary school]. In J.-F. de Pietro,
C. Fisher, & R. Gagnon (Eds.), L'oral aujourd’hui : Perspectives didactiques (pp.
151—174). Presses Universitaires de Namur.

Dupont, P. (2016). L'épistémologie du concept de genre et ses conséquences


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref1
http://eprints.whiterose.ac.uk/76321/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2012.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2020.1802294
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2020.1802294
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824099809362121
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824099809362121
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3099404
https://ssrn.com/abstract=3099404
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compedu.2020.104123
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.ep10768783
https://doi.org/10.20360/langandlit29365
https://doi.org/10.20360/langandlit29365
https://doi.org/10.25189/rabralin.v20i3.2017
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref11
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref15
https://doi.org/10.26822/iejee.2020562136
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2020.100917
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2020.100917
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2020.20.01.08
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2020.20.01.08
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2021.1904826
https://doi.org/10.1080/02602938.2021.1904826
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03174762
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03174762
https://doi.org/10.1177/0142723721989471
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref22
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref23
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref23

S. Colognesi, T. Coppe and S. Lucchini

praxéologiques en didactique de I'oral [The epistemology of the concept of
gender and its praxeological consequences in oral didactics]. Reperes, 54,
141-166. https://doi.org/10.4000/reperes.1108

Dupont, P, & Dolz, ]. (2020). Les genres oraux : Quels dispositifs pour apprendre ?
[Oral genres: What instructional programs for learning?]. Recherche, 73, 9—20.

Dupont, P., & Grandaty, M. (2020). L'appropriation des ressources Eduscol en for-
mation initiale des enseignants débutants [The appropriation of Eduscol re-
sources in initial teacher training]. In P. Dupont (Ed.), L'enseignement de I'oral en
contexte francophone : Pratiques et outils de formation [teaching oral language in a
francophone context: Practices and training tools] (pp. 151—164). Presses Uni-
versitaires du Midi.

Durlak, J. A., & DuPre, E. P. (2008). Implementation matters: A review of research on
the influence of implementation on program outcomes and the factors affecting
implementation. American Journal of Community Psychology, 41(3—4), 327—350.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-008-9165-0

Dusenbury, L., Brannigan, R., Falco, M., & Hansen, W. B. (2003). A review of research
on fidelity of implementation: Implications for drug abuse prevention in school
settings. Health Education Research, 18(2), 237—256. https://doi.org/10.1093/her/
18.2.237

Faul, F, Erdfelder, E., Lang, A., & Buchner, A. (2013). G* power 3.1.7: A flexible sta-
tistical power analysis program for the social, behavioral and biomedical sci-
ences. Behavior Research Methods, 39, 175—191. https://doi.org/10.3758/
bf03193146

Gagnon, R., & Colognesi, S. (2021). Editorial : Evaluer les performances orales sans
les dénaturer ? [Editorial: Assessing oral performance without distorting it?].
Evaluer. Journal international de Recherche en Education et Formation, 7(2), 1-5.
https://doi.org/10.48782/e-jiref-7-2-1

Gagnon, R, & Dolz, J. (2016). Enseigner l'oral en classes hétérogenes: Quelle
ingénierie didactique? [Teaching oral language in heterogeneous classes: What
didactic engineering?]. Les Dossiers des Sciences de I'’Education, 136, 109—130.
https://doi.org/10.4000/dse.1405

Garcia-Debanc, C. (1999). Evaluer I'oral [Assessing oral communication]. Pratiques,
103/104, 193—212.

Green, S., & Salkind, N. (2017). Using SPSS for windows and macintosh (8th ed.).
Pearson.

Hair, ]. F, Black, W. C,, Babin, B. ., & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data
analysis: A global perspective. Pearson Education International.

Herbein, E., Golle, ]., Tibus, M., Schiefer, J., Trautwein, U., & Zettler, 1. (2018).
Fostering elementary school children's public speaking skills: A randomized
controlled trial. Learning and Instruction, 55, 158—168. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.learninstruc.2017.10.008

Herodotou, C. (2018). Young children and tablets: A systematic review of effects on
learning and development. Journal of Computer Assisted Learning, 34, 1-9.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12220

Hunt, S., Wright, A., & Simonds, C. (2014). Securing the future of communication
education: Advancing an advocacy and research agenda for the 21% century.
Communication  Education, 63(4), 449—461. https://doi.org/10.1080/
03634523.2014.926016

Hyland, K. (2007). Genre pedagogy: Language, literacy and L2 writing instruction.
Journal of Second Language Writing, 16(3), 148—164. https://doi.org/10.1016/
jjslw.2007.07.005

Jacobs, V. R, Lamb, L. L., & Philipp, R. A. (2010). Professional noticing of children's
mathematical thinking. Journal for Research in Mathematics Education, 41(2),
169—202. https://doi.org/10.5951/jresematheduc.41.2.0169

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

Lahire, B. (Ed.). (2019). Enfances de classe. De l'inégalité parmi les enfants [Children of
class. Inequality among children]. Seuil.

Lefeuvre, F., & Parussa, G. (2020). L'oral représenté en diachronie et en synchronie :
Une voie d’acces a I'oral spontané ? [Diachronic and synchronic represented
oral: A way to access spontaneous oral? ]. Langages, 217, 9—21. https://doi.org/
10.3917/1ang.217.0009

Massonnié, J., Bianco, M., Lima, L., & Bressoux, P. (2019). Longitudinal predictors of
reading comprehension in French at first grade: Unpacking the oral compre-
hension component of the simple view. Learning and Instruction, 60, 166—179.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.01.005

Maurer, B. (2001). Une didactique de I'oral. Du primaire au lycée [A didactic of the oral
language. Editions Bertrand-Lacoste. From primary to high school].

Mercer, N., Warwick, P., & Ahmed, A. (2017). An oracy assessment toolkit: Linking
research and development in the assessment of students' spoken language
skills at age 11-12. Learning and Instruction, 48, 51—60. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.learninstruc.2016.10.005

Millard, W., & Menzies, L. (2016). The state of speaking in our schools: Oracy in English
schools. Voice 21 https://cfey.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Oracy-Report-
Final.pdf.

Miskam, N., & Saidalvi, A. (2020). Using video technology to improve oral presen-
tation skills among undergraduate students: A systematic literature review.
International Journal of Psychosocial Rehabilitation, 24(5), 5280—5291. https://

1

Teaching and Teacher Education 128 (2023) 104141

doi.org/10.37200/1JPR/V2415/PR2020235

Morreale, S., & Pearson, J. (2008). Why communication education is important: The
centrality of the discipline in the 21st century. Communication Education, 57,
224-240. https://doi.org/10.1080/03634520701861713

Muijs, D., Kyriakides, L., van der Werf, G., Creemers, B., Timperley, H., & Earl, L.
(2014). State of the art — teacher effectiveness and professional learning. School
Effectiveness and School Improvement, 25(2), 231-256. https://doi.org/10.1080/
09243453.2014.885451

Quigley, B. L., & Nyquist, J. D. (1992). Using video technology to provide feedback to
students in performance courses. Communication Education, 41(3), 324—334.
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634529209378892

Ritchie, S. M., & Ayalon, M. (2016). Self-assessment of video-recorded presentations:
Does it improve skills? Active Learning in Higher Education, 17(3), 207—221.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787416654807

Rotem, S. H. (2023). Changes in noticing multiple dimensions in classroom situa-
tions among pre-service mathematics teachers. Teaching and Teacher Education,
121, Article 103932. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2022.103932

Sénéchal, K., Dumais, C., & Bergeron, R. (2019). Didactique de 'oral: de la recherche a
la classe, de la classe a la recherche [oral didactics: From research to class, from
class to research]. Editions Peisaj, ISBN 9782981483058.

Shih, R. (2010). Blended learning using video-based blogs: Public speaking for En-
glish as a Second Language students. Australasian Journal of Educational Tech-
nology, 26(6), 883—897. https://doi.org/10.14742/AJET.1048

Simard, C., Dufays, ]. L., Dolz, ]., & Garcia-Debanc, C. (2019). Didactique du frangais
langue premiere. De Boeck.

Stordeur, M. F.,, & Colognesi, S. (2020). Transformer I'exposé oral classique en exposé
oral enregistré au primaire : Quelles modalités de travail de I'enseignant et
quels effets pour les éleves ? [Transforming the classic oral presentation into an
audiotaped presentation in elementary school: How do teachers do it, and what
are the effects on students? Formation et profession, 28(4 hors-série), 1—12.
https://doi.org/10.18162/fp.2020.683

Stordeur, M. F, Nils, F, & Colognesi, S. (2022). No, an oral presentation is not just
something you prepare at home! Elementary teachers' practices supporting
preparation of oral presentations. LI: Educational Studies in Language and
Literature, 22, 1-29. https://doi.org/10.21248/11es11.2022.22.1.417

Sun, Y., & Yang, F. (2015). I help, therefore, I learn: Service learning on web 2.0 in an
EFL speaking class. Computer Assisted Language Learning, 28(3), 202—219.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2013.818555

Sweller, ]., Ayres, P., & Kalyuga, S. (2011). Cognitive load theory. Springer.

Tatzl, D. (2017). An intensive presentations course in English for aeronautical en-
gineering students using cyclic video recordings. Language Learning in Higher
Education, 7(2), 275—309. https://doi.org/10.1515/cercles-2017-0011

Tschirner, E. (2001). Language acquisition in the classroom: The role of digital video.
Computer Assisted Language Learning, 14(3—4), 305—319. https://doi.org/
10.1076/call.14.3.305.5796

Vassart, C., Blondeau, B., & Colognesi, S. (2022). Dans les coulisses de I'évaluation de
'oral par les pairs au primaire [Behind the Scenes of Oral Language Peer
Assessment in the Elementary School]. Education et francophonie, 50(1). https://
doi.org/10.7202/1088549ar

Wiertz, C., Blondeau, B., Francotte, E., Galand, B., & Colognesi, S. (2022). Utiliser une
grille critériée pour évaluer les explications orales de ses pairs : Quels fonc-
tionnements et quels effets ? [Using a criterion grid to evaluate the oral ex-
planations of one’s peers: How does it work and what effects?]. Evaluer. Journal
international de recherche en éducation et formation, 8(2), 51—88. https://doi.org/
10.48782/e-jiref-8-2-51

Wiertz, C., Van Mosnenck, S., Galand, B., & Colognesi, S. (2020). Evaluer I'oral quand
on est enseignant ou chercheur: Points de discussion et prises de décision dans
la coconception d'une grille critériée [evaluating oral performance as a teacher
or researcher: Discussion points and decision making in the co-design of a
criterion-referenced grid]. Mesure et évaluation en éducation, 43(3), 1-37.
https://doi.org/10.7202/1083006ar

Wilhelm, T. (2014). Effective use of multi-faceted video feedback for ESL speech/
presentation course. Humanising Language Teaching, 16(1).

Waurth, A, Tigelaar, D., Hulshof, H., de Jong, ]., & Admiraal, W. (2019). Key elements
of L1-oral language teaching and learning in secondary education. A literature
review. L1: Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 19, 1—23. https://
doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2019.19.01.15

Waurth, A, Tigelaar, D., Hulshof, H., de Jong, J., & Admiraal, W. F. (2022). Teacher and
student perceptions of L1-oral language lessons in Dutch secondary education.
L1: Educational Studies in Language and Literature, 22(1), 1-27. https://doi.org/
10.21248/11es11.2022.22.1.376

Yamkate, K., & Intratat, C. (2012). Using video recordings to facilitate student
development of oral presentation skills. Language Education in Asia, 3(2),
146—158. https://doi.org/10.5746/LEiA/12/V3/12/A03/Yamkate_Intratat

Zahn, C, Pea, R, Hesse, F. W,, & Rosen, ]. (2010). Comparing simple and advanced
video tools as supports for complex collaborative design processes. The Journal
of the Learning Sciences, 19(3), 403—440. https://doi.org/10.1080/
10508401003708399


https://doi.org/10.4000/reperes.1108
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref26
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-008-9165-0
https://doi.org/10.1093/her/18.2.237
https://doi.org/10.1093/her/18.2.237
https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03193146
https://doi.org/10.3758/bf03193146
https://doi.org/10.48782/e-jiref-7-2-1
https://doi.org/10.4000/dse.1405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref34
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2017.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2017.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1111/jcal.12220
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634523.2014.926016
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634523.2014.926016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.07.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jslw.2007.07.005
https://doi.org/10.5951/jresematheduc.41.2.0169
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2019.19.03.06
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref41
https://doi.org/10.3917/lang.217.0009
https://doi.org/10.3917/lang.217.0009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2018.01.005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref44
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2016.10.005
https://cfey.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Oracy-Report-Final.pdf
https://cfey.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Oracy-Report-Final.pdf
https://doi.org/10.37200/IJPR/V24I5/PR2020235
https://doi.org/10.37200/IJPR/V24I5/PR2020235
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634520701861713
https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2014.885451
https://doi.org/10.1080/09243453.2014.885451
https://doi.org/10.1080/03634529209378892
https://doi.org/10.1177/1469787416654807
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tate.2022.103932
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref53
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref53
https://doi.org/10.14742/AJET.1048
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref55
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref55
https://doi.org/10.18162/fp.2020.683
https://doi.org/10.21248/l1esll.2022.22.1.417
https://doi.org/10.1080/09588221.2013.818555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref59
https://doi.org/10.1515/cercles-2017-0011
https://doi.org/10.1076/call.14.3.305.5796
https://doi.org/10.1076/call.14.3.305.5796
https://doi.org/10.7202/1088549ar
https://doi.org/10.7202/1088549ar
https://doi.org/10.48782/e-jiref-8-2-51
https://doi.org/10.48782/e-jiref-8-2-51
https://doi.org/10.7202/1083006ar
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref65
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0742-051X(23)00129-4/sref65
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2019.19.01.15
https://doi.org/10.17239/L1ESLL-2019.19.01.15
https://doi.org/10.21248/l1esll.2022.22.1.376
https://doi.org/10.21248/l1esll.2022.22.1.376
https://doi.org/10.5746/LEiA/12/V3/I2/A03/Yamkate_Intratat
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508401003708399
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508401003708399

	Improving the oral language skills of elementary school students through video-recorded performances
	1. Introduction
	1.1. Developing students' oral communication skills
	1.2. Using video in the classroom to teach oral communication skills

	2. This study
	3. Method
	3.1. Participants and conditions
	3.2. Method of instruction
	3.3. Instruments and procedure

	4. Results
	5. Discussion and conclusion
	Declaration of competing interest
	Data availability
	References
	Appendix


