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During the ANES 2008 Time Series Study pre-election interviews, respondents were asked the following questions about the Republican and Democratic Party candidates for President[footnoteRef:1]: [1:  These questions are identified as items A8a, A8b, A8c, A8d, A9a, A9b, A9c, and A9d in the pre-election questionnaire.] 

1. Is there anything in particular about JOHN MCCAIN that might make you want to vote for HIM? What is that?
2. Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM? What is that?
3. Is there anything in particular about JOHN MCCAIN that might make you want to vote against HIM? What is that?
4. Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote against HIM? What is that?
	In this report, we first provide a brief history of these questions (which we refer to collectively as “candidate for-and-against” or “CFA” questions) in the ANES Time Series.  We then describe the processes that led us to develop new procedures for coding answers to the 2008 CFA and we report evidence of the reliability of the new codes.

[bookmark: _Toc466902970]History of CFA Question Wording
	Questions about reasons to vote for or against Presidential candidates were first asked during the 1952 pre-election interviews.  These questions began with the statement, “Now I’d like to ask you about the good and bad points of the two candidates for President.”  Interviewers then asked, “Is there anything about Stevenson/Eisenhower that might make you want to vote for against/for him? What is it?” After a respondent’s answer, interviewers asked for additional reasons until respondents offered no additional substantive answers.  Every ANES Time Series study conducted during a Presidential election year since 1952 has included similar questions about candidates for President.
	Few changes have been made to these questions over the years.  The phrase “What is it?” was replaced by “What is that?” for one of the four questions in 1956 and then in all four questions in 1960 and subsequent years.[footnoteRef:2] From 1952 through 2000, interviewers asked “specificity” probes following vague answers or clichés.  Interviewers had some latitude in how they phrased specificity probes, but interviewers were given examples (e.g., “Can you give me some examples of what you mean?”, “Could you tell me a little more about this?”, and “How do you mean there?”). Starting in 1968, the follow-up question wording was standardized as “Anything else?”, and included as a separate item.. The initial and follow-up question wordings have remained the same since 1968.  [2:  In 1956, only the question about reasons to vote against Eisenhower used the phrase “What is that?”  Questions about the reasons to vote for Eisenhower, the reasons to vote for Stevenson, and the reasons to vote against Stevenson, all used the phrase “What is it?”] 

	Because the CFA questions are “open-ended,” respondents answer in their own words, and interviewers transcribe those answers.  Prior to 2008, these transcriptions were not made available to analysts.  Instead, ANES staff assigned numeric codes to each open-ended response, and only the codes were provided to analysts unless analysts sought special permission to gain access to the transcriptions.
Translating verbal responses into numeric codes is a common practice in survey research. An advantage of numeric codes is that they are easier to integrate into statistical analyses than are verbal utterances. However, enjoying these advantages requires that the numeric codes accurately reflect the words they are meant to describe.  
In recent years, we discovered a series of procedural problems with the CFA codes that the ANES had released before 2008. These problems include: a lack of documentation about how previous coding decisions were made, no records indicating that the reliability of these codes had ever been evaluated, variations and overlap in definitions of code categories that could lead to confusion about what codes to assign to respondents’ answers, and a lack of documentation showing that coding procedures had been carried out consistently from year to year. These discoveries led us to seek to improve ANES’s CFA coding practices, in the manner that this memo describes.

[bookmark: _Toc466902971]Best Practices for Coding Open-Ended Questions
To provide the user community with coded data whose meaning could be well understood, we sought to apply best practices during all of the stages of assigning numeric codes to CFA question responses.  These stages included the development of a theoretically-defensible coding framework that human coders could implement, the development of instructions telling human coders how to apply the framework, using multiple independent coders to document important properties of the coding process, and public disclosure of all of our procedures and results.  
In recent years, social scientists have paid increased attention to developing and implementing such practices.  Collectively, the work of these individuals reveals criteria that can increase the credibility and reliability of coded open-ended data. These criteria, many of which were identified by DeBell (2013), include:
1) Development of codes to be applied to open-ended answers
a) A substantive rationale is articulated for the construct validity of the code categories.  
b) Code categories are mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive.
2) Development of instructions by which the codes are applied.
a) Coders follow specific and comprehensive rules for assigning code categories to open-ended data.
b) Coding rules are tested to assess inter-coder reliability with subsets of data prior to being fully implemented.  
c) High inter-coder reliability suggests the instructions are effective, coders are following them consistently, and full coding should proceed.
d) Low reliability suggests the instructions are not effective and should be modified, or that coders are not following correctly and should be retrained or replaced.  Disagreements among coders should be investigated to diagnose reasons for low reliability.
3) Independent coding by multiple coders
a) Coding is performed by coders working with records of the open-ended responses, rather than on the fly by interviewers during the interview.
b) Two or more coders assign code categories to all open-ended data.
c) All coders work independently and do not discuss their coding work with each other.
d) Any coder question is directed to a single individual who generates an answer that is distributed simultaneously to all coders.
e) After all coders have independently coded all open-ended data, disagreements between coders are identified and returned to the coders for resolution.  The original independent coders explain reasons for their original coding to each other, and collaborate to converge on a single coding that both coders agree is accurate.
4) Public disclosure of all procedures and results
a) The logic underlying the code categories and the procedures used to create the code categories are publically disclosed.  
b) Coding rules used during independent coding are documented and publicly disclosed.  
c) Inter-coder reliability of full independent coding is measured and publically disclosed.
d) Source data (transcribed open-ended responses) are publicly disclosed.
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	We could find no evidence that the ANES had consistently followed these practices prior to the 2008 Time Series Study.  Coding instructions have often been vague or undocumented or both. Coding has used open-ended responses that were never released to the public before 2008. Typically, the coding was performed by just one person, and reliability was not reported.  
	Moreover, we found that pre-2008 ANES CFA codes were not developed using identical procedures from year-to-year, which limits scholars’ abilities to accurately track trends in over time. Initial evidence for this finding came from examining the codes used for answers to the CFA questions during three preceding ANES presidential election year studies (1996, 2000, and 2004). We found that new codes had been added with every successive study, though the rationale for these changes was neither well documented nor clearly consistent across years. The 1996 code frame included 570 codes for answers to the candidate questions.  That number increased to 573 in 2000, and 589 in 2004. For example, ‘I like his character (general)’ was added to the 2004 code frame.  General references to a candidate’s character prior to 2004 would necessarily be assigned a different code.  
 	Another problem involves code categories that are included in multiple studies, but have modified definitions from one study to the next.  The 2000 CFA code frame included 22 code definitions that were modified from codes used in 1996.  For example, the 1996 code frame included categories for a candidate’s connection to “Poor people/needy people/the unemployed”, while the definition for those same categories refer to “Poor people/needy people/handicapped/disabled” in 2000.  Similarly, 31 of codes in the 2000 code frame were modified from codes used in the 2004 code frame.  Changes  in code category definitions from one study to the next create problems when scholars attempt to use these categories to track trends over time. Time trends may be distorted by unstable category definitions
	As we inquired into past coding practices, we also discovered that coders used very few of the nearly 600 available codes with any frequency. For example, the 10 most used codes for the candidate questions were applied to 29% of the answers in 1996, 26% of the answers in 2000, and 29% in 2004.  The 30 most used codes in these studies were used for more than half of the responses (60% in 1996, 51% in 2000, and 60% in 2004).  Thus, in these years, only about 5% of the available codes were applied to more than 50% of the data.  By contrast, 42% of the candidate likes/dislikes codes available for the 1996 study were never used, 47% were never used in 2000, and 41% were never used in 2004.  Additionally, of the codes that were available in all three studies, 35% were never used for a single response in a single study. In sum, while the pre-2008 ANES code frame included a large number of choices, coders tended to use only a small number  of available codes to characterize responses.
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We set out to develop a set of code categories for the CFA questions that scholars can use to produce accurate and reliable comparisons of respondent opinions over a series of elections. Table 1 lists the new categories. These categories are the product of procedures that are well documented and that meet the criteria for credible and reliable codes specified by DeBell (2013) and listed above.  
This section of the report describes how we created and evaluated these codes. In short, we first examined past scholarly uses of CFA data to detect patterns in how the data was being used. We used that review as the basis for a new coding system. Our priority in developing these codes is delivering meaningful data to the ANES user community. This means that each code should have a clear substantive meaning and that the process used to produce the coded data can be applied consistently across human coders and across elections. We then presented the proposal to a set of scholars. The scholars provided feedback that led us to revise the initial proposal. We then developed and evaluated a procedure for human coders to reliably and consistently assign CFA data to the new coding procedures. Our final coding framework and instructions achieves high levels of intercoder reliability.  A series of appendices describes our procedures in greater detail.
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We began with a set of criteria for developing reliable and meaningful CFA codes. These criteria included the following:
· Individual code categories must be mutually exclusive.
· The set of code categories must be collectively exhaustive.
· The set of categories should be developed prior to reviewing CFA data.
· The set of categories would reflect how scholars have commonly used ANES CFA data collected before 2008.
With these goals in mind, we also sought to make the data as valuable as possible to scholars. To gain insight as to how we could do this we reviewed, how scholars used CFA data collected before 2008.
	Our general observation was that researchers have rarely, if ever, used more than a few of the nearly 600 codes available to them.  Instead, scholars tend to use very simplified versions of the variable.
	For example, Some researchers generate a small number of codes by including only a subset of pre-2008 CFA categories in their analyses.  For example, Campbell, Converse, Miller, and Stokes (1960) reported that ANES respondents in 1952 offered 2,256 favorable references to Eisenhower’s attributes. However, in describing the favorable attributes respondents associated with Eisenhower, they included only 1,996 of these references.  The authors noted that several “minor” categories had been omitted from the numbers they report. This indicates that more than 10% of the favorable references to Eisenhower’s attributes were assigned to CFA categories that the scholars did not use in their analyses.
	Other scholars have built a small number of super-categories from the full set of available codes.  This is the most common strategy we encountered in our review of how scholars have used pre-2008 CFA data. Pomper (1975) is a typical example of this strategy. Pomper used CFA data collected from 1960 to 1972 to assess the impact of people’s perceptions of presidential candidates on political behavior. As he explains, “In making such an assessment, the hundreds of comments gathered from the series of open-ended questions are grouped into a small and manageable number of categories.” (p. 151). Pomper created nine groups from the 100 categories used in 1960 to classify statements favorable to Kennedy. Grouping CFA codes into super-categories has also been used by Campbell, Converse, Miller, and Stokes (1960), Kagey and Caldeira (1980), Kessel (1980; 1992; 2004), Lewis-Beck, Jacoby, Norpoth, and Weisberg (2008), Miler and Miller (1976), Miller, Wattenberg, and Malanchuk (1986), Popkin, Gorman, Phillips, and Smith (1976), Smith and Kessel (1995), Smith, Radcliffe, and Kessel (1999), Stokes (1966), Weisberg and McAdams (2009), Weisberg and Nawara (2010). To our knowledge, the largest number of super-categories created from CFA codes is 14. We also have not found any research in which the number of super-categories created from CFA categories was more than 10% of the number of CFA codes. Thus, many studies using CFA data fail to use over 90% of available codes in their analyses. 
Other scholars create a single measure from all CFA codes. For example, Schulman and Pomper (1975) created a single candidate evaluation measure from all codes assigned to all four CFA answers asked in a given year.  They started by adding the number of reasons to vote for a candidate to the number of reasons to vote against the candidate’s opponent.  From this sum they subtracted the number of reasons to vote against the candidate and the number of reasons to vote for the candidate’s opponent. This strategy uses  the number of codes assigned to all CFA responses in the survey rather than the content of those codes. Other scholars who have used CFA data in a similar fashion include Erikson (1989), Hartwig, Jenkins, and Temchin (1980), Kelley (1983), Kelley and Mirer (1974), Lavine (2001), and Stokes, Campbell, and Miller (1958). In all of the uses of pre-2008 CFA codes described above, scholars choose not to include in their analyses most, or all, of the hundreds of available code categories. 
Building a set of proposed categories. We sought to apply a set of categories to the 2008 CFA at a level of specificity that better reflects its scholarly uses. One way to do this would be to use common super-categories created from CFA data by scholars in the past. However, we anticipated a few difficulties with this approach. First, different scholars have given similar sounding labels to super-categories populated by different sets of CFA categories. Second, and as described above, the number and definitions of CFA codes have changed from study to study. Finally, documentation that codes were applied consistently across coders or across years prior to 2008 is not available. These three factors introduce uncertainty about, and variability in, the meanings of super-categories that scholars have created.  A super-category created by one scholar may be qualitatively different than a similar sounding super-category created by another scholar, even when both scholars are using the same CFA data. Also, super-category created by one scholar may be qualitatively different than that same super-category created by that same scholar using CFA data from different studies.  For these reasons, we determined that a new code frame was needed to help scholars accurately understand, and effectively convey in their analyses, what ANES respondents like and dislike about presidential candidates.
Table 2 lists the 17 supercategories that we initially proposed. In Table 3, we show how these categories relate to those used in 2004.  Several of these categories were influenced by previous scholars’ super-categories. One such category, global evaluative, contains statements about the overall positivity or negativity of a candidate (e.g., “He’s a good man”). Similar super-categories have been created by Kessel (1980; 1992; 2004), Smith & Kessel (1995), and Smith, Radcliffe, and Kessel (1999).  Another category, personal characteristics, contains statements about candidate traits and abilities (e.g., “He’s dependable.”). This category resembles super-categories that have gone by similar names, such as “personality” (Kessel, 1980; 1992; 2004; Smith & Kessel, 1995; Smith, Radcliffe, & Kessel, 1999), “personal qualities” (Campbell, et al, 1960; Lewis-Beck, et al, 2008; Stokes, Campbell, & Miller, 1958), and “personal” (Miller, Wattenberg, & Malanchuk, 1986).[footnoteRef:3] Another category, policy positions, includes any reference to what a candidate will or will not do in an area falling within governmental authority. Similar super-categories have been created by Kessel (1980; 1992; 2004), Miller, Wattenberg, and Malanchuk (1986), Smith & Kessel (1995),  and Smith, Radcliffe, and Kessel (1999). Another such category, groups, contains statements about a candidate’s membership in, or affinity for, a group. Similar super-categories have been used by Campbell, et al, (1960), Kagey and Caldeira (1980), Lewis-Beck, et al, (2008), Popkin, Gorman, Phillips, and Smith (1976), Stokes (1966), Weisberg and McAdams (2009), and Weisberg and Nawara (2010). [3:  Miller, Wattenberg, and Malanchuk’s (1986) “personal” category also included references to a candidate’s military record, family, and age.] 

	As a set, these CFA categories are not collectively exhaustive. In order to satisfy this criterion, we reviewed the categories used to classify CFA data in previous studies. We identified categories that did not match the definitions listed above and grouped categories with similar features together. This exercise produced the remaining supercategories. These categories are: party (statements about the candidate’s membership, or lack of membership, in a specific political party), ideology (references to a candidate’s general governmental philosophy),  policy priorities (statements about the relative emphasis a candidate places on issues that could not be captured by the policy positions category), feelings evoked by candidates (references to the emotional effects of a candidate on others), candidate performance (statements about the candidate’s experience and abilities in specific domains, specific jobs the candidate previously held, and specific things he done in previous positions), .personal scandals (any mention that a candidate was, or was not, involved in a scandal), electability (any reference to the probability of a candidate’s electoral victory),  candidate physical appearance category (comments about a candidate’s appearance, looks, or face), demographics (all references to a candidate’s age, sex, sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, height, weight, level of education, and area of residence, marital status, or any other demographic characteristic), health (an comment about a candidate’s health), and religion (mentions of a candidate’s membership in a specific religious group). We also included two residual categories. Other candidate quality contains all statements about the candidate that cannot be classified by the any of the preceding codes). All other answers contains all statements about someone or something other than the target candidate.
	Modifying the set of proposed codes based on feedback from scholars. We consulted with a number of scholars about Table 2’s initial set of proposed categories. The scholars included: Gary Jacobsen (University of California-San Diego), John Aldrich (Duke University), Kathleen McGraw (The Ohio State University), Gerald Pomper (Rutgers University), and Herb Weisberg (The Ohio State University).  The scholars reviewed our proposed set of code categories, offered a range of insights, and suggested modifications. Table 4 displays the revised categories and subcategories that resulted from this consultation.
	The consultation raised several interesting issues. In some cases, respondents answer a CFA question for one candidate by mentioning something about the candidate’s opponent. While such responses do not answer the question that was asked, and hence could be placed in our residual all other answers category, we were asked if we could  reclassify such responses as an answer to the CFA question for which it would be considered legitimate. For example, we could change an illegitimate answer to the question about a “reason to vote for Candidate A” question to a legitimate response to a question about Candidate B. Given that our proposed categorization scheme covers this case, and given that reclassifying such answers would require an extensive amount of subjective decisions amongst coders, and given that we did not believe that we could train codes to make such decisions reliably, we maintained the decision to code such as answers in the all other answers category.
	Scholars also raised the concern the proposed set of codes will not allow users to identify the valence of CFA answers.  For example, the “Trustworthiness” code would be assigned to a statement that a candidate is honest as well as a statement that the candidate is dishonest.  A possible solution would be to divide categories for which valence could be identified into “pro” or “present”, “anti” or “absent”, and “unspecified”  subcategories. The main reason we chose not to do this involves our concern that creating valenced categories increases the potential for category confusion .  For example, consider the response, “His honesty”. A coder might infer that the answer, if offered as “something about a candidate that would make you vote for him”, indicates the respondent believes the candidate is honest.  The exact same statement might lead a coder to believe the respondent thinks the candidate is dishonest when offered as a reason to vote against the candidate.  The exact same statement could be classified differently depending on the question asked.  This could create confusion among coders and decrease coding reliability. Given the potential for coder confusion we decided against including valenced categories. Moreover, scholars who want valenced codes and have confidence in their ability to assign these codes consistently have access to the redacted open-ended responses that the ANES now makes available on its website.
	One scholar noted, “The need is clearly to tame an overly extensive coding scheme”, but also sought finer distinctions amongst some categories. We addressed such concern by adding subcategories that met two conditions: (1) mutual exclusivity among subcategories; and (2) the subcategories were collectively exhaustive of the general category. Following the consultation, we developed subcategories for five of the initially proposed categories (policy positions, policy priorities, candidate performance, personal characteristics, and other). We describe each set of subcategories in turn.
	Policy positions. We created six subcategories. Three subcategories reflect domestic policies, two reflect foreign relations, and sixth is a residual category captures all policy positions that did not fit the first five subcategories.  The subcategory domestic policy – economic includes any statements about the candidate’s position on government receipts and expenditures, the national debt, and things the candidate might do to influence the nation’s economic condition. A domestic policy – benefits subcategory applies to government policies that distribute benefits to people in some social groups more than it does to people in other groups. The domestic policy – liberties subcategory is reserved for references to laws that expand or restrict citizens’ individual or corporate abilities to engage in acts without penalty.  Our hostile foreign relations subcategory applies to the candidate’s position on the U.S. military, military activities, sanctions against foreign governments, actions against nations or groups outside the United States, and negotiations with nations that act antagonistically toward the United States.  A non-hostile foreign relations subcategory would capture references to a candidate’s position on peaceful relations and trade with nations, people, and groups outside the U.S.  The residual other policy position subcategory captures all other policy position responses.
	Policy priorities. We created six subcategories that mirror those created for policy positions. Accordingly, the six subcategories are policy priority– economic, policy priority– benefits, policy priority– liberties, priority- hostile foreign relations, priority- non-hostile foreign relations, and other policy priority.	
	Candidate performance. We created four subcategories. We also revised the general category from “candidate performance” to “candidate experience” as we believed that this change would clarify human coders’ decisions. The government experience subcategory includes any mentions of a candidate’s previous work, activities, jobs, or positions prior to receiving his or her party’s nomination, as well as an incumbent’s work and activities during previous political terms.  The military experience subcategory contains statements about a candidate’s previous work, activities, jobs, or positions as a member of a branch of the armed forces (i.e., the Air Force, Army, Marines, National Guard, or Navy).  The non-political/non-military experience subcategory reflects statements about a candidate’s work, activities, jobs, or positions in the private sector, as well as his or her work, activities, jobs, or positions in public but non-political public organizations (e.g., schools or universities).  The fourth and final subcategory,  other past activity, contains any experience that the first three subcategories did not cover. 
	Personal characteristics. We created six subcategories. The abilities subcategory includes references to a candidate’s capacity to accomplish general or specific tasks. The trustworthiness subcategory encompasses beliefs that a candidate speaks truthfully about what he thinks, feels, and will do, and that the candidate is motivated by honorable intentions. The leadership subcategory involves statements a candidate’s capacity to inspire loyalty or cooperation from disparate people and groups. The intelligence subcategory captures statements about a candidate’s mental capacity, cognitive abilities, and education. The personality subcategory includes references to different dimensions of personality, such as sociability, friendliness, impulsiveness, curiosity, and openness. The sixth subcategory, other trait, captures  any relatively stable manner of thinking or acting, other than those mentioned above, that the candidate displays..
	Self comments. We separated comments respondent made about themselves when answering a CFA question from comments made about the candidate and from comments not about the candidate or themselves (which would belong to the category other). We created three subcategories for respondents’ self-referential statements. The subcategories are: don’t know (for statements that the respondent cannot think of an answer), refuse (for statements that the respondent will not answer), and other (for all other references a respondent makes to himself or herself).
	Making these changes to the original proposal produced a total set of 38 categories or subcategories (listed in Table 4) into which human coders could classify the 2008 CFA data . 
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	After developing the code framework described above, we developed and evaluated a process by which human coders could consistently and reliably classify CFA data into the categories listed in Table 4. This process emerged from a series of six trials in which two coders independently assigned codes to random samples of CFA items. All materials used in these trials are includes as Appendices 1-11 of this document. 
We evaluated the reliability of the code assignments after each trial and tried to identify reasons why the coders assigned different codes to an item. Our reliability evaluations from one trial prompted us to make one or more changes to the coding process for the next trial.  These changes included modifying the instructions to address possible areas of coder confusion, or replacing coders who appeared unable or unwilling to follow instructions. In one instance, we tried modifying some of the CFA items to which the coders assigned codes, but as we describe below this attempt did not improve intercoder agreement and does not affect the codes presented in Tables 1-4.
	During each trial two coders worked independently to classify a randomly selected subset of CFA items.  The coders were not permitted to ask other coders or supervisors to clarify the instructions or coding procedure during any trial. The rationale for this restriction is that we wanted all questions and corresponding answers to be available to all coders of the 2008 data and to all coders of future ANES studies who seek to code data consistently across years. So, when coders were uncertain about an instruction, they could submit a “coder question form” to ANES staff describing their uncertainty (see Appendix 10).  After receiving a question form, a paraphrased version of the question and a response to it were added to a Frequently Asked Question (FAQ) section of the coding instructions.  The updated coding instructions were then sent to all coders to assure that they had access to identical instructions.
We decided in advance that if 85% of sample answers received the same codes from two coders, we would stop the coding development process and conclude that little would be gained from additional refinement.  This threshold is not drawn from a well-established theory regarding the CFA question. At the time that we adopted this threshold, we did not know if it could be achieved with any set of instructions. Given that inter-coder agreement rates have never been available from previous ANES studies, we drew this threshold from our experience with similar questions and treated the 85% agreement rate as suggesting that the instructions were ready for full-scale coding of all answers, making additional trial rounds unnecessary.
	As we describe below, we discovered through the trial rounds that “chunking” the CFA data prior to code assignment was critical to reaching the 85% agreement rate. “Chunking” involves segmenting answers into individual ideas.  For example, a respondent may have said she likes a candidate’s experience, education, and personality when answering a CFA question.  This answer has the following three ideas: (1) the candidate’s experience; (2) the candidate’s education; and, (3) the candidate’s personality. Having coders code three chunks rather than an answer with three ideas increased agreement rate to the 85% benchmark that we sought. Coders were more likely to agree how to code a single chunk than they were to agree on the set of codes applied to entire answers. 
	We made a few other changes to the process based on results from other trial coding rounds.  The following sections highlight modifications in the process introduced in each round, and the results of the process on reliability.  The reliability results for each of the rounds are summarized in Table 5.
	Trial 1. Our first trial involved a set of instructions for assigning codes from 100 randomly selected answers to the question, “Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?” The trial 1 instructions are presented in Appendix 1.  The instructions also include the set of code categories used during Trial 1.
	The reliability of the coding results from trial 1 fell well short of our 85% agreement rate benchmark.  The coders assigned the exact same codes in the exact same order to only 33% of the sample answers.  In addition, the coders only agreed about how many codes to apply for 59% of the sample answers.
	Trial 2. The 59% agreement rate in the number of codes applied during the first trial suggested potential ambiguity about which statements in an answer merited coding.  We attempted to address this problem by adding additional guidance in the instructions identifying ideas in answers that should be coded.  The additions included instructions to: (1) “identify as many ideas in an answer as possible”; (2) treat ideas before and after the word “and” as separate ideas; (3) treat ideas before and after the word “or” as separate ideas; (3) identify and code separately statements with comparisons (see Appendix 2 for the Trial 2 assignment instructions).  The revised instructions also included guidance for how to code a respondent’s refusal to answer the CFA question or a respondent’s inability to answer the question.
	This first set of revisions produced higher agreement rates.  The two coders assigned the same codes in the same order to 63% of the randomly selected CFA answers and the two coders agreed about the number of codes to apply for 77% of the answers..  This still fell well short of our 85% benchmark, so we pursued a second set of revisions.
	Trial 3. Our review of the results from Trial 2 revealed two areas in the instructions that suppressed agreement.  First, our set of codes included one category for statements a respondent makes about himself or herself.  For example, a respondent might say “I haven’t thought much about it”.  Such statements are not about the candidate, and are not explicitly respondent refusals to answer or don’t know statements. Our review of the Trial 2 results revealed that coders had difficulty understanding these distinctions.  Second, the results suggested possible confusion about the difference between a candidate’s stand on an issue and the priority a candidate places on an issue.  
	We attempted to address these problems by revising the instructions. The modifications included: (1) adding greater detail about identifying statements a respondent makes about himself or herself, (2) adding additional guidance about how to distinguish policy positions from policy priorities, and (3) providing examples to coders involving both of these topics (see Appendix 3 for the Trial 3 assignment instructions).
	These revisions had little effect on the agreement rate for the third trial compared to the second. The two coders assigned the same codes in the same order to 60% of the randomly selected CFA answers, which was actually a few points lower than the rate from Trial 2.  However, the two coders did agree about the number of codes to apply for 87% of the answers.
	Trial 4. We saw many of the same reasons for disagreement in Trial 3 as we saw in Trial 2. However, our inspection of these results suggest that one coder understood these distinctions better than the other. We sought to clarify whether this asymmetry was suppressing agreement rates by by having two new coders use the Trial 3 instructions to a classify a new random sample of CFA data.  The change of coders had a substantial effect on the agreement rate, but not in the direction we hoped.  The two new coders assigned the same codes in the same order to only 27% of the randomly selected CFA answers. Also, the percentage of answers to which the two new coders applied the same number of codes dropped to 67%.
	Trial 5.Difficulty distinguishing policy position statements from policy priority statements appeared to be a problem for the two new coders in Trial 4, as it was for coders in previous trials. Rather than trying to further explain the distinction between the two types of statements, we addressed this problem for the fifth trial by eliminating the distinction.  That is, we combined each policy position category with its policy priority counterpart. For example, the economic policy position and economic policy priority categories were combined to produce a single economic policy category. The definitions for each of the combined categories included references to the candidate’s “stand, views, position, or emphasis” on the target policy (see Appendix 4 for the Trial 5 assignment instructions). 
	Combining policy position with policy priority categories had little influence on the Trial 5 agreement rate.  The two coders assigned the same codes in the same order to only 28% of the randomly selected CFA answers, which was nearly identical to the rate from Trial 4.  Also, the percentage of answers to which the two new coders applied the same number of codes remained relatively low (62%).
	Trial 6. The agreement rates from the first 5 trials all fell well short of the 85% benchmark that we set at the beginning of the process.  One characteristic of the CFA data used during the first 5 trials is that they all used complete answers to the CFA question.  Answers with several ideas resulted in coders applying several codes; and, the more codes applied to an answer the greater the probability that coders would disagree about at least one code.  For example, one coder may have applied 10 codes to one CFA answer.  In order to treat the trial coding as an agreement, the second coder must have applied the same 10 codes in the exact same order to the answer.  If the second coder applied only 9 of same codes, or applied the same 10 codes but a different order, the results were classified as a disagreement. Even though the coders disagreed for only 10% of the codes applied to an answer, the results were treated as 100% disagreement for that answer. 
	We addressed this problem by having coders code answer chunks.  A “chunk” is a single idea within an answer that can stand alone as an answer to the CFA question. To initiate this procedure, we first randomly selected 100 answers to a CFA question. We then divided each selected answer into chunks, each of which contained a single idea from the total answer.  We randomly selected one chunk from each answer for coding.  We also modified the code assignment instructions to let coders know that they would be assigning codes to answer chunks rather than total answers (see Appendix 5 for the Trial 6 assignment instructions).
	These modifications to the coding process resulted in a higher agreement rate between the coders.  The two coders assigned the same codes in the same order to 85% of the randomly selected CFA answer chunks.  Also, the two coders assigned the same number of codes to 96%. of the CFA chunks. This initial result provided evidence the “chunking” the CFA data prior to coding would yield the reliability levels we sought. Hence,  we used the trial 6 methodology and code frame to classify all responses to the 2008 CFA data.
	In the remainder of this section, we offer greater detail about our chunking process, our coding process, and the means by which we evaluated intercoder agreement.

[bookmark: _Toc466902976]Chunking the 2008 CFA Data
	Research staff of the Political Psychology Research Group (PPRG) at Stanford University chunked all answers to the CFA questions.[footnoteRef:4]  For each set of answers, two PPRG staff members worked independently to divide answers into discrete chunks using the chunking instructions (see Appendix 6).  The instructions asked the PPRG staff members to identify all chunks and the order in which they appeared in individual answers.  The PPRG staff members could not discuss their work with each other, or any other person working in the political psychology lab.  If anyone had a question about the chunking, they submitted their question in writing on a “chunker question form” (see Appendix 7). They sent this form to ANES staff. Paraphrased versions of their questions, and our responses, were added to Frequently Asked Question (FAQ) sections of the chunking instructions.  The updated instructions were then distributed to all PPRG staff members to assure that they had access to identical information when making subsequent decisions. This process allowed us to document the reasons for changes to instructions. This procedure is in contrast to having “chunkers” develop their own adjustments to written instructions “on the fly” and without documentation. Our procedure is meant to increase consistency across years in attempts to replicate this chunking process. [4:  Information about PPRG can be found at https://pprg.stanford.edu/] 

	Two activities followed full independent chunking of a set of CFA answers.  First, the two PPRG staff members who chunked the answers reviewed each other’s chunking work.  They discussed the answers for which they disagreed about chunking, and arrived at a set of answer chunks that both agreed was correct (see Appendix 8 for the instructions).  These “reconciled” chunks are the items to which Ascribe’s professional coders assigned codes.[footnoteRef:5]  Second, in order to evaluate “inter-chunker” reliability, we enlisted another undergraduate from the lab to review the independent chunking results (see Appendix 8 for the chunking review instructions). As has been the practice during other stages of the project, any questions about the work were submitted in writing to ANES staff.  Paraphrased versions of questions and responses were added to Frequently Asked Question (FAQ) sections of the chunking review instructions, and updated instructions were then distributed to all PPRG staff members conducting reviews.  [5:  Ascribe is a commercial text analytics company that offers data coding services. Ascribe assigned, trained, and supervised all coders who coded the 2008 CFA data chunks. More information about Ascribe is available at: http://goascribe.com/.] 

	Throughout this process, we measured inter-chunker reliability.  We measured reliability at two levels: the level of a response and the level of a chunk. At the response level, we report the percent of responses for which the two chunkers identified the same chunks and the same number of chunks.  At the chunk level, we report the percent of chunks that were the same for both chunkers.  To see the relationship between reliability statistics, consider the following example. One chunker identifies three chunks in an answer while the other chunker identifies four. Moreover, two of the first chunker’s chunks are the same as two of the second chunker’s chunks. In this case, the level of agreement at the response level is zero – the coders disagreed on the number of chunkable ideas in a response. The levels of agreement at the chunk level, by contrast, was 57%. In other words, of the seven chunks named by the two coders, four were identical.
	Table 6 includes results from our aggregate inter-chunker reliability analyses.  Agreement at the response level ranged from 76.15% (reasons to vote for McCain) to 85.46% (reasons to vote against McCain). At the chunk level, the percent of identical chunks ranged from 81.58% (reasons to vote for McCain) to 90.84% (reasons to vote for Obama).
[bookmark: _Toc466902977]Assigning Codes to Chunks and Evaluating Agreement Levels
	 Two trained professional Ascribe coders worked independently to assign each chunk identified by the process described in this report to one of the categories in Table 1 using the coding instructions found in Appendix 9. Coders who were unsure about the coding instructions or who had questions about coding a particular chunk submitted a “coder question form” (see Appendix 10). We used these inquiries to update the instructions, when needed, and added their content to an FAQ. The FAQ and instructions were distributed to both coders working in the CFA data.
	After the coders completed independent coding of all answers, we reviewed the results to identify all answers to which the coders applied a different code, or the same codes in a different order.  All such coding results were returned to the two coders, who worked together to resolve all discrepancies (see Appendix 11 for the instructions).  During the discrepancy resolution process, the two coders first explained the reasons underlying their independent coding decisions.  Through discussion, the two coders then settled on a code to assign to the answer that they both agreed was accurate.  The final coding results released to the ANES user community are based on these decisions.
	Inter-coder reliability. We computed a series of statistics to gauge the reliability of independent coding. These statistics are based on the fact that each chunk from a respondent’s CFA answer could be assigned more than one code.  Thus, coders had to make multiple coding classification decisions about each chunk.  Our two measures of inter-coder reliability were:
· The percent of all answers to which the independent coders applied the same codes in the same order before negotiation.  
· The percent of answers to which the independent coders applied the same codes at least once, regardless of order.  
These two statistics offer conservative assessments of the reliability of the CFA coding.  Imagine that one coder assigned 4 codes to an answer, while another coder assigned 3 codes.  The percent agreement statistic would treat this instance as one in which the coders disagreed.  If the 3 codes assigned by the second coder were 3 of the 4 assigned to that answer by the first coder, then the two coders largely agreed with one another about this answer.  Thus, the item-level percent agreement can severely understate agreement between coders.
We therefore also computed statistics at the level of the individual coding category.  Specifically, based on Lombard’s (2008) review of 39 inter-coder reliability indices and his recommendation, we computed Krippendorff’s (1970) alpha for each of the codes in the code frame.  That is, we report the extent to which the independent coders made the same decision about the applicability of each individual code category to each answer, taking into account the possibility that observed inter-coder agreement was due to chance alone.  
Finally, we computed a new measure of inter-coder reliability that we developed, based on the logic of Krippendorff’s alpha.  Krippendorff’s alpha is designed for application to instances in which coders make a single coding decision about each item.  To be suitable to instances in which coders can assign multiple codes to a single answer, we computed our new statistic, which we call alpha prime (denoted α').  The general form of Krippendorff’s alpha is:

where Do is the observed disagreements and De is the disagreements expected when coding is due to chance.  For nominal data coded by two independent observers with no missing data, Krippendorff’s alpha may also be expressed as: 

where Ao is the percent of observed matches, and Ae is the percent of matches expected by chance.  The computational form of this equation is:

in which n is the total number of codes applied.  For nominal data coded by two independent coders with no missing data, and each item assigned a single code, n is twice the number of items.  This is because each item is coded twice, once by the first coder and then again by the second coder.  The c subscript identifies individual codes, and nc indicates the number of times an individual code was applied. If coder A applied code c to 5 items, and coder B applied that same code to 7 items, nc for that item is 12.  The term occ identifies the total number of times a code applied by one coder was the same as the code applied by another coder to the same answer.  Of the 5 items to which coder A applied code c, 4 of them were also assigned code c by coder B. Of the 7 items to which coder B assigned code c, 4 of them were also assigned code c by coder A. The 4 items to which to coder A assigned code c that matched assignments made by coder B, plus the 4 items to which coder B assigned code c that matched assignments made by coder A equals 8.  Thus, occ for code c in this example is 8  
	We computed α' by modifying the computational form of Krippendorff’s alpha as follows:

in which k is the total number of codes applied to all items.  Given that each coder could apply multiple codes to each answer, the upper limit of k is a function of the number of items coded, the number of coders, and the number of codes (i.e. UL=items × coders × codes).  For the CFA, the upper limit of k is 4,021 (chunks) × 2 (coders) × 38 (codes), or 305,596.  The actual value of k depends on how many codes each coder applied to the items.  If coder A applied a total of 8,042 codes across all chunks (i.e. an average of 2.0 codes per chunk) and coder B applied 6,032 codes to those same chunks (i.e. an average of 1.5 codes per chunk), the total number of codes applied is 14,074 (i.e., 8,042 + 6,032).  kc indicates the total number of times code c was applied by the two coders, and the term occ is the total number of times that one coder applied a code that the other coder also applied.
	More commonly used inter-coder reliability statistics are a function of observed agreement between coders, the agreement that would be expected by chance alone and perfect agreement.  The statistics are computed such that a value of 1.00 means the observed level of agreement is equal to perfect agreement.  In contrast, a value of 0.00 indicates the observed level of agreement is equal to the level of agreement expected by chance. This means that statistics close to 1.00 indicate high levels of coding agreement while statistics close to 0.00 indicate chance levels of agreement.
	Although α' is built on the same conceptual framework as more commonly used inter-coder reliability statistics, interpreting α' is slightly different.  Given that α' is computed from multiple codes applied to responses, α' does not indicate a proportion of responses to which coders assigned the same code.  Rather, α' indicates a proportion of all codes assigned to responses about which the two coders where in agreement beyond the agreement expected by chance.  This means α' is based on agreement at the code level, rather than agreement at the response level. Examining agreement at the code level allows us to identify which codes produced unreliable results and may be in need of additional refinement or clarification.
	We used the coding results produced prior to disagreement resolution to determine how well the final instructions generated reliable coding results (see Tables 7 and 8).  Overall, the coders assigned the same codes in the same order to 70.22% of the CFA chunks (Vote for McCain=74.04%; Vote against McCain =83.06%; Vote for Obama=61.74%; and Vote against Obama=63.60%).   
	In most cases, the agreement rates dropped when we examined whether coders agreed on all codes for a given response. To see why a drop is expects, consider an answer to a candidate question that yielded 5 codable chunks.  Imagine that independent coders assigned the same codes to four of the chunks, but one coder assigned a code to the fifth chuck that the other coder did not assign to any of the five chunks. Even though the two coders agreed how to code four of the five chunks from the response, the disagreement for the fifth chunk creates a disagreement for the response level codes. 
Across the 4 CFA questions, response level agreement rates averaged around 12 percentage points lower than the chunk level rate.  The most dramatic drop occurred for the reasons to vote for Obama coding (16 percentage points). 
	The percent of chunks to which coders assigned the same number of codes exceeded 85% for the two McCain CFA questions (Vote for McCain=87.71%; Vote against McCain=91.11%). This statistic was slightly lower for  the two Obama CFA questions (Vote for Obama=82.61%; Vote against Obama=84.92%). 
	Response level results show a similar pattern. The percent of repsonses assigned the same number of codes was frequently quite a bit larger than the percent of answers assigned identical codes.  For example, the agreement rate for Vote for Obama responses was only 54.23% despite 72.64% of the answers being assigned the same number of codes.
	The α' statistics can be used to characterize the results we have just reviewed.  α' adjusts for expected levels of agreement by chance alone considering the frequency of use of each category.  The α' statistics from independent coding of all CFA chunks ranged from .68 (Vote for Obama and Vote against Obama) to .90 (Vote against McCain) and averaged .77.  Landis and Koch (1977) label alphas between .60 and .80 as “substantial”, and those between .80 and 1.00 as “almost perfect”.  By these standards, α' for the two McCain CFA questions were “almost perfect”, and α' for the two Obama CFA questions were “substantial”.  
	The α' results at the response level are similar.  The α' statistics after aggregating to the response level ranged from .74 (Vote for Obama) to .91 (Vote against McCain) and averaged .81.  By the Landis and Koch standards, α' at the response level for the two McCain questions  were “almost perfect” and those for the two Obama questions were “substantial”.  
	
[bookmark: _Toc291914695][bookmark: _Toc466902978]Conclusion
	This report describes the method by which best practices were developed for, and applied, to coding of CFA questions asked during the 2008 ANES Time Series Study’s pre-election interviews.  We derived a code frame by reviewing how scholars used CFA data in the past. We then proposed an initial set mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive CFA code categories.  Expert scholars evaluated the initial code frame. In response to their inquiries we added subcategories to a number of the original categories. We then created, tested, and refined coding instructions to produce codes with high levels of intercoder agreement.
	Researchers interested in tracking CFA opinions may be concerned that code categories we used for 2008 are substantially different than the categories used in 2004 and prior years.  We are sympathetic to this concern. Our inquiries into this issue, moreover, a much larger problem. Previous coding practices impede reliable cross-election comparisons of pre-2008 CFA data..  Changes in the number of available code categories used from one election cycle to the next, modifications of individual code descriptions across that same time, and no reports of intercoder reliability limit the evidentiary basis for making strong claims about the accuracy of cross-election comparisons of CFA data prior to 2008. The efforts described in this report are designed to mitigate such problems in the future and to increase cross-election comparability henceforth.  	
	We hope that the transparency with which the 2008 code frame was developed increases scholars’ abilities to make valid inferences from CFA data.  Increased coding transparency represents a constructive step in increasing the reliability, validity, and interpretation of CFA codes.  Should the practices described in this report be continued with future ANES studies, the resulting data will be much more amenable to drawing reliable inferences about trends in what Americans view as important candidate characteristics.  We look forward to learning from what that research will show. 
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[bookmark: _Toc291914696][bookmark: _Toc466902979]Table 1
Code Categories Applied to the 2008 CFA Data.
	
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, likeable, not likeable, I like him, I do not like him

	2
	Party
	Is (or is not) a Democrat, is (or is not) a member of the Democrat Party, is (or is not) a Republican, is (or is not) a member of the Republican Party, is (or is not) a member of any of the following parties: America's Party, Modern Whig Party, Objectivist Party, Independence Party of America, Boston Tea Party, Jefferson Republican Party, United States Pirate Party, Citizens Party of the United States, Party for Socialism and Liberation, Unity Party of America, America First Party, United States Marijuana Party, Green Party of the United States, Independent American Party, Christian Liberty Party, Labor Party, Reform Party of the United States of America, Constitution Party, Socialist Alternative, Socialist Action, United States Pacifist Party, National Socialist Movement, New Union Party, Socialist Party USA, Libertarian Party, Raza Unida Party, American Party, Peace and Freedom Party, Freedom Socialist Party, Socialist Equality Party, Workers World Party, Socialist Workers Party, Communist Party of the United States of America, Socialist Labor Party of America, Prohibition Party

	3
	Ideology/Philosophy
	Conservative, liberal, socialist, Marxist, communist, fascist, libertarian

	4
	Electability
	Can win, cannot win

	5
	Political experience
	Political experience, work the candidate has done as a politician or elected official, "experienced" or "inexperienced" in general

	6
	Military experience
	Military experience, work the candidate has done as a member of the army, navy, air force, marines, or national guard

	7
	Non-political/military experience
	Business experience, work the candidate has done in business, industry, or education

	8
	Scandal/Cover-up
	The candidate was involved in a scandal or cover-up

	9
	Other past activity
	Any mentioned of something the candidate did in the past that does not match another code

	10
	Personality - Ability
	The candidate's ability to accomplish a task or get the job done

	11
	Personality - Honesty
	The candidate's honesty, integrity, consistency, predictability, sincerity, truthfulness

	12
	Personality - Intelligence
	The candidate's intelligence

	13
	Personality - Leadership
	The candidate's ability to lead, get people to work together, make people want to follow, inspire people, inspire the respondent, motivate people, motivate the respondent

	14
	Personality - Other
	Anything about the candidate's personality that does not match a description in codes 10-13

	15
	Health
	The candidate's health

	16
	Religion
	The candidate does, or does not, belong to a specific religious group.  The candidate is religious or not religious

	17
	Education
	The candidate's education, where the candidate went to school or college, the candidate's type of diploma or college degree

	18
	Physical Appearance
	The candidate's physical appearance, attractiveness, how good the candidate looks

	19
	Demographics
	The candidate's age, sex, sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, height, weight, marital status, or where the candidate is from

	20
	Policy-Economic
	What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt.  The candidate's policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt.

	21
	Policy-Poor people
	What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people. The candidate's policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on government programs to help poor people.

	22
	Policy-Liberty
	What the candidate will allow people to do, prevent people from doing, or make legal or illegal. The candidate's policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on what people should be allowed or prevented from doing, or what should activities should be legal or illegal.

	23
	Policy-Enemy countries
	How the candidate will deal with enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions. The candidate's policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions.

	24
	Policy-Friendly countries
	How the candidate will deal with friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries. The candidate's policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries. 

	25
	Policy - General foreign policy
	How the candidate will deal with other countries in general, foreign policy in general, the reputation of the United States. The candidate's policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on other countries in general, foreign policy in general, the reputation of the United States.

	26
	Policy-Other
	[bookmark: RANGE!C27]What the candidate will do about something that does not match a description in codes 20-25. The candidate's policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on something that does not match a description in codes 20-25.

	27
	Groups
	The candidate's support for, or feelings about, a specific group of people

	28
	Emotions/Feelings
	The candidate makes the respondent feel happy, sad, angry, proud, afraid, scared

	29
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about Mr. Obama that does not match another code

	30
	Non-candidate
	Any mention of something other than the candidate and that is not about the respondent

	31
	Don't know
	I don't know , Don't know, DK, I'm unsure, I'm not sure, Unsure, You got me, I can't remember, I have no clue, No clue, I have no idea, No idea, No guess, no, nothing

	32
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass

	33
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Don't know or Refuse

	34
	All other
	Any statement that does not fit codes 1 - 33 
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[bookmark: _Toc466902980]Table 2
The Initially Proposed Set of Categories for the 2008 CFA Data.
	Category
	Category Description

	Global 
	Any global evaluative statement about the candidate (e.g. “He’s a good man”)

	Electability 
	Any statement about the probability that a candidate will win (e.g. “He cannot win”)

	Party 
	Any statement about membership in, or loyalty to, the Democratic or Republican Party (e.g. “He’s a Democrat”)

	Ideology 
	Any statement about the candidate’s philosophy about government (e.g. “He’s a socialist”)

	Policy issues 
	Any statement about a candidate’s position on a political issue (e.g. “I like his view on term limits”)

	Policy priorities 
	Any mention of an issue or area of government that will, or will not, be a candidate’s priority (e.g. “He’ll focus on the military”)

	Performance 
	Any reference to something the candidate did in the past that is not a scandal (e.g. “He was in the military”)

	Scandals 
	Any reference to a scandal in which the candidate was involved (e.g. “He had an affair”)

	Groups 
	Any statement about a candidate’s relationship with, or attitudes toward, a social group (e.g. “He supports veterans”)

	Personal characteristics
	Any statement about a candidate’s traits (e.g. “He’s dependable”)

	Physical appearance 
	Any statement about how the candidate looks (e.g. “He has a nice smile”)

	Religion 
	Any reference to a candidate’s membership, or lack of membership, in a specific religious organization (e.g. “He’s not a Christian”)

	Physical health
	Any mention of a candidate’s physical health (e.g. “He’s in great shape”)

	Demographics
	Any mention of a candidate’s age, sex, sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, height, weight, level of education, area of residence, marital status, or any other demographic characteristic (e.g. “He’s a Southerner”)

	Emotions evoked by candidates 
	Any statement about how a candidate makes the respondent, or other people, feel (e.g. “He makes people feel proud to be American”)

	Other candidate quality 
	Any statement about the candidate that cannot be categorized using one of the preceding codes (e.g. “He has a great family”)

	All other answers 
	Any statement about someone, or something, other than the candidate (e.g. “The media has not treated him fairly”)





Table 3
The 2004 CFA Categories From Which the Initially Proposed 2008 Proposed Categories Are Derived.
	Proposed 2008 category
	2004 code number
	2004 code description

	[bookmark: RANGE!A2]Global evaluative
	201
	General reference to him as "a good/bad man or a good/bad guy"; R has heard good/bad things about him; qualifications; general ability; reference to his "personality" ("job being done" is in code 0609)

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]
	203
	Not qualified for the office; the job is too big for him to handle

	
	211
	Experienced (NA what kind) (see 0217, 0218, 0220 for specific kinds of experience; if in foreign policy see 1100's)

	
	212
	Inexperienced 

	
	427
	Old hat; has run before; a die-hard; "a loser" (in the past)

	
	428
	Someone new; a fresh face

	
	429
	Don't change horses in midstream

	
	430
	Time for a change (see 0174 for party has been in office too long)

	
	443
	Well-known; "I know him/her"

	
	444
	Unknown; not well known

	
	555
	Positive references about independent candidacy; maybe the country needs a third party; third parties should have more recognition; the two party system needs buckling

	
	556
	Negative references/liabilities related to independent candidacy; "he's an independent" (NFS); "we don't need a third party"; "he lacks backing from a party"

	
	625
	Mostly approve of/happy with job done so far, but doesn't approve of everything that has been done

	
	701
	Just like him/them (NA why); like everything about him/them; "I was hoping he would win the (nomination/primaries)"

	
	702
	Just dislike/Don't like him/them (NA why); don't like anything about him/them

	
	703
	Will save America; America needs him/them

	
	704
	Will ruin America; last thing America needs

	
	705
	Will unite Americans/bring people together

	
	706
	Will divide Americans/drive people apart

	
	709
	Good for country (unspecified); trying to do good job; trying; not just out for self/own best interest; has/have country's interest at heart ; will do a good job

	
	710
	Bad for country (unspecified); don't have country's interests at heart; only looking out for their own interests ; will not do a good job

	
	711
	Lesser of two evils

	
	722
	The incumbent should have a chance (on his own)/another chance/second chance

	
	725
	The opponent who the candidate ran against; the candidate was the better of the two in general; the candidate ran against someone I really dislike

	
	732
	Used to like him but don't now; have lost respect for him 

	
	802
	Different from other candidate

	
	803
	Same as other candidate; not different enough

	Personal characteristics
	213
	Dependable/Trustworthy/Reliable; a man you can trust with the responsibilities of government ("trust" in the capability sense, rather than the honesty sense)

	
	214
	Undependable/Untrustworthy/Unreliable; a man you can't trust with the responsibilities of government

	
	301
	Dignified/has dignity

	
	302
	Undignified/lacks dignity

	
	303
	Strong/decisive/self-confident/aggressive; will end all this indecision; 'sticks to his guns' [2004]

	
	304
	Weak/indecisive/lacks self-confidence/vacillating; "waffles"; "wishy-washy"

	
	305
	Inspiring; a man you can follow; "a leader"; charisma

	
	306
	Uninspiring; not a man you can follow; not a leader; lacks charisma

	
	309
	Good at communicating with blacks, young people, other "problem" groups

	
	310
	Bad at communicating with blacks, young people, other "problem" groups (if communicate in general, see 0441, 0442)

	
	311
	Knows how to handle people (at personal level)

	
	312
	Doesn't know how to handle people (at personal level)

	
	313
	A politician/political person; (too) much in politics; a good politician; part of Washington crowd; politically motivated; just wants to be re-elected

	
	314
	Not a politician; not in politics; above politics; a bad politician

	
	315
	Independent; no one runs him; his own boss

	
	316
	Not independent; run by others; not his own man/boss

	
	317
	Humble; knows his limitations; doesn't pretend to know all the answers

	
	318
	Not humble enough; too cocky/self-confident

	
	319
	(Too) Careful/Cautious/Good judgment

	
	320
	(Too) Impulsive/Careless/Bad/Poor judgment

	
	327
	Listens to the people/solicits public opinion; any mention of polls or questionnaires; is accessible to constituents (NFS)

	
	328
	Doesn't listen to the people/does not solicit public opinion; isn't accessible to constituents (NFS)

	
	334
	Poor at explaining himself/his positions; doesn't answer questions clearly; speaks off the top of his head/doesn't stop to think before he speaks

	
	336
	Has vision

	
	337
	Lacks vision

	
	397
	Other candidate leadership reason

	
	401
	Honest/Sincere; keeps promises; man of integrity; means what he says; fair; not tricky; open and candid; straightforward; positive Playboy references (1976)

	
	402
	Dishonest/Insincere; breaks promises; no integrity; doesn't mean what he says; tricky; not open and candid; not straightforward

	
	403
	Man of high principles/ideals; high moral purpose; idealistic (if too idealistic, code 0416) ; morality

	
	404
	Lacks principles/ideals

	
	405
	Racist/Bigoted/Prejudiced

	
	406
	Not a racist/bigoted/prejudiced

	
	407
	Public servant; man of duty; conscientious; hard-working; would be a full-time President; good attendance record in Congress; dedicated; really interested in serving people

	
	408
	Doesn't take public service seriously; lazy; would be a part-time President; poor attendance record in office; not dedicated; not really interested in serving people; "shallow" 

	
	409
	Doesn't use office for personal benefit; not in office to maximize personal benefit

	
	410
	Uses/in office (mostly) for personal benefits (junket trips, big salary, other perks)

	
	411
	Patriotic; (88) like Bush's stand on Pledge of Allegiance issue;(Pro) Kerry statements/actions about the Viet Nam War. (The Rsays that Kerry was right, showed bravery, in statements/actions after he came home from the war.)

	
	412
	Unpatriotic; (88) dislike Dukakis' stand on Pledge of Allegiance issue; (Anti) Kerry statements/actions about Viet Nam after he came back from war. (The R says Kerry was wrong, defamed America, was unpatriotic in statements/actions after he came home from the war.)

	
	413
	Understands the nation's/district's problems; well-informed; studies up on issues

	
	414
	Doesn't understand the nation's/district's problems; poorly informed; doesn't study up on issues

	
	415
	Realistic

	
	416
	Unrealistic; too idealistic; (if "idealistic" in positive sense, code 0403)

	
	417
	Uses common sense; makes a lot of sense; pragmatic/ practical/down-to-earth

	
	418
	Not sensible; impractical

	
	419
	(Too) well educated; scholarly

	
	420
	Poorly educated; unschooled

	
	421
	Intelligent/Smart

	
	422
	Unintelligent/Stupid/Dumb

	
	423
	Religious; "moral" (in religious sense); God-fearing; "too" religious

	
	424
	"Irreligious"; "immoral" (in religious sense); Playboy interview (reflects on Carter--1976)

	
	425
	Self-made; not well off; started out as poor; worked his way up; (started out) unpolished/unrefined/rough

	
	426
	Wealthy; rich; born with silver spoon in mouth; polished/refined/well-mannered; buy way into office; use of own money to finance campaign

	
	431
	Unsafe/Unstable; dictatorial; craves power; ruthless

	
	432
	Safe/Stable

	
	433
	Sense of humor; jokes a lot (too much)

	
	434
	No sense of humor; humorless (too serious)

	
	435
	Kind/Warm/Gentle; caring

	
	436
	Cold/Aloof

	
	437
	Likeable; gets along with people; friendly; outgoing; nice

	
	438
	Not likeable; can't get along with people

	
	439
	Democratic (in non-partisan sense)

	
	440
	Undemocratic (in non-partisan sense)

	
	441
	High-fallutin'/High-brow; talks in circles; can't talk to common man; can't communicate ideas well

	
	442
	Not high-fallutin'/is low-brow; talks straight; can talk to common man; can communicate ideas well

	
	447
	Speaking ability

	
	453
	Mature

	
	454
	Immature

	
	457
	He's a family man

	
	459
	Energetic; too energetic

	
	460
	Not energetic

	
	464
	Uninformed; doesn't (seem to) know anything about the issues/what is going on in the country/government (for being "informed", see code 04130

	
	465
	Taking undeserved credit; taking credit for actionc, events, or policies one is not responsible for; Gore claiming "to have invented the internet"

	
	466
	Overcoming adversity in one's personal life; overcoming handicaps, disabilities, disease, alcoholism, or other similar problem.

	
	490
	'I like his character' (general)

	
	491
	'I don't like his character' (general)

	
	495
	Other negative personal qualities

	
	496
	Other positive personal qualities

	
	497
	Other candidate personal qualities

	
	601
	Good/Efficient/Businesslike administration; balanced budget; lower/wouldn't increase national debt; cautious spending 

	
	602
	Bad/Inefficient/Unbusinesslike administration; wasteful; "bureaucratic"; deficit budget; higher/increased national debt; overspend

	
	603
	Honest government; not corrupt; no "mess in Washington"

	
	604
	Dishonest/Corrupt government; "mess in Washington"; immorality in government; reference to Hayes, Mills, Lance 

	
	618
	Will not face (difficult) issues; will not face problems directly; ignores political reality

	
	619
	Supports the president/works well with the president/would work well with the president

	
	707
	Speaks of candidate as good protector; will know what to do; more intelligent

	
	708
	Speaks of candidate as bad protector; won't know what to do

	
	804
	(Too) negative; always tearing down other side; no solutions of his/their own

	
	831
	Generous, compassionate, believe in helping others

	
	832
	Selfish, only help themselves

	
	833
	Acceptance of change/new ideas; less bound to status quo; more open to new ideas/ways of doing things; flexible, innovative

	
	834
	Resistance to change/new ideas; stick to (protect) status quo; resist new ways of doing things; rigid

	
	835
	Has a well-defined set of beliefs/definite philosophy; does not compromise on principles; has (clear) understanding of goals they stand for

	
	836
	Has poorly defined set of beliefs; lacks a definite philosophy; compromise on principles; has no (clear) understanding of goals they stand for

	
	837
	Favor work ethic; believes in self-reliance/in people working hard to get ahead

	
	838
	Doesn't favor work ethic; believes in people being handed things/in government handouts (if specific policy mentioned, code in 0900's) ; doesn't believe in teaching people to be independent

	
	841
	Keep track of/control over administration heads, cabinet members, etc.; follow through on policies; determine if programs are working

	
	842
	Doesn't keep track of/control over administration heads, cabinet members, etc.; doesn’t follow through on policies; determine if programs are working

	Policy positions
	509
	Would continue/keep/follow Democratic policies (unspecified)

	
	510
	Would change/get rid of "Democratic policies (unspecified)

	
	511
	Would continue/keep/follow Democratic domestic policies (unspecified, not codeable in 0900's)

	
	512
	Would change/get rid of Democratic domestic policies (unspecified, not codeable in 0900's)

	
	513
	Would continue/keep/follow Democratic foreign policies (unspecified, not codeable in 1100's)

	
	514
	Would change/get rid of Democratic foreign policies (unspecified, not codeable in 1100's)

	
	515
	Would continue/keep/follow Republican policies (unspecified)

	
	516
	Would change/get rid of Republican policies (unspecified)

	
	517
	Would continue/keep/follow Republican domestic policies (unspecified, not codeable in 0900's)

	
	518
	Would change/get rid of Republican domestic policies (unspecified, not codeable in 0900's)

	
	519
	Would continue/keep/follow Republican foreign policies (unspecified, not codeable in 1100's)

	
	520
	Would change/get rid of Republican foreign policies (unspecified, not codeable in 1100's)

	
	605
	(Would) Spend less (than other side); (would) spend too little

	
	606
	(Would) Spend more (than other side); (would) spend too much

	
	626
	Favors term limits

	
	801
	General assessment of ideas/policies/stands (unspecified)

	
	805
	For government activity; believe government should take care of things; for big government/ wants government bigger; supports social programs/ spending (not 0905-0907)

	
	806
	Against government activity; believe government involved in too many things; favors reduction in social programs/ spending (not 0905-0907); against big government/ wants government smaller

	
	847
	Separation of church and state/religion and politics--pro

	
	848
	Separation of church and state/religion and politics--anti

	
	849
	Stand/views on religion (church/state relationship NA)

	
	900
	General assessment of domestic ideas/policies/stands (unspecified exc. 870,871)

	
	901
	General assessment of economic policy (unspecified)

	
	902
	Government economic controls--NA direction

	
	903
	Government economic controls--Pro; we need planned economy; control of private enterprise

	
	904
	Government economic controls--Anti; we have too much interference in private enterprise

	
	905
	Welfare/Poverty problems--NA direction; give-away

	
	906
	Welfare/Poverty problems--Pro government aid/activity; pro give-aways

	
	907
	Welfare/Poverty problems--Anti government aid/activity; anti give-aways; pro self-help

	
	908
	Social Security/Pensions--NA direction

	
	909
	Social Security/Pensions--Pro expansion in coverage and/or increase in benefits

	
	910
	Social Security/Pensions--Anti expansion in coverage and/or increase in benefits; favoring contraction and/or decrease

	
	911
	Unemployment compensation--NA direction

	
	912
	Unemployment compensation--Pro expansion in coverage and/or increase in benefits

	
	913
	Unemployment compensation--Anti expansion in coverage and/or increase in benefits; favoring contraction and/or decrease

	
	914
	Aid to education--NA direction

	
	915
	Aid to education--Pro

	
	916
	Aid to education--Anti

	
	917
	Aid to parochial schools--NA direction

	
	918
	Aid to parochial schools--Pro

	
	919
	Aid to parochial schools--Anti

	
	920
	Housing--NA direction

	
	921
	Housing--Pro more public housing

	
	922
	Housing--Anti more public housing

	
	923
	Aid/Programs for older people/the aged, Medicare, Medicaid, prescription drug plan, direction -- NA

	
	924
	Aid/Programs for older people/the aged, Medicare, Medicaid, prescription drug plan, direction -- Pro

	
	925
	Aid/Programs for older people/the aged, Medicare, Medicaid, prescription drug plan, direction -- Anti

	
	926
	Monetary policy--NA direction

	
	927
	Monetary policy--Pro loose(r) money; more availability of loans for housing, cars, etc.; lower interest rates 

	
	928
	Monetary policy--Anti loose(r) money; for tighter money; less availability of loans; higher interest rates

	
	929
	Tax policy--NA direction

	
	930
	Tax policy--Pro lower taxes

	
	931
	Tax policy--Anti lower taxes; for higher taxes

	
	932
	Tax policy--Pro reform/fairer system/end of loopholes/ write-offs/dodges

	
	933
	Tax policy--Anti reform/fairer system/end of loopholes write-offs/dodges

	
	943
	Programs to help farmers -- NA direction

	
	944
	Programs to help farmers --Pro (greater) help/fairer system, reform in system; higher price supports

	
	945
	Programs to help farmers --Anti (greater) help/fairer system, reform in system; higher price supports

	
	946
	Civil rights/Racial justice/Integration/Desegregation/ Voting Rights -- NA direction

	
	947
	Civil rights/Racial justice/Integration/Desegregation/ Voting Rights -- Pro

	
	948
	Civil rights/Racial justice/Integration/Desegregation/ Voting Rights -- Anti

	
	949
	Civil liberties/Freedom of expression/First amendment/ Privacy -- NA direction

	
	950
	Civil liberties/Freedom of expression/First amendment/ Privacy-- Pro; against snooping; political trials, etc; (88) like Dukakis' stand on Pledge of Allegiance issue

	
	951
	Civil liberties/Freedom of expression/First amendment/ Privacy-- Anti; for snooping; political trials; McCarthyite; (88) dislike Republican party stand on Pledge of Allegiance issue

	
	952
	General assessment of Labor policy (unspecified)

	
	953
	Right to work laws--NA direction

	
	954
	Right to work laws--Pro (i.e., opposes unions [anti-labor, code 1208])

	
	955
	Right to work laws--Anti (i.e., supports unions [pro-labor, code 1207])

	
	956
	Strikes--NA direction

	
	957
	Strikes--will have fewer/will handle better

	
	958
	Strikes--will have more/will handle worse

	
	959
	Public power/Utilities/TVA/Atomic reactors/Nuclear power plants/Etc. -- NA direction

	
	960
	Public power/Utilities/TVA/Atomic reactors/Nuclear power plants/Etc. -- Pro

	
	961
	Public power/Utilities/TVA/Atomic reactors/Nuclear power plants/Etc. -- Anti

	
	962
	Ecology/Environment; Air and Water Pollution--NA direction

	
	963
	Will crack down on polluters, will be activist; will protect the environment

	
	964
	Won't crack down on polluters, doesn't care; in league with polluters; not willing to protect the environment

	
	965
	Veterans' Benefits--NA direction

	
	966
	Veterans' Benefits--Pro expansion of coverage and/or increase in benefits

	
	967
	Veterans' Benefits--Anti expansion of coverage and/or increase in benefits; favoring contraction and/or decrease

	
	968
	Law and order--NA direction

	
	969
	Law and order--soft line--unspecified

	
	970
	Law and order--soft line--blacks

	
	971
	Law and order--soft line--campus demonstrators

	
	972
	Law and order--soft line--criminals/organized crime/ hoodlums/street crime

	
	973
	Law and order--soft line--anti power of police; court interference

	
	974
	Law and order--hard line--unspecified

	
	975
	Law and order--hard line--blacks

	
	976
	Law and order--hard line--campus demonstrators

	
	977
	Law and order--hard line--criminals/organized crime/ hoodlums/street crime

	
	978
	Law and order--hard line--pro power of police; reduced court interference

	
	979
	Public morality--NA direction

	
	980
	Public morality--Strict/older/traditionalistic outlook; improve/renew morality of country; pro-family; defends family values

	
	981
	Public morality--Permissive/newer/modernistic outlook; not (strongly enough) pro-family; doesn't defend (strongly enough) family values

	
	982
	Drugs--NA direction

	
	983
	Drugs--Pro legalization/decriminalization; soft-liner; (88) doesn't support (strongly enough) the war on drugs; not willing to do more to combat drug use/pushers; involvement with Noreiga

	
	984
	Drugs--Anti legalization/decriminalization; hard-liner; (88) supports the war on drugs; willing to do more to combat drug use/pushers

	
	985
	Abortion and birth control--NA direction

	
	986
	Abortion and birth control--Pro reform/legalization; new outlook

	
	987
	Abortion and birth control--Anti reform/legalization; traditional outlook

	
	988
	Gun control--NA direction

	
	989
	Gun control--Pro; controls

	
	990
	Gun control--Anti; "everyone has the right to own a gun"

	
	991
	Busing--NA direction

	
	992
	Busing--Pro; against neighborhood school

	
	993
	Busing--Anti; for neighborhood school

	
	994
	Urban problem/Cities--NA direction

	
	995
	Urban problem/Cities--Pro government aid/activity

	
	996
	Urban problem/Cities--Anti government aid/activity

	
	997
	Other domestic policy reasons

	
	1001
	National Health Insurance--NA direction

	
	1002
	National Health Insurance--Pro

	
	1003
	National Health Insurance--Anti

	
	1004
	Energy/Gas shortage--Development of alternative energy source, NA direction

	
	1005
	Energy/Gas shortage--Pro development of alternative source, better/handled better; more fuel

	
	1006
	Energy/Gas shortage--Anti development of alternative energy source, worse/handled worse; less fuel

	
	1007
	Government plans to make more jobs--NA direction; make-work programs; CETA; WPAL; CCA

	
	1008
	Government plans to make more jobs--Pro

	
	1009
	Government plans to make more jobs--Anti

	
	1013
	ERA; Women's rights--NA direction

	
	1014
	ERA; Women's rights--Pro

	
	1015
	ERA; Women's rights--Anti

	
	1016
	Influx of political/economic refugees (Cubans, Haitians, Mexicans, etc.); include "the little Cuban boy"-Elian Gonzalez --NA direction

	
	1017
	Influx of political/economic refugees (Cubans, Haitians, Mexicans, etc.); include "the little Cuban boy"-Elian Gonzalez --Pro

	
	1018
	Influx of political/economic refugees (Cubans, Haitians, Mexicans, etc.); include "the little Cuban boy"-Elian Gonzalez --Anti

	
	1019
	School prayer--NA direction

	
	1020
	School prayer--Pro

	
	1021
	School prayer--Anti

	
	1022
	Gay rights; Gay marriages--NA direction

	
	1023
	Gay rights; Gay marriages--Pro

	
	1024
	Gay rights; Gay marriages--Anti

	
	1025
	Health--NA direction; medical reform (do not use 1001 unless specific reference to National Health Insurance)

	
	1026
	Health--Pro government programs/aid for mentally ill, disabled, handicapped, AIDS

	
	1027
	Health--Anti government programs/aid for mentally ill, disabled, handicapped, AIDS  (except 0923, 0924, 0925)

	
	1028
	Space program--NA direction

	
	1029
	Space program--Pro

	
	1030
	Space program--Anti

	
	1031
	Help to/improvement in a specific industry or occupation; Tort reform --NA direction

	
	1032
	Help to/improvement in a specific industry or occupation; Tort reform -- Pro help/improvement

	
	1033
	Help to/improvement in a specific industry or occupation; Tort reform -- Anti help/improvement (NOTE: Tobacco industry/smoking has been coded under 1031-1033)

	
	1035
	Polarization of classes/increasing gap between rich and poor--NA direction

	
	1036
	Polarization of classes/increasing gap between rich and poor--will stop trend/handle better

	
	1037
	Polarization of classes/increasing gap between rich and poor--will accelerate trend/handle worse

	
	1038
	Day care--NA direction

	
	1039
	Day care--favors/will expand or extend day care programs

	
	1040
	Day care--opposes/will not expand or extend (will cut or eliminate) day care programs

	
	1041
	Law and order--soft line--opposes death penalty

	
	1042
	Law and order--hard line--favors death penalty

	
	1043
	Affirmative Action programs -- NA direction

	
	1044
	Affirmative Action programs -- Pro; favors quotas based on race or gender

	
	1045
	Affirmative Action programs -- Anti; opposes quotas based on race or gender

	
	1046
	Solvency/stability/regulation/control of the nation's FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS. [1990] Involvement in the Savings and Loan scandals; keeping an eye on corporate fraud.

	
	1047
	Establish/enforce standards for schools (test teachers, require minimum curricula, regulate class size, etc) - NA direction

	
	1048
	Establish/enforce standards for schools (test teachers, require minimum curricula, regulate class size, etc) -- Pro

	
	1049
	Establish/enforce standards for schools (test teachers, require minimum curricula, regulate class size, etc) --Anti

	
	1050
	Local/state issue mentioned--NA direction

	
	1051
	Local/state issue mentioned--pro

	
	1052
	Local/state issue mentioned--anti

	
	1056
	Financing of elections; campaign finance reform-NA dir

	
	1057
	Financing of elections; campaign finance reform-Pro

	
	1058
	Financing of elections; campaign finance reform-Anti

	
	1059
	School vouchers--NA direction

	
	1060
	School vouchers--Pro

	
	1061
	School vouchers--Anti

	
	1062
	"drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge" -- NA Direction

	
	1063
	"drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge" - Pro Direction

	
	1064
	"drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge" - Anti Direction References to nuclear energy should be coded in 0959.

	
	1065
	Stem cell research - NA direction

	
	1066
	Stem cell research - Pro

	
	1067
	Stem cell research - Anti (or limitations upon)

	
	1068
	Scientific research/Biologic research/Cloning research - NA direction

	
	1069
	Scientific research/Biologic research/Cloning research -- Pro

	
	1070
	Scientific research/Biologic research/Cloning research -- Anti

	
	1101
	General assessment of foreign ideas/policies/stands (unspecified)

	
	1102
	Foreign policies more clear-cut/decisive; less bungling

	
	1103
	Foreign policies less clear-cut/decisive; more bungling

	
	1106
	Strong military position/Preparedness/Weapons systems/ Pentagon spending/Overkill; SDI ("Star Wars")

	
	1107
	Weak military position/Pentagon spending cutbacks/No overkill/Reduce armed forces; SDI ("Star Wars")

	
	1108
	Cold-war oriented; opposed detente; international Communist-fighter

	
	1109
	Against cold war/Wants thaw/Detente/Understanding with international communists (if NA whether international, code in 0813-0814)

	
	1110
	Military aid to allies--NA direction

	
	1111
	Military aid to allies--Pro

	
	1112
	Military aid to allies--Anti

	
	1113
	Economic aid/Foreign aid/AID/Non-military aid--NA dir.

	
	1114
	Economic aid/Foreign aid/AID/Non-military aid--Pro

	
	1115
	Economic aid/Foreign aid/AID/Non-military aid--Anti

	
	1116
	Trouble spots (not specifically coded)--would handle better (Panama, Afghanistan, Persian Gulf, Iraq, war in Afghanistan)

	
	1117
	Trouble spots (not specifically coded)--would handle worse (Panama, Afghanistan, Persian Gulf, Iraq, war in Afghanistan)

	
	1118
	Mideast--NA direction; any references to oil embargo; boycott of companies dealing with Israel

	
	1119
	Mideast--handle better/more experience; positive comments about Arab-Israeli peace treaty

	
	1120
	Mideast--handle worse/less experience; negative comments about Arab-Israeli peace treaty; [1992]Iraqgate

	
	1121
	Mideast--Pro-Israel/anti-Arabs

	
	1122
	Mideast--Anti-Israel/pro-Arabs; wishy-washy on Israel

	
	1123
	Red China--NA direction

	
	1124
	Red China--handle better/more experience/doing well, better

	
	1125
	Red China--handle worse/less experience/doing poorly

	
	1126
	Red China--pro understanding/thaw/detente/new relationships/recognition/admission to UN

	
	1127
	Red China--anti understanding/thaw/detente/new relationships/recognition/admission to UN; defender of Formosa/Chaing/Nationalists

	
	1128
	Russia--NA direction

	
	1129
	Russia--handle better/more experience

	
	1130
	Russia--handle worse/less experience

	
	1131
	Russia--pro understanding/thaw/detente/broadening of relations; SALT II

	
	1132
	Russia--anti understanding/thaw/detente/broadening of relations; SALT II

	
	1133
	Eastern Europe--NA direction

	
	1134
	Eastern Europe--handle better/more experience

	
	1135
	Eastern Europe--handle worse/less experience

	
	1136
	Eastern Europe--pro defense of Iron-Curtain countries

	
	1137
	Eastern Europe--anti defense of Iron-Curtain countries

	
	1138
	Latin America--NA direction

	
	1139
	Latin America--handle better/more experience

	
	1140
	Latin America--handle worse/less experience

	
	1141
	Latin America--pro-third world posture; reach understanding with Castro/Chile/ neutrals; anti- colonialism/European powers; against Contra aid/pro- Sandinista

	
	1142
	Latin America--anti-third world posture; hard anti-communism/anti-revolutionary policy; pro-colonialism/European powers; pro Contra aid/anti-Sandinista

	
	1143
	Africa--NA direction

	
	1144
	Africa--handle better/more experience

	
	1145
	Africa--handle worse/less experience

	
	1146
	Africa--pro-third world posture; reach understanding with leftists/neutrals; anti-colonialism/European powers

	
	1147
	Africa--anti-third world posture; hard anti-communism/anti-revolutionary policy; pro-colonialism/European powers

	
	1148
	Asia/India--NA direction

	
	1149
	Asia/India--handle better/more experience

	
	1150
	Asia/India--handle worse/less experience

	
	1151
	Asia/India--pro India/Bangladesh

	
	1152
	Asia/India--pro Pakistan

	
	1155
	Would have better chance for peace (unspecified); not get us into trouble abroad

	
	1156
	Would have poorer chance for peace (unspecified); get us into war/trouble abroad

	
	1157
	Vietnam/Indochina/Southeast Asia--NA direction

	
	1158
	Vietnam/Indochina/Southeast Asia--better chance for peace

	
	1159
	Vietnam/Indochina/Southeast Asia--poorer chance for peace; failed to end war

	
	1160
	Vietnam/Indochina/Southeast Asia--pro military victory/ preservation of Saigon regime

	
	1161
	Vietnam/Indochina/Southeast Asia--anti military victory/ willing to sacrifice Thieu/Ky; favoring withdrawal

	
	1163
	Vietnam/Indochina/Southeast Asia--will bring policy change (unspec.)

	
	1164
	Tariffs--NA direction

	
	1165
	Tariffs--Pro free trade/reduce tariffs; would not protect US labor from foreign competition; "not stop outsourcing of jobs" 

	
	1166
	Tariffs--Anti free trade; for high tariffs; would protect US labor from foreign competition; "would stop outsourcing of jobs"

	
	1167
	Trade with communists--NA direction

	
	1168
	Trade with communists--Pro

	
	1169
	Trade with communists--Anti

	
	1170
	Draft--NA direction

	
	1171
	Draft--Pro volunteer army/abolition of peacetime draft

	
	1172
	Draft--Anti volunteer army; for peacetime draft

	
	1173
	Draft--Pro amnesty/pardon

	
	1174
	Draft--Anti amnesty/draft dodgers/pardon

	
	1175
	POW-MIA--Will get prisoners back, will not abandon them

	
	1176
	POW-MIA--Will not get prisoners back, will abandon them

	
	1177
	POW-MIA--NA direction

	
	1178
	Amnesty--NA direction

	
	1181
	Secrecy/deception in U.S. foreign policy; shuttle diplomacy; Kissinger's foreign policy (1976) -NA direction

	
	1182
	Secrecy/deception in U.S. foreign policy; shuttle diplomacy; Kissinger's foreign policy (1976) --Pro

	
	1183
	Secrecy/deception in U.S. foreign policy; shuttle diplomacy; Kissinger's foreign policy (1976) --Anti

	
	1184
	 Military/Defense position/spending--NA direction or neutral (not 1106, 1107)                                           

	
	1187
	 Iranian crisis; American hostages (1980)/Arms sale -1986 --NA direction                                          

	
	1188
	 Iranian crisis; American hostages (1980)/Arms sale -1986 --has handled well/would handle better                                       

	
	1189
	 Iranian crisis; American hostages (1980)/Arms sale -1986 --has handled poorly/would handle worse                                       

	
	1190
	 Nuclear freeze/Disarmament--NA direction                                                

	
	1191
	 Nuclear freeze/Disarmament--Pro                                                 

	
	1192
	 Nuclear freeze/Disarmament--Anti                                                 

	
	1193
	 Terrorism; dealings with terrorists; hostages (except 1187-1189);(88) Bombing of Libya; "War on Terror"; Homeland security -- NA direction                                 

	
	1194
	 Terrorism; dealings with terrorists; hostages (except 1187-1189);(88) Bombing ofLibya/handling of Khadafy; "War on Terror; hunt down Al Qaeda and Osama bin Ladin"; strong Homeland security -- has handled/would handle better                     

	
	1195
	 Terrorism; dealings with terrorists; hostages (except 1187-1189);(88) Bombing of Libya/ handling of Khadafy; "War on Terror; hunt down Al Qaeda and Osama bin Laden"; weak Homeland Security - has handled/would handle worse                   

	
	1196
	 Foreign trade/balance of payments deficit--any mention                                             

	
	1197
	 Other foreign policy reasons                                               

	
	1300
	 -91 The Persian Gulf war/ Desert Storm                                            

	
	1301
	 -99 War in the Balkans;US/NATO led air war against Serbia                                         

	
	1302
	 Security at the Dept of Energy; supposed Chinese spying for nuclear secrets; treatment of physicist Wen Ho Lee; mismanagement by Energy Secretary Bill Richardson-NA dir                          

	
	1303
	 Security at the Dept of Energy; supposed Chinese spying for nuclear secrets; treatment of physicist Wen Ho Lee; mismanagement by Energy Secretary Bill Richardson-- has handled well/would handle better                      

	
	1304
	 Security at the Dept of Energy; supposed Chinese spying for nuclear secrets; treatment of physicist Wen Ho Lee; mismanagement by Energy Secretary Bill Richardson-- has handled poorly/would handle worse                      

	
	1305
	 War in/occupation of Iraq -- NA Direction                                            

	
	1306
	 War in/occupation of Iraq -- handle better                                            

	
	1307
	 War in/occupation of Iraq -- handle worse                                            

	Groups
	535
	Will bring in/listen to the (party) liberals                                      

	
	536
	 Will bring in/listen to the (party) conservatives                                            

	
	1201
	 Special interests/Privileged people/Influential--Pro                                                

	
	1202
	 Special interests/Privileged people/Influential--Anti                                                

	
	1203
	 "People like me"--pro, NA whether 1205, 1206                                            

	
	1204
	 "People like me"--anti, whether 1205, 1206                                             

	
	1205
	 Common man/People/Little people/Working people--Pro                                               

	
	1206
	 Common man/People/Little people/Working people--Anti                                               

	
	1207
	 Labor/Unions/Labor bosses/Racketeers--Pro                                                 

	
	1208
	 Labor/Unions/Labor bosses/Racketeers--Anti                                                 

	
	1209
	 Big Business/Corporate rich/The rich individuals/People with power/Wall Street/Industry/Upper classes--Pro                                          

	
	1210
	 Big Business/Corporate rich/The rich individuals/People with power/Wall Street/Industry/Upper classes--Anti                                          

	
	1211
	 Small businessman--Pro                                                 

	
	1212
	 Small businessman--Anti                                                 

	
	1213
	 White collar workers/Salaried people/Middle class--Pro                                              

	
	1214
	 White collar workers/Salaried people/Middle class--Anti                                              

	
	1215
	 Farmers/Country people--Pro                                                 

	
	1216
	 Farmers/Country people--Anti                                                 

	
	1217
	 Blacks/Black people/African-Americans--Pro                                                 

	
	1218
	 Blacks/Black people/African-Americans--Anti                                                 

	
	1219
	 People on welfare/ADC mothers/"Chiselers"--Pro                                               

	
	1220
	 People on welfare/ADC mothers/"Chiselers"--Anti                                               

	
	1221
	 Old people/Senior citizens--Pro                                                

	
	1222
	 Old people/Senior citizens--Anti                                                

	
	1223
	 Young people/Kids/"Freaks"/Hippies--Pro                                                 

	
	1224
	 Young people/Kids/"Freaks"/Hippies--Anti                                                 

	
	1225
	 Women/Feminists/Womens Liberationists, "sexists"--Pro                                                

	
	1226
	 Women/Feminists/Womens Liberationists, "sexists"--Anti                                                

	
	1227
	 Veterans/Servicemen--Pro                                                  

	
	1228
	 Veterans/Servicemen--Anti                                                  

	
	1229
	 Ethnic or racial group (exc. 1217-1218); Minority groups (NA composition--Pro)                                         

	
	1230
	 Ethnic or racial group (exc. 1217-1218); Minority groups (NA composition—Anti)                                         

	
	1231
	 Section of the country--Pro                                               

	
	1232
	 Section of the country--Anti                                               

	
	1233
	 Poor people/needy people/handicapped/disabled--Pro                                                

	
	1234
	 Poor people/needy people/handicapped/disabled--Anti                                                

	
	1235
	 Civil servants--Pro                                                 

	
	1236
	 Civil servants--Anti                                                 

	
	1239
	 Gays/lesbians--Pro                                                  

	
	1240
	 Gays/lesbians--Anti                                                  

	
	1241
	 Christian Right/Religious Right--Pro                                                

	
	1242
	 Christian Right/Religious Right--Anti                                                

	
	1243
	 White/White Race/White people--Pro                                                

	
	1244
	 White/White Race/White people--Anti                                                

	
	1245
	 White Men--Pro                                                 

	
	1246
	 White Men--Anti                                                 

	
	1247
	 Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos/other people of Spanish descent --Pro                                             

	
	1248
	 Hispanics/Latinos/Chicanos/other people of Spanish descent -- Anti                                            

	
	1249
	 Factory workers/blue collar workers -- Pro                                             

	
	1250
	 Factory workers/blue collar workers -- Anti                                             

	
	1251
	 Native American -- Pro                                               

	
	1252
	 Native American -- Anti                                               

	
	1297
	 Other group connection reasons                                               

	Party
	500
	A Democrat; good Democrat; typical Democrat

	
	501
	A Republican; good Republican; typical Republican

	
	502
	Controlled by party regulars/bosses/machine

	
	503
	Not controlled by party regulars/bosses

	
	597
	Other candidate party connection reasons

	Ideology
	531
	More liberal than most Democrats; a Northern Democrat

	
	532
	More conservative than most Democrats; a Southern Democrat

	
	533
	More liberal than most Republicans; an Eastern Republican

	
	534
	More conservative than most Republicans; a Midwestern/Western/ Southern Republican

	
	807
	Humanistic; favor human beings over property rights

	
	808
	Not humanistic; favor property rights over human beings

	
	809
	Favor social change/reform/progress/improvement of social conditions

	
	810
	Against social change/reform/progress/improvement of social conditions

	
	811
	Socialistic

	
	812
	Anti-socialistic

	
	813
	Communistic/soft/hard-liner on Communism/apologist for Communists/dupe

	
	814
	(Too) anti-communistic/hard-liner on Communism

	
	815
	(Too) liberal (except 0531 or 0533)

	
	816
	(Too) conservative (except 0532 or 0534)

	
	817
	Moderate/middle of the road/for slow change; not an extremist/fanatic

	
	818
	Extremist/fanatic/too far out; not too moderate/not a fence-sitter

	
	819
	Pro-Far Right/Birchers/reactionaries; encouraging fascist/ police state

	
	820
	Anti-Far Right/Birchers/reactionaries; discouraging fascist/ police state

	
	821
	Pro-Far Left/radicals/Yippies/SDS; encouraging anarchy/ guerilla state

	
	822
	Anti-Far Left/radicals/Yippies/SDS; discouraging anarchy/ guerilla state

	
	823
	Pro-Extremists (NA direction)/nuts/bomb-throwers

	
	824
	Anti-Extremists (NA direction)/nuts/bomb-throwers

	
	827
	Pro-States'/local/community rights; better local government; more power in states' hands

	
	828
	Anti-States'/local/community rights; worse/weaker local government; less power in states' hands

	
	829
	For equality; believe everyone should have things equally/ be treated equally

	
	830
	Anti-equality; believe some people should have more than others/people should not be treated equally

	
	897
	Other Government Activity/Philosophy reasons

	
	1104
	Internationalist/Interested in other countries' problems/Interested in world role/Pro-UN and allies; Meddling in other people's problems, care more about world opinion; would consult/act with allies.

	
	1105
	Isolationist/America First/Fortress America/Would meddle less in other people's problems; care less about world opinion, unilateral action.

	 Policy priorities 
	870
	General - emphasizes domestic concerns/issues; doesn't emphasize nondomestic/foreign policy concerns                                        

	
	871
	 General - doesn't emphasize domestic concerns/issues; emphasizes nondomestic/foreign policy concerns                                         

	
	1185
	 Priorities in military/defense spending (not reduction or increase but allocation of existing defense budget--Pro                                     

	
	1186
	 Priorities in military/defense spending (not reduction or increase but allocation of existing defense budget--Anti                                     

	 Feelings evoked  by the candidate 
	307
	People have confidence in him                                          

	
	308
	 People don't have confidence in him                                             

	
	335
	 Makes people feel good about America/being Americans; is patriotic/loves the country                                        

	 Candidate performance 
	215
	A military man; a good military/war record; served in Viet Nam: decorated veteran                                     

	
	216
	 Not a military man; bad military/war record; no military/war record (but see 0719); dodged the draft; joined the National Guard; questions his service in Viet Nam                         

	
	217
	 His record in public service; how well he's performed in previous offices; voting record in Congress                                   

	
	218
	 Has government experience/political experience/seniority/ incumbency (also see code 0722)                                          

	
	219
	 Lacks government experience/political experience                                               

	
	220
	 A statesman; has experience in foreign affairs                                            

	
	221
	 Not a statesman; lacks experience in foreign affairs                                           

	
	222
	 "He has done a good job so far"; he has brought us through hard times"; has gotten things done has some good ideas; trying to do right things                       

	
	223
	 Hasn't done anything; hasn't produced any results (general); has not been able to get programs off the ground                                 

	
	224
	 Has fulfilled/kept (campaign) promises                                               

	
	225
	 Has not fulfilled/kept (campaign) promises                                              

	
	297
	 Other candidate experience/ability reasons                                               

	
	321
	 Helps people in the district on a personal level; has helped R personally with a problem (specific mention); tries to do things for the people                          

	
	322
	 Doesn't help people in the district on a personal level; was not helpful to R with a personal problem (specific mention)                              

	
	323
	 Represents (well) the views of the district; close to people in the district; comes home regularly to chat and mix with people                             

	
	324
	 Does not represent (well) the views of the district; not close to the people in the district; doesn't interact enough with the people                            

	
	325
	 Keeps people well informed about governmental matters; communicates with constituents; any mention of R receiving newsletters or communications from him/her; explains matters well so people can understand                        

	
	326
	 Does not inform people enough about governmental matters; does not send enough newsletters or communications; doesn't explain matters well                                

	
	329
	 Has helped local (district) economy; brought money, projects, jobs to district                                        

	
	330
	 Has not helped local (district) economy; not brought money, projects, jobs to district                                      

	
	331
	 Candidate helps the district; watches out for the interests of the district or region in general                                   

	
	332
	 Candidate has not protected/watched out for the interests of the district (specific mentions)                                      

	
	456
	 Previous occupation                                                 

	
	458
	 Will not disclose personal financial records, tax returns, or things related to finances.                                      

	
	505
	 Reference to his speeches (exc. 0447), campaign tactics; mud-slinging; -88 dislike Bush's stand on Pledge of Allegiance issue; all campaign mentions                              

	
	607
	 Has brought/will bring about bureaucratic reform                                             

	
	608
	 Has not brought/will not bring about bureaucratic reform                                           

	
	609
	 General assessment of job he/they would do/are doing; is good/bad President; are providing good/bad administration                                    

	
	610
	 Reference to management/performance in Congress/Supreme Court/other government agency; made poor appointments                                        

	
	611
	 He has/has not worked well with (Democratic) Congress; would/could have done better with (Republican) Congress; he kept/would keep Congress in check                              

	
	613
	 Gets more done/accomplishes as much/more productive                                             

	
	614
	 Gets less done/doesn't accomplish as much/less productive                                            

	
	621
	 Response to/handling of domestic crisis or natural disaster--riot, hurricane, tornado, earthquake, flood, etc.                                      

	
	622
	 Doesn't work (hard) at job; not involved (enough) in the work of his office/delegates too much authority to others; has chosen poor/incompetent aides; his aides have not performed well                      

	
	623
	 Doing the best he can (under the circumstances); doing as good a job as anyone else could do; everyone makes some mistakes                             

	
	730
	 Mention of debates; candidate's performance in the debates                                           

	
	731
	 Position (vote) on increasing congressional salary; position (vote) on accepting honoraria/outside pay/royalties while in office                                    

	
	934
	 "The Times"/General conditions/Prosperity/The Economy --better under him                                            

	
	935
	 "The Times"/General conditions/Prosperity/The Economy --worse under him                                            

	
	936
	 Inflation/Cost of living--lower/better under him                                              

	
	937
	 Inflation/Cost of living--higher/worse under him                                              

	
	938
	 Wages/Salaries/Income/Employment--higher/better under him                                                

	
	939
	 Wages/Salaries/Income/Employment--lower/worse under him                                                

	
	940
	 Prices for producers--higher/better under him                                              

	
	941
	 Prices for producers--lower/worse (if farm, see 0943-0945)                                            

	
	942
	 [1990] Candidate voted for the budget agreement which resulted in increased taxes/fees                                       

	
	1179
	 Did a good job of getting the boys/country out of Vietnam war; got us out of Vietnam                                  

	
	1180
	 Should have won Vietnam war; gave too much away and then pulled out                                      

	 Personal scandals 
	552
	Not associated with "Watergate"--negative reference to Watergate; making too much out of Watergate                                     

	
	719
	 Sexual scandals; reference to Chappaquidic; Kennedy's personal problems; damaging incidents in personal life--sexual escapades                                     

	
	720
	 Reference to Watergate affair (exc. 0551-0554)                                             

	
	734
	 Non-sexual scandals; Whitewater; Travel Office firings; FBI file controversy; (Whitewatergate, Travelgate, FBI gate); Bush Jr's drug and alcohol use. All sexual scandals should be coded in 719 (incl. Paula Jones, "womanizing," "can't keep pants on," etc.)               

	
	735
	 Campaign finance scandals; Gore at the Buddhist temple; Gore soliciting funds from his office                                     

	 Electability
	506
	 Can win; best choice for party victory                                            

	
	507
	 Cannot win; not good choice for party victory                                           

	 Candidate physical appearance
	449
	Appearance/Looks/Face/Appearance on TV; his smile                                            

	 Demographics
	450
	 Age (NA how perceived)                                               

	
	451
	 (Too) Old                                                 

	
	452
	 (Too) Young                                                 

	
	455
	 Regional reference; "he's a Southerner"; "he's a Midwesterner"; he comes from the country/a rural area; area reference                                  

	
	461
	 Gender, e.g., "She's a woman"                                              

	
	462
	 Racial/Ethnic attribute; "He is a black man"                                            

	
	463
	 Sexual orientation mentioned; "She is a lesbian"                                            

	 Physical health of the candidate
	448
	Health                                              

	 Religion  
	
	                                                   

	 Other candidate quality
	445
	Reference to his family (not 0457)                                           

	
	446
	 Reference to his wife/spouse                                               

	
	504
	 Reference to men around him/staff/followers                                              

	
	508
	 Reference to linkage with other party figures (he's close to the Kennedy's; he was close to Eisenhower; etc.)                                 

	
	542
	 Reference to vice-presidential incumbent/candidate, running mate                                             

	
	543
	 Mondale's selection of a woman for vice-president (1984); reference to age/gender/race/ethnicity of V-P incumbent/candidate                                     

	
	612
	 He will work well/better with (Democratic) Congress                                            

	
	620
	 Does not support the president/does not (would not) work well with the president                                      

	
	727
	 Expression of sympathy/admiration for the candidate's underdog position; trying hard against terrible odds; courageous uphill battle; "I like underdogs"; "they are bucking the guy" (keeping him off ballot, not taking him seriously, not giving him enough publicity)              

	
	845
	 Will involve/wants to involve people/Congress/Cabinet/ advisors/other government officials in government/ decision making                                       

	
	846
	 Will not involve people/Congress/Cabinet/advisors/other government officials in government/decision making                                          

	
	1010
	 Confidence/Trust in government--NA direction                                               

	
	1011
	 Confidence/Trust in government--would handle better; restore confidence                                            

	
	1012
	 Confidence/Trust in government--would handle worse; cause loss of confidence                                          

	
	1053
	 How candidate feels about/votes on Clinton impeachment--NA direction                                           

	
	1054
	 How candidate feels about/votes on Clinton impeachment--pro                                            

	
	1055
	 How candidate feels about/votes on Clinton impeachment--anti                                            

	
	1153
	 Would raise American prestige                                               

	
	1154
	 Would lower American prestige; not maintain American prestige                                           

	 All other answers
	544
	Mention of issues that V-P incumbent/candidate is identified with or has taken a leading role in promoting: 1992--Gore's position on environment                            

	
	615
	 Sympathy/understanding expressed for the complexity/ magnitude of the job (e.g., President): tough job                                      

	
	616
	 Sympathy/understanding expressed for the difficult                                              

	
	617
	 Will face (difficult) issues; faces problems directly; faces up to political reality                                       

	
	627
	 The economy is bad, but that is not (necessarily) his fault                                        

	
	721
	 The way the incumbent came to office; the people should select President; stole the election in Florida (reference to Bush in 2000 election)                            

	
	723
	 (I believe in/Necessary for) a two-party system; choice between candidates; opposition; balances power of other party                                   

	
	724
	 Vote for the man rather than party; look for more qualified man; don't pay attention to parties                                  

	
	726
	 Splits votes; will elect wrong candidate; "spoiler"                                            

	
	729
	 Party selection of a woman for vice-president                                            

	
	739
	 Justifiable criticism in the media                                              

	
	796
	 References to unfair/undeserved/excessive criticism by media or public                                           

	
	797
	 Other miscellaneous reasons: Other miscellaneous reasons                                             

	
	843
	 Conditional evaluation: R suggests candidate/party cannot solve problems because not under his/their control (no negative connotations); will he/they be able to do what they say (determining factor outside his/their control); "I like what he says but wonder if he can do it" (if clearly negative, code in 122 or 0402)





Table 4.
Categories and Subcategories Tested for the 2008 CFA Data.
	Code categories
	Sub-categories
	Code description

	General evaluative
	General
	Good person, bad person, like him, do not like him

	Party
	Party
	Is (or is not) a Democrat, is (or is not) a member of the Democrat Party, is (or is not) a Republican, is (or is not) a member of the Republican Party, is (or is not) a member of any of the following parties: America’s Party, Modern Whig Party, Objectivist Party, Independence Party of America, Boston Tea Party, Jefferson Republican Party, United States Pirate Party, Citizens Party of the United States, Party for Socialism and Liberation, Unity Party of America, America First Party, United States Marijuana Party, Green Party of the United States, Independent American Party, Christian Liberty Party, Labor Party, Reform Party of the United States of America, Constitution Party, Socialist Alternative, Socialist Action, United States Pacifist Party, National Socialist Movement, New Union Party, Socialist Party USA, Libertarian Party, Raza Unida Party, American Party, Peace and Freedom Party, Freedom Socialist Party, Socialist Equality Party, Workers World Party, Socialist Workers Party, Communist Party of the United States of America, Socialist Labor Party of America, Prohibition Party

	Ideology
	Ideology/Philosophy
	Conservative, liberal, socialist, Marxist, communist, fascist, libertarian

	Electability
	Electability
	Can win, cannot win

	Experience
	Political experience
	Political experience, work the candidate has done as a politician or elected official

	
	Military experience
	Military experience, work the candidate has done as a member of the army, navy, air force, marines, or national guard

	
	Non-political/military experience
	Business experience, work the candidate has done in business, industry, or education

	
	Other past activity
	Any mentioned of something the candidate did in the past that does not match another code

	Personal scandal
	Scandal/Cover-up
	The candidate was involved in a scandal or cover-up

	Personal characteristics
	Job/Task abilities
	The candidate's ability to accomplish a task or get the job done

	
	Honesty
	The candidate's honesty, integrity, consistency, predictability, sincerity, truthfulness

	
	Intelligence/Education
	The candidate's intelligence or education

	
	Leadership
	The candidate's ability to lead, get people to work together, make people want to follow

	
	Character
	The candidate's character, style, sociability, friendliness, helpfulness, impulsiveness, curiosity, openness

	
	Physical Appearance
	The candidate's physical appearance, attractiveness, how good the candidate looks

	
	Other traits
	Any candidate trait, way of acting, style of behavior, or something the candidate can or cannot do, that does not match a description in codes 10-15

	Policy positions
	Economic
	What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt 

	
	Poor people
	What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people

	
	Liberty
	What the candidate will allow people to do, prevent people from doing, or make legal or illegal

	
	.Enemy countries
	How the candidate will deal with enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions 

	
	Friendly countries
	How the candidate will deal with friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries 

	
	Other
	What the candidate will do about something that does not match a description in codes 17-21

	Policy priorities
	Economic
	How much attention the candidate will pay to the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt 

	
	Poor people
	How much attention the candidate will pay to government programs to help poor people

	
	Liberty
	How much attention the candidate will pay to making something legal or illegal

	
	Enemy countries
	How much attention the candidate will pay to enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions 

	
	Friendly countries
	How much attention the candidate will pay to friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries 

	
	Other
	How much attention the candidate will pay to something that does not match another code

	Groups
	Groups
	The candidate's support for, or feelings about, a specific group of people

	Demographics
	Demographics
	The candidate's age, sex, sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, height, weight, marital status, or where the candidate is from

	Health
	Health
	The candidate's health

	Religion
	Religion
	The candidate does, or does not, belong to a specific religious group

	Feelings evoked by the candidate
	Emotions/Feelings
	How the candidate makes the respondent feel

	Other candidate quality
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about Mr. Obama that does not match another code

	Non-candidate
	Non-candidate
	Any mention of something other than the candidate and that is not about the respondent

	Respondent self
	Don’t know
	I don’t know , Don’t know, DK, I’m unsure, I’m not sure, Unsure, You got me, I can’t remember, I have no clue, No clue, I have no idea, No idea

	
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass

	
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Respondent-Don’t know or Respondent-Refuse


   


[bookmark: _Toc291914698][bookmark: _Toc466902981]Table 5
Inter-Coder Agreement Rates for Each Round of Developing Coding Instruction for Answers to the 2008 ANES CFA Questions.
	
	
	
	Inter-coder agreement

	Round
	Item type
	Number of randomly selected items coded
	Percent of items coded identically by two coders
	Percent of items assigned the same number of codes by two coders

	1
	Total answer
	100
	33%
	59%

	2
	Total answer
	100
	63%
	77%

	3
	Total answer
	100
	60%
	87%

	4
	Total answer
	100
	27%
	67%

	5
	Total answer
	100
	28%
	62%

	6
	Chunk
	100
	85%
	96%





[bookmark: _Toc291914699][bookmark: _Toc466902982]Table 6
Inter-Chunker Agreement Rates for Each of the 2008 CFA Questions.
	
	Response
	
	Chunk

	Question
	Identical
	Same number
	
	Same location
	Same

	McCain Prob
	76.14%
	83.39%
	
	75.23%
	81.58%

	McCain Antia
	85.46%
	76.14%
	
	75.44%
	83.96%

	Obama Prob
	79.73%
	85.42%
	
	82.98%
	90.84%

	Obama Antic
	78.37%
	83.30%
	
	79.64%
	89.05%

	TOTAL
	
	
	
	
	



aOne answer not chunked by one chunker.
bThree answers not chunked by one chunker.
cFour answers not chunked by one chunker.


[bookmark: _Toc291914700][bookmark: _Toc466902983]Table 7
Inter-Coder Agreement Rates for Each of the 2008 Candidate, Party, and Election Outcome Questions.

	
	Chunk
	
	Response

	
	Identical
	Same number
	α'
	
	Identical
	Same number
	α'

	McCain Pro
	74.56%
	87.71%
	.80
	
	62.10%
	76.48%
	.84

	McCain Anti
	83.06%
	91.11%
	.90
	
	74.21%
	83.17%
	.91

	Obama Pro
	61.77%
	82.61%
	.68
	
	45.62%
	69.50%
	.74

	Obama Anti
	63.60%
	84.92%
	.68
	
	54.23%
	72.64%
	.75





[bookmark: _Toc291914701][bookmark: _Toc353268018][bookmark: _Toc466902984]Table 8
Inter-Coder Agreement Rates for Answers to the 2008 ANES CFA 
Questions.
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	Code Frequency
	
	

	Code
	CFA question
	Coder 1
	Coder 2
	Agreement
	alpha

	General
	Vote for McCain
	6.58%
	6.35%
	95.09%
	.59

	
	Vote against McCain
	6.39%
	6.32%
	98.46%
	.87

	
	Vote for Obama
	1.37%
	1.04%
	98.93%
	.55

	
	Vote against Obama
	4.40%
	4.29%
	96.24%
	.55

	Electability
	Vote for McCain
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Vote against McCain
	.07%
	.15%
	99.93%
	.67

	
	Vote for Obama
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Vote against Obama
	.00%
	.43%
	99.57%
	.00

	Party
	Vote for McCain
	11.04%
	12.15%
	98.89%
	.95

	
	Vote against McCain
	15.72%
	15.65%
	99.78%
	.99

	
	Vote for Obama
	4.10%
	5.45%
	98.61%
	.85

	
	Vote against Obama
	3.22%
	3.43%
	98.93%
	.83

	Ideology
	Vote for McCain
	5.57%
	8.03%
	96.66%
	.74

	
	Vote against McCain
	5.22%
	5.00%
	98.75%
	.87

	
	Vote for Obama
	.32%
	.45%
	99.68%
	.58

	
	Vote against Obama
	6.76%
	6.65%
	99.25%
	.94

	Policy-Economic
	Vote for McCain
	10.03%
	9.25%
	99.00%
	.94

	
	Vote against McCain
	15.14%
	15.06%
	99.34%
	.97

	
	Vote for Obama
	6.64%
	6.64%
	99.50%
	.96

	
	Vote against Obama
	9.98%
	10.19%
	98.28%
	.91

	Policy-Poor people
	Vote for McCain
	.22%
	.33%
	99.89%
	.80

	
	Vote against McCain
	.73%
	.81%
	99.49%
	.66

	
	Vote for Obama
	.27%
	.10%
	99.63%
	.00

	
	Vote against Obama
	.97%
	1.39%
	98.93%
	.54

	Policy-Liberty
	Vote for McCain
	5.91%
	5.69%
	99.78%
	.98

	
	Vote against McCain
	2.94%
	2.94%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Vote for Obama
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Vote against Obama
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	Policy-Enemy countries
	Vote for McCain
	6.13%
	6.13%
	98.89%
	.90

	
	Vote against McCain
	14.70%
	14.84%
	99.41%
	.98

	
	Vote for Obama
	3.91%
	3.96%
	99.65%
	.95

	
	Vote against Obama
	4.18%
	5.26%
	98.07%
	.79

	Policy-Friendly countries
	Vote for McCain
	.11%
	.00%
	99.89%
	.00

	
	Vote against McCain
	.07%
	.07%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Vote for Obama
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Vote against Obama
	.21%
	.21%
	99.57%
	.00

	Policy – General foreign policy
	Vote for McCain
	3.68%
	4.35%
	98.89%
	.86

	
	Vote against McCain
	1.98%
	1.69%
	99.71%
	.92

	
	Vote for Obama
	.95%
	1.04%
	99.20%
	.60

	
	Vote against Obama
	3.22%
	1.82%
	98.61%
	.72

	Policy-Other
	Vote for McCain
	18.84%
	18.17%
	91.30%
	.71

	
	Vote against McCain
	27.85%
	27.77%
	94.78%
	.87

	
	Vote for Obama
	10.32%
	12.91%
	95.17%
	.77

	
	Vote against Obama
	18.24%
	20.39%
	95.49%
	.86

	Political experience
	Vote for McCain
	36.45%
	34.67%
	96.66%
	.93

	
	Vote against McCain
	7.71%
	8.38%
	98.02%
	.87

	
	Vote for Obama
	.15%
	.62%
	99.43%
	.26

	
	Vote against Obama
	4.40%
	3.76%
	97.00%
	.62

	Military experience
	Vote for McCain
	26.20%
	25.86%
	99.00%
	.97

	
	Vote against McCain
	2.50%
	2.50%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Vote for Obama
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Vote against Obama
	.86%
	1.18%
	99.68%
	.84

	Non-political/military experience
	Vote for McCain
	1.56%
	.33%
	98.77%
	.35

	
	Vote against McCain
	.15%
	.15%
	99.85%
	.50

	
	Vote for Obama
	.20%
	.00%
	99.80%
	.00

	
	Vote against Obama
	27.68%
	26.93%
	97.96%
	.95

	Scandal/Cover-up
	Vote for McCain
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Vote against McCain
	.59%
	.66%
	99.93%
	.94

	
	Vote for Obama
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Vote against Obama
	.00%
	.43%
	99.57%
	.00

	Other past activity
	Vote for McCain
	2.34%
	5.80%
	93.87%
	.22

	
	Vote against McCain
	2.13%
	5.44%
	95.66%
	.40

	
	Vote for Obama
	.57%
	.62%
	99.25%
	.37

	
	Vote against Obama
	6.22%
	7.62%
	95.60%
	.66

	Groups
	Vote for McCain
	3.90%
	4.91%
	97.21%
	.67

	
	Vote against McCain
	13.15%
	12.49%
	98.16%
	.92

	
	Vote for Obama
	9.05%
	9.85%
	95.92%
	.76

	
	Vote against Obama
	1.82%
	.97%
	98.28%
	.38

	Personality – Ability
	Vote for McCain
	1.78%
	2.79%
	98.10%
	.58

	
	Vote against McCain
	3.01%
	2.57%
	98.68%
	.76

	
	Vote for Obama
	1.57%
	.77%
	98.41%
	.31

	
	Vote against Obama
	2.04%
	1.82%
	97.42%
	.32

	Personality - Honesty
	Vote for McCain
	9.36%
	9.81%
	98.89%
	.94

	
	Vote against McCain
	6.76%
	7.13%
	98.60%
	.89

	
	Vote for Obama
	2.39%
	2.44%
	99.30%
	.85

	
	Vote against Obama
	3.86%
	2.68%
	96.46%
	.44

	Personality – Intelligence
	Vote for McCain
	3.34%
	3.46%
	99.22%
	.88

	
	Vote against McCain
	1.18%
	1.25%
	99.63%
	.85

	
	Vote for Obama
	2.16%
	2.06%
	99.65%
	.92

	
	Vote against Obama
	.00%
	.54%
	99.46%
	.00

	Personality – Leadership
	Vote for McCain
	3.46%
	3.34%
	98.77%
	.81

	
	Vote against McCain
	.81%
	.81%
	99.85%
	.91

	
	Vote for Obama
	1.94%
	1.49%
	99.00%
	.71

	
	Vote against Obama
	1.18%
	1.50%
	99.25%
	.72

	Personality - Other
	Vote for McCain
	11.37%
	12.71%
	95.99%
	.81

	
	Vote against McCain
	8.60%
	7.20%
	98.02%
	.86

	
	Vote for Obama
	3.58%
	2.69%
	98.31%
	.72

	
	Vote against Obama
	2.15%
	2.25%
	97.96%
	.53

	Physical Appearance
	Vote for McCain
	.11%
	.11%
	99.78%
	.00

	
	Vote against McCain
	.44%
	.44%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Vote for Obama
	.07%
	.07%
	99.95%
	.67

	
	Vote against Obama
	.00%
	.11%
	99.89%
	.00

	Religion
	Vote for McCain
	1.23%
	1.00%
	99.78%
	.90

	
	Vote against McCain
	.59%
	.59%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Vote for Obama
	.17%
	.20%
	99.88%
	.67

	
	Vote against Obama
	10.09%
	10.73%
	99.14%
	.95

	Health
	Vote for McCain
	.11%
	.22%
	99.89%
	.67

	
	Vote against McCain
	2.28%
	2.50%
	99.63%
	.92

	
	Vote for Obama
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Vote against Obama
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	Education
	Vote for McCain
	.22%
	.22%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Vote against McCain
	.22%
	.29%
	99.93%
	.86

	
	Vote for Obama
	.42%
	.52%
	99.90%
	.89

	
	Vote against Obama
	.00%
	.32%
	99.68%
	.00

	Demographics
	Vote for McCain
	5.46%
	5.46%
	98.89%
	.89

	
	Vote against McCain
	17.63%
	17.63%
	99.12%
	.97

	
	Vote for Obama
	7.26%
	7.46%
	99.15%
	.94

	
	Vote against Obama
	9.44%
	9.87%
	98.50%
	.91

	Emotions/Feelings
	Vote for McCain
	2.01%
	1.34%
	99.33%
	.80

	
	Vote against McCain
	4.34%
	3.97%
	98.90%
	.86

	
	Vote for Obama
	1.00%
	1.02%
	98.28%
	.14

	
	Vote against Obama
	8.69%
	6.65%
	92.60%
	.48

	Candidate-Other
	Vote for McCain
	13.38%
	15.27%
	89.86%
	.59

	
	Vote against McCain
	29.32%
	26.60%
	91.40%
	.79

	
	Vote for Obama
	30.82%
	36.54%
	83.73%
	.64

	
	Vote against Obama
	31.01%
	32.73%
	87.34%
	.71

	Non-candidate
	Vote for McCain
	12.37%
	12.15%
	97.32%
	.88

	
	Vote against McCain
	31.30%
	33.43%
	96.55%
	.92

	
	Vote for Obama
	2.39%
	9.00%
	92.14%
	.27

	
	Vote against Obama
	9.23%
	11.48%
	93.88%
	.67

	Don’t know
	Vote for McCain
	.78%
	1.00%
	99.78%
	.87

	
	Vote against McCain
	3.60%
	3.53%
	99.93%
	.99

	
	Vote for Obama
	.15%
	1.29%
	98.76%
	.13

	
	Vote against Obama
	.97%
	3.86%
	96.24%
	.20

	Refuse
	Vote for McCain
	2.45%
	2.45%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Vote against McCain
	.51%
	.51%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Vote for Obama
	1.47%
	.27%
	98.81%
	.31

	
	Vote against Obama
	3.43%
	.32%
	96.89%
	.16

	Respondent-Other
	Vote for McCain
	15.05%
	19.29%
	91.53%
	.70

	
	Vote against McCain
	28.21%
	27.70%
	96.69%
	.92

	
	Vote for Obama
	12.31%
	19.25%
	90.42%
	.64

	
	Vote against Obama
	17.60%
	24.46%
	86.27%
	.59

	All other
	Vote for McCain
	.11%
	.11%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Vote against McCain
	.22%
	.37%
	99.85%
	.75

	
	Vote for Obama
	8.23%
	.07%
	91.74%
	-.04

	
	Vote against Obama
	9.55%
	4.72%
	92.38%
	.43





Appendix 1
Trial 1 Coding Instructions - Obama Likes
Overview
Your task will be to code answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
This question was asked during conversations between interviewers and survey respondents that took place in the respondents’ homes.  Each interviewer read the question aloud and typed the respondents’ answers into a laptop computer.  You will be coding the things people said when they answered the question.
Your task is to assign a code to each idea/topic in an answer.  An answer may have multiples codes applied given the number of ideas within each answer.  These instructions explain how to decide which code you should assign to each idea.
	IF YOU EVER HAVE A QUESTION ABOUT WHAT YOU SHOULD DO, FILL OUT A “QUESTION FORM” AND GIVE IT TO YOUR SUPERVISOR.  Your supervisor will get an answer to your question and pass it along to you.

Interpreting Mistakes in the Answers
	Some of the answers you read will contain misspelled words, or may contain phrases that do not have clear meanings.  When you find a misspelled word, you should take your best guess at what the respondent probably said.  When you find a phrase that is not completely clear, you should take your best guess about what the respondent was trying to say.  
	

Coding Instructions
Assign a code for each idea in a response even if it is repeated within the response (for this project, Ascribe will allow you to apply the same code to an answer more than once).  List the codes you assign in the order in which the ideas appear in an answer.  The codes you can assign to an idea are listed in the table at the end of these instructions. Next to each code is a description of the ideas that should be coded in the code.  Your task is to decide which ONE code best fits each idea based on these descriptions.  DO NOT CREATE ANY NEW codes that are not on the table at the end of these instructions.
Any statement a respondent makes about himself or herself should be treated as a separate idea.  These statements may refer to what the respondent is thinking or feeling while answering the question. Many statements that include the word “I” or “me” are these kinds of ideas.  Some statements without “I” or “me” are also these kinds of ideas.  A respondent might say “This is frustrating” or "This is hard", which are ideas about how the respondent felt while answering the question.  Assign a code to every idea in which a respondent said something about himself or herself.  For example, an answer might include the statement “I guess it’s his age”.  “I guess” is an idea about the respondent, and “it’s his age” is an idea about Mr. Obama.  This means the statement “I guess it’s his age” has two ideas, and each idea should be assigned a different code. PLEASE PAY VERY CLOSE ATTENTION to these types of statements. It is important not to overlook them.
You should interpret any idea that COULD be about Mr. Obama as if it is about Mr. Obama.  You should interpret any idea that is NOT about Mr. Obama, but COULD be about the respondent, as if it is about the respondent.
There are 38 codes in the table.  The first 34 codes are for ideas in which a respondent said something about Barack Obama that the respondent could think is a reason to vote for him.  Any idea that mentions something about Mr. Obama but does not fit any of the first 33 codes should be coded as fitting the 34th code (Candidate-Other).  The 35th code (Non-candidate/Non-respondent) is for ALL ideas in which a respondent talked about someone or something that is neither about Mr. Obama, nor about the respondent.  The last three codes (Don’t know, Refuse, and Respondent-Other) are for responses in which a respondent said “I don’t know”, “I’m not going to answer”, or any other comment a respondent made about himself or herself.  


Coding Examples

Below are a set of responses broken down by idea and explanations of how you should code each idea.

Example answer #1: He will eliminate government waste and help poor people

Idea #1 He will eliminate government waste

This idea is about what Mr. Obama will do, and codes for ideas about what the candidate will do are the “Policy” codes.  In this idea, “government waste” has to do with government spending.  This means the code that best fits this idea is “Policy-Economic”, which includes “What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt”.  The first idea should be coded as Policy-Economic.


Idea #2 He will help poor people

This idea is also about what Mr. Obama will do, which means that one of the “Policy” codes will be the best fit.  For this idea, the code that best fits is “Policy-Poor people”, which includes “What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people”.  The second idea should be coded as Policy-Poor people.

Example answer #2: I haven’t thought much about it//My mother always votes for the Democrat//I guess because he’s different

Idea #1 I haven’t thought much about it

In this idea, the person is saying something about himself as he tries to answer the question.  The respondent did not say that he or she does not know or that they do not want to answer.  Rather, the respondent has made a comment about how much she or he has thought about the question.  This means the code that best fits this answer is Respondent-Other.

Idea #2 My mother always votes for the Democrat

This phrase is about the respondent’s mother.  It is not something about Mr. Obama, and it is not something the respondent said about himself or herself.  The ONLY CODE for ideas about someone or something other than Mr. Obama and the respondent is Non-candidate/Non-respondent.

Idea #3 I guess

This is another idea in which the person is saying something about himself as he tries to answer the question.  This idea does not fit the “Don’t know” or “Refuse” code, which means the code that best fits this answer is Respondent-Other.

Idea #4 he’s different

This idea is about Mr. Obama, which means that one of the first 34 codes will fit.  None of the first 33 codes mentions “different”.  The only code that is left for ideas about Mr. Obama that do not fit any of the first 33 is Candidate-Other.  

Example answer #3: dk//dk//nothing//<RF>

Idea #1 dk

“dk” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “don’t know” or “I don’t know”.  This idea fits code Don’t know.

Idea #2 dk

The respondent said “I don’t know” again.  Every time a idea is repeated, it needs to be assigned a code.  Assign this idea to code Don’t know.

Idea #3 RF

“RF” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “Refused” or “I refuse to answer”.  This idea fits code Refuse.

Example answer #4: He’s a Democrat. I alws vote for the Democrat.  He’ll focus on change rather than the status quo.  The Republicans are destroying this country.

Idea #1 He’s a Democrat

This is something about Mr. Obama, which means you should use one of the first 34 codes.  The code that best fits this answer is “Party”, which includes “Is a Democrat”.  Code the first idea as Party.

Idea #2 I always vote for the Democrat

This idea is about the respondent, not about Mr. Obama.  You can tell this by the word “I” in the beginning of the idea.  This idea does not fit the “Don’t know” or “Refuse” code, which means the code that best fits this answer is Respondent-Other.

Idea #3 He’ll focus on change

This is anidea about Mr. Obama, but none of the first 33 codes fit.  The only code available for this idea about Mr. Obama is Candidate-Other, so you should use that one.

Idea #4 He’ll (not) focus on the status quo

This is another idea about Mr. Obama that does not fit any of the first 33 codes.  Code this idea as Candidate-Other.

Idea #5 The Republicans are destroying this country

This idea is about the Republicans.  The only code for ideas that are not about Mr. Obama or the respondent is Non-candidate/Non-respondent.
.



Barack Obama Likes Codes

	
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, like him, do not like him

	2
	Party
	Is (or is not) a Democrat, is (or is not) a member of the Democrat Party, is (or is not) a Republican, is (or is not) a member of the Republican Party, is (or is not) a member of any of the following parties: America’s Party, Modern Whig Party, Objectivist Party, Independence Party of America, Boston Tea Party, Jefferson Republican Party, United States Pirate Party, Citizens Party of the United States, Party for Socialism and Liberation, Unity Party of America, America First Party, United States Marijuana Party, Green Party of the United States, Independent American Party, Christian Liberty Party, Labor Party, Reform Party of the United States of America, Constitution Party, Socialist Alternative, Socialist Action, United States Pacifist Party, National Socialist Movement, New Union Party, Socialist Party USA, Libertarian Party, Raza Unida Party, American Party, Peace and Freedom Party, Freedom Socialist Party, Socialist Equality Party, Workers World Party, Socialist Workers Party, Communist Party of the United States of America, Socialist Labor Party of America, Prohibition Party

	3
	Ideology/Philosophy
	Conservative, liberal, socialist, Marxist, communist, fascist, libertarian

	4
	Electability
	Can win, cannot win

	5
	Political experience
	Political experience, work the candidate has done as a politician or elected official

	6
	Military experience
	Military experience, work the candidate has done as a member of the army, navy, air force, marines, or national guard

	7
	Non-political/military experience
	Business experience, work the candidate has done in business, industry, or education

	8
	Scandal/Cover-up
	The candidate was involved in a scandal or cover-up

	9
	Other past activity
	Any mentioned of something the candidate did in the past that does not match another code

	10
	Job/Task abilities
	The candidate's ability to accomplish a task or get the job done

	11
	Honesty
	The candidate's honesty, integrity, consistency, predictability, sincerity, truthfulness

	12
	Intelligence/Education
	The candidate's intelligence or education

	13
	Leadership
	The candidate's ability to lead, get people to work together, make people want to follow

	14
	Character
	The candidate's character, style, sociability, friendliness, helpfulness, impulsiveness, curiosity, openness

	15
	Physical Appearance
	The candidate's physical appearance, attractiveness, how good the candidate looks

	16
	Other traits
	Any candidate trait, way of acting, style of behavior, or something the candidate can or cannot do, that does not match a description in codes 10-15

	17
	Policy-Economic
	What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt 

	18
	Policy-Poor people
	What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people

	19
	Policy-Liberty
	What the candidate will allow people to do, prevent people from doing, or make legal or illegal

	20
	Policy-Enemy countries
	How the candidate will deal with enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions 

	21
	Policy-Friendly countries
	How the candidate will deal with friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries 

	22
	Policy-Other
	What the candidate will do about something that does not match a description in codes 17-21

	23
	Priority-Economic
	How much attention the candidate will pay to the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt 

	24
	Priority-Poor people
	How much attention the candidate will pay to government programs to help poor people

	25
	Priority-Liberty
	How much attention the candidate will pay to making something legal or illegal

	26
	Priority-Enemy countries
	How much attention the candidate will pay to enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions 

	27
	Priority-Friendly countries
	How much attention the candidate will pay to friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries 

	28
	Priority-Other
	How much attention the candidate will pay to something that does not match another code

	29
	Groups
	The candidate's support for, or feelings about, a specific group of people

	30
	Demographics
	The candidate's age, sex, sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, height, weight, marital status, or where the candidate is from

	31
	Health
	The candidate's health

	32
	Religion
	The candidate does, or does not, belong to a specific religious group

	33
	Emotions/Feelings
	How the candidate makes the respondent feel

	34
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about Mr. Obama that does not match another code

	35
	Non-candidate
	Any mention of something other than the candidate and that is not about the respondent

	36
	Don’t know
	I don’t know , Don’t know, DK, I’m unsure, I’m not sure, Unsure, You got me, I can’t remember, I have no clue, No clue, I have no idea, No idea

	37
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass

	38
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Respondent-Don’t know or Respondent-Refuse





Appendix 2
Trial 2 Coding Instructions - Obama Likes
Overview
Your task will be to code answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
This question was asked during conversations between interviewers and survey respondents that took place in the respondents’ homes.  Each interviewer read the question aloud and typed the respondents’ answers into a laptop computer.  You will be coding the things people said when they answered the question.
Your task is to assign a code to each idea/topic in an answer.  An answer may have multiples codes applied given the number of ideas within each answer.  These instructions explain how to decide which code you should assign to each idea.
	IF YOU EVER HAVE A QUESTION ABOUT WHAT YOU SHOULD DO, FILL OUT A “QUESTION FORM” AND GIVE IT TO YOUR SUPERVISOR.  Your supervisor will get an answer to your question and pass it along to you.

Interpreting Mistakes in the Answers
	Some of the answers you read will contain misspelled words, or may contain phrases that do not have clear meanings.  When you find a misspelled word, you should take your best guess at what the respondent probably said.  When you find a phrase that is not completely clear, you should take your best guess about what the respondent was trying to say.  
	

Coding Instructions
Assign a code for each idea in a response even if it is repeated within the response (for this project, Ascribe will allow you to apply the same code to an answer more than once).  List the codes you assign in the order in which the ideas appear in an answer.  The codes you can assign to an idea are listed in the table at the end of these instructions. Next to each code is a description of the ideas that should be coded in the code.  Your task is to decide which ONE code best fits each idea based on these descriptions.  DO NOT CREATE ANY NEW codes that are not on the table at the end of these instructions.
Try to identify as many ideas in an answer as possible.  Any single word, phrase, sentence, or group of sentences that could be an idea should be treated as if it is an idea.  Here are some tips to help you identify different ideas in an answer:
1. Answers with the word “and” will almost always have more than one idea.  Here is an example, “His age and youth”.  Even though “age” and “youth” are similar, you should treat the two words as separate ideas.
2. Answers with the word “or” will almost always have more than one idea.  Here is an example, “His health or fitness”.  “Health” and “fitness” seem the same, but you should treat the two words as separate ideas.
3. Answers with comparisons will almost always have more than one idea.  Here is an example, “He cares more about the environment than business”.  The answer compares “the environment” to “business”, and you should treat “the environment” and “business” as separate ideas.
4. Any statement a respondent makes about himself or herself should be treated as a separate idea.  These statements may refer to what the respondent is thinking or feeling while answering the question. Many statements that include the word “I” or “me” are these kinds of ideas.  Some statements without “I” or “me” are also these kinds of ideas.  A respondent might say “This is frustrating” or "This is hard", which are ideas about how the respondent felt while answering the question.  Assign a code to every idea in which a respondent said something about himself or herself.  For example, an answer might include the statement “I guess it’s his age”.  “I guess” is an idea about the respondent, and “it’s his age” is an idea about Mr. Obama.  This means the statement “I guess it’s his age” has two ideas, and each idea should be assigned a different code. PLEASE PAY VERY CLOSE ATTENTION to these types of statements. It is important not to overlook them.
You should interpret any idea that COULD be about Mr. Obama as if it is about Mr. Obama.  You should interpret any idea that is NOT about Mr. Obama, but COULD be about the respondent, as if it is about the respondent.
There are 38 codes in the table.  The first 34 codes are for ideas in which a respondent said something about Barack Obama that the respondent could think is a reason to vote for him.  Any idea that mentions something about Mr. Obama but does not fit any of the first 33 codes should be coded as fitting the 34th code (Candidate-Other).  The 35th code (Non-candidate/Non-respondent) is for ALL ideas in which a respondent talked about someone or something that is neither about Mr. Obama, nor about the respondent.  The last three codes (Don’t know, Refuse, and Respondent-Other) are for responses in which a respondent said “I don’t know”, “I’m not going to answer”, or any other comment a respondent made about himself or herself.  
Many answers include the word “No”.  If the word “No” makes up an idea by itself, the idea should be assigned the code “Refuse”.  If the word “No” is used with “guess”, “clue”, or “idea”, the idea should be assigned the code “Don’t know”.


Coding Examples

Below are a set of responses broken down by idea and explanations of how you should code each idea.

Example answer #1: He will eliminate government waste and help poor people

Idea #1 He will eliminate government waste

This idea is about what Mr. Obama will do, and codes for ideas about what the candidate will do are the “Policy” codes.  In this idea, “government waste” has to do with government spending.  This means the code that best fits this idea is “Policy-Economic”, which includes “What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt”.  The first idea should be coded as Policy-Economic.


Idea #2 He will help poor people

This idea is also about what Mr. Obama will do, which means that one of the “Policy” codes will be the best fit.  For this idea, the code that best fits is “Policy-Poor people”, which includes “What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people”.  The second idea should be coded as Policy-Poor people.

Example answer #2: I haven’t thought much about it//My mother always votes for the Democrat//I guess because he’s different

Idea #1 I haven’t thought much about it

In this idea, the person is saying something about himself as he tries to answer the question.  The respondent did not say that he or she does not know or that they do not want to answer.  Rather, the respondent has made a comment about how much she or he has thought about the question.  This means the code that best fits this answer is Respondent-Other.

Idea #2 My mother always votes for the Democrat

This phrase is about the respondent’s mother.  It is not something about Mr. Obama, and it is not something the respondent said about himself or herself.  The ONLY CODE for ideas about someone or something other than Mr. Obama and the respondent is Non-candidate/Non-respondent.

Idea #3 I guess

This is another idea in which the person is saying something about himself as he tries to answer the question.  This idea does not fit the “Don’t know” or “Refuse” code, which means the code that best fits this answer is Respondent-Other.

Idea #4 he’s different

This idea is about Mr. Obama, which means that one of the first 34 codes will fit.  None of the first 33 codes mentions “different”.  The only code that is left for ideas about Mr. Obama that do not fit any of the first 33 is Candidate-Other.  

Example answer #3: dk//dk//nothing//<RF>

Idea #1 dk

“dk” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “don’t know” or “I don’t know”.  This idea fits code Don’t know.

Idea #2 dk

The respondent said “I don’t know” again.  Every time a idea is repeated, it needs to be assigned a code.  Assign this idea to code Don’t know.

Idea #3 RF

“RF” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “Refused” or “I refuse to answer”.  This idea fits code Refuse.

Example answer #4: He’s a Democrat. I alws vote for the Democrat.  He’ll focus on change rather than the status quo.  The Republicans are destroying this country.

Idea #1 He’s a Democrat

This is something about Mr. Obama, which means you should use one of the first 34 codes.  The code that best fits this answer is “Party”, which includes “Is a Democrat”.  Code the first idea as Party.

Idea #2 I always vote for the Democrat

This idea is about the respondent, not about Mr. Obama.  You can tell this by the word “I” in the beginning of the idea.  This idea does not fit the “Don’t know” or “Refuse” code, which means the code that best fits this answer is Respondent-Other.

Idea #3 He’ll focus on change

This is anidea about Mr. Obama, but none of the first 33 codes fit.  The only code available for this idea about Mr. Obama is Candidate-Other, so you should use that one.

Idea #4 He’ll (not) focus on the status quo

This is another idea about Mr. Obama that does not fit any of the first 33 codes.  Code this idea as Candidate-Other.

Idea #5 The Republicans are destroying this country

This idea is about the Republicans.  The only code for ideas that are not about Mr. Obama or the respondent is Non-candidate/Non-respondent.
.



Barack Obama Likes Codes

	
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, like him, do not like him

	2
	Party
	Is (or is not) a Democrat, is (or is not) a member of the Democrat Party, is (or is not) a Republican, is (or is not) a member of the Republican Party, is (or is not) a member of any of the following parties: America’s Party, Modern Whig Party, Objectivist Party, Independence Party of America, Boston Tea Party, Jefferson Republican Party, United States Pirate Party, Citizens Party of the United States, Party for Socialism and Liberation, Unity Party of America, America First Party, United States Marijuana Party, Green Party of the United States, Independent American Party, Christian Liberty Party, Labor Party, Reform Party of the United States of America, Constitution Party, Socialist Alternative, Socialist Action, United States Pacifist Party, National Socialist Movement, New Union Party, Socialist Party USA, Libertarian Party, Raza Unida Party, American Party, Peace and Freedom Party, Freedom Socialist Party, Socialist Equality Party, Workers World Party, Socialist Workers Party, Communist Party of the United States of America, Socialist Labor Party of America, Prohibition Party

	3
	Ideology/Philosophy
	Conservative, liberal, socialist, Marxist, communist, fascist, libertarian

	4
	Electability
	Can win, cannot win

	5
	Political experience
	Political experience, work the candidate has done as a politician or elected official

	6
	Military experience
	Military experience, work the candidate has done as a member of the army, navy, air force, marines, or national guard

	7
	Non-political/military experience
	Business experience, work the candidate has done in business, industry, or education

	8
	Scandal/Cover-up
	The candidate was involved in a scandal or cover-up

	9
	Other past activity
	Any mentioned of something the candidate did in the past that does not match another code

	10
	Job/Task abilities
	The candidate's ability to accomplish a task or get the job done

	11
	Honesty
	The candidate's honesty, integrity, consistency, predictability, sincerity, truthfulness

	12
	Intelligence/Education
	The candidate's intelligence or education

	13
	Leadership
	The candidate's ability to lead, get people to work together, make people want to follow

	14
	Character
	The candidate's character, style, sociability, friendliness, helpfulness, impulsiveness, curiosity, openness

	15
	Physical Appearance
	The candidate's physical appearance, attractiveness, how good the candidate looks

	16
	Other traits
	Any candidate trait, way of acting, style of behavior, or something the candidate can or cannot do, that does not match a description in codes 10-15

	17
	Policy-Economic
	What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt 

	18
	Policy-Poor people
	What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people

	19
	Policy-Liberty
	What the candidate will allow people to do, prevent people from doing, or make legal or illegal

	20
	Policy-Enemy countries
	How the candidate will deal with enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions 

	21
	Policy-Friendly countries
	How the candidate will deal with friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries 

	22
	Policy-Other
	What the candidate will do about something that does not match a description in codes 17-21

	23
	Priority-Economic
	How much attention the candidate will pay to the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt 

	24
	Priority-Poor people
	How much attention the candidate will pay to government programs to help poor people

	25
	Priority-Liberty
	How much attention the candidate will pay to making something legal or illegal

	26
	Priority-Enemy countries
	How much attention the candidate will pay to enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions 

	27
	Priority-Friendly countries
	How much attention the candidate will pay to friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries 

	28
	Priority-Other
	How much attention the candidate will pay to something that does not match another code

	29
	Groups
	The candidate's support for, or feelings about, a specific group of people

	30
	Demographics
	The candidate's age, sex, sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, height, weight, marital status, or where the candidate is from

	31
	Health
	The candidate's health

	32
	Religion
	The candidate does, or does not, belong to a specific religious group

	33
	Emotions/Feelings
	How the candidate makes the respondent feel

	34
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about Mr. Obama that does not match another code

	35
	Non-candidate
	Any mention of something other than the candidate and that is not about the respondent

	36
	Don’t know
	I don’t know , Don’t know, DK, I’m unsure, I’m not sure, Unsure, You got me, I can’t remember, I have no clue, No clue, I have no idea, No idea, No guess

	37
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass, No

	38
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Don’t know or Refuse





Appendix 3
Trials 3 and 4 Coding Instructions - Obama Likes
Overview
Your task will be to code answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
This question was asked during conversations between interviewers and survey respondents that took place in the respondents’ homes.  Each interviewer read the question aloud and typed the respondents’ answers into a laptop computer.  You will be coding the things people said when they answered the question.
Your task is to assign a code to each idea/topic in an answer.  An answer may have multiples codes applied given the number of ideas within each answer.  These instructions explain how to decide which code you should assign to each idea.
	IF YOU EVER HAVE A QUESTION ABOUT WHAT YOU SHOULD DO, FILL OUT A “QUESTION FORM” AND GIVE IT TO YOUR SUPERVISOR.  Your supervisor will get an answer to your question and pass it along to you.

Interpreting Mistakes in the Answers
	Some of the answers you read will contain misspelled words, or may contain phrases that do not have clear meanings.  When you find a misspelled word, you should take your best guess at what the respondent probably said.  When you find a phrase that is not completely clear, you should take your best guess about what the respondent was trying to say.  
	

Coding Instructions
Assign a code for each idea in a response even if it is repeated within the response (for this project, Ascribe will allow you to apply the same code to an answer more than once).  List the codes you assign in the order in which the ideas appear in an answer.  The codes you can assign to an idea are listed in the table at the end of these instructions. Next to each code is a description of the ideas that should be coded in the code.  Your task is to decide which ONE code best fits each idea based on these descriptions.  DO NOT CREATE ANY NEW codes that are not on the table at the end of these instructions.
Try to identify as many ideas in an answer as possible.  Any single word, phrase, sentence, or group of sentences that could be an idea should be treated as if it is an idea.  Here are some tips to help you identify different ideas in an answer:
5. Answers with the word “and” will almost always have more than one idea.  Here is an example, “His age and youth”.  Even though “age” and “youth” are similar, you should treat the two words as separate ideas.
6. Answers with the word “or” will almost always have more than one idea.  Here is an example, “His health or fitness”.  “Health” and “fitness” seem the same, but you should treat the two words as separate ideas.
7. Answers with comparisons will almost always have more than one idea.  Here is an example, “He cares more about the environment than business”.  The answer compares “the environment” to “business”, and you should treat “the environment” and “business” as separate ideas.
8. Any statement a respondent makes about himself or herself that does not mention someone or something other than the respondent should be treated as a separate idea.  The final three codes are for these types of ideas.  These ideas may refer to what the respondent is thinking or feeling while answering the question. Many statements that include the word “I” or “me” are these kinds of ideas.  Some statements without “I” or “me” are also these kinds of ideas.  A respondent might say “This is frustrating” or "This is hard", which are ideas about how the respondent felt while answering the question.  If an idea mentions someone or something other than the respondent, DO NOT assign one of the last three codes to the idea.  For example, an answer might include the statement “I guess it’s his age”.  “I guess” is an idea about the respondent, but “it’s his age” is an idea about Mr. Obama.  This means the entire idea “I guess it’s his age” should be assigned one of the first 40 codes.  Similarly, the statement “I trust him” refers explicitly to Mr. Obama as the object of the respondent’s trust. This phrase should be coded as if it is about Mr. Obama, and not be assigned one of the last three codes. PLEASE PAY VERY CLOSE ATTENTION to these types of statements. It is important not to overlook them.
You should interpret any idea that COULD be about Mr. Obama as if it is about Mr. Obama.  You should interpret any idea that is NOT about Mr. Obama, but COULD be about the respondent, as if it is about the respondent.
There are 44 codes in the table.  The first 40 codes are for ideas in which a respondent said something about Barack Obama that the respondent could think is a reason to vote for him.  Any idea that mentions something about Mr. Obama but does not fit any of the first 39 codes should be coded as fitting the 40th code (Candidate-Other).  The 41st code (Non-candidate/Non-respondent) is for ALL ideas in which a respondent talked about someone or something that is neither about Mr. Obama, nor about the respondent.  The last three codes (Don’t know, Refuse, and Respondent-Other) are for responses in which a respondent said “I don’t know”, “I’m not going to answer”, or any other comment a respondent made that is only about himself or herself.  
Many answers include the word “No”.  If the word “No” makes up an idea by itself, the idea should be assigned the code “Refuse”.  If the word “No” is used with “guess”, “clue”, or “idea”, the idea should be assigned the code “Don’t know”.


Coding Examples

Below are a set of responses broken down by idea and explanations of how you should code each idea.

Example answer #1: He will eliminate government waste and help poor people

Idea #1 He will eliminate government waste

This idea is about what Mr. Obama will do, and codes for ideas about what the candidate will do are the “Policy” codes.  In this idea, “government waste” has to do with government spending.  This means the code that best fits this idea is “Policy-Economic”, which includes “What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt”.  The first idea should be coded as Policy-Economic.


Idea #2 He will help poor people

This idea is also about what Mr. Obama will do, which means that one of the “Policy” codes will be the best fit.  For this idea, the code that best fits is “Policy-Poor people”, which includes “What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people”.  The second idea should be coded as Policy-Poor people.

Example answer #2: I haven’t thought much about it//My mother always votes for the Democrat//I guess because he’s different

Idea #1 I haven’t thought much about it

In this idea, the person is saying something only about himself as he tries to answer the question.  The respondent did not say that he does not know or that he does not want to answer.  Rather, the respondent has made a comment about how much he has thought about the question.  This means the code that best fits this answer is Respondent-Other.

Idea #2 My mother always votes for the Democrat

This phrase is about the respondent’s mother.  It is not something about Mr. Obama, and it is not something the respondent said about himself or herself.  The ONLY CODE for ideas about someone or something other than Mr. Obama and the respondent is Non-candidate/Non-respondent.

Idea #3 I guess it’s because he’s different

This idea includes “I guess” which is an idea about the respondent, and an idea about the candidate “he’s different”.  Because the idea mentions someone or something other than the respondent, you should not assign one of the last three codes to this idea.  The idea mentions the candidate, which means that one of the first 40 codes will fit.  Code 18 Openness mentions “different”, and this is closer to “he’s different” than any other code.  You should assign Openness to this idea.

Example answer #3: dk//dk//nothing//<RF>

Idea #1 dk

“dk” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “don’t know” or “I don’t know”.  This idea fits code Don’t know.

Idea #2 dk

The respondent said “I don’t know” again.  Every time a idea is repeated, it needs to be assigned a code.  Assign this idea to code Don’t know.

Idea #3 RF

“RF” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “Refused” or “I refuse to answer”.  This idea fits code Refuse.

Example answer #4: He’s a Democrat. I alws vote for the Democrat.  He’ll focus on change rather than the status quo.  The Republicans are destroying this country.

Idea #1 He’s a Democrat

This is something about Mr. Obama, which means you should use one of the first 40 codes.  The code that best fits this answer is “Party”, which includes “Is a Democrat”.  Code the first idea as Party.

Idea #2 I always vote for the Democrat

This idea includes a statement about the respondent “I always vote” and an idea about someone or something other than the respondent “for the Democrat”.   This means you should assign one of the first 40 codes to this idea.  The idea mentions “the Democrat”, which is something that COULD be about Mr. Obama.   This means the code that best fits this answer is also Party.

Idea #3 He’ll focus on change

This idea is about how much attention Mr. Obama will pay to something.  Ideas about how much attention the candidate will pay to something should be assigned one of the Priority codes.  None of the Priority codes mentions change, which means that Priority-Other is the best fit.

Idea #4 He’ll (not) focus on the status quo

This is another idea about how much attention Mr. Obama will pay to something.  The idea mentions that Mr. Obama will NOT pay attention to something, but not paying attention to something is still an idea about how much attention.  None of the Priority codes mentions “status quo” so Priority-Other is also the best fit for this idea.

Idea #5 The Republicans are destroying this country

This idea is about the Republicans.  The only code for ideas that are not about Mr. Obama or the respondent is Non-candidate/Non-respondent.
.



Barack Obama Likes Codes

	
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, likeable, not likeable, I like him, I do not like him

	2
	Party
	Is (or is not) a Democrat, is (or is not) a member of the Democrat Party, is (or is not) a Republican, is (or is not) a member of the Republican Party, is (or is not) a member of any of the following parties: America’s Party, Modern Whig Party, Objectivist Party, Independence Party of America, Boston Tea Party, Jefferson Republican Party, United States Pirate Party, Citizens Party of the United States, Party for Socialism and Liberation, Unity Party of America, America First Party, United States Marijuana Party, Green Party of the United States, Independent American Party, Christian Liberty Party, Labor Party, Reform Party of the United States of America, Constitution Party, Socialist Alternative, Socialist Action, United States Pacifist Party, National Socialist Movement, New Union Party, Socialist Party USA, Libertarian Party, Raza Unida Party, American Party, Peace and Freedom Party, Freedom Socialist Party, Socialist Equality Party, Workers World Party, Socialist Workers Party, Communist Party of the United States of America, Socialist Labor Party of America, Prohibition Party

	3
	Ideology/Philosophy
	Conservative, liberal, socialist, Marxist, communist, fascist, libertarian

	4
	Electability
	Can win, cannot win

	5
	Political experience
	Political experience, work the candidate has done as a politician or elected official

	6
	Military experience
	Military experience, work the candidate has done as a member of the army, navy, air force, marines, or national guard

	7
	Non-political/military experience
	Business experience, work the candidate has done in business, industry, or education

	8
	Other past activity
	Any mentioned of something the candidate did in the past that does not match another code

	9
	Scandal/Cover-up
	The candidate was involved in a scandal or cover-up

	10
	Job/Task abilities
	The candidate's ability to accomplish a task or get the job done

	11
	Honesty
	The candidate's honesty, integrity, consistency, predictability, sincerity, truthfulness

	12
	Intelligence/Education
	The candidate's intelligence or education

	13
	Leadership
	The candidate's ability to lead, get people to work together, make people want to follow, inspire people, inspire the respondent

	14
	Sociability
	The candidate is sociable or unsociable, talkative or quiet, friendly or unfriendly, warm or cold, approachable or not approachable 
NOTE: see FAQ 2

	15
	Helpfulness
	The candidate is helpful or not helpful, trusting or suspicious, cooperative or uncooperative
NOTE: see FAQ 2

	16
	Calmness
	The candidate is calm or not calm, secure or insecure, relaxed or nervous, composed or agitated
NOTE: see FAQ 2

	17
	Conscientiousness
	The candidate is hard-working or lazy, energetic or slow, active or passive 
NOTE: see FAQ 2

	18
	Openness
	The candidate is conventional or new, conformist or non-conformist, the same or different, creative or non-creative, novel or typical, down-to-earth or bizarre, open-minded or closed-minded
NOTE: see FAQ 2

	19
	Other traits
	Any candidate trait, way of acting, style of behavior, or something the candidate can or cannot do, that does not match a description in codes 10-15

	20
	Physical Appearance
	The candidate's physical appearance, attractiveness, how good the candidate looks

	21
	Policy-Economic
	What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt 

	22
	Policy-Poor people
	What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people
NOTE: This code should only be assigned to ideas that mention helping poor people or government programs to help poor people.  Examples of government programs to help poor people include: welfare, food stamps, Medicaid, Aid for Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), and public housing.  Any idea that mentions how much the candidate cares about poor people should be assigned code 34 Groups. 

	23
	Policy-Liberty
	What the candidate will allow people to do, prevent people from doing, or make legal or illegal

	24
	Policy-Enemy countries
	How the candidate will deal with enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions 

	25
	Policy-Friendly countries
	How the candidate will deal with friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries 

	26
	Policy – General foreign policy
	How the candidate will deal with other countries in general, foreign policy in general, the reputation of the United States

	27
	Policy-Other
	What the candidate will do about something that does not match a description in codes 17-21

	28
	Priority-Economic
	How much attention the candidate will pay to the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt 

	29
	Priority-Poor people
	How much attention the candidate will pay to government programs to help poor people
NOTE: This code should only be assigned to ideas that mention helping poor people or government programs to help poor people.  Examples of government programs to help poor people include: welfare, food stamps, Medicaid, Aid for Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), and public housing.  Any idea that mentions how much the candidate cares about poor people should be assigned code 34 Groups. 

	30
	Priority-Liberty
	How much attention the candidate will pay to making something legal or illegal

	31
	Priority-Enemy countries
	How much attention the candidate will pay to enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions 

	32
	Priority-Friendly countries
	How much attention the candidate will pay to friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries 

	33
	Policy – General foreign policy
	How much attention the candidate will pay other countries in general, foreign policy in general, the reputation of the United States

	34
	Priority-Other
	How much attention the candidate will pay to something that does not match another code

	35
	Groups
	The candidate's support for, or feelings about, a specific group of people
NOTE: see FAQ 3

	36
	Demographics
	The candidate's age, sex, sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, height, weight, marital status, or where the candidate is from

	37
	Health
	The candidate's health

	38
	Religion
	The candidate does, or does not, belong to a specific religious group.  The candidate is religious or not religious

	39
	Emotions/Feelings
	The candidate makes the respondent feel happy, sad, angry, proud, afraid, scared

	40
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about Mr. Obama that does not match another code

	41
	Non-candidate
	Any mention of something other than the candidate and that is not about the respondent

	42
	Don’t know
	I don’t know , Don’t know, DK, I’m unsure, I’m not sure, Unsure, You got me, I can’t remember, I have no clue, No clue, I have no idea, No idea, No guess

	43
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass, No

	44
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Don’t know or Refuse





FAQs
1. Question: What should I do if an idea fits more than one code?
Answer:  If one idea fits more than one code, you must decide which code fits the idea the best.

2. Question:  Should an idea be assigned the code even if the idea mentions something that is the opposite of the code label?
Answer: Yes. The code label identifies a trait of which the candidate may have a lot, or a little. Any idea that mentions how much of the trait the candidate has would fit the code.  For example, “friendly” and “unfriendly” both fit code XX Sociability.  “Friendly” means the candidate has a lot of “sociability”, while “unfriendly” means that candidate does not have much “sociability”.  Because both “friendly” and “unfriendly” are ideas about how sociable the candidate is, both ideas fit the sociability code.

3. Question: How do I decide if an idea mentions “a specific group of people” in code 29?
Answer: A group can be an organization, such as “the American Association of Survey Coders”.   A group can also be people in the same line of work, such as “professional survey coders”.  A group can also be made up of people who are similar in some way, such as “really, really smart people”.  

4.  What is the difference between “policy” (codes 21-27) and “priority” (codes 28-34)?
Answer: A “policy” code refers to what the candidate will do about a certain topic or issue.  A “priority” code refers to how hard the candidate will work on an issue.  For example, the idea “he will fix the economy” is a statement about what the candidate will do.  This should be assigned a “policy” code.  In contrast, the idea “he will focus on the economy” is a statement about how much attention the candidate will pay to the issue.  This should be assigned a priority code.  If you cannot decide if an idea fits a “policy” code or a “priority” code, assign the idea to a “policy” code.



Appendix 4
Trial 5 Coding Instructions - Obama Likes
Overview
Your task will be to code answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
This question was asked during conversations between interviewers and survey respondents that took place in the respondents’ homes.  Each interviewer read the question aloud and typed the respondents’ answers into a laptop computer.  You will be coding the things people said when they answered the question.
Your task is to assign a code to each idea/topic in an answer.  An answer may have multiples codes applied given the number of ideas within each answer.  These instructions explain how to decide which code you should assign to each idea.
	IF YOU EVER HAVE A QUESTION ABOUT WHAT YOU SHOULD DO, FILL OUT A “QUESTION FORM” AND GIVE IT TO YOUR SUPERVISOR.  Your supervisor will get an answer to your question and pass it along to you.

Interpreting Mistakes in the Answers
	Some of the answers you read will contain misspelled words, or may contain phrases that do not have clear meanings.  When you find a misspelled word, you should take your best guess at what the respondent probably said.  When you find a phrase that is not completely clear, you should take your best guess about what the respondent was trying to say.  
	

Coding Instructions
Assign a code for each idea in a response even if it is repeated within the response (for this project, Ascribe will allow you to apply the same code to an answer more than once).  List the codes you assign in the order in which the ideas appear in an answer.  The codes you can assign to an idea are listed in the table at the end of these instructions. Next to each code is a description of the ideas that should be coded in the code.  Your task is to decide which ONE code best fits each idea based on these descriptions.  DO NOT CREATE ANY NEW codes that are not on the table at the end of these instructions.
Try to identify as many ideas in an answer as possible.  Any single word, phrase, sentence, or group of sentences that could be an idea should be treated as if it is an idea.  Here are some tips to help you identify different ideas in an answer:
9. Answers with the word “and” will almost always have more than one idea.  Here is an example, “His age and youth”.  Even though “age” and “youth” are similar, you should treat the two words as separate ideas.
10. Answers with the word “or” will almost always have more than one idea.  Here is an example, “His health or fitness”.  “Health” and “fitness” seem the same, but you should treat the two words as separate ideas.
11. Answers with comparisons will almost always have more than one idea.  Here is an example, “He cares more about the environment than business”.  The answer compares “the environment” to “business”, and you should treat “the environment” and “business” as separate ideas.
12. Any statement a respondent makes about himself or herself that does not mention someone or something other than the respondent should be treated as a separate idea.  The final three codes are for these types of ideas.  These ideas may refer to what the respondent is thinking or feeling while answering the question. Many statements that include the word “I” or “me” are these kinds of ideas.  Some statements without “I” or “me” are also these kinds of ideas.  A respondent might say “This is frustrating” or "This is hard", which are ideas about how the respondent felt while answering the question.  If an idea mentions someone or something other than the respondent, DO NOT assign one of the last three codes to the idea.  For example, an answer might include the statement “I guess it’s his age”.  “I guess” is an idea about the respondent, but “it’s his age” is an idea about Mr. Obama.  This means the entire idea “I guess it’s his age” should be assigned one of the first 40 codes.  Similarly, the statement “I trust him” refers explicitly to Mr. Obama as the object of the respondent’s trust. This phrase should be coded as if it is about Mr. Obama, and not be assigned one of the last three codes. PLEASE PAY VERY CLOSE ATTENTION to these types of statements. It is important not to overlook them.
You should interpret any idea that COULD be about Mr. Obama as if it is about Mr. Obama.  You should interpret any idea that is NOT about Mr. Obama, but COULD be about the respondent, as if it is about the respondent.
There are 33 codes in the table.  The first 29 codes are for ideas in which a respondent said something about Barack Obama that the respondent could think is a reason to vote for him.  Any idea that mentions something about Mr. Obama but does not fit any of the first 28 codes should be coded as fitting the 29th code (Candidate-Other).  The 30th code (Non-candidate/Non-respondent) is for ALL ideas in which a respondent talked about someone or something that is neither about Mr. Obama, nor about the respondent.  The last three codes (Don’t know, Refuse, and Respondent-Other) are for responses in which a respondent said “I don’t know”, “I’m not going to answer”, or any other comment a respondent made that is only about himself or herself.  
Many answers include the word “No”.  If the word “No” makes up an idea by itself, the idea should be assigned the code “Refuse”.  If the word “No” is used with “guess”, “clue”, or “idea”, the idea should be assigned the code “Don’t know”.


Coding Examples

Below are a set of responses broken down by idea and explanations of how you should code each idea.

Example answer #1: He will eliminate government waste and help poor people

Idea #1 He will eliminate government waste

This idea is about what Mr. Obama will do, and codes for ideas about what the candidate will do are the “Policy” codes.  In this idea, “government waste” has to do with government spending.  This means the code that best fits this idea is “Policy-Economic”, which includes “What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt”.  The first idea should be coded as Policy-Economic.


Idea #2 He will help poor people

This idea is also about what Mr. Obama will do, which means that one of the “Policy” codes will be the best fit.  For this idea, the code that best fits is “Policy-Poor people”, which includes “What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people”.  The second idea should be coded as Policy-Poor people.

Example answer #2: I haven’t thought much about it//My mother always votes for the Democrat//I guess because he’s different

Idea #1 I haven’t thought much about it

In this idea, the person is saying something only about himself as he tries to answer the question.  The respondent did not say that he does not know or that he does not want to answer.  Rather, the respondent has made a comment about how much he has thought about the question.  This means the code that best fits this answer is Respondent-Other.

Idea #2 My mother always votes for the Democrat

This phrase is about the respondent’s mother.  It is not something about Mr. Obama, and it is not something the respondent said about himself or herself.  The ONLY CODE for ideas about someone or something other than Mr. Obama and the respondent is Non-candidate/Non-respondent.

Idea #3 I guess it’s because he’s different

This idea includes “I guess” which is an idea about the respondent, and an idea about the candidate “he’s different”.  Because the idea mentions someone or something other than the respondent, you should not assign one of the last three codes to this idea.  The idea mentions the candidate, which means that one of the first 40 codes will fit.  Code 18 Openness mentions “different”, and this is closer to “he’s different” than any other code.  You should assign Openness to this idea.

Example answer #3: dk//dk//nothing//<RF>

Idea #1 dk

“dk” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “don’t know” or “I don’t know”.  This idea fits code Don’t know.

Idea #2 dk

The respondent said “I don’t know” again.  Every time a idea is repeated, it needs to be assigned a code.  Assign this idea to code Don’t know.

Idea #3 RF

“RF” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “Refused” or “I refuse to answer”.  This idea fits code Refuse.

Example answer #4: He’s a Democrat. I alws vote for the Democrat.  He’ll focus on change rather than the status quo.  The Republicans are destroying this country.

Idea #1 He’s a Democrat

This is something about Mr. Obama, which means you should use one of the first 40 codes.  The code that best fits this answer is “Party”, which includes “Is a Democrat”.  Code the first idea as Party.

Idea #2 I always vote for the Democrat

This idea includes a statement about the respondent “I always vote” and an idea about someone or something other than the respondent “for the Democrat”.   This means you should assign one of the first 40 codes to this idea.  The idea mentions “the Democrat”, which is something that COULD be about Mr. Obama.   This means the code that best fits this answer is also Party.

Idea #3 He’ll focus on change

This idea is about how much attention Mr. Obama will pay to something.  Ideas about how much attention the candidate will pay to something should be assigned one of the Policy codes.  None of the Policy codes mentions change, which means that Policy-Other is the best fit.

Idea #4 He’ll (not) focus on the status quo

This is another idea about how much attention Mr. Obama will pay to something.  The idea mentions that Mr. Obama will NOT pay attention to something, but not paying attention to something is still an idea about how much attention.  None of the Policy codes mentions “status quo” so Policy -Other is also the best fit for this idea.

Idea #5 The Republicans are destroying this country

This idea is about the Republicans.  The only code for ideas that are not about Mr. Obama or the respondent is Non-candidate/Non-respondent.
.



Barack Obama Likes Codes

	
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, likeable, not likeable, I like him, I do not like him

	2
	Party
	Is (or is not) a Democrat, is (or is not) a member of the Democrat Party, is (or is not) a Republican, is (or is not) a member of the Republican Party, is (or is not) a member of any of the following parties: America’s Party, Modern Whig Party, Objectivist Party, Independence Party of America, Boston Tea Party, Jefferson Republican Party, United States Pirate Party, Citizens Party of the United States, Party for Socialism and Liberation, Unity Party of America, America First Party, United States Marijuana Party, Green Party of the United States, Independent American Party, Christian Liberty Party, Labor Party, Reform Party of the United States of America, Constitution Party, Socialist Alternative, Socialist Action, United States Pacifist Party, National Socialist Movement, New Union Party, Socialist Party USA, Libertarian Party, Raza Unida Party, American Party, Peace and Freedom Party, Freedom Socialist Party, Socialist Equality Party, Workers World Party, Socialist Workers Party, Communist Party of the United States of America, Socialist Labor Party of America, Prohibition Party

	3
	Ideology/Philosophy
	Conservative, liberal, socialist, Marxist, communist, fascist, libertarian

	4
	Electability
	Can win, cannot win

	5
	Political experience
	Political experience, work the candidate has done as a politician or elected official, “experienced” or “inexperienced” in general

	6
	Military experience
	Military experience, work the candidate has done as a member of the army, navy, air force, marines, or national guard

	7
	Non-political/military experience
	Business experience, work the candidate has done in business, industry, or education

	8
	Scandal/Cover-up
	The candidate was involved in a scandal or cover-up

	9
	Other past activity
	Any mentioned of something the candidate did in the past that does not match another code

	10
	Personality – Ability
	The candidate's ability to accomplish a task or get the job done

	11
	Personality - Honesty
	The candidate's honesty, integrity, consistency, predictability, sincerity, truthfulness

	12
	Personality – Intelligence
	The candidate's intelligence

	13
	Personality – Leadership
	The candidate's ability to lead, get people to work together, make people want to follow, inspire people, inspire the respondent, motivate people, motivate the respondent

	14
	Personality - Other
	Anything about the candidate’s personality that does not match a description in codes 10-13

	15
	Health
	The candidate's health

	16
	Religion
	The candidate does, or does not, belong to a specific religious group.  The candidate is religious or not religious

	17
	Education
	The candidate’s education, where the candidate went to school or college, the candidate’s type of diploma or college degree

	18
	Physical Appearance
	The candidate's physical appearance, attractiveness, how good the candidate looks

	19
	Demographics
	The candidate's age, sex, sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, height, weight, marital status, or where the candidate is from

	20
	Policy-Economic
	What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt.  The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt.

	21
	Policy-Poor people
	What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on government programs to help poor people.
NOTE: This code should only be assigned to ideas that mention helping poor people or government programs to help poor people.  Examples of government programs to help poor people include: welfare, food stamps, Medicaid, Aid for Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), and public housing.  Any idea that mentions how much the candidate cares about poor people should be assigned code 34 Groups. 

	22
	Policy-Liberty
	What the candidate will allow people to do, prevent people from doing, or make legal or illegal. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on what people should be allowed or prevented from doing, or what should activities should be legal or illegal.

	23
	Policy-Enemy countries
	How the candidate will deal with enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions.

	24
	Policy-Friendly countries
	How the candidate will deal with friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries. 

	25
	Policy – General foreign policy
	How the candidate will deal with other countries in general, foreign policy in general, the reputation of the United States. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on other countries in general, foreign policy in general, the reputation of the United States.

	26
	Policy-Other
	What the candidate will do about something that does not match a description in codes 20-25. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on something that does not match a description in codes 20-25.

	27
	Groups
	The candidate's support for, or feelings about, a specific group of people
NOTE: see FAQ 2

	28
	Emotions/Feelings
	The candidate makes the respondent feel happy, sad, angry, proud, afraid, scared

	29
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about Mr. Obama that does not match another code

	30
	Non-candidate
	Any mention of something other than the candidate and that is not about the respondent

	31
	Don’t know
	I don’t know , Don’t know, DK, I’m unsure, I’m not sure, Unsure, You got me, I can’t remember, I have no clue, No clue, I have no idea, No idea, No guess

	32
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass, No

	33
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Don’t know or Refuse





FAQs
1. Question: What should I do if an idea fits more than one code?
Answer:  If one idea fits more than one code, you must decide which code fits the idea the best.

2. Question: How do I decide if an idea mentions “a specific group of people” in code 29?
Answer: A group can be an organization, such as “the American Association of Survey Coders”.   A group can also be people in the same line of work, such as “professional survey coders”.  A group can also be made up of people who are similar in some way, such as “really, really smart people”.  


Appendix 5
Trial 6 Coding Instructions - Obama Likes
Overview
Your task will be to code answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
This question was asked during conversations between interviewers and survey respondents that took place in the respondents’ homes.  Each interviewer read the question aloud and typed the respondents’ answers into a laptop computer.  You will be coding the things people said when they answered the question.
The answers people gave to the question have been divided into single ideas.  Your task is to assign one or more codes to each idea.  If more than one code fits an idea, you should assign more than one code to the idea. These instructions explain how to decide which code or codes you should assign to each idea. 
	IF YOU EVER HAVE A QUESTION ABOUT WHAT YOU SHOULD DO, FILL OUT A “QUESTION FORM” AND GIVE IT TO YOUR SUPERVISOR.  Your supervisor will get an answer to your question and pass it along to you.

Coding Instructions
Assign one or more codes to each idea.  The codes you can assign to an idea are listed in the table at the end of these instructions. Next to each code is a description of the ideas that should be coded in the code.  You should assign a code to an idea ONLY IF the idea clearly fits the code or code description.  DO NOT CREATE ANY NEW codes that are not on the table at the end of these instructions.
You should interpret any idea that COULD be about Mr. Obama as if it is about Mr. Obama.  You should interpret any idea that is NOT about Mr. Obama, but COULD be about the respondent, as if it is about the respondent.
There are 34 codes in the table.  The first 29 codes are for ideas in which a respondent said something about Barack Obama that the respondent could think is a reason to vote for him.  Any idea that mentions something about Mr. Obama but does not fit any of the first 28 codes should be coded as fitting the 29th code (Candidate-Other).  The 30th code (Non-candidate/Non-respondent) is for ALL ideas in which a respondent talked about someone or something that is neither about Mr. Obama, nor about the respondent.  Codes 31, 32, and 33 (Don’t know, Refuse, and Respondent-Other) are for responses in which a respondent said “I don’t know”, “I’m not going to answer”, or any other comment a respondent made that is only about himself or herself.   The last code (All other) is for ideas, or parts of ideas, that do not match any of the first 33 codes.  


Coding Examples

Below are a set of responses broken down by idea and explanations of how you should code each idea.

Idea #1 He will eliminate government waste

This idea is about what Mr. Obama will do, and codes for ideas about what the candidate will do are the “Policy” codes.  In this idea, “government waste” has to do with government spending.  This means the code that best fits this idea is “Policy-Economic”, which includes “What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt”.  The first idea should be coded as Policy-Economic.

Idea #2 He will help poor people

This idea is also about what Mr. Obama will do for poor people, which means that one of the “Policy” codes will be the best fit.  The idea also specifically mentions “poor people” which means the Groups code also fits.  The second idea should be coded as both Policy-Poor people and Groups

Idea #3 I haven’t thought much about it

In this idea, the person is saying something only about himself as he tries to answer the question.  The respondent did not say that he does not know or that he does not want to answer.  Rather, the respondent has made a comment about how much he has thought about the question.  This means the code that best fits this answer is Respondent-Other.

Idea #4 My mother always votes for the Democrat

This phrase is about the respondent’s mother.  It is not something about Mr. Obama, and it is not something the respondent said about himself or herself.  The code for ideas about someone or something other than Mr. Obama and the respondent is Non-candidate/Non-respondent.  The idea also mentions “Democrat”, which could be about Mr. Obama.  This means you should also assign the Party code to this idea.

Idea #5 I guess it’s because he’s different

This idea includes “I guess” which is an idea about the respondent, and an idea about the candidate “he’s different”.  You should assign two codes to this idea.  You should assign Respondent-Other to the “I guess part of the idea.  The “he’s different” part of the idea is clearly about Mr. Obama, but does not fit any of the first 28 codes.  This means you should assign code 29 Candidate-Other to this part of the idea.

Idea #6 dk

“dk” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “don’t know” or “I don’t know”.  This idea fits code Don’t know.

Idea #7 No

“No” means “there is nothing about the candidate that would make me vote for him”.  If an idea is simply “No” or “Nothing”, you should assign the idea to code Don’t know.

Idea #8 RF

“RF” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “Refused” or “I refuse to answer”.  This idea fits code Refuse.

Idea #9 He’s a Democrat

This is something about Mr. Obama.  The code that best fits this answer is “Party”, which includes “Is a Democrat”.  Code the first idea as Party.

Idea #10 I always vote for the Democrat

This idea includes fits both the Respondent-Other (“I always vote”) and Party (“Democrat”) codes.  Assign both to this idea.

Idea #11 He’ll raise taxes on the rich

This idea mentions a policy (“raise taxes”) and a group (“the rich”).  The “raise taxes” part of the idea clearly fit the Policy-Economic code description, so you should assign that code to the idea.  “The rich” make up a group, which means you should also assign the Groups code to the idea.

Idea #12 He’ll not focus on the status quo

This is another idea about how much attention Mr. Obama will pay to something.  NOT paying attention to something is still an idea about how much attention Mr. Obama will pay to something.  None of the Policy codes mentions “status quo” so Policy -Other is also the best fit for this idea.

Barack Obama Likes Codes

	
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, likeable, not likeable, I like him, I do not like him

	2
	Party
	Is (or is not) a Democrat, is (or is not) a member of the Democrat Party, is (or is not) a Republican, is (or is not) a member of the Republican Party, is (or is not) a member of any of the following parties: America’s Party, Modern Whig Party, Objectivist Party, Independence Party of America, Boston Tea Party, Jefferson Republican Party, United States Pirate Party, Citizens Party of the United States, Party for Socialism and Liberation, Unity Party of America, America First Party, United States Marijuana Party, Green Party of the United States, Independent American Party, Christian Liberty Party, Labor Party, Reform Party of the United States of America, Constitution Party, Socialist Alternative, Socialist Action, United States Pacifist Party, National Socialist Movement, New Union Party, Socialist Party USA, Libertarian Party, Raza Unida Party, American Party, Peace and Freedom Party, Freedom Socialist Party, Socialist Equality Party, Workers World Party, Socialist Workers Party, Communist Party of the United States of America, Socialist Labor Party of America, Prohibition Party

	3
	Ideology/Philosophy
	Conservative, liberal, socialist, Marxist, communist, fascist, libertarian

	4
	Electability
	Can win, cannot win

	5
	Political experience
	Political experience, work the candidate has done as a politician or elected official, “experienced” or “inexperienced” in general

	6
	Military experience
	Military experience, work the candidate has done as a member of the army, navy, air force, marines, or national guard

	7
	Non-political/military experience
	Business experience, work the candidate has done in business, industry, or education

	8
	Scandal/Cover-up
	The candidate was involved in a scandal or cover-up

	9
	Other past activity
	Any mentioned of something the candidate did in the past that does not match another code

	10
	Personality – Ability
	The candidate's ability to accomplish a task or get the job done

	11
	Personality - Honesty
	The candidate's honesty, integrity, consistency, predictability, sincerity, truthfulness

	12
	Personality – Intelligence
	The candidate's intelligence

	13
	Personality – Leadership
	The candidate's ability to lead, get people to work together, make people want to follow, inspire people, inspire the respondent, motivate people, motivate the respondent

	14
	Personality - Other
	Anything about the candidate’s personality that does not match a description in codes 10-13

	15
	Health
	The candidate's health

	16
	Religion
	The candidate does, or does not, belong to a specific religious group.  The candidate is religious or not religious

	17
	Education
	The candidate’s education, where the candidate went to school or college, the candidate’s type of diploma or college degree

	18
	Physical Appearance
	The candidate's physical appearance, attractiveness, how good the candidate looks

	19
	Demographics
	The candidate's age, sex, sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, height, weight, marital status, or where the candidate is from

	20
	Policy-Economic
	What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt.  The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt.

	21
	Policy-Poor people
	What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on government programs to help poor people.
NOTE: This code should only be assigned to ideas that mention helping poor people or government programs to help poor people.  Examples of government programs to help poor people include: welfare, food stamps, Medicaid, Aid for Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), and public housing.  Any idea that mentions how much the candidate cares about poor people should be assigned code 34 Groups. 

	22
	Policy-Liberty
	What the candidate will allow people to do, prevent people from doing, or make legal or illegal. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on what people should be allowed or prevented from doing, or what should activities should be legal or illegal.

	23
	Policy-Enemy countries
	How the candidate will deal with enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions.

	24
	Policy-Friendly countries
	How the candidate will deal with friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries. 

	25
	Policy – General foreign policy
	How the candidate will deal with other countries in general, foreign policy in general, the reputation of the United States. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on other countries in general, foreign policy in general, the reputation of the United States.

	26
	Policy-Other
	What the candidate will do about something that does not match a description in codes 20-25. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on something that does not match a description in codes 20-25.

	27
	Groups
	The candidate's support for, or feelings about, a specific group of people
NOTE: see FAQ 2

	28
	Emotions/Feelings
	The candidate makes the respondent feel happy, sad, angry, proud, afraid, scared

	29
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about Mr. Obama that does not match another code

	30
	Non-candidate
	Any mention of something other than the candidate and that is not about the respondent

	31
	Don’t know
	I don’t know , Don’t know, DK, I’m unsure, I’m not sure, Unsure, You got me, I can’t remember, I have no clue, No clue, I have no idea, No idea, No guess, no, nothing

	32
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass, No

	33
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Don’t know or Refuse

	34
	All other
	Any statement that does not fit codes 1 - 33 





FAQs
1. Question: How do I decide if an idea mentions “a specific group of people” in code 29?
Answer: A group can be an organization, such as “the American Association of Survey Coders”.   A group can also be people in the same line of work, such as “professional survey coders”.  A group can also be made up of people who are similar in some way, such as “really, really smart people”.  



Appendix 6
Chunking Instructions - Obama Likes
Overview
Your task will be to read answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
This question was asked during conversations between interviewers and survey respondents that took place in the respondents’ homes.  Each interviewer read the question aloud, and the computer recorded what the respondent said.  Your task for this part of the coding project is to “chunk” respondents’ answers in the transcriptions.
“Chunking” means dividing an answer into small parts, or chunks.  A chunk contains a single thought or idea that a respondent said to the interviewer.  Some answers that respondents gave contain only one chunk. Other answers contain many chunks.
IF YOU EVER HAVE A QUESTION ABOUT WHAT YOU SHOULD DO, FILL OUT A “QUESTION FORM” AND E-MAIL IT TO MATT BERENT (matt@mattberent.com).  Matt will get an answer to your question and pass it along to you.

Chunking Instructions
1. Your first task is to divide each answer in the Obama-Likes.xlsx spreadsheet into chunks.  A chunk is either (1) one reason why the respondent might vote for or against Barack Obama, (2) a respondent saying one thing about himself, or (3) one thing about a group or about a person who is not the respondent.  An answer may contain none of these kinds of chunks, one of these kinds, or two or more of these kinds of chunks.  A chunk:
a. CAN BE one word,
b. CAN BE a few words that do not make up a whole sentence,
c. CAN BE a whole sentence, or
d. CAN BE a group of sentences.

2. Your second task is to put each chunk you identified in one answer in a different column in the to the Obama-Likes.xlsx spreadsheet for that answer.  
a. To get started, look at the second row of the Obama-Likes.xlsx spreadsheet.  This is the first respondent’s answer to the question.  The first column in the second row is the respondent’s ID, and the second column in that row is the respondent’s answer.
b. Copy the first chunk you see in the answer, and paste that chunk into the third column in that row.  The label at the top of the third column should be Chunk 1. 
c. If the first respondent’s answer has more than one chunk, copy and paste the second chunk into the fourth column (labeled Chunk 2) of that row.
d. Copy and paste every additional chunk into a different column in that row.
e. If there are any words or letters in an answer that are not in any of the chunks, copy and paste those into the column labeled Unused.
f. Repeat steps a through e to copy and paste all the chunks, and unused words and letters, in different columns in for the second respondent’s answer Obama-Likes.xlsx.
g. Repeat steps a through e for every respondent’s answer in Obama-Likes.xlsx.

Different Kinds of Chunks
 Kinds of Chunks That You Should Put in Obama-Likes.xlsx.  You should put three kinds of chunks in Obama-Likes.xlsx.  One kind is anything a respondent said about Barack Obama.  The second kind of chunk is anything a respondent said about herself or himself.  The last kind of chunk is anything a said about a group, or a person who is not Barack Obama or the respondent.  All of these kinds of chunks should include ONLY ONE thought or comment.  A chunk should contain ONLY ONE thought or comment about Barack Obama, or ONLY ONE thought about a group or person other than Barack Obama who is not the respondent, or ONLY ONE thought or comment about the respondent.  A chunk CANNOT include a statement about more than one person or group.  
Here is more information about the three kinds of chunks:
1. ANYTHING THAT A RESPONDENT SAID ABOUT BARACK OBAMA.  This category includes anything the respondent said about Barack Obama.  This includes: (1) Barack Obama’s ideas, such as “he supports health care reform”; (2) things about his past, such as “he was a community organizer”; (3) his appearance, such as “he’s black”; (4) the people he knows or helps, such as “he looks out for poor people”; (5) his abilities, such as “he can get people to work together”; and (6) things about his campaign, such as “he gave a great speech”.  These can also be things that Barack Obama is not, or does not do, such as “he’s not a Republican” or “he doesn’t support tax breaks for the rich”.  All of these are things that a respondent might like or dislike about Barack Obama, so you should put all of these kinds of chunks in Obama-Likes.xlsx. You should chunk EVERYTHING that a respondent says about Barack Obama, even if a respondent says something that is false.
2. ANYTHING A RESPONDENT SAID ABOUT HIMSELF OR HERSELF.  A respondent might have said how she or he was thinking or feeling, or what she or he will do or is doing, as she or he attempts to answer the interviewer's question.  The word “I” signals to you that you should probably create a chunk containing “I” and some other words that describe the respondent.  The phrases “I think”, “I feel”, and “I don’t know” are examples of these types of chunks.  Whenever you see the word “I” you should try to put what the respondent said about himself or herself in a chunk.  Some chunks that describe the respondent do not include “I”.  For example, a respondent might say “This is frustrating” or "This is hard."    When the respondent said such things, he or she was describing how he or she felt while answering the question. Whenever a respondent made a statement about himself or herself, each such statement should be put in Obama-Likes.xlsx.
3. ANY REASON WHY A RESPONDENT LIKES OR DISLIKES A GROUP OR A PERSON WHO IS NOT BARACK OBAMA OR THE RESPONDENT.  Respondents might say what they like or dislike about groups or people who are not Barack Obama or the respondents.  Groups include political parties (such as the Republicans or the Democrats), parts of the government (such as Congress or The Supreme Court), the news media or people who work for the news media (such as reporters or the press), formal groups (such as labor unions and companies), and informal groups (such as minorities, and gays and lesbians.   Other people a respondent might mention include Obama’s family, his running mate (Joe Biden), his opponent (John McCain), other Democrats (such as Nancy Pelosi or Harry Reid), Republicans (such as George Bush or Dick Cheney), or people who have not been elected to an office (such as Jeremiah Wright or Rush Limbaugh).  You should put anything a respondent said he or she likes or dislikes about a group or another person who is not Barack Obama or the respondent in one of the Chunk columns in Obama-Likes.xlsx.  Some examples of these kinds of statements are “the Republicans oppose health care”, “McCain was in the military a community organizer”, “Democrats help people”, “Palin was bad for Alaska”, “I like Michelle Obama”.  All of these are things that a respondent might like or dislike about a group or a person who is not Barack Obama or the respondent, and all are chunks that you should put in Obama-Likes.xlsx.

Additional Instructions for Making Chunks
You will need to type some additional things when you are chunking a respondent’s answer.  The following instructions explain what you need to add and when.
1. TYPE PARENTHESES AROUND MISSPELLED WORDS.  The answers you will be chunking may have misspelled words.  If you are sure that you know the correct spelling for a misspelled word, you should put both the misspelled and corrected word in parentheses in a chunk.  For example, if a respondent said “He wants to rais taxes”, you would type “He wants to (rais raise) taxes” in Obama-Likes.xlsx.
2. TYPE BRACKETS AROUND PARTS OF A CHUNK THAT ARE NOT IDNETICAL TO THE WORDS A RESPONDENT SAID.  Whenever you put a chunk in respondent said “He wants to rais taxes”, you would type “He wants to (rais raise) taxes” in Obama-Likes.xlsx that is not identical to something a respondent said, you should put the words that are different in brackets.  This will most likely happen when a respondent’s answer has many chunks.  For example, if a respondent said, “He wants to rais taxes and destroy Wall Street”, you would put two chunks in Obama-Likes.xlsx.  The first is “He wants to (rais raise) taxes”.  The second chunk is “destroy Wall Street”.  But “He wants to” from the first chunk also applies to the second chunk.  This means the second chunk you should put in Obama-Likes.xlsx is “[He wants to] destroy Wall Street.”  The respondent said “destroy Wall Street”, not “He wants to destroy Wall Street”, so you should put the words “He wants to” in brackets.

Rule for Chunks
1. ONLY ONE THOUGHT OR COMMENT PER CHUNK:  A chunk must include only one thought or comment.  The words “and”, “but”, “since”, and “because” indicate that an answer should be separated into two or more chunks.  Whenever you see one of those words in an answer, you should try to separate the answer into multiple chunks.  Phrases and sentences that contain more than one idea should be broken up into multiple chunks.  For example, the answer, “His policies and his voting record” should be broken into two chunks.  One is “His policies”, and the second is “his voting record”.  The respondent has identified two reasons. Please put each reason as a separate chunk in Obama-Likes.xlsx.
2. A CHUNK SHOULD BE UNDERSTANDABLE BY ITSELF:  Put enough words in a chunk so that someone reading it later without reading the entire answer can understand what the respondent meant.  Any single chunk needs to make as much sense as possible by itself.  Some chunks with the words “he”, “she”, “it”, and “they” may not make sense to a reader later.  If the respondent made it clear who or what he/she was referring to when saying  “he”, “she”, “it”, or “they” is (or are), you should put who or what the respondent means by “he”, “she”, “it”, or “they” in brackets in the chunk.  For example, if “he” refers to the Barack Obama, you would put “he [Barack Obama]” in the chunk.  If the respondent has not indicated who or what “he”, “she”, “it”, or “they” is (or are), you should not add anything to the chunk.  
3. UNLESS FOLLOWING ONE OF THE INSTRUCTIONS ABOVE, USE ONLY THE RESPONDENT’S WORDS:  Unless you are placing words in brackets as described above, every chunk you put in Obama-Likes.xlsx should contain only words and phrases that the respondent said.  DO NOT paraphrase what the respondent said. Other than words in brackets, the words and phrases you put in Obama-Likes.xlsx should be IDENTICAL to words and phrases the respondent said.  
4. KEEP COMPARISONS IN THE SAME CHUNK:  Some respondents made comparisons.  Here is an example: “He cares more about health care than foreign policy.”  You can tell it’s a comparison by the word “than” between “health care” and “foreign policy”.  The respondent is comparing health care to foreign policy, so both health care and foreign policy should be in the same chunk.  You should put the entire comparison in a single chunk in Obama-Likes.xlsx.    
5. ONLY ONE ACTION WORD PER CHUNK:  Any chunk that is not a comparison can contain only one word or phrase that describes an action.  Action words include things a group or person has done, is doing, or will do.  Some examples are “voted for”, “supports”, and “will help”.  Other examples of single action words include “was”, “were”, “is, “are”, and “will be”.  
6. ONLY ONE ACTOR PER CHUNK:  Any chunk that is not a comparison can contain only one group or person who does the action.  For example, in the answer, “They voted for health care”, “They” is the person who did the action “voted for”.  Another example is “My family always does this”.  In this example, “My family” is the group for the action “does this”.  A chunk can contain ONLY ONE person, or ONE group, that has done, is doing, or will do A SINGLE action.  The one exception to this is a chunk with a comparison.
7. A CHUNK DOES NOT HAVE TO HAVE AN ACTION OR ACTOR:  A chunk DOES NOT have to contain a person or group, or an action.  Simple words or phrases such as “health care”, “unions”, and “young” can each be reasons why a respondent might like or dislike the Barack Obama.  One chunk might be “He will reform health care”, which includes a person doing the action (He) and an action (will reform health care).  Another chunk might be just “Health care”, without an action or person doing the action.  Please put all such chunks in Obama-Likes.xlsx.
8. ABBREVIATIONS:  You should put only two kinds of abbreviations in Obama-Likes.xlsx.  “DK” in an answer stands for “I don’t know”.  When you see “DK” in an answer, put “DK” into the spreadsheet.  The abbreviations “RF” and “REF” stand for “I refuse to answer”.  When you see “RF” or “REF” in an answer, put “RF” or “REF” into the spreadsheet.



The Answers
Many of the interviewers typed “//” to separate different answers that one respondent gave to the question.  When you see “//” in the file, treat it like a period at the end of a sentence.  Whatever appears before “//” is one phrase or sentence that you might need to put in Obama-Likes.xlsx.  Whatever appears after “//” is another phrase or sentence that you might need to put in Obama-Likes.xlsx.


Examples

Below is an example of what Obama-Likes.xlsx might look like:

	ID
	Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Unused

	000001
	I’ve always voted Democrat, he’s for common people and his opponent only helps the rich.  
	
	
	
	

	000002
	He understands what people need, especially when it comes to education.  He was always trying to help kids.
	
	
	
	

	000003  
	dk//dk//nothing//<RF>
	
	
	
	

	000004  
	pro-environment and against big oil.  He knows how the world works and everyone knows when the president is a Democrat.  No one messes with us then.
	
	
	
	

	000005
	He’s all about workers and families.  He talks about people and stuff, and he walks the walk.  He’s more interested in protecting the environment than helping big businesses.  He’ll look out for the minorties
	
	
	
	



This first respondent’s answer has three chunks.

The first chunk is “I’ve always voted Democrat”.  “I’ve” indicates that the respondent is the person doing the acting, and “voted” is the action.  The phrase “I’ve always voted Democrat” indicates what the respondent has done, and this could be a reason why a respondent would vote for the candidate.  Copy and paste the first chunk into the Chunk 1 column.

The second chunk is “he’s for common people”.  “He’s” indicates that “He” is the person doing the acting, and “is for” is the action.  The phrase “he’s for common people” indicates what “he” has done, and this could be another reason why a respondent would vote for the candidate.  Copy and paste the first chunk into the Chunk 2 column.

The third chunk is “his opponent only helps the rich”.  “his opponent” is the person doing the acting, and “helps ” is the action.  The phrase “his opponent only helps the rich” indicates something about the candidate’s opponent, and this could be another reason why a respondent would vote for the candidate.  Copy and paste the first chunk into the Chunk 3 column.

There are unused words or letters in the answer.  The word “and” was not put in any chunk.  Copy and paste “and” into the Unused column.

This is what the Obama-Likes.xlsx should look like now:   

	ID
	Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Unused

	000001
	I’ve always voted Democrat, he’s for common people and his opponent only helps the rich.  
	I’ve always voted Democrat
	he’s for common people
	his opponent only helps the rich
	and 

	000002
	He understands what people need, especially when it comes to education.  He was always trying to help kids.
	
	
	
	

	000003  
	dk//dk//nothing//<RF>
	
	
	
	

	000004  
	pro-environment and against big oil.  He knows how the world works and everyone knows when the president is a Democrat.  No one messes with us then.
	
	
	
	

	000005
	He’s all about workers and families.  He talks about people and stuff, and he walks the walk.  He’s more interested in protecting the environment than helping big businesses.  He’ll look out for the minorties
	
	
	
	



This second respondent’s answer has three chunks.

The first chunk is “He understands what people need”.  “He” is the person doing the acting, and “understands” is the action.  The phrase “He understands what people need” indicates something the candidate does.  Copy and paste the first chunk into the Chunk 1 column.

The second chunk is “He understands what people need when it comes to education”.  The phrase “He understands what people need” applies to the phrase “when it comes to education”, so the first phrase should be enclosed in brackets and included with the second chunk.  You should put “[He understands what people need] when it comes to education” in the Chunk 2 column in Obama-Likes.xlsx .

The third chunk is “He was always trying to help kids”.  “He” is again the person doing the acting, and “trying to help” is the action.  The phrase “He was always trying to help kids” indicates something the candidate used to do, and this could be another reason why a respondent would vote for the candidate.  Copy and paste the first chunk into the Chunk 3 column.

The word “especially” was not part of  any chunk, and should be copied into the Unused column.

This is what the Obama-Likes.xlsx should look like now:   

	ID
	Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Unused

	000001
	I’ve always voted Democrat, he’s for common people and his opponent only helps the rich.  
	I’ve always voted Democrat
	he’s for common people
	his opponent only helps the rich
	and 

	000002
	He understands what people need, especially when it comes to education.  He was always trying to help kids.
	He understands what people need
	[He understands what people need] when it comes to education
	He was always trying to help kids
	especially 

	000003  
	dk//dk//nothing//<RF>
	
	
	
	

	000004  
	pro-environment and against big oil.  He knows how the world works and everyone knows when the president is a Democrat.  No one messes with us then.
	
	
	
	

	000005
	He’s all about workers and families.  He talks about people and stuff, and he walks the walk.  He’s more interested in protecting the environment than helping big businesses.  He’ll look out for the minorties
	
	
	
	







The next respondent’s answer has four chunks.

The first chunk is the first “dk”.  This is the interviewer’s shorthand for “don’t know” or “I don’t know”.  This is a chunk you need to put in Obama-Likes.xlsx. Copy and paste “dk” into the Chunk 1 column.

The second chunk is the second “dk”.  It indicates that the respondent said she cannot think of a reason to vote for the candidate a second time.  Every time a chunk is repeated, you should put it in a different Chunk column.  Copy and paste the second “dk” into the Chunk 2 column.

The third chunk is “nothing”.  It indicates that the respondent said there is no reason to vote for the candidate, and this could be an answer to the question.  Copy and paste “nothing” into the Chunk 3 column.

The fourth chunk is “RF”.  This is the interviewer’s shorthand for “Refused” or “I refuse to answer”.  “I refuse to answer” is a chunk you need to put in Obama-Likes.xlsx.  Copy and paste “dk” into the Chunk 4 column.

There are no more chunks in this answer, and there are no unused words or letters, so there is nothing to add after the fourth chunk.  


1

This is what the Obama-Likes.xlsx should look like now:   

	ID
	Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Chunk 4
	Unused

	000001
	I’ve always voted Democrat, he’s for common people and his opponent only helps the rich.  
	I’ve always voted Democrat
	he’s for common people
	his opponent only helps the rich
	
	and 

	000002
	He understands what people need, especially when it comes to education.  He was always trying to help kids.
	He understands what people need
	[He understands what people need] when it comes to education
	He was always trying to help kids
	
	especially 

	000003  
	dk//dk//nothing//<RF>
	dk
	dk
	nothing
	RF
	

	000004  
	pro-environment and against big oil.  He knows how the world works and everyone knows when the president is a Democrat.  No one messes with us then.
	
	
	
	
	

	000005
	He’s all about workers and families.  He talks about people and stuff, and he walks the walk.  He’s more interested in protecting the environment than helping big businesses.  He’ll look out for the minorties
	
	
	
	
	





The next respondent’s answer has five chunks.

The first chunk is “pro-environment”.  It does not have a person or group doing an action, and no action.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 1 column.

The second chunk is “against big oil”.  It also does not have a person or group doing an action, and no action.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 2 column.

The third chunk is “He knows how the world works”.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 3 column.

The fourth chunk is “everyone knows when the president is a Democrat”.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 4 column.

The fifth chunk is the first “No one messes with us then”.  “No one” indicates who is doing the action “messes”.  The word “then” refers back to “when the president is a Democrat” and should be added to the fifth chunk.  You should put “No one messes with us [when the president is a Democrat]” in the Chunk 5 column.

There are no more chunks in this answer.  But the word “and” appeared twice in the answer and was not in any chunks, and the word “then” was also not in any chunks.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Unused column.  



This is what the Obama-Likes.xlsx should look like now:   

	ID
	Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Chunk 4
	Chunk 5
	Chunk 6
	Chunk 7
	Unused

	000001
	I’ve always voted Democrat, he’s for common people and his opponent only helps the rich.  
	I’ve always voted Democrat
	he’s for common people
	his opponent only helps the rich
	
	
	
	
	and 

	000002
	He understands what people need, especially when it comes to education.  He was always trying to help kids.
	He understands what people need
	[He understands what people need] when it comes to education
	He was always trying to help kids
	
	
	
	
	especially 

	000003  
	dk//dk//nothing//<RF>
	dk
	dk
	nothing
	RF
	
	
	
	

	000004  
	pro-environment and against big oil.  He knows how the world works and everyone knows when the president is a Democrat.  No one messes with us then.
	pro-environment 
	against big oil
	He knows how the world works 
	everyone knows when the president is a Democrat
	No one messes with us [when the president is a Democrat]
	
	
	And and then

	000005
	He’s all about workers and families.  He talks about people and stuff, and he walks the walk.  He’s more interested in protecting the environment than helping big businesses.  He’ll look out for the minorties
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	





The last answer has seven chunks.

The first chunk is “He’s all about workers”.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 1 column.

The second chunk is “[He’s all about] families”.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 2 column.

The third chunk is “He talks about people”.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 3 column.

The fourth chunk is “[He talks about] stuff”.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 4 column.

The fifth chunk is “He walks the walk”.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 5 column.

The sixth chunk is “He’s more interested in protecting the environment than helping big businesses”.  The respondent is comparing the environment to big businesses, and you should put both parts in the same chunk.  Copy and paste the entire comparison into the Chunk 6 column.

The seventh chunk is “He’ll look out for the minorties.”  If you are confident that the interviewer meant to type “minorities” instead of “minorties”, you should enter the misspelled and corrected words in the chunk.  You should put “He’ll look out for the (minorties minorities)” in the Chunk 7 column.

The respondent used the word “and” three times, but the word “and” was not part of any chunk.  You should repeat the word “and” three times in the Unused column


This is what the Obama-Likes.xlsx should look like now:   

	ID
	Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Chunk 4
	Chunk 5
	Chunk 6
	Chunk 7
	Unused

	000001
	I’ve always voted Democrat, he’s for common people and his opponent only helps the rich.  
	I’ve always voted Democrat
	he’s for common people
	his opponent only helps the rich
	
	
	
	
	and 

	000002
	He understands what people need, especially when it comes to education.  He was always trying to help kids.
	He understands what people need
	[He understands what people need] when it comes to education
	He was always trying to help kids
	
	
	
	
	especially 

	000003  
	dk//dk//nothing//<RF>
	dk
	dk
	nothing
	RF
	
	
	
	

	000004  
	pro-environment and against big oil.  He knows how the world works and everyone knows when the president is a Democrat.  No one messes with us then.
	pro-environment 
	against big oil
	He knows how the world works 
	everyone knows when the president is a Democrat
	No one messes with us [when the president is a Democrat]
	
	
	and and then

	000005
	He’s all about workers and families.  He talks about people and stuff, and he walks the walk.  He’s more interested in protecting the environment than helping big businesses.  He’ll look out for the minorties
	He’s all about workers 
	He’s all about families
	He talks about people 
	He talks about stuff
	he walks the walk
	He’s more interested in protecting the environment than helping big businesses
	He’ll look out for the (minorties minorities)
	and and and 






FAQs

1.  Question: What should I do if I’m not sure what a transcript means?  What if I cannot make any sense out of a transcript?

Answer: The answers you are chunking were typed by the interviewers.  Many interviewers typed words incorrectly, and many included grammatical errors.  Some answers might not might much sense as they were typed.  Part of your task is to interpret what the interviewers typed, or meant to type,  as best as you can.  If you cannot make any sense of part of an answer the interviewer typed, include that part of the answer in the Unused column of the spreadsheet.

2.  If an idea uses the word “he” (e.g. “He’s for tax reform”), should I change “he” to the candidate’s name?

Answer:  No.  If an idea uses the word “he”, you can leave “he” in the chunk.

3.  If a respondent said one thing about the candidate was caused by something else, should the answer be one chunk or two?

Answer:  Some respondents may make cause and effect statements when answering the question (e.g. I believe in him because of his religion).  Cause and effect answers should be included in one chunk.  In the preceding example, you should NOT divide the answer into “I believe in him” and “his religion” chunks.  Keep both parts in a single chunk.

4.  If I add punctuation to a chunk, should I put the punctuation in brackets?

Answer:  Yes.  Anything you add to a chunk that is not identical to the transcript should be enclosed in brackets.  This includes punctuation.

5. What should I do if an interviewer paraphrases a respondents answer, and refers to the respondent in the third person (e.g. “The respondent believes the candidate is trustworthy”)?

Answer: Do not ignore interviewer references to the respondent in the third person.  You should record the full transcript in the chunks columns.  In the preceding example, you should record “The respondent believes the candidate is trustworthy” as two chunks.  The first is “The respondent believes” and the second is “the candidate is trustworthy”. 


Appendix 7
Chunker Question Form

Part 1 – To be completed by the chunker

Chunker name or ID ______________________________________________

Which transcripts you are chunking?  _________________________________

What is the Case ID of the transcript about which you are asking? __________________

What is your question?  (provide as much detail as possible)  ______________________










Part 2 – To be completed by Matt Berent

Date Received _____/_____/__________

Answer _________________________________________________________________







Date Answered_____/_____/__________


Appendix 8
Instructions for Chunking Reconciliation

During a previous task you chunked answers to the following question:
Is there anything about Barack Obama that would make you vote for him?
We have compared the chunks you created from each answer to the chunks created by another person.  We found that the number of chunks you created from an answer was the same as the number of chunks created by the other person most of the time.  
However, sometimes you and the other person created different numbers of chunks.  Also, the exact wording of many of the chunks you and the other person created were not identical.
Your task now is to “reconcile” the chunks you created with the chunks created by the other person.  “Reconciling” means combining the two sets of chunks into a “best” set of chunks for each answer.  You will need to talk with the other person who chunked the answers in order to reconcile the two sets of chunks.  THIS IS THE ONLY TASK FOR WHICH YOU SHOULD DISCUSS YOUR WORK WITH ANOTHER PERSON.  
Your first task is to reread the chunking instructions you followed to create the chunks.  Then read each answer that you chunked differently than the other person.  Discuss why you chunked each answer the way you did with the other person.  After each of you have discussed why you chunked an answer the way you did, you should decide on a set of chunks that you and the other person both agree is accurate.
The set of chunks that you and the other person both agree is accurate DOES NOT have to be one of your original sets of chunks.  The reconciled chunking may have some chunks from your set and some chunks from the other person’s.  You might also decide that the reconciled chunks should have something that is not in either of your original sets of chunks.  Whatever you decide, you and the other person MUST BOTH AGREE that the reconciled set of chunks is accurate.
The spreadsheet Obama Likes reconciled chunks.xlsx contains all of the answers you and the other person chunked differently.  The spreadsheet is organized so that one row is how the first person chunked an answer, and the next row is how the other person chunked the answer.  The row after each of these is labeled “Reconciled”.  This is the row in which you should enter the set of chunks that both you and the other person agree is the “best” way to chunk the answer.
IF YOU EVER HAVE A QUESTION ABOUT WHAT YOU SHOULD DO, FILL OUT A “QUESTION FORM” AND E-MAIL IT TO MATT BERENT (matt@mattberent.com).  Matt will get an answer to your question and pass it along to you.


Appendix 9
Coding Instructions - Obama Likes
Overview
Your task will be to code answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
This question was asked during conversations between interviewers and survey respondents that took place in the respondents’ homes.  Each interviewer read the question aloud and typed the respondents’ answers into a laptop computer.  You will be coding the things people said when they answered the question.
The answers people gave to the question have been divided into single ideas.  Your task is to assign one or more codes to each idea.  If more than one code fits an idea, you should assign more than one code to the idea. These instructions explain how to decide which code or codes you should assign to each idea.
	IF YOU EVER HAVE A QUESTION ABOUT WHAT YOU SHOULD DO, FILL OUT A “QUESTION FORM” AND GIVE IT TO YOUR SUPERVISOR.  Your supervisor will get an answer to your question and pass it along to you.

Coding Instructions
Assign one or more codes to each idea.  The codes you can assign to an idea are listed in the table at the end of these instructions. Next to each code is a description of the ideas that should be coded in the code.  You should assign a code to an idea ONLY IF the idea clearly fits the code or code description.  DO NOT CREATE ANY NEW codes that are not on the table at the end of these instructions.
You should interpret any idea that COULD be about Mr. Obama as if it is about Mr. Obama.  You should interpret any idea that is NOT about Mr. Obama, but COULD be about the respondent, as if it is about the respondent.
There are 34 codes in the table.  The first 29 codes are for ideas in which a respondent said something about Barack Obama that the respondent could think is a reason to vote for him.  Any idea that mentions something about Mr. Obama but does not fit any of the first 28 codes should be coded as fitting the 29th code (Candidate-Other).  The 30th code (Non-candidate/Non-respondent) is for ALL ideas in which a respondent talked about someone or something that is neither about Mr. Obama, nor about the respondent.  Codes 31, 32, and 33 (Don’t know, Refuse, and Respondent-Other) are for responses in which a respondent said “I don’t know”, “I’m not going to answer”, or any other comment a respondent made that is only about himself or herself.   The last code (All other) is for ideas, or parts of ideas, that do not match any of the first 33 codes.  


Coding Examples

Below are a set of responses broken down by idea and explanations of how you should code each idea.

Idea #1 He will eliminate government waste

This idea is about what Mr. Obama will do, and codes for ideas about what the candidate will do are the “Policy” codes.  In this idea, “government waste” has to do with government spending.  This means the code that best fits this idea is “Policy-Economic”, which includes “What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt”.  The first idea should be coded as Policy-Economic.

Idea #2 He will help poor people

This idea is also about what Mr. Obama will do for poor people, which means that one of the “Policy” codes will be the best fit.  The idea also specifically mentions “poor people” which means the Groups code also fits.  The second idea should be coded as both Policy-Poor people and Groups

Idea #3 I haven’t thought much about it

In this idea, the person is saying something only about himself as he tries to answer the question.  The respondent did not say that he does not know or that he does not want to answer.  Rather, the respondent has made a comment about how much he has thought about the question.  This means the code that best fits this answer is Respondent-Other.

Idea #4 My mother always votes for the Democrat

This phrase is about the respondent’s mother.  It is not something about Mr. Obama, and it is not something the respondent said about himself or herself.  The code for ideas about someone or something other than Mr. Obama and the respondent is Non-candidate/Non-respondent.  The idea also mentions “Democrat”, which could be about Mr. Obama.  This means you should also assign the Party code to this idea.

Idea #5 I guess it’s because he’s different

This idea includes “I guess” which is an idea about the respondent, and an idea about the candidate “he’s different”.  You should assign two codes to this idea.  You should assign Respondent-Other to the “I guess part of the idea.  The “he’s different” part of the idea is clearly about Mr. Obama, but does not fit any of the first 28 codes.  This means you should assign code 29 Candidate-Other to this part of the idea.

Idea #6 dk

“dk” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “don’t know” or “I don’t know”.  This idea fits code Don’t know.

Idea #7 No

“No” means “there is nothing about the candidate that would make me vote for him”.  If an idea is simply “No” or “Nothing”, you should assign the idea to code Don’t know. 

Idea #8 RF

“RF” is the interviewer’s shorthand for “Refused” or “I refuse to answer”.  This idea fits code Refuse.

Idea #9 He’s a Democrat

This is something about Mr. Obama.  The code that best fits this answer is “Party”, which includes “Is a Democrat”.  Code the first idea as Party.

Idea #10 I always vote for the Democrat

This idea includes fits both the Respondent-Other (“I always vote”) and Party (“Democrat”) codes.  Assign both to this idea.

Idea #11 He’ll raise taxes on the rich

This idea mentions a policy (“raise taxes”) and a group (“the rich”).  The “raise taxes” part of the idea clearly fit the Policy-Economic code description, so you should assign that code to the idea.  “The rich” make up a group, which means you should also assign the Groups code to the idea.

Idea #12 He’ll not focus on the status quo

This is another idea about how much attention Mr. Obama will pay to something.  NOT paying attention to something is still an idea about how much attention Mr. Obama will pay to something.  None of the Policy codes mentions “status quo” so Policy -Other is also the best fit for this idea.

Barack Obama Likes Codes

	
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, likeable, not likeable, I like him, I do not like him

	2
	Party
	Is (or is not) a Democrat, is (or is not) a member of the Democrat Party, is (or is not) a Republican, is (or is not) a member of the Republican Party, is (or is not) a member of any of the following parties: America’s Party, Modern Whig Party, Objectivist Party, Independence Party of America, Boston Tea Party, Jefferson Republican Party, United States Pirate Party, Citizens Party of the United States, Party for Socialism and Liberation, Unity Party of America, America First Party, United States Marijuana Party, Green Party of the United States, Independent American Party, Christian Liberty Party, Labor Party, Reform Party of the United States of America, Constitution Party, Socialist Alternative, Socialist Action, United States Pacifist Party, National Socialist Movement, New Union Party, Socialist Party USA, Libertarian Party, Raza Unida Party, American Party, Peace and Freedom Party, Freedom Socialist Party, Socialist Equality Party, Workers World Party, Socialist Workers Party, Communist Party of the United States of America, Socialist Labor Party of America, Prohibition Party

	3
	Ideology/Philosophy
	Conservative, liberal, socialist, Marxist, communist, fascist, libertarian

	4
	Electability
	Can win, cannot win

	5
	Political experience
	Political experience, work the candidate has done as a politician or elected official, “experienced” or “inexperienced” in general

	6
	Military experience
	Military experience, work the candidate has done as a member of the army, navy, air force, marines, or national guard

	7
	Non-political/military experience
	Business experience, work the candidate has done in business, industry, or education

	8
	Scandal/Cover-up
	The candidate was involved in a scandal or cover-up

	9
	Other past activity
	Any mentioned of something the candidate did in the past that does not match another code

	10
	Personality – Ability
	The candidate's ability to accomplish a task or get the job done

	11
	Personality - Honesty
	The candidate's honesty, integrity, consistency, predictability, sincerity, truthfulness

	12
	Personality – Intelligence
	The candidate's intelligence

	13
	Personality – Leadership
	The candidate's ability to lead, get people to work together, make people want to follow, inspire people, inspire the respondent, motivate people, motivate the respondent

	14
	Personality - Other
	Anything about the candidate’s personality that does not match a description in codes 10-13

	15
	Health
	The candidate's health

	16
	Religion
	The candidate does, or does not, belong to a specific religious group.  The candidate is religious or not religious

	17
	Education
	The candidate’s education, where the candidate went to school or college, the candidate’s type of diploma or college degree

	18
	Physical Appearance
	The candidate's physical appearance, attractiveness, how good the candidate looks

	19
	Demographics
	The candidate's age, sex, sexual orientation, race, ethnicity, height, weight, marital status, or where the candidate is from

	20
	Policy-Economic
	What the candidate will do about the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt.  The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on the economy, taxes, government spending, the budget, the deficit, the national debt.

	21
	Policy-Poor people
	What the candidate will do about government programs to help poor people. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on government programs to help poor people.
NOTE: This code should only be assigned to ideas that mention helping poor people or government programs to help poor people.  Examples of government programs to help poor people include: welfare, food stamps, Medicaid, Aid for Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), and public housing.  Any idea that mentions how much the candidate cares about poor people should be assigned code 34 Groups. 

	22
	Policy-Liberty
	What the candidate will allow people to do, prevent people from doing, or make legal or illegal. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on what people should be allowed or prevented from doing, or what should activities should be legal or illegal.

	23
	Policy-Enemy countries
	How the candidate will deal with enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on enemies of the U.S., war, sanctions.

	24
	Policy-Friendly countries
	How the candidate will deal with friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on friends of the U.S., allies, cooperation with other countries. 

	25
	Policy – General foreign policy
	How the candidate will deal with other countries in general, foreign policy in general, the reputation of the United States. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on other countries in general, foreign policy in general, the reputation of the United States.

	26
	Policy-Other
	What the candidate will do about something that does not match a description in codes 20-25. The candidate’s policy, stand, views, position, or emphasis on something that does not match a description in codes 20-25.

	27
	Groups
	The candidate's support for, or feelings about, a specific group of people
NOTE: see FAQ 2

	28
	Emotions/Feelings
	The candidate makes the respondent feel happy, sad, angry, proud, afraid, scared

	29
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about Mr. Obama that does not match another code

	30
	Non-candidate
	Any mention of something other than the candidate and that is not about the respondent

	31
	Don’t know
	I don’t know , Don’t know, DK, I’m unsure, I’m not sure, Unsure, You got me, I can’t remember, I have no clue, No clue, I have no idea, No idea, No guess, no, nothing

	32
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass

	33
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Don’t know or Refuse

	34
	All other
	Any statement that does not fit codes 1 - 33 





FAQs
1. Question: How do I decide if an idea mentions “a specific group of people” in code 29?
Answer: A group can be an organization, such as “the American Association of Survey Coders”.   A group can also be people in the same line of work, such as “professional survey coders”.  A group can also be made up of people who are similar in some way, such as “really, really smart people”.  
2.  How should references to a candidate’s running mate (Vice Presidential selection) be coded?
Answer:  There are two ways to code references to a candidate’s running mate.  The correct coding depends on other content that may be in an idea.  If the idea ONLY mentions the running mate (e.g. “Palin” or “Biden”), you should assign the code “Non-candidate” to the idea.  If the idea mentions the running mate and something else (e.g. “He chose a good running mate” or “I don’t like his running mate”), you should apply the “Non-candidate” code to the idea AND any other code that applies (e.g. “Other past activity” or “General”).
3.  If an idea is not specific, should we assume they are talking about the candidate or the candidate’s policies?
Answer:  Any answer that could be about the candidate should be coded as if it is about the candidate.  Do not assume and idea is about policies unless the idea mentions policies or a policy.  For example, the idea “he is just like everyone else” should be assigned the “Candidate-Other” (for “He is”) and “Non-candidate” (for “everyone else”) codes.
4.  Should I assign “Respondent-Other” to ideas that include “I like” or “I dislike”? 
Answer:  If the idea is simply “I like him” or “I dislike him”, assign the “General” code to the idea.  If the idea includes “I like” or “I dislike” plus something else, assign the “Respondent-Other” and any other applicable codes to the idea.


Appendix 10
Coder Question Form

Part 1 – To be completed by the coder

Coder name or ID _______________________

Which transcripts you are coding?  _________________________________

What is the Case ID of the transcript about which you are asking?  __________________

What is your question?  (provide as much detail as possible)  






Part 2 – To be completed by a Language Logic Supervisor or Project Manager

Supervisor name or ID __________________________

Date Received _____/_____/__________

Part 3 – To be completed by the Client

Date Received: ____________________ 

Answer:  
  







Date Answered: ____________________ 


Appendix 11
Coding Reconciliation Instructions - Obama Likes
During a previous task you coded answers to the following question:
Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM??
We have compared the codes you assigned to each answer to the codes assigned by another person.  We found that the codes you assigned to an answer were the same as the codes assigned by another person most of the time.  However, sometimes you and the other person assigned different codes.
Your task now is to “reconcile” the codes you assigned with the codes assigned by the other person.  “Reconciling” means combining the two sets of codes into a “best” set of codes for each answer.  You will need to talk with the other person who coded the answers in order to reconcile the two sets of codes.  
Your task is to read each answer that you coded differently than the other coder, and discuss how you coded the answer with the other person.  After each of you have discussed how you coded an answer, you should decide on a set of codes that you and the other person both agree is accurate.
A set of codes that you and the other person both agree is accurate DOES NOT have to be one of your original sets of codes.  The reconciled coding may have some codes from your set of codes and some codes from the other person’s.  You might also decide that the reconciled codes should have something that is not in either of your original sets of codes.  Whatever you decide, you and the other person MUST BOTH AGREE that the reconciled set of codes is accurate.
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