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Introduction Results Discussion

* Although an industry-standard lecture aid, PowerPoint » Opposing our hypotheses, pace and detail had no
has received little systematic controlled research.?! effect on immediate recall of lecture material.

* Arecent well-controlled study found no effect of » The current results are similar to the results of two

PowerPoint on students’ immediate memory of lecture 2. Complete . . c 6
L | other experiments in our research program.>

materlal. @ B _ Outllne
» Based on research evaluating multimedia S © - T » These results must be considered in light of several
presentations, the previous study manipulated only the cg 5 - T i L { methodolog?cal difficulties that appear to be i.nherent IN
amount of detail presented on PowerPoint slides.? S 4- Ialboratory _sC;muIatlons of PowerPoint’s effectiveness as

. . . ture aiaq.
* Research on multimedia presentations also suggests % 3 - priectre d | | o
that the rate of speech (pace) affects retention of X ., > Retention scores were quite low, indicating that
information from multimedia presentations, such as 3 very little material was retained.
lectures accompanied by PowerPoint.34 s 1- » Participants may not have been adequately
» The current study explores the interaction between 0 ' | motivated to learn the material.
detail of the PowerPoint slides and pace of the lecture on Fast Slow > The pace manipulation may have been too
students’ learning. Pace extreme.

v The fast-paced lecture may have moved too
Hy p Ol h eses quickly for comprehension.
. . . . v The slow-paced lecture may have impaired

* A lecture aided by complete PowerPoint slides will attention P y P

Improve students retention of lecture material over partial  « Figure 1 displays the mean score on the free-recall retention test as a _ _
» \We are convinced that our results are valid because

PowerPoint slides. function of the 2 independent variables. Higher scores indicate better recall of i tained ther i t it ?
_— . - we have obtained them in separate replications an
» A fast-paced lecture will hinder students’ retention of material from the lecture. L tensions P P
lecture material. . - - '
* A fast lecture aided by partial PowerPoint slides will o ndepencent rafers scored fhe refention fests. * However, we are not convinced that we have created
y b »Inter-rater reliability: r = 0.80, p < 0.01 ecologically valid representations of the influence of

benefit students more than a fast lecture aided by

. . . . . . PowerPoint as a lecture aid In classroom settings.
complete PowerPoint slides. The opposite will be true for  « We used a 2-way ANOVA to determine the effects of level of detail and pace J

slow-paced lectures. of a lecture on the retention of material presented. * It future work shows that the problems we encountered
do not influence our basic findings, we may be able to
M et h 0 d * There was no effect of the level of detail on retention scores. conclude that PowerPoint’s utility does not lie in its text
> F(1, 83) = 0.24, p > 0.10 presentation capabilities.
» 87 college students volunteered for this study. There was no effect of the pace of lecture on retention scores * Nevertheless, PowerPoint may possess other utilities
» The experiment took place in classrooms equipped with ' that recommend it as a useful tool to enhance lecture
DVD players and video projectors. »F(1,83)=0.01, p>0.10 quality.
» Materials included: * There was no significant interaction between the variables.
» ldentical lectures on DVD de_llvered by_a speaker >F(1, 83) = 0.68, p > 0.10 Referen CeS
unknown to students that varied according to: | |
v’ Pace (72 vs. 205 words per minute) * The Correlatlop betwee_n scores on the retention t_eSt_ _and the test of 1. Craig, R. J., & Amernic, J. H. (2006). PowerPoint presentation technology and the
% _ _ _ students’ percelved previous knowledge was not S|gn|f|c:ant. dynamics of teaching. Innovative Higher Education, 31, 147-160.
PowerPoint detail (partlal VS. Complete) 2. Halberg, 1. A., Hamilton, K. L., Keniston, A. H., & Chase, J. C. (2007). PowerPoint
> # 2 Pencils °r = 0-21, P = 0.06 as a lecture aid has no effect on immediate recall of lecture information. Poster
_ _ presented at UWEC 15™ Annual Student Research Day.
» Scantron sheets :j-gWO mdehpendent raters ?cored tran?ferhteStS ulnsuccessfully (the correlation 3. Mayer, R. E., Heiser, J., & Lonn, S. (2001). Cognitive constraints on multimedia
. . Id not achieve criterion of 0.80). No further analyses were run. learning: When presenting more material results in less understanding. Journal of
> MC test of what participants thought they knew ) y e ducational Peychology, 93, 187.198, )
about neural communication »Inter-rater reliability: r = 0.36, p < 0.01 4. Kalyuga, S., Chandler, P., & Sweller, J. (2004). When redundant on-screen text in
> Free-recall retention test multimedia technical instruction can interfere with learning. Human Factors, 46,
567-580.
> Essay transfer test 5. Chase, J. C., et al. (2008). Does students' analytic skill affect their ability to learn
: : : . . from a PowerPoint-assisted lecture? Poster presented at UWEC 16" Annual
* We arbitrarily assigned participants to four conditions (2 Student Research Day.
X 2 design) defined by pace and PowerPoint detall. 5. Maule, C. A., et al. (2008). Do lecture pace, detail, and segmentation affect
. , students’ comprehension and memory for a PowerPoint-assisted lecture? Poster
* All partlc:lpants Completed the test of Previous AC k n OWI ed g e m e n tS presented at UWEC 16" Annual Student Research Day.
knowledge, watched the video, and completed the
retention test and the transfer test « This research was sponsored, in part, by University of Wisconsin-Eau Claire Differential Tuition and a Faculty-Student

Collaborative Research Grant.
» \We asked participants not to take notes.



