AN EVALUATION OF TECHNICAL ORAL PRESENTATION
COMPONENTS IN ENGINEERING

ABDULLAH ADNAN BIN MOHAMED

FACULTY OF EDUCATION
UNIVERSITY OF MALAYA
KUALA LUMPUR

2020



AN EVALUATION OF TECHNICAL ORAL PRESENTATION COMPONENTS IN
ENGINEERING

ABDULLAH ADNAN BIN MOHAMED

THESIS SUBMITTED IN FULFILMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF
DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY

FACULTY OF EDUCATION
UNIVERSITY OF MALAYA
KUALA LUMPUR

2020



UNIVERSITI MALAYA
ORIGINAL LITERARY WORK DECLARATION

Name of Candidate: ABDULLAH ADNAN
BIN MOHAMED

Registration/Matric No: PHA 100048
Name of Degree: DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY
Title of Project Paper/Research Report/Dissertation/Thesis (“this Work™):

AN EVALUATION OF TECHNICAL ORAL PRESENTATION COMPONENTS
IN ENGINEERING

Field of Study: TESL
I do solemnly and sincerely declare that:

(1) I am the sole author/writer of this Work;

(2) This Work is original;

(3) Any use of any work in which copyright exists was done by way of fair dealing
and for permitted purposes and any excerpt or extract from, or reference to or
reproduction of any copyright work has been disclosed expressly and sufficiently and
the title of the Work and its authorship have been acknowledged in this Work;

(4) I do not have any actual knowledge nor do I ought reasonably to know that the
making of this work constitutes an infringement of any copyright work;

(5) I hereby assign all and every rights in the copyright to this Work to the University
of Malaya (“UM”), who henceforth shall be owner of the copyright in this Work and
that any reproduction or use in any form or by any means whatsoever is prohibited
without the written consent of UM having been first had and obtained;

(6) I am fully aware that if in the course of making this Work I have infringed any
copyright whether intentionally or otherwise, I may be subject to legal action or any
other action.

Candidate’s Signature Date: 18.9.2020
Subscribed and solemnly declared before,

Name:

Designation:

il



ABSTRACT

This case study evaluates implementation of Technical Oral Presentations (TOP)
components in English for Specific Academic Purposes (ESAP) language course for
engineering undergraduates at a technical university. The respondents were 310
engineering undergraduates who registered for English Technical Communication
(ETC) course and 12 instructors from Universiti Malaysia Pahang. The case study
employs Convergent Parallel design to collect data in all four evaluation components
of Context, Input, Process and Product (CIPP) Evaluation Model. Two
questionnaires were administered in this study. The Questionnaire Set A were
distributed to English language instructors teaching English for Technical
Communication course while the Questionnaire Set B were distributed among
engineering undergraduates who enrolled during September to Dec 2016. Other
instruments were semi-structured interviews with six instructors and eight
engineering industry stakeholders as well as nine focus group interviews with
engineering undergraduates. Eight video clips of engineering undergraduates’
delivering product description presentations were also used as instrument in
interview with engineering stakeholders. Findings show that elements of context
evaluation such as the ‘relevance’ of ETC course, engineering undergraduates’ level
of interest towards TOP and asset and facilities are deemed relevant and conducive.
Various difficulties and challenges faced by engineering undergraduates’ in their
TOP skills learning were identified and input from instructors teaching the course
were also discussed. At least 1/3 of the respondents stated that high anxiety and lack
of self-confidence affect their Technical oral Presentation (TOP) performance.
Elements of input evaluation such as suitability of content and material for TOP are

seen by instructors and engineering undergraduates to be suitable and appropriate for
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students’ TOP learning. Profiles of instructors teaching TOP showed that they are
highly experienced personnel with service duration between five to 21 years. The
process evaluation findings illustrate various TOP learning activities occur in
classroom and more marks are allocated for content rather than language and
delivery skills. However, engineering undergraduates perceive that their instructors
give equally high level of emphasis in content, language and delivery skills.
Similarly, instructors also viewed that they give highly equal emphasis on these
components while teaching TOP. Instructors also adopt various strategies in giving
feedback towards engineering undergraduates’ TOP learning. Engineering
undergraduates’ perception of instructors’ practices of giving feedback were highly
positive. Engineering undergraduates made several suggestions on ways to improve
their TOP skills. Product evaluation findings revealed that engineering stakeholders
viewed engineering undergraduates’ TOP performance in the video clips as poor,
acceptable and good. It is suggested that more training is needed in order to achieve
higher competency level. The findings from the Self Perceive Communicative
Competent (SPCC) questionnaire revealed that the majority of engineering
undergraduates involved in the study perceived their TOP competency to be at
moderate level (72.6%) and 22.6% perceived themselves to be in low self-perceived
communication competence. Findings also showed that there is no significant
difference of self-perceived communication competence among respondents across
faculties and between genders. This study proposed a framework known as “PRO-
ESATOP” for English specific Academic Purpose (ESAP) and Model of TOP
Professionalism for training of Technical Oral Presentation (TOP) skills for

engineering undergraduates.
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SATU PENILAIAN KOMPONEN PEMBENTANGAN LISAN
TEKNIKAL DI DALAM KEJURUTERAAN

ABSTRAK

Kajian kes ini menilai perlaksanaan komponen Pembentangan Lisan Teknikal
(Technical Oral Presentation - TOP) didalam kelas Bahasa Inggeris untuk tujuan
khusus akademik (English For Specific Academic Purposes -ESAP) di kalangan
pelajar sarjana muda kejuruteraan di sebuah universiti teknikal. Responden adalah
310 pelajar sarjana muda kejuruteraan yang mendaftar untuk kursus English for
Technical Communication (ETC) dan 12 pengajar dari Universiti Malaysia Pahang.
Kajian kes ini menggunakan reka bentuk Convergent Paralel design untuk
mengumpul data dalam semua empat komponen penilaian Model Penilaian, Input,
Proses dan Produk (CIPP). Dua soal selidik telah digunakan di dalam kajian ini. Set
A soal selidik telah diedarkan kepada pengajar Bahasa Inggeris yang mengajar
English for Technical Communication manakala Set Soalan B telah diedarkan di
kalangan pelajar sarjana muda kejuruteraan yang mendaftar didalam kursus yang
sama dari bulan September hingga Disember 2016. Instrumen lain adalah wawancara
separa berstruktur dengan enam pengajar dan lapan pihak pemegang taruh dari pihak
industri kejuruteraan serta sembilan temuduga kumpulan fokus dengan pelajar
sarjana muda kejuruteraan. Lapan klip video pelajar sarjana muda kejuruteraan
menyampaikan pembentangan lisan teknikal berkaitan product description digunakan
sebagai instrumen dalam temu bual dengan pemegang taruh dari industri
kejuruteraan. Dapatan menunjukkan bahawa elemen penilaian konteks seperti
'kerelevanan’ kursus ETC, tahap minat di kalangan responden terhadap TOP dan

penilaian aset dan kemudahan pembelajaran adalah relevan dan membantu proses



pembelajaran. Pelbagai kesukaran dan cabaran yang dihadapi oleh pelajar sarjana
muda kejuruteraan dalam mempelajari kemahiran TOP telah dikenalpasti dan input
dari pengajar yang mengajar kursus juga dibincangkan. Sekurang kurangnya 1/3
responden menyatakan tahap kebimbangan yang tinggi dan kekurangan keyakinan
diri merupakan masalah utama yang dihadapi oleh mereka dan memberi kesan
didalam membuat Pembentangan Lisan Teknikal. Unsur-unsur penilaian input
seperti kesesuaian kandungan dan bahan untuk TOP seperti yang dilihat oleh tenaga
pengajar dan pelajar sarjana muda kejuruteraan berada pada tahap yang tinggi. Profil
para pengajar yang mengajar TOP menunjukkan bahawa mereka adalah kakitangan
yang berpengalaman dan telah berkhidmat antara lima hingga 21 tahun. Dapatan
penilaian proses menggambarkan pelbagai aktiviti pembelajaran TOP yang berlaku
di dalam bilik darjah dan lebih banyak markah diperuntukkan untuk aspek content
berbanding /anguage dan delivery. Respondens menyedari bahawa pengajar mereka
memberikan tahap penekanan yang sama dalam aspek content, language dan delivery
semasa mengajar TOP. Begitu juga, para pengajar juga melihat bahawa mereka
memberikan penekanan yang sama terhadap komponen-komponen ini semasa
mengajar TOP. Pengajar juga mengamalkan pelbagai strategi dalam memberikan
maklum balas terhadap pembelajaran TOP pelajar sarjana muda kejuruteraan.
Persepsi responden terhadap amalan pengajar didalam memberi maklum balas
kepada para pelajar adalah sangat positif. Responden membuat beberapa cadangan
mengenai cara untuk meningkatkan kemahiran TOP mereka. Hasil penilaian produk
mendedahkan bahawa pihak pemegang taruh dari industri kejuruteraan melihat
prestasi pembentangan lisan teknikal (TOP) pelajar sarjana muda kejuruteraan
dalam klip video sebagai tahap keupayaan TOP yang lemah, boleh diterima dan baik.

Adalah dicadangkan agar lebih banyak latihan diperlukan untuk mencapai tahap
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kompeten yang lebih tinggi. Dapatan dari Self~-Comprehensive Communicative
Competitive (SPCC) menunjukkan bahawa majoriti responden yang terlibat dalam
kajian tersebut merasakan kecekapan pembentangan lisan teknikal (TOP) mereka
berada pada tahap sederhana (72.6%) dan 22.6% berpendapat bahawa mereka berada
dalam kompetensi komunikasi rendah. Dapatan juga menunjukkan bahawa tidak
terdapat perbezaan yang signifikan di antara tahap kompetensi komunikasi diri setiap
pelajar sarjana muda kejuruteraan dari setiap fakulti mahupun dari segi perbezaan
jantina. Kajian ini mencadangkan satu rangka kerja yang dikenali sebagai

PRO-ESATOP dan Model of TOP Professionalism bagi pembelajaran kaedah
kemahiran Pembentangan Lisan Teknikal untuk para pelajar yang mengikuti

pengajian di peringkat sarjana muda didalam bidang kejuruteraan.
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CHAPTER1

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

The Malaysian government is aware of the need to equip students’ with necessary
English language skills as the second language. In the history of Malaysian
education, English language education has received central attention and policies
related to teaching and learning of English at primary, secondary and tertiary levels
were formulated. One of the main purposes is to produce citizens who have certain
level of English proficiency besides being proficient in the national language. For
instance, with an aim to achieving this bilingual (English and Malay) proficiency, the
national agenda as illustrated in the Malaysian Education Blue Print 2013-2025 has
aspired that all students should possess bilingual proficiency as one of the six
attributes “needed by students to be globally competitive” (Ministry of Education

Malaysia, 2013; p. 10).

In order to achieve this, the Ministry of Education Malaysia has adopted 7/
shifts to transform education system. From the 11 educational system transformation
shifts, the second shift deals mainly on efforts to equip students with bilingual
proficiency in the national language and the English language. The second shift is
[to] “Ensure every child is proficient in Bahasa Malaysia and English language” with
the most immediate priority efforts geared towards “boosting all students’
proficiency in Bahasa Malaysia and English language” (Ministry of Education

Malaysia, 2013; p 22). Not long ago, with a similar aim to improve the overall



English proficiency among Malaysian students, the Ministry of Education
implemented the teaching of Science and Mathematics in English policy known as
the ETEMS program before it was reverted to Bahasa Malaysia six years after its

implementation.

Despite the many efforts put forth by the government in enhancing English
language skills of the Malaysian students, our students still lack the skills (Samuel &
Abu Bakar, 2008) and to some extent are deteriorating in their proficiency (Kabilan,
Ahmad & Zainol Abidin, 2010). Their poor skills are not only critical at school and
tertiary levels but also prevalent among graduates who enter the workforce. Many
employers admit that many new graduates who enter the workforce have the
necessary technical skills but still lack English communication skills which hinder
them from functioning well at workplaces (Darmi & Albion, 2013; Nair, Rahim,
Setia, Husin, Sabapathy, Jalil & Seman 2012; Shakir, 2009). For professionals in
engineering and technology industry, English communication skills are skills highly
valued and needed (Yuzainee, Zaharim & Omar, 2011) in order to participate
successfully in the communicative events in the workplace which include the ability
to participate in small group discussion, meetings and deliver technical presentations
(Matthews & Marion, 1990). Research shows that delivering oral presentations is
considered the most stressful communicative event rated by Asian students
(Woodrow, 2006) and second language learners (Kunioshi, Gonuchi, Hayashi &

Tojo, 2014) and this is worrying.

Over the years, there has been growing concern that many new university
graduates are unemployed in Malaysia due to the lack of English communication

skills (Basri, Omar, Zainal, Abang Abdullah, Badrulhisham, Abdul Hamid, Nik



Abdullah, Azmi & Zaidi, 2006; Berhanuddin, Othman, Esa, Sulaiman & Othman,
2007; Bhattacharyya, Nordin, & Salleh, 2009; Chang, 2004; Darmi & Albion, 2013;
Kassim & Ali, 2010; Morais, 1998; Norlida Md Shariff, 2014; Phang, 2006; Talif &
Noor, 2009; Zaharim, Omar, Basri & Isa, 2007; Yuzainee, Zaharim, Omar,
Mohamed, Muhammad, Mustapha & Rahmat, 2012; Wahiza Wabhi, 2014; Pazil &

Razak, 2019; Zainuddin, Pillai, Dumanig & Phillip, 2019).

Prior to graduating, it is compulsory for all Malaysian undergraduates to
register for English language classes such as English for Academic Purposes (EAP)
or English for Specific Purposes (ESP) for a number of semesters of their studies
(Thang & Alias, 2007). In most Malaysian universities (e.g Universiti Teknikal
Melaka (UTEM); Universiti Malaysia Sarawak (UNIMAS), the English language
programs are taught by English language instructors from the university language
centres. Centres, such as the Centre for Modern Languages and Human Sciences at
the Universiti Malaysia Pahang, are responsible for organising, conducting, assessing
and administering the university language programs including English for
proficiency programs. The centre also deals with designing appropriate language
curriculum and syllabi, assigning teaching instructors to teach English language
courses and other matters related to maintaining the English language programs as

required by the university.

The former Minister of Higher Education Dato’ Sri Mohd Khaled Nordin, in
the foreword of The National Graduate Employable Blueprint 2012-2017 stated that
prospective employers complained that Malaysian graduates lack prerequisite
attributes necessary for employment where “more than 50% (actual data 58.8%) of

fresh graduates are deemed to be unsatisfactory in English communication skills”



(Ministry of Higher Education Malaysia; 2012, p.i). In the same document, the then
Minister of Higher Education urged the management of Malaysian Higher learning
institutions to increase the chances for their graduates to be employed after
graduation by placing “greater emphasis on the proper preparation of their students,
ensuring that they are equipped with the adequate exit attributes” (Ministry of Higher
Education Malaysia; 2012, p.i). In order to enhance graduates’ English
communication skills which are important for academic and future workplace needs,
higher education institutions have taken the necessary efforts to improve
undergraduates’ English language communication skills. One area of oral
communication skills which is vital for graduates to ensure workplace success is in
oral presentations (Bhattacharyya, Nordin, & Salleh, 2009; Darling, & Dannels,

2003; Kassim & Ali, 2010).

Profile of the Study Background

Universiti Malaysia Pahang (subsequently UMP), which is also the location of this
study, is an engineering and technical university located on two campus sites;
Gambang and Pekan in the state of Pahang, Malaysia. UMP offers diploma,
bachelor and postgraduate programs in Chemical Engineering and Natural
Resources, Mechanical Engineering, Electronic and Electrical Engineering, Civil
Engineering and Earth Resources, Computer Science and Software Engineering,
Technology Management and Science Industry. Back in 2002, UMP was formerly
known as KUKTEM (University College of Engineering and Technology Malaysia)
and consisted of five engineering faculties and four centres. In 2007, KUKTEM

became the Universiti Malaysia Pahang (UMP).



To date, UMP has a total of nine faculties which offer various engineering
and technology related programs and eight academic and non-academic centres
which provide services and training to all UMP staff, engineering undergraduate and
postgraduate students. Currently there are about 9000 engineering undergraduates
enrolled in various courses and in different modes. Table 1.1 below illustrates the
faculties and centres at UMP.

Table 1.1

Faculties and Centres in Universiti Malaysia Pahang

Faculties

Centres

Faculty of Mechanical Engineering
Faculty of Civil Engineering and
Earth Resources

Faculty of Electrical and Electronic
Engineering

Faculty of Computer Systems and
Software Engineering

Faculty of Industrial Sciences and
Technology

Faculty of Manufacturing
Engineering

Faculty of Engineering Technology
Faculty of Chemical and Natural
Resources Engineering

Faculty of Industrial Management

Centre for Modern Language and

Human
Sciences (CMLHS)
Centre For Environmental

Research & Management
Automotive Excellence Centre
Centre for Academic Innovation
and Competitiveness

Islamic Centre and Human
Development

Centre for Corporate
Development and Quality
Management

Centre for Information and
Technology communication

Sports Centre

At UMP, the administration of teaching-learning of English language for

engineering undergraduates is entrusted to the Centre for Modern Language and

Human Sciences (subsequently CMLHS). CMLHS is given the responsibility to



develop engineering undergraduates’ English proficiency. CMLHS offers English for
Specific Purposes (ESP) courses which are specifically designed to fulfil English
language needs of engineering undergraduates in order to function well in their

academic studies as well as their future workplace needs in engineering industries.

Besides offering ESP courses, CMLHS also conducts English Placement
Test (EPT) for newly enrolled local and international students. EPT tests students in
three areas; writing, grammar and reading. Students’ whose EPT cumulative scores
are band 4.9 and below must register for level zero English known as the ‘UHL 2400
Fundamental English’. The following UMP-EPT conversion table (Table 1.2)
illustrates the calculation of EPT bands.

Table 1.2

UMP-EPT Conversion Table

BAND READING MARKS GRAMMAR MARKS
9.0 39-40 59-60
8.5 37-38 57-58
8.0 35-36 54 -56
7.5 33-34 51-53
7.0 31-32 49 - 50
6.5 29-30 46 — 48
6.0 27-28 39-45
5.5 24 -26 31-38
5.0 19-23 26 -30
4.5 15-18 21-25
4.0 13-14 16 —20
3.5 11-12 11-15
3.0 9-10 9-10
2.5 7-28 7-28
2.0 5-6 5-6
1.5 3-4 3-4
1.0 1-2 1-2

Source: CMLHS portal, Universiti Malaysia Pahang



Based on the results of the UMP-EPT placement test, engineering
undergraduates will register for ESP courses offered by the Centre for Modern
Language and Human Sciences. Table 1.3 illustrates the structure of ESP courses at
CMLHS.

Table 1.3

The structure of ESP courses in CMLHS

Diploma Bachelor Degree

e Level0
UHL 2400 Fundamentals of English

e Jevell

UHL 1412 Foundation English

Language
e Levell
e [evel2 i )
UHL 2412 English for Academic
UHL 1422 English for academic o
Communication
skills
e Level2
e Level3

UHL 2422 English for Technical
UHL 1432 English for

Communication
Occupational Communication
o Level 3
UHL 2432 English for professional

Communication

The engineering undergraduates whose EPT band is below 4.9 will have to
study fundamentals of English for level 0 (UHL 2400 Fundamentals of English
Language). The UHL 2400 Fundamentals of English Language is designed to
develop engineering undergraduates’ skills in using English language effectively.
The four language skills; listening, speaking, reading and writing are integrated to
strengthen students’ basic comprehension, besides vocabulary and grammar skills.

This course also emphasizes on improving reading and writing by applying effective



strategies which include elements of contextual grammar, active vocabulary building,
sentence and paragraph writing. These are fundamentals in providing essential

English language skills that are needed in an academic environment.

The UHL 2412 English for Academic Communication (level one) also aims
to equip students with the four language skills (i.e. listening, reading, speaking and
writing) and study skills for academic success. The course requires engineering
undergraduates to read various texts of general topics by incorporating essential
reading skills. Study skills such as note-taking, note-making techniques and active
listening skills are also taught. They are also exposed to thesis-support essay writing
styles and organization suitable for their level. Additionally, engineering
undergraduates are also exposed to oral presentations as individual and group
activities. E-learning activities which utilizes language software platform are also

introduced as part of the course requirement.

Upon completing level one, engineering undergraduates will register for
English level two — the UHL 2422 English for Technical Communication (ETC). It is
designed to expose students to technical communication context relevant to academic
and professional purposes. Engineering undergraduates learn and apply language
skills and strategies appropriate to written and spoken technical communication for
both technical and non-technical audiences. In the course, engineering
undergraduates are also required to listen to, evaluate, organize, present and write
technical information. The ETC course consists of, but is not limited to, technical
descriptions, processes and procedures, feasibility and recommendation reports. The
ETC course also trains engineering undergraduates to deliver individual and group

presentations using appropriate delivery strategies and content.  Additionally,



engineering undergraduates have the opportunity to collaborate in teams thus

developing team working skills while performing activities assigned to them.

Finally, upon completing English level two, engineering undergraduates will
take level three English — the UHL 2432 English for professional communication.
The course is designed to develop students’ spoken and written communication skills
which are vital in helping them to enter the job market and preparing them for
workplace. Students are taught language skills and communication strategies to
enable them to receive and deliver spoken and written messages effectively. They
will gain practical experiences through activities and assignments necessary for job
search, presentations, business correspondence and meetings. Students will have
opportunities to participate in class interaction, video analysis and small group

discussions.

It is expected that after completing all three levels of English (depending on
UMP-EPT result), engineering undergraduates should possess necessary English
language skills including the ability to deliver oral presentation effectively in order to

function well in their study and future workplace. However, this is not the case.

The head of the Modern Language Department stated in an interview that
based on the UMP-EPT results for the 2013/14 academic session, about 50% of 1700
new engineering undergraduates obtained bands lower than band 4.9. As a result, it is
compulsory for these students to register for UHL 2400 Fundamentals of English
Language class (level 0). While in the UMP-EPT test for 2014/15 academic session,
approximately 60% of 1700 new engineering undergraduates obtained bands lower

than 4.9 and these students will have to register for level 0 as well. Generally, this



shows that a large number of engineering undergraduates enrolled at UMP need

more English language training and support in their English language skills.

In order to meet the market demand which requires graduates to possess
high English language proficiency and effective communication skills, the UMP
administration has set an ‘English proficiency standard’ for its graduates in the UMP
Strategic Plan 2011-2015 (CMLHS, 2013). The UMP Strategic Plan 2011-2015 has
set the minimum standard of MUET Band 3 or equivalent to IELTS 5.5 or TOEFL
550 for undergraduates and IELTS 6.0 or achieving TOEFL 570 for postgraduate
students. However, it was found that only 52% of UMP students achieved Band 3 for
their MUET (CMLHS, 2013). Again, this shows a huge gap between students’
English language proficiency level and the target of UMP Strategic Plan 2011-2015

and that more exposure to English language training is needed.

Workplace English Needs for Graduate Engineers

According to Goh and Chan (1993), who conducted a study among university
graduates (potential employees) and companies (potential employers) in a Malaysian
context, companies perceive speaking and writing as the first and second most
important language skills that undergraduates should possess and that English was
important for promotion and recruitment. Moreover, almost two decades after Goh
and Chan’s (1993) study, Kassim and Ali (2010) reported that English is used on a
daily basis by engineers to participate in communicative events such as meetings,
internal and external networking, conflict resolution, formal presentations, teamwork

interactions, following instructions and responding orally in their workplaces.
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Both university graduates and employers agree that English language plays a
vital role in employability (Zainuddin et al., 2019). However, employers report that
many graduates lack sufficient English oral communication skills to function
successfully in the workplace (Basri et al., 2012). This includes engineering
graduates’ poor command of spoken English which affects their ability to deliver
oral presentations (Norlida Md Shariff, 2014). This is a concern because, apart from
having technical expertise, engineers’ daily workplace activities require them to
successfully participate in small group discussion, meetings and deliver oral
presentations (Matthews & Marino, 1990; Yuzainee Md Yusoff, Azami Zaharim &
Mohd Zaidi Omar, 2011). Small group discussion and meetings involve engineers’
interactions with their fellow engineers to complete certain technical task, while oral
presentations are required when an engineer presents his ideas to a group or audience
within the same company or to external audiences. Oral presentation is defined as a
talk or speech given by a presenter to an audience or two or more people (Levin &
Topping, 2006). According to Irvine (2009), oral presentation is a “planned and
rehearsed talk or speech that is not committed to memory or read directly from

script” (p.11).

Oral presentation is very important for engineers because sometimes the
purpose is to present their company’s bid for contracts from other entities or to
promote products from their companies to potential buyers. This shows that having
oral presentation skills is very crucial for future engineers. Relating to that point, in a
study by Darling and Dannels (2003) who traced former university students who are
now engineers to study the importance of communication skills in their jobs, half of

their respondents stated that public speaking (presentations, public speaking, public

11



seminars and technical presentations) is important for practicing engineers’. The
respondents explained that engineers need oral presentations skills when they have to
make presentations about new products. The engineers also explained that
presentation skills are one of the important criteria for career advancement in their

organisation (Darling and Dannels, 2003).

Since language proficiency programs are important for such graduates
(Thang & Wong, 2008), there is a need to conduct a curriculum evaluation of these
English proficiency programs. Thang and Wong (2008) considered English language
courses taught at Malaysian universities as ESP courses. This could be due to the
specialisation of the course contents and materials, and specific programs created to
cater for specific types of students (e.g “English for law students” or “English for
engineering students”). The English proficiency program referred to in this study is
also an ESP program designed for engineering undergraduates at the Universiti
Malaysia Pahang (UMP). Additionally, Kassim and Ali (2010) proposed for module
design and development to incorporate workplaces scenarios as the basis for

activities.

With this aim, the researcher intends to conduct an evaluation of English for
Specific Purposes (ESP) course for engineering undergraduates at the Universiti
Malaysia Pahang focusing on the evaluation of teaching and learning of technical
oral presentations skills to engineering undergraduates in English for Technical

Communication course (UHL 2422) at UMP.
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Background of the Study

Issues of graduate unemployment are not new and it has been reported for many
years. In 2006, the Malaysian government announced that there were some 45,000
unemployed college graduates and one of the main reasons given was poor command
of the English language (Phang, 2006). In 2011, the Ministry of Higher Education in
its "Graduate Tracer Study Executive Report 2010", published on Feb 11, 2011
reported that of 174,464 graduates participated in the survey, 24.6 percent of the total
number of graduates were not employed within six months of graduating. A more
recent report suggests that situation is not much different in recent years. According
to the News Straits Times report which was published in February 2016 quoting a
data source from PEMANDU (a department under the Malaysia’s Prime Minister’s
Office), there were about 400,000 graduates who were still looking for employment

opportunities (Hussaini Abdul Karim, 2016).

While many graduates were successful in their job applications, many more
are struggling and one of the reasons associated with this is lack of English
communication skills. Studies of the English language needs in the workplace
conducted in Malaysia suggest that graduate workers require English language skills
in order to communicate effectively in the workplace as the main language for
communication among them is English (Bhattacharyya, Nordin, & Salleh, 2009,
2005; Kassim & Ali, 2010; Morais, 1998; Talif & Noor, 2009; Zaharim, Omar, Basri
& Isa, 2007; Haron, Hussain, Zulkifli, Nashir & Ma’arof, 2019). Although there are
many factors that lead to a high number of unemployment among Malaysian

graduates, the lack of English oral communication skills is identified as the main
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factor (Berhanuddin et al., 2007; Ministry of Higher Education Malaysia, 2012;

Phang, 2006; Pillai, Khan, Ibrahim & Raphael, 2012; Tay, 2008).

Over the last two decades, employers’ expectation towards graduates’
language skills has remained consistent. For instance, the Malaysian Employers
Federation (MEF) (2004) specifically states that employers look for “English
language proficiency - oral and written communication skills” (p.16) in graduates.
Furthermore, the Malaysian Employers Federation (2004) also points out that “local
graduates are highly qualified but poor in English language” (p. 5). Thus, employers
are not willing to send the newly employed graduates for further training including
English language training as the process is costly and adds “liabilities to the
corporations” (Quek, 2005, p. 233). Similarly, employment and impact surveys
carried out by Malaysian companies such as the Multimedia Development
Corporation, as reported by Ungku Harun (2004) and Chang (2004), and the
Malaysian Employers Federation (2004) reported that employers look for oral
communication, especially the ability to deliver powerful and effective presentations
from graduates. Even after decades, employers’ expectation of employees’ delivery
of effective presentations continue to be prevalent trend (Wahiza Wahi, 2014; Haron

et al., 2019).

However, many employers felt that many graduates lack these skills (Seetha,
2014) and this can be seen from the findings of studies on graduate engineers’
performance against the expectation of the engineering employers (Bhattacharyya,
Nordin & Salleh, 2009; Talif & Noor, 2009; Zaharim, Omar, Basri & Isa, 2007).

The problem became more complex as can be seen in Talif and Noor’s (2009) study

14



which highlights that the English language teaching at tertiary level in Malaysia does

not provide adequate language skills needed at work.

The board of Engineers Malaysia (BEM), a body which monitors
engineering curriculum in Malaysia, also emphasises students’ communication
ability. The ability to communicate effectively is one of the most important attributes
required from engineering graduates in Malaysian Higher Learning institutions
(Engineering Accreditation Council Malaysia, 2003; Megat Johari, Abdullah,
Osman, Sapuan, Mariun, Jaafar, Ghazali & Rosnah, 2002). This is in line with the
emphasis in the literature of workplace language needs that having good English
communication skills is a required competency among other skills for employment
(Bhattacharyya, 2011; Bhattacharyya & Sargunan, 2009; Kassim & Ali, 2010 among
others). However, workplace oral communication covers a wide area ranging from
formal presentation to informal participation in meetings and discussions among

members of organization as well as with clients (Crossling & Wards, 2001).

The emphasis on employable graduates who possess skills and competencies
in oral communication especially in giving effective oral presentation is also evident
in a study conducted by a group of researchers who developed Malaysian
Engineering Employability Skills (MEES) framework (Yuzainee et al., 2012). They
reported that oral communication skills, particularly presenting ideas confidently and
effectively, were ranked high by the engineering employers. Similarly, Darling and
Dannels (2003) also reported that engineering workplace surveys showed that oral
presentation skills are essential to success in daily engineering practice and for career
advancement. This highlights the importance of developing engineering students’

self-confidence and performance in oral presentations.
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English for Specific Purposes (ESP) curriculum development at UMP

It is therefore imperative that university graduates be equipped with relevant English
communication skills especially oral presentation skills, in order to be employed
upon graduation. Realising the need for English for successful workplace
communication, university English Specific Purposes (ESP) curriculum is designed
towards meeting these needs (Kassim & Ali, 2010). The university English for
Specific Purposes (ESP) curriculum is thus very important in preparing these
students with the most needed English oral skills prior to graduating. At UMP, it is
compulsory for the undergraduate engineering students to take three levels of English
courses equivalent to 6 credit hours prior to graduation. Hence an evaluation of such
English language curriculum is very crucial and this study is proposed with that

objective in mind.

According to DiSanza & Legge, (2003) the types of presentations that fit
under technical communication include laboratory presentations, feasibility reports,
progress/status reports, survey presentations, training lectures and business reports.
In this study, in line with the definition given by Disanza and Legge (2003),
engineering undergraduates' oral presentations learning and teaching activities in the
UHL 2422 English Technical Communication (ETC) course is a form of technical

oral presentation (TOP).

Technical oral presentation (TOP) refers to “a prepared formal presentation
on scientific, engineering, technological, business types, regulatory, legal,
managerial, or social scientific information topics to non-expert audience” (DiSanza

& Legge, 2003). According to Bhattacharyya & Sargunan (2009), a technical
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communication course such as the UHL 2422 English for Technical Communication,

where the technical oral presentation is common tasks for students, is an offshoot of

ESP pedagogy. In the context of UMP, Technical Oral Presentation (TOP) being a

common task for engineering undergraduates is a set of skills taught in the UHL

2422 English for Technical Communication (ETC) course as can be seen in the

course pro forma in Table 1.4. The following Table 1.4 delineates the course pro

forma and the weekly planner of the UHL 2422 English for Technical

Communication for semester 1 2016/2017 in which this study was conducted.

Table 1.4

The Course outline and the weekly planner of the UHL 2422 English for Technical
Communication course for semester 1 2016/2017

Course Code

UHL 2422

Course Name
Rationale

Program Level
Credit Hour(s)
Prerequisite Course

Course Synopsis

Course Outcomes (CO)

ENGLISH FOR TECHNICAL COMMUNICATION

University Course

Bachelor

2

UHL 2412 ENGLISH FOR ACADEMIC COMMUNICATION

The course is designed for technical communication relevant to
academic and professional purposes. It provides opportunities
for students to learn and employ language skills and strategies
appropriate to written and spoken technical communication for
professional audiences. In the course, students are required to
listen to, evaluate, organize, present and write technical
information. The contents of the course consist of, but not
limited to, technical descriptions, processes and procedures,
feasibility and recommendation reports. Additionally, students
have the advantage to collaborate in teams while performing
activities assigned to them. Students are encouraged to benefit
in language learning when they engage in self-access activities.
By the end of the semester, students should be able to:

CO1. determine salient information from listening tasks related
to technical information using accurate language

CO2. demonstrate presentation skills using relevant content,
accurate language and appropriate delivery strategies
individually and in groups
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Table 1.4 (Continuation)

Course Code

UHL 2422

CO3. apply reading strategies and grammar components for
technical reading materials and documents

CO4. write technical

documents using specific technical

language, correct format and relevant content

wW TOPIC FIRST MEETING SECOND MEETING
1 Technical Introduction to the course 1.2 Analyse and evaluate
Description Ice-breaking session samples of description

(5 -9 September
2016)

Technical
Description
(12-16
September 2016)

Process
Explanation
(19-23
September 2016)

Process
Explanation
Presentation
skills

(26 —30
September 2016)

1.1 Introduction to technical
communication

1.1.1 Defining technical
communication
1.1.2 Types of technical

writing

1.3 Writing a description
1.3.1 Technical Description
Outline
- Introduction
- Body (Description of
Main Parts)
- Conclusion

2.1 Introduction to process
explanation
2.1.1 Whatis a process?
2.1.2 Types of process
explanation
- Informational
- Directional
*Briefing on Assessment 1

2.3 Informational

2.3.1 The passive
construction

2.3.2 Transition words and
phrases

2.3.3 Sequence connectors

121
1.2.2

What is a description?
Sources of description
(i.e. shape,
appearance,
properties of materials
& functions) used in
describing an object or
product.
1.2.3  Audience analysis
1.3.2 Language used in
describing an object or
product.
- Parts of speech
- Simple present
- Active voice

2.2 Directional
2.2.1 Imperatives
2.2.2 The passive voice

3.1 Review of presentation
skills
3.1.1 Basic framework of
presentation (Intro, body
& conclusion)
3.1.2 Types of presentation
- Standard presentation
(informative)
- Corporate presentation
(persuasive)
- Guidelines for Effective
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Table 1.4 (Continuation)

Course Code

UHL 2422

10

11

Presentation
Skills

(3 — 7 October
2016)

Presentation
Skills

(10 — 14 October
2016)

Standard
Operating
Procedure (SOP)
(17 — 21 October
2016)

(24 — 28 October
2016)

Standard
Operating
Procedure (SOP)
(31 October —

4 November
2016)

Standard
Operating
Procedure (SOP)
(7 — 11 November
2016)

Standard
Operating
Procedure

(SOP)

(14-18
November 2016)

Reports
(21 - 25
November 2016)

3.3 Describing Processes
Using Infographic
Format

3.4 Speaking practice

3.4.1 Present an effective
And persuasive 'product

pitch'.

Assessment 1 — Speaking
(25%) and Writing (10%)

4.1 Introduction to SOP

4.1.1 Definition

4.1.2 Types of SOP

4.1.3 Format of Technical
SOP

Mid Sem Break

4.2 Graphic

4.2.1 Language used in SOP
— Imperatives

4.2.2 Sentence structure —
simple, compound,
complex

4.3 Flowchart

4.3.1 Language used in SOP
—Yes/ No questions

4.4 Hierarchical

4.5 Listening Strategies
4.5.1 Before listening
4.5.2  While listening
4.5.3  After listening

Listening practice (SOP)

5.1 Comparison:
Feasibility &
Recommendation Reports

Presentation

3.2 Persuasive Presentation
Signpost Expressions

3.4 Continue Speaking
practice
3.4.1 Present an effective
and persuasive
'product pitch'.

Format Practice (SOP)

Writing practice (SOP)

Writing practice (SOP)

Assessment 3A — Reading
(SOP) 15%
Assessment 3B — Listening
(10%)

5.1.3 Feasibility &
Recommendation
Report: Writing Format




Table 1.4 (Continuation)

Course Code UHL 2422

5.1.1 Approaches to
comparison (point-by-
point and whole-to-
whole approach)

5.1.2 Comparison between
recommendation and
feasibility reports

12 Reports 5.1.4 Writing a report
(28 November—2 5.1.5 Language use in
December 2016) reports
(discourse markers,
comparison of
adjectives & adverbs)
13 Reports
(5 -9 December Drafting a report
2016) Group consultation
14 Reports Assessment 4 — Report—
(12-16 Technical Oral presentation
December 2016) (15 %) (Individual)

Submission of Assessment 4:
Report— Written
(25 %)(Group)
16
SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENTS

e Assessment 1 - Oral
Presentation, Writing
(35%) - Week 6

e Assessment 2 —
Reading (SOP) (15%)
& Listening (10%) -
Week 10

e Assessment 3 —
Technical Oral
Presentation (15 %)
(Individual) & Written
(25 %) (Group)-Week
14

-The memorandum
format

5.1.6 Report
proposal/Outline

Group consultation

At UMP, Outcomes Based Education (OBE) methods is officially a top-

down imperative order from the University Senate committee and it should be fully
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adopted and implemented in educational program curriculum development. In line
with the Outcomes Based Education (OBE) methods of teaching and learning which
are adopted as the philosophy behind the curriculum and educational program
development, the UHL 2422 English for Technical Communication course is also

developed towards students attaining learning goals at the end of the course.

As can be seen in the pro forma, engineering undergraduates taking this
course will be taught Technical Oral Presentation skills and they are required to
deliver two Technical oral presentation tasks to achieve the following course
outcome no 2;

CO2. demonstrate presentation skills using relevant content, accurate language
and appropriate delivery strategies individually and in groups

The first TOP task is on product description and the second is a recommendation
report presentation. The data for this study only focus on the first TOP task which is
called “Technical Oral Presentation: Product Description” and this task covers topics

in technical description and process explanations.

Therefore, in essence, this study will only evaluate one section of English
for Technical Communication (UHL 2422). The focus of this evaluation is on the
teaching and learning of technical oral presentation skills. This is because, unlike
English level 1 (UHL 2412 English for academic communication) and Level 3 (UHL
2432 English for professional communication), UHL 2422 English for Technical
Communication is the only course that formally covers a section on Technical Oral
Presentation (TOP) skills in the syllabus. TOP is the set of skills needed by graduates

and are the focus of this study.
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Research Gap

There is an extensive amount of literature that highlights the importance of oral
communication in the workplace (Bhattacharyya, Nordin, & Salleh, 2009; Crossling
& Ward, 2002; Hart-Rawung & Lynne, 2008; Kaewpet, 2009; Kassim & Ali, 2010,
Lehtonen & Karjalainen, 2008; Myles, 2009; Smythe & Nikolai, 2002 among
others). Oral communication skill is given more emphasis than written
communication in industries and Malaysian employers expect employees to possess
and demonstrate this skill as early as the recruitment interview stage (Kassim & Alj,
2010). In the Malaysian workplace context also, Bhattacharyya, Nordin and Salleh
(2009) discovered that oral communication is important in meetings, participation in

team communication and in non technical discussions.

Since one of the important sub-skills for oral communication needs of
professional engineers is the ability to give effective oral presentation (Yusoff, 2010;
Radzuan & Kaur, 2011), developing effective oral presentation skill is crucial for
engineering undergraduates (Berjano, Sales-Nebot, & Lozano-Nieto, 2012). Oral
presentations forms an integral part of oral assessment and evaluation practices in
engineering education; and in engineering workplaces, oral presentations form
engineers’ daily activities and will continue to be an essential part of their oral
communications (Bhattacharyya, Nordin & Salleh, 2009; Idrus, Salleh & Abdullah,

2011; Kassim & Ali, 2009; Radzuan & Kaur, 2011; Yusoff, (2010).

From the above description of English communication skills needed in
workplace, it can be said that the university ESP programs taught to engineering

undergraduates are very important and could serve as the final ‘formal’ English
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language training before being employed upon graduation. Workplace surveys
showed that communication skills are essential to success in engineering practice,
however much of the instruction provided in university is not clearly related to these
practice needs (Reave, 2004). In particular, Reave discovered a large gap between
workplace needs and engineering graduates’ communication skills. One possible
explanation for the above scenario is there is a missing link between university and
industry resulting in a possible mismatch of supply and demand - what university
supplies ‘does not fit’ the needs of the industry. Hazlan Zakaria (2013) points out
that the disconnect between university and industry resulted in the teaching syllabus
which does not conform the industry needs and subsequently resulted in
unemployable graduates. Similarly, Sarudin, Mohd Noor, Zubairi, Tunku Ahmad and
Nordin (2013) assert that there is a gap between English language proficiency of
Malaysian graduates and the English language requirement of industry. Poedjiastutie
and Rifah (2019) reported that their students who attended internship program in
industry expressed dissatisfaction on ESP courses offered at their university as not
fulfilling their English communication needs for workplace. This confirmed the
notion that it is vital to understand the needs ofindustry and
equip undergraduates with necessary skills needed by industry including that of
English for workplace communication needs. This scenario suggests that there is a
paucity of research that has examined the extent and nature of employers’ demands
from ESL education for engineering undergraduate students at least in the context of
ESP learning at University Malaysia Pahang. The input from engineering industry
stakeholders is crucial for UMP undergraduate engineering students as it will be very

influential for their future workplace communication competencies. Without
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adequate input from engineering industry, it may be argued that the course designers

will design their language curriculum based on their beliefs and assumptions.

Without clear understanding of workplace language needs and
communication practices, it is likely that the university English language preparation
program will not be able to provide undergraduate students with the linguistic
competence required for communication in the workplace. Talif and Noor (2009)
suggest that the English language teaching at tertiary level in Malaysia does not
provide adequate language skills needed at work. To expose students to the language
skills needed at work, the teaching of English to tertiary students may consider
employing authentic workplace communication situations relevant to the future
workplace of the students. Students may need different language skills depending on
their disciplines of study and the types of workplace they intend to work. This notion
has been stressed by Lehtonen and Karjailainen (2008) who highlight that literature
on Language for Specific Purposes (LSP) and English for Specific Purposes (ESP)
has shown that an individual who works in different contexts needs different types of

language use.

This shows there that is a necessity to conduct an evaluation of ESP
curriculum implementation which focuses specifically on teaching and learning of
oral presentation skills at universities with the view to fulfilling the needs of
industry. In line with this, this study explored one important component of oral
communication skills much needed from graduates to be successful in engineering

workplace - the oral presentation skills (Yuzainee et al., 2012) and its teaching-
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learning process within English for Specific Purposes courses taught to engineering

undergraduates at UMP.

In an attempt to understand the English communication needs of engineers
in the workplace, Kassim and Ali (2009), who are also language instructors at the
Centre for Modern Language and Human Sciences (CMLHS) UMP, studied
communicative events in which engineers use their English communication skills
and other language skills needed at the engineering workplace. They discovered that
the communicative events which are important for engineers are teleconferencing,
networking for contacts and advice, and presenting new ideas and alternative
strategies. According to them, possessing a desired level of fluency in the English
language is an important criterion for career advancement in the engineering field.
They concluded that although the findings on the communication activities from the
industry are crucial, it is necessary to get the feedback from education communities
and curriculum developers so that “any ESP courses offered at the university level
will significantly provide students with the necessary communication skills” (p. 180).
Following that, an evaluation of the ESP program for undergraduate engineering
students at UMP focusing on the implementation of teaching and learning of oral

presentation skills is necessary.

Considering the relevant literature to date, there is a lack of study that
focuses on the evaluation of curriculum implementation for teaching and learning of
oral presentation skills among engineering undergraduates in Malaysia. Previous
research on oral presentation skills focus on oral presentation anxiety among
engineering students (Radzuan & Kaur, 2011); the experience of engineering

undergraduates giving English oral presentations to supervisors during their 20-
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week industrial internship program (Yusoff, 2010); presenter skills and attributes as
perceived important by stakeholders from engineering industry (Bhattacharrya &
Sargunam, 2009; Bhattacharyya, 2011) and genre of engineering oral presentations
(Seliman, 1996). This study is proposed with the idea to fill the gap in the literature
that one specific evaluation study which documents the implementation of teaching
and learning of technical oral presentation skills components for engineering

undergraduates at tertiary level is needed.

For that purpose, this study aims to evaluate the components of oral
presentation skills in English Technical Communication (ETC) course for
engineering undergraduates at the Universiti Malaysia Pahang and to gain
perspectives from industry over the performance of engineering undergraduates in

delivering technical oral presentation.

The need to conduct a curriculum evaluation such as the one proposed here
is also an effort to fill the gap in the literature of curriculum evaluation. According to
Erozan (2006), although many studies have been conducted on second language
program evaluation, there is still a paucity of research published in this area. Erozan
(2006) further points out that “there are not many published studies which can inform
evaluators, teachers, or researchers about language program evaluation case studies

conducted in different contexts™ (p. 6).

Problem Statement

An individual who possesses effective communication skills is proven to have an
advantage in both academic and professional settings (Crossling & Ward, 2002). In

the engineering field for example, all engineering graduates are expected to be highly
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competent in written and spoken communication. The engineering accreditation
bodies such as the Washington Accord, Accreditation Board of Engineering and
Technology (ABET) and Malaysian Engineering Accreditation Council (EAC) have
highlighted one of the significant learning outcome of engineering education

curriculum is to produce engineers who possess effective communication skills.

This corresponds with engineering professional work demands where most
of their time is spent on written and oral communication (Darling & Dannels, 2003;
Dannels, Anson, Bullard & Peretti, 2003; Kassim & Ali, 2009; Kaewpet, 2009). For
instance, in their everyday tasks, practising engineers are required to communicate
ideas and concepts to a group of people through formal and informal oral
presentations (Crosling & Ward, 2002; Darling & Dannel, 2003). As outlined by
Crossling and Wards (2001) oral communication covers a wide area of
communicative activities ranging from formal presentation to participation in
meetings and discussion among workers or clients. This is challenging as research
shows that delivering oral presentations is considered the most stressful
communicative event rated by Asian students (Woodrow, 2006) and second language
learners (Kunioshi et al., 2014). Therefore, teaching and learning of oral presentation
skills to these learners for their workplace communication needs must be emphasised

in English for Specific Purposes curriculum.

The workplace communication needs literature shows that employees’
involvement in formal presentation is one of the most important communication
activities in the workplace and very often become very influential criteria for job
promotion (Crossling & Ward, 2001; Dannels & Darling, 2010; Kassim & Alj,

2010). Formal oral presentation skill is among the most needed communication skills
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for Malaysian students to be successful in workplace (Lynch, 1999). In an effort to
prepare students for workplace communication, university language specific
curriculum like English for Specific Purposes (ESP) curriculum for engineering
undergraduates also include formal oral presentation as an important skill for

students in classroom teaching and learning.

However, Dannels and Darling (2001) stated that there are inadequacies of
communication skills development in an engineering curriculum despite evidence
which suggests that communication skills are critical to engineering practices. A
similar notion was put forward by Bhattacharyya and Sargunan (2009) who suggest
enhancement in teaching and learning as well as in ESP material developments so
that undergraduate “students will develop necessary communicative skills required

for effective communication in the workplace” (p.1035).

Based upon this notion of inadequacy of oral communication skills among
engineering graduates, although they have gone through university ESP courses,
there i1s a need to conduct an ESP curriculum evaluation which focuses on its
implementation. According to Lynch (1999), oral presentation is the most difficult
skill and the most needed skill for Malaysian students entering the job market. A
study by Kassim and Ali (2010), a decade after Lynch’s report (1999), shows that
oral presentation skills continue to be the most needed skills in the workplace. In
2014, Wahiza Wabhi reported that oral presentation skills continue to be highly valued

by employers in the workplace.

Since its introduction in 2002, ESP curriculum implementation at UMP has

not been evaluated. An evaluation of curriculum implementation is important to
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ensure it achieves specified objectives which include producing students who are
highly competent English language speaker ready for workplace communication
demands. Rea-Dickins and Germaine (1998) argue that systematic evaluation should
be placed at the very heart of a program as it could contribute towards program
improvement. Looking at the demand of English oral skills in the workplace, a
comprehensive evaluation of the implementation of teaching and learning of
technical oral presentation skills in the English for Specific Purposes (ESP)

curriculum at UMP is inevitable.

Findings will guide program administrators to make decisions regarding
efforts to improve certain aspects of the course under study. The information will
help the program administrators to make decisions regarding aspects of the teaching
and learning of oral presentation skills in the UHL 2422 English Technical
Communication course. In order to achieve that purpose, this study adopts the CIPP
(Context- Input- Process- Product) Model for program evaluation which is suitable
for guiding administrators’ decision making purpose (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield,
2007). The CIPP Model provides a systematic and comprehensive evaluation of the
teaching and learning of oral presentation skills component by providing data in the
aspects of context, input, process and product evaluation. The application of the
CIPP Model may provide a complete description of the implementation of T&L of
oral presentations skills within the ESP curriculum at UMP.

Problem in Engineering Undergraduates’ Poor Technical Oral Presentation
Skills
This study emanates from the feedback of poor communication and presentation

skills of UMP internship students’ as reported by their industry internship
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supervisors. The feedback was collected based on internship supervisors’ formal
performance evaluation report after industrial training at private industries in 2014.
Based on the feedback, data showed that employers rated that the industry internship
engineering undergraduates’ communication skills which include skills to deliver

effective technical oral presentation to be at less satisfactory level.

This points out engineering undergraduates’ lack of communication and
technical oral presentation skills as perceived by employers in engineering
workplaces although they have had exposure of these skills in English language
courses designed for them. These illustrates the severity of English command of
engineering undergraduates as seen by the employers thus postulating the necessity
to conduct an evaluation of the components of technical oral presentations taught to

engineering undergraduate students.

Also, this study emanates from the researcher's own experience of teaching
technical oral presentation for engineering undergraduates. Despite specific
allocation of time for the learning of technical oral presentation, engineering
undergraduates still face problems in delivering effective presentations. Faculty
lecturers who teach engineering subjects also voice their dissatisfaction with
students’ technical presentation skills. Besides, the English language instructors also
observed that generally students’ performance in technical oral presentations are still

less satisfactory and need improvement.

In the UHL 2422 English for Technical Communication course, engineering
undergraduates are exposed to technical oral presentation skills for about four hours

a week. Four out of 14 weeks are allocated for the teaching and learning of technical
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oral presentation skills. Throughout the four weeks, students are taught 16 hours of
skills to deliver technical oral presentations. The fourth week is normally allocated
for an assessment of students’ technical oral presentations. One classroom can
accommodate approximately 30 students and one instructor will teach all language
courses for 14 weeks. Class are conducted for two hours weekly in language labs
which are equipped with desktop computers for 30 students and another two hours in

normal classrooms with only one desktop computer for instructors’ use.

A preliminary interview was conducted among the ESP instructors. From a
preliminary interview with five instructors teaching ETC UHL 2422, they expressed
their concern that engineering undergraduates were unable to effectively deliver their
technical oral presentation. While delivering the technical oral presentations as part
of course assessments, engineering undergraduates displayed lack of presentation
skills and were detected to have difficulties in their English language. The instructors
highlighted that engineering undergraduates lack non-verbal skills, vocal
characteristics and appropriate facial expressions including eye contact, posture and
gestures. During presentations, engineering undergraduates displayed difficulties in
transition signals, range of vocabulary and grammar knowledge such as inappropriate
use of tenses, signs of inconsistencies of use of subject verb agreement (SVA) and

poor pronunciation of words.

Although there are specific time allocations for the teaching and learning of
technical oral presentation skills, the instructors suggested that generally students’
performance in technical oral presentations needs improvement. According to them,
engineering undergraduates show inhibiting factors such as anxiety, mother tongue

influence and lack of sensitivity to format and the content of oral presentations taught
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in lectures. All instructors also highlighted that the time allocation for oral
presentation skills should be increased and that students need more time for

classroom practices.

Similar responses were also reported in a study conducted by Radzuan
(2013) at UMP where UMP engineering undergraduates were found to have
difficulties in the forms of a high anxiety level which caused them to read from slide
to slide, have limited ranges of vocabulary, inadequate knowledge on presentation
topics and contents, lack of confidence to speak and inability to establish rapport
with audiences when delivering technical oral presentations. The engineering
undergraduates’ lack of oral presentation skills despite allocation of teaching and
learning time for oral presentation skills in the English for Technical Communication

a cause of concern among instructors.

In the context of English for Specific Purposes (ESP) teaching to
engineering undergraduates, an evaluation of technical oral presentation skills in
teaching and learning represent a specific focus area of scholarship which are still
underdeveloped and could provide useful information for curricular development and
design. The existing problems in engineering undergraduates’ technical oral
presentations as expressed in the interview with the language instructors shows the
necessity to conduct an evaluation study of the teaching-learning of TOP skills

within the UMP ESP curriculum.

The conflicts highlighted above depict issues with the engineering

undergraduates’ technical oral presentation skills and this warrants an evaluation of

32



the implementations of the course UHL 2422 English for Technical Communication

(ETC).

Conceptual Framework

This section provides a brief explanation of how the CIPP Model (Stufflebeam &
Shinkfield, 2007) will be used in the context of the proposed study. The CIPP Model
stands for the evaluation of an entity’s context, input, process and products. The
CIPP Model is used as a conceptual framework of the study because it is suitable to

address the problems mentioned earlier.

According to Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007), “A fundamental tenet of
the CIPP model is that the most important purpose of evaluation is not to prove but
to improve” (p.331). The CIPP model is a comprehensive framework for guiding
evaluations of programs, projects, personnel, products, institutions, and systems
(Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Since its early development, the model has been
further developed, adapted and applied in the evaluation in schools, universities,
private colleges, government agencies, housing projects communities, economic
development programs and as systems to evaluate teachers, administrators and
military personnel (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield 2007). According to Stufflebeam and
Shinkfield (ibid), evaluation is “a process of delineating, obtaining, reporting, and
applying descriptive and judgmental information about an object’s merit, worth,
significance and probity in order to guide decision making, support accountability,
disseminate effective practices and increase understanding of the involved
phenomena” (p.326). The CIPP Model considers evaluation as a continuing process

and information is provided to management for the purpose of making decisions
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(Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). In CIPP model, information is provided to the
management for the purpose of decision making involving a three step process;
delineating the information necessary for collection; obtaining the information and

providing the information to relevant parties (Ornstein & Hunkins, 1988).

Figure 1.1 shows an adapted CIPP Model (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007)
where the acronym CIPP stands for evaluation of an entity’s context, inputs,
processes and products. Brief statements on the sources of evaluation information

under each acronym CIPP are given.

Context
evaluation

- Evaluation of
needs, assets, >
problems and
opportunities
relevant to
beneficiaries’
need

\ 4

Input A 4

i ; Supplying
evaluation Reports on merits . )
CIPP Bl  (quality), worth, information for

- Evaluation of probity and lesson — program
learned from ..
Model resources, evaluation administrators to

strategies and make decision for

v
) 4

work plans 1

Process ﬂ

evaluation
-Monitor,
document, and L
assess teaching
& learning
activities

\ 4

Product
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-Evaluation of
curriculum
product

\ 4

Figure 1.1: The CIPP Model adapted from Stufflebeam & Shinkfield (2007)
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Context Evaluation

Context evaluation is often referred to as needs assessment (Zhang, Zeller, Griffith,
Metcalf, Willaims, Shea & Misulis (2011). It asks, “What needs to be done?” and
“helps assess needs, problems, assets, and opportunities within a defined community
and environmental context” (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007, p. 325). According to
Stufflebeam & Shinkfield (2007), the objective of context evaluation is to define the
relevant context, identify the target population and assess its needs, identify
opportunities for addressing the needs, diagnose problems underlying the needs, and
making judgement whether program goals are sufficiently responsive to the assessed
needs. Context evaluation assesses needs, problems, assets and opportunities and the
information will help decision makers to redefine and make judgment about goals,
priorities and outcomes of programs (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Needs
include ‘those things that are necessary or useful’ in fulfilling a defensible purpose
(ibid p.326). A defensible purpose defines what is to be achieved related to the
mission of the institutions. Problems are obstacles that hinder meeting and
continuing to meet targeted needs while assets include expertise and services that
could be used to help fulfil the targeted purpose. Opportunities include funding
program that could be tapped to support efforts to meet needs and solve arising
problems. In this study, opportunities is not evaluated because UMP is a public
university where funding is received from the Malaysian Ministry of Higher

Education.

Context evaluation involves studying the environment of the program by
defining the relevant environment, analysing desired and actual conditions pertaining

to that environment, focusing on unmet needs and missed opportunities and
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diagnosing the reasons for not meeting the needs of the beneficiaries (Ornstein &
Hunkins, 1988). Among the context evaluations’ main objectives are to identify
intended beneficiaries and to identify problems or barriers to meeting the assessed
needs. In this study, context evaluation focuses on identifying the needs of the
beneficiaries which are the students’ communicative language needs in terms of

developing Technical Oral Presentation (TOP) skills.

In this study, as stated in Figure 1.1, the context evaluation assessed needs,
assets and problems. Assessment of needs includes collecting information on (a) the
‘relevance’ of the UHL 2422 English Technical Communication curriculum to fulfil
students’ needs of English oral communications skills development especially in
giving TOP in line with English language communicative needs for employment in
Malaysia; (b) assessment of assets in terms of facilities and services to help support
engineering undergraduates’ learning; and (c) assessment of problems faced by

students in developing their technical oral presentation (TOP) skills.

Input Evaluation

Input evaluation assesses feasibility of approaches, action plans, staffing plans and
budget to meet targeted needs and achieve program goals (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield,
2007). In educational settings, the input evaluation is related to the evaluation of
resources, strategies and work plans to achieve the underlying curriculum objectives
(Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). It assesses the current system capabilities and
critically examine to what extent resources are used and whether they are used
appropriately (Zhang et al., 2011). Methods used to conduct an input evaluation

include inventorying and analysing available human and material resources,
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proposed budgets and schedules, and recommended solution strategies and

procedural designs (Zhang et al., ibid).

In the context of the proposed study as stated in Figure 1.2, input evaluation
evaluates the resources in the following; (a) the instructors’ perception on the
suitability of contents related to TOP skills in the UHL 2422 English for Technical
Communication teaching module, (b) students’ perception on the suitability of
contents related to TOP skills in the module as well as (¢) profiling information on
the background and experiences of instructors. Similar to this study, other
researchers like Abdul Rahman (2012) and Ismail (2008) also evaluated teaching
modules, teaching aids and compiled information about qualifications and

experiences of teaching staff under the input evaluation.

Process Evaluation

The main purpose of process evaluation is to examine the development and the
implementation of programs (Christie & Fierrro, 2010). Process evaluation monitor,
document, and assess program activities (Stufflebeam & Skhinkfield, 2007) by
observing the processes that occur during the implementation of programs. The
process evaluation is related to the evaluation of the implementation of program
plans and documentation of the process (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Process
evaluation also serves as a guideline and will determine if the implementation plan
needs to be realigned. According to Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007), process
evaluation enables evaluators to redefine the strategies, work plan and understand the
background of program which is under evaluation. Information collected under

process evaluation is useful for monitoring program implementation and helps to
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explain what program components worked and why (Christie & Fierrro, 2010).
(Stufflebeam (1971) suggests three strategies for process evaluation - to detect or
predict defects in the procedural design or its implementation stage; to provide
information for decisions and maintain a record or procedures as they occur during

implementation.

To deal with program defects or the first strategy, Ornstein & Hunkins
(1988) assert that it is vital for educators to identify and observe the potential source
of program failures and effort should be made to maintain communication channels
among all affected parties. Ornstein & Hunkins (1988) also suggest evaluators
maintain a record of procedures of main features of the project designs for example
“the particular content selected, new instructional strategies or innovative students —
teacher planning sessions” (p.331). In the words of Christie and Ferro (2010),
process evaluation focus on “what services were provided to whom and how, and
describes how the program was implemented, who was involved and what problems
were experienced” (p.706). In this study, the process evaluation assesses the
implementation process and this study evaluates -the TOP assessment rubric,

instructors’ feedback and TOP T&L activities.

Product Evaluation

Product evaluation examines the achievement of learning outcomes as a result of
curriculum implementation. The purpose of product evaluation is to measure,
interpret and judge a project’s outcome by assessing their merit, worth, significance
and probity. According to Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007), its main objective is to

ascertain the extent to which the needs of all the rightful beneficiaries were met. In
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doing that, product evaluation identifies and assesses project outcomes. Product
evaluation asks, “Did the project succeed?” and it collects description and judgment
of project’s outcomes and relate them to context, input and process information
(Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Product evaluation is done by defining and
measuring outcome criteria, collecting judgments of outcomes from stakeholders,
performing both qualitative and quantitative analyses, and comparing outcomes with

assessed needs (ibid).

Product evaluation is divided into impact, effectiveness, sustainability and
transportability evaluation (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007). Impact evaluation
assesses program’s reach to the target audience. Effectiveness evaluates documents
and assesses the quality and the significance of outcomes from a project being
evaluated. Sustainability evaluation assesses the extent to which a program’s
contributions are institutionalized successfully and continued over time.
Transportability evaluation assessed the extent to which a program has a potential to

be adapted in different settings.

This study adopted only effectiveness evaluation. In conducting effectiveness
evaluation, Stufflebeam (2007) suggests the evaluators to interview key stakeholders
such as community leaders, beneficiaries, program leaders and staff and other
interested parties to determine their assessment of the program’s positive and
negative outcomes. For sustainability evaluation, Stufflebeam (ibid) suggests the
program evaluator to interview program leaders, staff and beneficiaries to identify
their judgments about what program success should and could be sustained.
Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) used the term ‘evaluands’ to refer to subjects or

objects of evaluation study.
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In this study, the evaluands are the engineering undergraduates and their
English technical oral presentation skills teaching and learning experience in the
UHL 2422 English for Technical Communication course. According to Stufflebeam
and Shinkfield (2007) “... a product evaluation should gather and analyse
stakeholders’ judgments of the enterprise” (p. 345). They also stated that feedback
about achievements is important both during the implementation of the program and

at the end of the program.

In this study, only the aspect of ‘effectiveness’ is studied because as
suggested by Stufflebeam & Shinkfield (2007), it involves relevant stakeholders’
assessments on program’s positive and negative outcomes. As stated in Figure 1.2,
product effectiveness evaluation involves collecting information and judgement from
selected stakeholders from engineering industry regarding UMP engineering
undergraduates’ skills in giving technical oral presentations. The key stakeholders
are selected experts from engineering industry whose positions are influential and

often involves recruitment and staff management.

In short, this study proposes an adaptation of the CIPP model by
Stufflebeam and Shinkfield (2007) as the research framework as shown in the
diagram (Figure 1.2). The elements under each of the CIPP model are developed
based on the definitions given by Stufflebeam & Shinkfield (2007) which led the
researcher’s decision to include the elements under each CIPP acronym in Figure
1.2. Similar elements were also prevalent in Abdul Rahman (2012) and Ismail
(2006). According to Alkin and Mc Neil (2001), the CIPP Model with its four
attributes — Context-Input-Process—Product offers a systematic procedure designed

to provide information for decision-making, usually by program administrators.
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Figure 1.2 illustrates the CIPP evaluation Model and its subcomponents,
proposed to be ‘items’ of evaluation under each context, input, process and product

component, which are adopted as the research framework in this study.

Finally, this study is intended to make contributions to the field of evaluation
through an application and expansion of the CIPP Evaluation Model (Stufflebeam &
Shinkfield, 2007) applied to guide the evaluation study of technical oral
presentations (TOP) components for engineering undergraduates. As put forth by
Stavropoulou and Stroubouki (2014), “The efforts of some evaluation researchers to
facilitate the application of evaluation in practice led .... to the emergence of
innovative thinking in the area of evaluation”(p.202). It is intended that this study
contributes to the literature of course evaluation in the teaching of English for

Specific purposes for engineering undergraduates’ context.
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Objectives of the Study

The main purpose of the study is to evaluate the TOP components within the UHL

2422 English Technical Communication (ETC) course for engineering

undergraduates at the Universiti Malaysia Pahang. The study will be conducted to

achieve the following objectives which are derived from the evaluation components

in the CIPP Model (Stufflebeam & Shinkfield, 2007).

1.

il.

1il.

Context Evaluation.

To conduct Context evaluation which assesses engineering undergraduates
and instructors’ perspectives on the ‘relevance’ of TOP skills within the ETC
course to students’ English oral communication and TOP skills development
for their future workplace needs.

To conduct Context evaluation which assesses students’ level of interest,
facilities that support learning and problems faced by students in relation to

their TOP skills development.

Input Evaluation.
To conduct Input evaluation which assesses instructors and engineering
undergraduates’ perspectives on the resources provided for the teaching and

learning of TOP skills within the English Technical Communication course.

Process Evaluation.
To conduct Process evaluation which assesses the implementation of TOP
teaching and learning in the aspects of assessment rubric, TOP skills

emphasis in teaching and learning, instructors’ feedback, TOP skills teaching
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1v.

activities in classroom and instructors’ approaches in dealing with students’

anxiety and fear of delivering TOP.

Product Evaluation.

To conduct Product evaluation which assesses the effectiveness of
engineering undergraduates’ technical oral presentation (TOP) skills and
ways to enhance these skills based on the perspectives of stakeholders from
engineering industry.

To conduct product evaluation which gauge students’ own perceptions on

their TOP skills competencies across faculties.

Specific objectives and sub objectives are further detailed in Chapter 3.

Research Questions

The study seeks the answers to the four major research questions outlined based on

the four research objectives derived from the CIPP Model (Stufflebeam &

Shinkfield, 2007).

Context Evaluation.

How do instructors and engineering undergraduates regard the ‘relevance’ of
TOP skills course outcomes within the English for Technical Communication
(ETC) course for students’ English communication needs and their TOP
skills development? To what extent do context evaluation of needs, assets and
problems within the ETC course contribute towards students’ TOP skills

development?
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ii.

1il.

1v.

Input Evaluation.
How do instructors and engineering undergraduates evaluate the resources
provided for the teaching and learning of TOP skills component within the

English Technical Communication course?

Process Evaluation.

How do instructors implement the teaching and learning of TOP skills in
classroom? How do engineering undergraduates describe classroom activities
and instructors’ feedback on their TOP skills learning? What suggestions for

improvement efforts can be drawn from these?

Product Evaluation.

How do stakeholders from engineering industry perceive engineering
undergraduates’ TOP skills? In what ways could students’ TOP skills be
enhanced as seen by engineering industry stakeholders? How do students

perceive their competency in delivering TOP across faculties?

Theoretical Framework

This study adopts Situated Learning Theory (Lave & Wenger, 1990) as a baseline

theory. Situated Learning Theory (Figure 1.3) posits that learning is unintentional

and situated within authentic activity, context, and culture. In contrast to most

classroom learning activities that involve abstract knowledge which is out of context,

Lave and Wenger (1990) argue that learning is situated; that is, as it normally occurs,

learning is embedded within activity, context and culture. Learning processes also

usually occur unintentionally rather than deliberately and knowledge needs to be
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presented in authentic contexts and settings. Social interaction and collaboration are
essential components of situated learning where learners become involved in a
“community of practice” which embodies certain beliefs and behaviors to be
acquired. As the beginner or novice moves from the periphery of a community to its
centre, he or she becomes more active and engaged within the culture and eventually
assumes the role of an expert (Lave & Wenger, 1990. These notions become
especially important for educators who prepare their students to meet the demand,

conditions and challenges of their future workplace.

According to Lave and Wenger (1990), three components are required in
order to be a community of practice (COP): (1) the domain, (2) the community, and
(3) the practice. In the classroom activities related to the teaching and learning of
technical oral presentations, learning to be a good presenter is embedded within
activity and occurs as a result of social interaction and collaboration among the
peers. In the process of learning to be a good oral presenter, the engineering
undergraduates ‘assume’ the role of an engineer giving technical oral presentations in
engineering workplace. By doing this, learners are involved in the ‘community of
practices’ (COP) and they ‘assume’ certain roles, beliefs and behaviours of
professional engineers giving technical oral presentation. As the theory suggests, the
students move from novices or beginners to eventually assume the role of an expert.
According to Lave and Wenger (1991), Situated Learning theory focuses on the
relationship between learning and the social situations in which learning occurs;
learning is seen as distributed socially among co-participants and it is described in a

concept known as Legitimate Peripheral Participation (LPP).
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Essentially in this social process, learning occurs through observation
followed by a step by step process of co-participation. In situated learning theory,
learning is fundamentally a social process and learning occurs to people being placed
in a community in which they aspire to be. The oral presentation classroom activities
acknowledge the importance of these notions by providing a setting where learners
become engaged in collaborative learning, with students and their instructor co-
participating in the production of the oral presentation. The structure of the
collaboration involves continuous peer review as well as feedback from the
instructor. In situated learning, collaboration and expert modelling play importa