
Running Head: CONFERENCE PAPERS WITH POWERPOINT  

 

 

 

 

Presentations of Conference Papers with PowerPoint. Detrimental Software or Bad 

Presenters? Empirical Data for an On-going Debate. 

Brigitte Hertz 

Peter Kerkhof 

Cees van Woerkum 

Wageningen University 



Conference papers with PowerPoint  2 

Abstract 

Scholars often use PowerPoint to present a conference paper. At the same time many 

authors have offered harsh criticism regarding its use. Some argue that PowerPoint brings 

on a new and detrimental form of presentation, others say that the quality of a 

presentation is a matter of rhetoric. This study investigates in a real life setting if 

PowerPoint is bringing a new configuration to presentations. Fifteen scientific 

presentations were analysed with regard to the use of text and pictures on the slides, on 

the physical and verbal behaviour of the presenter and the relation between the slides and 

the behaviour of the presenter. It was found that PP requires new presentation behaviour, 

but that the often criticized aspects, such as the large amount of text, reading out loud and 

looking at the projection seem to be choices of the presenter and are not caused by the 

presentation tool.  
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Presentations of Conference Papers with PowerPoint. Detrimental Software or Bad 

Presenters? Empirical Data for an On-going Debate. 

 Presentation software has become a standard tool for scientists to present their 

work. Everyone uses computer slides nowadays to present a conference paper and most 

scientists use the software tool PowerPoint (PP). At the same time many academic 

authors have offered harsh criticism regarding the use of PP. Some authors even argue 

that PP brings on a new and detrimental form of presentation. Others say that the quality 

of a presentation is only a matter of rhetoric. The problem with this debate is that most of 

the publications are based on anecdotal evidence only. We have studied the use of PP in 

presentations of conference papers and would like to offer empirical data as new input for 

this debate.  

Most scientists present their findings a couple of times a year, and they consider 

the presentations to be important for their work (Hertz, 2011). According to Kress and 

van Leeuwen (in Rowley-Jolivet, 2004, p. 145), conference presentations are “one of the 

most serious, the most highly valued kinds of speech; they form an important stage in the 

construction of scientific facts and in the network of scientific communication.” 

Conferences are sites for publishing research results and an open ground for 

confrontation, discussion, and the ratification of meaning, according to Bijker (in 

Räisänen, 2002) and Shalom (2002). They play a central role in the network of scientific 

communication and in the negotiating of knowledge claims, and provide a fast track to 

information on the latest developments in the field (Rowley-Jolivet 2002b). They also 

form a crucial element in the development of a researcher’s profile (Ventola, Shalom, & 

Thompson, 2002).  
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PowerPoint is computer software for producing professional looking slides with 

texts, visuals (such as film, graphs, or photographs), or a combination of the two. It works 

with templates in order to design all the slides in the same format. The default style of PP 

combines a short title with a list of topics preceded by so-called bullets. One can use PP 

to print hand-outs and to upload the presentation to a website. The tool was developed for 

business purposes but was soon adopted for scientific and educational purposes (Holzl, in 

Szabo & Hastings, 2000). It was first used within the hard sciences (physics, 

mathematics, and chemistry) and business administration and, later, within the arts and 

social sciences (DenBeste, 2003). In 2003, PP ran on about 400 million computers and 

produced over 30 million presentations a day (Hanft, 2003).  

Including texts and pictures on slides with PP is easy and this might explain the 

popularity of the program. The use of PP, however, also suffers from a considerable 

amount of criticism (Atkins-Sayre et al., 1998; Guernsey, 2001; Keller, 2003; James, 

Burke & Hutchins, 2006; Blokzijl & Naeff, 2004; Cyphert, 2004; Kjeldsen, 2006). The 

authors offer harsh criticism on the use of texts and bullet-points on slides and on the 

behaviour of the presenter (too preoccupied with technical aspects, looking at the 

projection and reading the texts out loud). Cyphert nicely sums it up: “They speak in the 

dark, turn their backs to the audience, and read the hand-outs, which are projected at full 

size and in full colour but are nothing more than an outline of the speech” (2004, p. 81). 

Most famous is the website article of Tufte called ‘PowerPoint is evil’ (2003) and his 

description of a “cognitive style of PowerPoint” in which “the popular PowerPoint 

templates (ready-made designs) usually weaken verbal and spatial reasoning and almost 

always corrupt statistical analysis.” He attributes to the tool “a smirky commercialism 
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that turns information into a sales pitch and presenters into marketeers” (Tufte, 2006, p. 

4). Others (e.g. Shwom & Keller, 2003) argue that there is nothing wrong with the 

program and that bad presentations are caused by the behaviour of the presenters. In a 

blog Bucher (2009) states it boldly: ‘Bad presenters have bad speeches with bad PP slides 

(…). It is not PP itself who does the damage, but our failing rhetoric’. Even though all 

authors have strong opinions about PP, they offer little research data to support their 

observations. 

Our research will try to fill this void by investigating presentations of conference 

papers with PP. Our aim is threefold: To describe the main characteristics of the use of 

PP, to investigate these characteristics in a real life setting and to conclude if these 

characteristics are influencing presentations. In this way we hope to contribute to the 

debate on PP, whether PP is bringing a new and detrimental configuration to 

presentations or whether bad presentations are merely the result of the rhetorical 

behaviour by the presenter. Our focus will be on the most criticized aspects of PP: The 

use of text and pictures and the physical and verbal behaviour of the presenter. We will 

discuss these first.  

The use of text and pictures 

 The fact that PP forces the presenter to prepare for a presentation (one needs to 

make slides) is seen as an advantage of the program (Coy & Pias, 2009). One can 

produce professional looking slides with texts, pictures, or a combination with relative 

ease. The default setting is a headline with bullet-points for the subtexts. This use of texts 

and bullet-points is being heavily criticized however. Presentation instruction books 

advise to limit this use, although there is no consensus on the maximum number of bullet-
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points or words. Kosslyn (2007) uses the ‘rule of four’: no more than four bullet-points 

on a slide. ‘Four to five bullet-points’ says Shephard (2005). Knispel and Bemelmans 

(2010) propose a maximum of five bullets with a maximum of five words each. Atkinson 

(2008) mentions the fact that the ‘6 x 6’ rule (six lines with six words each) is often used 

but that there is no empirical data to support this rule. In the latter case 36 words on a 

slide seems to be the absolute maximum. 

To limit the number of words is in line with the research of Mayer et al. (1997, 

2001, 2009a,b) on the effect of combinations of images and text on comprehension. 

Mayer and colleagues conducted several studies into the processing of texts and pictures, 

and the combination of the two. Their findings support Mayer’s cognitive theory of 

multimedia learning, which supposes an active process of information processing in 

which a limited amount of information is selected, organized, and integrated. Mayer 

proposes two different channels for information processing, an auditive channel for 

spoken words and a visual channel for pictures and written words. The working memory 

connects the presented auditive information and the presented visual information. It is 

this active integration between pictures and spoken words – which he calls the 

multimedia effect – that causes a better processing and comprehension of the material. He 

also found that words, projected on a slide, as we see in PP presentations, impair the 

processing of information, because they have to be processed in the visual channel and 

therefore have to compete with pictures for the limited processing space. Thus one should 

not “pollute” the visual channel with projected words because it might impair the 

processing of information, and one can enhance a better understanding of the material by 

presenting suitable pictures with the oral words.  
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Although the use of pictures on a slide might be advisable in theory, in practice 

this could be influenced by the availability of pictures, which might be different for 

different scientific disciplines. For instance, several authors have emphasized the 

importance of pictures for the hard sciences, in particular empirical and life sciences (e.g. 

Van Woerkum, 2007). Trumbo (2000) also stresses the point of instruments in taking the 

view that, in the last ten years, the life sciences in particular have made excellent use of 

technology to visually represent medical progress. Arsenault et al. (2006) were able to 

confirm their visuality hypothesis by showing that hard sciences and social sciences differ 

in their use of visuals in scientific articles. They showed that the hard sciences not only 

use more graphs, but also more other visual instruments, such as diagrams, photographs, 

drawings, and maps in scientific articles. This was independent of the availability of 

numerical data. Hertz (2012) looked into the differences of disciplines in the use of 

pictures on PP slides and found that slides from presentations in the medical and hard 

sciences contain approximately three times as many pictures as in social sciences, 

confirming the visual hypothesis also for the use of slides. One might find difference thus 

between the hard, medical and social sciences because the harder sciences seem to have 

more pictures at their disposal and seem to use pictures more often.  

PP offers different possible combinations of text and images. Pötzsch and 

Schnettler (2006) looked into 58 presentations and conclude on the basis of that, that PP 

is used for more than just a doubling of the text of a speech and that the elements on a 

slide have many more different forms than is usually acknowledged. They found different 

kind of images such as ornamental or metaphorical as well as collages of different 

elements. They proposed a classification of slides, with the following categories: Text 
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slides (which made up 40% of their sample), text-image combination (17%) and images 

only (43%). The ‘list and bullet point‘ slide (a subcategory of text-slides) is the one that 

is often criticized and turns out to be the most used subcategory (29%) (see also Yates & 

Orlikowski, 2007). If we look at the way the slides are presented we find another 

characteristic of PP, namely the fact that presenters can program an element of animation 

into the slides (Bucher et al., 2010). One can show the slide at once (static) or animate the 

content so that different parts (lines of text or pictures) are shown gradually (dynamic). 

The last characteristic we would like to discuss here is that information can be linear 

(spoken texts and lines of text on a slide in a sequence) or non-linear (co-existence of 

pictures on the slide). Bucher et al. (2010) state that the audience has to decide to which 

aspect it is going to pay attention; to the linear sequencing of the speech and the slides or 

to the possible non-linear information. They distinguish between the dynamic text slide 

which is animated, the static text slide (where the whole text is presented in one go), the 

text-image slide which has a non-linear combination and can be animated as well and the 

image slide with only an image on it. With the dynamic text-slide they find a permanent 

shifting of the attention between the presenter and the new elements on the slide. It thus 

seems to work to steer the attention of the audience towards the slide only when it is 

needed. The static text slide is read in one go and after that, the audience only looks at the 

presenter. In the case of a dynamic text-image slide the presenter only sporadically 

succeeds in steering the attention of the audience towards the elements of the image the 

presenter is talking about. When presented with an image slide, the audience member 

looks at the image for some time and looks at the presenter or at other things in the room 

until something new is shown. Communication is in the case of a dynamic text-image 
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slide treated by the audience as non-linear, the authors say. The pattern of reception 

should in this case be orchestrated by the presenter through extra actions, such as speech 

(references, repetition) and/or indicating with gestures according to the authors. Bucher et 

al. (2010) conclude that reception and attention distribution depend on the coherence 

management (bringing together the different elements of a presentation) and the 

rhetorical qualities of the presenter. So we do not only see that PP has some 

characteristics such as the different possible combinations of texts and pictures, the 

possibility to animate the content of a slide, we also see that the use of different types of 

PP slides require different types of behaviour of the presenter. We will investigate the use 

of different types of slides in our research and relate them to the behaviour of the 

presenter. A further description of physical and verbal behaviour will be presented now.  

Physical behaviour 

Schnettler and Knoblauch (2007) have suggested that the use of PP brings on a 

new kind of behaviour. They use the term performance, indicating that they are not 

looking into the isolated design of slides or the technical aspects of the medium, but into 

a new classification of the presentation as a whole. Performance, they define as: 

temporary, bodily and multimedial implementation of communicative actions which can 

be observed in real-time. Their concept of performance thus takes the bodily aspects of 

the presentation into account as well. The movement of the body to point out something 

on the projection screen ties together different other aspects of the performance and 

seems to be a distinguishing character for PP presentations (Knoblauch, 2007, Schnettler 

& Knoblauch, 2007). The authors find indicating to be an important action; a rotating 

point between speech, the audience and the visualized texts. When presenters point at the 
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screen, the rest of the body rotates and turns away from the audience. This turning is also 

used without a gesture of the hand or arm, they observe.  

Interestingly, what is seen as typical and important behaviour to orchestrate a PP 

presentation by Schnettler and Knoblauch is seen by others as irritating because the 

presenter is occupied with the projection and turns away from the audience (Shwom & 

Keller, 2003; Hanft, 2003; Cornelis & Tielens, 2004). Interaction with the audience in 

general is seen as important and making contact is seen as the first objective of a 

presentation (Kosslyn, 2007) and the most important condition for a successful 

presentation (Hilgers & Vriens, 2010). Presenting with PP breaks the connection with the 

audience though, says Hrachovec (2009), because instead of directly communicating with 

the audience both the presenter and the audience are now connected to the projection. 

Charles and Ventola (2002) point out that the relationship between the presenter and the 

audience changed. ‘As a result of the new code, the semiotic experience moves closer to 

being a shared one, as the presenter and the audience together view the slides; whereas 

before the presenter is simply an authority who creates the experience for the audience 

through his statements’. PP might thus elicit a new kind of physical behaviour needed to 

steer the attention of the audience to certain elements of a slide. At the same time, 

looking at the projection might irritate the audience, because the presenter turns away and 

breaks the contact. It might even influence the authority of the presenter. In our study we 

included pointing at the projection and looking at it, since so far there are no quantitative 

data concerning this behaviour. We will relate this behaviour to the different categories of 

slides. 

Verbal presenter behaviour 
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Presenters do not need to limit their actions to physical behaviour though to steer 

the attention, they can also point out certain elements by making a remark. Verbally 

introducing a slide is seen as an important tool for steering the attention of the audience 

(Andeweg & De Haan, 2009). In their experiment Andeweg and De Haan found that the 

audience found a presentation with introductory sentences better structured than one 

without. The authors think that in practice though presenters don’t do much to mark the 

transitions from one slide to the other. Presenters will just continue their speech, repeat a 

word or maybe just nod in the direction of the slides. Anthony, Orr & Yamazaki (2007) 

found that presenters signalled transitions using nonverbal techniques, such as pausing, 

pressing the “next” button on their computer, or looking in a different direction, for 

example, switching from the audience to the screen. This is the physical behaviour we 

discussed above.  

Another important issue concerning the verbal behaviour is the reading out loud 

of the projected texts, which, if we believe the critics, is a standard procedure. According 

to some authors, PP seduces the presenters into using simplified and fragmented topic 

lists and a dull reading out loud of too many slides and bullet points (see amongst others: 

Hanft, 2003; Cornelis & Tielens, 2004; Thompson (in Barett, 2004); Keller, 2003). 

According to the redundancy principle of Mayer (2009) reading out projected texts also 

harms the information processing of the audience (see also Sweller, 2005). There are no 

empirical data though on the reading out loud of slides yet. 

Since presenters are criticised for their preoccupation with technical aspects it is 

interesting to investigate if this is reflected in their speech as well, seeing that the actual 

handling in using a remote control or the keyboard of a computer might not be much 
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more distracting for an audience than the handling of transparencies was before the 

arrival of PP. Introducing a slide, making technical remarks and reading out loud and will 

be included in our research. The relationship between reading out loud and the category 

of slides will be investigated as well. 

 

Research questions 

 Having identified the main characteristics of the use of PP, this brings us to the 

following research questions. We will focus on the use of text and pictures of the slides, 

the physical behaviour and verbal behaviour of the presenter. We will also investigate a 

possible relationship between the type of slide and this behaviour to see if there is a 

possible influence of PP. We expect a positive relationship between the number of items 

(words and/or pictures on a slide, the number of slides) and the number of actions of the 

presenter (looking at the screen or laptop, indicating something on the screen, pointing at 

the screen and reading out loud). The idea being that more items on the projection would 

need more steering from the presenter. We also expected a positive relation between the 

number of dynamic slides and the number of actions of the presenter for the same reason, 

namely that the presenter needs to steer the attention of the audience.  

Our research questions are:  

1. What is the use of text and pictures? 

• How much text do presenters use on a slide? 

• How many pictures do presenters use on a slide? 

• What kind of combinations of text and image are used on a slide? 

• What type of slides are used (dynamic or static)? 
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• How many slides are used? 

2. What is the physical behaviour of the presenter?  

• Do they point at the screen or at some element(s) on the screen?  

• Do they indicate something on the screen? 

• Do they look at the projection  

• Do they look at the laptop? 

3. What is the verbal behaviour of the presenter? 

• Do they introduce a slide?  

• Do they read the projected texts out loud (double the information)?  

• Can we tell that they are preoccupied with the technical aspects by their remarks 

about it? 

4. Is there a relation between the type of slide and the behaviour of the presenter? 

• Is there a relation between the type of slide and the physical behaviour?  

• Is there a relation between the type of slide and the verbal behaviour? 

5. Do the results suggest that PP is causing a new configuration of presentations?  

• If so, is that a detrimental influence? 

Method 

At a scientific conference about the Mastery of Language
 

18 out of 34 

presentations of 20 minutes (in 9 parallel sessions) were filmed and the PP slides were 

collected. The selection was made beforehand in such a way that presenters of various 

seniority were included and that all the presentations in one session could be recorded. 

The speeches were recorded separately with audio equipment and transcribed literally 

from these recordings.  
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The presentations were analysed on the type of slides as well as the physical and 

verbal behaviour. These analyses will be discussed here more in detail. Three 

presentations were left out of the analysis because they were given by more than one 

presenter.  

1. Use of text and pictures and types of slide 

The slides have been analysed with regard to the following characteristics: 

number of slides per minute, average number of words per slide, number of pictures 

(graphs, diagrams/models, maps, photographs) per slide and number of bullet-points per 

slide. We computed an indicator for the mean number of words by averaging the number 

of words on the third and fifth slide. The slides were categorized as static text-slides, 

dynamic text-slides, static text-image slides, dynamic text- image slides, static image 

slides and dynamic image slides. 

2. Physical behaviour  

The filmed presentations were observed by two observers who scored the 

following four kinds of actions per presentation: pointing at the screen (or at some 

element(s) on the screen), indicating something on the screen, looking at the screen, and 

looking at the laptop. Their mean score was calculated and used. The inter-rater 

reliability was high (0.762, p. < .0001).  

3. Verbal behaviour 

In the transcriptions of the presentations it was marked when the presenter 

transferred to a new slide and if they introduced this slide before the transition. Remarks 

about the technical aspects such as the handling of the laptop were noted as well. The 

extent to which the presenter read the slides out loud was scored per presentation. As far 
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as we know this has not been measured before. A score was computed as the percentage 

of text on a slide that is read out loud. When the speech was paraphrasing the projected 

text (for instance because there were extra words between the words of a slide in the 

speech or because the words were spoken in a slightly different order) it was counted as 

reading out loud. The score was computed for slide number three (the first slide often 

being the title slide and the second one often being the contents slide). In one case, slide 

three was an image only slide with a title (which in this case appeared on every slide) and 

only the words in the title were counted. To check if slide number three was a 

representative slide, the data were compared to slide number eight with a paired sample t-

test, the only significant differences were that the number of words per slide were higher 

on slide eight (t = 2.23, p = .039), but not the score for reading out loud. It was decided to 

use the data of slide three only.  

4. Relation between type of slide and behaviour  

 The number of slides, number of words per slide, number of pictures per slide and 

the different categories of slides (static text-slides, dynamic text-slides, static text-image 

slides, dynamic text- image slides, static image slides and dynamic image slides) were 

related to the different actions of the presenter (pointing at the screen [or at some 

element(s) on the screen], indicating something on the screen, looking at the screen and 

looking at the laptop).  

Results 

Type of slide 

In the 15 presentations 306 slides were used in total. The most used category was 

the static text slides (56,9%), followed by static text-image slides (20,9%), dynamic text 
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slides (15,7%), dynamic text-image slides (4,9%), and static image slides (1,6%). The 

‘list and bullet point‘ slide is the most used subcategory (47.38%). There were no 

dynamic image slides. Slides with ‘text only’ made up 72,6% of the total amount, slides 

with ‘images only’ 1,6% and slides with a combination of text and images 25,8%. 79,4% 

of the slides were static and 20,6% dynamic. Table 1 shows the use of slides, texts, 

pictures and bullet-points. We see that presenters use on average 35 words on a slide 

(with one presenter using 155 words per slide). They use on average one slide per minute, 

one picture every three slides and two bullet points per slide.  

Physical behaviour  

The scores of the physical behaviour are reported in Table 2. We see that on 

average presenters point almost ten times at the screen and indicate on average almost 

eight times something on the screen in their 20 minutes presentation. They look on 

average 73 times at the projection during this time (more than three times a minute) and 

almost 46 times at the laptop. Some presenters never point to the screen or hardly look at 

it, but one of the presenters looks at the projection as much as 218 times, which is almost 

once every five seconds. 

Verbal behaviour 

For the 306 slides in total, 31 introductions to a slide were found (10% of the 

slides are introduced). Examples were: ‘you see an example of this..’, ‘to give you an 

idea of’, ‘let’s have a look at…’, ‘this one will take 30 seconds’. Often there were no 

introductions in the stricter sense of the word, but mainly announcing the topic, such as 

“Results”. In total there were ten remarks about technical aspects of PP. On average, a 

little more than half of the words of a slide were being read out loud (56,5%). We found 
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that there are big differences between presenters, with two presenters not reading out at 

all, four presenters reading out everything (100%) and the rest varying from 4.8% - 

89,5%. 

Relationship between the use of text and pictures, type of slide and physical and verbal 

behaviour 

 The number of slides, number of words and pictures per slide and the type of slide 

(static text-slides, dynamic text-slides, static text-image slides, dynamic text- image 

slides, static image slides and dynamic image slides), the characteristics of the slide in 

short, were related to the different actions of the presenter (pointing at the screen (or at 

some element(s) on the screen), indicating something on the screen, looking at the screen 

and looking at the laptop).  

We did find significant relations for characteristics of the slide and looking at the 

projection. The number of pictures per slide was positively related to looking at the 

projection, r = .45, p < .05 (one-tailed), as well as the number of static image slides, r = 

.49, p < .05, while the total number of static text slides was negatively related to looking 

at the projection, r = .-44, p < .05. 

We also found significant relations for ‘looking at the laptop’ and the number of 

words per slide, r = .75, p < .001, the number of bullet-points, r = .70, p < .005, the 

number of static text slides, r = .74, p < .005 and the total number of static slides, r = .65, 

p < .005. Pointing at the screen or indicating something on the screen was not 

significantly related to the characteristics of the slides. 

We did not find significant relations between any of the characteristics of the slides and 

the verbal behaviour (reading out loud).  
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Discussion 

 In this study we investigated the use of PP for the presentation of conference 

papers, identifying the characteristics of the presentation tool, focusing on the use of text 

and pictures on the slides and the physical and verbal behaviour of the presenter in 

relation to these. In this way we would like to make a contribution to the debate whether 

PP is causing bad presentations or whether these are merely a question of the rhetorical 

behaviour by the presenter. 

We found an average number of 35 words per slide and an average use of one 

picture per three slides. This is not in line with the guidelines of Mayer’s multimedia 

theory (Mayer et al., 1997, 2001, 2009a,b), which advocates to use a picture on a slide to 

combine with the spoken words and to limit the use of words on a slide because it impairs 

the processing of information. The number of words is relatively high when compared to 

what instruction books advise (a maximum of 20 to 36 words per slide, depending on the 

author). Thus the critics do have a point, when they complain about the amount of text on 

the slides. We must take into account though that in this particular case texts themselves 

are the subjects of language scientists. The results are in line with the visualise hypothesis 

of Arsenault et al. (2006) which predicts a higher use of pictures in the hard sciences than 

in the social sciences (and probably in the humanities). The use of a picture on a slide is 

probably is a less obvious choice in language studies. We did find different combinations 

of text and pictures on slides and agree  with Pötzsch and Schnettler (2006) that there is 

more to the type of slide of a PP slide than is usually acknowledged. Even though the 

default setting is a text slide with bullet-points (which is so often criticized) more 

variations such as texts combined with pictures and slides with pictures were used, either 
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programmed to show in a dynamic or in a static way. But the text slide with bullet-points 

was indeed the most used subcategory. Our conclusion is that while the default setting of 

PP and the scientific discipline tend to steer a presenter into the use of words on a slide, it 

is still up to the presenter to decide on the amount of text and bullet-points.  

The projection seems to be a distinguishing characteristic of PP presentations and 

presenters need to steer the audience towards (different elements on) the projected slides 

when it is needed. This seems to be done primarily by looking at the projection which 

was done frequently. It supports the ideas and findings of Andeweg and De Haan (2009) 

and Anthony, Orr and Yamazaki (2007) that looking at the projection replaces the 

introducing of a slide verbally. Presenters turn to the projection less often with static text 

slides, but instead look at the laptop more often when there are more words on a slide and 

when presenting static text slides. This could indicate that they use the laptop as a 

speaking note and that they do not turn to the projection again because there are no new 

elements to show. It is not clear why presenters look at the projection more when 

presenting static image slides. It might have been that there are more pictures on one slide 

or different aspects of a picture which need to be introduced separately. We can conclude 

that that looking at the projection to indicate a new slide or ‘new’ elements on a slide 

seems to be characteristic for the use of PP and that the behaviour of the presenter is 

influenced by the different categories of slides. This behaviour is considered irritating 

because the presenter loses contact with the audience by turning away from them. It is not 

clear why presenters choose to look at the projection instead of verbally directing the 

attention of the audience towards the (different elements on) slides. 

Regarding the reading out loud of the texts we found substantial differences 
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between presenters but we found no relation to the type of slide. It seems thus that 

reading out loud is therefore not influenced by PP, but a choice of the presenter. It is 

interesting to further research why some presenters read their texts out loud and others do 

not.  

Is PP bringing a new configuration causing bad presentations or is it just a matter 

of failing rhetoric? PP is indeed bringing a new configuration because it influences the 

presentation behaviour. On the other hand it seems a choice of the presenter to use many 

words, to introduce slides by looking at them or to read texts out loud. With the 

introduction of PP presenters have more options, but also more concerns. Working with 

PP may be helpful and easy while preparing a presentation, it requires extra skills in 

giving the presentation. The concept of performance seems to be an apt one to describe 

all the elements that matter: Speech, using (animated) slides, working with a projection, 

bodily movements and interacting with the audience. Presenters need an understanding of 

how the audience processes different sources of information and then being able to 

orchestrate their attention in an appropriate way. The choices some presenters make in 

doing this are considered irritating by some. If we look at PP presentations as 

performances, presenters can now be seen as having to be designers, speakers and 

directors at the same time. It is not PP per se which causes some bad presentations, but 

the choices and behaviour of the presenters dealing with all the new possibilities and 

requirements. 
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Table 1  

Mean, Standard Deviation, Minimum and Maximum of the Use of Slides, Texts, Pictures 

and Bullet Points  

Measure Min. Max. M SD 

Slides per minute .60 3.00 1.15 .58 

Words per slide 5.50 155.00 34.83 36.34 

Pictures per slide .00 .71 .33    .23 

Bulletpoints per slide .00 3.60 2.03   1.01 
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Table 2 

Behavior: Pointing at the Screen or at Some Element(s) on the Screen, Indicating 

Something on the Screen, Looking at the Screen, and Looking at the Laptop 

Behavior Min. Max. M SD 

Point .00 26.00 9.43 8.11 

Indicate .00 36.00 7.80 11.88 

Look at projection 5.00 219.00 73.30    65.89 

Look at laptop 3.00 156.00 45.77   42.49 

 


