Are you a student planning to present a paper or poster at ASL?
Sharing our science is what conferences are all about. Much of the good work is done by our student members, and we encourage all students to present a paper or poster about their findings. ASL recognises that one of its main strengths lies in the continuing high quality of the research done by our students. Therefore, at each annual congress, awards are given for the best student talk and the best student poster. Not only do these reward good practice but they look good on the CV too!

The awards are judged by a panel who apply the criteria set out below. By providing students with these criteria before the congress, we hope to help students excel in their presentation of high quality research. The list below will seem daunting but you will see that much of it is probably just common sense. Basically, they are some guidance on the points that the panel feels contribute to an excellent paper or poster. This list may make a handy checklist for all presenters.

Spoken paper:

CONTENT (60%)

1. Good science. Is the work a significant and original contribution to limnology? Are the context and significance of the work made clear from the outset? Are aims and hypotheses clearly stated and non-trivial? Is the survey or experiment well planned, adequately replicated, and likely to answer the proposed hypotheses? Is the method described clearly? Are limitations to the study identified where relevant? Are only the key results presented, avoiding distractions by less important results?

2. Logical. Does the talk begin and end in a well-rounded way such that the message is clear, the research question is answered, and the significance of the paper is clear? Is it possible to follow the sequence of events from the beginning of the paper to its conclusion? Is all the necessary information presented in a logical order so that the listener can follow the speaker’s reasoning?

3. Results. Are the results credible? Is it clear that the findings result from the phenomenon being investigated and are unlikely to be an artefact of an inappropriate method or poor design? Is the relevance of the results to the broader discipline clear and convincing?

PRESENTATION (40%)

1. Effective visual displays. Has the presenter considered the best way to present the material to maximise its clarity and impact? Is text used sparingly? Are figures and diagrams clear and convey useful messages? Are tables kept to a minimum? Is text an appropriate size and font? (Beware that red-green colour blindness is common – blue and yellow is usually a successful combination in Powerpoint.)

2. Oratory expertise. Is the speaker relaxed and organised? Is the speech audible and articulate, and is jargon used correctly? Does the speaker hold your attention with variations in voice, gestures, and interactions with the visual media? Are there any irritating mannerisms or distractions? Does the speaker seem enthusiastic and professional about the topic?

3. Handling questions. Does the speaker answer the actual question? Are poorly-asked questions handled sensitively?

Poster:

Increasingly, the poster is becoming a preferred medium for scientific communication because it conveys some messages efficiently, is versatile in a variety of venues, and posters can be re-used. As rapid improvements in computer technology and desktop publishing have resulted in some stunning graphic displays, the Panel has struggled to judge posters fairly without being unduly influenced by slick presentations from students with access to facilities that are not available to all poster presenters. Nonetheless, the new technology may be a liability if some fundamental rules of presentation are ignored.

CONTENT (60%)

1. Good science. As in the case of spoken papers, many of these points hold true for posters. Is the work a significant and original contribution to limnology? Are the context and significance of the work made clear? Are aims and hypotheses clearly stated and non-trivial? Is the survey or experiment well planned, adequately replicated, and likely to answer the proposed hypotheses? Is the method described clearly? Are limitations to the study identified where relevant? Are the results clearly presented?

2. Logical. Does the poster lead your eye so that the message begins and ends in a well-rounded way? Is it possible to follow the sequence of events from the beginning of the poster to its conclusion? Is all the necessary information presented in a logical order so that the reader can follow the researcher’s reasoning?

3. Results. Are the results credible? Is it clear that the findings result from the phenomenon being investigated and are unlikely to be an artefact of an inappropriate method or poor design?

PRESENTATION (40%)

1. Effective visual displays. Has the presenter considered the best way to present the material to maximise its clarity and impact? Is text used extremely sparingly? Are figures and diagrams large enough, clear, and convey useful messages? Are tables kept to a minimum? Is text an appropriate size and font? Is the background colour and superimposed text and pictures an effective and eye-catching contrast?

2. Succinctness. Most posters have too many words. Of the few words on the poster, are they all needed? Are aims clear? Is jargon used correctly? Is the poster completely self-explanatory?

3. Attractive. Does the poster catch attention? Does it have a catchy title? Is there plenty of space to ease the eye? Does it have useful pictures (rather than ‘pretty shots’)? Is the text punchy enough with short words used evocatively?
