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Abstract

Podcasts have been recognized as an accessible and engaging
medium for education and science communication. Recent advances
in generative Al have led to the development of tools that trans-
form science communication by summarizing complex research for
broader audiences. However, little research has explored original
authors’ perspectives and reactions to these tools, leaving gaps
in understanding their views on accurate representation of their
work. Through interviews with 10 authors from 9 different disci-
plines, our study examines authors’ perspectives on the accuracy,
effectiveness, and role of Al-generated podcasts in engaging both
academic and general audiences. The study also explores their re-
flections on the opportunities and risks these tools present, both
for broader audiences and for authors themselves, along with their
ideas for improving the design. By centering authors’ perspectives,
this study aims to provide insights for designing Al-assisted science
communication systems that respect the integrity of academic work
while enhancing accessibility.
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1 Introduction

Widespread access to academic literature enhances the public’s
scientific literacy, enabling non-experts to make more informed
decisions on matters such as which policies to vote on or how to
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properly treat illnesses [23]. However, the highly technical lan-
guage of academic research papers presents a barrier to them being
accessed by laypeople [18], and not every research paper will be
summarized for a non-technical audience by expert science com-
municators, a problem potentially exacerbated by growing rates
of academic publishing [7]. For this reason, scholars have devoted
considerable efforts to develop technology that automatically sum-
marizes research papers and scientific concepts in more accessible
ways such that they can be understood by a variety of audiences
[4-6, 10, 12, 14, 19]. While the current literature on Al-generated
summaries of research mostly focuses on written text summaries,
researchers have explored the use of automatically generated pod-
casts to summarize news articles [17] and textbook chapters [11].
Prior research shows that podcasts are an entertaining and acces-
sible way of educating medical students that do not compromise
the instructional quality of traditional learning methods [16]. For
this reason, Al-generated podcasts describing research papers show
great promise for increasing accessibility to science and improving
scientific literacy. However, scholars have previously expressed
concern that generative Al systems can “hallucinate,” or gener-
ate explanations that are unfaithful to the source material they
intend to summarize [1, 2]. These concerns add to existing work
demonstrating the worrying prevalence of misinformation about
science in society, which predate the current boom in Al-generated
content in the media [9, 21]. Given concerns about the veracity of
Al-generated content, it is important to understand how faithfully
authors of research papers think the current state of the art in Al-
generated podcasts interpret their work, and what consequences
such tools have for the current landscape of science communica-
tion. For this reason, we present an analysis of 10 interviews with
authors, seeking to understand their perspectives on how faithfully
Al-generated podcasts represent their work and how useful such
podcasts can be in presenting their work to audiences outside of
their field. Our findings show that hallucinations are common, au-
thors have mixed perspectives on whether such tools should be used
to communicate to broader audiences. We show how the podcasts
prompted authors to reflect on the way they produced their work,
and we summarize insights authors had into improving the design
of Al-assisted science communication tools. We contribute a fresh
perspective on the societal implications of Al-assisted science com-
munication. To our knowledge, this study is the first to qualitatively
survey authors’ perspectives on the representation of their work by
Al podcasts, and we contribute insights into how researchers can
inform the design and evaluation processes of Al-assisted science
communication tools.
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2 Related Works

There is a substantial body of research dedicated to making aca-
demic research papers more accessible to audiences outside of
academia. Long before the current paradigm in Al-generated media,
certain academic publishers have included “plain language sum-
maries” along with each paper they publish as an effort to make
academic research more accessible to the general public [18, 20].
Plain language summaries are often short descriptions of a given
paper that describe the significance of the paper in a way that is
free of technical jargon. Recent advances in generative Al allow
plain language summaries to be more efficiently generated for aca-
demic research, even when the publishers of such research do not
adopt the practice of writing plain language summaries [10, 12].
Researchers have also experimented with Al-assisted science com-
munication that extends beyond simple plain language summaries.
For example, “Paper Plain” is an interactive tool that allows users
to view automatically generated summaries of specific parts of
research papers [6], and Shin et al. generate “design cards” for aca-
demic research papers, which incorporate visual elements related
to the research along with a written summary. Another promise of
Al-generated science communication is personalization — through
LLM prompting, descriptions of scientific concepts can be easily ad-
justed to fit with the level of background knowledge of the intended
audience [4]. Similarly, Do et al. 2024 find that tailoring educational
podcasts to the hobbies and interests of the listener improves learn-
ing outcomes [11]. Al-generated science communication is evalu-
ated across a variety of methods, including computational methods
[13] or usability studies that include surveys and interviews [6, 19].
Common concepts used to evaluate plain language summaries are
informativeness, faithfulness, simplification, and coherence [13].
However, scholars have also developed methods to measure other
important attributes of science communication, such as the science
communication strategies of storytelling and use of analogy [3] or
“distortions” such as changes in sensationalism or certainty levels
in pieces of science communication when compared to the origi-
nal source material [22]. We build on prior research in Al-assisted
science communication by evaluating Al-generated podcasts as a
medium for conveying complex research. By focusing on authors’
perspectives, we examine the societal implications of disseminating
outputs from such tools and explore how they influence researchers’
views of their own work. We hope to inform the design and evalua-
tion of Al-assisted science communication systems that uphold the
integrity of academic research while improving accessibility.

3 Methodology

We conducted 10 semi-structured interviews with authors of re-
search papers to explore their perceptions of an Al-generated pod-
cast based on their academic publications. Prior to each interview,
we asked each participant to select a recently published paper of
theirs that they played a key role in (e.g., PI or first author). We used
these criteria to ensure that authors were being interviewed for the
work that was most relevant to them. Each session began with a
3-5 minute introduction, where participants provided a summary
of the paper designed for an audience of scholars outside their
field. This introduction served as an opportunity for researchers to
highlight key points in their work, refresh their familiarity with the
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content, and practice communicating to an audience outside their
field. Then, to provide context for their reactions to the Al pod-
casts, we asked authors background questions about their podcast
listening habits and their familiarity with generative Al Following
this, we played a podcast generated to summarize the paper they
described using the “audio overview” feature of Google’s Note-
bookLM tool!. The podcasts lasted 14 minutes on average, with a
minimum time of 10 minutes and a maximum time of 18 minutes.
After playing the podcasts for the authors, we structured the discus-
sion around five predefined themes: Overall Impressions, Utility for
Broader Communication, Trust and Accuracy, Design Implications,
and Reflections on the Process. These themes were collaboratively
developed by two researchers based on feedback from three pi-
lot interviews and were designed to guide the discussion toward
understanding both the practical and conceptual implications of
Al-generated podcasts. This particular set of themes was chosen to
explore participants’ views, focusing on the quality of representa-
tion, ethical considerations, and how these tools might inform or
challenge their own practices as researchers. We aimed to capture
a broad range of insights relevant to both science communication
and the design of Al systems.

3.1 Participants

We recruited 10 participants (6 male, 2 female, 1 non-binary, 1
not reported), including 2 faculty members, 7 PhD students, and 1
master student, representing 9 different departments within the uni-
versity’s research community. To sign up, participants completed
a screening form to confirm their eligibility as researchers with
published papers in their field. The form also collected relevant
information, including their field of study, academic position, and
a publicly accessible paper they wished to discuss during the in-
terview. Participants were selected based on their eligibility and to
ensure diversity across fields of study. After confirming eligibility,
we contacted participants via email to schedule their interviews.
All interviews were conducted over a video conferencing platform.
Informed consent was obtained, and identifying features such as
names and positions were removed to protect the anonymity of the
participants.

Table 1: Participants’ Positions and Departments

ID Position

P1  PhD student
P2 Faculty

Department

EECS (Computer Science)
Landscape Architecture & En-
vironmental Planning

EECS (Electrical Engineering)
Chemistry

Astronomy
Education/Cognitive Sciences
P7  PhD student Mechanical Engineering

P8 PhD student Education

P9  Master student Master of Design

P10 PhD student Information Science

P3  PhD student
P4  PhD student
P5 PhD student
P6  Faculty

notebooklm.google.com


notebooklm.google.com
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3.2 Analysis

Each interview lasted approximately 1 hour. This paper focuses
on the qualitative analysis of the semi-structured interview ques-
tions asked after playing the podcast. The data collected during
the interviews was transcribed, cleaned, and prepared for analysis.
To analyze the data, we applied an inductive approach to coding
[8]. Two coders independently developed initial codebooks based
on granular codes. These initial codebooks were then reviewed
collaboratively by both coders, who worked together to finalize
a unified codebook after jointly reviewing two transcripts. Using
the finalized codebook, we identified recurring themes across the
transcripts, and relevant codes were then grouped.

4 Findings

In this study, we investigate researchers’ perspectives on Al-
generated podcasts, focusing on their accuracy in representing
academic work, their utility for science communication across di-
verse audiences, and their influence on how researchers reflect
on their own work. We also explore how researchers envision fu-
ture design possibilities for Al-generated podcasts. Our findings
highlight both the benefits Al podcasts offer and the challenges
they pose for communicating science to academics and the broader
public.

4.1 Trust and Accuracy

We began by asking participants questions about the accuracy of
the podcast, including what stood out to them and how well their
research was represented. We then extended the conversation to
explore their trust in Al podcasts to provide accurate information
about their research. Our goal was to understand, from the re-
searchers’ perspective, how they evaluate the reliability of such
Al-generated outputs and the factors influencing their trust or skep-
ticism.

4.1.1  Hallucination. Hallucinations identified by participants high-
light the challenges of Al tools’ reliance on unrelated data sources
and lack of field-specific contextualization. Some inaccuracies arose
from external assumptions or generalizations not rooted in the pa-
per itself (P2,3,4,6,8,10). P3, a PhD student in electrical engineering,
noted that the podcast inaccurately emphasized affordability, a
point unrelated to their work. They explained that while the mate-
rials needed for their research are often described as inexpensive
online, this was not reflected in their research or experience, stat-
ing, “I ordered the parts for this, I know that it was not cheap.” Other
hallucinations were attributed to misrepresentation due to lack
of understanding of the field (P1,5). P5, a PhD student in astron-
omy mentioned the podcast “confused what color in an astronomical
sense is vs. our everyday experience.” In some cases, the podcasts
overreached in their attempt to emphasize real-world implications,
leading to overhyped conclusions, participants described them as
“little bit far-fetched.” (P1), “misleading” (P4), and "too much exag-
geration” (P6).

4.1.2  Plagiarism. Participants expressed concerns about potential
plagiarism in the Al-generated podcasts, noting instances where
the content directly replicated their work without proper attribu-
tion. P5 described “That is an analogy that I specifically used in my
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presentations, and I wasn’t aware of it being used anywhere else...
It’s a little bit creepy to know that it pulled that from my slides.” P7
shared similar concerns, “Tt took some stuff from articles I wrote and
copied it word for word. It was scarily similar” and “it was pulling
word-for-word from things I've said.” Additionally, P2 highlighted
the misattribution of findings, explaining, “When it pointed out
that groundwater could affect twice as much land, we say that, but
we clearly cite someone else’s paper. That’s not our finding.” These
instances raised questions about the AI’s ability to distinguish be-
tween general knowledge and proprietary content, as well as the
ethical implications of reusing researchers’ work without acknowl-
edgment.

4.1.3  Lack of Field-Specific Knowledge. Participants highlighted
that the lack of field-specific background knowledge in the AI pod-
casts led to confusion about the roles or voices of the podcast hosts,
particularly whether they were meant to sound like outsiders or
experts (P3,6,7). Concerns include inconsistencies of field-specific
jargon, with P5 noting, “It’s kind of weird that they use some termi-
nology, [...] I recognize the terminology but then they change it”, and
the shortening of jargon in ways unfamiliar to the field, with P3
stating, “There was just a few shortenings [...] If I were to hear that
[...] I'd be like, I don’t really know what they’re talking about”. Other
participants pointed to failures in adhering to disciplinary standard
practices, with P2, a professor of architecture, observing that the
podcast did not convert units from hectares to square miles, “That’s
not normal speech [...] we normally would do [the conversions].”

4.2 Al Podcast for Science Communication

We asked participants to reflect on the potential audience for Al-
generated podcasts of their academic work, considering both the
opportunities and challenges these tools present. They explored
how Al podcasts could shape science communication in different
contexts and the roles they might play in reaching both expert and
public audiences.

4.2.1 Perspectives on Al Podcasts for Experts vs. the Public. Partici-
pants reflected on the potential audience for Al-generated podcasts
and the effects they might have. Most highlighted their potential as
tools for public science communication, describing them as an ef-
fective way to make academic research more accessible (P1,4,5,7,8).
They suggested audiences such as teachers, people with an interest
in science, and middle and high school students. P4 remarked, ‘T
think the Al really suggested a good picture, and I think I would almost
keep what it has presented [for the general public],” while P6 appreci-
ated the focus on simplicity, noting “I like that [the podcast] honed
in on the key big ones” However, some researchers raised concerns
about the potential for spreading misinformation (P1,3,5,6), with
P5 cautioning, “If it’s speaking to people who don’t know any better,
if they get some inaccuracy then that might really take hold, and that
would be very bad.”

When considering the podcast’s use among experts, participants
were less enthusiastic. Many found the content “too broad and big-
picture to be helpful” (P7) and “way too conversational and skips a
lot of important details” (P1). However, some participants acknowl-
edged potential benefits for academic audiences, such as discovering
new ways of introducing research (P3), gaining an understanding of
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unfamiliar concepts and areas (P4), and forming deeper impressions
of certain ideas through casual listening, which they felt was more
engaging than their usual practice of skimming papers (P9).

4.2.2 Al as an Assistive Tool. We then further explored the utility
of Al-generated podcasts, encouraging participants to consider how
such tools might be used. Participants generally viewed Al podcasts
as assistive tools but emphasized the need for caution regarding
their accuracy and reliability. P7 stressed the importance of treating
Al tools as supplementary, stating, “There’s always room for error...
please always go back to the root work and treat this as an assistive
device which could have incorrectness.” Similarly, P4 highlighted the
importance of verifying Al-generated content, explaining, ‘T will
probably double-check it by going through the original source.” P6
highlighted Al podcasts’ role as a secondary source, “You should read
the primary source, not just the secondary or the third... these podcasts
are a secondary resource.” Participants also cautioned against over-
reliance on Al tools, with P9 mentioning, “Let it explain a paper to
us, but don’t rely on it too much.”

4.2.3 Challenges. Participants highlighted the challenge of balanc-
ing the specialized nature of their work with the need to make it
accessible and engaging for broader audiences. First, participants
noted that their papers are often highly specialized and not always
representative of their field, with P5 describing their work as “in
the weeds about particular things,” and P3 referring to as “very spe-
cific academic paper.”, while broader audiences are typically more
interested in “understanding things on a more conceptual level for
outreach” (P5). Second, participants highlighted the extensive back-
ground knowledge required to fully grasp their work. P4 pointed
out, to understand their work “there needs to be a whole semester
of quantum mechanics, and that’s something an Al podcast cannot
explain in a 12-minute conversation.”

4.3 Reflections on Research Representation

Participants discussed how Al-generated podcasts represented both
their research and their authorial voice. We aim to understand
how researchers perceive the alignment between the podcast’s
representation and their original work, as well as the podcast’s
impact on the perception of their paper.

4.3.1 Lack of Nuance and Personal Voice. Researchers highlighted
that Al-generated podcasts often failed to capture the nuance and
intent of their work, feeling overly standardized and lacking the
authentic voice of the researcher. P8 noted, "It misses out on a
lot of nuance,”" while P7 described the structure as a "cookie cutter
format," particularly highlighting how the podcasts concluded with
ethical considerations that felt formulaic. Participants also noted
that the podcasts overly focused on background information while
misrepresenting key priorities (P2, P7, P8). Additionally, researchers
expressed frustration with the podcasts creating unintended voices
or tones that diverged from their intent. P8 shared, “There are a
few times where they’re like, ‘this almost seems like science fiction,’
[...] But it doesn’t in the paper.” P1 explained, “If the podcast makes
claims or has a personality that the researcher doesn’t want or is not
representative, then that could also be very bad.”
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4.3.2  Critical Reflection on the Paper. Participants reflected on
how listening to the Al-generated podcast influenced their views
of their papers. While most indicated they would not revise their
work as a result, the experience prompted considerations about
clarity and audience (P2,3,4,5,6,8). P4, responding to hallucinations
in the podcast, noted that an inaccurately represented section made
them consider whether that part of the paper needed further clari-
fication. Similarly, P5 shared how hearing specific phrases directly
pulled from their paper led to self-reflection, stating, “It made me
double-think about certain phrases, made me think I should use better
wording.” Some participants also reflected on the implications of
Al as a potential future audience for academic writing, with P8
questioning, “Do I think people are going to upload things I write into
AI?[...] Should I be in conversation with the Al as well as my field?”

4.4 Opportunities and Imagined Design

Participants were led through a process of imagining and design-
ing improved Al-generated podcasts. This process aimed to invite
researchers to identify design opportunities that balance accessi-
bility, adaptability, and trustworthiness, therefore informing the
development of Al-assisted science communication.

4.4.1 Al Podcast as a Medium. Participants have mixed views about
the modality of podcasts as a way to communicate research. Some
found the dialogue format engaging (P2,3,7,6,8), with P2 highlight-
ing the podcast with the male- and female-sounding hosts? made it
“more engaging for people from both genders to listen”. Participants
also emphasized the value of podcasts for multitasking, describing
them as a practical way to stay updated on research while perform-
ing everyday tasks, particularly for people in academia (P2,5,8).

However, some find the tone inauthentic (P4,5,8), too conversa-
tional (P1), and overly excited or uncritical (P3,4, 8,6,10). P4 noted,
“Of course, I'm grateful that the Al-generated podcast can decorate my
work to sound like an important, groundbreaking, highly valuable
work of art, but I don’t know what the outcome of the conversation
is because they’re exaggerating way too much.” Some participants
pointed out the absence of genuine human experiences and emo-
tions that are central to traditional podcasts. P3 noted, “[A famous
podcast host] deliberately [...] talk[s] about her own experience related
to the thing. And that was missing from [the Al-generated] one.” Sim-
ilarly, P10 commented on the disconnect when the Al podcast host
mentioned “my grandma,” stating, “That was wild because he doesn’t
have a grandma.” P10 elaborated further that the value of personal
anecdotes is lost when the personal anecdotes do not come from a
human.

4.4.2  Personalization and Adding Visuals. We asked participants
to identify what was missing from the Al-generated podcasts and
to envision their ideal version. Personalization emerged as a key
suggestion, particularly for tailoring podcasts to audiences with
varying levels of familiarity with the field. P4 explained, “If there’s an
option to make it a little bit more technical, I hope for people inside my
field it’s a little bit more technical.” Participants also emphasized the
potential for interactivity to enhance personalization. P6 suggested
the use of a flashcard feature to adapt the content based on the

2The Notebook LM podcasts always have one male-sounding and one female-sounding
“host” to describe each paper.
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listeners’ familiarity with key terms from the papers, while P1
proposed creating a more interactive experience and making it a
“virtualization of the author of the paper.”

The lack of visual aids to support understanding was frequently
highlighted by participants (P1,3,4,6,7,9,10). Participants noted that
certain concepts, such as equations, figures, and gestures, are diffi-
cult to convey effectively in a purely audio format. P7 emphasized
looking at equations and numbers and figures are “core parts of
the scientific process.” P10 emphasized the role of visuals in aiding
recalling P10 highlighted their role in aiding recall, explaining that
"seeing the shape of the curve as opposed to remembering the pattern
that was being described" makes it easier to retain information. P6,
an education researcher studying the role of gesture in physics
classrooms, pointed out how the lack of visual cues hindered clarity
when explaining dynamic tasks, ‘Tt should have been clearer that
now the hands are moving up and down, but one is still moving up
and down like before, but the other one is moving sideways. [But] it’s
a podcast, you cannot see me.”

4.4.3 Ensuring Safety and Accuracy. Participants emphasized the
importance of implementing safety measures, including trans-
parency, disclaimers, and author-developer collaboration. Trans-
parency about how the podcasts are created and their limitations
are commonly mentioned (P1,3,7,8). This includes educating audi-
ences about the tool’s limitation and clearly define the podcast’s
role in science communication, as P1 noted, “It’s important that the
audience knows there can be errors in the podcast [...Jjust listening to
this podcast does not give you enough of an understanding to be super
confident.” Researchers also suggested incorporating disclaimers,
such as P3’s recommendation: “This podcast was generated using
generative Al.. take caution and check your sources.” Additionally,
P7 further elaborated that a key difference between the Al podcasts
and most research papers is that Al podcasts do not go through
a peer review process before being published, exacerbating the
potential for spreading inaccurate information.

Participants also proposed collaborating with researchers to
refine the tool. P8 proposed creating a feedback loop between re-
searchers and developers, stating, “Researchers listening to it and
giving feedback to [the developers] could be really productive. Like,
‘hey, you completely missed the main point of my paper!’ [...] so that
[the developers] are aware of where they’re falling short.”

5 Discussion

Our study explored the reactions of 10 authors of research papers
to Al-generated podcasts summarizing their work. In the following
section, we describe the key insights we gained from our study, the
current limitations of our study, and relevant future work.

5.1 Key Findings

5.1.1 Types of inaccuracies. We found that authors identified a
number of issues with the way Al podcasts represented their work,
including inappropriate recommendations for applications of their
research, the inclusion of relevant yet inaccurate details not ad-
dressed by what they wrote in the paper, and the inclusion of
extraneous information irrelevant to their research. The insights
generated from this study can inform how evaluations of Al-assisted
science communication tools are designed in the future.
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5.1.2  Authors’ Ambivalent Stance Toward Al Podcasts. While au-
thors acknowledge the importance of communicating their work to
broader audiences, scientific work is often distorted when translated
by people who are not the original researchers or it is summarized
into a more concise and accessible message [15]. Indeed, while the
authors we interviewed often pointed out hallucinations generated
by the podcasts, that did not always deter them from suggesting
that the podcasts in their current form could benefit audiences
outside their field. Our work shows that while current methods
of evaluating features such as the informativeness and faithful-
ness of Al-assisted science communication tools are useful, they
may not provide the complete picture of the benefits and risks of
disseminating the outputs of such tools.

5.1.3  Risks of using Al in science communication. The podcasts we
played for our participants often adopted an overwhelmingly posi-
tive stance towards the participants’ papers, which the participants
perceived as inauthentic due to the fact the heavy praise was com-
ing from a machine and not a human. The consistent level of praise
presented in all of these podcasts hints that Al-assisted science
communication tools may not be accurate at judging how research
papers may be viewed by the broader research community. On the
other hand, the ability to customize LLM outputs with prompting
also presents the risk of users being able to generate podcasts that
adopt a negative tone toward work that is accepted by the scientific
community. Overall, the shortcomings of Al-generated podcasts
in critically evaluating research papers within the context of the
scientific consensus, paired with the speed at which these pod-
casts can be generated, presents a unique challenge in preventing
misinformation about science.

5.2 Limitations

There are several limitations to our study that we can address in
future work. First, while we intended to recruit a broad sample
of academics, there are many fields not included in our sample.
For example, scholars in the medical field were also absent from
our sample, which is noteworthy because many studies of science
communication are focused on medical research [6, 18]. In addi-
tion to the limitation that many academic fields are absent from
our study, our overall sample size is quite small, meaning inter-
viewing more researchers may lead to new insights and a clearer
characterization of themes. Similarly, the small sample size hinders
our ability to make conclusions about researchers from any given
fields and differences in perspectives among fields. Finally, we ac-
knowledge that many of the participants’ ideas for interactivity and
customization in the podcasts have been explored by previous re-
search [4, 5, 17], and the Notebook LM tool allows users to provide
custom instructions when generating podcasts. We opted not to
include personalization in our current study design for consistency
and simplicity. Nonetheless, presenting the customization feature
to the authors could have impacted their views of the Al podcasts,
which could be addressed in future work.

6 Conclusion and Future Work

Our work shows that authors offer valuable perspectives into the
accuracy and utility of Al-generated podcasts based on their papers.
Future work can provide more robust insights by interviewing
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a larger number of authors from a wider variety of fields. Simi-
larly, our work can be built on by including authors to co-design
Al-assisted science communication tools, iteratively gaining their
insights on how to best design safeguards for fighting against mis-
information generated by these tools or how to produce more en-
gaging podcasts. Ultimately, our work offers a path forward for
designing Al-assisted science communication that is more safe,
informative, and accessible.
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