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ABSTRACT
In the last decade, a trend of consumer skepticism toward the agricultural industry has emerged. The consumer is 
demanding to know how food is grown, processed, its origin, and its content. At the same time, these same consumers 
are increasingly voicing their concerns and fueling the fire of misperception through the use of social media. Many 
organizations are counteracting these misperceptions by developing food campaigns detailing the food production 
process from the farm to the table. In this qualitative case study, McDonald’s social media video campaign, “Our Food, 
Your Questions” was analyzed to determine how a specific corporation provided content in particular frames to meet 
consumers’ demand for food-based information. Findings from this study suggest user-generated content helped 
develop the content for the social media campaign in terms of video topics and specific content addressed. Further, 
content in these videos were framed to help viewers connect to the video content and messages and to show that the 
company participates in socially responsible behavior. The recommendations and implications provide suggestions 
on how agricultural communicators could incorporate multimedia content into their campaigns to better facilitate 
communication. 
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INTRODUCTION
What is in my food? Where does my food come from? These questions have been used to describe the information 

demanded by consumers from the agricultural industry (Hallman, Hebdeb, Aquino, Cuite, & Lang, 2003; Marshall, 2013). 

To meet these demands, multiple food corporations, such as Panera, Monsanto, Whole Foods, and McDonald’s, have 

implemented initiatives to show consumers more about the food they eat (Fishman, 2015). 

This general movement of the population away from the farm has led to a decreased knowledge and understanding of 

the complexities involved in agricultural production systems (Doerfert, 2011; Vilsack, 2014). A declining direct interaction 

with the agricultural industry leaves consumers skeptical of agricultural topics and food production processes and with 

many questions (Goodwin, Chiarelli, & Irani, 2011; Vance, 2012; Whitaker & Dyer, 2000). To answer these questions, 

food-based industries are creating messages, communication materials, and social media campaigns addressing agricul-

tural knowledge gaps such as a campaign run by McDonald’s in 2014.
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In the fall of 2014, McDonald’s implemented “Our Food, Your Questions” (OFYQ), a social media campaign aimed at 

providing information behind their food. McDonald’s realized misperceptions existed about its products, product pack-

aging, food quality, and food production and wanted the opportunity to answer questions about its food and production 

practices (Jarboe, 2015). A social media campaign was developed as company researchers found these “myths were 

seeded and growing within social media” (Jarboe, 2015, para. 4). In response, McDonald’s released behind-the-scenes 

videos describing the production processes behind products and answering questions from consumers (Jarboe, 2015; 

Starkman, 2014). Each video centers on specific consumer questions about specific McDonald’s products.

Although the company attempted to answer consumers’ questions by providing information about its food production 

processes, media reports have been indecisive on the success of the campaign (Jarboe, 2015; Starkman, 2014). Starkman 

(2014) explained that although the company made an effort to be transparent in its food production, a better strategy 

might have been to “make truly meaningful commitments to sustainability” (para. 1). Further, Starkman (2014) described 

how the campaign appealed to consumers’ desire to buy from farm to table; however, with mass production needed to 

feed its customers, the campaign actually showed large-scale farms to table. Others have described McDonald’s cam-

paign as being innovative, earning McDonald’s Canadian division awards as the top marketer of the year in 2013 for 

redefining transparency (Laird, 2013). While the success of this campaign to consumers is unclear, it has implications for 

agricultural communicators to learn how corporations have framed informational food campaigns.

Understanding the content of messages and the frames in a food campaign is essential for agricultural communicators 

wanting to market products to consumers. In this study, the content of the McDonald’s OFYQ video campaign was ana-

lyzed to identify how information regarding food production processes and practices was displayed to meet consumers’ 

demands for information. Further, the frames were analyzed to better understand how the company encouraged consum-

ers to buy their products. 

Social Media
Although the development of new agricultural technologies has led consumers away from the farm, it has given birth to 
the development of the internet and social media creating a new model of communication. Social media have provided 
users with a platform that shifts communication away from a one-way distribution model of information. 
Toward a more participatory model of culture, one which sees the public not as simply consumers of preconstructed 
messages but as people who are shaping, sharing, reframing, and remixing media content in ways which might not have 
been previously imagined (Jenkins, Ford, & Green, 2013, p. 2).

Social media have created a platform where organizations create content to attract audience engagement and attention 
(Gladwell, 2000; Jenkins et al., 2013). Social media allow an online form of word-of-mouth communication where the 
audience has the chance to interact with the content distributed and share what they have learned with the masses (Gor-
ham, Lamm, & Rumble, 2014; Jenkins et al., 2013). This user-generated content, or “media content created or produced 
by the general public rather than by paid professionals” (Daugherty, Eastin, & Bright, 2008, p. 16), allows consumers to 
be active and in charge of their media experiences and has made it even more important to understand what motivates 
people to consume particular media (McQuail, 2010). 

Transparency and Corporate Social Responsibility
Social media have also provided a platform for improving relationships with key audience members through transparent 
information (Rawlins, 2008). Holtz and Havens (2009) defined transparency as the degree to which an organization shares 
information with its stakeholders who need to make informed decisions. Disanto and Bortree (2012) explored various 
social media campaigns and found most content to be structured around distributing information to help stakeholders 
make educated decisions and communicating how the company is accountable for its actions. Conversations on social 
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media allow for a larger discussion about companies and their practices that have an impact on an audience’s awareness, 
knowledge, opinions, attitudes, and purchasing decisions (Jacques, 2012). Jacques (2012) also explained social media 
as a platform where the public can express what behaviors and information they perceive as responsible. Through social 
media, the public is able to tell companies what they expect, or demand, as responsible corporate behavior, thus telling 
companies what policies or information is distrusted in the public eye (Jaques, 2012). 

To provide information that meets the demands of the public, companies have used social media to show corporate 
social responsibility and increase trust in their organization (Pivato & Tencati, 2007). Corporate social responsibility (CSR) 
has been defined as an organization’s communication discussing the social and environmental concerns of stakeholders 
(Commission of the European Communities, 2011; Crowther & Aras, 2008). The idea of CSR has allowed companies to 
meet the expectations of their consumers (such as local initiatives and environmental stewardship) while improving trust 
with stakeholders (Murray & Vogel, 1997). As stakeholders see organizations doing what they perceive as the right thing, 
a positive relationship can be developed (Pigott, 2004; Sen & Bhattacharya, 2004). CSR should be high on research 
agendas in public relations as it shows a business is doing the right thing, thus, portraying the organization as more trust-
worthy (Maignan & Ralson, 2002; McWilliams, Siegel, & Wright, 2006; Pearce & Doh, 2005). By making themselves look 
socially responsible, a company gives consumers a good feeling about the organization, and in doing so, have framed 
their messages using components of CSR to meet consumers’ expectations and increase trust. 

Framing
Communicators can use frames to create messages that appeal to a specific audience. Communicators may set a frame 
of reference when readers, viewers, or listeners interpret information based on how it is presented (Scheufele, 1999). 
The communicator must incorporate the idea of capturing the audience by targeting their information toward their need 
for information. Additionally, “the existence of social movements that seek to decrease or prevent common agriculture 
practices demonstrates the necessity for the agricultural industry to be cognizant of pressures to change the status quo” 
(Abrams & Meyers, 2012, p. 64). Agricultural communicators need to be aware of these changes in consumerism and 
cultural values when developing their communication materials. Frames may contain information regarding agricultural 
topics, such as food safety, but they must also meet the consumers’ social expectations to be effective.

Goodwin, Chiarelli, and Irani (2011) concluded organizations and companies need to increase the occurrence of favorable 
agricultural messages to create mental images that are important and essential in the eyes of consumers. Information 
must be framed in a way to give consumers a positive mental image and leave them with a feel-good experience. Addi-
tionally, Goodwin and Rhoades (2011) concluded that consumers who felt emotionally connected with an advertisement 
were more likely to connect with the product. This study showed personal relevancy or emotional appeals may be used 
to connect consumers to their products. 

Further, Gorham, Rumble, and Holt (2015) found specific frames have an impact on consumers’ decisions to buy particu-
lar products based on appealing attributes. Although consumers were interested in buying a socially-accepted product, 
such as local food, they were more interested in products meeting their desired expectations, such as taste, quality, or 
preference (Gorham et al., 2015). In this study, the message frames used in the McDonald’s OFYQ campaign were identi-
fied and described to determine how this campaign incorporated frames to appeal to the consumer. 

PURPOSE AND OBJECTIVES
The purpose of this study was to examine the McDonald’s OFYQ campaign videos to identify how information regarding 

food production processes was displayed to meet consumers’ demands for information. This insight will help agricultural 

communicators gain knowledge of how the type of content included in a corporate campaign can meet consumer 

demands for food-based information and social expectations. The following research questions guided this study:
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 1. What consumer questions were answered in the campaign videos? 

 2. What food production procedures were described?

 3. What framed messages can be identified in the video campaign?

METHODS
A qualitative case study approach was used to identify content and relevant frames in the OFYQ campaign. A case study 
was selected as it is the evaluation of a particular situation that is intrinsically interesting (Smith, 1978). The qualitative 
nature of this study helped the researchers understand the characteristics of the videos in a particular social setting 
(Altheide, 1996). A qualitative content analysis was chosen to describe the content of the videos (Wimmer & Dominick, 
2003). Rossman and Rallis (2003) described a qualitative content analysis as the “systematic examination of forms of com-
munication to objectively document patterns” (p. 198). In order to identify patterns and examine the frames, a case study 
of all five campaign videos released within the active campaign time period, between October 2014 and February 2015, 
were selected. These videos contained information about five different McDonald’s products containing various agricul-
tural products (eggs, chicken, beef, pork, and potatoes) and were the only videos posted to the McDonald’s YouTube and 
Facebook pages during the campaign’s duration. In addition to identifying the content of the videos, a framing analysis 
was conducted to determine how the corporation sought to position their messages to make consumers more willing to 
purchase their product.

For the video content analysis, ideas (narrated sentences) and multimedia video content were explored. Each video’s 
audio content was transcribed verbatim to allow the researchers to better investigate the verbal narrative of the videos. 
As described by Clandin and Connelly (2000), a detailed narrative allows researchers to understand how content is dis-
played, or framed, through communication. For the second data source, two researchers observed and recorded de-
tailed notes of the video and multimedia content displayed in the five videos individually. Spradley (1979) recommended 
researchers should observe frequently recurring activities in order to make assumptions of the culture or context. In this 
case study, five videos were observed to create descriptions of the events displayed within. To create observation notes, 
two strategies for observation by the researchers were employed. First, the researchers provided grand tour observa-
tions where the major features, or big picture, of the videos were observed and recorded (Spradley, 1979). Next, the 
researchers provided mini tour observation descriptions where each scene was described in detail (Spradley, 1979). The 
scene-by-scene observations allowed for an investigation of “smaller aspects of the experience” (p. 79). In order to en-
sure the credibility of the data, prolonged engagement and persistent observation were used to develop the descriptive 
narrative of video and audio content (Patton, 1999). Further, transferability, or the degree of how well the findings can be 
transferred to other settings or situations, was established through the development of rich and thick audio and visual 
narratives and photo descriptions. These descriptions allow observers of other contexts to make tentative judgments and 
apply the findings to situations with shared characteristics or contexts. 

After the audio and video narratives were collected, the researchers prepared and organized data into themes (Creswell, 
2007). To do so, data were uploaded and organized using qualitative data analysis software, MaxQDA, by the principle 
researcher. Themes were identified using constant comparative analysis via open and axial coding (Glaser, 1965). Similar 
themes were constructed from different phrases, patterns, and words presented in the narrative data and descriptions of 
visual content (Glaser, 1965). The constant comparative method was chosen as it  allows researchers to develop catego-
ries of information, interconnect the categories, and a use these stories to build categories (Creswell, 2013). In order to 
increase the confirmability and dependability of the findings, the researchers developed a detailed audit trail detailing 
the theme formation and provided a description of each of the themes (MacQueen, McLellan, Kay, & Milstein, 1998). Ad-
ditionally, for accuracy and trustworthiness of the themes, the researchers used the methods of peer debriefing to discuss 
and agree on theme formation (Creswell, 2007; Lincoln & Guba; 1985). 
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FINDINGS AND RESULTS
Five videos from the McDonald’s OFYQ campaign were analyzed for this study. Table 1 identifies the speakers in each 
video by name, industry, title, and corporation. 

Table 1
Speakers Featured in “Our Food, Your Questions” Campaign Videos 

Name Industry Title Corporation

Grant Imahara Narrator

Jimmy Rendon Beef Operations Supervisor Cargill

Manoah Crane Beef Food Safety, Quality and  
Regulatory Technician Cargill

Wes Bellamy Consumer Teacher, Executive Director of 
Non-Profit Organization

Nicole Brady Consumer McDonald’s® Family 
Arches Blogger

Harry Herbruck Egg Executive Vice President of  
Operations

Herbruck’s Poultry 
Ranch

Rickette Collins McDonald’s Director of Strategic Supply McDonald’s®

Drew Marsh McDonald’s Manager McDonald’s Fran-
chised Restaurant

Amy Steward Poultry Principle Meat Scientists, M.S., 
C.C.S Tyson Foods, Inc.

Kevin Nanke Pork Vice President, Ph.D. Lopez Foods

Gai Pahamark Pork Food Safety, Quality and  
Regulatory Technician Lopez Foods

Koko Neher Potato Production Planner SIMPLOT

Gena Bumgarner Poultry National Account Executive Tyson Foods, Inc.

Based on their credentials and organizations, reputable speakers and experts were featured to add credibility to the 
information presented in the videos. For example, the narrator of the videos, Grant Imahara, was chosen for his role in 
the TV show Mythbusters in an attempt to clarify myths about the McDonalds organization (Jarboe, 2015). The topic of 
each video is indicative of its title each and the initial question asked by the narrator.

Research Question One 
Research Question One sought to identify the type of content discussed in the videos to answer consumer questions. To 
begin, the consumer questions used to form the video were identified. Although many specific, individual questions were 
answered, most answers could be grouped into two main themes: clarifying ingredients and clarifying misperceptions. 
The title of the OFYQ video and the initial question asked by the narrator dictated the topic of the video. The questions 
asked by consumers on social media included the following: “Is McDonald’s Beef Real?, What are McRib Patties Made 
of?, What are McDonald’s Chicken McNugget’s Made of?, Does McDonald’s Use Real Eggs?, and What are McDonald’s 
USA Fries Made of?” These questions resulted in food production videos in the beef, egg, pork, poultry, and potatoes/
produce industries.
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Clarifying ingredients. Throughout the videos, a discussion was created about the food production system to clarify 
which ingredients were included in McDonald’s food products. For example, in the Chicken McNugget video the narrator, 
Grant, asked, “Are those ingredients secret?” (2:48). Amy, a principle meat scientist at Tyson Foods, Inc., replied, 
  
  So the full list is on the website, but some of the ingredients are water, sodium phosphates, and food starch, 

which give us that really juicy bite to the Chicken McNugget. So then it is also salt, to really increase the flavor 
of the product. And finally, rosemary extract which is a natural antioxidant that protects the flavor of the product 
throughout its shelf life (2:51).

In addition to a narrative description, the videos also used visual lists to clarify ingredients contained in the products, 
such as the one seen in Figure 1.

Figure 1.
Observation of the List of Chicken McNugget Ingredients (McDonalds(a), 2014, 2:57)

To further clarify ingredients in their meat products, the videos described menu items as containing a pure product. 
Rickette, a supply director with McDonald’s, explained how nothing was added to the burger patties in response to 
Grant’s question, “So you don’t pour in any wood pulp or other kinds of meat” (1:55). Rickette replied, “Beef in and beef 
out. Nothing else is added” (2:00). 

In the Chicken McNuggets video, Grant asked Amy about the different parts of the chicken used in the Chicken 
McNugget. He questioned, “This is the only part of the chicken that goes into the Chicken McNugget?” (1:56). In 
response, an image showing cuts of chicken could be observed, as seen in Figure 2, while the voiceover described 
the parts of the chicken used. Amy later explained, “Okay, so this is our grinding operation. This is a 100% white meat 
chicken. So the exact same cuts that you saw previously” (2:11).
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Figure 2. 
Observation of the List of Chicken McNugget Chicken Cuts (McDonalds(a), 2014, 1:46)

Clarifying misperception. Discussion in the videos also identified and clarified misperceptions of McDonald’s products 
on the internet and social media. In the McRib video, the consumer representative speaker, Wes, was asked to 
participate in the video based on his comment on social media. He explained, 

  McDonald’s brought me here because of a tweet that they saw. Someone sent me a picture of what I thought 
was a McRib, and I put WOW with a lot of Os and Ws and that I thought it looked disgusting and that I was 
encouraging everyone to never eat anything from McDonald’s ever again. So I think you all [McDonald’s] want 
to bring me here so that I can see how the McRib is made and see if my mind can be changed a little bit. I don’t 
know though I am a skeptic (0:15).

At the end of the video, Wes stated, “All of my questions have been answered [throughout the video].” (4:43). Wes was 
able to see the production practice, view the type of meat being used in the McRib, as well as view the processing of 
the meat. When Wes viewed the final product, he explained “Well that looks a lot different from the picture that I saw on 
Twitter” (4:48).

In addition to social media, Grant explained how search engine inquiries led to photos of what is included in the  
Chicken McNugget,

  Okay, give me that picture [found in Figure 3]. If you do a search on the internet for Chicken McNuggets this 
pops up…Now, they say that this is pink slime. So, if you grind up the parts of the chicken that you use, does it 
look like this? (1:04). 

Amy compares the photograph to the meat used in Chicken McNuggets. Grant clarifies the final ground chicken prod-
uct for viewers when he says, [See this. This (Figure 3) is what people think the final step looks like but it (Figure 3) has a 
completely different texture… This still looks like meat] (3:20). 

 
Published by New Prairie Press, 2017 



24Volume 100 │ No. 4 │ 2016

 
 

Figure 3. 
Comparison Detailing Public Perception versus Realty (McDonalds(a), 2014, 3:24)

Research Question Two
Research Question Two sought to identify what food production procedures were described in the videos. Again, 
multiple production procedures were shown, but two main themes emerged during the analysis: ensuring food quality 
and ensuring food safety.

Ensuring food quality. Several procedures meant to ensure food quality were displayed throughout the videos. Two  
sub-themes were developed to further explore these food quality procedures: checking quality throughout the 
production process and ensuring quality in the final product for the consumer.

Checking quality throughout the production process. Throughout the videos, speakers explained how products 
were examined for quality throughout the production process. For example, Jimmy, an operations supervisor at Cargill, 
described the high quality of beef used in the hamburger meat. He said, “When we go on the tour you are going to 
be pretty impressed by the quality of beef we have here” (1:03). To ensure a consistent product, Harry, executive vice 
president of operations for Herbuck’s Poultry Ranch, explained, 

  Once we determined that it [the egg] has met the criteria, the eggs get weighed and it determines if it is a  
large egg. It will be used for the Egg McMuffin or if it is gonna be too large or too small it will be used for the 
liquid egg (1:28).

Ensuring a quality product for the consumer. At the end of each video, products were examined to determine if they 
met consumers’ quality demands of taste. This discussion revolved around the idea of knowing the end product was 
perfect for the consumer. Manoah, a food safety, quality, and regulatory technician at McDonald’s, explained “Well, 
what we are doing here is basically replicating exactly what they do in the McDonald’s restaurants so we know what the 
consumers are going to be getting in the end product” (2:36). Gena, a national account executive for Tyson Foods, Inc., 
explained how her job was to evaluate the Chicken McNugget for quality control; “We are in our sensory kitchen where 
we evaluate nuggets every hour off the line” (4:58).
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Ensuring food safety. Another major food production procedures theme focused on procedures to ensure food 
safety during the production process. Two sub-themes emerged within this theme: interventions used to minimize 
contamination and clean facilities.

Interventions used to minimize contamination. To minimize contaminant and infection risks, the videos indicated 
the food production facilities underwent specific interventions to keep impurities out of food products. Speakers were 
observed wearing clothing items to ensure the safety of the food and the personnel. Refrigeration was described as a 
measure used to minimize infection risk. In the Egg McMuffin video, Harry explains, “They [the eggs] are very warm. So 
we refrigerate everything immediately that way we know bacteria and stuff like that can’t start to grow” (2:38). In the 
beef processing video (Figure 5), the speakers wore protective equipment such as coats, hairnets, helmets, goggles, and 
gloves to ensure the products were kept clean of contamination risks. Similar observations were seen in all five of the 
campaign videos. 

 
Figure 5.
Observation of Personal Protective Equipment (McDonalds(c), 2014, 1:19)

Clean facilities. In addition to protective gear, ensuring food safety through clean facilities was observed throughout 
the videos. Each of the food production facilities were depicted to be free of clutter and clean and some even displayed 
cleaning materials. In the Chicken McNugget video, a neatly stored hose can be observed in the Tyson Food, Inc.’s 
production plant and freshly hosed floors can be observed around the chicken cutting stations, as seen in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6. 
Observation of Clean Floors in the Tyson Production Plant (McDonalds(a), 2014, 0:35)

Research Question Three
Research Question Three sought to identify what key frames were used to answer the questions in the videos. Three 
emergent themes were found during the analysis: personal relevancy, corporate social responsibility (CSR), and food 
attributes to appeal to customer. 

Personal relevancy. Multimedia content attempted to connect viewers to the videos through the use of personal relevancy. 
Throughout the videos, the idea of personally relevant content was revealed through the use of speakers describing their 
background and how they were skeptical of McDonald’s products, describing the production processes as being similar to 
their cooking processes at home, and explaining their choice to not consume McDonald’s food.

The frame of personal relevancy was shown in the speaker introductions. Wes explained, “My name is Wes Bellamy, and I 
am from Charlottesville, Virginia. I am a teacher at Albemarle High School, and I am also the executive director at HYPE: 
Helping Young People Evolve.” Further, Grant introduced Nicole as, “Nicole Brady, mother of two, had a question about 
McDonald’s eggs” (0:06). Nicole continued the conversation by saying, “I have two kids, and I care about what they eat. 
I care about their health” (0:09). In addition to speaker introductions, personal relevancy was shown throughout the food 
production process. Ties were made to how McDonald’s food preparation practices were similar to those performed 
in families’ homes. Kevin, vice president of Lopez Foods, explained, “We’re following the recipe just like she [Wes’s 
grandmother] does at home” (2:33). In the Chicken McNugget video, Grant connected to viewers when he discussed how 
the chicken was being cut. “I mean there are multiple lines of people making cuts on the chicken just like you would at 
home or just like a butcher would” (1:20). Koko, a production planner at SIMPLOT, a potato company, connected people 
to their food when explaining different types of potatoes; “Potatoes are just like people, they come in different shapes 
and sizes” (3:30). Further, personal relevancy was shown when the speakers described themselves as being unsure of 
McDonald’s products. Grant explained, “I stopped eating them [McDonald’s food]. I felt guilty about eating their food” 
(0:12). In an additional video he said, “It has been 15 years since I have had a Big Mac” (3:40).
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Corporate social responsibility (CSR). The frame of CSR was observed in the videos. In an effort to show McDonald’s as 
a socially responsible company, multimedia content was framed to connect McDonald’s products to the farms where they 
were produced and provided speakers and experts from reputable corporations and sources for the videos.

Farm-to-table. In the campaign videos, many messaged were framed to suggest McDonald’s related their products to the 
farm-to-table movement. For example, Grant traced McDonald’s fries to a potato farm. “So I went to SIMPLOT, and I went 
backwards through the whole process. So I knew exactly how they are made, and I traced it all the way back to here. To 
this, a potato. Pretty simple” (4:17). Additionally, Grant was taken to the farm to harvest a potato. Koko explained where 
the potatoes come from, “All around us, underneath these vines we will find what makes Mac fries…Clear the vines away, 
and start digging” (3:52). Similarly, Harry explained, “So the eggs are very fresh, they just came from the chicken houses 
and they are very warm… Literally, a hundred feet from here would be the first chicken house” (0:54).

Credibility of the source. Throughout the videos, messages were also framed as socially responsible by providing clear 
explanations of who each source was and their credentials to give a tour of the production facilities. Well-known and 
respected companies in the agricultural community were shown in the videos and included Cargill, Herbuck’s Poultry 
Ranch, Lopez Foods, SIMPLOT, and Tyson Foods, Inc. Logos and company names were prominently displayed and 
mentioned in each video. As each speaker was introduced, the company title was provided both via audio and through 
text displayed in the video. Additionally, if the speaker held a high-level degree, that information was displayed as seen in 
Figure 7. 

Figure 7. 
Observation of Introduction of Educational Level and Title (McDonalds(b), 2014, 0:51)

Food attributes to appeal to customer. In the campaign videos, messages were also framed in a way to make McDonald’s 
products appear appealing to customers. Video content showed how certain ingredients increased color, flavor, freshness, 
and texture and how freezing procedures increased the palatability or the taste of products. On-screen text was used in 
many videos to describe how certain ingredients promoted desired characteristics in food products. For example, how 
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dextrose was used to keep the fries a consistent golden color throughout the year or how marinade ingredients in the 
Chicken McNugget were used to make the product appealing to customers: “Adds moisture,” “enhances flavor”, and 
“preserves freshness” (3:06). Procedures were also shown that promoted desired consumer expectations. Before Chicken 
McNuggets are shipped to restaurants, they are partially cooked to maintain a consistent texture, as Grant explained, 
“So, that [partially cooked] is just to get this texture” (4:29). Harry explained how the eggs were fresh, “The fresh shell 
eggs that are used in the Egg McMuffin” (0:42). Additionally, the videos sent Grant and consumers to a McDonald’s 
restaurant to taste the food and comment on how well it met their expectations. Wes found the McRib appealing and 
said, “The sandwich is pretty good man. It is actually really good” (4:42). Grant, when trying his first Big Mac in 15 years, 
said, “That’s good. Really good” 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This study sought to identify the content and frames displayed in the McDonald’s OFYQ campaign videos. Because the 
video content was created from user-generated content, specifically questions about particular industries or types of 
foods, it can be concluded that user-generated content is an area where consumers have the opportunity to participate 
and set the tone for the type of media content created by companies such as McDonald’s (Jenkins et al., 2013). Further, 
this finding supports McQuail’s (2010) idea of the consumer being active and in charge of their media experiences as 
they help to determine what type of content is developed in company campaigns. In the findings about video content, 
McDonald’s provided a picture of how their food was created from a cut of meat into the corresponding McDonald’s 
food. DiStaso and Bortree (2012) explained how information about production practices were used to help company 
stakeholders make informed decisions about their products. The information provided by McDonalds could be used to 
help the corporation clarify consumer skepticism of production techniques (Jacques, 2012). The information detailing 
consumer safety, product quality, and personnel safety were also top concerns for the company. For example, when 
asked if lean finely textured beef (LFTB, commonly known as pink slime) was injected into beef and chicken products, 
food producers explained what LFTB was and how it was not used in McDonald’s food. With a public fear of some food 
products, McDonald’s attempted to regain trust by reassuring consumers their food products do not contain LFTB. 

Personal relevancy was also used to connect McDonald’s to the consumer. Speakers introduced themselves as being 
from a particular place, in a certain occupation, or in a specific family role to help connect to consumers on a more 
personal level. The use of personal messages helped McDonald’s connect to consumers through images and narratives 
discussing families and their skepticism of the agricultural industry. Similarly, in Goodwin et al.’s (2011) study, the inclusion 
of personal relevancy helped to connect individuals to corporate sounding messages, thus leading to consumers being 
more willing to buy a particular product.

Additionally, social responsibility was a frame used in the social media campaign. Video content attempted to show 
McDonald’s as a company that sources products from the farm to the table. The idea of sourcing products from farm-to-
table and from local areas was described. The farm-to-table movement is a cultural conception that allows the audience 
to make a connection to sustainable sourcing or local food, and McDonald’s, apparently using Sen and Bhattacharya’s 
(2004) framework, framed their videos to market their products as socially responsible. The findings suggest the OFYQ 
campaign was framed to help the company appear socially responsible in terms of building a healthier, more sustainable 
product from reputable sources

Content was also framed to show how products were produced to meet desired consumer attributes. Having an 
appealing appearance, quality, taste, and flavor were important attributes for McDonald’s consumers and fit the idea of 
framing information to meet a preferred consumer preference (Gorham et al., 2015). However, this campaign failed to 
fully address agriculture by omitting references to live animals, indicating an additional frame. The idea of farm-to-table 
was only incorporated into one video: the potato video. Additionally, McDonald’s failed to take viewers to any farms 
containing live animals. References to live animals were only made in the Egg McMuffin video when Kevin discussed how 
close the poultry houses were; “Literally, a hundred feed from here would be the first chicken house” (1:02). McDonald’s 
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failed to be truly transparent about their production processes; however, this leaves room for agricultural communicators 
to tell the story of the processing of livestock. Online news articles showed inconclusive results on the success of the 
campaign (Jarboe, 2015; Starkman, 2014). Perhaps this perceived failure was due to missing information or a lack of 
animal agriculture portrayed in the videos. Because of missing information, did consumers still have questions regarding 
how animals were treated before harvesting their meat? McDonald’s left many questions for the consumer to ask. Would 
more transparent depictions of animal agriculture in the videos lead consumers to react differently?  
 
The findings of this study provide information for agricultural communications practitioners who wish to implement 
a campaign and utilize user-generated questions. Consumers are no longer a just a receiver of information; they are 
actively participating in media and developing their own content (Jenkins et al., 2013; McQuail, 2010). Communicators 
must be aware of the type of content produced by consumers, and they should strive to actively engage their audience 
through social media campaigns. By engaging and actively participating with an audience, the communicator can set 
the tone or arrange for a topic to be discussed by their audience. 
 
The findings of this study provide content that shows consumers are skeptical or hold misperceptions of the agricultural 
industry (Goodwin et al., 2011; Vance, 2012). These skepticisms or misperceptions often lead to consumer questions 
about the agricultural industry. McDonald’s attempted to answer these questions by providing messages of how their 
food is produced. While McDonald’s attempted to meet the demands of socially responsible practices demanded by 
their consumers, the company was able to market their products in a favorable manner. However, the lack of information 
on animal agriculture or how produce is grown may leave the consumer with further questions. 
 
As agricultural communicators begin to develop their own campaigns from user-generated content, they can use these 
messages to structure their own content. Content in these videos connected consumers to the company by showing 
how they were responsible for food safety and quality. Further, it provided consumers with information to help them 
make better decisions as they could understand what ingredients were in the food and how it was prepared. However, 
future research should be structured on evaluating messages in their impact to connect consumers to how the food 
was grown or raised. Future research should also concentrate on how the public perceived this campaign. An analysis 
of social media comments in response to the videos would help researchers understand how consumers perceived the 
messages and how content was framed. Similar campaigns showing how livestock are raised should be incorporated in 
the evaluation. Future studies could also address how different companies have produced food-based or agricultural-
based media content and how these campaigns were perceived by consumers. Based on the findings of this study, the 
communicator attempted to personally connect with the receiver, therefore, future research should also evaluate how 
the effect of these videos on information processing, trust toward the agricultural industry, and attitude formation. 

 
Published by New Prairie Press, 2017 



30Volume 100 │ No. 4 │ 2016

REFERENCES
Abrams, K., & Meyers, C. (2011). From opposite corners: Comparing persuasive message factors and frames in opposing  
 organizations’ websites. Journal of Applied Communications, 96(1), 54-67.
Allen, K., Abrams, K., Meyers C., & Schultz, A. (2010). A little birdie told me about agriculture: Best practices and future  
 uses of Twitter in agricultural communications. Journal of Applied Communications, 94, 3-4. 
Altheide, D. L. (1997). The news media, the problem frame, and the production of fear. The sociological quarterly, 38(4),  
 647-668.
Clandinin, D. J., & Connelly, F. M. (2000). Narrative inquiry experience and story in qualitative research. San Francisco,  
 CA: Jossey-Bass. 
Commission of the European Communities. (2011). Corporate social responsibility. Retrieved from http://ec.europa.eu/ 
 enterprise/policies/sustainable-business/corporate-social-responsibility/index_en.htm
Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry & research design: Choosing among five approaches (2nd ed.). Thousand   
 Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc.
Creswell, J. W. (2013). Qualitative inquiry & research design: Choosing among five approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA:  
 SAGE Publications.
Crowther, D., & Aras, G. (2008). Corporate social responsibility. Bookboon.
Daugherty, T., Eastin, M. S., & Bright, L. (2008). Exploring consumer motivations for creating use-generated content.   
 Journal of Interactive Advertising, 8(2), 16-25. Doi 10.1080/15252019.2008.10722139
DiStaso, M. W., & Bortree, D. S. (2012). Multi-method analysis of transparency in social media practices: Survey,   
 interviews and content analysis. Public Relations Review, 38(3), 511-514. doi:10.1016/j.pubrev.2012.01.003
Doerfert, D. L. (Ed.). (2011). National research agenda: American Association for Agricultural Education’s research priority
   areas for 2011-2015. Lubbock, TX: Texas Tech University, Department of Agricultural Education and 

Communications. 
Erlandson, D., Harris, E., Skipper, B. & Allen, S. (1993). Doing naturalistic inquiry: A guide to methods. Newbury Park, CA:  
 Sage Publications.
Fishman, C. (2015, June). Panera promotes transparency with new marketing campaign. Advertising Age. Retrieved from  
 http://adage.com/article/cmo-strategy/panera-promotes-transparency-campaign/299051/
Gladwell, M. (2000). The tipping point: How little things can make a big difference. Boston: Little, Brown. 
Glaser, B. G. (1965). The constant comparative method of qualitative analysis. Social problems, 12(4), 436-445.
Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). The discovery of grounded theory: Strategies of qualitative research. New York:   
 Aldine DE Gruyter. 
Goodwin, J. N., Chiarelli, C., & Irani, T. (2011). Is perception reality? Improving agricultural messages by discovering how  
 consumers perceive messages. Journal of Applied Communications, 95(3), 21-33.
Goodwin, J. N. & Rhoades, E. (2011). Agricultural legislation: The presence of California proposition 2 on YouTube.   
 Journal of Applied Communications, 95(1), 22-35. 
Gorham, L. M., Lamm, A. J., & Rumble, J. N. (2014). The critical target audience: Communicating water conservation  
 behaviors to critical thinking styles. Journal of Applied Communications, 98(4), 42-55. 
Gorham, L. M., Rumble, J. N., & Holt, J. (In Press.). The impact of local: Exploring availability and location on food buying  
 decisions. Journal of Applied Communication.
Hoffman, A. (2009, July 20). Social media bridges consumer-producer gap. American Farm Bureau Federation. Retrieved  
 from http://www.fb.org/index.php?action =newsroom. focus&year =2009& file=fo0720.html 
Jaques, T. (2012). Is issue management evolving or progressing towards extinction? Public Communication Review, 2(1),  

 35-44. Retrieved from http://epress.lib.uts.edu.au/journals/index.php/pcr 

Jarboe, G. (2015, March 16). McDonald’s “our food, your questions” video is campaign is changing hearts, minds, and
   actions. Reelse [online newspaper]. Retrieved from http://www.reelseo.com/mcdonalds-our-food-your-

questions-video-campaign/.
Jenkins, H., Ford, S., & Green, J. (2013). Spreadable media: Creating value and meaning in a networked culture.  
 NYU Press.

 
Published by New Prairie Press, 2017 



31Volume 100 │ No. 4 │ 2016

Hallman, W. K., Hebden, W. C., Aquino, H. L., Cuite, C. L., & Lang, J. T. (2003). Public perceptions of genetically   
  modified foods: A national study of American knowledge and opinion. (Publication number RR-1003-004). New 

Jersey: Food Policy Institute, Cook College, Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey. 
Holtz, S., & Havens, J. C. (2008). Tactical transparency: How leaders can leverage social media to maximize value and
  build their brand (Vol. 9). John Wiley & Sons. Laird, K. (2013, January 23. Marketer of the Year 2012: 

McDonald’s Canada. Marketing Magazine Canada. Retrieved from http://www.marketingmag.ca/advertising/
marketer-of-the-year-2012-mcdonalds-canada-70067

Lincoln, Y., & Guba, E. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Lindgreen, A., & Swaen, V. (2010). Corporate social responsibility. International Journal of Management Reviews, 12(1),  
 1-7. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2370.2009.00277.x
Maignan, I., & Ralston, D. (2002). Corporate social responsibility in Europe and the U.S.: insights from businesses’ self- 
 presentations. Journal of International Business Studies, 33, 497-514. doi: 10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8491028
Marshall, T. (2013, December 12). It’s a front-burner issue, but what exactly is transparency in agriculture? Beef   
  Magazine. Retrieved from http://beefmagazine.com/blog/it-s-front-burner-issue-what-exactly-transparency-

agriculture
MacQueen, K. M., McLellan, E., Kay, K., & Milstein, B. (1998). Codebook development for team-based qualitative   
 analysis. Cultural anthropology methods, 10(2), 31-36.
McCroskey, J. C. (1977). Classroom consequences of communication apprehension. Communication Education, 28(?),  
 27-33. Retrieved from http://www.cdc.gov/hiv/pdf/library_software_answr_codebook.pdf
McDonalds. (2014a, December 8). Our Food, Your Questions. What are McDonald’s Chicken McNuggets made of?   
 [Video file]. Retrieved from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6o6Hh6tQj2w
McDonalds. (2014b, November 3). Our Food, Your Questions. What are McRib patties made of?? [Video file]. Retrieved  
 from https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=PJoMzhStPNk
McDonalds. (2014c, November 3). Our Food, Your Questions. Is McDonald’s beef real? [Video file]. Retrieved from   
 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wXgSnUmhdws
McWilliams, A., Siegel, D. S., & Wright, P.M. (2006). Corporate social responsibility: Strategic implications. Journal of  
 Management Studies, 43, 1-18.
McQuail, D. (2010). McQuails mass communication theory (6th ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications Inc. 
Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
Murray, K. B., & Vogel, C. M. (1997). Using a hierarchy-of-effects approach to gauge the effectiveness of corporate social  
  responsibility to generate goodwill toward the firm: Financial versus nonfinancial impacts. Journal of Business 

Research, 38(2), 141-159. Retrieved from http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0148296396000616
Patton, M. Q. (1999). Enhancing the quality and credibility of qualitative analysis. Health Service Research, 34(5),  
 1190-1208.
Pivato, S., Misani, N., & Tencati, A. (2008). The impact of corporate social responsibility on consumer trust: the case of  
 organic food. Business Ethics: A European Review, 17(1), 3-12.
Pigott, T. (2004). Tomorrow’s consumer. UNEP Industry and Environment, 27(4), 25-28. Pearce, J.A. and Doh, J.P.   
  (2005). High-impact collaborative social initiatives. MIT Sloan Management Review, 46, 30-39. Retrieved from 

http://sloanreview.mit.edu/article/the-high-impact-of-collaborative-social-initiatives/

Rawlins, B. (2008). Give the emperor a mirror: Toward developing a stakeholder measurement of organizational   
 transparency. Journal of Public Relations Research, 21(1), 71-99. doi:10.1080/10627260802153421
Rossman, G. B., & Rallis, S. F. (2003). Learning in the field: An introduction to qualitative research (2nd ed.) Thousand  
 Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Ruth, A. M., Lundy, L. K., & Park, T. D. (2005). Glitz, glamour, and the farm: Portrayal of agriculture as the simple life.   
 Journal of Applied Communications, 89(4), 21-37.
Scheufele, D. (1999). Framing as a theory of media effects. Journal of Communication, 49, 103-122. doi: 10.1111/j.1460- 
 2466.1999.tb02784.x

 
Published by New Prairie Press, 2017 



32Volume 100 │ No. 4 │ 2016

Sen, S., & Bhattacharya, C. B. (2004, Fall). Doing better at doing good: When, why and how consumers respond to   
 corporate social initiatives. California Management Review, 47, 9-25. 
Smith, L. M. (1978). An evolving logic of participant observation, educational ethnography, and other case studies.   
 Review of Research in Education, 6, 316-377.
Starkman, N. (2014). What McDonald’s new ‘transparency’ campaign is hiding. Time Magazine. Retrieved from http:// 
 time.com/3501921/mcdonalds-transparency-campaign/
Spradley, J. (1979). Participant observation. Ft. Worth, TX: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich College Publishers. 
Vance, A. (Editor). (2012, April 16). Grandin: Finding balance between science and perception [Audio    
   podcast]. Retrieved from http://www.feedstuffs.com/ME2/dirmod.asp?sid=F4D1A9DFCD974EAD8CD5205E 

15C1CB42&nm=Breaking+News&type=news&mod=News&mid=A3D60400B4204 
079A76C4B1B129CB433&tier=3&nid=C1B8439AA22E44C09B3735FC97ED8A14

Vilsack, T. (2014). 2012 Census of agriculture preliminary report. United States Department of Agriculture. Retrieved   
 from http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2012/ Preliminary_Report/Full_Report.pdf
Whitaker, B. K., & Dyer, J. E. (1998). A comparison of levels of bias in environmental and food safety articles: Agricultural  
 versus new periodicals. Proceedings of the National Agricultural Education Research Meeting, 25, 436-446. 
White, D., Meyers, C., Doerfert, D., & Irlbeck. E. (2014). Exploring agriculturalists’ use of social media for agricultural   
 marketing. Journal of Applied Communications, 98(4), 72-85.
Wimmer, R. D., & Dominick, J. R. (2003). Mass media research: An introduction (7th ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/  
 Thomson Learning.

ABOUT THE AUTHORS
Laura M. Gorham is a doctoral candidate in the Department of Agricultural Education and Communications at  
Texas Tech University. 

Dr. Courtney Gibson is an assistant professor in the Department of Agricultural Education and Communications at  
Texas Tech University.   

Dr. Erica Irlbeck is an associate professor in the Department of Agricultural Education and Communications at  
Texas Tech University.

 
Published by New Prairie Press, 2017 




