ACADEMIC WRITING  /  DOCTORAL WORKSHOP
[bookmark: _GoBack]Public speaking and defense of academic work
Level: PhD / doctoral students   |   Language: English   |   Format: guided workshop and independent writing
Purpose of the practical class
Doctoral research defense requires more than fluent delivery: it tests whether the candidate can communicate the research contribution, justify methodological decisions, distinguish evidence from interpretation and respond constructively under pressure.
Learning outcomes
Deliver an evidence-based three-minute doctoral research pitch.
Build a defensible slide narrative and handle difficult questions.
Evaluate speaking performance with transparent criteria.
Essential concepts
	Concept
	What it means in research writing

	Audience design
	Explain the question and importance before introducing specialist detail.

	Scientific narrative
	Problem → gap → aim → design → key evidence → conclusion → limitation.

	Visual economy
	One principal message per slide, with readable quantitative evidence.

	Question handling
	Clarify, answer directly from evidence, acknowledge limits and outline tests where needed.



Session plan
	Workshop task
	Mode
	Time

	1. Plan the three-minute pitch
	Individual + partner
	20 min

	2. Sketch an eight-slide defense
	Pairs
	20 min

	3. Mock defense with challenging questions
	Triads: speaker, examiner, observer
	30 min

	4. Improve delivery and build a final defense card
	Individual + group
	20 min



Practical activities
Activity 1. Plan the three-minute pitch  (20 min)
Working format: Individual + partner
Source material / task situation:
Speaker framework: 0:00–0:30 problem and audience relevance; 0:30–1:00 specific gap and aim; 1:00–1:40 study design; 1:40–2:25 one key finding; 2:25–3:00 contribution, limitation and final message. You may adapt timing to your discipline.
Instructions:
1.  Write one sentence for each of the five functions.
2.  Define any technical term likely to be unknown to a non-specialist committee member.
3.  Remove any claim you could not support from your available evidence.
Expected output: A 180–240-word oral script or a timed speaking outline.
	Opening / research problem  [Type your response here]

	Gap / aim  [Type your response here]

	Method / evidence  [Type your response here]

	Concluding message  [Type your response here]



Activity 2. Sketch an eight-slide defense  (20 min)
Working format: Pairs
Source material / task situation:
Possible progression: 1 title & question; 2 why the problem matters; 3 research gap; 4 aim/objectives; 5 design; 6 key result; 7 interpretation & limitations; 8 contribution & future work.
Instructions:
1.  Write the one message the audience should retain from each slide.
2.  Choose one slide requiring a data visualization and specify its axes and units.
3.  Delete decorative visuals that do not communicate a scientific point.
Expected output: An eight-slide storyboard with headings and one-sentence messages.
	Slide 1–4: message  [Type your response here]

	Slide 5–8: message  [Type your response here]

	Data visual plan  [Type your response here]



Activity 3. Mock defense with challenging questions  (30 min)
Working format: Triads: speaker, examiner, observer
Source material / task situation:
Questions to choose from: (1) “How do you know the result was not caused by a batch effect?” (2) “Why is the sample size appropriate?” (3) “What evidence supports your mechanism?” (4) “What would falsify your hypothesis?” (5) “How is your work different from prior studies?” (6) “What is the most consequential limitation?”
Instructions:
1.  Give a three-minute mini-presentation.
2.  Examiner asks two questions and may request a quantitative detail.
3.  Speaker answers with a direct claim, evidence and limit; if unknown, states what test would be needed.
4.  Observer completes the speaking and defense rubric and provides one specific improvement.
Expected output: A timed presentation, two responses and observer feedback.
	Question asked  [Type your response here]

	Answer / evidence  [Type your response here]

	Observer feedback  [Type your response here]



Activity 4. Improve delivery and build a final defense card  (20 min)
Working format: Individual + group
Source material / task situation:
The final defense card is a one-page speaking aid rather than a memorized essay.
Instructions:
1.  Choose and revise the weakest 20–30 seconds of your pitch.
2.  Prepare a 30-second response to “What is your original contribution?”
3.  Prepare a 20-second response acknowledging an important limitation.
4.  Write five fallback phrases for a respectful question-answer exchange.
Expected output: A final defense card with two prepared answers and a personal action plan.
	Original contribution in 30 seconds  [Type your response here]

	Most important limitation  [Type your response here]

	Next rehearsal priority  [Type your response here]



Independent assignment
Record a 5–7-minute nonconfidential mini-defense using 5–8 slides. Submit the slides, a 150-word reflection, three likely examiner questions and evidence-based answers.
Assessment rubric (20 points)
	Criterion
	Max
	What earns full credit

	Scientific accuracy and bounded claims
	4
	Claims are supported; observations and inferences are separated.

	Task completion and required outputs
	4
	All specified components and constraints are addressed.

	Reasoning and critical analysis
	4
	Evidence is connected to the question; alternatives and limits are considered.

	Academic style and structure
	4
	Logical organization, precision, terminology and appropriate tone.

	Referencing, ethics and presentation
	4
	Responsible attribution, consistent units and professional formatting.



Scoring rule: 4 = excellent; 3 = competent with minor omissions; 2 = partial; 1 = major problems; 0 = not demonstrated. Use the same rubric for the in-class deliverable or the homework, as announced by the instructor.
Self-check before submission
☐  Does each important claim connect to evidence that I can identify?
☐  Did I separate observed results from interpretation and speculation?
☐  Are terminology, units and sample descriptions consistent?
☐  Did I acknowledge the most relevant limitation?
☐  Can another reader understand exactly what I produced and why?
Instructor notes / suggested responses
These points support facilitation; they are not the only acceptable answers. Where activities use simulated data or fictional studies, do not present them as genuine research.
The strongest answer to a difficult question states the available evidence, the scope of inference and the study needed to test alternatives.
“We did not test this” is a legitimate answer when followed by a precise reason and possible method.
Replace unsupported promotional language with contribution statements tied to observable outcomes.
Academic Writing  |  Practical class 14  |  Page 1
