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INTRODUCTION


Where is this book coming from?


Early on in its creation (the stage my elder daughter would call ‘idea-ing’) this book was called ‘The Science of Presenting’, so it seems odd to write an introduction that is based upon a personal belief rather than a scientific fact. But for what it’s worth, here it is: ‘Presentations aren’t (just) about something, they’re a rallying call to do something.’ Or, to be more pretentious about it…


A presentation should change the world (or at least your little bit of it).


If all you’re doing is telling people things, there are generally better ways of doing it. If something doesn’t change as a result of your presentation, you’ve just ‘performed’ an expensive waste of time, energy and money. What’s worse, it’s not just your own time, energy and money that you’ve wasted but that of every member of your audience, too. And it’s probably been quite stressful as well.


This book is intended to help you make presentations that are more effective – in other words, presentations that change things.


With just one unfortunate exception (when you have to make a presentation simply because your boss tells you to), I’m willing to bet that you don’t tell people about the new tax regulations for the sake of it: you tell them so that they abide by them. You don’t tell people about your charity for the sake of it: you tell them so that they’ll support you. You don’t tell people about your new business idea for the sake of it: you tell them so that they’ll promote you. You don’t tell people about… you get the idea, I’m sure.


The important thing is that each and every presentation has a point to it – something that needs to change. Presumably it’s something about your audience, such as an action they take, or an attitude they have, or a belief they hold… but there is always going to be something.
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The best man at a wedding doesn’t say things for the sake of it. He does it because he wants people to have a good time, and because he wants the bride and groom to know how much they are loved.


Martin Luther King didn’t say ‘I have a dream’ because he liked the sound of his own voice (although he might well have done). He said ‘I have a dream’ because he wanted equal rights in the United States.


More recently Steve Jobs, the adulated CEO of Apple, gave famous ‘keynotes’. They weren’t given for the sake of his ego: he gave them to increase the sales of Apple products.


Potential entrepreneurs on Dragon’s Den don’t make presentations because they are fun (lots of them look like they’re not enjoying it at all!). They make them because they want the Dragons to invest in them and their ideas.


[image: image]


A few things follow on from this personal belief:


•  as a presenter you need to know the real aim of your presentation – so you can make it more likely that you hit that target


•  presentations aren’t about telling people what you know – they’re about telling them what they need to know, in the way they need to know it.


This book helps you do that. In particular it helps with the second of those two statements.


What follows inevitably from the second bullet point (the idea that you tell people what they need to know in the way they need to know it) is that presentations aren’t always the right thing to do. If the best way to change something is a presentation, then great, this book is going to help you – but if the best way is to bring in a raft of synchronized swimmers then put this book down and hire yourself some swimmers!
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Some years ago I learned to waltz, in secret, as a surprise for my wife on our 25th wedding anniversary. It worked – she hadn’t a clue it was coming and there wasn’t a dry eye in the room – but the point is that the wonderful lady who taught me didn’t do it by making a presentation.


She did it by putting my hands where they should be, and moving my feet. It was what I needed to know in the way I needed to know it.
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Of course, in the real world you probably have to make presentations even if you know it’s not the best approach – and this book will help with that, too!


But why a book on presentations, specifically?


Often, giving presentations is about as popular as paying taxes. We all know we’ve got to do it but sometimes we wish we didn’t.


And sometimes our audiences wish we hadn’t.


There’s a whole stack of books about presentations out there – and even more YouTube videos, websites, online courses, free downloads and, well… you name it. So why does the world need one more addition?


Because of the science behind it. What you’re about to read about isn’t based upon my experiences: it’s based upon research. Not my research but university research. Research that’s mainly published in peer-reviewed, high-impact academic journals. In other words: the gold standard of investigations.


This book is about making your presentations more effective and less stressful. It’s about wasting less time on the boring, ineffectual things in presentations that give them (and you!) a bad name. I’ve been a presentation skills trainer for about ten years now but this isn’t a book full of my experience and opinions. It’s a book based upon some 400 pieces of research, much of it very, very new.


That’s a lot of scientists doing a lot of research. Each chapter takes some of the cutting-edge (or in a few cases tried, true and longstanding) pieces of research related to presenting, communication or psychology – and even physics – and applies them to presenting, so that you can apply them to your own presentations.




HOW TO USE THIS BOOK


Some of the chapters in this book relate to each other – and you’ll find a ‘See also’ section at the end of each chapter - but I’ve written them to be more or less independent. That means you don’t need to read them in a very specific order if you don’t want to. The order they’re in here represents the order in which I would read them but my needs are (by definition) different to yours. Feel free to jump around if you so wish.


Having said that, there are a few obvious groupings of chapters – for example, it makes little sense to read the third chapter about Professor Robert Cialdini’s work without having read the first of them… but that’s just common sense.


There is also a loose grouping of chapters that I’ve sketched out in the table that follows. You can use this to help you plan your reading if you so wish.


So why haven’t I put the chapters in a ‘sensible’ order? Why haven’t I created a structured ‘course’ out of the material here? Simply because I trust you to know your own needs better than I do – and in any case, see the chapter called Back to school.


At the end of each chapter you’ll also find some Further reading in case you want to take things on a bit. I’ve deliberately gone off on a bit of a tangent with some of these, so imagine me with a wry smile as I add them. You should also know that a lot of the Further reading ideas are for videos or similar resources rather than literal reading – they tend to be a lot lighter than the references I’ve used for the book itself. No doubt each one will take you off on your own individual journey and that’s fine!


Don’t get put off by the sheer volume of information about presenting, either. If I’m feeling cynical I’d suggest you simply remember you don’t need to be a presentation genius to be better than most people. Consider the old joke about two people running from a lion? One says to the other: ‘This is ridiculous, you can’t outrun a lion’ at which point the other one says: ‘I don’t need to outrun the lion – I just need to outrun you!’.


That said, I hope you want to be a better presenter for all the right reasons. There are hundreds, if not thousands of reasons for wanting that, but I’m going to sum it all up in one go:


Why should you want to be a better presenter? Because of your audience. It’s that simple, really.


Continuing the conversation


As I wrote this book, I tended to envisage it as my side of a conversation – answering questions that you’d not had the chance to ask. (Don’t worry, the questions had been asked on your behalf by the very many people who’ve asked for help or who’ve come on my training courses.)


Why would you want to carry on a conversation? Because research moves on.


For example, the very last thing I did before I wrote this Introduction was to read about some research that won’t be published until a couple of months after this book hits the shelves, but which would have fitted nicely into a couple of chapters. I hope you find this book a great stepping stone, but remember there is always going to be something new…


If you’d like to carry on this conversation, you’re welcome to do so at presentationgenius.info. It would be great to meet you, and though I can’t promise I’ll answer each and every person individually I’ll certainly do my best to make it a useful place for you.
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	FIRST THINGS FIRST








Does the order in which you give information affect the way it’s received?


We know that first impressions are formed (quite naturally) very quickly. And we also know that once they’re formed it’s tough to change them. But does that tendency carry over from our audience’s perception of us as presenters on to the information itself? Of course there’s bound to be a relationship because if your audience thinks you’re an idiot from the first impression, then they’re unlikely to take your data seriously (and presumably if you create a good first impression your data is more likely to be trusted). But the question of how to present information is a slightly different one.


It’s a question that’s been of interest for a long time. After all, it has huge implications in, for example, court cases. If information presented to the jury in the early parts of a trial is discounted, the crucial piece of evidence should be saved for later, and so on.


Philip Tetlock looked at more or less this exact question back in the early 1980s. Working at the University of California, he was interested in the order in which information was presented and – importantly – how any effect it caused could be mitigated (or even if it could).


Psychologists have long known that information presented early in a debate weighed much more heavily than information presented later. Their term for this is the ‘primacy effect’. The question of what causes it is complicated and there were competing early theories:


•  getting bored or mentally tired; once we lose our concentration, new information can’t be processed as well, no matter how much we want it to be, subconsciously assuming later information is implicitly less reliable


•  becoming biased by the early information; information we receive later is interpreted in a way that means it backs up the assumptions we made based on early information (no matter how much twisting of the evidence we need to do for this).


As presenters, the cause is almost irrelevant – what matters is what we can do about it and how big the problem is. That said, of course, if knowing the cause helps stop the problem in the first place, it would be even better…


Tetlock’s work also nicely addressed an additional question: does the primacy effect stay as strong if the stakes are raised – if people know they’re going to be called upon to justify things after they’ve been given information, such as, hopefully, at work or in a court of law. The idea might be that knowing you’re going to have to answer questions – with consequences for getting them wrong – might make people less sensitive to the primacy effect. There’s some evidence already that people who expect to have to justify their opinions (to someone else whose opinion they didn’t know) tended to be more nuanced about how they interpret data. People who had no such need to pay attention didn’t, frankly; instead they relied much more upon the ‘likeableness’ of the source of the message. Both alternatives are important for a presenter, obviously.


To investigate all this, 72 undergraduates at the University of California were randomly grouped and given a booklet with instructions and a descriptive piece about a court case involving a death. There then followed a short piece of background information – just enough for them to understand the evidence that followed.


The evidence came after that – a set of 18 individual pages – half of which contained evidence supporting a guilty verdict and half of them with evidence supporting a verdict of not guilty. Each page only had one basic theme, to make it easier for people to assimilate the information: as you can imagine reading 18 pieces of information can be a little overwhelming, particularly as for this experiment people were given only about 30 seconds to read each page. (The similarities with how your audience receives information in presentations is pretty obvious, I’d say.)


To look at the question of whether or not having to justify yourself later had an effect, some volunteers were told that their impressions of the accused person would be confidential – and couldn’t be traced to them. On the other hand, others were told they’d be asked to justify their impressions later. Still others were told this, but only after they’d read the information.


As you might guess, the booklets weren’t all the same. There were three orders for how the pages were arranged:


•  evidence of guilt followed by evidence of innocence


•  evidence of innocence followed by evidence of guilt


•  randomly ordered evidence, alternating between information suggesting guilt and that suggesting innocence.


After three minutes of thinking time, the volunteers were asked, bluntly: ‘How likely do think it is that Smith killed Dixon?’ and asked to score on a scale of 0 to 100 their confidence about a guilty verdict.


I’m sure you’ll not be surprised to know there was a clearly visible and statistically significant primacy effect. In other words, when people were given the ‘guilty’ information first they were more likely to assume guilt and vice versa. (Those people given the data in random order fell neatly between the two other groups, reassuringly.)


Clearly the primacy effect is significant and as presenters it can make a real difference to how we order the information we give people. I think that’s particularly likely to be the case if you’re the kind of person who naturally wants to build up methodically and sequentially towards a final conclusion.


The second question remains, though. Does knowing that you’ll have to justify yourself mitigate the primacy effect in any way?


The answer, in short, is a clear ‘yes’. When data supporting innocence was presented first, all three groups (group 1: not accountable; group 2: told about being accountable up front; and group 3: told about being accountable only after the data was presented) had a relatively low, and similar, guilty score. For all three groups the guilty score was highest for when guilty-related data was presented first – but, interestingly, people who were told they would be held accountable for their opinion right at the start of the process were much less likely to go for a guilty score, followed by group 2, the told-about-being-accountable-later group (let’s just call them the ‘later’ group) and the no-accountability group. In fact, group 1 was so much less likely to go for a guilty verdict than the other two groups that the immediate conclusion is that people in the ‘later’ group and the ‘no accountability’ group went through the same relatively superficial process of looking at the data and only group 1 really paid much attention to the information.


I can only imagine the feeling of panic that ensued when the ‘later’ group realized they would be asked to account for themselves after all…


There’s another big implication for presenters that comes from this research. When they were asked about the information they had been given, volunteers who had been told at the very start that they’d be asked to justify themselves could remember a lot more of that information – information both supporting guilt and supporting innocence. It’s hard to avoid the conclusion that they had simply paid more attention to the information, whichever verdict it supported – not least because the ‘later’ group could remember no more of the information they’d been given than the ‘no accountability’ group.


As presenters, the implications are fairly obvious. No matter what it is we want our audiences to remember, whether they agree with us or not, they’re more likely to remember it if they feel some form of responsibility, such as knowing they’re going to be asked questions to justify themselves. Personally, I find the idea of warning my audience that they ‘need to take notes because there will be a quiz at the end’ horrible, no matter how subtle or sophisticated it is. It treats people like children who don’t want to learn.


Your circumstances will be different, of course, depending on the people you’re talking to and how eager they are to hear what you’ve got to say, but my preference is to spend some of my time on stage (whether that’s a literal stage or just the couple of spare metres at the front of your company boardroom) exploring with the audience why whatever-I’m-talking-about is important and, in particular, why it’s important for them: that is, you show them how they are accountable for remembering what you say, simply because it has implications for their own benefit and lives.


So what are the big takeaways here?


•  Present your big, powerful arguments first.


•  Make it clear to your audience that they are responsible for the judgements they make about the information and arguments you’re going to give them. Remind them that they will have to justify their behaviour after this presentation and make them feel some responsibility for making the right decisions and doing the right thing.


•  Make yourself, your message and the way you deliver it as ‘likeable’ as you can. This can include the obvious things such as how you dress and how you speak, but also the neatness of your slides, how easy to read and understand they are and how much fuss and faff there is involved – the less the better.


Source


Tetlock, P. E. (1983), ‘Accountability and the Perseverance of First Impressions’, Social Psychology Quarterly, Vol. 46 No. 4 pp 285–92


See also


Chapter 6 – The ‘Assert-Evidence’ approach to slide design also looks at the order in which you give information. See It’s not what you say, it’s the way that you say it


Further reading


Is it possible to have better debates? This video suggests it’s tricky but possible: http://www.ted.com/talks/michael_sandel_the_lost_art_of_democratic_debate


When it comes to maths, there’s some idea that the order in which information is presented makes the question more (or less) easily solved. The abstract is free but you may need to pay for the full article: http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1949-8594.1964.tb14814.x/abstract
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	YOU KNOW THAT FEELING WHEN YOUR HEAD IS FULL…








When and why does your audience get saturated?


I don’t know about you, but back in the days when I was doing pure research, my boss would sometimes comment, accurately, that my ‘shutters had come down’. What he meant was that my brain had reached saturation and even though I was physically in the office, I might as well not be. A less polite way of putting it was: ‘the lights are on but nobody’s home’. So what had happened?


I’d got to the point where I couldn’t think any more – my brain was full. My job was ‘research’ and I would have been working on a problem until the problem got the better of me. Temporarily, usually.


Usually.


Back in the early 1980s there was a big thing about solving problems and the big idea that grew out of all the research was that of Cognitive Load Theory (CLT). CLT takes the idea that we’ve all got limited working memory (or processing power) available and we use it to do two things at the same time, when we’re solving a problem. The first is, obviously, solve the problem: the second thing is to learn from the problem, generalize it and develop a ‘schema’ so that we recognize that sort of problem in the future and don’t have to do things from scratch all over again.


Pretty obviously, if we’ve got a fixed upper limit on our working memory, the more effort we’re putting into the first of those tasks (a greater cognitive load) the less capacity we’ve got for doing the latter. I think that’s important to presenters because I don’t just want people to respond to me at that time, in that room. Sure, it’s great if they understand me, are entertained and agree with the ideas I’m giving them, etc., but the real test of whether a presentation is a success is how many of my audience take what they’ve been given and apply it in their version of the ‘real world’.


Doing that means they need to develop a personal schema because it’s remarkably unlikely that their working life will be exactly the same as yours.


John Sweller is one of the big names in this field and as long ago as 1988 he was reporting experiments using school pupils in New South Wales, Australia, in the journal Cognitive Science.


Sweller observed that one of the key differences between experts and novices in how they solved problems was that experts didn’t need to work things out backwards from the end point: they simply started to work forwards from where they were towards where they wanted to be. This wasn’t due to differences between the expert and the novice in the ways you might expect – but largely to do with the way that experts could recognize patterns based upon the relevant schemas.


For example, novices tended to group problems according to how they are presented but experts do so based upon how that problem can be solved – in other words, they see past the superficial details because of their experience. Schemas are simply the tools they use for building that experience.


With that in mind it’s pretty clear that anything that helps novices develop schemas is a good thing. The obvious tool at the presenter’s disposal for doing this is to reduce the cognitive load they put on their audience during the presentation: that frees them up to spend more of their ‘brain power’ on linking the content of the presentation back to their lives. As Sweller says: ‘Under most circumstances, means-ends analysis will result in fewer dead-ends being reached than any other general strategy which does not rely on prior remain-specific knowledge for its operation. One price paid for this efficiency may be a heavy use of limited cognitive-processing capacity.’


Sweller’s experiment in this paper was beautifully simple. He already knew that traditional problem-solving in mathematics (such as ‘solve for X’ or ‘calculate Y’) led to more mathematical errors compared to a group of students who were simply given non-specific tasks such as ‘figure out all the values you can’ and he built on this to look at memory and learning, not just how well pupils performed with fewer cognitive demands placed on them. Some 24 students were given a series of mathematical problems involving working out the lengths of lines and sizes of angles in triangles, after they’d been taught how to use sine, cosine and tangent ratios.


Half the students were told to solve a specific question, while the other half were told simply to find the lengths of as many sides as they could… and, after each problem, everyone had to re-create, as far as they could, the information in the previous problem, not the one they had just solved. Some interesting things came out when they looked at the results.


First, the non-specific group was marginally quicker for each problem (but only marginally) and, although both groups got better as they did more of the problems, there was no statistically significant difference between the error rates. Nor were there differences between the two groups in terms of how long they took to re-create the previous problem (… and again both groups got faster).


So far, so disappointing.


But things got interesting when Sweller looked at the thing he was actually interested in – retention. For all six measures of error (things like correctly labelling the sides or calculating the angles between them) the group that hadn’t been given a specific problem to solve – and therefore had a lower cognitive load – made fewer errors. In other words, when students weren’t burdened by the need to ‘get it right’ they learned more.


In Sweller’s own words:


•  ‘More excess capacity appears to be available after solving a non-specific goal problem than a conventional problem’


•  ‘Conventional problem-solving activity via means-ends analysis normally leads to problem-solution, not to schema acquisition’.


There are a few teachers I remember from my schooldays who might want to take note of that.


The implications for presenters are huge. If we make our audiences work too hard, so that they’re struggling to understand what we’re saying, they’re less likely to remember things after the end of the presentation – and if they can’t remember it I think it’s less likely they’ll apply it. As I’ve said before, application is what it’s about, for me.


That means that anything we can do to allow our audiences to concentrate on our material without having to worry about other things can be handy. While it’s important for audiences to see why your material matters to them, there’s a balance to be struck. If all you do is work through the solution to one problem, that’s all your audience will know.


It also means you should think about removing anything from your presentation that isn’t relevant. If your audience is concentrating on fripperies or trying to see how an irrelevant piece of information relates to the big picture (when it doesn’t), you’ll reduce the amount of cognitive capacity they’ve got available to concentrate on the real core of your presentation.


Taking this one step further, you might find it handy to deal with anything you can think of that might chip away at your audience’s cognitive capacity. With my tongue only slightly in my cheek, things that I’ve noticed in presentations over the past month (there are others, of course, this list is just based on what I noted down recently) include:


•  irrelevant material – everything you say is processed by your audience and they’ve only got a limited amount of attention to give you, so don’t risk spreading it too thinly


•  what you’re wearing – colourful, large, garish or unusual ties, earrings and so on are more distracting than you might think


•  jargon – if people are having to ‘translate’ your slides they’ve got less capacity to concentrate on the contents


•  the temperature of the room – people thinking about how cold it is aren’t fully paying attention


•  how long it is to the next break – anyone worried about getting something to eat or drink has less capacity to concentrate on you


•  hard-to-read fonts – if people need to work hard to figure out what the slides say they won’t be able to concentrate on what they mean.


It’s all pretty obvious, really, but it’s nice when science and our prejudices tell us the same thing, isn’t it!


So what are the big takeaways here?


•  Don’t get too complicated, so that your audience struggles to understand what you mean. If in doubt, keep it simple and talk about the ideas, not the details. Let people know where they can get hold of the details from (and make sure they can).


•  Provide plenty of ‘hooks’ for your audience to see how what you’re saying applies to their working environments. Examples and case studies are a good bridge between what you’re saying and what they experience, but don’t be over-specific. Some people will have difficulty translating a very detailed example into their world.


•  Strip away everything you can that distracts from what you’re trying to say. Brutally remove irrelevant information and see if you can deal with the distractions of the room. If people are thinking about how long it is to the next coffee break they aren’t concentrating on the information of the presentation, so make sure everyone knows. You might consider housekeeping irrelevant compared to the world-changing great disclosures you’re making, but your audience might not.


Source


Sweller, J. (1988), ‘Cognitive Load During Problem Solving: Effects on Learning’, Cognitive Science Vol. 12 pp 257–85


See also


Chapter 4 – To help people feel familiar with even new material, and reduce cognitive load, try Repeating yourself


Chapter 12 – Getting the level of saturation wrong leads to your audience being Overloaded


Chapters 14 and 15 – People can only hold so much in their heads at once. See Why we can’t remember long shopping lists easily (or is that just me?) and Chunking facts up


Further reading


Garr Reynolds started what can only be described as a revolution in presentations with his Presentation Zen philosophy. The whole blog is dripping with good material, but you might be particularly interested in his look at cognitive load and presentation slides. It’s at: http://www.presentationzen.com/presentationzen/2007/04/is_it_finally_t.html


I’m generally sceptical of blogs written by companies (my own excepted, of course!) but this one gives some good advice about using the cognitive load approach in presentations, see: http://www.ethos3.com/2015/01/how-to-minimize-the-extraneous-load-of-your-presentations
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	CLARITY IS KING








The art of simplicity is a puzzle of complexity


Every book on writing style that I’ve ever read, and every bit of advice I’ve ever been given, has been to clarify, simplify and to cut out all unnecessarily complicated words and phrases. (If I’ve not managed to do that in this chapter, kindly keep that opinion to yourself…) Unfortunately, like more or less everyone I know, I’ve been guilty of trying to boost my perception of myself by boosting the syllable count of some of my writing. I did it as an undergraduate a long time ago but I like to think I do it less now.


The big, important question is, basically ‘does it work?’ Does using a more convoluted sentence structure or more polysyllabic words make me look and sound smarter? That’s the very question addressed by Daniel M. Oppenheimer of Princeton University in a paper with a title that surely should win an award: ‘Consequences of Erudite Vernacular Utilized Irrespective of Necessity: Problems with Using Long Words Needlessly.’


Oppenheimer had an interesting starting-point: when undergraduates at Stanford were polled about how they wrote, more than 85 per cent of them admitted to using long words in an academic essay to make it sound better. In fact, nearly two-thirds of them even used a thesaurus to help the pick the words.


Presumably, our instinct to do this is based upon an instinctive recognition that people who are more intelligent tend to have larger vocabularies (there’s research evidence of this) and so our internal logic runs that the opposite must be true as well. So why is it that expert advice always advocates the more simple approach? Possibly because of the research evidence: simpler writing is associated with a number of very positive concepts, including:


•  truth and veracity


•  confidence


•  frequency (feeling familiar with things)


•  fame


•  liking.


Oppenheimer carried out some simple but effective experiments. The first looked at whether increasing the complexity of text made the author appear smarter. It also looked at whether any such effect was influenced by how complex the original writing was. To get at this, essays written for admission to graduate school were made more complex by substituting some of the original words with more complex alternatives, in fact with the longest word available based on thesaurus entries presumably on the assumption that longer words were more complex for readers. A ‘highly complex’ version of extracts from six personal statements was created and shown to 71 other students. A ‘moderately complex’ version was also created by simply substituting fewer words. The participants were asked to give a recommendation for whether to accept or reject the author and to score how confident they were about that on a scale of one to seven. If you convert the ‘accept vs reject’ to scores of +1 and −1, then weight them by the confidence score, you get a scale of −7 up to +7 and the results were pretty clear. Highly complex excerpts had an average score of −2.1: the ‘moderately complex’ excerpts had an average of −0.17 and the original excerpts had an average of 0.62.


In other words, even the moderate modifications meant that, on average, the authors would have been rejected! What’s more, this effect held true even after the complexity of the original text had been taken into account.


Instead of making authors look smarter, increasing the complexity of text seems to make them look less intelligent.


The implications for presenters are pretty clear. Using clear and simple delivery of your material will make you look smarter (on average).


Not content with this result, a similar experiment used two different translations of the same original, foreign-language version. The idea behind this is that changing words, as had been done in the first experiment, might have been artificial in some way, making some sentences unreasonably clumsy. Two translations of some Descartes (Meditation IV) were given to undergraduates, who were given a week to complete questionnaires.


An extra dimension was added because half of the participants were told who wrote the original while the other half weren’t. For those who knew where the original came from, Descartes was scored as more intelligent by those who read the more simple translation. Participants who didn’t know who wrote the original (because they weren’t told) also rated the ‘simpler’ author as smarter.


The results support the first experiment but – obviously – this might just be because of how well or badly translated the passages were… so on to experiment three. Building on the first experiment it seems reasonable to see if authors can be made to look smarter by simplifying their originals. The short answer is ‘yes’: comparing originals to simplified versions led to average opinions about the author’s intelligence being higher for the simplified versions.


It’s not necessarily easy to see a direct process by which all of this could work, but one possible way it could happen is because of ‘fluency’. Better written material has more fluency, and so it’s more accessible. If that’s right, we might expect other things that mess up fluency to reduce how intelligent authors seem to be – and that’s reasonably easy to test because different fonts are easier to read than others. All you have to do is prepare the same text in different fonts and see which gives the highest presumed intelligence for the author.


Oppenheimer used 12 point Times New Roman (the original version) and compared it to Juice ITC font – in italics, for good measure. By now it shouldn’t come as any surprise to discover that the ‘author’ of the Times New Roman version of the document was believed to be more intelligent than the Juice ITC ‘author’. Juice ITC is much harder to read, after all.


So where are we with all of this? Pretty clearly, we know that:


•  a lot of non-experts tend to try to make themselves sound smarter by writing in more difficult, convoluted ways


•  conversely, experts suggest that a better way to write is to be clear and concise, avoiding complicated and unnecessary words


•  empirical evidence strongly suggests that the experts are right – because all other things being equal, readers assume that people are smarter when their writing is more simple, and less intelligent when their writing is complicated


•  this effect is probably explained by the concept of fluency – the ease with which words are processed.


There are two other bits of information to take on board, too. First, when text has an ease of fluency the effect is multiplied when it is unexpected (that is, when people find things easier to grasp than they thought they would, the effect is greater); and, second, that when people believe the (lack of) fluency is not the author’s fault (such as when it’s just printed badly), they not only forgive the author but over-compensate, assuming better things about the author than they otherwise would.

OEBPS/images/ch03.jpg





OEBPS/images/pxv-01.jpg
Techniques

How to get you can
How people | yourself Tools you can | use in your
learn ready use design
Youknow tha | Fashionable | Ifs grimup | The vexed
feeling when | fear north picture question
your head is
full.
Overloaded | Minding what | Power of .

you say

persuasion

Back to school

Gerting to bed

Being morc
persuasive

Doctors know
best

Learning styles

Fit to ralk?

“Telling storics

Claity is king,

Why we can’t
remember long
shopping lists
casily (or is that
just me?)

Ecing who you
are

Being subtle

First things first

Chunking facts
up

Being judged

Story time

Writing down

Saying hello ar

The best of

your wisdom the door PowerPoint®
Stay alert at the Repeating Moving
back yourself pictures

Blindness isn'c
in the eyes

And more
persuasive still

Put a record on

Blaming the
right people

Stand up!
Stand up

Diagram design

Knowing how
good your
presentation
was

Ie's not what
yousay, it the
way that you
say it

Fast and hard

The Lucifer
Effect

Waving not
drowning






OEBPS/images/ch01.jpg





OEBPS/images/line.jpg





OEBPS/images/ch02.jpg





OEBPS/images/pviii-01.jpg





OEBPS/images/title.jpg
PRESENTATION

GENIUS

40 insights
from the
science of
presenting

SIMON RAYBOULD





OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
PRESENTATION

JUS

40 insights
from the

science of
presenting

SIMON RAYBOULD





