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Experiential learning is a high-impact practice in 
education, but there are few examples of how to implement 
experiential learning in the undergraduate communication 
classroom to advance skills in science communication 
and expose students to scientific research. This project 
consisted of two implementations of an experiential 
learning module at two universities. These modules were 
embedded in existing courses and included activities such 
as conducting interviews with scientists and developing 
science communication messaging. Students completed 
written reflections, science writing samples, and science 
attitudes and beliefs questionnaires as a part of the project. 
Although results showed no changes in students’ writing 
ability, there were increases in their science literacy self-
efficacy and deference to scientific authority. Additionally, 
reflections showed that students were learning about the 
scientific process. These findings suggest that this module 
is a viable learning activity that can be incorporated into 
existing courses to expose students to scientific research 
and build communication skills. For future implementations 
of similar projects, it is recommended that the project 
contained in this module be the major project of the course 
as opposed to one of several projects in the course.

Keywords: Science, communication, experiential 
learning, writing quality, science beliefs

Government agencies and universities depend on 
public support, even from segments of the population who 
are not directly affected by those organizations (Hoggett, 
2006; Moore, 1995). These organizations risk losing 
funding, especially in a fiscal environment that has seen 
spending cuts at local and national levels. Research has 
shown that several factors are expected to influence public 
support for science funding, including science knowledge, 
“interest in science,” beliefs about the risks and benefits of 
science, and trust or “confidence in scientific institutions” 
(Besley, 2018, p. 97).

Existing surveys provide insight into the presence and 
levels of these predictors of support for science in the U.S., 
and the findings show room for improvement (National 
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, 
2016; National Science Board, 2018). The general public 
shows relatively stable science knowledge and interest 
over the past two decades (National Science Board, 
2018); respondents to a 2016 national survey correctly 
answered an average of 5.6 out of 9 knowledge items, and 
approximately “4 out of 10 Americans say they are ‘very 
interested’ in new scientific discoveries” (National Science 
Board, 2018, p. 3). Scientists are generally trusted the 
most among different sources of scientific information, but 
there is still a large segment of the population that does 
not trust the scientific community (Funk, 2017). In fact, 
the National Science Board (2018) estimates that only 
about 40% of the public has a great deal of trust in the 
science community. Science communication may offer an 
opportunity to increase knowledge, science interest, trust in 
scientific institutions, and positive beliefs about science, as 
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suggested by the goals of science communication identified 
by the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and 
Medicine, (2016), but “communicating science effectively… 
is a complex task and an acquired skill” (p. 1). 

This study included assessment of interest in science-
related careers, deference to scientific authority, and science 
literacy self-efficacy. Interventions have shown the ability 
to increase interest in science-based careers (Binns et al., 
2016; Chen & Chang, 2018). Krumboltz and Worthington 
(1999) recommended expanding students’ career interest 
areas, as opposed to only trying to match careers to their 
current interests. Rozenzweig and Chen (2023) found that 
students’ interest in STEM careers can vary based on 
student demographics. Deference to scientific authority is 
important because it can affect adoption, such as being a 
strong predictor of support for biotechnology (Brossard & 
Nisbet, 2006). Osborne and Allchin (2024) conceptualized 
scientific literacy as consisting of an understanding of 
the norms of a community of scientists, being able to 
assess credibility of those communicating about science, 
understanding what major areas of scientific consensus 
exist, and understanding the scientific reasoning that 
underpins research. Self-efficacy in this realm would then 
address the students’ belief in their science literacy, which 
helps predict their behavior through their willingness to keep 
trying to grow and learn (Bandura, 2006). Self-efficacy and 
career interest are correlated, indicating improving one may 
improve the other (Settle et al., 2012).

Although interest in teaching science communication 
continues to grow (e.g., Fähnrich et al., 2021; Mellor, 2013; 
Trench, 2012), a lack of research means teaching practices 
are not always evidence based. Science communication 
as an academic discipline is still relatively new and lacks 
consistency as a result (i.e., there are a wide variety of 
approaches being explored; Mellor, 2013; Trench, 2012). 
Although there is a small and growing body of empirical 
research on how to teach science communication (e.g., 
Ritchie et al., 2011), there is still a need to set benchmarks 
for effective science communication tactics and evaluate the 
efficacy of training programs (Baram-Tsabari & Lewenstein, 
2017). Within the realm of science communication education, 
writing is an area of particular importance, and Rockers and 
Rumble (2023) indicated there was a need for teachers to 
have students focus on the writing process more. Another 
area to improve science knowledge is the role of research 
in social sciences, including communication. Masambuka-
Kanchewa and Lamm (2022) found that students in their 
study who were studying agricultural leadership, education, 
and communication did not perceive themselves as 
scientists at the beginning of their course but came to see 
that they could be scientists. Masambuka-Kanchewa and 
Lamm stated there was a gap in undergraduate curricula for 
showing students a broader view of science careers. 

This project included the development and 
implementation of a novel experiential-learning science 
communication module that can be incorporated into 
existing or new communication courses. Using experiential 
learning as a framework, students produced science 
communication materials, and the materials were then 

tested with public audiences. This was to help students 
develop science literacy and understand the research that 
underpins science communication as they improved their 
science communication skills. The goal of the research 
was to advance knowledge about the application of 
experiential learning and best practices for teaching science 
communication while also contributing to the literature on 
science communication by having students research a 
question of importance to the field.

Experiential Learning

Over recent years, calls have been made to implement 
high-impact educational practices to increase student 
engagement and success (Kuh, 2008). Many of these 
practices, such as research, community-based learning, 
and capstone projects, are forms of experiential learning, 
which treats learning as a process grounded by a 
practical experience (Rock, 2025). Experiential learning is 
recommended by Washburn et al. (2022) to improve science 
communication. 

A variety of theorists created the foundation that would 
become experiential learning, including Piaget, Dewey, 
Lewin, and Jung (Kolb & Kolb, 2005). Kolb and Kolb (2005) 
summarized six commonalities from these theorists in the 
development of experiential learning:

1. Learning is best conceived as a process, not in terms 
of outcomes. … 2. All learning is relearning. … 3. Learning 
requires the resolution of conflicts between dialectically 
opposed modes of adaptation to the world. … 4. Learning is 
a holistic process of adaptation to the world. … 5. Learning 
results from synergistic transactions between the person and 
the environment. … 6. Learning is the process of creating 
knowledge. (p. 194)

While there are many cited uses of experiential learning 
across a variety of settings, such as plant science (Bauerle 
& Park, 2012), medicine (Silenas et al., 2008), and business 
(Lefebvre & Redien-Collot, 2013), it is common for teachers 
to conflate class activities as being experiential learning: 
“Simply providing experiences does not constitute learning” 
(Baker et al., 2012, p. 12). Activities are a part of the 
process, but the full cycle of experiential learning needs to 
be addressed to help ensure learning occurs as effectively 
as possible. 

One way to improve the use of experiential learning in 
education is through the application of Kolb’s experiential 
learning cycle (Kolb & Kolb, 2012), which proposes four 
stages: concrete experience (e.g., engaging in an experience), 
reflective observation (e.g., thinking about the experience), 
abstract conceptualization (e.g., making generalizations 
from the experience), and active experimentation (e.g., test 
generalizations gained from the experience elsewhere in the 
world). Learners can enter the cycle at any point, but they 
keep looping through the cycle once they are engaged in the 
learning process. Before engaging in a class activity (i.e., 
concrete experience), students walk in with past experiences 
in the world (i.e., active experimentation), which affects their 
interpretation of the experience (i.e., reflective observation) 
and how they make generalizations after that (i.e., abstract 
conceptualization). This, in turn, starts the loop over again 
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by affecting how students engage in the world around them. 
The current research project had students engaged 

in research about science communication, with active 
integration of Kolb’s experiential learning cycle included in 
the design of the assignment module. In addition to learning 
about science communication, the students were also 
engaging in research about that topic, which has received 
much attention in recent years (Fischhoff & Scheufele, 
2013, 2014; Jamieson et al., 2017; National Academies of 
Sciences, Engineering, & Medicine, 2016). Students’ role 
in the research process was to develop materials to test if 
the medium of communication (e.g., text only, audio only, 
or video only) affected evaluations of the narrative being 
communicated to lay audiences by humanizing scientists, 
an area of research inspired by Schroeder et al. (2017). 

Assignment Module

The assignment module was tested at two universities: 
Oklahoma State University (OSU) and Mississippi State 
University (MSU). The OSU course for the project was 
an issues, risk, and crisis communication in agriculture 
and natural resources course. At MSU, the project was 
implemented in an introductory communication course and 
served as the small group communication project (replacing 
the typical small group assignments, which typically included 
multiple discussion posts about group communication 
concepts and a reflection). 

At OSU, the module consisted of pre-implementation 
assessments (i.e., a questionnaire and science writing 
sample), an eight-week experiential learning module, and 
post-implementation assessments (i.e., a questionnaire and 
a second science writing sample). In the experiential learning 
module, students developed science communication 
materials (i.e., concrete experience) that were then tested 
for effectiveness using an online survey-based experiment. 
Students completed written reflections each week on 
module activities (i.e., reflective observation). 

Teams of students who were in the same class were 
paired with a scientist at their respective universities 
to decide on a domain of scientific information to be 
communicated. Using the process for developing 
prescriptive scientific narratives outlined by Downs (2014), 
students conducted a domain-specific assessment, which 
included the development of an “expert model” (i.e., what 
the public needs to know) and a “descriptive model” (i.e., 
what the public understands about the topic). The students 
then conducted a video-recorded interview with the scientist 
and developed a narrative message that included the key 
components of a prescriptive scientific narrative identified 
by Downs (2014): “narrator’s voice,” “conflict within context,” 
and “action and resolution” (p. 13628). Student teams 
created three versions of the narrative message to be 
tested: one video, one audio only (the exact audio from the 
video piece), and one text transcript of the audio. The three 
versions of each message were tested with adults in an 
online sample of U.S. adults. At OSU, the students analyzed 
the data and drew conclusions about the effectiveness of 
the various messages (i.e., abstract conceptualization). 
The results of message testing with the public audience are 

being reported in a separate research paper. The activity 
was designed with the intent that, after the conclusion of 
the project, the students would then be able to apply what 
they learned from the experiments in future communication 
activities (i.e., active experimentation), though that goes 
beyond the scope of what can be assessed in this study.  

In the second implementation at MSU, students 
also completed the pre-implementation assessments (a 
questionnaire and science writing sample), the eight-week 
experiential learning module (detailed previously), and post-
implementation assessments (a questionnaire and a second 
science writing sample). However, the experiential learning 
module was simplified and shortened to be more easily 
incorporated into the course and be more appropriate for 
an introductory course based on the feedback from the first 
implementation. Students met in groups to develop a group 
contract and interview guide, interviewed their assigned 
scientist, completed a written reflection on their interview, 
worked to produce and submit the video with accompanying 
audio and text files, and completed a written reflection on 
the entire module. Thus, this implementation removed the 
testing and analysis component, which lessened the overall 
time students at MSU spent on the project. 

The students completed the following preflection and 
reflections. At OSU, students completed a reflection on 
IRB training, a preflection on interviews, a reflection on the 
interview, and a reflection on the analysis and interpretation 
process. At MSU, the reflections were adjusted to be 
appropriate for the adjusted process: the students 
completed a reflection on the interview and a reflection on 
the entire module.

Purpose & Objectives

The purpose of this study was to determine the effects 
of a science communication experiential learning module. 
The objectives of this study were to

1.	 Determine the effects on students’ science writing 
quality,

2.	 Determine the effects on students’ perceptions 
related to science, and 

3.	 Determine students’ perspectives on the module 
through reflections. 

Methods

The study used a convergent mixed methods design 
(Creswell & Plano, 2018) that involved collection of 
quantitative and qualitative data (with a larger emphasis on 
quantitative data) to investigate complementary research 
objectives. The primary change the project sought to address 
is if the experiential learning module improved undergraduate 
students’ science communication competence as measured 
through analysis of writing samples. Secondary outcomes 
included increasing interest in science-related careers 
(including careers in science communication), deference 
to scientific authority, and science literacy self-efficacy. 
These outcomes were measured through pre- and post-
implementation questionnaires. Finally, we used thematic 
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analysis of written reflections to assess student perspectives 
on the module and metacognitive insights.

The population for this study consisted of students in 
communication classes at two universities. At OSU, the 
class was risk and crisis communications in agriculture and 
natural resources and were all juniors and seniors. One 
student was a natural science student, but the remainder 
were in agricultural communications. Of the 33 students, 
12 agreed to participate. At MSU, the class was a general 
communication course with 33 students from majors across 
the university, of which 29 agreed to participate. The majority 
of MSU students were freshmen and sophomores, though 
there were also juniors and seniors included. Institutional 
Review Board approval was obtained at both universities 
(OSU IRB-20-159 & MSU IRB-18-295). Students were 
required to engage in all aspects of the project for the course 
but were then asked after the project was completed if they 
consented to having their responses included in research. 

For the writing samples, students were asked to write 
an explanation of a scientific concept – why antibiotics 
are not prescribed for flu in the pre-test and how police 
identify people based on DNA for the post-test – as if they 
were explaining to family members in 75 to 150 words. 
These were then evaluated based on a rubric adapted 
from Rakedzeon and Baram-Tsabari (2017) that assessed 
active voice, readability, explanation, wordiness, definitions 
use, and example use. Active voice and readability were 
calculated using Microsoft Word’s readability statistics. 
The same two coders evaluated the writing samples for 
both implementations for the remaining variables. First 
they met to ensure they were in agreement about how to 
evaluate the writing samples. After they were in agreement, 
they evaluated the remainder of the prompts individually, 
though each coder evaluated each sample. For items 
where they were not in agreement, the first author on this 
paper evaluated the item to determine the final coding. 
Means were run on the constructs (e.g., active voice and 
readability), which were compared using paired-samples 
t-tests. 

Students also completed pre- and post-course 
questionnaires about science literacy self-efficacy, deference 
to scientific authority, and interest in science careers. 
Science literacy self-efficacy was measured using five 
items from a scale validated by McKeown (2017; attributed 
to Fives et al., 2014). Statements were evaluated on a 1 = 
strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree scale, and the scale 
included the following items: “I know when to use science 
to answer questions,” “I can use science to make decisions 
about my daily life,” “I know how to use the scientific method 
to solve problems,” “It is easy for me to tell the difference 
between scientific findings and advertisements,” and “I can 
tell the difference between observations and conclusions in 
a story.” These items had a Cronbach’s alpha of .81 in the 
pretest and .91 for the posttest and were averaged to create 
a measure of science literacy self-efficacy. Deference to 
scientific authority was measured using three items from 
Brossard and Nisbet (2006): “Scientists know best what 
is good for the public,” “It is important for scientists to get 
research done even if they displease people by doing it,” 
and “Scientists should do what they think is best, even if 

they displease people by doing it.”  These items were 
evaluated on a 1 = strongly disagree to 4 = strongly agree 
scale. The scale had a Cronbach’s alpha of .77 in the pretest 
and .86 in the posttest, and items were averaged to create 
a measure of deference to scientific authority. Interest in 
science careers was measured using items 1 through 4 
and 6 through 12 from the Career Interest Questionnaire 
(Christensen et al., 2014). The fifth item was removed 
because it was about selecting a college and major, which 
was not relevant to the participants of this study. This scale 
included items such as “I would enjoy a career in science” 
and “I will graduate with a college degree in a major area 
needed for a career in science” that were evaluated on a 
1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree scale. These 
items had a Cronbach’s alpha of .95 in the pretest and .93 
in the posttest and were averaged to create a measure of 
interest in science careers. Pre- and post-course data were 
analyzed via paired samples t-tests in SPSS. 

As a part of the assignment, students completed 
reflections throughout the process. For the implementation 
at OSU, they completed the following reflections:

1) Reflections on IRB trainings – Write a paragraph or 
two (approximately 200-300 words) in which you answer the 
following questions: What did you learn from the process of 
completing IRB training? Specifically, please focus on what 
you learned about research and ethics.

2) Preflections before their interviews – “Preflect” 
is a term used to describe the act of looking ahead and 
thinking about something we may experience. You will write 
a paragraph or two (200-300 words) in which you answer 
the following questions: What do you expect and/or hope to 
learn from this interview with the scientist? What have you 
done to prepare for this experience? What challenges do 
you expect in putting together a cohesive message to test? 

3) Reflections on their interviews – Write a paragraph 
or two (200-300 words) in which you answer the following 
questions: What did you learn from the interview? Was 
there anything unexpected you learned from the interview?

4) Reflections on the analysis and interpretation process 
– Write a paragraph or two (200-300 words) in which you 
answer the following questions: What did you learn about 
research from this process? What are your thoughts about 
the results of the research? 

For feasibility based on the OSU implementation, the 
number of reflections was reduced at MSU and included 
a reflection on the interview and a reflection on the entire 
module using the following prompts:

1) Reflections on their interviews - Reflect on the 
interview your group conducted with a scientist. Write a 
paragraph or two (approximately 250 words) in which you 
answer the following questions: What did you learn about 
communication from the interview? What most surprised 
you? What communication challenges did you face? 

2) Reflections on the completed project - Reflect on the 
entire group project. Write a paragraph or two (approximately 
250 words) in which you answer the following questions: 
What did you learn about science communication? What 
did you learn about small group communication? How might 
you use what you learned in your future life or career?

This qualitative data was analyzed for themes using 
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the Braun and Clark (2006) method, which occurs in six 
phases: “1. Familiarizing yourself with the data” (i.e., 
reading the data and taking notes), “2. Generating initial 
codes” (i.e., systematic coding of interesting initial features 
of the data), “3. Searching for themes” (i.e., gathering codes 
into relevant themes), “4. Reviewing themes” (i.e., verifying 
if themes work in relation to each other and the data), “5. 
Defining and naming themes” (i.e., determining a name that 
tells the story of the theme), and “6. Producing the report” 
(i.e., selection of illustrative quotes for this research paper; 
p. 87). 

Results

Objective 1: Students' Science Writing Quality

Students’ science writing samples did not show 
evidence of increases in science communication 
competence when evaluated using a rubric adapted from 
Rakedzon and Baram-Tsabari (2017) that assessed active 
voice, readability, explanation, wordiness, definitions use, 
and example use. There was not a statistically significant 
difference in the quality of science writing samples produced 
at the end of the course compared to those produced at the 
beginning of the course (Table 1).

Pre Post
M SD M SD

Active voicea 75.93 22.40 75.55 18.19

Grade levela 9.81 2.70 9.63 1.97

Readabilityb 59.07 11.96 59.75 11.93

Overall explanationb 2.59 0.91 2.59 0.78

Wordinessc 2.69 0.60 2.59 0.63

Appropriate word used 2.52 0.51 2.55 0.57

Example applicatione 2.90 0.72 3.03 0.33

aCalculated in Microsoft Word
b1 = completely incoherent; complete lack of logic/explanation; 2 = mostly incoherent explanation; major logical gaps; 3 = Mostly coherent explanation; 
may have some logical gaps; and 4 = fully coherent, logical explanation
c1 = includes a great deal of wordiness, 2 = used some concise language (some wordiness), 3 = uses mostly concise language (almost no wordiness), 
and 4 = uses concise language (no wordiness)
d1 = Incomprehensible; inappropriate use of terminology; complete lack of definitions; 2 = full of technical terms inappropriate for audience; 3 = minimal 
use of jargon; some definitions given; and 4 = No jargon, language appropriate for nontechnical audience; defines technical terms
e1 = No example included, 2 = Used example that was not applicable, 3 = include vague but appropriate example, and 4 = included appropriate example

Table 1
 
Science writing scores (N = 29)

Objective 2: Students' Perceptions Related to 
Science

There was evidence of some student outcomes 
that would not typically be expected in a communication 
courses not focused on science communication and may 
be the result of the experiential science communication 
module (Table 2). For example, comparison of pre- and 
post-implementation assessment questionnaires indicated 
statistically significant positive changes in science literacy 
self-efficacy (t = -2.30, p = .03) and deference to scientific 
authority (t = -2.76, p < .01). There were not statistically 
significant changes in interest in science careers.

Objective 3: Students' Perspectives on the 
Module

The first theme from the reflections was personal 
attributes, where participants indicated how their own 
preparation, personal connections, and personal 
expectations affected their experiences. A student at OSU 
said, “Overall, I think my big takeaway is that research is 
daunting but rewarding. It can be a bit of a challenge to 
organize and interpret, but the results are valuable and 
beneficial, as new knowledge is learned.” A student at 
MSU said, “One of the biggest things I learned in science 
communication is that it’s important to have at least a small 
understanding of the topic in discussion in order to fully 
grasp what the scientist is teaching. It is difficult to keep up 
and to gain knowledge on a concept if you have no prior 
knowledge.” 
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Pre Post
M SD M SD

Science literacy self-efficacya* 3.57 0.74 3.91 0.86

Interest in science careersa 3.28 1.01 3.48 1.05

Deference to scientific authorityb* 3.04 0.78 3.49 0.88

a1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree
b1 = strongly disagree, 4 = strongly agree 
* p < .05

Table 2
 
Science attitudes and beliefs (N = 35)

The second theme was challenges, which stemmed 
from dysfunctions in project teams, technology issues, and 
challenges with learning something new, as most of them 
had not engaged in the types of activities involved in this 
activity. A student at MSU said, 

Actually, it was very hard to get my group to begin 
communicating in the first place. During our first meeting, 
I believe it was only myself and [group member] talking, 
but eventually we were able to get some of our other group 
members to chime in from time to time. I believe the group 
would have run a bit more smoothly if we had communicated 
a bit better. I learned that sometimes group work gets 
distributed unevenly when others fail to communicate and 
become a working member of the group.

The third theme was what students learned, which 
included information that would be potentially helpful in the 
future and understanding research concepts. A student at 
MSU said, “I will use what I’ve learned in my career by trying 
to make sure that I keep information concise when it is 
necessary. Especially because I want to be an emergency 
veterinarian, it will be important to make sure I get to the 
point as quickly as possible in a lot of situations and not get 
distracted and digress from the issue at hand.” A student at 
OSU said, “The research we did helped me to realize that 
research is just as much a part of communications as it is 
to a stereotypical science career. That was neat to learn 
because I often associate research with lab science, like 
chemistry or biology; however, it relates to my field a great 
deal, and the results proved to me just how important my 
career choice is.”

Summary of Results

Taken together, the experiential learning module 
impacted perceptions related to science, including science 
literacy self-efficacy and deference to scientific authority. 
The qualitative findings helped provide contextualization, 
particularly for understanding the connections between 
research and communication, as well as applying these 
concepts to future careers. While these impacts were 
documented, there were also areas of improvement for the 
project, specifically teamwork and technology issues. 

Discussion

While writing is a particularly important area of 
communication that needs improvement (Rockers & 
Rumble, 2023), the project did not have a statistically 
significant impact on their science writing ability. Because 
this was not an experimental design, a specific cause 
cannot be determined for the lack of effect, but it is possible 
a project with more writing would be more efficacious. As 
such, those seeking to improve writing quality may want to 
try more direct interventions (e.g., writing labs and tutoring 
programs), as opposed to a general module on science 
communication. 

There was an increased deference to scientific 
authority and, consistent with past literature (Funk, 2017), 
the students had fairly positive perceptions toward the 
scientists. The students had an increase in believing in 
their own knowledge of when to use science, demonstrated 
through significant increases in scores on the science 
literacy self-efficacy scale. They also had an increased 
interest in science careers, though not at a statistically 
significant level. Given the need for public support of 
science funding and the importance of science attitudes 
for that support, projects that can improve perceptions of 
research and researchers may influence research support 
in the future (Besley, 2018). 

Similar to past research by Masambuka-Kanchewa and 
Lamm (2022), reflections showed an increased awareness 
of the role research plays in science communication. This 
is important as students explore careers related to science, 
including the science of science communication. The 
reflections are a particularly important area to address. 
Reflection is a critical component of the experiential 
learning cycle (Kolb & Kolb, 2012) that helps students 
learn, but formal reflections can be a valuable component 
for instructors seeking to improve the learning process. The 
project also challenged students to learn something new, 
and the reflections show there were difficulties at times, 
but the results of the project, including reflections, illustrate 
areas of growth. This is consistent with prior research 
demonstrating that more active learning methods produce 
greater learning, but the increased cognitive effort necessary 
for active learning can lead to lower levels of enjoyment and 
lower perceived learning (Deslauriers et al., 2019). As the 
teaching of science communication increases, efforts to 
formalize the evaluation process will continue to be needed 
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to ensure students are taught as effectively and efficiently 
as possible (Mellor, 2013; Trench, 2012), and instructors 
should incorporate strategies from Deslauriers et al. (2019) 
to help students understand the value of active learning, 
such as research project, case studies, and debates.

One of the lessons learned was that if the project is 
implemented in a course and having student engage in 
analysis, it should be the major project of the class instead 
of a major project in the class. The initial implementation at 
OSU was overwhelming at times for students because the 
project was more involved than the assignment it replaced 
for the class. When the module was simplified for the MSU 
implementation, it was more manageable as part of a course 
that required other units and major assignments.

This activity and its assessments had both strengths 
and limitations. The primary limitation of this activity and 
the associated assessment was that it occurred during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. The OSU implementation took place 
in the spring of 2020. While the recording of interviews 
occurred before students were sent home for the semester, 
the analysis portion occurred during the initial foray into 
distance learning. The MSU implementation was in the fall 
of 2020, and the course was taught synchronously online as 
a result. All groupwork and scientist interviews took place via 
videoconference. The change in the assignment module of 
not having students analyze collected results may also mean 
there were differences between implementations, though we 
did not compare implementations due to the limited sample 
size at each individual site. A second limitation is that the 
activity and our findings may not translate to all university 
settings and student populations. However, the successful 
implementation of this activity in two different departments, 
courses, and student populations demonstrates its potential 
to have an impact on student outcomes related to science 
literacy and science communication. Another limitation is 
not being able to assess impacts past the class. Long-term 
research is needed to understand impacts of similar types 
of projects. 
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