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Abstract

Communication of science through online media has become a primary means of dissemi-
nating and connecting science with a public audience. However, online media can come in
many forms and stories of scientific discovery can be told by many individuals. We tested
whether the relationship of a spokesperson to the science story being told (i.e., the narrative
perspective) influences how people react and respond to online science media. We created
five video stimuli that fell into three treatments: a scientist presenting their own research
(male or female), a third-party summarizing research (male or female), and an infographic-
like video with no on-screen presenter. Each of these videos presented the same fabricated
science story about the discovery of a new ant species (Formicidae). We used Qualtrics to
administer and obtain survey responses from 515 participants (~100 per video). Participants
were randomly assigned to one of the videos and after viewing the stimulus answered ques-
tions assessing their perceptions of the video (trustworthiness and enjoyment), the spokes-
person (trustworthiness and competence), scientists in general (competence and warmth),
and attitudes towards the research topic and funding. Participants were also asked to recall
what they had seen and heard. We determined that when participants watched a video in
which a scientist presented their own research, participants perceived the spokesperson as
having more expertise than a third-party presenter, and as more trustworthy and having
more expertise than the no-spokesperson stimuli. Viewing a scientist presenting their own
work also humanized the research, with participants more often including a person in their
answer to the recall question. Overall, manipulating the narrative perspective of the source
of a single online video communication effort is effective at impacting immediate objective
outcomes related to spokesperson perceptions, but whether those objectives can positively
influence long-term goals requires more investigation.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866 October 13, 2021

1/22


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1973-8526
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3101-4969
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0257866&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-10-13
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0257866&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-10-13
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0257866&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-10-13
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0257866&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-10-13
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0257866&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-10-13
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1371/journal.pone.0257866&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-10-13
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://nsf.gov

PLOS ONE

Testing the effects of narrative perspective in online natural science videos

Introduction

Online media has become a primary means through which public audiences connect with sci-
ence (e.g., [1]). Online, science media originates from many producers, from traditional news-
producing institutions (journalism/news, universities, science societies), non-traditional
sources like online personalities (science communicators and YouTubers), and even appar-
ently author-less presentations in the form of memes, infographics, or animations (e.g., [1-7]).
Increasingly, research scientists are creating online representations of both themselves and
their work for public audiences in forms ranging from institutional websites to personal/pro-
fessional social media feeds. How and if these self-representations of science are perceived dif-
ferently from other sources is only beginning to be experimentally tested but understanding its
potential impact has relevance to our collective understanding of and recommendations for
communicating science.

Public audiences tend to choose to listen to, and believe, science stories presented by
sources they like [8] and trust [9]. The vast majority of people cannot name and do not person-
ally know a living scientist [10], thus, perceptions of scientists are largely formed through
media depictions [11] which have led to a stereotypical perception of scientists as being cold
and aloof [12, 13]. Best practice recommendations for science communication encourage sci-
entists to strategically counter this stereotype by emphasizing communication objectives like
demonstrating warmth and corresponding trustworthiness, showing accessibility and relat-
ability, and fostering two-way interactions [14]. Social media platforms where dialogue,
expressions of users’ individual personalities, and “selfie” images dominate are spaces in which
many of these objectives can be achieved. These platforms present opportunities for highly
individuated depictions of research scientists, and opportunities to counter stereotypical per-
ceptions of who scientists are [15, 16]. While many social media platforms exist, they differ in
what forms of content are most common from micro-blogging on Twitter (e.g. [17-19]), fan
pages and mixed media on Facebook [19, 20], images and short video on Instagram (e.g. [15,
19-21]), and video on TikTok (e.g. [21]) and YouTube [19, 22]. Arguably, social media plat-
forms that favor user-generated video, with users on-screen delivering their content, present
the highest fidelity opportunities for public audiences to meet a scientist and for scientist-users
to present highly individuated depictions of themselves and their work. These practices lend
themselves to first-person narratives, which some research suggests can increase audience-
source identification (e.g., [23]).

User-generated video has been a dominant form of content on popular online media plat-
forms for decades, from the original Broadcast Yourself slogan of YouTube to selfie-style con-
tent of TikTok. Correspondingly, these video-focused platforms have increasingly become
recognized and evaluated as popular media for effective science communication [21, 24-26].
Many studies of this type of media assess characteristics of successful YouTube content by
evaluating previously published videos from established and popular channels (e.g., [5, 7, 27]).
While a few recent studies have included comparisons of videos presented by scientists versus
science YouTube presenters [28, 29], controlled experiments that are designed to test the effec-
tiveness of scientists-as-presenters telling first-person narratives in online video compared to
other narrative perspectives have yet to be done. In this study, we attempt to address this
experimental gap.

Literature review

Strategic communication and source effects. The strategic communication framework
recognizes that effective communication stems from a hierarchical set of communication strat-
egies and tactics used to achieve objectives, and goals [30-34]. Objectives are immediate
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outcomes of communication and contribute to the overall long-term goal [30, 34-36]. Some
examples of potential science communication objectives include informing audiences about
science, building trust, and defending scientific results [30, 31, 35]. However, some objectives
are more effective at influencing long-term goals of science communication than others. For
example, effective communication often stems from factors such as trustworthiness, warmth,
and audience engagement rather than an objective of informing [37]. These objectives of
building trust or sharing values can be especially important for more change-oriented goals
(e.g., [38]).

Goals are ultimate, long-term desired outcomes [33, 34, 36] shaped by communication.
These include concrete scenarios such as increasing science’s influence in policy making, per-
sonal decision making, and funding support for research [33]. Additionally, goals can include
more nebulous conditions such as science being more culturally valued. Understanding what
the goal of the communication effort is helps to determine what objective to focus on and, in
turn, what tactic to choose.

A strategy is the big-picture approach or plan a communicator employs to achieve their
desired outcomes. Tactics are the specific decisions on format, venue, style, or even the content
of communication messages that carryout that strategy. Communication choices are often
based on the individual’s efficacy beliefs about specific tactics and their beliefs about their own
skills as communicators (e.g., [32, 39]). Even simple and subtle tactical differences might influ-
ence how well core communication objectives are achieved. In fact, a great deal of existing
research has focused on how the source or spokesperson presenting a message can influence
audience perceptions (e.g., [40-42]). Such research has examined variables including a spokes-
person or source’s role or title [41], attractiveness [43], and gender [44]. Related scholarship
has explored source effects based on narrative perspective or how a source is related to the
information at hand, meaning whether the narrative is told in the first- or third-person. Most
commonly studied in health contexts, past findings are mixed and appear to depend on the
specific person presenting a narrative, the context, and the individual outcomes of interest.
For instance, first-person point of view was found to increase reader-protagonist identification
in a health narrative about diabetes [23] but did not influence risk perceptions related to HPV
[45]. Although there is existing research on narrative perspective, due to the mixed results and
difference in context, more research is needed to understand the influence of a spokesperson’s
relationship to scientific research in the context of science narratives. Specifically, are scientists
more or less effective when it comes to communicating their own research compared to a
third-person narrative about their findings?

The elaboration likelihood model (ELM) posits that messages can be persuasive when
thinking is high (central route processing) or low (peripheral route processing) but that the
factors that lead to persuasion depend on the route [46]. The model suggests expert sources
and credibility cues such as a source’s title can serve as heuristics in peripheral route process-
ing. This may be particularly relevant to the communication of basic science, especially for
topics with low personal relevance for the audience, which leads to peripheral route process-
ing. Knowing a scientist is presenting their own work-and therefore has firsthand knowledge
on the topic-may act as a heuristic that increases credibility and persuasiveness.

Scientists as communicators. Understanding scientists’ effectiveness as spokespeople for
their own work is important as they are increasingly expected to engage in public outreach
activities [35, 47-49]. A large-scale survey of US-based scientists revealed that nearly all (98%)
scientists talk to citizens about science and research, with 51% having experience talking with
reporters about their research, and 47% using social media to talk about science [49]. Similarly,
US-based scientific societies report their professional memberships voicing an increased
demand for science communication and public engagement opportunities [50]. However,
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many scientists have a narrow view on the objectives of science communication, generally stat-
ing the guiding effort of their communication as informing and educating an audience [35, 47,
51]. Communicating with the objective to inform in order to achieve the greater societal goal
of increased science literacy is what has become known as the “deficit model” of communica-
tion [52]. However, available evidence does not support the idea that information or lack-of is
key to affecting audience attitudes towards science or inspiring changes in decision-making
behavior. Recent studies conducted by Besley et al. [31-33] have surveyed scientists located in
North America to determine how scientists prioritize different communication choices. These
studies have indicated that the belief that a choice would be effective (e.g., tactic [50]; goal
[33]) and whether that choice is viewed as ethical (e.g., tactic [32]; objective [31]) positively
influences their willingness to prioritize that choice. This line of research then has indicated
the likelihood that evidence-based recommendations, and discussions about the ethicality of
different choices, would be effective at shifting scientists’ communication choices.

Perceptions of scientists. The stereotype content model captures group stereotypes along
two dimensions of social cognition-warmth and competence [53, 54]. Both of these dimen-
sions have been shown to be important in effective science communication [55]. While scien-
tists are held in high regard as experts, falling high on the competence dimension, they are
viewed as lacking in terms of warmth, and correspondingly, trustworthiness [55]. Along with
competence, trust is typically measured as a perception of warmth, which is an amalgamation
of traits such as openness, honesty, sincerity, and sociability [53, 56]. However, instead of auto-
matically being seen as trustworthy, scientists face stereotyped perceptions of being aloof, cold,
and “valuing knowledge over morality” [12, 13]. This poses a communication challenge for sci-
entists as audiences typically judge the warmth of a communicator before judging their com-
petence when choosing whether to pay attention or believe the information being
communicated to them [9]. Survey research has found trust in scientists to be an important
factor in shifting public attitudes across a broad range of topics, including nanotechnology
[57] and climate change [58].

Scientists therefore need to counter these stereotypical perceptions of who people in their
profession are. They can do this through a process of individualization, depicting themselves
as good-intentioned individuals that share beliefs and experiences with others [16]. Therefore,
scientists would benefit from using tactics that allow for two-way engagement with the public
and show their individual personalities to target the objectives of increasing their perceived
warmth and trustworthiness while not harming their perceived expertise or competence.

Video and online science communication. A science-curious public can learn about
news from a variety of different places, from traditional sources such as newspapers, television,
and online news sources, to newer mass media in the form of blogs and social media platforms
[1]. Traditional science journalism has been decreasing in recent decades, becoming increas-
ingly overtaken by online media outlets 2, 3]. Blogs, webpages, and social media however
have seen a surge and the science stories presented there can be told by many individuals,
from interested non-scientists, spokespeople with science backgrounds talking about the work
of others, to the scientists themselves (e.g., [3-5, 7, 25]). The shift from traditional to non-tra-
ditional sources for science news also comes with a shift from a one-way dialogue towards
two-way engagement providing greater access to the content producers themselves.

Online videos are increasingly being recognized as an effective and popular medium of sci-
ence communication for both professional and non-professional content producers [24-26].
In fact, recent experimental work found that video was more effective than traditional written
media at conveying the concept of scientific consensus on global climate change (video vs.
written communication [59]) and positively impacted audience comprehension, perceived
pleasantness, and expressed interest in response to human disease-related research stories
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(video vs. written press-release [60]). Additionally, “optimized video” that was designed with
key features (e.g., narrative structure, non-technical language) for optimal comprehension and
engagement was more effective in all measures than “non-optimized” video [60]. Such “opti-
mized” videos are often the most popular on online video platforms, such as YouTube.

With 2 billion monthly users, and over a billion hours of video watch daily, YouTube is a
leading platform for video content [22]. Several studies have analyzed science-themed You-
Tube videos to better understand content and engagement characteristics of videos that per-
form well on the platform. Popular videos have been found to focus on storytelling, have a
moderate amount of production value, and emphasize personality and a direct connection
with an audience [27]. Professional producers of popular YouTube science channels highlight
the platform as a unique space for a direct connection and community between viewers and
producers [61]. In fact, audience engagement indicators such as likes and comments have
been shown to correlate with popularity of science content [6]. These and other analyses of
YouTube content often focus on the most popular videos and channels which are overwhelm-
ingly produced by professional content creators, not by scientists who are self-sharing their
work (e.g., [5]). In fact, there are few active researchers who maintain presences on YouTube,
which likely stems from the time investment it demands and a correspondingly perceived lack
of institutional and collegial support [39]. Additionally, as scientists’ self-efficacy assessments
correspond to their efforts to publicly communicate and the tactics and objectives they priori-
tize [31, 32, 39], it is likely that negative self-efficacy assessments by scientists are contributing
to hesitancy to create and post public-oriented videos of their research. However, the few stud-
ies that have considered scientist-presented online video point towards scientists being espe-
cially effective.

Online videos of TED talks (the Technology, Entertainment, and Design conference) pre-
sented by academics have been found to garner more engagement with general audiences than
those by non-academics [62]. On YouTube, TED videos with academic researchers presenting
received more comments and more likes than those that featured presentations by non-academ-
ics [63]. Two recent experimental studies are, to our knowledge, the only to compare how scien-
tists-as-presenters in online video compare in effectiveness to non-scientists. Reif et al. [29]
showed 1-minute-long clips of four television-produced interviews with scientists and two clips
of professional science YouTubers to survey respondents. Perceptions of integrity and benevo-
lence did not differ across the stimuli, however, YouTube science presenters, as compared to
scientists, were viewed as less competent but more entertaining and comprehensible when talk-
ing about physics. Finally, Davis et al. [28] surveyed responses to climate change themed video
narrated either as ‘infotainment’ or an expository style. In the infotainment style, the narrator,
self-identified as a scientist, presented the information in the form of a personal humorous
story. The researchers modeled the infotainment treatment after the style of popular user-gener-
ated videos on YouTube. The expository narration was delivered in a more traditional docu-
mentary style, in an unidentified third-person voice with formal language and a serious tone.
Respondents indicated liking and believing the expository treatment significantly more than the
infotainment. Whereas the infotainment delivery was more liked by viewers without a college
education and made viewers better equipped for correctly answering three of four information
recall questions. In both experiments, confounding variables between treatments were not con-
trolled for, making an assessment of the tactic of scientist-as-presenter difficult.

The current study

Here, we explore how the tactic of putting a person on-screen and varying their relationship to
the work they are presenting (i.e., varying the narrative perspective) affects both short-term
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objectives and long-term goals that are vital to effective science communication. Specifically,
our communication goals relating to improving warmth, and correspondingly trustworthi-
ness, perceptions of scientists in general and increasing support for basic science research. To
do so, we crafted video narratives that represent common ways in which public audiences first
encounter new research science, to follow the recommendation from the National Academies
of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine [9] to mimic real-world communication scenarios.
Therefore, these video narratives are told from either the perspective of a scientist presenting
their own work, a third-party spokesperson summarizing research results, or an infographic-
type video using third-person text on-screen without an on-screen presenter and no audio
narration. All these narratives told the same fictionalized science story about the discovery of a
new ant species using museum specimens. We expected that due to the individuation process,
the tactic of having scientists presenting their own work, would improve the trustworthiness
of the spokesperson, enjoyment of the video content, humanize research, and in turn foster
improved warmth perceptions of scientists in general, and attitudes towards research and
funding over viewing a third-party spokesperson or a video with no on-screen presenter.
Therefore, we have the following research questions and hypotheses split between short-term
objectives and long-term goals.

Objective research questions and hypotheses:

RQ1,2: How does viewing a video in which the scientist presents their own research material
influence audience perception of the trustworthiness of the spokesperson and video
content?

H1: Scientists presenting their own work will be perceived as having more expertise than
third-party spokespersons’ presenting the work of others.

H2: Viewing videos in which a person is presenting the science story will be rated more enjoy-
able than when there is no spokesperson on-screen to tell the science story, with the most
enjoyable treatment being when the scientist presents their own work.

H3: Scientists presenting their own work will lead to more respondents describing the infor-
mational content of the video with terms that also include the researchers (e.g., “she/he dis-
covered that. . .”, rather than “a new ant was discovered”).

Goal hypotheses:

H4: Viewing a scientist presenting their own research will positively influence perceptions of
the warmth of scientists in general compared to when a third-party spokesperson presents
the information and when there is no spokesperson on-screen.

H5: Stimulus enjoyment will positively influence attitudes toward and funding for basic sci-
ence research and museum natural history collections.

Additionally, we explore whether there is a difference in perception of the competence of
scientists in general across treatments although we do not expect there to be a difference as sci-
entists are rarely viewed as being incompetent.

Materials and methods

This study was approved by the North Carolina State University Institutional Review Board
(IRB# 20994). In June of 2020, participants were recruited via Qualtrics, an online survey host-
ing platform that uses volunteer research participants and compensates participants who sub-
mit survey responses. The only requirement to participate in the survey was being able to give
informed consent (i.e., at least 18 years of age).
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Fig 1. Experimental design. Participants were randomly assigned to one of the five video stimuli in equal proportions.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866.9001

Once informed consent was given, participants were randomly assigned one of the five sti-
muli, and asked to read the accompanying text and watch the entire video (Fig 1). After view-
ing the stimulus, participants answered attention check items to ensure they viewed the
stimulus before proceeding with answering questions regarding their general attitude towards
science, and their views about the video, spokesperson, and video content. Finally, participants
finished the survey by answering some demographic questions and then viewing a debrief
statement.

Sample

The final sample consisted of 515 people ranging in age from 18 to 87 (mean = 47). Most
respondents were not of Hispanic or Latino descent or origin (90.3%) and identified as white
(81.9%). Most respondents also identified as female (64.5%) with two participants not identify-
ing as either male or female. Almost half of the respondents belonged to the Democratic party
(47.8%) and considered themselves liberal (49.1% “lean liberal”, “liberal”, or “very liberal”).
About half of respondents had a college degree or higher (49.7%) though most of their degrees
were not in STEM fields (88.0%). Overall, more participants had gross annual household
incomes under $55,000 a year (55.9%) compared to over $55,000 a year (44.1%). For more
detailed demographic breakdown of respondents see S1 Appendix.

Stimuli

We created five video stimuli that fall into three treatments: scientist presenting (first-person),
third-party spokesperson (third-person), and no on-screen spokesperson (third-person)
(Table 1; see S1 Appendix for scripts and screenshots of stimuli). Two videos were created for
each treatment that included a person on-screen (one male-presenting, one-female presenting)
to help control for idiosyncratic effects of the individual presenter. Presenters differed in age
(male = 36, female = 29) and whether they were of Hispanic or Latino dissent (male = no,
female = yes). Each presenter recorded a video as a scientist and a third-party, appearing on-
screen talking directly to the audience between 25-29% of the total runtime of the video. The
only differences between our first- and third-person stimuli were 14 instances in the script
where the person on-screen either makes an “I” or “my” statement versus saying “scientists” or
“researchers”, and a “Dr.” title with their fictionalized gender-neutral name, Jaimie Miller. The

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866 October 13, 2021 7/22


https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866.g001
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866

PLOS ONE

Testing the effects of narrative perspective in online natural science videos

Table 1. Summary of video stimuli, treatment, video length, and number of complete responses.

Video stimuli Treatment (language) Video length Number of responses
Male scientist Scientist (first-person) 2:27 102
Female scientist Scientist (first-person) 2:24 104
Male third-party spokesperson third-party spokesperson (third-person) 2:32 104
Female third-party spokesperson third-party spokesperson (third-person) 2:28 103
No on-screen spokesperson No on-screen spokesperson (third-person text) 2:22 102

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866.t001

no spokesperson on-screen treatment followed the third-party treatment script and neither
one of our presenters appeared on-camera or via recorded audio.

Each of these videos presented the same science story and were presented with a three-sen-
tence blurb. The first two sentences were the same across all treatments: “What was previously
thought of as one ant species is now two. By looking in museum collections, and focusing on
understudied male ants, researchers have discovered a new species of trap-jaw ant.” The third
sentence depended on the treatment. For the first-person scientist treatment it read, “The
researcher who made this discovery explains their findings in this video.” For the third-party
spokesperson and no on-screen spokesperson treatments it read, “The discovery is explained
in this video.”

Videos were filmed on the same day, in the video production studio located at the North
Carolina Museum of Natural Sciences, with b-roll added from existing footage filmed by
Adrian Smith, or shot in the North Carolina State University Insect Museum. Footage and
audio were edited using Adobe®™ Premiere Pro (version 14.0) and Audacity@’ (version 2.3.3).
Videos were all approximately two and a half minutes long (range 2:22-2:32; Table 1).

A within-subjects manipulation check was conducted prior to the experiment to ensure the
stimuli accurately reflected the desired manipulations (see S1 Appendix). Open-ended feed-
back was also collected to make any necessary modifications to the videos. Twenty-three par-
ticipants were recruited through university affiliated listservs. Results indicated strong
manipulations with 22-23 participants for each video accurately identifying whether a person
presented the information in the video and whether that person identified as the scientist who
conducted the research. Based on the open-ended feedback, music was added to all video sti-
muli to better reflect “real life” audience expectations of these types of videos.

Science story

The science story told in our video stimuli was a fictionalized research study crafted to mimic
a research news story presenting both the findings and their implications. This story described
the discovery of a new ant species highlighting the importance of maintaining and preserving
museum collections which are generally publicly funded. This narrative was based on two real
ant species and the real differences between them (Odontomachus clarus and Odontomachus
relictus in [64-66]), but aspects of the story, such as how the new species was discovered and
who made that discovery, were fabricated. The topic was chosen for practical reasons: (a) con-
trol over crafting the scientific narrative, (b) ability to film b-roll material to include in the
visual stimuli, and (c) as a somewhat neutral, if not esoteric, topic that audiences are not likely
to have strong prior beliefs towards. Ants for example, are not liked but neither are they most
hated insect [67]. Choice of a different insect taxon such as butterflies which are viewed as
beautiful [68] or bees which are recognized as important pollinators (e.g. [68, 69]) or a charis-
matic mammal, may have evoked stronger positive emotions from participants which could
have impacted audience perceptions (e.g. through emotionalization, mechanisms reviewed in
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[70]). Overall, the communication goal of this topic was to increase support for museum col-
lections and basic natural history work. Museums themselves tend to be undervalued [71] and
underfunded [72, 73] despite being acknowledged as important (e.g., [74]) and having an
increasing role in many research fields [71, 75, 76]. Additionally, basic natural history is gener-
ally undervalued, such as the taxonomy work needed to describe new species [73].

Measures

We assessed participants’ attitudes towards science and deference to scientific authority as well
as perceptions of scientists in general, the stimulus, and the spokesperson using existing scales,
summarized in Table 2. We also assessed participants’ attitudes towards the research and fund-
ing of basic science research and museum collections. Additionally, we assessed whether the
stimulus viewed humanized the research (Table 2; see S1 Appendix for survey wording and
full question list).

Statistical analyses

Analyses were conducted in SPSS Statistics (version 26; IBM). Hypotheses were tested using
ANCOVA, Pearson correlations, and a chi-square test in SPSS. ANCOVA assumptions of
homogeneity of error variances and normality of the residuals were checked using Levene’s
tests and visually using Q-Q plots respectively. As we conduct multiple ANCOVA models, we
calculated adjusted P values (also referred to a Q values) to account for false discovery rates
[84] using the p.adjust function in the base stats package (method = “fdr”) in R (version 3.6.1
[85]). These P values are adjusted across all ANCOVA models reported in Table 3 and Table C
in S1 Appendix.

Visualizations were conducted in R using the following packages: haven (version 2.2.0
[86]), tidyverse (version 1.3.0 [87]), and ggplot2 (version 3.2.1 [88]).

Results

We investigated the effects of treatment (scientist, third-party, no on-screen spokesperson) on
perceived spokesperson expertise, trustworthiness of the spokesperson and stimulus, stimulus
enjoyment, warmth and competence of scientists in general, and attitude towards natural his-
tory research and museum collection funding (S1 Dataset). We tested each of these individu-
ally with ANCOVA analyses, with demographic variables included as covariates. To determine
which demographic variables should be included as covariates, we conducted ANOVA and
chi-square tests on individual demographic variables to determine which variables differed
across treatments (see S1 Appendix). Only age (continuous) and ideology (categorical binary:
conservative vs. liberal) were significantly different across treatments. The Pearson correlation
between age and ideology covariates was checked prior to analyses. Age and ideology exhibited
a significant but weak correlation (r = -0.090, P = 0.042), thus both were included as covariates
in ANCOVA models with both P values and adjusted P values reported. Post-hoc comparisons
were conducted on significant fixed effects with Bonferroni adjustments.

Influence of presentation treatment on communication objectives

In answering RQ1 and RQ2, we found treatment did have a significant effect on perceived
spokesperson trustworthiness (F, 519 = 5.07, unadjusted P = 0.007, adjusted P = 0.05; Fig 21,
Table 3). Participants rated the scientist treatment the highest on spokesperson trustworthiness
with the no on-screen spokesperson treatment the lowest and third-party spokesperson in the
middle (scientist vs. third-party: P = 0.20; scientist vs. no on-screen spokesperson: P = 0.006;
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Table 2. Summary of the scales, how they were measured, their sources, and Cronbach’s alpha.

Scale How measured Source of scale Cronbach’s alpha (M * SD; scale items)
Opverall attitude Rate statements on a 7-point scale (strongly National Science Board [77] 0.82 (5.78 + 0.98; 4-item: “Even if it brings no
towards science disagree to strongly agree) immediate benefits, scientific research that advances the

frontiers of knowledge is necessary and should be
supported by the federal government.”; “Because of
science and technology, there will be more opportunities
for the next generation.”; “Scientific research can help to
address many of our environmental issues such as air
and water pollution.”; “Scientific research can help to
address many of our health issues such as cancer and
access to affordable health care.”)

Deference to Rate statements on a 7-point scale (strongly Brossard & Nisbet [78] 0.79 (5.08 * 1.10; 4-item:”Scientists know best what is

scientific authority | disagree to strongly agree) good for the public.”; “It is important for scientists to get
research done even if they displease people by doing it.”;
“Scientists should do what they think is best, even if they
have to persuade people that it is right.”; “Scientists
should make the decisions about the type of scientific

research on conservation.”)

Spokesperson Evaluate five opposite word pairs on a 7-point scale | Word pairs from Miller et al. 0.84 (5.65 + 1.10; 5-item: dishonest-honest, bad-good,
trustworthiness [79] which was adapted from worthless-valuable, selfish-unselfish, sinful-virtuous)
McCroskey et al. [80]
Stimulus Evaluate six opposite word pairs on a 7-point scale | Word pairs from Kim and 0.94 (5.88 + 1.18; 4-item: accurate-inaccurate,
trustworthiness Cameron [81] based on Ohanian | believable-unbelievable, convincing-unconvincing,
[82] trustworthy-untrustworthy)
Spokesperson Evaluate three opposite word pairs on a 7-point Word pairs from Miller et al. 0.93 (5.81 + 1.25; 3-item: inexpert-expert, unintelligent-
expertise scale [79] which was adapted from intelligent, unqualified-qualified)
McCroskey et al. [80]
Enjoyment of Evaluate seven statements on a 7-point scale Subset of the intrinsic 0.96 (4.47 + 1.57; 5-item: “I enjoyed this video very
stimulus (strongly disagree to strongly agree) motivation inventory by Ryan much”, “This video was fun to watch”, “I would describe
[83] this video as very interesting”, “I thought this video was

quite enjoyable”, “While I was watching this video, I was
thinking about how much I enjoyed it”)

Humanizing Asked to describe what they saw and heard This paper —
research following viewing the stimulus. Responses were

coded as whether a person or people were referred

to in recalling the content of the stimulus (1 = yes,

0=no)
Warmth of How well 12 words describe traits of scientists in Reported in Jarreau et al. [15] 0.90 (3.62 + 0.68; 9-item: sincere, honesty, warm,
scientists general on a 5-point scale (not at all to extremely) | that was derived from Fiske’s helpful, sociable, ethical, likeable, friendly, trustworthy)
work on scientist stereotypes
[55]
Competence of How well 4 words describe traits of scientists in Reported in Jarreau et al. [15] 0.65 (4.21 + 0.64; 3-items: competence, confidence,
scientists general on a 5-point scale (not at all to extremely) | that was derived from Fiske’s intelligent)
work on scientist stereotypes
55]
Attitude towards Evaluate three statements on a 7-point scale This paper 0.89 (5.60 + 1.09; 3-item: “Even if it brings no
research (strongly disagree to strongly agree) immediate benefits, scientific research, like this study, is
necessary and important.”, “Scientific research, like this,
that describes new species is scientifically important.”,
“Scientific research, like this, done for the sole purpose
of advancing the frontiers of knowledge benefits
society.”)
Attitude towards Evaluate three statements on a 7-point scale This paper 0.88 (5.14 + 1.33; 2-item: “Museum natural history
funding (strongly disagree to strongly agree) collections, such as featured in this video, should receive

» «

public taxpayer support.”, “Scientists who work in
natural history collections, such as featured in this video,
should receive public taxpayer support.”

scale mean (M) + standard deviation (SD)

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866.t002
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Table 3. ANCOVA and post-hoc analyses of the effects of treatment (scientist vs third-party vs no on-screen spokesperson) on outcome measures.

Estimated marginal mean (standard error)

Scientist
Spokesperson
Expertise 6.04 (0.09),
Trustworthiness 5.81 (0.08),
Stimulus
Trustworthiness 5.96 (0.08)

Enjoyment 4.47 (0.11)
Scientists

Competence 4.23 (0.04)
Warmth 3.64 (0.05)
Attitudes

Research 5.65 (0.07)
Funding 5.17 (0.09)

Adjusted P values account for false discovery rates.

third-party No on-screen spokesperson F(d1,d2) P value (adjusted P value) Partial eta squared
5.67 (0.09),, 5.63 (0.12), 6.13 (2, 510) 0.002 (0.03) 0.023
5.61 (0.08),1 5.40 (0.11), 5.07 (2, 510) 0.007 (0.05) 0.019
5.82 (0.08) 5.84 (0.12) 0.81 (2, 510) 0.45 (0.89) 0.003
4.45 (0.11) 4.53 (0.16) 0.10 (2, 510) 0.90 (0.94) 0.000
4.21 (0.05) 4.21 (0.06) 0.07 (2, 510) 0.94 0.000
(0.94)
3.64 (0.05) 3.52 (0.07) 1.24 (2, 510) 0.29 (0.68) 0.005
5.56 (0.08) 5.60 (0.11) 0.37 (2, 510) 0.69 (0.94) 0.001
5.16 (0.09) 5.02 (0.13) 0.48 (2, 510) 0.62 (0.94) 0.002

Lowercase subscript letters denote significant post-hoc pairwise comparisons with Bonferroni adjustments at or below the P < 0.05.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866.t003

third-party vs. no on-screen spokesperson: P = 0.33). Stimulus trustworthiness did not differ
across treatment (Fig 2K, Table 3).

Treatment did have a significant effect on perceived spokesperson expertise (F, 510 = 6.13,
unadjusted P = 0.002, adjusted P = 0.03; Fig 2H, Table 3). Participants rated the scientist treat-
ment the highest on spokesperson expertise with both the third-party (scientist vs. third-party:
P =0.007) and the no on-screen spokesperson treatments lower (scientist vs. no on-screen
spokesperson: P = 0.017; third-party vs. no on-screen spokesperson: P = 1.00). Thus, H1 was
supported.

Treatment did not have a significant effect on stimulus enjoyment (Fig 2J; Table 3). H2 was
not supported.

There was a significant effect relationship between treatment on whether participants
described the research in terms that included the researchers (x>, = 8.41, P = 0.015). Thus, H3
was supported. Respondents mentioned a person or people in the descriptions of stimuli they
viewed 42.75% (86/206), 33.33% (69/207), and 34.21% (26/102) of the time when they viewed
the scientist, third-party, and no spokesperson treatments respectively (Table 4). Some exam-
ples of what participants said when mentioning that scientists or researchers took part in the
research included: “This researcher has di[s]covered an additional species of rare ant in Flor-
ida”, “How scientists discovered what they thought was one species of trapjaw ants is actually
two different species”, “They discovered a new species of ant hiding in plain sight”. Partici-
pants that did not mention a person and people in their response focused more on the content
of the video, for example: “A new ant discovery and why museums are needed for research
needed”, “Discovery of a new species of ant by accident by looking at male ants.”, “A new spe-
cies of ant was discovered based on comparison, due to previous collections with a museum”.

Influence of presentation treatment on communication goals

Treatment did not have a significant effect on the perception of scientists in general as warm
or competent (Fig 2D and 2E; Table 3). These findings do not support H4 but are consistent
with our expectations that scientists are generally perceived as competent.
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Fig 2. Experimental methods and marginal mean + Standard Error (SE) of outcome measures across treatment from ANCOVA analyses. Experimental treatments
(A-C) and their corresponding results (matching in outlined color in panels A-C). Perceptions of the competence (D) and warmth (E) of scientists in general were rated
ona 1 to 5 scale with values closer to 5 indicating traits that represent scientists in general. Attitudes towards funding (F) and research (G), as well as perceived
spokesperson expertise (H), spokesperson trustworthiness (I), stimulus enjoyment (J), and stimulus trustworthiness (K) were rated on a 1 to 7 scale with values closer to
7 expressing more positive perceptions. Dotted line on all graphs indicates the neutral response scale midpoint. Letters indicate significant differences based on post-hoc
tests with Bonferroni adjustments significant at the P < 0.05 level.

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866.9002

Treatment did not have a significant effect on attitudes towards natural history and
museum collections research or funding (Fig 2F and 2G; Table 3). However, there were mod-
erate and significant positive correlations between stimulus enjoyment and attitude towards
research (Pearson correlation: r = 0.47, P = 0.00), and stimulus enjoyment and attitude towards
funding (Pearson correlation: r = 0.42, P = 0.00). Thus, H5 was supported.

Discussion

This study is the first of our knowledge to experimentally control and test the impact of scien-
tists acting as presenters in online video media on public perceptions of science. Specifically,
we sought to assess how scientists can use the strategic communication tactic of putting them-
selves on-screen talking about their own work with the objective of improving public percep-
tions of scientist communicators with the long-term goals of combating negative scientist
warmth stereotypes and raising support for, and funding of, natural history and museum col-
lections. We found that scientists presenting their own work on-screen can positively influence
short-term objectives related to spokesperson trust and expertise, as compared to when the
same science being presented through other means. However, these differences in audience
attitudes did not correspond to our communication goals of more positive feelings towards
science and scientists in general.

Typically, participants are reluctant to rate individuals negatively, therefore the more indi-
viduated the person, the less likely they are to receive negative views [55, 89]. This could
explain why participants rated our scientist spokesperson as highest on trustworthiness and
expertise scales compared to the other treatments. Our scientist treatment where the scientist
appeared on-screen and gave their own direct account of the information using “I” statements,
was the most individuated treatment that participants could have been exposed to. The no on-
screen spokesperson was our least individuated treatment, as information was conveyed in an
infographic-like manor with text and images on-screen and no voice over. Our third-party
spokesperson treatment falls in the middle, having an individual on-screen summarizing the
results and implications of unnamed scientists’ research. Additionally, participants may have
been more hesitant then to rate our scientist spokesperson negatively compared to when they
were evaluating scientists as a group.

Table 4. Humanizing research results. Observed counts of respondents recalling a person or people when describing
the stimuli they viewed by treatment.

Respondents recalled a person | Total
or people when describing

stimuli
No Yes
Treatment Scientist 120 86 206
Third-party 138 69 207
No on-screen spokesperson 76 26 102
Total 334 181 515

https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866.t1004
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Context may also play a role in how specific scientists versus scientists in general are
viewed. For example, Fiske & Dupree [55] demonstrate that scientists and researchers who are
not viewed as public-communicators fall lower on the warmth, and consequently trustworthi-
ness, scale than scientists who also do a form of public-communication (e.g., professors and
teachers). Therefore, our scientist spokesperson may be rated differently, and perceived cate-
gorically differently, then a generalized scientist. Alternatively, Besley et al. [56] noted that sup-
port for specific research fields (e.g., genetically modified research) was different depending on
whether participants evaluated scientists within the general context of “research at American
universities” or specific context of “research at American universities on genetic modification
of food crops” [56]. For example, benevolence, which is a component of trustworthiness, was
not important in a general context but was in a specific context, suggesting that perceptions of
scientists in general does not necessarily indicate that the public will hold the same perceptions
of scientists conducting specific research. It is possible that our basic natural history research
focus is evaluated differently than both research in general or more applied research topics.

Our long-term goals may not have been impacted by our treatments because participants
only took part in a single experiment in which they viewed a single stimulus. The tactics we
employed (varying the narrative perspective to encourage different levels of individualization)
were better equipped to influence important objectives for effective science communication
instead of communication goals. To influence communication goals, it would likely be better
to have participants have repeated exposures to scientists presenting themselves as individuals
to counter stereotyped perceptions. It may therefore make sense that the warmth of scientists
in general were impacted in Jarreau et al. [15]’s paper as participants viewed selfies from multi-
ple different scientists and thus individuated multiple scientists, perceiving each individual as
warmer, and then using that entire group to reassess their perception of scientists in general.

Implications

Our findings present several theoretical and practical implications. Foremost, it adds to litera-
ture on narrative perspective and lends support to existing research that found that first-per-
son narratives positively influence audience perceptions of the speaker [23]. A potential
mechanism for this effect is narrative engagement-meaning it is possible audiences are more
engaged in the story if the narrator is directly involved in it.

This study also bridges scholarship on narrative perspective and public perceptions of sci-
entists, suggesting that having scientists share their own stories and discoveries through online
video may be one avenue of mitigating negative perceptions of scientists’ warmth or other per-
sonal characteristics. This may be particularly true in instances where a scientist spokesperson
defies preexisting beliefs or stereotypes about scientists in general. These findings lend support
for expectancy violations theory, which posits that individuals have expectations for communi-
cation experiences and their perceptions of the source are relative to those expectations [90]. If
the expectancy violation is a positive one, it will result in positive perceptions.

This study may also have implications for the application of the ELM to digital science com-
munication. Depending on the topic being communicated, audiences are more or less likely to
elaborate on the message. Our findings support the notion that a scientist’s relationship to the
research may act a heuristic in peripheral route processing because the low personal relevance
to the audience. However, this may vary depending on topic and individual differences among
audience members. More research is needed in this regard.

From a practical standpoint, our results suggest that scientists may receive a trustworthiness
boost by putting themselves on-screen to talk about their own work. While few scientists cur-
rently run their own YouTube channels, many scientists are already making videos of their
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work. These videos, however, are primarily intended for peer-scientist audiences instead of for
a science-curious public. For example, an increasing number of scientists are creating video
summaries (video abstracts) that accompany the publication of their peer-reviewed articles
[91]. These videos, while typically posted in public platforms such as YouTube, are embedded
in journal websites where they are primarily watched by professional audiences. Correspond-
ingly, when the effectiveness of these video are evaluated, it has been through assessing correla-
tions with increased downloads of the primary paper or higher number of paper citations
instead of metrics that would be associated with non-scientist viewership [92]. In addition, the
Journal of Visual Experiments (JoVE) publishes experimental methods in video format, provid-
ing unique views into the scientific process [93]. However, again, the intended primary audi-
ence for this content is professional peers, not a science-curious public.

Scientists could merge producing their own videos where they appear on-screen with other
forms of social media that they may be more familiar with. For example, many scientists and
scientific societies use Twitter [17, 94, 95], Facebook [94, 96], and Instagram [94], to commu-
nicate both with other scientists and the public [94]. These other social media platforms could
be used to advertise and share either newly created channels or videos for further promotion
(e.g. [7,97]) much like how they are currently used to promote blogs (e.g. [98]) or publications
([18, 96, 99]). However, some social media outlets are easier for sharing links than others. For
example, Twitter and Facebook are easier to hyperlink to other sources than Instagram [20].

Despite the potential trustworthiness benefit of portraying oneself on-screen, there is a
caveat that not all spokespeople are treated equally on the internet. This is important to address
when recommending that scientists should communicate their own work. For example, open
and anonymous comment sections have led to female science content producers receiving a
higher proportion of hostile and sexist comments [100].

Limitations and future research

As with all research, this study has limitations and presents opportunities for continuing
research. We used an opt-in volunteer-based survey panel, which was appropriate because the
purpose of our study was to test the effects of experimental treatment. However, future
research in this area would benefit from a probability sample in order to make population-
based inferences.

Another limitation stemmed from the stimulus design. The finding that first-person narra-
tives were perceived as more trustworthy than third-person narratives could also be attributed
to the spokesperson being identified through on-screen, in-video text as “Dr.” in the first-per-
son factor. Future research should control for title or salutation differences or introduce an
additional treatment.

More research must also be done on the myriad variables that may influence the communi-
cation effectiveness of an individual scientist. We used two different individuals (one male pre-
senting, one female presenting; see S1 Appendix) for the videos to help mitigate idiosyncratic
effects of an individual presenter but two scientists are not representative of the population of
scientists. Additionally, gender presentation could not be compared because of other potential
confounding variables (e.g., spokesperson age, whether of Hispanic descent, appearance, and
performance). Future research should test how these individual differences may interact with
narrative perspective as spokesperson gender itself has already been demonstrated to influence
source credibility (e.g., [44]) and mitigate negative warmth stereotypes of scientists (e.g., [15]).

Additionally, we assessed a single narrative script accompanied by all the same ant visual
media. While this allowed for control confounding variables across treatments, it is possible
that other narration forms or use of alternative visual cues would have impacted audiences
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differently potentially though emotionalization. Emotionalization can influence audience atti-
tudes through many different mechanisms regardless of whether the audience is aware or not
of their emotional state, or if the emotion evoked is relevant or not to the content of the com-
munication (reviewed in [70]). With the increase in emotionally charged media and commu-
nications [101], studies have focused on how reports are written often varying how content is
presented either in an emotional narrative form or rational fact-based form (e.g. [102, 103]).
However, as visuals can also evoke emotions, use of visual cues can interact with the text to
impact outcomes (e.g. knowledge gain in [102]). Therefore, future research should test if dif-
ferent visual cues embedded within different narrative perspectives interacts with audience
perceptions.

Finally, the narrative we created centered around the communication goal of building sup-
port towards research science and did not focus on other potential communication goals that
seek to alter the behavioral of participants. In other words, we did not ask participants to
change their beliefs around controversial and personally relevant topics or to make changes in
their every-day decision making. There is an existing body of literature the demonstrates that
information is processed differently depending on the degree of personal relevance or involve-
ment (e.g., [104-107]). This body of literature recognizes that persuasive outcomes can be
influenced both by the degree of personal relevance and by other variables such as source char-
acteristics [104, 105], message argument clarity [104] and strength [105], repetition [107], and
emotionalization [108]. Therefore, future research should test whether there is an interaction
between narrative perspective, topic relevancy or interest, and communication goal on trust in
the spokesperson and in scientists in general.

Conclusion

Our research has demonstrated that putting a person who identifies as the scientist conducting
the research on-screen positively impacts the short-term objectives of increasing trust and
expertise which are important for effective science communication. While these have yet to
influence long-term goals of shifting perceptions of scientists as a group, it is possible that
through increased exposure to individualizations of scientists that over time then perceptions
of these long-term goals would change. Similarly, this was only one example of the type of nat-
ural history research that may be publicly funded. If audiences are repeatedly exposed to trust-
worthy scientists narrating their natural history research and discussing how museums
contributed, the long-term goal of continued funding for these resources may be impacted.
These findings therefore help provide experimental evidence on the impact of prioritizing
communication objectives other than informing, highlighting the importance of science com-
munication training for scientists.

Supporting information

S1 Dataset. Full dataset for Qualtrics survey. Includes the raw data, a filter variable to
remove straight-lining responses, calculated scales, and saved standardized residuals from the
ANCOVA models. In this file, “text_only” refers to the “no on-screen presenter” treatment.
(SAV)

S1 Appendix. Supporting information for “testing how different narrative perspectives
achieve communication objectives and goals in online natural science videos”. Includes
production scripts, questionnaire, additional analyses, and Tables A—G.

(DOCX)

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866 October 13, 2021 16/22


http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866.s001
http://www.plosone.org/article/fetchSingleRepresentation.action?uri=info:doi/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866.s002
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866

PLOS ONE

Testing the effects of narrative perspective in online natural science videos

Acknowledgments

We thank our Qualtrics and NCSU IRB representatives for assisting in programming the
Qualtrics Survey Panel and assisting with the IRB application respectively. We thank the
NCMNS Digital Media team for access and assistance in media production.

Author Contributions

Conceptualization: Adrian A. Smith.

Data curation: Selina A. Ruzi, Adrian A. Smith.

Formal analysis: Selina A. Ruzi.

Funding acquisition: Selina A. Ruzi, Adrian A. Smith.

Investigation: Selina A. Ruzi, Adrian A. Smith.

Methodology: Selina A. Ruzi, Nicole M. Lee, Adrian A. Smith.

Project administration: Adrian A. Smith.

Resources: Nicole M. Lee, Adrian A. Smith.

Software: Selina A. Ruzi.

Supervision: Adrian A. Smith.

Validation: Selina A. Ruzi, Nicole M. Lee.

Visualization: Selina A. Ruzi.

Writing - original draft: Selina A. Ruzi, Nicole M. Lee, Adrian A. Smith.
Writing - review & editing: Selina A. Ruzi, Nicole M. Lee, Adrian A. Smith.

References

1. Mitchell A, Gottfried J, Barthel M, Shearer E. The modern news consumer. Pew Research Center;
2016 Jul. Available: https://www.journalism.org/2016/07/07/the-modern-news-consumer/

2. Brossard D, Scheufele DA. Science, new media, and the public. Science. 2013; 339: 40—41. https:/
doi.org/10.1126/science.1232329 PMID: 23288529

3. Brumfiel G. Supplanting the old media? Nature. 2009; 458: 274—-277. https://doi.org/10.1038/458274a
PMID: 19295582

4. Bubela T, Nisbet MC, Borchelt R, Brunger F, Critchley C, Einsiedel E, et al. Science communication
reconsidered. Nat Biotechnol. 2009; 27: 514-518. https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt0609-514 PMID:
19513051

5. Huang T, Grant WJ. A good story well told: Storytelling components that impact science video popular-
ity on YouTube. Front Commun. 2020; 5. https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.581349

6. Velho RM, Mendes AMF, Azevedo CLN. Communicating science with YouTube videos: How nine fac-
tors relate to and affect video views. Front Commun. 2020; 5. https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.
567606

7. Velho RM, Barata G. Profiles, challenges, and motivations of science YouTubers. Front Commun.
2020; 5. https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.542936

8. Roskos-Ewoldsen DR, Bichsel J, Hoffman K. The influence of accessibility of source likability on per-
suasion. J Exp Soc Psychol. 2002; 38: 137—-143. https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2001.1492

9. National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. Communicating science effectively: A
research agenda. Washington, D.C.: National Academies Press; 2017. https://doi.org/10.17226/
23674 PMID: 28406600

10. Research America. America speaks! Poll data summary. 2020. Available: https://academic-https://
www.researchamerica.org/sites/default/files/Publications/RA_PollDataSummary_Booklet_
screenRes.pdfoup-com.prox.lib.ncsu.edu/ae/article/37/3/179/2474330

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866 October 13, 2021 17/22


https://www.journalism.org/2016/07/07/the-modern-news-consumer/
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1232329
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1232329
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23288529
https://doi.org/10.1038/458274a
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19295582
https://doi.org/10.1038/nbt0609-514
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19513051
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.581349
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.567606
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.567606
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2020.542936
https://doi.org/10.1006/jesp.2001.1492
https://doi.org/10.17226/23674
https://doi.org/10.17226/23674
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28406600
https://academic-https://www.researchamerica.org/sites/default/files/Publications/RA_PollDataSummary_Booklet_screenRes.pdfoup-com.prox.lib.ncsu.edu/ae/article/37/3/179/2474330
https://academic-https://www.researchamerica.org/sites/default/files/Publications/RA_PollDataSummary_Booklet_screenRes.pdfoup-com.prox.lib.ncsu.edu/ae/article/37/3/179/2474330
https://academic-https://www.researchamerica.org/sites/default/files/Publications/RA_PollDataSummary_Booklet_screenRes.pdfoup-com.prox.lib.ncsu.edu/ae/article/37/3/179/2474330
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866

PLOS ONE

Testing the effects of narrative perspective in online natural science videos

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

Tan A-L, Jocz JA, Zhai J. Spiderman and science: How students’ perceptions of scientists are shaped
by popular media. Public Underst Sci. 2017; 26: 520-530. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662515615086
PMID: 26582070

Losh SC. Stereotypes about scientists over time among US adults: 1983 and 2001. Public Underst
Sci. 2010; 19: 372-382. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662508098576

Rutjens BT, Heine SJ. The immoral landscape? Scientists are associated with violations of morality.
PLOS ONE. 2016; 11: e0152798. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0152798 PMID: 27045849

Newman TP, editor. Theory and best practices in science communication training. Routledge; 2019.

Jarreau PB, Cancellare |A, Carmichael BJ, Porter L, Toker D, Yammine SZ. Using selfies to challenge
public stereotypes of scientists. PLOS ONE. 2019; 14: e0216625. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0216625 PMID: 31075155

Swencionis JK, Fiske ST. More human: Individuation in the 21st century. In: Bain P, Vain J, Leyens
JP, editors. Humanness and Dehumanization. Psychol Press; 2014. pp. 276—-293.

Lopez-Goni |, Sdnchez-Angulo M. Social networks as a tool for science communication and public
engagement: focus on Twitter. FEMS Microbiol Lett. 2018;365. https://doi.org/10.1093/femsle/fnx246
PMID: 29165564

Darling ES, Shiffman D, Cété IM, Drew JA. The role of Twitter in the life cycle of a scientific publication.
Ideas Ecol Evol. 2013; 6: 32—43. https://doi.org/10.4033/iee.2013.6.6.f

Osterrieder A. The value and use of social media as communication tool in the plant sciences. Plant
Methods. 2013; 9: 26. https://doi.org/10.1186/1746-4811-9-26 PMID: 23845168

Wolf JM. The multipurpose tool of social media: Applications for scientists, science communicators,
and educators. Clin Microbiol Newsl. 2017; 39: 75-79. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinmicnews.2017.04.
003 PMID: 32287686

Habibi SA, Salim L. Static vs. dynamic methods of delivery for science communication: A critical analy-
sis of user engagement with science on social media. PLOS ONE. 2021; 16: e0248507. https://doi.
org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248507 PMID: 33788841

YouTube. Statistics. In: YouTube Official Blog [Internet]. 2020 [cited 30 Sep 2020]. Available: https:/
www.youtube.com/yt/about/press/

Chen M, Bell RA, Taylor LD. Persuasive effects of point of view, protagonist competence, and similar-
ity in a health narrative about type 2 diabetes. H Health Commun. 2017; 22: 702—712. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10810730.2017.1341568 PMID: 28759317

Allgaier J. Science and medicine on YouTube. In: Hunsinger J, Klastrup L, Allen MM, editors. Second
International Handbook of Internet Research. Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands; 2018. pp. 1-21.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-024-1202-4_1-1

Morcillo JM, Czurda K, Geipel A, Trotha CYR. Producers of popular science web videos—between new
professionalism and old gender issues. IJMCNM. 2019; 7: 72—-98.

Welbourne DJ, Grant WJ. Science communication on YouTube: Factors that affect channel and video
popularity. Public Underst Sci. 2016; 25: 706—718. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662515572068 PMID:
25698225

Morcillo JM, Czurda K, Robertson-von Trotha CY. Typologies of the popular science web video. J Sci
Commun. 2016; 15: A02. https://doi.org/10.22323/2.15040202

Davis LS, Ledn B, Bourk MJ, Finkler W. Transformation of the media landscape: Infotainment versus
expository narrations for communicating science in online videos. Public Underst Sci. 2020;
0963662520945136. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662520945136 PMID: 32729396

Reif A, Kneisel T, Schafer M, Taddicken M. Why are scientific experts perceived as trustworthy? Emo-
tional assessment within TV and YouTube videos. Media Commun. 2020; 8: 191-205. https://doi.org/
10.17645/mac.v8i1.2536

Besley JC, Dudo AD, Yuan S, Ghannam NA. Qualitative interviews with science communication train-
ers about communication objectives and goals. Sci Commun. 2016; 38: 356—381. https://doi.org/10.
1177/1075547016645640

Besley JC, Dudo A, Yuan S. Scientists’ views about communication objectives. Public Underst Sci.
2018; 27: 708-730. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662517728478 PMID: 28841818

Besley JC, O’Hara K, Dudo A. Strategic science communication as planned behavior: Understanding
scientists’ willingness to choose specific tactics. PLOS ONE. 2019; 14: e0224039. https://doi.org/10.
1371/journal.pone.0224039 PMID: 31639153

Besley JC, Newman TP, Dudo A, Tiffany LA. Exploring scholars’ public engagement goals in Canada
and the United States. Public Underst Sci. 2020; 29: 855-867. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0963662520950671 PMID: 32878551

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866 October 13, 2021 18/22


https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662515615086
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26582070
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662508098576
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0152798
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27045849
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0216625
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0216625
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31075155
https://doi.org/10.1093/femsle/fnx246
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29165564
https://doi.org/10.4033/iee.2013.6.6.f
https://doi.org/10.1186/1746-4811-9-26
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23845168
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinmicnews.2017.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.clinmicnews.2017.04.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32287686
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248507
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0248507
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33788841
https://www.youtube.com/yt/about/press/
https://www.youtube.com/yt/about/press/
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2017.1341568
https://doi.org/10.1080/10810730.2017.1341568
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28759317
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-024-1202-4%5F1%26%23x2013%3B1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662515572068
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25698225
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.15040202
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662520945136
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32729396
https://doi.org/10.17645/mac.v8i1.2536
https://doi.org/10.17645/mac.v8i1.2536
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547016645640
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547016645640
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662517728478
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28841818
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0224039
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0224039
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31639153
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662520950671
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662520950671
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32878551
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866

PLOS ONE

Testing the effects of narrative perspective in online natural science videos

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

42,

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

Hon LC. Demonstrating effectiveness in public relations: Goals, objectives, and evaluation. J Public
Relat Res. 1998; 10: 103—135. hitps://doi.org/10.1207/s1532754xjprr1002_02

Dudo A, Besley JC. Scientists’ prioritization of communication objectives for public engagement.
PLOS ONE. 2016; 11: e0148867. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0148867 PMID: 26913869

Kendall R. Public relations campaign strategies: Planning for implementation. 2nd ed. New York, NY:
HarperCollins College Publishers; 1996.

Bauer MW, Allum N, Miller S. What can we learn from 25 years of PUS survey research? Liberating
and expanding the agenda. Public Underst Sci. 2007; 16: 79-95. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0963662506071287

Kahan DM, Peters E, Wittlin M, Slovic P, Ouellette LL, Braman D, et al. The polarizing impact of sci-
ence literacy and numeracy on perceived climate change risks. Nat Clim Change. 2012; 2: 732-735.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate 1547

Rose KM, Markowitz EM, Brossard D. Scientists’ incentives and attitudes toward public communica-
tion. PNAS. 2020; 117: 1274—-1276. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1916740117 PMID: 31911470

Abu-Akel A, Spitz A, West R. Who is listening? Spokesperson effect on communicating social and
physical distancing measures during the COVID-19 pandemic. Front Psychol. 2021; 11. https://doi.
org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.564434 PMID: 33510664

Howes PA, Sallot LM. Company spokesperson vs. customer testimonial: Investigating quoted spokes-
person credibility and impact in business-to-business communication. Public Relat Rev. 2013; 39:
207-212. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2013.04.002

Park H, Cameron GT. Keeping it real: Exploring the roles of conversational human voice and source
credibility in crisis communication via blogs. J Mass Commun Q. 2014; 91: 487-507. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1077699014538827

Hong S, Lee H, Johnson EK. The face tells all: Testing the impact of physical attractiveness and social
media information of spokesperson on message effectiveness during a crisis. J Contingencies Crisis
Manag. 2019; 27: 257-264. https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5973.12250

Bigham A, Meyers C, Li N, Irlbeck E. The effect of emphasizing credibility elements and the role of
source gender on perceptions of source credibility. J Appl Commun. 2019; 103. https://doi.org/10.
4148/1051-0834.2270

Nan X, Futerfas M, Ma Z. Role of narrative perspective and modality in the persuasiveness of public
service advertisements promoting HPV vaccination. Health Commun. 2017; 32: 320-328. https://doi.
org/10.1080/10410236.2016.1138379 PMID: 27224002

Petty RE, Cacioppo JT. The elaboration likelihood model of persuasion. Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology. Elsevier Science & Technology; 1986. pp. 123-205. Available: https://doi.org/10.
1016/S0065-2601(08)60214-2

Burchell K. Factors affecting public engagement by researchers. London: Policy Studies Institute;
2015. Available: https://wellcome.org/sites/default/files/wtp060036.pdf

Holt RD. Why science? Why AAAS? Science. 2015; 347: 807—-807. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.
2aa9126 PMID: 25700491

Rainie L, Func C, Anderson M. How scientists engage the public. In: Pew Research Center Science &
Society [Internet]. 2015 [cited 31 Mar 2021]. Available: https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2015/
02/15/how-scientists-engage-public/

Yuan S, Dudo A, Besley JC. Scientific societies’ support for public engagement: an interview study.
International Journal of Science Education, Part B. 2019; 9: 140—153. https://doi.org/10.1080/
21548455.2019.1576240

Davies SR. Constructing communication: talking to scientists about talking to the public. Sci Commun.
2008; 29: 413-434. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547008316222

Logan RA. Science mass communication: Its conceptual history. Sci Commun. 2001; 23: 135—-163.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547001023002004

Fiske ST, Cuddy AJC, Glick P. Universal dimensions of social cognition: warmth and competence.
Trends Cogn Sci. 2007; 11: 77-83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2006.11.005 PMID: 17188552

Fiske ST, Cuddy AJC, Glick P, Xu J. A model of (often mixed) stereotype content: Competence and
warmth respectively follow from perceived status and competition. J Pers Soc Psychol. 2002; 82: 878—
902. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878 PMID: 12051578

Fiske ST, Dupree C. Gaining trust as well as respect in communicating to motivated audiences about
science topics. PNAS. 2014; 111: 13593-13597. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1317505111 PMID:
25225372

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866 October 13, 2021 19/22


https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532754xjprr1002%5F02
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0148867
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26913869
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662506071287
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662506071287
https://doi.org/10.1038/nclimate1547
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1916740117
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31911470
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.564434
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.564434
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33510664
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2013.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077699014538827
https://doi.org/10.1177/1077699014538827
https://doi.org/10.1111/1468-5973.12250
https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.2270
https://doi.org/10.4148/1051-0834.2270
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2016.1138379
https://doi.org/10.1080/10410236.2016.1138379
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27224002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60214-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60214-2
https://wellcome.org/sites/default/files/wtp060036.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa9126
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa9126
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25700491
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2015/02/15/how-scientists-engage-public/
https://www.pewresearch.org/science/2015/02/15/how-scientists-engage-public/
https://doi.org/10.1080/21548455.2019.1576240
https://doi.org/10.1080/21548455.2019.1576240
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547008316222
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547001023002004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2006.11.005
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17188552
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.82.6.878
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12051578
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1317505111
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25225372
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866

PLOS ONE

Testing the effects of narrative perspective in online natural science videos

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

76.

77.

Besley JC, Lee NM, Pressgrove G. Reassessing the variables used to measure public perceptions of
scientists. Sci Commun. 2021; 43: 3-32. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547020949547

Lee C-J, Scheufele DA, Lewenstein BV. Public attitudes toward emerging technologies: Examining
the interactive effects of cognitions and affect on public attitudes toward nanotechnology. Sci Com-
mun. 2005; 27: 240-267. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547005281474

Hmielowski JD, Feldman L, Myers TA, Leiserowitz A, Maibach E. An attack on science? Media use,
trust in scientists, and perceptions of global warming. Public Underst Sci. 2014; 23: 866—883. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0963662513480091 PMID: 23825287

Goldberg MH, van der Linden S, Ballew MT, Rosenthal SA, Gustafson A, Leiserowitz A. The experi-
ence of consensus: Video as an effective medium to communicate scientific agreement on climate
change. Sci Commun. 2019; 41: 659—-673. https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547019874361

Putorti ES, Sciara S, Larocca NU, Crippa MP, Pantaleo G. Communicating science effectively: When
an optimised video communication enhances comprehension, pleasantness, and people’s interest in
knowing more about scientific findings. Appl Psychol. 2020; 69: 1072—-1091. https://doi.org/10.1111/
apps.12193

Erviti M del C, Stengler E. Online science videos: An exploratory study with major professional content
providers in the United Kingdom. J Sci Commun. 2016; 15. Available: https://uwe-repository.worktribe.
com/output/904950

Sugimoto CR, Thelwall M. Scholars on soap boxes: Science communication and dissemination in
TED videos. J Am Soc Inf Sci Technol. 2013; 64: 663—674. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22764

Sugimoto CR, Thelwall M, Lariviére V, Tsou A, Mongeon P, Macaluso B. Scientists popularizing sci-
ence: characteristics and Impact of TED talk presenters. PLOS ONE. 2013; 8: €624083. https://doi.org/
10.1371/journal.pone.0062403 PMID: 23638069

Deyrup M, Cover S. A new species of Odontomachus ant (Hymenoptera: Formicidae) from inland
ridges of Florida, with a key to Odontomachus of the United States. Fla Entomol. 2004; 87: 136—144.
https://doi.org/10.1653/0015-4040(2004)087[0136:ANSOOA]2.0.CO;2

Larabee FJ, Fisher BL, Schmidt CA, Matos-Maravi P, Janda M, Suarez AV. Molecular phylogenetics
and diversification of trap-jaw ants in the genera Anochetus and Odontomachus (Hymenoptera: For-
micidae). Mol Phylogenet Evol. 2016; 103: 143—154. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ympev.2016.07.024
PMID: 27450781

MacGown JA, Boudinot B, Deyrup M, Sorger DM. A review of the Nearctic Odontomachus (Hymenop-
tera: Formicidae: Ponerinae) with a treatment of the males. Zootaxa. 2014; 3802: 515. https://doi.org/
10.11646/zootaxa.3802.4.7 PMID: 24871027

Shipley NJ, Bixler RD. Beautiful bugs, bothersome bugs, and FUN bugs: Examining human interac-
tions with insects and other arthropods. Anthrozods. 2017; 30: 357-372. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08927936.2017.1335083

Lemelin R, Harper R, Dampier J, Bowles R, Balika D. Humans, insects and their interaction: A multi-
faceted analysis. Anim Stud J. 2016; 5: 65-79.

Wilson JS, Forister ML, Carril OM. Interest exceeds understanding in public support of bee conserva-
tion. Front Ecol Environ. 2017; 15: 460—466. https://doi.org/10.1002/fee. 1531

Petty RE, DeSteno D, Rucker DD. The role of affect in attitude change. In: Forgas JP, editor. Hand-
book of Affect and Social Cognition. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum; 2001. pp. 212-233.

Suarez AV, Tsutsui ND. The value of museum collections for research and society. BioScience. 2004;
54: 66. https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568(2004)054[0066: TVOMCF]2.0.CO;2

Yong E. Funding freeze hits natural history museum collections. In: The Atlantic [Internet]. 25 Mar
2016 [cited 29 Apr 2021]. Available: hitps://www.theatlantic.com/science/archive/2016/03/funding-
freeze-hits-natural-history-museum-collections/474981/

Kemp C. Museums: The endangered dead. Nature. 2015; 518: 292—-294. https://doi.org/10.1038/
518292a PMID: 25693545

Gropp RE. Extending biodiversity specimens: A science agenda. BioScience. 2019; 69: 159-159.
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biz017

Chang ES. Beyond specimens: Research, education, and policy. BioScience. 2020; 70: 967-970.
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biaa084

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. Biological collections: Ensuring critical
research and education for the 21st century. Washington, D.C.: The National Academies Press;
2020. https://doi.org/10.17226/25592 PMID: 33411429

National Science Board. Science and engineering indicators 2018. 2018 [cited 31 Mar 2021]. Avail-
able: https://www.nsf.gov/statistics/2018/nsb20181/

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866 October 13, 2021 20/22


https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547020949547
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547005281474
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662513480091
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662513480091
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23825287
https://doi.org/10.1177/1075547019874361
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12193
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12193
https://uwe-repository.worktribe.com/output/904950
https://uwe-repository.worktribe.com/output/904950
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.22764
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0062403
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0062403
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23638069
https://doi.org/10.1653/0015-4040%282004%29087%5B0136%3AANSOOA%5D2.0.CO%3B2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ympev.2016.07.024
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27450781
https://doi.org/10.11646/zootaxa.3802.4.7
https://doi.org/10.11646/zootaxa.3802.4.7
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24871027
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2017.1335083
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2017.1335083
https://doi.org/10.1002/fee.1531
https://doi.org/10.1641/0006-3568%282004%29054%5B0066%3ATVOMCF%5D2.0.CO%3B2
https://www.theatlantic.com/science/archive/2016/03/funding-freeze-hits-natural-history-museum-collections/474981/
https://www.theatlantic.com/science/archive/2016/03/funding-freeze-hits-natural-history-museum-collections/474981/
https://doi.org/10.1038/518292a
https://doi.org/10.1038/518292a
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25693545
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biz017
https://doi.org/10.1093/biosci/biaa084
https://doi.org/10.17226/25592
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33411429
https://www.nsf.gov/statistics/2018/nsb20181/
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866

PLOS ONE

Testing the effects of narrative perspective in online natural science videos

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

87.

88.
89.
90.

91.

92.

93.

94,

95.

96.

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

Brossard D, Nisbet MC. Deference to scientific authority among a low information public: Understand-
ing U.S. opinion on agricultural biotechnology. Int J Public Opin Res. 2006; 19: 24-52. https://doi.org/
10.1098/ijpor/edl003

Miller CH, Lane LT, Deatrick LM, Young AM, Potts KA. Psychological reactance and promotional
health messages: The effects of controlling language, lexical concreteness, and the restoration of free-
dom. Hum Commun Res. 2007; 33: 219-240. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2007.00297.x

McCroskey JC, Jensen T, Todd C. The generalizability of source credibility scales for public figures.
Chicago, lllinois; 1972. Available: https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED074560

Kim HJ, Cameron GT. Emotions matter in crisis: The role of anger and sadness in the publics’
response to crisis news framing and corporate crisis response. Commun Res. 2011; 38: 826-855.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650210385813

Construction Ohanian R. and validation of a scale to measure celebrity endorsers’ perceived exper-
tise, trustworthiness, and attractiveness. J Advert. 1990; 19: 39-52. https://doi.org/10.1080/
00913367.1990.10673191

Ryan R. Control and information in the intrapersonal sphere: An extension of cognitive evaluation the-
ory. J Pers Soc Psychol. 1982; 43: 450—-461. https://doi.org/10.1037/002-3514.43.3.450

Benjamini Y, Hochberg Y. Controlling the false discovery rate: A practical and powerful approach to
multiple testing. J R Statist Soc B. 1995; 57: 289-300.

R Core Team. R: A language and environment for statistical computing. Vienna, Austria: R Statistical
Computing; 2019. Available: https://www.r-project.org/

Wickham H, Miller E. haven: Import and export “SPSS”, “Stata” and “SAS” Files. 2019. Available:
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=haven

Wickham H, Averick M, Bryan J, Chang W, McGowan LD, Francgois R, et al. Welcome to the Tidy-
verse. J Open Source Softw. 2019; 4: 1686. https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.01686

Wickham H. Ggplot2. New York, NY: Springer Science+Business Media, LLC; 2016.
Fiske ST. Social Beings. 4th ed. New York: Wiley; 2013.

Burgoon JK, Jones SB. Toward a theory of personal space expectations and their violations. Hum
Commun Res. 1976; 2: 131-146. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1976.tb00706.x

Spicer S. Exploring video abstracts in science journals: An overview and case study. J Libr Scho Com-
mun. 2014; 2: 1110. https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.1110

Zong Q, Xie Y, Tuo R, Huang J, Yang Y. The impact of video abstract on citation counts: evidence
from a retrospective cohort study of New Journal of Physics. Scientometrics. 2019; 119: 1715-1727.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-019-03108-w

Komada M, Takao K, Nakanishi K, Miyakawa T. The potential benefit of JOVE, an online video journal
for science. J Inf Process Manag. 2009; 52: 69—76. https://doi.org/10.1241/johokanri.52.69

Collins K, Shiffman D, Rock J. How are scientists using social media in the workplace? PLOS ONE.
2016; 11: e0162680. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0162680 PMID: 27732598

Priem J, Costello K, Dzuba T. Prevelance and use of Twitter among scholars. figshare. 2012;Figure.
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.104629.v1

Woodgett J. Burning platforms: Friending social media’s role in #scicomm. Trends Cell Biol. 2014; 24:
555-557. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tcb.2014.08.002 PMID: 25260836

Smith A. The ant-bite video that changed my approach to science communication. Nature. 2019; 576:
327-328. https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-03555-8 PMID: 31819248

Mahrt M, Puschmann C. Science blogging: an exploratory study of motives, styles, and audience reac-
tions. JCOM. 2014; 13: A05. https://doi.org/10.22323/2.13030205

Bik HM, Goldstein MC. An Introduction to Social Media for Scientists. PLOS Biology. 2013; 11:
e€1001535. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.1001535 PMID: 23630451

Amarasekara |, Grant WJ. Exploring the YouTube science communication gender gap: A sentiment
analysis. Public Underst Sci. 2019; 28: 68—84. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662518786654 PMID:
29974815

Vettehen P, Beentjes J, Nuijten K, Peeters A. Arousing news characteristics in Dutch television news
1990-2004: An exploration of competitive strategies. Mass Commun Soc. 2011; 14: 93—112. https://
doi.org/10.1080/15205431003615893

Flemming D, Cress U, Kimmig S, Brandt M, Kimmerle J. Emotionalization in science communication:
The impact of narratives and visual representations on knowledge gain and risk perception. Front
Commun. 2018; 3: 3. https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2018.00003

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866 October 13, 2021 21/22


https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edl003
https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edl003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.2007.00297.x
https://eric.ed.gov/?id=ED074560
https://doi.org/10.1177/0093650210385813
https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.1990.10673191
https://doi.org/10.1080/00913367.1990.10673191
https://doi.org/10.1037/002-3514.43.3.450
https://www.r-project.org/
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=haven
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.01686
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1976.tb00706.x
https://doi.org/10.7710/2162-3309.1110
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-019-03108-w
https://doi.org/10.1241/johokanri.52.69
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0162680
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27732598
https://doi.org/10.6084/m9.figshare.104629.v1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tcb.2014.08.002
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25260836
https://doi.org/10.1038/d41586-019-03555-8
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31819248
https://doi.org/10.22323/2.13030205
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.1001535
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23630451
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963662518786654
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29974815
https://doi.org/10.1080/15205431003615893
https://doi.org/10.1080/15205431003615893
https://doi.org/10.3389/fcomm.2018.00003
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866

PLOS ONE

Testing the effects of narrative perspective in online natural science videos

103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

Ryffel FA, Wirz DS, Kiihne R, Wirth W. How emotional media reports influence attitude formation and
change: The interplay of attitude base, attitude certainty, and persuasion. Media Psychol. 2014; 17:
397-419. https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2014.933850

Petty RE, Cacioppo JT, Schumann D. Central and peripheral routes to advertising effectiveness: The
moderating role of involvement. J Consum Res. 1983; 10: 135. https://doi.org/10.1086/208954

Andrews JC, Shimp TA. Effects of involvement, argument strength, and source characteristics on cen-
tral and peripheral processing of advertising. Psychol Mark. 1990; 7: 195-214. https://doi.org/10.1002/
mar.4220070305

Mackenzie SB, Spreng RA. How Does Motivation Moderate the Impact of Central and Peripheral Pro-
cessing on Brand Attitudes and Intentions? J Consum Res. 1992; 18: 519. https://doi.org/10.1086/
209278

Claypool HM, Mackie DM, Garcia-Marques T, McIntosh A, Udall A. The effects of personal relevance
and repetition on persuasive processing. Soc Cogn. 2004; 22: 310-335. https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.
22.3.310.35970

Petty RE, Schumann DW, Richman SA, Strathman AJ. Positive mood and persuasion: Different roles
for affect under high- and low-elaboration conditions. J Pers Soc Psychol. 1993; 64: 5-20.

PLOS ONE | https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866 October 13, 2021 22/22


https://doi.org/10.1080/15213269.2014.933850
https://doi.org/10.1086/208954
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.4220070305
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.4220070305
https://doi.org/10.1086/209278
https://doi.org/10.1086/209278
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.22.3.310.35970
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.22.3.310.35970
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0257866

