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Comments on the manuscript by Ning Wang and co-authors, "Geonews: Timely
Geoscience Educational YouTube Videos about Recent Geologic Events",
submitted to Geoscience Communication.

Ning Wang et al.'s paper evaluates the way Youtube videos about timely geological events
(Geonews videos) and about general geological topics (GeoEd videos) are viewed and
received by the public. They aim to explore questions about public interest. To do that
they used a relatively limited dataset (12 Geonews, 21 GeoEd) made of videos they have
created and posted on Youtube between 2018 and 2020. It's an interesting subject that
deserves publishing in Geoscience Communication. I found the study interesting and
useful but perhaps not complete, with unaddressed possible biases, and with some
aspects needing more explanation. I list below some comments and suggestions with the
aim to broaden and strengthen the presented analyses and discussion. Hope this will
help. 

General comments:

It's interesting to keep in mind that all these videos have been created by the Geoscience
Studio at the University of Texas at Dallas, USA, and that there is no other dataset to put
author's analyses and conclusions in a broader perspective. Among their 12 Geonews, 6
are about US events, plus one in Mexico, and 5 about events far from the US; 8 are about
earthquakes, 4 on volcanic eruptions. I note that five of the six most viewed (>4000
views) Geonews videos are about US events. There is a clear geographical correlation.
This may perhaps introduce biases in the interpretation when looking to other factors, and
rises the questions of correlation / independence of those factors. When looking to GeoEd
videos, it's little more complicated, some US subjects got a lot of views (but not all), but
most viewed videos are about fossils plus a general one on volcano types. I suggest to
add some qualitative words about that, and better discuss these issues concerning video's
geographical location and/or topics.



Some of the presented analyses rest on attributes that describe the public (age,
gender…), taken from Youtube data. It's for me a total "mystery" how these attributes are
determined as most Youtube viewers are likely anonymous / unconnected / with a fancy
user name / etc... I infer it's from google analyses of user's data based on login name
(when logged), IP number, cookies, or other blackboxes. This needs explanations. You
mention and use age and gender data. How reliable are these data ? Please explain how
these data are obtained, the uncertainties, possible biases, etc. How can this affect your
conclusions? Is it deontological fair to use data on which you haven't any control and that
you need to trust? Is it ethical (even if the data are completely anonymized)? This
deserves discussion.

There are few comments posted on the videos (a total of 222 comments for all Geonews /
GeoEd videos) compared to the number of views (several 10k views). An important
question is thus: Is your analysis meaningful and representative of the public, or mostly
anecdotic? How does it help to better shape future videos? Are these results useful and
why? More generally, is this small percentage of people engaging discussion the same
with other social medias, like facebook feeds for example?

I also have some concerns about your analysis of the viewing percentage versus video
length. See below.

I haven't detected other issues on other sections of the analysis and discussion.

More specific comments:

• Tables 1 and 2 (pages 9 to 11):

- Why are you listing the videos in reverse releasing time (more recent first, but
numbered #1)? This complicates evaluation.
 - Strictly speaking this is not "event time", "release time", but calendar dates. And the
format you are using may be confusing (exemple: 07 05 2020 = month first? or day?),
please clarify.
- What is the meaning of the asterisks on table 1 (TYPE*) and table 2 (table title,
VIEWS*)?
- I would recommend rounding the values of the percentages, and providing integer
values. - I would like to know how many persons viewed 100% of each video (is it
available from Youtube data ?).
- I suggest to add a column to help identify US related events / subjects (see comments
above).
- Add a column with the number of comments for each event

• Section 7 of the manuscript (lines 410-420 and related Figure 5):



- In this section you claim that there is a "strong negative relationship between video
length and percentage viewed for Geonews videos" (but less clear for GeoEd ones),
meaning that "shorter videos are more engaging". However, looking to Figure 5, I found
this negative correlation unconvincing even if it's numerically right with your dataset. You
are working with a very small number of events; adding a single captivating video of
about 5 minute would flatten or even reverse the line. IMO this is not good evidence for a
"strong negative relationship". I would rather say that all Geonews videos got between 57
and 68% average view percentage, thus not very different from one to another. And I
would perhaps argue for a "loose possible relationship" btw length and that percentage,
and without giving much significance to these results. 
Rather than an average percentage it would be more interesting to know how many
people viewed 100% of each video, and what is the viewing percentage distribution (I
don't know if you can get this from youtube data).
- Rather than an average percentage it would be more interesting to know how many
people viewed 100% of each video, and what is the viewing percentage distribution (I
don't know if you can get this from youtube data).
- I note that one data point is missing on the diagram of Figure 5 (only 11 are plotted). I
don't know if you used it in your correlation or not.
- I also note that Figure 5 is not cited in the text.
- I again recommend rounding percentage values to integer values (in the tables).

Robin Lacassin / Paris / January 2022
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