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ABSTRACT 

California’s Proposition 37 was a ballet initiative to mandatory label products 

containing genetically modified organisms (GMOs).  Although it eventually failed, it 

generated immense media exposure regarding GMOs and their possible regulatory, 

health and economic impacts.  The purpose of this study was to describe the presence 

of videos related to Proposition 37 on the social media platform, YouTube.  The 

research addressed how Proposition 37 videos are framed, the message appeals used to 

convey information about labeling GM products, and the message sensation value of 

each video.  Collected in mid-November 2013, the researcher utilized an auto-

generated channel, established by YouTube, making the population of the study 287 

videos.  A purposive sample was taken from the population, which resulted in 174 

videos.  It was determined that the majority of the videos in the sample wanted the 

proposition to pass.  Right to know and human health were the most prominent frames 

in the sample, present in majority of the videos.  Emotional appeals were more 

frequently used in the sample than logical appeals.  Overall, videos in the sample had a 

low message sensation value.  Relationships and differences between variables were 

determined. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Background and Setting 

Over the past few years, American consumers have demonstrated a significant 

increased interest in their food supply and are receiving more information than ever 

before about food safety and food benefits (International Food Information Council, 

2011).  With a heightened interest in food and its production, it is important to 

understand the information available to consumers.  The media have particularly 

increased coverage relating to modern food production issues, including food 

technology (International Food Information Council, 2012).   With limited 

understanding on these technologies, specifically genetically engineered (GE) food 

and crops, it is to be expected that consumers will be hesitant and question the safety 

of the process (McHughen, 2013).  

Even after decades of existence, skepticism surrounds the term “genetically 

modified organisms” (GMOs), which fuels an intense debate in agriculture (Azadi & 

Ho, 2010).   In 2012, the dispute became a mainstream concern in the United States, 

specifically regarding labeling requirements for products containing GMOs.  Prakash 

(2012) referred to the debate as a brewing media storm aimed at Proposition 37, a 

ballot initiative in California.  It was thought of as the “first major policy attempt to 

transition from voluntary to mandatory labeling of GE foods in the United States” 

(McFadden & Lusk, 2013, p. 174).  Although it eventually failed, California’s 
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Proposition 37 generated immense media exposure regarding GMOs and their possible 

regulatory, health and economic impacts. 

GMO Labeling 

According to Premanandh (2010) the purpose of labeling is to help consumers 

have a choice when selecting food products, by providing content information.  

Chrispeels (2014) stressed that labeling is meant to be neutral.  Instead, with negative 

exposure, the public will see a GMO label as a warning.  Mercola (2012) stated 85% 

of the public will refuse to buy products that are genetically modified, and labels have 

the potential to eliminate them from the market altogether.  In the U.S. GE labeling is 

not mandatory since genetically modified food is considered equivalent to 

conventional food if it is safe, and share similar composition and characteristics 

(Premanandh, 2010).  However, in Europe, mandatory labeling of GM products is 

implemented because of the lack of long-term health studies.  Therefore, they 

implemented mandatory labeling as a precaution (Premanandh, 2010).  In 2002, 

Oregon, for the first time ever in the United States, let the public vote on labeling GM 

products.  It failed with more than 70% of voters against mandatory labeling (Doerfert, 

Akers, Haygood & Kistler, 2003).  A decade later, the results were much different.  

Angoustinos, Crabb, and Shepherd (2010) reported the debate of labeling genetically 

modified organisms is not just about science.  It is social, moral, and political. 

Proposition 37 

On November 6, 2012, California held a general election leaving the decision 

of mandatory labeling of GE foods to the public once again.  According to the 
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Proposition 37 Official Voter Information Guide (2012), the proposition would require 

the following: 1) foods sold to consumers made from plants and animals with genetic 

material changed in specified ways to be labeled, 2) products containing genetically 

altered material are prohibited to be advertised as “natural.”   The proposition had 

exemptions on the following: 1) meat derived from animals that were fed genetically 

modified feeds, 2) foods purchased in restaurants, 3) alcoholic beverages, and 4) raw 

foods unintentionally produced with genetically altered seeds. 

According to McFadden and Lusk (2013), advertisements for the proposition 

focused mainly on corporation deception and the consumers’ right to know.  

Additionally, proponents cited studies that indicated GMOs pose health and 

environmental threats (Zilberman, Kaplan, Kim, & Waterfield, 2013).   In support of 

the proposition, the Center for Food Safety (2014) stated on its website:  

Center for Food Safety stands for a clear and unqualified consumer 

right to know what is in our food.  The FDA must move into the 

new century and give consumers the information they 

overwhelmingly believe to be important for a host of health, 

environmental, ethical and religious reasons (para.7). 

Supporters including Organic Consumer Association, Nature’s Path, Chipotle 

Mexican Grill, Whole Foods Markets, and the California Democratic Party raised $8.7 

million dollars for the cause (Zilberman et al., 2013).   

Those who opposed the ballot initiative questioned the structure of the 

proposition and the financial risk associated with mandatory labeling (McFadden & 

Lusk, 2013).   The No on 37 website described the proposition as “deceptive” and a 

“scheme” that would increase what families pay annually for groceries by $400 (No 
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on 37, 2012).   Opponents also provided scientific studies that found GMOs are safe 

and highlighted that the proposition exempts labeling meat for human consumption 

(No on 37, 2012).   Large companies such as Monsanto, Kraft Foods Global, Dow 

AgroSciences, and others contributed $45.6 million to the combat the proposition 

(Zilberman et al., 2013). 

McFadden and Lusk (2013) said “support for [Proposition] 37 repeatedly 

polled around 70% until less than a month before the election” (p. 175).  Contrary to 

the poll results leading up to the election, the proposition failed.  According to a post-

election survey, the greatest represented age demographic (28%) was 50-64 year olds, 

followed by 40-49 year olds (23%), 30-39 year olds (18%), individuals under 30 years 

old (17%), and individuals over 65 years old (13%) (Lake Research Partners, 2012).  

Majority of the voters over 65 years old (61%) wanted the proposition to fail, while 

majority of voters under 30 years old (55%) supported mandatory labeling (Lake 

Research Partners, 2012).  This is consistent with a pre-election report stating 

“Younger Californians continue to support the measure more strongly than older 

voters…” (Election 2012, 2012, para. 7).The remaining age groups were distributed 

fairly even with their votes.  Only the 40-49 year old demographic (52%) slightly 

favored the proposition and both the 30-39 year olds (51%) and 50-64 year olds (54%) 

slightly opposed the proposition (Lake Research Partners, 2012).  The two greatest 

represented counties supported the proposition including Los Angeles (52%), and Bay 

Area (56%) (Lake Research Partners, 2012).  All other counties opposed the 

proposition (source).  In addition, majority of democratic women (60%) supported the 
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proposition, while majority of republican men (74%) wanted the proposition to fail.  

Moreover, voters who had a college education (55%) voted “No” on the proposition 

and those without a college education (53%) voted “yes” on the proposition (Lake 

Research Partners, 2012).  After tabulation, it was narrowly defeated with 51.5% 

opposing the proposition and 48.5% in favor of mandatory labeling (Zilberman et al., 

2013). 

Lake Research Partners (2012) found 21% of the voters who opposed the 

proposition on Election Day, still favored mandatory labeling, but voted “no” because 

of the exemptions outlined in the proposition.  This statement is supported by 

Zilberman et al., (2013) when they concluded the proposition’s flawed written 

structure lead voters to question its true motive, which helped carry the outcome of the 

vote.  Haro von Mogel (2012) agreed that since people could avoid GM products with 

non-GMO labels, the motivation of the proposition was suspicious.  Additionally, 

Spector (2013) stated failure of Proposition 37, was due to lack of early supportive 

advertisements and if “money came in earlier for the Yes on 37 campaign the outcome 

would likely have been different” (para. 5).   McFadden and Lusk (2013) also claimed 

the failure might be largely due to campaign advertisements, but they focused 

specifically on the content.  They studied California citizens’ initial vote and their vote 

after viewing campaign advertisements.  Results suggested the anti-proposition 37 

advertisement was extremely effective, with a 16% change in voter intention, while 

the Yes on Proposition 37 advertisement decreased the “yes” vote by 0.4% (McFadden 

& Lusk, 2013).  They stated “possible increases in food costs provided strong 
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motivation for respondents to change their voting intention from ‘Yes’ to ‘No’…” (p. 

183-184).  Their conclusion aligns with Zilberman’s et al., (2013) conceptual model 

stating the value of labeling must surpass the extra out of pocket expense in order for 

the proposition to pass.  Haro von Mogel (2012) provides additional reasoning behind 

why the Yes on 37 campaign advertisements had a reverse effect on voters.  He stated 

that drawing on consumer fears and claiming there were no costs associated to 

labeling, did not resonate with voters (Haro von Mogel, 2012).  Although the 

proposition failed, it served as catalyst for activists in other states to organize a fight 

for labeling using social media platforms (Plagakis, 2013). 

 In 2013, 26 states introduced bills to label genetically modified foods (Center 

for Food Safety, 2014).   Some surveys indicated more than 90% of Americans are in 

favor of labeling products containing GMOs (Kopicki, 2013; Langer, 2013).  Despite 

public support, only two states, Connecticut and Maine, have passed legislation to 

require labeling.  Both regulations are provisional unless additional states pass similar 

labeling laws (Badore, 2013).  In June 2013, Connecticut passed the first bill.  

However, four other states (including one neighboring state) with a combined 

population of 20 million people must pass similar bills for the legislation to take effect 

(Yazbak, 2013).  After only 10 days, Maine followed Connecticut’s lead (Scherer, 

2013).  Maine’s law has similar stipulations, but must meet the 20 million population 

provision, or have five other states pass legislation before it is active (Genetically 

Engineered Products, 2013).  Therefore, monitoring the initiatives is not only 
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important, but necessary.  The messaging available for consumers could drastically 

impact the outcome of these initiatives and production agriculture. 

Genetically Modified Organisms 

Du and Rachul (2012) defined GMOs as organisms that are altered by genetic 

engineering techniques.   First developed in the 1980s for medicinal products (Azadi 

& Ho, 2010), there are now four consumable GM crops being produced including 

soybeans, corn, canola, and sugar beets (Chrispeels, 2014).  GMOs are a common 

ingredient in 70% of packaged, bottled, or frozen items in American grocery stores 

(Chrispeels, 2014).  

McFadden and Lusk (2013) found Californians lacked knowledge regarding 

GE food production and the presence of GE ingredients in major food brands.  More 

specifically, they found respondents believed, on average, less than half of U.S. corn 

and soybean acres were planted with GE seed, but in reality, 88% of corn acres and 

93% of soybean acres planted GE seeds in 2012 (McFadden & Lusk, 2013).  

Additionally, on average respondents thought 45% wheat acres were planted with GE 

seed, yet there was no commercial production of GE wheat in 2012 (McFadden & 

Lusk, 2012).  Without adequate knowledge about GE production, voters could be 

making influential decisions that they do not fully understand. 

Unlike the pharmaceutical industry, agricultural production encounters conflict 

between scientists, lawmakers, and activists groups on the use of GMOs in the food 

supply (McHughen, 2013; Premanandh, 2011).  Consumers also have increased their 

curiosity leading to questions and concerns regarding the process.  Du and Rachul 
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(2012) support GMO utilization and argued using GM plants and animals has allowed 

for increased food production and desirable products.  Likewise, the process of 

genetically altering organisms has permitted alternative strategies for treating vitamin 

A deficiencies in India with the Mustard plant (Chow, Klein, & Laxminarayan, 2010) 

and increased corn production while reducing the amount of pesticides used 

(Tabashnik, 2006).   However, Smith (2010) said consumers would be gambling with 

their health if they consumed GM food because of allergies and digestive problems. 

Seralini et al. (2012) reported test rats developing tumors after being fed GM maize.  

The NON- GMO project is also opposed to GM food products and are in support 

legislation requiring GM labeling (NON-GMO Project, 2013).  Premanandh (2011) 

remains neutral and stated “in the case of GM foods, claims on adverse effects can 

neither be confirmed nor contested by scientific evidence” (p. 43). 

YouTube 

Created in 2005, YouTube is a young, but successful media.   Currently, it is 

the second largest search engine (YouTube, 2013) with 51% of U.S. adults as users 

(Holcomb, Gottfried, & Mitchell, 2013).  YouTube’s position describes that human 

behavior has adapted to the image-based information found on the Internet (Silva, 

2012).   Currently, 100 hours of video are uploaded to YouTube per minute and 60% 

of people on social media use YouTube as a social networking tool (Meeker & Wu, 

2013).   So people are not only watching videos, they are also sharing, liking, and 

commenting on videos creating a transformation in consumer engagement (Susarla, 
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Oh, & Tan, 2012).  This social aspect, along with effortless usability is driving its 

success (Cheng, Liu, & Dale, 2008; 2013). 

Once uploaded, videos can be searched using key terms, which return 

individual videos or channels.  Users and YouTube can create channels, or a collection 

of individual videos.  A YouTube-generated channel, also known as an auto-generated 

channel, is comprised of topics that are prevalent on the site and are collected 

algorithmically (YouTube, 2013).  With 15 categories, users can classify their 

uploaded video into one of the following: 1) Autos and Vehicles; 2) Comedy; 3) 

Education; 4) Entertainment; 5) Film and Animation; 6) How to and Style; 7) Music; 

8) News and Politics; 9) People and Blogs; 10) Pets and Animals; 11) Science and

Technology; 12) Sports; 13) Nonprofits and Activism; 14) Gaming; and 15) Travel 

and Events (Cheng et al., 2013). 

As YouTube gains momentum, research surrounding the platform increases.  

Studies on the structure and function of YouTube in health communication and social 

movements have all surfaced in the past few years.  For example, Pinto, Almeidda, 

and Goncalves (2013) researched why videos become viral and how to predict 

popularity of YouTube videos.  Pandey, Patni, Singh, Sood, and Singh (2010) studied 

how videos on YouTube can serve as an information source during a pandemic and 

Meek (2012) examined how YouTube can foster social movements.  Moreover, 

research surrounding news and political videos have increased. 

According to the Holcomb et al., (2013), approximately 20% of YouTube 

users seek news content on the platform.  Therefore, 10% of the U.S. adults are using 
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YouTube to receive news (Holcomb et al., 2013).  To breakdown this population 

further, the survey identified majority of YouTube users who consume news are male 

(57%), between the ages 18-49 (73%), and are more likely to have a high school (or 

less) education level (48%) (Holcomb et al., 2013). 

During the 2006 midterm, YouTube established itself as a platform for political 

campaigns, organizations, and engaged citizens (English, Sweetser, & Ancu, 2011).  

Since, YouTube has continued prompting political discussion in the 2008 and 2012 

elections, YouChoose2010, and their political channel Citizentube (Silva, 2012). 

Focusing on political YouTube videos Silva (2012) found they were very diverse in 

nature with multiple issues covered, different formats used, and a range of creators 

utilizing the platform.  The research broke down the videos into nine distinct 

categories used to prompt political discourse including “gotcha” moments, animations, 

parodies and remixes, music videos, public appearances, vlogging, witness videos, live 

streams, and repurposed content (Silva, 2012).  The political videos are important to 

study because they have ”the potential to influence viewer’s political attitudes…” 

(English et al., 2011, p. 735).  

YouTube success and potential to shape public opinion with its unique features 

justifies attention from communicators (Yoo & Kim, 2012).  Its ability to reach a wide 

audience can serve as an influential tool in shaping individual preferences (Susarla et 

al., 2012) and it is important to recognize not only who is using it, but how it is being 

used.   Professionals and traditional communicators need to not only be aware of 

messages that could counter their communications efforts (Christensen, 2007), but 



Texas Tech University, Amber Krause, May 2014 

11 

monitor what videos are posted relating to their given area of understanding.  

Agricultural communicators have realized the opportunity emerging technologies have 

over mainstream communication channels and are using sites like YouTube to provide 

a unique messaging channel (Rhoades & Ellis, 2010).  

Need for Study 

With activist groups and scientists supplying information on the negative 

effects of GMOs (Du & Rachul, 2012), agriculturalists need to address how to 

effectively combat these messages by providing additional information on the positive 

impacts of agricultural biotechnology.  McHughen (2013) stated, “scientific experts 

need to share their knowledge to enable a more informed populace and a healthier 

society” (p. 10). 

When making food choices, Americans are considering more factors than just 

taste and cost.  Now they are looking at factors such as where the food comes from 

and how it was produced (Food Insight, 2013).  People have progressively moved 

toward online media as their source for media consumption (Yoo & Kim, 2012).  

Particularly, YouTube has surpassed cable networks in reaching 18 to 34 year olds 

(Glenn, 2013). 

The prevalence and searchability of YouTube creates both opportunities and 

challenges for agricultural communicators.  With user-generated content and the swift 

dissemination of information, it is important to monitor the content related to 

agriculture.  The controversy of genetically modified food could potentially have a 

negative impact on agricultural production, thus stressing the importance of 
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determining how GMOs are portrayed on new media outlets, such as YouTube.  For 

example, mandatory labeling will impose additional costs to regulate proper testing 

and labeling procedures (Legislative Analyst’s Office, 2012).  Additionally, although 

intended to provide objective information, due to negative coverage, these GM labels 

could be considered warning signs (Chrispeels, 2014), decreasing demand for GM 

products.  In 2013, more than 90% of corn, cotton and soy producers used GM 

varieties (USDA, 2013).  The decreased demand in GM products would greatly impact 

those producers.  Moreover, GMO policy regulation would complicate further 

development of technologies (Premanandh, 2010). 

This research will specifically look at the videos posted about Proposition 37 

on a YouTube-generated channel.  It is vital for agricultural communicators to 

understand the platforms consumers use to seek information about their food supply, 

and how agriculture issues are represented on this highly accepted media. 

Purpose and Research Objectives 

Part of the American Association for Agricultural Education’s 2011-2015 

National Research Agenda (Doerfert, 2011) is to help the public and policy makers 

understand agriculture and natural resources by recognizing the potential of emerging 

social media and messaging strategies.  The purpose of this study was to describe the 

presence of videos related to Proposition 37 on the social media platform, YouTube.  

The research addressed how Proposition 37 videos are framed, the message appeals 

used to convey information about labeling GM products, and the message sensation 

value of each video.  The following research questions guided the study: 
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1. What are the social aspects of YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

2. What message frames, message appeals, and message structure exist in

YouTube videos about Proposition 37? 

3. What sources are used in YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

4. What is the message sensation value of YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

5. What relationships exist between social aspects, message frames, message

appeals, sources, and message sensation value of YouTube videos about 

Proposition 37? 

6. Are there differences in the message sensation value and message side,

message frames, message appeals, and sources of YouTube videos about 

Proposition 37? 

Theoretical Framework 

Theories utilized in this research are Message Sensation Value (Palmgreen et 

al., 1991), Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986) Elaboration Likelihood Model and Goffman’s 

(1974) theory of framing. 

Message Sensation Value 

The first theory utilized in this research is Message Sensation Value.  Message 

sensation value can be defined as “the degree of to which formal and content audio-

visual features of a televised message elicit sensory, affective and arousal responses” 

(Palmgreen et al., 1991, p. 219).  This research will focus on the message sensation 

value of Proposition 37 videos on YouTube.  MSV can be divided into three areas of 

message features: video, audio, and content.  When the video creator manipulates each 
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of these areas, superior levels of message sensation are produced, resulting in greater 

stimulation during information processing (Morgan et al., 2003; Paek, Kim & Hove, 

2010).  Persuasion can occur when videos has high levels of MSV (Paek, Hove & 

Jeon, 2013).  Along with MSV, Paek et al. (2010) included message appeals as 

variable influencing message effectiveness.  Message appeals are the designing of 

messages to motivate consumer purchases (Mueller, 1986).  The two message appeals 

most often used are logical and emotional (Goodwin & Rhoades, 2011).  Logical or 

rational appeals prompt people to make logical decisions based on product attributes 

rather than relying on how a product makes a customer feel (Albers-Miller & Stafford, 

1990).  Emotional appeals are used to motivate consumer behavior by arousing 

positive or negative emotion about a given product (Kotler & Armstrong, 1994).  

MSV and message appeals have served as framework components in multiple studies 

to analyze YouTube content.  Paek et al. (2010) researched anti-smoking videos on 

YouTube and determined threat appeals, a type of emotional appeal, mainly affected 

the viewers’ attention and stimulated viewers’ thoughts.  Another study found viewers 

disliked humor appeals, compared to threat appeals when watching anti-smoking 

YouTube videos (Paek et al., 2013). 

Elaboration Likelihood Model 

The Elaboration Likelihood Model is a theory developed by Petty & Cacioppo 

(1986) to provide a framework to explain the basic processes underlying persuasive 

communication.  The theory states that attitudes can be formed through two routes to 

persuasion, the central route and the peripheral route (Petty, Cacioppo, Strathman, & 
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Priester, 2005).  The central route is for individuals who have a high degree of 

elaboration when processing a message.  Petty and Cacioppo (1986) define elaboration 

as “the extent to which a person thinks about the issue-relevant arguments contained in 

a message” (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986, p. 128).  In order for individuals to generate 

issue-relevant cognitive responses to a message, or centrally process a message, they 

have to be motivated and able to process the message (Petty et al., 2005).  If 

motivation is not present or ability is impaired, individuals will rely on simple cues 

and will not scrutinize the quality of the message (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  This 

theory is important to apply to videos, as it provides a framework for both visual 

elements and message content.  Another theory focusing on message content is 

Goffman’s (1974) theory of framing. 

Framing 

Framing is used to describe how mass media present information by selecting 

or ignoring particular aspects of an issue (Stone, Singletary, & Richmond, 1999).  

McCombs, Shaw, and Weaver (1997) said framing is linked to how an audience 

interprets the information based on salience of particular aspects of the information. 

Framing is determined by an individual’s set of expectations; using them to create 

understanding in a given social situation (Baldwin, Perry & Moffitt, 2004).  This 

definition is consistent with Goffman’s (1974) explanation that individuals use 

previous experiences to process information.  Traditionally in communication 

research, framing studies have examined news coverage, but the same process can be 

used when individuals view videos for information.  Communicators should be aware 
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that the setting, author, and sources of a given topic could affect frames.  It is 

important to understand the frames used in videos because they can influence an 

audiences’ perception of a given topic depending on how the information is presented 

(Rhoades & Ellis, 2010). 

Limitations 

One limitation to this study is the time frame of the selected sample.  This 

study was based on one search, on one day.  One hundred hours of videos are posted 

to YouTube every minute (YouTube, 2013).  It is very possible that videos that better 

represent Proposition 37 on YouTube were missed.  In addition, by restricting the 

sample to videos 4 minutes or shorter, the sample does not represent the entire 

population of Proposition 37 YouTube videos.  Moreover, the auto-generated channel 

limits the sample of videos based on YouTube’s proprietary logarithm. 

Assumptions 

The assumption was made that the auto-generated YouTube channel pulled 

relevant videos that represented the entire population of Proposition 37 videos.  It was 

also assumed that the researcher-developed codebook was objective, had clear 

instructions, and established well-defined variables to ensure an accurate coding 

procedure. 
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

This chapter overviews key concepts and establishes the theoretical foundation 

for the research.  It provides an explanation of the theories that guided the research, 

and a review of literature provides support for the use of the theories as they relate to 

message effectiveness.  Theories utilized in this research are Goffman’s (1974) theory 

of framing, Message Sensation Value (Palmgreen et al., 1991), and Petty and 

Cacioppo’s (1986) Elaboration Likelihood Model.  The three theories help construct a 

framework to analyze the content and structural elements of YouTube videos (Lang, 

2000).  

YouTube has experienced immense growth due to its “usability and 

functionality” (Susarla et al., 2012, p. 23).  Since its development in 2005, YouTube 

has become a popular platform for Internet users, businesses, advocacy groups and 

even political parties as a free service to upload and share videos (Paek et al., 2010; 

Church, 2010).  Different than watching television and film, people watch YouTube 

when they have little time (Kavoori, 2011), making it essential to have effective and 

interesting videos.  Kavoori stated “if the video is poor, the sound is bad, and the 

context is problematic, it is time to play something else” (p. 8).   As seen in the Obama 

2008 campaign, YouTube can bring politics to the digital realm (Kavoori, 2011).  

Other studies have looked at how obesity, immunization, smoking, and organ 

donations are portrayed on YouTube (Yoo & Kim, 2012).  Additional studies have 

looked at YouTube content in health communication to examine message sensation 
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value (Paek et al., 2010; Stephenson & Palmgreen, 2001).  The stories, or videos, on 

YouTube are limitless (Kavoori, 2011).  The popularity and potential effects of 

YouTube deserves attention in the field of research (Yoo & Kim, 2012). 

Information Processing 

Harrington, Lane, Donohew, and Zimmerman (2006) stated information 

processing is a function of two processes, biological and cognitive.  Biological based 

processes are those that elicit sensation or stimulation of the initial alerting process.  In 

contrast, cognitive functions are those that influence motivation to centrally process 

persuasive messaging.  

Sensation Seeking 

Rooted in psychological and biological research, Zuckerman (1979) explained 

it is normal for humans to engage in sensation seeking.  Sensation seeking, or need for 

sensation, is “a trait defined by the need for varied, novel, and complex sensations and 

experiences and the willingness to take physical and social risk for the sake of such 

experience” (Zuckerman, 1979, p. 10).  Zuckerman explained that there are two types 

of sensation seekers – high sensation seekers (HSS) and low sensation seekers (LSS) 

(Zuckerman, 1979).  High sensation seekers, “choose different stimuli as compared 

with those who do not have this desire to the same extent” (Zaleski, 1984, p. 610).  For 

example, Zuckerman (1988) stated media preferences were consistently different 

between HSS and LSS.  HSS favored media with more novel, and complex sensations, 

whereas LSS tended towards less exciting content (Zuckerman, 1988).  This 
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implication led to further research involving sensation seeking with information 

exposure and processing. 

Relating to Zuckerman’s research on sensation seeking, Fiske and Maddi 

(1961) stated individuals have a comfortable level of activation.  The level of 

activation will dictate an individual’s behavior.  Maddi (1968) developed this idea and 

said “whenever the level of activation actually being experienced is lower than this 

optimal level, the person will engage in behavior designed to increase activation” (p. 

272).  Reversely, when the activation level exceeds the comfort level, the person will 

behave in a way that will reduce the level of activation (Maddi, 1968).  Based on these 

studies, Donohew, Palmgreen, and Duncan (1980) developed the activation model of 

information exposure. 

Activation Model of Information Exposure 

Activation model of information exposure assumes people have varying levels 

of activation, or arousal, in which they operate (Donohew et al., 1980).  It emphasizes 

individuals have cognitive and affective needs when approaching information 

(Donohew, Finn, & Christ, 1988).  The primary focus of the model is the relationship 

between need for sensation and a message’s ability to attract and maintain an 

individual’s attention (Stephenson & Southwell, 2006).  

The theory “contends that attention is a function primarily of the individual’s 

level of need for stimulation” (Morgan et al., 2003, p. 514).  An individual’s perceived 

role is to proactively seek information that will meet his optimal level of activation 

and his experience will be based on if the optimal level is met (Donohew et al., 1980; 
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Donohew et al., 1988).  The Activation Model of Information Exposure is illustrated 

in Figure 2.1.  First, an individual is exposed to a message.  If the message produces 

arousal consistent with the individual’s optimal level, exposure will continue and will 

result in positive affect (Stephenson & Southwell, 2006; Donohew et al., 1980).  

However, if the message produces arousal that exceeds or is inferior to an individual’s 

optimal level, the result will be discontinued exposure and negative affect (Stephenson 

& Southwell, 2006; Donohew et al., 1980). 

Figure 2.1 The Activation Model of Information Exposure. 

Source: Stephenson & Southwell, 2006 

Morgan et al. (2003) stated if the information does not meet the activation 

level, individuals will look for another source of information.  Zuckerman (1979) 

speculated if the certain optimal level is not met; cognitive functions in the brain 

suffer.  This model has been studied focusing on the biological basis of sensation 
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seeking while watching public service announcements; however, it lacks recognition 

of the cognitive forces that are necessary for persuasion to occur (Harrington et al., 

2006).  

Limited Capacity Model 

The limited capacity model of mediated message processing provides a model 

to explain how individuals process television messages.  Zuckerman (1988) stated “in 

our modern urban environment there are many competing demands for attention from 

one instant to the next” (p. 173).  Since 1988, demands have only increased leaving 

individuals to manage their attention among social networking, entertainment, and 

advertising, to name a few.  The limited capacity model assumes a person cannot 

process every bit of information with full efficiency.  In fact, according to Lang (2000) 

a person’s processing abilities are limited.  However, the biological makeup of 

individuals allows certain stimulus to instantly engage their attention and arouse the 

brain (Zuckerman, 1988).  Specifically looking at video messages, in addition to 

providing rich information, they also provide a context to assist in interpreting the 

verbal message (Donohew et al., 1988).  For example, the visual elements allow the 

viewer to enjoy the pictorial elements even if the content of the message is irrelevant 

to them.  

When processing these messages individuals go through three main 

subprocesses: encoding, storage, and retrieval (Lang, 2000).  During the encoding 

process, or exposure to the information, two selection processes are identified - 

controlled and automatic (Lang, 2000).  “Although viewers can actively control 
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attention to stimuli based on their goals, interest and intentions, formal or structural 

features of messages trigger automatic (unconscious) attentional processes” (Morgan 

et al., 2003, p. 514).  According to Berlyne (1960), certain properties of stimuli can 

demand attention.  For example, if a stimulus is intense, novel, complex, or suddenly 

changes, it can create arousal and entice attention.  Zuckerman (1988) concurred 

stating “novel stimuli do have this intrinsic capacity to stop ongoing activity and to 

engage the attention mechanism” (p. 173).  Donohew et al. (1988) emphasized that 

design elements engage a viewer’s attention more than the subject matter.  Combined, 

both content and structural features engage the sensory receptors and are transformed 

into mental representations (Lang, 2000).  As the brain connects and links the mental 

representation to previous encoded information, or memories, the storage process 

takes place. “The more associations are formed between new and old information, the 

more completely the new information is stored” (Lang, 2000, p. 50).  Lastly, the 

information can be retrieved by searching for the stored information and reactivating 

working memory (Lang, 2000).  Given these three subprocess, viewers have limited 

mental resources required to process information fully. 

Palmgreen et al. (1991) identified the need to develop messages that motivate 

attention and increase the processing of its content by using sensation-seeking level.  

Features such as cuts, sounds and use of color can all contribute to the structure of a 

video message and increase message effectiveness (Morgan et al., 2003).  This applies 

to the need to develop messages that will satisfy an individual’s expectation and 

accommodate the cognitive abilities of sensation seekers.  Donohew et al.’s  (1980) 
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activation model of information exposure and Lang’s (2000) limited capacity model of 

mediated message processing help conceptualize how message sensation value can be 

used to produce effective video messages. 

Message Sensation Value 

Message sensation value can be defined as “the degree to which formal and 

content audio-visual features of a televised message elicit sensory, affective and 

arousal responses” (Palmgreen et al., 1991, p. 219).  Morgan et al. (2003) indicated 

message sensation value focuses on the attributes of a message that can be 

manipulated by the video creator.  These attributes can be divided into three 

dimensions: 1) video (number of cuts, special graphics, unusual color and slow 

motion), 2) audio (sound saturation, unusual sounds and music), and 3) content (use of 

narrative).  The increased use of these attributes can create a higher message sensation 

value and increase the stimulation during information processing (Paek et al., 2010).  

According to Morgan et al. (2003), it is clear that greater attention, memory for, and 

liking of the message are linked to the use of certain message features such as cuts and 

edits, pacing, sound, use of color, use of narrative, and incorporations of emotionally 

intense material.  When developing video messages, it would seem very important for 

creators to have the ability to manage these cognitive influencers in order to facilitate 

higher impact of a message (Donohew et al., 1988).  

Several studies in health communication have used message sensation value as 

a guideline for developing effective anti-drug public service announcements 

(Palmgreen et al. 1991; Morgan et al., 2003; Paek et al., 2010).  Morgan et al. (2003) 
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used message sensation value to identify certain message features that would enhance 

the message’s ability to elicit sensory triggers, and influence affective and arousal 

responses.  They found intense images; sound saturation, unexpected format, surprise 

or twist ending, and acting out the consequences of drug use were the most effective 

message features.  Paek et al. (2013) explored how favorable YouTube comments 

related to message sensation value, message appeals, producer type, and video views 

and ratings.  Results showed YouTube’s social contexts did affect the viewer’s 

cognitive responses to the videos and message sensation value was a “significant and 

positive predictor of favorable viewer message-related thoughts” (p. 234).  Another 

study linked message sensation value to communication about cancer risks.  

Stephenson and Southwell (2006) concluded the concept of sensation seeking is 

relevant to high-risk behavior associated with cancer and message sensation value 

could help reach inactive audiences.  Paek et al. (2010) analyzed antismoking videos 

on YouTube.  They found across their sample, message sensation value was relatively 

low, but those with high message sensation value provoked more views, ratings, and 

comments.  In addition, their results showed viewer responses were associated with 

the type of message appeals used.  Among others, Paek et al. (2003, 2010) realized the 

importance of message appeals and how they relate to persuasion. 

Message Appeals 

Muller (1986) defined message appeals as the designing of messages to 

motivate consumer purchases.  The two message appeals most often used are logical 

or emotional (Goodwin & Rhoades, 2011).  Logical appeals, or logos, provide factual 
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information allowing the audience to evaluate and decide if the information is valid 

(English et al., 2011).  Stemming from information processing models of decision 

making, logical appeals rely on factual arguments about a given topic assuming the 

consumer bases behavior on rationale (Albers-Miller & Stafford, 1999; Goodwin & 

Rhoades, 2011).  O’Guinn, Allen, and Semenik (2011) stated a logical appeal as one 

that uses reason to present information.  Logical or rational appeals prompt people to 

make logical decisions based on product attributes rather than relying on how a 

product makes a customer feel (Albers-Miller & Stafford, 1999).  English et al. (2013) 

said logical appeals rely on source credibility and statistics.  Albers-Miller and 

Stafford (1999) found logical appeals were more readily used for products and 

suggested that advertisers may believe a professional audience would seek rational 

information.  However, they also found that with services, appeals use in 

advertisements vary depending on the culture where both logical and emotional 

appeals were used (Albers-Miller & Stafford, 1999).  

Emotional appeals are used to motivate consumer behavior by arousing 

positive or negative emotions about a given product (Kotler & Armstrong, 2010).  

They deal more with affective processing and generate consumer feelings to persuade 

behavior (Albers-Miller & Stafford, 1999).  English et al. (2013) stated “using 

emotional appeals adds a different element and/or perspective to information” (p. 

736).  Brader (2006) indicated emotional appeals are used to elicit specific emotions 

while presenting a message.  Types of emotional appeals can be categorized by those 

specific emotions such as fear, humor, and social appeals.  Paek et al. (2010) 
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researched anti-smoking videos on YouTube and determined threat appeals, a type of 

emotional appeal, affected the viewers’ attention and stimulated viewers’ thoughts.  

Another study found viewers disliked humor appeals, compared to threat appeals 

when watching anti-smoking YouTube videos (Paek et al., 2013).  English et al. 

(2011) examined political communications and the use of message appeals.  Their 

results indicated humor appeals impacted how the viewers assessed the credibility of 

the message.  They concluded “the information is not seen as credible as that coming 

from an expert or from a fact-based argument” (p. 744).  Hockett and Hall (2007) 

compared fear and moral appeals in different advertisements to stop park visitors from 

feeding dear.  Their results concluded that both fear and moral appeals reduced self-

reported behavior of feeding deer.  

Goodwin and Rhoades (2011) looked at the presence of California Proposition 

2 on YouTube.  Proposition 2 was a ballot initiative that passed, “which outlawed the 

use of battery cages for laying hens, gestation crates for sows, and veal crates for veal 

calves by 2015” (Goodwin & Rhoades, 2011, p. 22).  The study determined what 

message appeals were used to increase viewers’ support for the legislation and found 

emotional appeals were used in a majority of the videos.  They encouraged others to 

replicate the study with other issues posted on YouTube and extend the research to 

other social networking sites (Goodwin & Rhoades, 2011).  

Elaboration Likelihood Model 

Another theory that helps describe the basic processes of persuasive 

communication is the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  The 
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theory states that attitudes can be formed through two routes to persuasion, the central 

route and the peripheral route (Petty, et. al, 2005).  It is assumed that people want to 

have the correct attitude, therefore they take one of these routes depending on if they 

are motivated and able to process the given information (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). 

The central route is for individuals who have a high degree of elaboration 

when processing a message.  Petty and Cacioppo (1986) define elaboration as “the 

extent to which a person thinks about the issue-relevant arguments contained in a 

message” (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986, p. 128).  In order for individuals to generate issue-

relevant cognitive responses to a message, or centrally process a message, they have to 

be motivated and able to process the message (Petty et al., 2005).  Motivation can 

depend on personal relevance, need for cognition, and personal responsibility, whereas 

ability is dependent on factors such as distractions, prior knowledge and repetition 

(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).   Harrington et al. (2006) stated “need for cognition is a 

pivotal motivational variable that influences central route processing” (p. 144).  

Individuals who use the central route to processing were influenced by argument 

quality and were able to decipher between strong and weak arguments (Cacioppo & 

Petty, 1984).  Petty et al. (2004) summarized processing by the central route to 

persuasion when: 

attitudes are formed or changes by a rather thoughtful process in 

which people carefully attend to the arguments presented, examine 

the arguments in light of their relevant experiences and knowledge, 

and evaluate the arguments along the dimensions they perceive to be 

central to the merits of the objects (p. 85).   
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Petty and Cacioppo (1986) stated these attitudes were more enduring and related to 

behavior.  

If motivation is not present or ability is impaired, individuals will rely on 

simple cues, and will not scrutinize the quality of the message (Petty & Cacioppo, 

1986).  Harington et al. (2006) described the peripheral route to persuasion process 

when “individuals rely upon affective states or simple heuristics to generate 

conclusions” (p. 145).  Message length and source attractiveness are examples of 

simple cues used in peripheral processing (Petty et al., 2005).  Attitudes formed by the 

peripheral processing are less accessible and resistant than attitudes formed during 

central route processing (Harington et al., 2006). 

Framing 

The history of framing theory can be traced back to the 1970s where it was 

used to describe how mass media presented information by selecting or ignoring 

particular aspects of an issue (Stone, Singletary, & Richmond, 1999).  Goffman (1974) 

explained that frames help audiences make sense of the information they are given.  

Tuchman (1978) referred to frames as the way everyday reality is organized.  Over 

time, framing became a popular subject in communication studies and was recognized 

as having an influence on audiences’ perceptions of an issue.  McCombs, Shaw, and 

Weaver (1997) suggested that framing is linked to how an audience interprets the 

information based on salience of particular aspects of the information.  Research 

findings are consistent with this suggestion (Stone et al., 1999).  Whaley and Doerfert 

(2003) explained the media is essential to consider because of its ability to influence 
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social behavior and policy agenda.  Although the media develops frames in which the 

information is presented, the effects are limited by the audience (Stone et al., 1999).  

Framing is determined by an individual’s set of expectations; using them to create 

understanding in a given social situation (Baldwin, Perry & Moffitt, 2004).  This 

definition is consistent with Goffman’s (1974) explanation that individuals use 

previous experiences to process information.  

Traditionally, framing studies examined news coverage.  For example, Whaley 

and Doerfert (2003) studied how U.S. news magazines framed stories on food safety.  

They found majority of the articles used a social frame covering unknown risks, health 

benefits, labeling issues, and political impacts (Whaley & Doerfert, 2003). 

Additionally, they found over half of the articles used governmental sources 

confirming a media’s institutional bias (Whaley & Doerfert, 2003).  Communicators 

should be aware that frames can be affected by the setting, author, and sources of a 

given topic.  As new media platforms emerge utilizing new technologies, the same 

framing theory can be studied.  Rhoades and Ellis (2010) stated it is important to 

understand the frames used in videos.  They studied how food safety was framed on 

YouTube videos and found several authors were posting multiple videos, concluding 

that “establishing a presence and publishing multiple videos can help the reach of a 

communication campaign and establish your credibility with the social network found 

on YouTube” (Rhoades & Ellis, 2010, p. 172). 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

The prior chapter established the theoretical foundation for the variables of 

interests in this research.  This chapter thoroughly explains the procedures guiding the 

research process.  It will focus on the following: research design, population and 

sample, coding procedure, and data analysis.   

Purpose and Research Questions 

The purpose of this study was to describe the presence of videos related to 

Proposition 37 on the social media platform, YouTube.  To accomplish this purpose, 

the following research questions guided the study: 

1. What are the social aspects of YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

2. What message frames, message appeals, and message structure exist in

YouTube videos about Proposition 37? 

3. What sources are used in YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

4. What is the message sensation value of YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

5. What relationships exist between social aspects, message frames, message

appeals, sources, and message sensation value of YouTube videos about 

Proposition 37? 

6. Are there differences in the message sensation value and message side,

message frames, message appeals, and sources of YouTube videos about 

Proposition 37? 
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Research Design 

This research used quantitative content analysis to evaluate YouTube videos 

surrounding Proposition 37 in California.  According to Ary, Jacobs, Razavieh, and 

Sorensen (2006) visual materials such as films, television programs, and 

advertisements can be evaluated using content analysis.  Although not specifically 

mentioned, the same methods can apply when analyzing YouTube videos.  Content 

analysis is “a method of studying and analyzing communication in a systematic, 

objective, and quantitative manner for the purpose of measuring variables” (Wimmer 

& Dominick, 2003, p. 141).  Using content analysis can provide new insights, 

increased understanding of a particular phenomena, or practical actions (Krippendorff, 

2012).  Content analysis can be conducted using either a qualitative or quantitative 

design.  If the researcher establishes variables a priori and is able to use the variables 

to draw conclusions, the design is quantitative (Ary et al., 2006). 

Population & Sample 

On November 11, 2013, the search term “California Proposition 37” on 

YouTube yielded about 33,500 individual video results (YouTube, 2013).  Therefore, 

the researcher decided to study a particular YouTube channel.  Using the same search 

term in the main search bar and applying a filter to only display results that were 

channels, the population was chosen.  Collected in mid-November 2013, the 

researcher utilized an auto-generated channel, established by YouTube, making the 

population of the study 287 videos.  An auto-generated channel is created using an 

algorithm to collect videos on prevalent topics (Google, 2013).  The specifics on how 

the algorithm collects videos is unknown.  Yet, it was stated that the algorithm 
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recognizes certain themes, or subjects compiling them into one channel that “do not 

convey any editorial opinion” (Google, 2013, para. 2). 

A purposive sample was taken from the population, which resulted in 174 

videos.  The sample was chosen based on the average video link of YouTube videos, 

which was approximately four minutes (Pew Research Journalism Project, 2012).  

Cheng et al. (2013) also found the average video length was approximately 4 minutes, 

and medium-length (2 minutes and 52 seconds to 4 minutes) videos were more 

popular than longer videos.  Therefore, the researcher omitted any videos longer than 

four minutes.  In addition, 12 videos were eliminated including one duplicate video, 

one video not relevant to the research, four videos unavailable at the time of data 

collection, and six radio advertisements.  The useable sample consisted of 162 videos 

ranging from 15 seconds to four minutes. 

Coding Procedure 

To analyze the sample, a code book was developed.  The researcher adapted 

material from previous literature (Morgan et al., 2003; Palmgreen et al., 2002; Paek et 

al., 2010; Abrams & Meyers, 2009; Abbot et al., 2001) to determine the message 

characteristics and frames used to portray GMO labeling in Proposition 37 videos on 

YouTube.  A code book was developed for the data collection and revised through the 

coder training and pilot test phases.  The final code book is described in this section. 

Coder Training 

To ensure accuracy and meet intercoder reliability, which is needed in content 

analysis studies, coders were trained using 10 videos not part of the research sample 

(Lombard, Snyder-Duch, & Bracken, 2002).  Intercoder agreement is “a measure of 
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the extent to which independent judges make the same coding decisions in evaluating 

the characteristics of messages” (Lombard et al., 2002, p. 587).  The 10 videos were 

chosen from channels dedicated to Washington Initiative 522.  This initiative was a 

proposal to label GMOs in Washington state.  Following the guidelines set by 

Lombard et al. (2002), three coders independently analyzed the 10 videos.  All 

disagreements and concerns were addressed and the code book was altered to clarify 

any unclear descriptions.  Once the researcher believed coders were adequately 

trained, they proceeded to assess intercoder reliability by conducting a pilot test. 

Pilot Test 

Lombard et al. (2002) stated a pilot test consisting of 30 videos was sufficient 

to test reliability prior to collecting data on the full sample.  The videos were randomly 

sampled from the videos included in the study.  Coders independently analyzed each 

video using the code book.  After coding, data were entered into Microsoft Excel and 

uploaded to ReCal2 0.1.  ReCal2 0.1 is a free, web-based service that calculates 

intercoder reliability (Freelon, 2013).  Following De Swert’s (2012) advice, 

Krippendorff’s alpha was used to calculate intercoder reliability.  A reliability level of 

.70 or higher was needed to adequately meet reliability standards set by the researcher 

(Lombard et al., 2002).  

Of the 37 variables, 16 variables met the reliability of .70 or higher, which is 

acceptable for Krippendorff’s alpha and exploratory research (Lombard et al., 2002).  

The remaining variables that did not meet the set reliability standard were evaluated 

and clarified with the coders.  The variables that were addressed with the coders were 

visual elements, intense images, sound saturation, sound effects, acted out, unexpected 
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format, emotion and logical appeals, health, environmental, and regulatory frames, and 

conclusion drawing.  Three variables were eliminated from the code book to allow the 

coders to focus more on the critical variables impacting the set research questions.  

The message content variables opinion, narrative, and evidence were eliminated.  An 

additional variable, text graphics, was added to clarify the presences of special visual 

graphics.  The frame “right to know” was added to the codebook and the organic and 

conventional frames were collapsed into the business category.  The morality frame 

was extended to include ethics.  

The 30 videos were again independently recoded with the revised code book.  

A second reliability test was conducted and reliability of .70 was met on all variables.  

The coders then divided the remaining 132 videos evenly and proceeded to collect 

data. 

Revised Code Book 

The code book (Appendix A) was divided into seven parts including 

descriptive data (including social aspects), message side, message sensation value, 

message appeals, message frames, message structure, and on-camera sources. 

Descriptive data and social aspects. 

Prior to watching the videos, the URLs were recorded in the code book with 

the video title, video length, and the date the video was uploaded to YouTube.  The 

social aspects of YouTube videos were the number of times the videos were viewed, 

viewer rating, and number of comments.  These aspects were identified and recorded 

prior to the coding process.  Since those variables can change daily, they were coded 
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all at once to eliminate variation in the numbers collected.  The researcher used this 

data to determine the social aspects of YouTube videos about Proposition 37. 

Message side. 

To answer what message sides exist in YouTube videos about Proposition 37, 

the code book allowed coders to identify whether the video was for, against, or neutral 

to Proposition 37.  If the video was coded for the proposition, the message clearly 

expressed a desire for the proposition to pass.  Conversely, if the video was against the 

proposition, the message presented a clear want to fail the proposition.  If the video 

showed both positive and negative of the proposition, the coder selected neutral. 

Message sensation value. 

To address what is the message sensation value of YouTube videos about 

Proposition 37, coder recorded the number of cuts in each video along with the 

presence or absence of certain message characteristics.  Number of cuts were 

determined by counting the number of times the camera angle was changed, or if the 

frame changed to a new graphic or photo.  The number of cuts were coded as 0 (0-4 

cuts), 1 (5-14 cuts), and 2 (more than 15 cuts).  The message characteristics associated 

with message sensation value included special graphics, intense images, unusual color, 

slow motion, sound saturation, unusual sounds, music, and if the message was acted 

out.  They were coded either 1 (present), 2 (absent), or 99 (hard to tell).  Table 3.1 

provides definitions of the variables used to determine message sensation value.  The 

descriptions were developed from existing literature (Morgan et al., 2003; Palmgreen 

et al., 2002; Paek et al., 2010).  Additionally, figure 3.1 illustrates examples of intense 

images. 
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Table 3.1 

Message Characteristics Associated With Message Sensation Value 

Variable Description 

Visual 

Cuts Record the number of times the camera cuts from one visual 

scene (entire frame) to the next.  Do not included moving 

graphics as cuts. 

Special visual 

effects 

Anything beyond the range of human ability.  Computer 

generated/ animated graphics. 

Slow motion The slowing of real-life action through technical intervention. 

Unusual color Unusual colors outside the range of colors normally perceived 

in real life.  People in Black & White, washed out color, food 

with unrealistic colors. 

Intense images Intense or horrifying images including needles going into 
arms, decaying children, dead bodies. 

Audio 

Sound saturation Background sound throughout the video clip, including street 

noise or other sounds, rather than simply a person talking 

throughout the video clip. 

Music Music to accompany the dialogue or action of the video clip. 

Sound effects Unusual sounds (those that could not have occurred in real 

life) heard in the video clip, including gongs and other 

noises. 
Content 

Acted out (vs. 

talking head) 

Instead of being told about the hazard/safety of GMOs, viewers 

see actions corresponding to the point of the video clip. 

Unexpected format If images and messages are interchangeable with those in other 

videos, the format is expected. 

Surprise/Twist 

ending 

The presence of a climactic, shocking end to the video. 

Note.  Adapted from Morgan et al. (2003); Palmgreen et al. (2002); Paek et al. 

(2010) 
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Figure 3.1 Examples of Intense Images. 

Source: YouTube, 2013 

Message appeals. 

The types of message appeals used in each video were recorded to answer what 

message appeals exist in YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  The code book 

guided coders to select if the video used logical appeals, emotional appeals, or both.  

The coders could select present, absent or hard to tell.  If the video presented 

information using objective statements that used logic and reasoning, coders indicated 

logical appeals to be present.  If the coders indicated the video used emotional appeals, 

the information was more subjective and appealed to the viewer’s emotion. 

Message frames. 

Next, to answer what message frames exist in YouTube videos about 

Proposition 37, the coders selected the type of frame used to present the video 

information.  Multiple frames could be selected depending on what information was 

provided in the video.  The frames the coder chose from included human health, 

environmental, regulatory, business, morality/ethics, right to know, and other.  The 

frames were selected based on prior literature (Abbot et al., 2001) and research on 

other ballot initiative YouTube videos.  Table 3.2 presents the frames and 

corresponding descriptions. 
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Table 3.2 

Possible Message Frames Used in YouTube Videos About Proposition 37 

Frames Description 

Human Health GMOs will/will not affect human health 

Environmental GMOs will/will not affect the environment. (Ex. cross 

pollination, biodiversity). 

Regulatory GMOs will /will not influence how we regulate food/crops.  

Such as labeling costs, labeling standards, processes to test 

the presence of GMOs. 

Business GMOs will impact the current state of business. 

Morality/Ethics GMOs call to question our morality or ethical standards.  

Examples: honesty, business transparency, help us feed the 

world, against biblical principles. 

Right to know Address  Proposition 37 as a consumers Right to Know 

Other Does not fit in any of the above frames. 

Note.  Adapted from Abbot et al., (2001) 

Message structure. 

Two message structures, call to action and conclusion drawing, could be 

present or absent in the videos.  The coders indicated if one, both, or none of the 

message structures were present.  The call to action message structure tells the viewer 

what to do, what to feel or where to get additional information, whereas conclusion 

drawing summarizes the message (Abrams & Meyers, 2009). 

On-camera sources. 

To answer what sources are used in YouTube videos about Proposition 37, the 

coders could select multiple sources used on camera.  The source options were 

adapted from previous literature (Abrams & Meyers, 2009).  The coder could select 
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on-camera sources including scientist, public officials, industry, citizens, farmers, 

governmental organizations, non-governmental organizations, celebrity, doctor, and 

other.  Table 3.3 provides descriptions of each possible source. 

Table 3.3 

Possible On-camera Sources Used in YouTube Videos About Proposition 37 

Sources Description 

Scientists 

A scientific study, researcher, PhD, or reference to a 

university professor, researcher, or extension agent (exclude 

students).  

Public Officials 
Holding or have held office or serving in a public capacity 

such as senator, judge, attorney general. 

Industry Owner or representative of a business, not a farmer 

Citizens An ordinary citizen or consumer. 

Farmers A farmer also called producer.  Owners or managers of farms 

also qualify as a farmer.  However, owners of food businesses 

(i.e., Cascadian Farms, Horizon, etc) are NOT farmers. 

Governmental 

organizations 
Representatives from USDA, FDA, EPA. 

Non-governmental 

organizations 

Non-government organization.  Such as farmer organizations, 

organic food groups.  

Celebrity A famous person 

Doctor 
A person with a medical degree, or certification representing 

the human health sector such as M.D. or nutritionist. 
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Data Collection 

Data were collected over a three-day period, with coders each analyzing 22 

videos per day.  The data for each video were recorded on the code book, and later 

entered into a single Microsoft Excel document.  

Reliability 

Once coding was complete, the researcher formally evaluated reliability using 

10% of the full sample (n = 17) (Lombard et al., 2002).  The sample was randomly 

selected, excluding the pilot test subsample.  Reliability was calculated using 

Krippendorff’s alpha with the online ReCal2 0.1 program.  All variables met the 

acceptable reliability standard for the measurement and type of research, which was 

.70 or higher (Lombard et al., 2002).  Table 3.4 presents the reliability level of each 

variable.  If variables resulted in a Krippendorff’s alpha of 1.00, the coders selected 

the same value for all units and there were different values throughout the sample.  

However, the Krippendorff’s alpha will be undefined when all coders select the same 

value for all units (only one value throughout the sample). 

Table 3.4 

Intercoder Reliability of All Variables 

Variable 
Percent agreement (%) Krippendorff’s alpha 

Creator 100 1.00 

Side 100 1.00 

Number of Cuts .99 

Special visual effects 100 1.00 

Text Graphics 100 1.00 
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Table 3.4 Continued 

Variable Percent agreement (%) Krippendorff’s alpha 

Slow motion 100 undefined* 

Unusual color  94 .83 

Intense images 100 1.00 

Sound saturation 88 .77 

Music 88 .77 

Sound effects 100 1.00 

Acted out (vs. talking head) 94 .83 

Unexpected format 94 .77 

Surprise/Twist Ending 100 undefined* 

Logical 100 1.00 

Emotional  100 1.00 

Conclusion Drawing 100 undefined* 

Call to Action 94 .83 

Human Health 100 1.00 

Environmental 100 1.00 

Regulatory 100 1.00 

Business 94 .77 

Morality/Ethics 100 1.00 

Right to know 100 1.00 

Other 100 1.00 

Scientists  100 1.00 

Public Officials  100 undefined* 
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Table 3.4 Continued 

Variable Percent agreement (%) Krippendorff’s alpha 

Industry 100 undefined* 

Citizens 94 .89 

 Farmers  100 1.00 

Governmental organizations 100 undefined* 

Non-governmental 

organizations 

100 undefined* 

Celebrity 100 1.00 

Doctor 100 1.00 

Other 100 1.00 

Note.  Krippendorff’s alpha will be undefined when all coders select the same value 

for all units.  

Data Analysis 

Because reliability was met, the researcher imported the data into SPSS® 

version 20.0 for analysis.  Descriptive statistics were used to analyze the data related 

to research questions one, two, three, and four.  Specifically, the frequencies of the 

social aspects, message side, message frames, and message appeals were calculated 

and reported.  Message Sensation Value was calculated following the procedure Paek 

et al., (2012) outlined.  All variables present, along with the coded value for the 

number of cuts were summated creating an MSV Index of 0-12.  The mean and 

standard deviation was reported.  In order to answer research question five, 

correlational statistics were conducted to determine what relationships exist between 

social aspects, message side, message frames, message appeals, sources, and message 
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sensation value of YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  The Davis Conventions 

(1971) were used to describe the relationships between each variable.  He recognized 

correlations of 0.01 – 0.09 as a negligible relationship, 0.10 - 0.29 as low, 0.30 – 0.49 

as moderate, 0.50 – 0.69 as very high and 1.00 as a perfect relationship.  An alpha 

level of .05 was set a prior to help the researcher recognize levels of significance 

between variables.  To determine if there are differences in the message sensation 

value and message frames, message appeals, and sources of YouTube videos about 

Proposition 37, t-tests and a one-way ANOVA was used to compare the variables. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The purpose of this study was to describe the presence of videos related to 

Proposition 37 on the social media platform, YouTube.  To accomplish this purpose, 

the researcher conducted a quantitative content analysis on 162 videos on an auto-

generated Proposition 37 YouTube channel.  Taking the variables defined and 

explained in the previous chapter, the researcher used SPSS® version 20.0 to calculate 

descriptive and correlational statistics.  The chapter begins with a description of the 

videos in the study.  Then the researcher provides results organized with the following 

research questions: 

1. What are the social aspects of YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

2. What message frames, message appeals, and message structure exist in

YouTube videos about Proposition 37? 

3. What sources are used in YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

4. What is the message sensation value of YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

5. What relationships exist between social aspects, message frames, message

appeals, sources, and message sensation value of YouTube videos about 

Proposition 37? 

6. Are there differences in the message sensation value and message side,

message frames, message appeals, and sources of YouTube videos about 

Proposition 37? 
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Descriptive Analysis 

To describe the sample of Proposition 37 YouTube videos, the researcher 

evaluated which side of the proposition the video was promoting, who created the 

video, the video length, and the date the video was uploaded to YouTube.  

Out of 162 videos sampled, 116 (71.6%) were in support of the proposition, 26 

(16.1%) were against, and 20 (12.3%) were neutral to passing mandatory labeling of 

GM products.  The results for message side are presented in table 4.1.  Only four of 

the possible seven video creators on the code book were selected.  The one most 

frequently recorded was the user-generated, or individual creator (n = 67, 41.4%), 

followed by the undefined (other) creator (n = 41, 25.3%).  The final two video 

creators identified were media (n = 28, 17.3%) and non-governmental organizations (n 

= 26, 16.0%).  If the other category was selected, coders indicated who created the 

video.  Examples of other video creators recorded were businesses (n = 15, 9.3%), Yes 

on 37 campaign (n = 10, 6.2%), No on 37 campaign (n = 8, 4.9%), small support 

groups (n = 7, 4.3%) and one university (n = 1, 0.6%).  Table 4.2 provides the results 

for creator type. 

Table 4.1 

Description of Videos According to Message Side (N=162) 

Message Side Frequency Percent (%) 

For Proposition 37 116 71.6 

Against Proposition 37 26 16.1 

Neutral 20 12.3 

Total 162 100 



Texas Tech University, Amber Krause, May 2014 

46 

Table 4.2 

Description of Videos According to Video Creator  (N=162) 

Video Creator Frequency Percent (%) 

Individual 67 41.4 

Other 41 25.3 

Media 28 17.3 

Non-governmental 

organizations 

26 16.0 

Total 162 100 

The video length was recorded with a minimum length of 15 seconds and a 

maximum length of 4 minutes.  The average video length of the sample was one 

minute and 40 seconds (SD = 1.00).  All videos were uploaded to YouTube between 

July 1, 2012, and November 1, 2013.  Majority of the videos were uploaded October 

2012, the month prior to the election (n = 92, 56.8%).  October 30, 2012 and 

November 2, 2012 had the most videos uploaded in one day (n = 9).  Table 4.3 shows 

the number of videos uploaded per month. 
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Table 4.3 

Description of Videos According to Month Video Was Uploaded  (N=162) 

Month Frequency Percent (%) 

July 2012 1 0.6 

August 2012 13 8.0 

September 2012 24 14.8 

October 2012 92 56.8 

November 2012 27 16.7 

January 2013 1 0.6 

March 2013 2 1.2 

May 2013 1 0.6 

November 2013 1 0.6 

Total 162 100 

Research Question One 

Research Question One sought to determine the social aspects of YouTube 

videos about Proposition 37.  The researcher identified the social aspects as frequency 

of viewing, frequency of rating (positive and negative), if the video allowed comments 

or not, and the number of comments per video. 

The video that was watched the least had a total of 9 views, whereas the video 

that had been watched the most had 620,039 views.  There were multiple modes (14 

views, 25 views, and 33 views) of three videos.  The average view count was 8,612.44 

(SD = 52,680.22).  Although the majority of the videos allowed comments (n = 145, 

89.5%), some videos did not have any (n = 17, 10.5%).  The video with the most 
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comments had 1,763.  The average number of comments from the sample was 22.51 

(SD = 140.65).  

Another social aspect that was noted was the video rating.  The video could be 

liked or disliked by viewers.  The maximum number of likes a video received was 

2,968.  This means the video was positively rated, and favored by 2,968 viewers.  The 

average positive rating was 58.93 (SD = 255.22).  Viewers could also dislike a video.  

The maximum number of dislikes a video received was 87.  The average negative 

rating was 2.79 (SD = 9.72).  Table 4.4 presents the mean and standard deviation of 

each social aspect. 

Table 4.4 

Number of Video Views, Comments, and Ratings (N=162) 

Social Aspect M SD 

View Count  8,612.44 52,680.22 

Number of Comments 22.51 140.65 

Video Rating 

Positive 58.93 255.22 

Negative 2.79 9.72 

Research Question Two 

Research Question Two sought to determine what message frames, message 

appeals, and message structures exist in YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  The 

researcher provided seven frames, two message appeals, and two message structures 
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that coders could select for each video.  Each video could potentially have multiple 

frames, appeals, and structures. 

Message Frame 

The seven frames provided in the code book were human health, 

environmental, regulatory, business, morality/ethics, right to know, and other.  Table 

4.5 provides the frequencies and percent associated with the number of frames used.  

The most frequently used frame in the sample was the right to know (n = 97, 59.9%), 

followed by human health (n = 83, 51.2%).  The regulatory frame was used in 44.4% 

of the videos (n = 72), while the morality/ethics frame was used in 42% of the sample 

(n = 68).  The business frame was used in 24.7% of the videos (n = 40) and 12.3% of 

the videos incorporated the environmental frame (n = 20).  Only 15 (9.3%) of the 162 

videos contained a frame not listed.  If the video did not fit the existing frames, coders 

listed supplementary frames.  Those included funding (n = 3, 1.9%), taste (n = 2, 

1.2%), legal effects (n = 2, 1.2%), and poll results (n = 4, 2.5%).  On four of the 

videos, coders did not indicate a specific frame (n = 4, 2.5%).  The average number of 

frames used in each video was 2.44 (SD = 1.14).  Table 4.6 presents the number of 

frames used per video. 
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Table 4.5 

Message Frames Existing In Proposition 37 YouTube Videos (N=162) 

Frequency Percent (%) 

Right to Know 97 59.9 

Human Health 83 51.2 

Regulatory  72 44.4 

Morality/Ethics 68 42.0 

Business 40 24.7 

Environmental 20 12.3 

Other 15 9.3 

Note.  Coders could select multiple frames; percentages do not equal 100% 

Table 4.6 

Number of Message Frames Existing in Proposition 37 YouTube Videos  (N=162) 

Frequency Percent (%) M SD 

Number of Message 

Frames 

2.44 1.14 

1 39 24.1 

2 50 30.9 

3 44 27.1 

4 22 13.6 

5 6 3.7 

6 1 .6 

Total 162 100 
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Message Appeals 

To address the second portion of Research Question Two, the message appeals 

used in the sample were identified as emotional or logical.  Table 4.7 presents the 

findings describing the message appeals used in the sample.  Of the 162 videos, 140 

videos (86.4%) used an emotional appeal and 112 videos (69.1%) used a logical 

appeal.  A majority of videos used both types of appeals (n = 93, 57.4%), whereas a 

portion of the sample (n = 3, 1.9%) did not have emotional or logical appeal selected.  

Table 4.8 presents the number of appeals used per video. 

Table 4.7 

Type of Message Appeals Existing in Proposition 37 YouTube Videos (N=162) 

Type of Appeal Frequency Percent (%) 

Emotional 140 86.4 

Logical 112 69.1 

Note.  Coders could select multiple appeals; percentages do not equal 100%. 

Table 4.8 

Number of Message Appeals Existing in Proposition 37 YouTube Videos (N=162) 

Number of Appeals Frequency Percent (%) 

1 93 57.4 

2 66 40.7 

0 3 1.9 

Total 162 100 
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Message Structure 

The last part of Research Question Two was to determine the message 

structures existing in YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  The coders evaluated all 

162 video to determine how the message ending was structured (Table 4.9).  Call to 

action was used in majority of the videos (n = 114, 70.4%).  Only 5.6% of the videos 

(n = 9) ended the message with summarizing the information or drawing conclusions 

at the end of the video.  A majority of the videos used only one of the methods (n = 

111, 68.5%).  However, some videos did not use either method (n = 45, 27.8%).  

Table 4.10 provides the number of message structures used per video. 

Table 4.9 

Types of Message Structures Existing in Proposition 37 YouTube Videos  (N=162) 

Frequency Percent (%) 

Call to Action 114 70.4 

Conclusion Drawing 9 5.6 

Neither 45 27.8 

Note.  Coders could select multiple message structures; percentages do not equal 

100%. 
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Table 4.10 

Number of Message Structures Existing in Proposition 37 YouTube Videos  (N=162) 

Frequency Percent (%) 

1 111 68.5 

0 45 27.8 

2 6 3.7 

Total 162 100 

Research Question Three 

Research Question Three was to identify the sources that are used in YouTube 

videos about Proposition 37.  The sources present on camera were identified and the 

“other” category was the most prominent with 44.4% (n = 72) of the videos not fitting 

a predetermined category.  All the “other” sources were then categorized and Table 

4.11 displays the frequency and percentage of each source.  Examples of the additional 

on-camera sources included no sources (n = 27, 16.7%), actors (n =16, 9.9%), 

reporters (n = 7, 4.3%), Pam Larry, the “initial instigator” of Proposition 37 (n =6, 

3.7%), radio hosts (n = 4, 2.5%), chefs (n = 3, 1.9%), campaign representatives (n = 3, 

1.8%), characters (n = 3, 1.8%), not specified (n = 2, 1.2%), and veterans (n =1, 

0.6%).  Citizens were used most frequently (n = 48, 29.6%), followed by no sources (n 

= 27, 16.7%) and celebrities (n = 20, 12.5%).  Some examples of celebrities were 

James Franco, Danny DeVito, Marisa Tomei, and Tony Goldwyn.  Although more 

than one source could be used, 88.9% of the videos (n = 144) used only one source.  
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Table 4.12 provides the frequency, mean and standard deviation of on-camera sources 

used in the sample. 

Table 4.11 

Types of On-camera Sources Used in YouTube Videos About Proposition 37 (N=162) 

Type of Source Frequency Percent (%) 

Citizens 48 29.6 

No Sources 27 16.7 

Celebrity 20 12.5 

Actors 16 9.9 

Scientists 16 9.9 

Famers 15 9.3 

Doctors 10 6.2 

Reporters 7 4.3 

Pam Larry “initial instigator of Proposition 

37” 

6 3.7 

Industry 4 2.5 

Non-Governmental 4 2.5 

Public Officials 3 1.9 

Radio Hosts 4 2.5 

Chefs 3 1.9 

Campaign Representatives 3 1.9 

Characters 3 1.9 
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Table 4.11 Continued 

Type of Source Frequency Percent (%) 

Governmental 2  1.2 

Not Specified 2 1.2 

Veteran 1 0.6 

Note.  Coders could select multiple sources; percentages do not equal 100% 

Table 4.12 

Number of On-camera Sources Used in YouTube Videos About Proposition 37 

(N=162) 

Frequency Percent (%) M SD 

Number of Sources 1.20 .79 

1 144 88.9 

3 9 5.6 

2 7 4.3 

0 1 .6 

9 1 .6 

Total 162 100 

Research Question Four 

Research Question Four was to determine the message sensation value of 

YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  As indicated in Chapter 3, message sensation 

value is formulated using the summation of 13 variables.  The most used message 

sensation value variable was music (n = 95, 56.2%), followed by sound saturation (n = 
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80, 49.4%).  The surprise/twist ending variable was not present in any of the 162 

videos.  The average number of cuts per video was 11.11 (SD = 12.98).  A full list of 

variables is listed in Table 4.13 along with the number of times they were represented 

in the sample.  

Table 4.13 

Frequency of Message Sensation Value Variables in YouTube Videos About 

Proposition 37 (N=162) 

Variable Frequency Percent (%) M SD 

Music  91 56.2 

Sound Saturation  80 49.4 

Visual Effects  41 25.3 

Unexpected Format 35 21.6 

Acted Out 26 16.0 

Sound Effects  24 14.8 

Unusual Color 16 9.9 

Intense Images 10 6.2 

Slow Motion 1 0.6 

Surprise/Twist ending 0 0.0 

Number of Cuts  11.11 12.98 

0-4 cuts 78 48.2 

5-14 cuts 41 25.3 

More than 15 cuts 43 26.5 

Note.  Coders could select multiple appeals; percentages do not equal 100%; however, 

number of cuts will equal 100%. 
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Overall, the message sensation value (MSV) was low with the average MSV at 

3.05 (SD = 2.05).  The highest level of MSV was recorded at 9.0 representing 1.9% of 

the sample (n = 3).  Most videos had a MSV of 1.0 (n = 36, 22.2%).  Table 4.14 

displays the message sensation values and the number of videos corresponding with 

each value. 

Table 4.14 

Message Sensation Values of YouTube Videos About Proposition 37 (N=162) 

Frequency Percent (%) M SD 

MSV 3.05 2.05 

  .00 9 5.6 

1.0 36 22.2 

2.0 32 19.7 

3.0 23 14.2 

4.0 23 14.2 

5.0 17 10.5 

6.0 12 7.4 

7.0 7 4.3 

9.0 3 1.9 

Total 162 100 

Research Question Five 

Research Question Five was to determine the relationships that exist between 

social aspects, message frames, message appeals, sources, and message sensation 

value of YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  Correlational statistics were 
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calculated to determine the relationships.  The Davis Conventions (1971) summarized 

in Chapter 3 were used to determine the correlation strength between variables. 

Social Aspects and Message Sensation Value 

As mentioned earlier, the researcher identified the social aspects of YouTube 

as viewing frequency, video ratings, and number of comments.  The relationships 

between those social aspects and MSV were determined by the Pearson Product-

Moment Correlations method.  This correlation was used to measure the linear 

relationship between social aspect and message sensation value because they are both 

interval level data (Field, 2009).  According to Davis (1971), values of .10 - .29 show 

a low relationship.  All social aspects in the sample are presented in Table 4.15.  The 

relationship between viewing frequency and MSV was low (r = .15).  The relationship 

between positive ratings and MSV was low (r = .10).  Negative ratings had a low 

correlation with MSV (r = .20), but was indicated as significant at alpha level .05.  

The relationship between number of comments and MSV was also a low (r = .17), but 

significant correlation. 
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Table 4.15 

Relationships Between MSV, Viewing Frequency, Video Rating and Number of 

Comments (N = 162) 

Variable MSV (r) 

Viewing Frequency  .15 

Positive Video Rating .10 

Negative Video Rating .20* 

Number of Comments .16* 

Note. *p < .05. 

Message Frames and Message Sensation Value 

To determine if a relationship existed between message frames and MSV, 

Point-biserial correlation coefficients were calculated.  This correlation was used to 

determine the linear relationship between the discrete dichotomous (message frame) 

and the ratio data (message sensation value) (Field, 2009).  All seven frames were 

measured with MSV and the results are listed in Table 4.16.  Davis (1971) stated 

values between .01 - .09 have a negligible relationship, values of .10 - .29 show a low 

relationship, and values of .30 - .49 have a moderate relationship.  The strongest 

relationship between message frame and MSV was the human health frame.  It was a 

moderate correlation of .33, and was indicated as significant at alpha level .01.  There 

was a positive, but low correlation between environmental and MSV (rpb  = .12), as 

well as between right to know and MSV (rpb =  .14).  There was a negligible 

correlation between other and MSV (rpb = .03.  Regulatory, morality/ethics and 

business all had a negligible negative correlation with MSV. 
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Table 4.16 

Relationships Between Message Frame and MSV(N = 162) 

Message Frame MSV (rpb) 

Human Health .33** 

Right to Know .14 

Environmental .12 

Other .03 

Business -.04 

Regulatory  -.05 

Morality/Ethics -.06 

Note. **p < .01. 

Message Appeals and Message Sensation Value 

To determine if a relationship exists between message appeals and MSV, 

Point-biserial correlation coefficients were calculated.  This correlation was used to 

determine the linear relationship between the discrete dichotomous (message appeal) 

and the ratio data (message sensation value) (Field, 2009).   The relationships between 

both logical and emotional appeals were calculated with MSV.  Table 4.17 illustrates 

the relationships.  Emotional appeals had a low correlation with MSV (rpb =  .14). 

There was no correlation between logical appeals and MSV (rpb =  -.00). 
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Table 4.17 

Relationships Between Message Appeal and MSV(N = 162) 

Message Appeal MSV (rpb) 

Emotional  .14 

Logical -.00 

On-camera Sources and Message Sensation Value 

To determine if a relationship exist between on-camera sources and MSV, 

Point-biserial correlation coefficients were calculated.  This correlation was used to 

determine the linear relationship between the discrete dichotomous (source) and the 

ratio data (message sensation value) (Field, 2009).   All relationships between sources 

and MSV are presented in Table 4.18.  The strongest correlation was between other 

and MSV with a moderate correlation (rpb = .34) that was significant at alpha level .01.  

Citizens showed no correlation with MSV.  The remaining sources had low 

correlations with MSV. 
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Table 4.18 

Relationships Between On-camera Sources and MSV (N = 162) 

On-camera Source MSV (rpb) 

Other .34** 

Farmers .09 

Non-government Organization .07 

Citizens .00 

Industry  -.02 

Scientists -.03 

Public Officials  -.05 

Government Organization -.06 

Celebrity -.07 

Doctor -.08 

Note. **p < .01. 

Research Question Six 

Research Question Six was to determine if there were differences in the 

message sensation value and message side, message frames, message appeals, and 

sources of YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  Independent t-test were conducted 

to determine the differences between MSV and message frames, message appeals, and 

sources, whereas an one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine the differences 

between MSV and message side.  Significance was set a prior at .05. 
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Message Frames and Message Sensation Value 

To determine the difference between message frames and MSV, independent 

sample t-tests were conducted for each of the seven frames (Table 4.19).  Only one 

frame had a significant difference in mean scores according to the Levene’s test.  

When the human health frame was present there was a significant difference between 

the mean scores of MSV, as opposed to when it was absent (t(160) = 4.54, p = .00).  

All other frames did not have significant differences. 

Table 4.19 

Independent Samples T-test for Significant Differences Between Message Frames and 

MSV 

Present Absent 

Message Frame n M SD n M SD t df p 

value 

Human Health 83 3.72 2.25 79 2.34 1.53 4.54 160 .00 

Right to Know 97 3.29 2.19 65 2.69 1.77 1.83 160 .06 

Environmental 20 3.70 2.49 142 2.96 1.97 1.52 160 .07 

Other 15 3.27 2.43 147 3.03 2.01 0.43 160 .19 

Regulatory 72 2.93 1.87 90 3.14 2.18 -0.66 160 .26 

Morality 68 2.91 2.06 94 3.15 2.05 -0.73 160 .33 

Business 40 2.90 1.95 122 3.10 2.09 -0.53 160 .82 

Message Appeals and Message Sensation Value 

To determine if there were differences between message appeals and MSV, 

independent sample t-tests were calculated.  Both emotional and logical appeals were 

tested.  The results from Levene’s test for equality of variances showed when 
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emotional appeals are present in videos MSV means are significantly different than 

when emotional appeals are absent (t(160) = -1.81, p = .00).  Table 4.20 presents the t-

test results for message appeals difference on MSV. 

Table 4.20 

Independent Samples T-test for Significant Differences Between Message Appeals and 

MSV 

Present Absent 

Message 

Appeal 

n M SD n M SD t df p 

value 

Emotional 140 3.16 2.14 22 2.32 1.13 -1.81 160 .00 

Logical 112 3.04 1.90 50 3.06 2.36 .04 160 .16 

On-camera Sources and Message Sensation Value 

To determine if there were differences between on-camera sources and MSV, 

independent sample t-tests were calculated.  T-test results are presented in Table 4.21 

for all on-camera sources.  Only the other category showed significant differences in 

MSV mean scores (t(160) = -4.62, p = .01). 
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Table 4.21 

Independent Samples T-test for Significant Differences Between On-camera Sources 

and MSV 

Present Absent 

Source n M SD n M SD t df p 

value 

Other 72 3.83 2.24 90 2.42 1.64 -4.62 160 .01 

Public Officials 3 2.33 0.58 159 3.06 2.06 0.61 160 .07 

Scientists 16 2.88 1.67 146 3.07 2.09 0.36 160 .11 

Celebrity 20 2.65 1.76 142 3.11 2.09 0.93 160 .33 

Governmental 

Organization 

2 2.00 1.41 160 3.06 2.05 0.73 160 .41 

Industry 4 2.75 1.70 158 3.06 2.06 0.30 160 .46 

Citizens 48 3.06 2.13 114 3.04 2.02 -0.53 160 .47 

Farmers 15 3.60 2.38 147 2.99 2.01 -1.09 160 .56 

Doctor 10 2.40 1.90 152 3.09 2.06 1.04 160 .58 

Non-governmental 

Organizations 

4 4.00 1.82 158 3.03 2.05 -0.94 160 .77 

Business 40 2.90 1.95 122 3.10 2.09 -0.53 160 .82 

Message Side and Message Sensation Value 

To determine if there were differences between message side and MSV, a one-

way ANOVA was conducted (Table 4.22).  The ANOVA indicated there was a 

significant difference between the message sides (F2,159 = 3.99, p = .02) mean value of 

MSV.  To further investigate which side (for, against, or neutral) was significantly 

different, a post hoc analysis was performed.  Using the Bonferroni comparison to 

analyze the mean responses between the sides, the researcher found there was a 
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significant difference in MSV between the neutral videos and the videos that were 

against the proposition (p = .02).  However, there were no other significant differences 

found between the videos supporting Proposition 37. 

Table 4.22 

ANOVA for MSV of Message Side 

MSV F p value 

N M SD 

For 116 3.10 2.15 

Against 26 2.19 1.20 

Neutral 20 3.85 1.98 

3.99 .02 
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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to describe the presence of videos related to 

Proposition 37 on the social media platform, YouTube.  Proposition 37 was a 2012 

ballot initiative to require labeling on genetically modified organisms in California.  

From an auto-generated YouTube channel, 162 Proposition 37 videos were examined 

using a quantitative content analysis design.  This chapter summarizes the results 

reported in Chapter IV and provides conclusions, discussion, and recommendations. 

The following research questions were used to guide the study: 

1. What are the social aspects of YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

2. What message frames, message appeals, and message structure exist in

YouTube videos about Proposition 37? 

3. What sources are used in YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

4. What is the message sensation value of YouTube videos about Proposition 37?

5. What relationships exist between social aspects, message frames, message

appeals, sources, and message sensation value of YouTube videos about 

Proposition 37? 

6. Are there differences in the message sensation value and message side,

message frames, message appeals, and sources of YouTube videos about 

Proposition 37? 
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Conclusions 

In order to describe the presence of Proposition 37 YouTube videos, data were 

collected using a researcher-developed code book.  First, the sample was described by 

identifying if the videos supported, opposed, or was neutral to the proposition.  Out of 

the 162 videos, 116 (71.6%) supported the proposition and wanted mandatory labeling 

of GM products to pass.  This is consistent with polls leading up to the election 

indicating a majority of the public wanted the proposition to pass (McFadden & Lusk, 

2013).  In addition, YouTube has a younger audience than other traditional media 

outlets, thus it can be expected that the content supports the views of the audience.  As 

indicated previously, majority of voters under 30 years old supported mandatory 

labeling (Lake Research Partners, 2012); therefore the number of videos on YouTube 

supporting the proposition is not surprising.  The remaining videos were split fairly 

close with 26 (16.0%) against the proposition, and 20 (12.3%) neutral to the 

proposition.  

The video creator was also determined, with user-generated content being the 

most prevalent (n = 67, 41.4%).  This is not surprising given the intended purpose of 

YouTube is to promote user-generated content (Kavoori, 2011).  However, it was 

expected that there would be alternative creators.  The researcher developed seven 

possible creators, and only four of those creators were present in the sample.  Possible 

creators included individual (user-generated), non-governmental organizations, 

governmental organizations, media, foreign, other, and hard to tell.  The undefined 

(other) creator (n = 41, 25.3%) was the second most used, bringing up five alternative 

creators, not previously established by the researcher.  Those included businesses (n = 
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15, 9.3%), Yes on 37 campaign (n = 10, 6.2%), No on 37 campaign (n = 8, 4.9%), 

small support groups (n = 7, 4.3%) and one university (n = 1, 0.6%).  The final two 

video creators identified were media (n = 28, 17.3%) and non-governmental 

organizations (n = 26, 16.0%).  These findings further support the idea that businesses 

and political campaigners are using YouTube as a platform to communicate to the 

masses (Kavoori, 2011). 

The maximum length of videos included in the sample was set based on 

research by Cheng et al. (2013) that indicated that videos between 2 minutes and 51 

seconds and four minutes were considered more popular than other videos and based 

on the population of YouTube videos, the average length of videos was approximately 

4 minutes.  In the current study, the video length was recorded with a minimum length 

of 15 seconds and a maximum length of 4 minutes.  This poses a limitation to the 

study since there are videos about Proposition 37 that fell outside the four minute time 

limit.  Therefore, the average video length of this sample is inconsistent with prior 

research because of the sample criteria.  The average video length was one minute and 

40 seconds (SD = 1.00).  

Goodwin and Rhoades (2011) stated it was important to know when YouTube 

videos are uploaded to effectively reach voters before they view competing messages.  

All videos in this sample were uploaded to YouTube between July 1, 2012, and 

November 1, 2013.  In this study, the majority of the videos were uploaded in October 

2012 (n = 92, 56.8%).  This finding was not unexpected because October was the 

month prior to the election; however, it was interesting that videos were still uploaded 

a year later regarding Proposition 37.  This is consistent Spector’s (2013) statement 
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that Proposition 37 was the beginning that established labeling genetically modified 

food as a concrete issue.  The debate on labeling is not over after a single election, 

which has been confirmed with other states following California’s lead (Plagakis, 

2013).  

Research Question One 

Research Question One sought to determine the social aspects of YouTube 

videos about Proposition 37.  The social aspects were the number of times a video was 

viewed, if the video was positively or negatively rated, if comments are allowed, and 

how many comments each video received.  Since these data can change daily, it was 

collected prior to watching the videos to prevent inconstant results between coders. 

The least watched video had a total of 9 views.  Cheng et al. (2013) stated 

users will access their own videos several times after uploading to make sure it was 

done successfully.  It is possible that some of the views were contributed by the 

uploader.  The video with the most views had a drastically larger view count of 

620,039 views.  A possible explanation for this might be that viewers shared this video 

more frequently than other videos on Proposition 37, or the video was on multiple 

platforms creating more viewers.  The average view count in the sample was 8,612.44 

(SD = 52,680.22).  This finding must be interpreted with caution because of the large 

range in the number of views (demonstrated by the standard deviation value); it does 

not necessarily provide an accurate representation of the sample.  To help address this 

concern, the researcher found multiple modes (14 views, 25 views, and 33 views) of 

three videos.  These results imply that though some videos in the sample reach a 

substantial number of viewers, many reach a much smaller audience size.  Videos with 
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significant views need to be studied further to determine what makes them so popular.  

English et al., (2011) stated videos that receive substantial views, and go viral, can be 

very effective for political efforts.  

Next, the results provided that majority of the videos allowed comments (n = 

145, 89.5%), while some videos did not have any (n = 17, 10.5%).  It was intriguing to 

see some videos did not allow comments because the social aspect is a driving force 

behind YouTube’s success (Cheng et al., 2008; 2013).  However, it could be possible 

that the creator did not have time to manage the comment feature, or since the video 

content is controversial, maybe the creators were avoiding possible conflict.  Silva 

(2012) stated it is common for political organizations to upload repurposed material 

and disable social media features because of their traditional communication strategy.  

Regardless of the reason, it is important when using social media platforms to take 

advantage of the aspects that engage the viewers.  The video with the most comments 

had 1,763, but the average number of comments was 22.51 (SD = 140.65) indicating 

that most of the videos in the sample had much fewer comments. 

Another social aspect that was noted was the video rating.  In general, if 

ratings were present, the sample consisted of more positively rated videos.  The results 

found that the average positive rating was 58.93 (SD = 255.22), while the average 

negative rating was 2.79 (SD = 9.72).  The research does not clearly address the reason 

for these findings, but it is possible that viewers of this topic are more inclined to like 

videos, than to dislike videos.  
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Research Question Two 

Research Question Two sought to determine what message frames, message 

appeals, and message structures exist in YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  Based 

on prior literature (Abbot et al., 2001), the researcher established seven possible 

frames: human health, environmental, regulatory, business, morality/ethics, right to 

know, and other.  Right to know and human health were the most prominent frames in 

the sample, present in majority of the videos. 

The right to know frame deserves recognition, as it was not originally 

incorporated into the code book.  After conducting a pilot test, the researcher noticed 

its frequency in the sample, and included it for the final coding procedure.  While 

earlier findings (Abbot et al., 2001; Lore et al., 2013) did not identify the right to 

know frame in general news coverage about GMO labeling, Doerfert et al., (2003) 

found the right to know frame present in media messages surrounding Oregon’s 2002 

Ballet Measure 27.  This research found the right to know frame was the most 

prominent frame in the sample (n = 97, 59.9%).  It is a unique finding because it 

addresses a more emotionally-driven, standalone concept of human rights, whereas the 

other frames can be supported by facts.  It seems that this frame gains more exposure 

when the decision is in the hands of the consumer.  This implies that the proponents of 

mandatory labeling are recognizing their audience and tailoring their messages to 

reach them.  This could possibly pose a significant obstacle for the agricultural 

industry because those in the industry tend to rely on fact to help communicate the 

processes and products they developed.  This frame indicates it may be important to 
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consider other communication approaches, or type of messages to reach non-

agricultural audiences.   

The second most common frame was human health (n = 83, 51.2%).  The 

human health frame was used to communicate health risk, as well as to reassure the 

safety of genetically modified products.  When videos cited negative human health 

effects and provided a source, the most noted was a French study (Seralini et al., 2012) 

that indicated genetically modified corn produced tumors in rats.  Since the release of 

that study, it has faced numerous criticisms and has been removed from the journal it 

was published in (Chrispeels, 2014); however, the impact still prevails in this sample 

of YouTube videos.  With the majority of the videos using a human health frame, it 

implies that the safety of genetically modified organisms is still a concern. 

Another important finding was the presence of the morality/ethics frame (n = 

68, 42%).  Although this frame was found in other studies, in this sample it was 

incorporated much more frequently (Abbot et al., 2001; Lore et al., 2013).  This was 

interesting because this frame focused more on ethical and moral standards such as 

business transparency and honesty, rather than the negative or positive effects of 

labeling genetically modified organisms.  This implies that some Americans in this 

sample have less trust in large agricultural companies namely, Monsanto and Dow 

AgroSciences.  If this implication is true, agricultural communicators need to be aware 

of this mistrust to adequately communicate issues and rebuild relationships with 

consumers.  Augoustinos et al. (2010) recognized the need for new communication 

tools when science is challenged by social, moral and political standards. 
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To address the second portion of research question two, the message appeals 

used in the sample were identified as emotional or logical.  Emotional appeals (n = 

140, 86.4%) were more frequently used in the sample than logical appeals (n = 112, 

69.1%).  This is consistent with Goodwin and Rhoades’ (2011) finding that emotional 

appeals were used more frequently in YouTube videos about Proposition 2.  However, 

in this research, a majority of videos used both types of appeals, typically providing 

rational and subjective statements to persuade viewers to vote for or against 

Proposition 37. 

The last part of research question two was to determine the message structures 

existing in YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  Call to action was used in majority 

of the videos (n = 114, 70.4%), which was not surprising given that the purpose of the 

majority of the videos was to urge people to vote for the proposition.  The videos 

using call to action typically provided where to find additional information, in addition 

to how the viewer should cast their ballot. 

Research Question Three 

Research Question Three sought to identify the sources that are used in 

YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  Coders could select multiple sources: citizens, 

celebrities, scientists, farmers, doctors, industry, non-governmental organizations, 

governmental organizations, and other.  One unanticipated finding was that the other 

category was the most prominent source selected with 44.4% (n = 72) of the videos 

not fitting a predetermined category.  Examples of the additional on-camera sources 

included no sources, actors, reporters, Pam Larry (the “initial instigator” of 

Proposition 37), radio hosts, chefs, campaign representatives, characters, and veterans.  
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The most frequently used other source was actually no sources (n = 27, 16.7%).  

Although this finding was unanticipated, it aligns with the nature of YouTube.  This 

could be because the nature of YouTube does not follow the typical gatekeeping 

processes, allowing for other sources to be used that may not have met more rigorous 

standards in traditional media outlets.  This can become hazardous and further weaken 

the public’s understanding of science, in turn increasing the importance for factual 

information about agricultural science technologies.   

Research Question Four 

Research Question Four was to determine the message sensation value of 

YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  Overall, videos in the sample had a low 

message sensation value, with the average MSV at 3.05 (SD = 2.05).  The highest 

level of MSV was recorded at 9.0.  The present findings seem to be consistent with 

other research that found low levels of MSV in antismoking YouTube videos with the 

same maximum MSV (Paek et al., 2010).  The most used message sensation value 

variable was music followed by sound saturation, which were also the most used 

variables in Paek et al. (2010).  The surprise/twist ending variable was not present in 

any of the 162 videos.  This implies that video creators did not incorporate a climatic 

ending to the videos.  The lack of MSV characteristics incorporated into the sample 

can be explained by the content found on the platform.  As stated earlier, user-

generated content was the most prevalent in the sample, typically in the form of a 

video blog.  Users in this category might not be trained, or concerned with message 

characteristics such as animated graphics and music that would foster greater 

stimulation during processing.  Instead, they may be more focused on the content of 
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the message.  Despite this finding, as more creators begin to use YouTube for 

communication strategies, it would be a missed opportunity to not utilize MSV 

characteristics.  Previous literature explains how individuals’ attention is demanded by 

competing environments (Zuckerman, 1988) and they have limited capacity to process 

the information provided in the many different environments (Lang, 2000).  In order to 

break through the clutter, message sensation value characteristics can trigger stimuli 

and engage the viewer’s attention (Donohew et al., 1988; Morgan et al., 2003).  Even 

if the content is irrelevant to their interest, visual elements can allow an individual to 

enjoy the message. 

Research Question Five 

Research Question Five was to determine the relationships that exist between 

social aspects, message frames, message appeals, sources, and message sensation 

value of YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  The results of the correlational 

statistics indicated two social aspects had a significant, but low relationship with 

MSV.  Both negative rating (r = .20) and number of comments (r = .17) were 

indicated as significant at alpha level .05.  Since they have a low correlation with 

message sensation value, MSV and negative ratings do have an association as does 

MSV and the number of comments a video receives.  However, the association 

strength was low.  In addition, this research found a relationship between message 

frame and MSV.  Specifically, the human health frame had a moderate correlation of 

.33 (p = .01).  This finding allows the researcher to conclude the human health frame 

and MSV have a positive association.  As the health frame becomes present, the MSV 

increases; as the MSV increase, it is more likely a health frame was used.  This 
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correlation strength could be due to the use of intense images, a message sensation 

value variable, were used more in human health framed videos, increasing the MSV. 

 This study was unable to demonstrate that message appeals have a significant 

relationship with MSV.  The only correlation found was a low correlation between 

emotional appeals and MSV (rpb =  .14), but it was not significant.  

Lastly, there was a moderate correlation between other on-camera sources and 

MSV (rpb = .34, p =  .01).  This implies that the other category including, no sources, 

actors, reporters, Pam Larry (the “initial instigator” of Proposition 37), radio hosts, 

chefs, campaign representatives, characters, and veterans have some influence on 

MSV.  The researcher suspects that when no sources are present, more visual effects 

are needed to hold the viewer’s attention, thus increasing MSV.  In addition, when a 

video used actors, instead of a traditional on-camera sources, the video was acted-out, 

which is a message sensation value variable, therefore a higher MSV was possible.  

Research Question Six 

Research Question Six was to determine if there were differences in the 

message sensation value and message side, message frames, message appeals, and 

sources of YouTube videos about Proposition 37.  Significance was set a prior at .05.  

Similar to the conclusions of Research Question Five, the only frame that had a 

significant difference on MSV when it was present or absent was the human health 

frame (t(160) = 4.54, p = .00).  Therefore, MSV was higher in messages with the 

human health frame, versus without the frame present.  All other frames did not have 

significant differences in the MSV mean scores. 
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For message appeals, emotional appeals reported a significant difference in 

MSV mean scores, t(160) = -1.81, p = .00.  The findings indicate that the MSV is 

greater when emotional appeals are present than when they are absent.  

The only on-camera source that reported a significant difference in MSV mean 

scores was the other category, t(160) = -4.62, p = .01.  Therefore, when the other 

category was selected for on-camera sources, there were higher values of message 

sensation opposed to when the other category was not selected. 

To determine if there were differences between message side and MSV, a one-

way ANOVA was conducted and it indicated there was a significant difference 

between the message sides’ (F2,159 = 3.99, p = .02) MSV mean score.  A significant 

difference in MSV existed between the neutral videos and the videos that were against 

the proposition (p = .02).  Thus, MSV was greater in videos against the proposition, 

than those neutral.  A possible explanation for this might be that against videos are 

using more MSV features to persuade the viewers to vote for the proposition.  

Discussions 

The first election held in the U.S. to mandatory label genetically modified 

organisms, was in 2002 and failed with over 70% of Oregon citizens opposing Ballet 

Measure 27 (Doerfert et al., 2003).  A decade later, the votes on Proposition 37 were 

much closer with 51.5% opposing the proposition and 48.5% in favor of mandatory 

labeling (Zilberman et al., 2013).  Many suggest the funding available to the 

opposition provided substantial backing and allowed for the vote to swing in their 

direction (Spector, 2013).  It is possible that with the use of free platforms, such as 

YouTube, the funding factor could be reduced impacting the outcome of the vote.  
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Compared to the 2002 election, Proposition 37 gained a lot of social media exposure, 

which could be a reason for a much closer race.  However, funding was not the only 

factor. 

 In agreement with McFadden and Lusk (2013), the campaign advertisements, 

as well as the messages projected from either side impacted the vote.  The conflicting 

statement regarding increased cost created hesitation, and the value of labeling must 

surpass the extra out of pocket expense in order for the proposition to have pass 

(Zilberman’s et al., 2013).  Since people can avoid GM products with non-GMO 

labels (Haro von Mogel, 2012), it is possible those who voted for the proposition 

already purchased non-GMO products and were less affected by increased cost.  

Whereas those who are for labeling, but do not want to pay extra, voted against the 

proposition.  Additionally, the proponents had multiple messages centered on no costs, 

health risks, right to know, and lack of business transparency.  If proponents would 

have driven only their strongest message, right to know, it is possible the results would 

have been different.  

Doerfert et al., 2003 asked two questions concluding their research regarding 

Ballet Measure 27.  Both questions can be answered with a firm yes.  The funding 

battle was still a dynamic component in the election.  Haro von Mogel (2012) made a 

valid point about funding the proposition.  He stated that the money spent on 

campaigning would have been useful in educating the public, instead of funding an 

election that did not change anything.  As far as content, Proposition 37 followed 

similar campaign strategies as those of Ballet Measure 27.  Opponents focused on 

costs and regulation, while proponents focused on health risks and the consumer’s 
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right to know.  However, the slight variation was the use of social media in the 

Proposition 37 campaign.  For future initiatives, it would be beneficial to take this 

research and gain an understanding of how political information can be encouraged on 

new platforms, so campaigns can accommodate the citizens’ preferences (English et 

al.’s, 2011).  

Recommendations 

Research 

This study provides a starting point for future studies that seek to explore the 

message sensation value of topics in YouTube videos, specifically topics in 

agriculture.  Future research regarding MSV needs to be conducted including the 

effects of MSV on audience perceptions.  One way to start would be to conduct a 

qualitative content analysis on a similar video sample.  By analyzing comments on 

videos, the researcher can identify certain commonalities among viewers.  In addition, 

analyzing the content of the video itself in a qualitative fashion would provide a richer 

data set with examples of specific themes.  Moreover, by interviewing video 

uploaders, the researcher could get analytics of specific videos such as demographics 

and shares.  This can help identify if varying levels of MSV affect who watch the 

videos and whether or not they get more exposure.  

The next step would to incorporate MSV in an experimental design to 

determine what, if any, impact this variable might have on an agricultural audience 

and further evaluate the differences between high and low sensation seekers.  

Furthermore, additional research should be conducted to investigate the MSV of other 

agriculture issues on YouTube.  
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In addition, YouTube can provide rich content for visual communication 

research.  By analyzing the visual elements of the videos, research can help identify 

how images are used in communication strategies among YouTube users. 

Moreover, future research should consider other political issues and research 

the impact YouTube can have on the outcome of elections, measures, and the political 

opinion of YouTube users. 

One limitation of this study is the sample size.  It is very possible that videos 

that better represent the Proposition 37 on YouTube were missed using the auto-

generated channel.  Limiting the sample to videos 4 minutes or shorter created a 

purposeful sample, making the data unable to be inferred to the entire population of 

Proposition 37 YouTube videos.  Therefore, future research should take a random 

sample of videos to help obtain an accurate representation of all Proposition 37 

YouTube videos. 

Practitioners 

The findings of this study have a few important implications for future 

practice.  First, it is obvious YouTube has numerous videos about agricultural issues – 

the keywords for this Proposition 37 alone returned more than 33,000 results.  

Therefore, there is a definite need for practitioners to use YouTube as a 

communications outlet.  

In addition, the findings associated with message frames used in the sample highlight 

an important issue.  The most prominent frame in the sample was the right to know.  

This finding has important implications for developing campaigns against mandatory 

labeling because it is not a fact-based argument.  Agricultural communicators need to 
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be aware of these types of arguments to sufficiently approach and overcome such 

opposition.  When creating YouTube content, practitioners should consider using the 

MSV variables as indicators of what aspects to include.  Since communicators cannot 

argue someone’s right to know, by using MSV characteristics, viewers might take the 

peripheral route to process the message and not scrutinize the quality of the argument.  

This can help provide a more effective message.  Implementing MSV variables into 

video development will provide creative ways to reach diverse publics by targeting 

their need for sensation. 
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APPENDIX 

CODE BOOK 

Code Book  Video ID#________ 
Use the following to code the videos. 

Variables Directions/descriptions Coding Value 

Video Description 
* Information was collected prior to the coding process.

Web Link  - Copy link into excel spreadsheet. 

Video Title – Appears below the video. 

Upload date – 
When the video was posted on YouTube.  Shown below the video 
title as Published Date.  Or on About tab.  Record as MM/DD/YY 

Frequency of viewing 
– 

Number of times the video has been viewed.  This is indicated 
before the video is selected.  It is under the video title 

Video Length This is indicated on the video by the play button. 

Frequency of rating – 
Number of times video has been rated.  This is below the video title 
on the right side. 

Positive 
rating 

Thumbs up icon 

Negative 
Rating 

Thumbs down icon 

Comments If comments are allowed indicate (1), if not (0) 

Number of Comments Identify the number of comments listed. 

Video Creator 
Determine the video creator (not necessarily the uploader).  
Choose one from the list below.  

Government 
Government organization.  Such as USDA, 

FDA, EPA. 
1 

NGO 
Non-government organization.  Such as 

Greenpeace, Non-GMO Project. 
2 

Individual 
User generated content.  Created by an 

individual not an organization 
3 
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Media Clipping from a news outlet (CNN, ABC, Fox). 4 

Foreign 
 

Video was produced outside the United 

States 
5 

Other 

Video does not fit any other category. 

If known, List 

here___________________________ 

6 

Hard to tell Cannot determine the video creator. 7 

Examples   

 

Message Side Select the side of the proposition the message is directed toward. 

For Proposition 37 Clearly wants Proposition 37 to pass.  1 

Against Proposition 
37 

Clearly wants Proposition 37 to fail. 2 

Neutral to Proposition 
37 

Shows the positive and negative effects of 

both sides of the proposition.  

0 
 
 

Message Sensation Value 
*Adapted from past literature (e.g. Morgan et al.; Palmgreen et al.; Paek et al.) 

Visual   

Number of Cuts 
 

Record the number of times the camera 

cuts from one visual scene (entire frame) to 

the next.  Do not included moving graphics 

as cuts.  

 

Indicate if any of the below are present (1), absent (0), or hard to 

tell (99) 
Present Absent 

Hard 
to 

Tell 

Special visual effects 
 

Anything beyond the range of human 

ability.  Computer generated/ animated 

graphics.  

1 0 99 

Text Graphics Graphics on screen that are text.  1 0 99 

Slow motion The slowing of real-life action through 1 0 99 
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 technical intervention. 

Unusual color  
 

Unusual colors outside the range of colors 

normally perceived in real life.  People in 

Black & White, washed out color, food with 

unrealistic colors.  

1 0 99 

Intense images 
 

Intense or horrifying images including 

needles going into arms, decaying children, 

dead bodies. 

1 0 99 

Examples   

Audio  

Sound saturation 

Background sound throughout the video 

clip, including street noise or other sounds, 

rather than simply a person talking 

throughout the video clip.  

1 0 99 

Music 
Music to accompany the dialogue or action 

of the video clip.  
1 0 99 

Sound effects 

Unusual sounds (those that could not have 

occurred in real life) heard in the video clip, 

including gongs and other noises.  

1 0 99 

Examples  

Content  

Acted out (vs. talking 
head)  

Instead of being told about the 

hazard/safety of GMOs, viewers see actions 

corresponding to the point of the video clip.  

1 0 99 

Unexpected format 

If images and messages are interchangeable 

with those in other videos, the format is 

expected.  

1 0 99 

Surprise/Twist Ending 
The presence of a climactic, shocking end to 

the video.  
1 0 99 

Examples  

Message Appeals  

Logical Verifiable, objective statements, that uses 1 0 99 
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logic and reasoning to make a case by 

appealing to logic rather than emotion. 

Emotional  

Statements that are more subjective in 

nature and open to interpretation.  These 

statements appeal to emotion rather than 

logic. 

Type: __________________ (humor, fear, 

sex). 

1 0 99 

Comments 

 
 

 

 

Message Structure:  
 

Indicate if the video creator used conclusion drawing or call to 
action in the video.  Mark 1 if present, 0 if not.   

Conclusion Drawing 
 

Draws the conclusion for the reader by 

summarizing the message. (use of bulleted 

list, or summary of information) 

1 0 

Call to Action 
 

Tells the reader what to do, know, and/or 

feel at or near the end of the message. 

(telling the viewer where to go for more 

information, or to go vote) 

1 0 
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Content Characteristics  
*Adapted from prior literature (e.g. Abrams and Meyers; Abbott et al.) 

Message Frame 

Select the frames discussed in each video.  A frame can be 
thought of as the statements made to promote or oppose the 
topic.  Multiple frames can be present.  Indicate if the frame is 
Present (1), Absent (0).  

Human Health GMOs will/will not affect human health  1 0 

Environmental 
GMOs will/will not affect the environment. 

(Ex. cross pollination, biodiversity). 
1 0 

Regulatory 

GMOs will /will not influence how we 
regulate food/crops.  Such as labeling costs, 
labeling standards, processes to test the 
presence of GMOs.  

1 0 

Business 
 

GMOs will impact the current state of 

business. 

List type if stated: __________________ 

(organic/conventional).  

1 0 

Morality/Ethics 

GMOs call to question our morality or 

ethical standards.  Examples: honesty, 

business transparency, help us feed the 

world, against biblical principles. 

1 0 

Right to Know 
Address  Proposition 37 as a consumers 

Right to Know 
1 0 

Other  Does not fit in any of the above frames. 1 0 

Comments 
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Sources on Camera 
Indicate if the following sources are used on camera.  If none, 
select other.  

Scientists  

A scientific study, researcher, PhD, or 
reference to a university professor, 
researcher, or extension agent (exclude 
students).  

1 0 

Public Officials -  
 

Holding or have held office or serving in a 
public capacity such as senator, judge, 
attorney general. 

1 0 

Industry  
Owner or representative of a business, not a 
farmer 

1 0 

Citizens  An ordinary citizen or consumer. 1 0 

 Farmers  
 

A farmer also called producer.  Owners or 
managers of farms also qualify as a farmer.  
However, owners of food businesses (i.e., 
Cascadian Farms, Horizon, etc) are NOT 
farmers. 

1 0 

Governmental 
Organizations 

Representatives from USDA, FDA, EPA. 1 0 

NGO 
Non-government organization.  Such as 
farmer organizations, organic food groups.  

1 0 

Celebrity A famous person  1 0 

Doctor 
A person with a medical degree, or 
certification representing the human health 
sector such as M.D. or nutritionist. 

1 0 

Other 

If an on-camera source does not fit the 
above categories.  
 
List Here_____________-
____________________ 

1 0 

Additional Comments  
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SAMPLE VIDEO URLS AND TITLES 

Sample 

Video Title URL 

Proposition 37 - The "imaginary" costs... 

(READ DESCRIPTION & VOTE YES 

ON 37!)  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oi4YO24YjWc  

PROP 37 FRAUD? (3)  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2l0ox5KNH6M  

Know GMO SebGrange Tracy Terry  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2Y_A7oTWCjE  

Ramona Family Naturals Vote YES on 

PROP 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eOs4qGvIWT4  

Know GMO Eva  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WmWWn-q1fN0 

Another California Voice for Prop 37 - 

Eliza Fry  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0Ao-c5g78N4  

Know GMO Vince #2  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c4spb5ylqvc  

KnowGMO Pamm Larry  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nXcVD1UR-iY 

SahajaOnGMOs.wmv  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Olz2fTSatCQ 

No On California Proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0BjuoitLVSY  

"Arbitrary Exemptions"  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AVY1upHOBQo  

"Combo"  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SeWzuQ5Jed8  

Yes on Prop 37 - California Right To 

Know 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Szq2GFYktG8  

California Proposition 37 Promotional 

Video  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=86Qob4yplDI 

Yes on Prop 37: Mythbusters Video  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xhKmJ5JU8f4  

Vote Yes on Proposition 37! - 

SayNO2GMO - To Hell with MonSatan!  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ivJZoMg7Xdk  

YESon37DrGoodman30TV  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F9AFXBb_zXw  

"Red Tape"  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0oMn6GqW9Iw  

Yes on Proposition 37 to Label 

Genetically Engineered Food. We Have 

the Right to Know.  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yZCBIIFWGXk  

"No" on California Proposition 37 Makes 

No Sense (READ DESCRIPTION & 

VOTE YES ON 37!)  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TWm2_XjlD2Y  

Yes On California Proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PhS7nvAaRk0 

Blindfold: Vote Yes on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MFAii2gGdjg  

Grocery Costs, Featuring James Franco: 

Vote Yes on Prop 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pxeWHvJJS54  

Grocery Costs - Compilation: Vote Yes 

on Prop 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zAFG6rvmqAc  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oi4YO24YjWc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2l0ox5KNH6M
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2Y_A7oTWCjE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=eOs4qGvIWT4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WmWWn-q1fN0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0Ao-c5g78N4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=c4spb5ylqvc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nXcVD1UR-iY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Olz2fTSatCQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0BjuoitLVSY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AVY1upHOBQo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SeWzuQ5Jed8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Szq2GFYktG8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=86Qob4yplDI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xhKmJ5JU8f4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ivJZoMg7Xdk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F9AFXBb_zXw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0oMn6GqW9Iw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yZCBIIFWGXk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TWm2_XjlD2Y
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PhS7nvAaRk0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=MFAii2gGdjg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=pxeWHvJJS54
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zAFG6rvmqAc
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Yes on Prop 37: A Veteran's Right To 

Know  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PZ8ZVCSv7NA  

I'm a Mom v2: Vote Yes on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=X7zDV-WVP2Q 

Grocery Costs: Vote Yes on Pro 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i7V3q2HDQLI  

I'm a Mom: Vote Yes on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7XcAcFTjm0g  

GMO LABELING PROP 37 " Not A 

Science Experiment" - POP Campaign  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Mv16z0UQoPo  

Yes on Prop 37: A Farmer's Perspective  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DlPm6KfLmX4  

Yes on Prop 37: Grandma's House  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-BvnXzWPyQc 

Grocery Costs with Marisa Tomei: Yes 

on Prop 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8i9wzJxB3jk 

Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oi2KkpS3a3Y  

Ask a Farmer  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OCymDEW934E  

Supporting Prop 37 Initiative  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uq5oWeBiPQQ  

Another California Voice for Prop 37 - 

Patty Chelseth  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T3Dh1rL1_LM  

No to Prop 37 Government Ad  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-H8ix5s6z58 

Know GMO Jill the Veggie Queen  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=J_NIR8NqWnc  

Jeffery Smith Says Vote YES On Prop 

37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Sh37O844tCM  

Prop 37 - Shedding Light  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jcaeIZQemNU  

Vote Yes on Prop 37 song  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yjufET9ogFw  

Prop 37 ad  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Py08HvJl5Bk  

Bill Maher on the Truth Behind Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nj3ZXMUdFTU  

Signs: Kids are not Lab Rats -- Yes on 

Prop 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OhWqi6D3qBQ  

Halloween: GMOs are a Trick and not a 

Treat  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NkVIU9ejqLQ  

Proposition 37: Genetically Engineered 

Foods Labeling  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vGhnsM6F0_8  

Devon Stefan and Adam No Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bYhtutSJeEc  

San Diego for Prop 37 rally.  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sb3bHusEcrk  

Quick message from Pamm Larry at 

Natural Products Expo West 2013  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3Ctnw-HCWfk 

Right to Know: Vote Yes on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lK0YT2r7GHQ  

#OMGGMO "Just Say No" (full video 

out soon 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3tKfVgqk7jg  

What is Prop 37?  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kyxre0s9XC4  

The Real Deceptive Food Label  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kv6SU8eQ1LI  

Yes on 37 - "Dial" Radio Ad  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qnkrrsz8Nok  

Know GMO Steve  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gHXYuoMPEVo  

Russell Simmons - Yes on Prop. 37 PSA  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dSsi9t0KT5U  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PZ8ZVCSv7NA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=X7zDV-WVP2Q
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=i7V3q2HDQLI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7XcAcFTjm0g
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Mv16z0UQoPo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DlPm6KfLmX4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-BvnXzWPyQc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8i9wzJxB3jk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oi2KkpS3a3Y
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OCymDEW934E
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=uq5oWeBiPQQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=T3Dh1rL1_LM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-H8ix5s6z58
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=J_NIR8NqWnc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Sh37O844tCM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=jcaeIZQemNU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yjufET9ogFw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Py08HvJl5Bk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nj3ZXMUdFTU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OhWqi6D3qBQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NkVIU9ejqLQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vGhnsM6F0_8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bYhtutSJeEc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sb3bHusEcrk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3Ctnw-HCWfk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lK0YT2r7GHQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3tKfVgqk7jg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Kyxre0s9XC4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kv6SU8eQ1LI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Qnkrrsz8Nok
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gHXYuoMPEVo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dSsi9t0KT5U
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Say Yes on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nTJ0rskxqUw 

Yes on proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_URfc51wIFA  

New No on 37 Radio: "They're at it 

Again"  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0prG2KdP6uY  

NO on Prop 37?  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=m1D3CpUiTb8  

Reason Four of "Six BAD Reasons To 

Vote No On California Proposition 37 -- 

with Dr. Steve Savage."  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4_qhN_qcFyw  

Glowbox. Yes on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=h-E1Y4DbRdw 

Pamm Larry speaks about Proposition 37 

at the 2012 Conscious Life Expo  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yleUvCOe50k  

Vote Yes Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3QTyOB_5iUI  

Kids are not Lab Rats: Vote Yes on Prop 

37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=E9JApP0zIkE  

Yes Prop 37 - labels!  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RnOQReJrraA  

No on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PTdjjmKfL3A  

Yes on 37 - No to the Pizza Ad  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SZO8-QRHM5M  

A Minute on Proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6ke622Sj1Zc  

Monsanto in the Small Print, Supporting 

Anti prop 37 GMO Lab  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vtTOuKiS8I4  

GMO Labeling Won't Cost You 

Anything. YES ON PROP 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iC7Jv5khpmY 

CalWatchdog Election Watch: Prop 37, 

Food Labeling Initiative 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TE9-n3MbXho 

Proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fRd6OIG84fw  

Yes on Prop. 37: Ask A Farmer  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cRpLmsQQABs  

Yes on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xlCcxXfldG4  

Monsanto's Deep Political Ties Shoot 

Down GMO Labeling Prop 37 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZojWSnw_u_Q  

KnowGMO Karen Hudson  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e9OHapmpB_U  

Anet Aguilar talks about Proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nSh01EQNSb4  

Yes on Proposition 37: Newspapers Have 

It Wrong  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NjyolHrF7PM  

Yes on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xPAyrUIek_U  

California Proposition 37 PSA  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B9DDPLmcxbU  

Labeling is a win for farmers and a win 

for consumers  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8WOBiarf-bM  

Prop 37 PSA  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4Rvj9c2buRY 

Reason Two of "Six BAD Reasons To 

Vote No On California Proposition 37 -- 

with Dr. Steve Savage."  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8MMcolP_s1M  

What Can You Do For Proposition 37?  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zLMhSQ3MBd4  

Yes on Proposition 37: What's in my http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8w0ics41aU8  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nTJ0rskxqUw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=_URfc51wIFA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0prG2KdP6uY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=m1D3CpUiTb8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4_qhN_qcFyw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=h-E1Y4DbRdw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yleUvCOe50k
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3QTyOB_5iUI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=E9JApP0zIkE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RnOQReJrraA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PTdjjmKfL3A
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SZO8-QRHM5M
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6ke622Sj1Zc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vtTOuKiS8I4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iC7Jv5khpmY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TE9-n3MbXho
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fRd6OIG84fw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cRpLmsQQABs
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xlCcxXfldG4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZojWSnw_u_Q
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=e9OHapmpB_U
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nSh01EQNSb4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NjyolHrF7PM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xPAyrUIek_U
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B9DDPLmcxbU
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8WOBiarf-bM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4Rvj9c2buRY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8MMcolP_s1M
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zLMhSQ3MBd4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8w0ics41aU8
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food?  

Trust Us: Vote Yes on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qyKGn20Ifhk  

Yes on California's Prop. 37! Label 

GMO Food NOW!!!  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ta5r7-pcJOI 

YES on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oEnOtXkCPMo  

Support Prop. 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=va-RrUOB87Q 

Prop 37 California 2012 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=n6HYTJ4C1rM  

Proposition 37 Fact Check  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NQRDw0zpyfQ  

Both Sides of the Table with Prop 37 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nqX3ryJ2bus  

Right to Know: Vote Yes on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RB1xHFwSYIg  

Yes on Prop 37 http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YeanqR5z5gk  

Seeds of Doubt Conference: Michael 

Antoniou, PhD on Prop 37; #YesOn37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4M_TBos4XSs  

Theresa Marquez on Prop 37 Result  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lxmJMR-qgEc  

Reason Three of "Six BAD Reasons To 

Vote No On California Proposition 37 -- 

with Dr. Steve Savage."  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zOhzkDA7Tsc  

No on Prop 37 student video project  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CUY1nXwAUKc  

Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=deM6FaQhRrE  

prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WK5frenfSDg  

Labeling  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dRpWywQVAzY  

Prop 37 Spoof Ad  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kK3i2n8QGvQ  

Farmers Market Shopper Endorses Prop 

37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q8meYpcXTZE  

Reason Six of "Six BAD Reasons To 

Vote No On California Proposition 37 -- 

with Dr. Steve Savage."  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qcOoRxhYEUI  

Coca Cola GMO not Classy and Polite 

Conversation California Prop 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w_uoIlU2Ykw  

Food Companies forced to label GMO 

foods in California if Prop 37 passes  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=br4At3jzNME 

Opponents of Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=x1SA0sFpJZk  

letting prop 37 pass and our voice as a 

people be heard!  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sBEGzmGF_Ms  

YES on prop 37 "flashmob" march - 

Santa Cruz, CA Sept. 2012  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yMj5Z0QInPg  

Yes on Prop. 37: If You Knew What We 

Were Putting In Your Food  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gnTpCf_cvg0  

Proposition 37: September 2012 Poll 

Results  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7GQP5Bn5cRk  

Benefits  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=q5_BhjIMm98  

TinaB Slams GMO Food in Support of 

CA Prop 37 to Label Genetically 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=k_QAorcSu5A  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qyKGn20Ifhk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ta5r7-pcJOI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oEnOtXkCPMo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=va-RrUOB87Q
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=n6HYTJ4C1rM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=NQRDw0zpyfQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nqX3ryJ2bus
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RB1xHFwSYIg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YeanqR5z5gk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4M_TBos4XSs
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=lxmJMR-qgEc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=zOhzkDA7Tsc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CUY1nXwAUKc
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=deM6FaQhRrE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=WK5frenfSDg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=dRpWywQVAzY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=kK3i2n8QGvQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Q8meYpcXTZE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=qcOoRxhYEUI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w_uoIlU2Ykw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=br4At3jzNME
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=x1SA0sFpJZk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sBEGzmGF_Ms
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=yMj5Z0QInPg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=gnTpCf_cvg0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=7GQP5Bn5cRk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=q5_BhjIMm98
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=k_QAorcSu5A
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Modified Food  

vote_Star_Moffatt_prop37.wmv  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cnHMqb8BEgQ  

California Proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L5V7vyuEZv0  

Push to Label GMO FOODS Frightens 

Big MONSANTO  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KZdUNBAB9RA  

GMO Labeling and Prop 37's Defeat  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ANrYukmcAn0  

Ballots for Bears: California Proposition 

37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FaOw9dm61bA  

Yes On Proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w3i9Xf_JIGg  

Stephen Ferguson - Activist - Prop 37 / 

Monsanto Slam Poetry  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vI-5gac3KWY  

No GMO Song - YES PROP 37 Label 

GMO's so We Know  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iY4byLxqjzE  

Reason Five of "Six BAD Reasons To 

Vote No On California Proposition 37 -- 

with Dr. Steve Savage."  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s8m_40xw6X4  

Why Are So Many People Against Prop. 

37?  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HrJyEhjl3XQ  

YES on Proposition 37 - No to GMO in 

our foods! News  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZbsoMuLHifM  

2 Minutes on Monsanto and GMOs  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0qMh9jJk4fQ  

Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ejj-zqgYHgw  

California State Proposition 37 - 

Republican Vs. Democrat  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KwkpSpp_md4  

Vote YES on Prop 37 - The Voice of a 

Concerned Citizen  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TnBOAkax6Dk 

YES on Prop 37 - Just Label It! We Have 

the Right to Know What We Eat 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vD2idQ2aJgQ  

Prop 37 - Yes - The Right to Choose 

(Novastar)  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5vozMauvZF8  

Looking at both sides of Proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oSCHVl3DLVY  

Pam Larry says Vote YES on Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YydA-gGbAts  

Proposition 37 in California - Vote YES 

for Labeling of GMO Foods  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fYw1VPI--Yk  

YES on Prop 37 GMO Labeling 

California 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3Mkt1EDdL-M 

MONSANTO CONTRADICTS ITSELF 

BY OPPOSING PROPOSITION 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9J6WkHdAM8c  

Yes on Prop 37, The right to know http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4-PHOgH51eE 

How could Prop 37 change the labeling 

of food you buy?  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mbzM8eMODEg  

prop 37 v 3  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sudJyy9SJqQ  

Are GMO's Dangerous?  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z1Lt0kM3Ah0  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=cnHMqb8BEgQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=L5V7vyuEZv0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KZdUNBAB9RA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ANrYukmcAn0
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=FaOw9dm61bA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=w3i9Xf_JIGg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vI-5gac3KWY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iY4byLxqjzE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=s8m_40xw6X4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HrJyEhjl3XQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZbsoMuLHifM
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=0qMh9jJk4fQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ejj-zqgYHgw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=KwkpSpp_md4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TnBOAkax6Dk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=vD2idQ2aJgQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5vozMauvZF8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oSCHVl3DLVY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YydA-gGbAts
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fYw1VPI--Yk
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3Mkt1EDdL-M
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9J6WkHdAM8c
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4-PHOgH51eE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=mbzM8eMODEg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sudJyy9SJqQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z1Lt0kM3Ah0
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Reason One of "Six Good Reasons To 

Vote No On California Proposition 37 -- 

with Dr. Steve Savage."  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5zCUWEA1d6A  

Sh*t GMO Companies Say  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9TRxDWk8fvo  

Feline Kondula - "Labels Educate and 

Create Choice" on Prop 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZRqC72bB9qg  

Yes on 37 - California Right To Know  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2jybRbh0MY4  

"Right To Know" - Music Video - Yes 

On California Prop 37 - No GMO - 

EVeryman & Boyz In The Wood  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U_VfO_9Ads8  

Prop 37: GM Food Labeling  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4r_mv-yYKV8 

PROP. 37-HONK & WAVE RALLY  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HQcexfoHc5s  

Proposition 37 Misleading Mailer  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=us5BhnkyUx4  

Prop 37 and GMO Labeling for Food in 

California | Brain Food Daily | TakePart 

TV  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=M5OE3vZIg5A  

Elena Álvarez-Buylla tells why Calif 

needs to pass Prop 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t8Wcu2G7cl8 

Prop. 37 - Is It For Real or Another 

Scam? 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6sRRwllOQ9M  

Vote YES on Prop 37 - The California 

Right To Know Initiative. Demand GMO 

Labeling.  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z9pG48JHaIw  

Prop 37 California Explained by LA 

Dietetic Association  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-epkax1d4Qo 

Right to know Label GMOs  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SE10lsY8uRs 

Prop 37: California's Food Fight  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JxEGEU0YIoY  

Palo Alto for Proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QYEaS-6kNCo 

Lisa Bronner on KUSI speaking about 

Prop 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F_ywYa-nLMI 

John Robbins on Proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ud-u521XH1o 

LA City Council endorses Prop 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Gjn-9Ph1T9A 

FDA Approval Process For GMOs - 

Jeffery Smith - Yes on Prop 37  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=idb4TYbbxaE  

Hitler Rants Against Proposition 37 in 

California.  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=x-x4Kn9LW38  

Proposition 37 - November 6, 2012  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GvyGfsQEpAA  

Proposition 37  http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y-ZBknnNfgg  

Why California Should Vote on Prop 37! 

GMO Labeling Proposition 2012  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sk8H0Q_Ank8  

PUT IT IN YOUR MOUTH! — Yes to 

Prop 37 — James Franco Elijah Wood & 

Adrian Grenier  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Bj6uFK5B_Vs  

http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5zCUWEA1d6A
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9TRxDWk8fvo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ZRqC72bB9qg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=2jybRbh0MY4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U_VfO_9Ads8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4r_mv-yYKV8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HQcexfoHc5s
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=us5BhnkyUx4
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=M5OE3vZIg5A
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=t8Wcu2G7cl8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6sRRwllOQ9M
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z9pG48JHaIw
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-epkax1d4Qo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=SE10lsY8uRs
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=JxEGEU0YIoY
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=QYEaS-6kNCo
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F_ywYa-nLMI
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ud-u521XH1o
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Gjn-9Ph1T9A
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=idb4TYbbxaE
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=x-x4Kn9LW38
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=GvyGfsQEpAA
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=y-ZBknnNfgg
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=sk8H0Q_Ank8
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Bj6uFK5B_Vs



