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Results
Introduction
Despite the plethora of research on effective public
speaking, the specifics of short technical
presentations tend to be glossed over. My study
investigated what constitutes a successful 3 to 5
minute presentation, and includes a gender
analysis evaluation of the speaking habits
associated with women.
Budinski (2005) asserts that “an oral technical
presentation ‘sells’ your technical work”, and
advocates the necessity of having a clear goal and
strong audience accommodation. The presentations
I examined all had the common goal of sharing the

presenter’s research; my rubric focuses primarily on
delivery methods that connect the presenter and
the audience. Furthermore, technical presentations
must navigate complex concepts and terminology in
an accessible way. My method of analysis took this
into consideration.

= excelled over other group.

Finally, according to Tannen (1990), women often
use tag questions, and tend to be judged more
harshly for it. I observed both the online videos and
live presentations closely for these and other habits
generally associated with female communication to
see if women in fact used them more frequently
than men.

Analysis Rubric

Methodology

• Affirmed my analysis of online video of Vitae
Three Minute Thesis 2015 finalists (UK) with a
small group.
• Analyzed 2015 Ontario Three Minute Thesis
competition (CA) online videos with a qualitative
analysis, with and without vocals.
• Formed a gender-neutral rubric to compare male
and female presenters with an equal perspective.

• Applied this rubric at the Canadian Celebration of
Women in Computing Grad Forum (5mn talks)
and the University of Ottawa Health Sciences
Symposium’s 5mn Elevator Pitch competitions.
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Conclusion
General
• There is minimal difference between male and
female presenters.
• Video analysis: no obvious difference between
male and female presenters.
• Live analysis: differences are not drastic.
• Interestingly, the clearest difference is how
nervousness manifested: for the men through
gestures, and for the women in tone and tempo.
Time Difference
• The time difference in three and five
minute presentations is significant, my rubric
would have been more effective if tested on a five
minute presentation before being applied live.

• As presentation length increases, so does the
quantity of slips that get classified as feminine.
• Organization in both presentation lengths
remains the same.
• Five minute presentations offer more opportunity
for explanation and digression where appropriate.
Other Factors
• Differing age groups: the women were graduate
students,
the
men
were
almost
all
undergraduates.
• Differences could be due to either gender or age.
• Example: the women have lengthier explanations
and more digressions then the men. This may
have been due to the complexity and intricacy of
their research in comparison with the health
sciences presentations.

