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Executive Summary

The script is clear, complete, and logically ordered. It covers the expected academic
presentation sections: background, literature review, research question, method, measures,
results, discussion, limitations, and conclusion. The main data points are also easy to locate:
retrieval practice students scored 78.4 compared with 71.2 for standard review, failure rate
dropped from 18% to 9%, and the below-median GPA subgroup showed the largest
difference, 74.1 vs. 64.3.

Biggest risk if delivered as-is

The biggest risk is that the audience understands the information but does not feel the
importance of the presentation. The script is organized, but it often explains rather than
argues. The strongest implication, that retrieval quizzes may be especially useful for
lower-achieving students, arrives late and is not emphasized enough.



Quick win

Rewrite the first 30 seconds. The current opening begins politely, then explains the topic
and agenda. That is safe, but slow. Start with the classroom problem first: students often
feel prepared after rereading, but still fail to retrieve information on exams. Then
introduce retrieval quizzes as the practical solution.

Recommended Core Message

Retrieval quizzes are a simple classroom strategy that can improve exam performance
and may be especially valuable for students who need more structured support.

Recommended Message Structure

1) The classroom problem: passive review feels useful but often fails under exam pressure. 2)
The learning principle: retrieval practice strengthens memory by requiring active recall. 3)
The study design: 214 biology students, 8-week intervention, retrieval quizzes vs. standard
review. 4) The main findings: higher exam scores, lower failure rate, slightly higher
confidence. 5) The most important implication: the strongest gain appeared among below-
median GPA students. 6) Limitations and teaching takeaway: promising, practical, but needs
testing in more subjects and contexts.
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High-leverage improvements

1. Lead with the problem, not the agenda — Start with passive review problem. Academic
audiences need a reason to listen.

2. State the central claim early — Put recommended core message in opening so audience
has mental frame for details.

3. Combine Background and Literature Review — Merge into one section to shorten setup
and get to study faster.

4. Interpret each result immediately — After each data point, add plain-English implication
using “This matters because..”.

5. Elevate the low-GPA subgroup finding — Frame as most important teaching implication,
preview earlier.

6. Clean up hedging and grammar — Replace “maybe,” “not very huge,” “more strong” with
confident academic language.

7. Add one source/citation line — Add sentence identifying study authors, year, journal
before “Participants and Context.”

Presentation Sections
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PO fixes: Add verified source line for the study. State main claim early within 30 seconds. P1
improvements: Rewrite opening around classroom problem. Combine Background and
Literature Review. Strengthen transitions with audience-question logic. Emphasize below-
median GPA subgroup as major implication. Rewrite conclusion to land on teaching value. P2
polish: Fix article errors and awkward grammar. Remove unnecessary hedges. Replace soft
phrases with precise academic language.

Recommended next step

The best next step is a focused rewrite pass, not a full rebuild. The structure is workable. The
content is there. The job now is to make the presentation sound less like a written report and
more like a confident academic talk. Checklist: 1) Add study citation/source line. 2) Rewrite
first 30 seconds. 3) Merge Background + Literature Review. 4) Add one sentence after each
major result explaining practical meaning. 5) Rewrite final paragraph to end with teaching
takeaway. 6) Do final grammar/speakability pass.



