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A Simple but Complete Rubric for the Assessment of Oral Reports
As part of a university-wide goal to graduate students with proficient skills in oral and written
communication, Widener University has made the committment to assess oral communication skills within
each student's undergraduate program. Although many academic units elected to do this in an informal
way, by relying on subjective reports resulting from instuctor-designed course assignments, Widener
University's Continuing Education Department (University College) elected to take a stronger stand and
developed a specific oral communication scoring rubric that instructors are encouraged to use as part of
their course syllabi.
In the fall of 2007 members of the University College Assessment Committee met to develop an oral
communication rubric that would be suitable for use across various fields. First a review of previously
published rubrics for oral communication was conducted. This review included but was not limited to the
following: the Virginia State Council of Higher Education Competency Standards for Oral Communication
(2006), the Iowa State University's Oral Evaluation Rubric (2005), and the Northwest Regional Education
Laboratory's Four-part Rubric for Oral Assessment (1998). This review was supplemented by an informal
survey of information dealing with the basic nature of the communication process, as well as information
about how the process might differ within diverse career areas.
The above efforts resulted in the development of the Widener University, University College Rubric for the
Assessment of Oral Communication, a comprehensive scoring rubric that focuses on three main areas: 1)
the Message, 2) Presenter Expertise, and 3) Audience Engagement. The Message section addresses the
question, "Was the information presented in a clear and concise fashion?" This section includes two
subsections: one that deals with articulation and pronunciation; and another that deals with aspects of
organization. Presenter Expertise answers the question, "Was the speaker knowledgeable and
professional?" This section is composed of ratings on appearance and demeanor; pacing and use of time;
and preparation. The final section, Audience Engagement, answers the question, "Did the speaker show
enthusiam & capture the attention of the audience?" Eye contact and establishment of rapport are included
in this section. A fourth area, Visual Aides is also included as an optional rating category as needed.
Furthermore, ratings across each category are scorable at four competency levels: Expert, Competent,
Developing, and Unacceptable.
Once developed, this rubric was presented to faculty from a multiplicity of disciplines at an annual
professional development workshop. Discussion focused on the competencies as indicated, as well as the
rubric's ultility for use during classroom presentations and projects. Comments were collected and minor
revisions were made, then the rubric was
pilot tested during the Fall of 2007 and the Spring of 2008.
The current study looked at the reliability of scoring oral reports using the Widener University, University
College Rubric for the Assessment of Oral Communication.
Forty-two students from two undergraduate courses (one section of Human Growth and Development,
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and one section of Introduction to Education) delivered oral reports on topics related to each course's
content. Each student's oral communication proficiency was assessed both by the instructor and by a
subset of the student's classmates that were randomly assigned before each presentation took place.
Proficiency levels were recoded numerically as follows: Unacceptable = 1, Developing = 2, Competent =
3, Expert = 4. Results showed that interrater reliabilities across categories were high with the highest being
"the message" at r= .96, and the lowest being "presenter expertise" at r = .85. Most participants did
report that scoring was very easy after the first or second time they completed the ratings.
Conclusions indicate that the Widener University, University College Rubric for the Assessment of Oral
Communication is a tool that can assist instructors in determining oral communication proficiency by
offering a concrete, yet multifaceted method for performing both formative and summative evaluations.
Although the previously reviewed instruments were inclusive, they were also complex. The Widener
University, University College Rubric offers a simplified but reliable alternative to these formerly published
oral communication evaluation tools.
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