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[bookmark: _Toc475364940]Introduction
During the ANES 2008 Time Series Study post-election interviews, respondents were asked the following questions about the reasons why candidates won or lost party nominations or the general election[footnoteRef:1]: [1:  These questions are identified as items T2, T3, T5, and T6 in the post-election questionnaire.] 

1. WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
2. WHY do you think Hillary Clinton lost the Democratic nomination?
3. WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Presidential election?
4. WHY do you think John McCain lost the Presidential election?
	In this report, we first provide a brief history of these questions (which we refer to collectively as “Reasons for Election Outcomes” or “REO” questions) in the ANES Time Series.  We then describe the processes that led us to develop procedures for coding answers to the 2008 REO and we report evidence of the reliability of the new codes.

[bookmark: _Toc475364941]Background of REO Questions
	Questions about reasons why candidates won or lost their party’s nomination or the general election were a product of a Bonus Minutes module. For the 2008 Time Series study, the American National Election Studies publicized an opportunity for scholars to purchase time on pre-election and post election questionnaires. This opportunity permitted the ANES to ask more questions than its original NSF grant would have allowed. A condition of participating in this program is that scholars who purchased the time would not have exclusive access to data. So the Bonus Minutes program was a way for individual scholars to add their own questions to the Time Series while helping to finance the broader publicly available study (Krosnick, Lupia, Hutchings, DeBell, and Donakowski, 2008).
	The REO questions come from a Bonus Minutes module proposed and purchased by Donald R. Kinder and Nancy E. Burns of the University of Michigan, both of whom are former Principal Investigators of the ANES. The four REO questions were part of a series of questions designed to measure emotional reactions to election outcomes. Similar questions had not been asked during previous ANES Time Series Study interviews.
	The ANES has included many other open-ended questions in previous Time Series studies. These include questions about reasons to vote for or against candidates, what people like and dislike about the two major political parties, what political offices held by various political figures, the most important problem facing the nation, and respondents’ self-reports of their occupations and the industries in which they work. Lengthy sets of categories for coding answers to these questions have developed over numerous election cycles, and scholars have used the coded data to provide numerous insights into the political beliefs and feelings of the American public. We utilized these previous code frames and their uses by scholars when developing improved coding systems after the 2008 election (Berent, Krosnick, and Lupia, 2013a; Berent, Krosnick, and Lupia, 2013b; Berent, Krosnick, and Lupia 2013c; Berent, Krosnick, and Lupia 2015; Berent, Krosnick, and Lupia 2017). 
No such legacy on which we might draw existed for coding the 2008 REO data. This presented us with the unique opportunity to focus exclusively on applying best practices for developing codes and a system for coders to assign appropriate categories to REO answers. This report details the results of our efforts.
[bookmark: _Toc475364942]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 REO 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, employing multiple independent coders to document important properties of the coding process, and public disclosure of all 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) [bookmark: _Toc351036519]Source data (transcribed open-ended responses) are publicly disclosed.

[bookmark: _Toc475364943]How the REO Codes Were Created
We set out to develop a set of code categories for the REO 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 meet the criteria specified by DeBell (2013) and listed above.  
This section of the report describes how we created and evaluated these codes. 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 developed the set of codes for classifying answers to REO questions in conjunction with the codes for classifying answers to questions about reasons to vote for or against candidates (which we call Candidate For or Against, or CFA, data). We expected that reasons respondents gave for voting for or against candidates would be similar to their explanations of why candidates won or lost elections, and that scholars would use REO data in much the same way they have used CFA data. For these reasons, we leveraged the CFA code frame development and coding process in developing categories and procedures for coding REO data. The results were a final coding framework and coding instructions that achieve high levels of inter-coder reliability.The appendices describe our procedures in greater detail.
[bookmark: _Toc474242774][bookmark: _Toc475364944]Creating a Set of Categories
We began with a set of criteria for developing reliable and meaningful REO 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 REO data.
· The set of categories would reflect how scholars are likely to use the 2008 REO data.
 We had previously developed a set of categories for classifying the 2008 ANES CFA data following the best practices recommended by DeBell (2013). The procedure we used to develop those codes is extensively documented in Berent, Krosnick, & Lupia (2015). To summarize, we first examined how scholars used CFA data. We then proposed a set of mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive categories to a panel of expert scholars. 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).  We used their feedback to produce a set of mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive codes. We then evaluated whether and how human coders could reliably apply these codes to 2008 ANES data. We used these evaluations along with stringent inter-coder reliability criteria to identify and address sources of error. Hence, CFA codes now have documented procedures and reliability statistics that future scholars can use to make more reliable inferences about CFA data over time.
The first step in adapting the CFA codes for REO data involved eliminating categories that were inappropriate for the REO data. We identified one CFA category for which this was the case. The set of CFA categories included a “Non-candidate” code that was applied to any answer that mentioned someone or something other than the candidate or respondent as a reason to vote for or against the candidate mentioned in a CFA question. The 2008 CFA questions specifically asked for “…anything in particular about” the candidate “that might make you want to vote for or against him?” We considered any answer that mentioned someone or something other than the candidate as a non-substantive response to the question (e.g., “I haven’t heard anything good about the other candidate.”), and we included a “Non-candidate” category to classify such answers. We considered that non-candidate statements could be substantive answers to the REO questions, and that a single category for all non-candidate statements was inappropriately broad.  Consequently, the “Non-candidate” category for non-substantive answers was eliminated from the set of REO categories.
The second step was to develop categories for substantive answers to the REO questions that were not included in the set of CFA codes. We added nine such categories to the list. Six of these applied to characteristics of the campaigns (i.e., general references, debates, advertising, speeches, money, and all other). The other three included references to a candidate’s running mate, statements about the candidate’s opponent, and mentions of the number of votes a candidate received. The result was the final set of REO categories in Table 1.
[bookmark: _Toc475364945]Overview of the Coding Process
	After developing the code framework described above, we used a process by which human coders could consistently and reliably classify REO data into the categories listed in Table 1. This process resulted from our development of the coding procedure for CFA data. Extensive documentation of our development of the coding system is also available in our report to the ANES (Berent, Krosnick, & Lupia, 2015) and will only be described in brief here. 
	Developing the coding process involved a series of six trials in which two coders independently assigned codes to random samples of CFA items. 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.  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.  
	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. As a result, we included chunking as the initial step in REO coding procedure 
[bookmark: _Toc475364946]Chunking the 2008 REO Data
	Undergraduates working in a political psychology lab at Stanford University chunked all answers to the REO questions.  For each set of answers, two undergraduates worked independently to divide answers into discrete chunks using the chunking instructions (see Appendix 1).  The instructions asked the undergraduates to identify all chunks and the order in which they appeared in individual answers.  The undergraduates 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 2). 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 undergraduates 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.
	Two activities followed full independent chunking of a set of REO answers.  First, the two undergraduates 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 3 for the instructions).  These “reconciled” chunks are the items to which the professional coders assigned codes.  Second, in order to evaluate “inter-chunker” reliability, we enlisted another undergraduate from the lab to review the independent chunking results (see Appendix 4 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 undergraduates conducting reviews. 
	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 produced identical chunking results and the number of responses for which the two chunkers identified the same number of number of chunks.  At the chunk level, we report the percent of chunks that were in the same transcript location for both chunkers and the number of chunks that were the same for the two 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 3 includes results from our aggregate inter-chunker reliability analyses.  Identical chunking at the response level ranged from 72.28% (Reasons why Obama won the general election) to 87.82% (Reasons why Clinton lost the nomination). The percent of answers for which the two chunkers identified the same number of chunks ranged from 82.18% (Reasons why Obama won the general election) to 89.74% (Reasons why Clinton lost the nomination). At the chunk level, the percent of chunks that were the same and appeared in the location ranged from 76.97% (Reasons why Obama won the nomination) to 86.64% (Reasons why Clinton lost the nomination), and the number of identical chunks ranged from  84.08% (Reasons why Obama won the nomination) to 94.79% (Reasons why Clinton lost the nomination).
[bookmark: _Toc475364947]Assigning Codes to Chunks and Evaluating Agreement Levels
	 Two trained professional 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 5. Coders who were unsure about the coding instructions or who had questions about coding a particular chunk submitted a “coder question form” (see Appendix 6). 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 REO 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 7 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 REO 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 REO 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 REO Reasons why Clinton lost the nomination question, the upper limit of k is 312 (chunks) × 2 (coders) × 42 (codes), or 26,208.  The other REO questions had different numbers of chunks (Reasons why Obama won the nomination=321, Reasons why McCain lost the general election=344, and Reasons why Obama won the general election=308), resulting in upper limits of 26,964 (Reasons why Obama won the nomination), 28,896 (Reasons why McCain lost the general election), and 25,872 (Reasons why Obama won the general election).  The actual value of k depends on how many codes each coder applied to the items.  If coder A applied a total of 600 codes across 300 chunks (i.e. an average of 2.0 codes per chunk) and coder B applied 450 codes to those same chunks (i.e. an average of 1.5 codes per chunk), the total number of codes applied is 1,050 (i.e., 600 + 450).  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. We first examined how often coders assigned the same codes in the same order to a chunk and how often coders assigned the same number of codes to a chunk (see Table 4).  Overall, the coders assigned the same codes in the same order to 95.12% of the REO chunks (Reasons why Obama won the nomination=97.27%; Reasons why Clinton lost the nomination=97.12%; Reasons why Obama won the general election=92.21%; and Reasons why McCain lost the general election=93.90%). The coders applied the same number of codes to 97.67% of the REO chunks (Reasons why Obama won the nomination=99.09%; Reasons why Clinton lost the nomination=98.08%; Reasons why Obama won the general election=96.10%; and Reasons why McCain lost the general election=97.38).[footnoteRef:2] These percentages suggest excellent inter-coder reliability for the REO chunks. [2:  The overall percentages reported here are the averages of the individual percentages weighted by the number of chunks coded.] 

	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 expected, consider an answer to a REO 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 REO questions, response level agreement rates averaged around 4.5 percentage points lower than the chunk level rate.  The most dramatic drop occurred for reasons why Obama won the general election (11 percentage points). 
	The percent of responses to which coders assigned the same codes exceeded 85% for all but one REO question, and averaged 90.80% across the four questions (Reasons why Obama won the nomination=94.70%; Reasons why Clinton lost the nomination=97.42%; Reasons why Obama won the general election=90.19%; and Reasons why McCain lost the general election=89.13%). The coders applied the same number of codes to 93.59% of the REO responses (Reasons why Obama won the nomination=96.21%; Reasons why Clinton lost the nomination=98.06%; Reasons why Obama won the general election=86.14%; and Reasons why McCain lost the general election=92.75).[footnoteRef:3] These percentages suggest acceptable inter-coder reliability at the REO response level;.  [3:  The overall percentages reported here are the averages of the individual percentages weighted by the number of responses coded.] 

	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 REO chunks exceeded .90 for all four questions (Reasons why Obama won the nomination=.98; Reasons why Clinton lost the nomination=.98; Reasons why Obama won the general election=.95; and Reasons why McCain lost the general election=.96) and averaged .97.  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 coding chunks were “almost perfect” for every REO question. 
	The α' results at the response level are similar.  The α' statistics after aggregating to the response level all exceeded .95 (Reasons why Obama won the nomination=.98; Reasons why Clinton lost the nomination=.99; Reasons why Obama won the general election=.96; and Reasons why McCain lost the general election=.97) and averaged .97.  By the Landis and Koch standards, α' at the response level for all REO questions were again “almost perfect”.  
	We also computed the percent of answers for which the two coders agreed about the applicability of the individual codes and Krippendorff’s alpha for each code within each REO question (see Table 5).  Given four REO questions and 42 codes, Table 5 includes 168 total code × question combinations.  Because the distributions of yes/no decisions for an individual code influences alpha (Gwet, 2002), we also report the frequencies with which each coder made a “yes” decision for each code.[footnoteRef:4]  Only 118 of the 168 total combinations (70.24%) produced a Krippendorff’s alpha exceeding .80, a level described as “almost perfect” by Landis and Koch (1977).[footnoteRef:5]  Alphas for another 5 combinations fell between .60 and .80, a level described as “substantial.”  These statistics indicate acceptable levels of inter-coder reliability for over 7 in 10 of all code × question combinations.  However, Table 5 includes 42 instances in which neither coder applied a specific code to any response to one of the REO questions, yielding an alpha of .00 for those codes.  This means that the statistics indicate acceptable inter-coder reliability for 123 of the 126 combinations (97.62%) in which a code was applied at least once by at least one coder. [4:  Chance agreement is high when coders make “yes” decisions for most responses for very few responses.  High chance agreement attenuates inter-coder reliability statistics.  When both coders make a “yes” decision for all items, chance agreement is 100%, and Krippendorff’s alpha is .00.  Similarly, “no” decisions for all items produce alpha=.00.  For our data, a maximum alpha occurs when the number of “yes” decisions is the same as the number of “no” decisions for both coders.]  [5:  Landis and Koch (1977) offered descriptions for Cohen’s kappa measures of inter-coder reliability (Cohen, 1960).  Because Krippendorff’s alpha and Cohen’s kappa are nearly identical when computed from nominal data coded by two independent coders, the descriptions offered by Landis and Koch (1977) seem reasonable to apply the code level alphas reported here.] 

	These statistics point to codes about which coders often disagreed.  Given the relation between code frequencies and alpha, “problem codes” are indicated by low alpha statistics despite relatively large frequencies.  We defined low alphas as those less than .60 and high frequencies as those greater than 2% for both coders for the purpose of identifying codes with low reliability.  None of the codes met these criteria. This suggests that the independent coders were quite reliable in their decisions about the applicability of all codes to the REO data.
[bookmark: _Toc291914695][bookmark: _Toc475364948]Conclusion
	This report describes the method by which best practices were developed for, and applied, to coding of REO questions asked during the 2008 ANES Time Series Study’s pre-election interviews.  We derived a code frame by starting with the set of codes that could be reliably applied to 2008 ANES Time Series Study’s answers to questions about the reasons to vote for or against presidential candidates (Berent, Krosnick, & Lupia, 2015). From that set of codes we eliminated categories that would not apply to the REO data. We then added categories that would apply to REO but not CFA data. The resulting REO categories were then applied to the REO data with a rigorous data chunking and code assignment procedure. The result is a set of codes reliably applied to the 2008 REO data and that could be reliably applied to REO data in future ANES studies.
	We hope that the transparency with which the 2008 code frame was developed enables scholars to make valid inferences from REO data.  Coding transparency represents a constructive step in increasing the reliability, validity, and interpretation of REO 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 Americans’ explanations for election outcomes. We look forward to learning from what that research will show. 
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Codes Applied to the 2008 REO Data.
	[bookmark: OLE_LINK4][bookmark: OLE_LINK7]
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, better person, worse person, better candidate, worse candidate, likeable, not likeable, I like him/her, I do not like him/her

	2
	Party
	Good Democrat/Republican, bad Democrat/Republican, better Democrat/Republican, worse Democrat/Republican, too much like a Republican/Democrat

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

	4
	Electability
	Can/could win the general election, cannot/could not win the general election

	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/Non-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 (or inability) 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.  A specific group of people supported, or did not support, the candidate.

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

	29
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about the candidate that does not match another code

	30
	Campaign-General
	Better campaign, worse campaign

	31
	Campaign-Debates
	Won the debates, lost the debates, did better in the debates, did worse in the debates

	32
	Campaign-Advertising
	Had better advertising, had worse advertising

	33
	Campaign-Speeches
	Gave better speeches, gave worse speeches

	34
	Campaign-Money
	Spent a lot of money, did not spend a lot of money, spent too much money, spent too little money, spent more money than the opponents, spent less money than the opponents

	35
	Campaign-Other
	Any mention of something about the campaign that does not match a description in codes 30-34

	36
	Running mate
	Any mention of the candidate’s running mate or Vice President selection (Biden, Palin)

	37
	Opponent
	Any mention of the candidate’s opponent or the opponent’s running mate

	38
	Votes
	The candidate received more votes than the opponent, the candidate received less votes than the opponent

	39
	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

	40
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass

	41
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Don’t know or Refuse

	42
	All other
	Any statement that does not fit codes 1 - 41
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	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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Inter-Chunker Agreement Rates for Each of the 2008 REO Questions.
	
	Response
	
	Chunk

	Question
	Identical
	Same number
	
	Same location
	Same

	Obama won nomination
	78.03%
	87.12%
	
	76.97%
	84.08%

	Clinton lost nomination
	87.82%
	89.74%
	
	86.64%
	94.79%

	Obama won election
	72.28%
	82.18%
	
	78.96%
	89.07%

	McCain lost election
	79.71%
	85.51%
	
	81.36%
	90.53%
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Inter-Coder Agreement Rates for Each of the 2008 REO Questions.

	
	Chunk
	
	Response

	
	Identical
	Same number
	α'
	
	Identical
	Same number
	α'

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]Obama won nomination
	97.27%
	99.09%
	.98
	
	94.70%
	96.21%
	.98

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK2]Clinton lost nomination
	97.12%
	98.08%
	.98
	
	97.42%
	98.06%
	.99

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK5]Obama won election
	92.21%
	96.10%
	.95
	
	81.19%
	86.14%
	.96

	[bookmark: OLE_LINK6]McCain lost election
	93.90%
	97.38%
	.96
	
	89.13%
	92.75%
	.97
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Inter-Coder Agreement Rates for Answers to the 2008 ANES REO Questions.
	
	
	Code Frequency
	
	

	Code
	REO question
	Coder 1
	Coder 2
	Agreement
	alpha

	General
	Clinton Nomination
	6.45%
	6.45%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	13.64%
	13.64%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	3.62%
	3.62%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	8.91%
	8.91%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Party
	Clinton Nomination
	5.16%
	5.16%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	7.58%
	7.58%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	15.94%
	15.94%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	2.97%
	2.97%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Ideology/Philosophy
	Clinton Nomination
	.65%
	.65%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	3.79%
	3.79%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	6.52%
	7.25%
	99.28%
	.94

	
	Obama General
	.99%
	1.98%
	99.01%
	.66

	Electability
	Clinton Nomination
	3.23%
	3.23%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	3.03%
	2.27%
	99.24%
	.85

	
	McCain General
	3.62%
	3.62%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	2.97%
	2.97%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Political experience
	Clinton Nomination
	4.52%
	4.52%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	7.25%
	7.25%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	.99%
	.99%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Military experience
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	Non-political/Non-military experience
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama General
	.99%
	.99%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Scandal/Cover-up
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama General
	.99%
	.99%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Other past activity
	Clinton Nomination
	4.52%
	4.52%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	3.79%
	3.03%
	99.24%
	.89

	
	McCain General
	2.17%
	2.17%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	5.94%
	5.94%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Personality - Ability
	Clinton Nomination
	5.16%
	5.16%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	3.79%
	4.55%
	99.24%
	.91

	
	McCain General
	6.52%
	5.80%
	99.28%
	.94

	
	Obama General
	6.93%
	5.94%
	99.01%
	.92

	Personality - Honesty
	Clinton Nomination
	5.16%
	5.16%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	3.79%
	3.79%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	2.90%
	2.17%
	99.28%
	.85

	
	Obama General
	5.94%
	5.94%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Personality - Intelligence
	Clinton Nomination
	.65%
	.65%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	2.27%
	2.27%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	4.35%
	4.35%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	.99%
	.99%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Personality - Leadership
	Clinton Nomination
	1.29%
	1.29%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	2.27%
	2.27%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama General
	3.96%
	3.96%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Personality - Other
	Clinton Nomination
	9.68%
	9.68%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	8.33%
	7.58%
	99.24%
	.95

	
	McCain General
	3.62%
	3.62%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	9.90%
	8.91%
	99.01%
	.94

	Health
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	.72%
	.72%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	Religion
	Clinton Nomination
	.65%
	.65%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	1.52%
	1.52%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama General
	1.98%
	1.98%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Education
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	Physical Appearance
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	.00%
	.72%
	99.28%
	.00

	
	Obama General
	2.97%
	2.97%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Demographics
	Clinton Nomination
	25.81%
	25.81%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	22.73%
	22.73%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	18.12%
	18.12%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	18.81%
	18.81%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Policy-Economic
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	3.79%
	4.55%
	99.24%
	.91

	
	McCain General
	5.07%
	5.07%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	5.94%
	4.95%
	99.01%
	.90

	Policy-Poor people
	Clinton Nomination
	.65%
	.65%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	Policy-Liberty
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	.72%
	.72%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	.99%
	.99%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Policy-Enemy countries
	Clinton Nomination
	.65%
	.65%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	2.27%
	2.27%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	.72%
	.72%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	.99%
	1.98%
	99.01%
	.66

	Policy-Friendly countries
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	Policy - General foreign policy
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	Policy-Other
	Clinton Nomination
	6.45%
	6.45%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	15.15%
	15.91%
	99.24%
	.97

	
	McCain General
	18.84%
	18.84%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	24.75%
	23.76%
	99.01%
	.97

	Groups
	Clinton Nomination
	6.45%
	5.81%
	99.35%
	.94

	
	Obama Nomination
	21.21%
	20.45%
	99.24%
	.98

	
	McCain General
	11.59%
	10.87%
	99.28%
	.96

	
	Obama General
	39.60%
	39.60%
	94.06%
	.88

	Emotions/Feelings
	Clinton Nomination
	1.29%
	1.29%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.76%
	.76%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	2.90%
	2.90%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	2.97%
	2.97%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Candidate-Other
	Clinton Nomination
	21.29%
	20.00%
	98.71%
	.96

	
	Obama Nomination
	19.70%
	19.70%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	23.91%
	23.19%
	99.28%
	.98

	
	Obama General
	27.72%
	26.73%
	95.05%
	.88

	Campaign-General
	Clinton Nomination
	2.58%
	3.23%
	99.35%
	.89

	
	Obama Nomination
	5.30%
	5.30%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	8.70%
	10.87%
	97.83%
	.88

	
	Obama General
	11.88%
	11.88%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Campaign-Debates
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	2.17%
	.00%
	97.83%
	-.01

	
	Obama General
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	Campaign-Advertising
	Clinton Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	2.90%
	1.45%
	98.55%
	.66

	
	Obama General
	1.98%
	.99%
	99.01%
	.66

	Campaign-Speeches
	Clinton Nomination
	1.29%
	1.29%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	11.36%
	12.12%
	99.24%
	.96

	
	McCain General
	5.80%
	6.52%
	99.28%
	.94

	
	Obama General
	7.92%
	8.91%
	99.01%
	.94

	Campaign-Money
	Clinton Nomination
	6.45%
	6.45%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	9.85%
	9.85%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	9.42%
	9.42%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	7.92%
	7.92%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Campaign-Other
	Clinton Nomination
	3.87%
	3.87%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	4.55%
	3.79%
	99.24%
	.91

	
	McCain General
	7.25%
	7.97%
	99.28%
	.95

	
	Obama General
	13.86%
	12.87%
	97.03%
	.87

	Running mate
	Clinton Nomination
	.65%
	.00%
	99.35%
	.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	.00%
	.00%
	100.00%
	.00

	
	McCain General
	11.59%
	11.59%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	.99%
	.99%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Opponent
	Clinton Nomination
	12.90%
	14.19%
	98.71%
	.95

	
	Obama Nomination
	9.09%
	9.09%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	26.81%
	27.54%
	97.83%
	.95

	
	Obama General
	10.89%
	11.88%
	99.01%
	.95

	Votes
	Clinton Nomination
	7.10%
	7.10%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	14.39%
	14.39%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	13.77%
	13.04%
	99.28%
	.97

	
	Obama General
	24.75%
	24.75%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Don't know
	Clinton Nomination
	38.06%
	38.06%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	40.91%
	40.91%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	30.43%
	31.16%
	99.28%
	.98

	
	Obama General
	29.70%
	29.70%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Refuse
	Clinton Nomination
	1.94%
	1.94%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	3.03%
	3.03%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	.72%
	.72%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	1.98%
	1.98%
	100.00%
	1.00

	Respondent-Other
	Clinton Nomination
	9.68%
	9.68%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	15.15%
	14.39%
	99.24%
	.97

	
	McCain General
	15.94%
	15.94%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama General
	15.84%
	16.83%
	99.01%
	.96

	All other
	Clinton Nomination
	1.29%
	1.29%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	Obama Nomination
	2.27%
	2.27%
	100.00%
	1.00

	
	McCain General
	1.45%
	.72%
	99.28%
	.66

	
	Obama General
	.99%
	.99%
	100.00%
	1.00




Appendix 1
Chunking Instructions – Reasons why Obama Won the Nomination
Overview
Your task will be to read answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
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-Primary.xlsx spreadsheet into chunks.  A chunk is either (1) one reason why the respondent might think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination, or (2) a respondent saying one thing about himself.  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-Primary.xlsx spreadsheet for that answer.  
a. To get started, look at the second row of the Obama-Primary.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-Primary.xlsx.
g. Repeat steps a through e for every respondent’s answer in Obama-Primary.xlsx.

Different Kinds of Chunks
 Kinds of Chunks That You Should Put in Obama-Primary.xlsx.  You should put two kinds of chunks in Obama-Primary.xlsx.  One kind is anything a respondent said that could be something the respondent thinks is a reason why Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination.  The other kind of chunk is anything a respondent said about herself or himself.  Both of these kinds of chunks should include ONLY ONE thought or comment.  A chunk can contain ONLY ONE thought or comment about why Barack Obama won the nomination, and ONLY ONE thought or comment about the respondent.
Here is more information about the two kinds of chunks:
1. ANYTHING THAT A RESPONDENT SAID THAT COULD BE SOMETHING THE RESPONDENT THINKS IS A REASON WHY BARACK OBAMA WON THE DEMOCRATIC NOMINATION.  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 Washington insider” or “he doesn’t support tax breaks for the rich”.  All of these are things that a respondent might think is a reason why Barack Obama won the nomination, so you should put all of these kinds of chunks in Obama-Primary.xlsx. You should chunk EVERYTHING that a respondent says that could be a reason, 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-Primary.xlsx.
3. A CHUNK CAN CANTIAN ONE THOUT OR COMMENT THAT COULD BE A REASON WHY BARACK OBAMA WON THE NOMINATION AND ONE THOUGHT OR COMMENT ABOUT THE RESPONDENTS.  If a statement a respondent makes about himself or herself is followed by an something the respondent thinks is a reason why Barack Obama won the nomination, you should keep both part in the same chunk.  For example, an answer might include the phrase “I guess because he’s young”.  “I guess” is an idea about the respondent, but “he’s young” is something the respondent might think is a reason why Barack Obama won the nomination.  This means the entire phrase “I guess because he’s young” should be kept together in a single chunk.

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 lowr taxes”, you would type “He wants to (lowr lower) taxes” in Obama-Primary.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-Primary.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-Primary.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-Primary.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-Primary.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-Primary.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-Primary.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-Primary.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-Primary.xlsx.
8. ABBREVIATIONS:  You should put only two kinds of abbreviations in Obama-Primary.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-Primary.xlsx.  Whatever appears after “//” is another phrase or sentence that you might need to put in Obama-Primary.xlsx.


Examples

Below is an example of what Obama-Primary.xlsx might look like:

	ID
	WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Unused

	000001
	Because he gave great speeches  
	
	
	
	

	000002
	He’s a black man and he spent a lot of money
	
	
	
	

	000003  
	dk//dk//unsure//<RF>
	
	
	
	

	000004  
	People are tired of the Clintons.  Hillary was part of that scadnal. She lied to the committee.
	
	
	
	

	000005
	He had a better health care plan than his opponent//people like him//no
	
	
	
	



This first respondent’s answer has one chunk.

The chunk is “Because he gave great speeches”.  This could be something the respondent thinks is a reason why Mr. Obama won the Democratic nomination.  The answer DOES NOT identify who “He” is, so you should NOT ADD anything after “He”. Copy and paste the entire answer into the Chunk 1 column.

There are no unused words or letters in the answer, so there is nothing to enter in the Unused column.

This is what the Obama-Primary.xlsx should look like now:   

	ID
	WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Unused

	000001
	Because he gave great speeches  
	Because he gave great speeches  
	
	
	

	000002
	He’s a black man and he spent a lot of money
	
	
	
	

	000003  
	dk//dk//unsure//<RF>
	
	
	
	

	000004  
	People are tired of the Clintons.  Hillary was part of that scadnal. She lied to the committee.
	
	
	
	

	000005
	He had a better health care plan than his opponent//people like him//no
	
	
	
	





This second respondent’s answer has three chunks.

The first chunk is “He’s black”.  The respondent actually said “He’s a black man”, and “black” and “man” could be different reasons.  This means you will need to edit the chunks that you put in the spreadsheet.  The first chunk you should put in the spreadsheet is “He’s […] black”.  Use the “[…]” to indicate there was one or more words between “He’s” and “black” that you did not include in the chunk.  Type “He’s […] black” in the Chunk 1 column.

The second chunk is “He’s a man”.  You will also have to edit this chunk when you pout it in the spreadsheet to indicate the chunk is not identical to the actual phrase.  You should put “He’s a […] man” in the Chunk 2 column in Obama-Primary.xlsx .

The third chunk is “he spent a lot of money”.  This could be another reason why the respondent think Mr. Obama won the nomination.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 3 column.

The word “and” was not part of  any chunk, and should be copied into the Unused column.

This is what the Obama-Primary.xlsx should look like now:   

	ID
	WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Unused

	000001
	Because he gave great speeches  
	Because he gave great speeches  
	
	
	

	000002
	He’s a black man and he spent a lot of money
	He’s […] black 
	He’s a […] man 
	he spent a lot of money
	and

	000003  
	dk//dk//unsure//<RF>
	
	
	
	

	000004  
	People are tired of the Clintons.  Hillary was part of that scadnal. She lied to the committee.
	
	
	
	

	000005
	He had a better health care plan than his opponent//people like him//no
	
	
	
	









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-Primary.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 why Mr. Obama won the nomination.  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 “unsure”.  It indicates that the respondent said she or he is not sure why Mr. Obama won the nomination.  This is another thought or statement the respondent made about herself or himself.  Copy and paste “unsure” 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-Primary.xlsx.  Copy and paste “RF” 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.  

This is what the Obama-Primary.xlsx should look like now:   

	ID
	WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Chunk 4
	Unused

	000001
	Because he gave great speeches  
	Because he gave great speeches  
	
	
	
	

	000002
	He’s a black man and he spent a lot of money
	He’s […] black 
	He’s a […] man 
	he spent a lot of money
	
	and

	000003  
	dk//dk//unsure//<RF>
	dk
	dk
	unsure
	RF
	

	000004  
	People are tired of the Clintons.  Hillary was part of that scadnal. She lied to the committee.
	
	
	
	
	

	000005
	He had a better health care plan than his opponent//people like him//no
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The next respondent’s answer has three chunks.

The first chunk is “People are tired of the Clintons”.  It is not about Mr. Obama, but it could be something thinks is a reason why Mr. Obama won the nomination.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 1 column.

The second chunk is “Hillary was part of that scadnal”.  This chunk has a misspelled word.  If you think the interviewer meant to type “scandal” instead of “scadnal” You should put the misspelled and corrected word in parentheses.  Put “Hillary was part of that (scadnal scandal) into the Chunk 2 column.

The third chunk is “She lied to the committee”.  The word “she” in this chunk was defined in the previous chunk.  “She” refers to “Hillary”, so you will need to add that to the third chunk.  Put “She [Hillary] lied to the committee” in the Chunk 3 column.

This is what the Obama-Primary.xlsx should look like now:   

	ID
	WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Chunk 4
	Unused

	000001
	Because he gave great speeches  
	Because he gave great speeches  
	
	
	
	

	000002
	He’s a black man and he spent a lot of money
	He’s […] black 
	He’s a […] man 
	he spent a lot of money
	
	and

	000003  
	dk//dk//unsure//<RF>
	dk
	dk
	unsure
	RF
	

	000004  
	People are tired of the Clintons.  Hillary was part of that scadnal. She lied to the committee.
	People are tired of the Clintons
	Hillary was part of that (scadnal scandal)
	She [Hillary] lied to the committee
	
	

	000005
	He had a better health care plan than his opponent//people like him//no
	
	
	
	
	



The next respondent’s answer also has three chunks.

The first chunk is “He had a better health care plan than his opponent”.  This loks like it could be two chunks, but the entire phrase is a comparison.  You can tell it’s a comparison by the words “better” and “than”.  The respondent is comparing “his plan” to “his opponents” plan, and comparisons should be kept in a single chunk.  Copy and paste the entire comparison into the Chunk 1 column.

The second chunk is “people like him”.  Copy and paste this chunk into the Chunk 2 column.

The third chunk is “no”.  Whenever the word “no” appears by itself in an answer, it means the respondent does not want to give another reason.  You should interpret this as something the respondents said about himself or herself, and should be entered in the spreadsheet as another chunk.  Copy and paste “no” into the Chunk 3 column.

This is what the Obama-Primary.xlsx should look like now:   

	ID
	WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3
	Chunk 4
	Unused

	000001
	Because he gave great speeches  
	Because he gave great speeches  
	
	
	
	

	000002
	He’s a black man and he spent a lot of money
	He’s […] black 
	He’s a […] man 
	he spent a lot of money
	
	and

	000003  
	dk//dk//unsure//<RF>
	dk
	dk
	unsure
	RF
	

	000004  
	People are tired of the Clintons.  Hillary was part of that scadnal. She lied to the committee.
	People are tired of the Clintons
	Hillary was part of that (scadnal scandal)
	She [Hillary] lied to the committee
	
	

	000005
	He had a better health care plan than his opponent//people like him//no
	He had a better health care plan than his opponent
	people like him
	no
	
	



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:  Only if “he” is defined in another part of the answer.  For example, if an answer was “Obama’s economic plan, he is for tax reform”, “he” in the second part of the answer is defined as “Obama” in the first part.  This means you should enter “He [Obama] is for tax reform” as the second chunk.  If the answer was “His economic plan, he is for tax reform”, “he” in the second part is NOT defined in the first part.  This means you should only enter “He is for tax reform” as the second 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 2
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 3
Instructions for Chunking Reconciliation

During a previous task you chunked answers to the following question:
WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
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 primary 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 4
Instructions for Chunking Review
Overview
Your task will be to compare the chunks created from answers given by respondents during a survey.  Two “chunkers” read these answers and divided each answer into chunks. A chunk is a single thought or idea that a respondent said to the interviewer.  Some answers have only one chunk. Other answers were divided into several chunks. Respondents’ answers and the chunks created from them are in the spreadsheet “Obama primary.xlsx”.
The chunkers followed the instructions in “Chunking Instructions – Obama Primary.docx”.  You should read those instructions so you understand how to interpret different things in the chunks you compare.
After you read the instructions in “Chunking Instructions – Obama Primary.docx” you will read and compare chunks the two chunkers created from an answer.  Then you will decide which chunks created by the first chunker are similar to chunks created by the second chunker.  You will enter your decisions about similar chunks in the rows labeled “Comparison”.  The following pages will describe how you should do this.
IF YOU EVER HAVE A QUESTION ABOUT WHAT YOU SHOULD DO, FILL OUT A “REVIEWER 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.

Reviewer Instructions
2. Your first task is to learn what different things in a chunk mean.   For example, some chunks have words and phrases in brackets (e.g. [R like’s Obama’s]).  Brackets means the chunker changed something from a respondent’s answer.  Other chunks have words or phrases in parentheses (e.g. (peticula particular). Parentheses means the chunker corrected a misspelled word a respondent’s answer.  You should read the instructions in “Chunking Instructions – Obama Primary.docx” to understand what different things in a chunk mean.   If you do not understand something in those instructions, describe what is unclear in a Reviewer Question Form and sent it to matt@mattberent.com.  What for Matt to answer your question before proceeding with any other part of this project.
3. Your second task is to compare all the chunks created by chunker 1 FROM ONE ANSWER to all the chunks created by chunker 2 FROM THAT SAME ANSWER. All of the answers and chunks are in the spreadsheet named “Obama Primary.xlsx”.  Once you have compared all the chunks you will indicate which chunks created by the first chunker mean the same thing as chunks created by the second chunker.  You will type your decisions about similar chunks in the rows labeled “Comparison”.  Here is a step by step guide for entering your decisions in the “Comparison” row:
a. Read the chunk created from the first respondent’s answer (identified by the CaseID number) by chunker 1 in the “Chunk 1” column.
b. Decide which chunk or chunks created from the first respondent’s answer by chunker 2 mean the same thing as chunker 1’s Chunk 1.
c. Type the Chunk number of any chunk created by chunker 2 that means the same thing as chunker 1’s Chunk 1 in the “Comparison” row under “Chunk 1”.  If the first chunk created by chunker 1 does not mean the same thing as any chunk created by chunker 2, leave the Chunk 1 box in the comparison row blank.
d. If chunker 1 created more than one chunk from the first respondent’s answer, repeat the first 3 steps for chunker 1’s Chunk 2.
The following table has some sample chunking results, and the next pages have examples of how you should report your decisions.
	Chunker
	CaseID
	WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3

	1
	1
	He is honest
	He is honest
	
	

	2
	1
	He is honest
	He is honest
	
	

	Comparison
	1
	
	
	
	

	1
	2
	He common ordinary people, down to earth 
	He [is] common people
	He [is] ordinary people
	down to earth

	2
	2
	He common ordinary people, down to earth 

	He [likes] common ordinary people
	down to earth
	

	Comparison
	2
	 
	
	
	

	1
	3
	I like his experience, just his experience.
	I like his experience
	his experience 
	

	2
	3
	I like his experience, just his experience.
	I like his experience
	his experience 
	his experience

	Comparison
	3
	
	
	
	




	Your first decision is whether or not Chunker 1’s Chunk 1for CaseID 1(in yellow) means the same thing as any of Chunker 2’s chunks for CaseID 1 (in blue).  Chunker 2 only created one chunk for CaseID 1, so there is only one comparison you need to make.  You need to decide if he is honest means the same thing as he is honest.  Both of the chunks are identical.  This makes your decision easy.  If two chunks are identical, they mean the same thing.  This means Chunker 1’s Chunk 1for CaseID 1means the same thing as Chunker 2’s Chunk 1 for CaseID 1.  So you should type “1” under Chunk 1 in the Comparison row.

	Chunker
	CaseID
	Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3

	1
	1
	He is honest
	He is honest
	
	

	2
	1
	He is honest
	He is honest
	
	

	Comparison
	1
	 
	1
	
	

	1
	2
	He common ordinary people, down to earth 
	He [is] common people
	He [is] ordinary people
	down to earth

	2
	2
	He common ordinary people, down to earth 

	He [likes] common ordinary people
	down to earth
	

	Comparison
	2
	 
	
	
	

	1
	3
	I like his experience, just his experience.
	I like his experience
	his experience 
	

	2
	3
	I like his experience, just his experience.
	I like his experience
	his experience 
	his experience

	Comparison
	3
	
	
	
	





	Your next decision is whether or not Chunker 1’s Chunk 1for CaseID 2 (in yellow) means the same thing as any of Chunker 2’s chunks for CaseID 2 (in blue).  Chunker 2 created two chunks for CaseID 2.  Neither of them mean the same thing as Chunker 1’s Chunk 1 (“He [is] common people” does not mean the same thing as “He [likes] common ordinary people”).  Because none of Chunker 2’s  chunks mean the same thing as Chunker 1’s Chunk 1 you should leave Chunk 1 in the Comparison row  blank.  None of Chunker 2’s chunks for CaseID 2 mean the same thing as Chunker 1’s Chunk 2 (“He [is] ordinary people”), so you should also leave Chunk 2 in the Comparison crow blank.  However, Chunker 2’s Chunk 2 means the same thing as Chunker 1’s Chunk 3.  This means you should enter “2” (for Chunker 2’s Chunk 2) under Chunk 3 in the comparison row.
	Chunker
	CaseID
	Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3

	1
	1
	He is honest
	He is honest
	
	

	2
	1
	He is honest
	He is honest
	
	

	Comparison
	1
	 
	1
	
	

	1
	2
	He common ordinary people, down to earth 
	He [is] common people
	He [is] ordinary people
	down to earth

	2
	2
	He common ordinary people, down to earth 

	He [likes] common ordinary people
	down to earth
	

	Comparison
	2
	 
	
	
	2

	1
	3
	I like his experience, just his experience.
	I like his experience
	his experience 
	

	2
	3
	I like his experience, just his experience.
	I like his experience
	his experience 
	his experience

	Comparison
	3
	
	
	
	




	Your next decision is whether or not Chunker 1’s Chunk 1for CaseID 3 (in yellow) means the same thing as any of Chunker 2’s chunks for CaseID 3 (in blue).  Chunker 2’s Chunk 1 means the same thing as Chunker 1’s Chunk 1.  This means you should enter “1” (for Chunker 2’s Chunk 1) under Chunk 1 in the comparison row.
Chunker 2’s Chunks 2 and 3 mean the same thing as Chunker 1’s Chunk 2.  This means you should enter “2, 3” (for Chunker 2’s Chunks 2 and 3) under Chunk 2 in the comparison row.
	Chunker
	CaseID
	Is there anything in particular about BARACK OBAMA that might make you want to vote for HIM?
	Chunk 1
	Chunk 2
	Chunk 3

	1
	1
	He is honest
	He is honest
	
	

	2
	1
	He is honest
	He is honest
	
	

	Comparison
	1
	 
	1
	
	

	1
	2
	He common ordinary people, down to earth 
	He [is] common people
	He [is] ordinary people
	down to earth

	2
	2
	He common ordinary people, down to earth 

	He [likes] common ordinary people
	down to earth
	

	Comparison
	2
	 
	
	
	

	1
	3
	I like his experience, just his experience.
	I like his experience
	his experience 
	

	2
	3
	I like his experience, just his experience.
	I like his experience
	his experience 
	his experience

	Comparison
	3
	
	1
	2,3
	




Additional Task Details
	Here are some additional details about the task you will be completing:
1. Chunks that are identical will always mean the same thing.
2. Chunks that are NOT identical MAY mean the same thing.  You task is to decide if two chunks that are not identically worded mean the same thing.
3. Any chunk from Chunker 1 may mean the same thing as one, more than one, or none of the chunks created by Chunker 2.
4. The numbers you type in the Comparison row identify which of Chunker 2’s chunks mean the same thing as Chunker 1’s chunk in that column.
5. If you have any question about what you should do, ask your question in a Reviewer Question Form and sent it to matt@mattberent.com.  What for Matt to answer your question before proceeding with any other part of this project.


Appendix 5
Coding Instructions

Obama Primary
Overview
Your task will be to code answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
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 42 codes in the table.  The first 38 codes are for ideas in which a respondent said something that the respondent could think is a reason why Barack Obama he won the nomination.  Codes 39, 40, and 41 (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 41 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 was the smartest candidate

This idea is about Mr. Obama’s intelligence, which means the code that best fits is “Personality-Intelligence”.  Assign “Personality-Intelligence” to this idea.

Idea #2 He is smarter than Hillary.

This idea is also about what Mr. Obama’s intelligence, but also about the intelligence of one of his opponents (Hillary).   This means you should assign two codes to this idea.  The first is “Personality-Intelligence” and the other is “Opponent(s)”.  Assign both of these codes to this idea.

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 I think he gave better speeches

This idea has should be assigned two codes.  The first code is for the comment the respondent made about himself (I think).  The second is for the comment about Mr. Obama (he gave better speeches).  Assign both the “Respondent-Other” and “Campaign-Speeches” codes to this idea.

Idea #5 He scares me

This idea does not seem to be a reason why the respondent might think Mr. Obama won the nomination, but it should be assigned codes.  The idea fits two codes.  The first code is for the comment the respondent made about himself (me) at the end of the idea.  The second is for the comment about Mr. Obama (he scares).  Assign both the “Respondent-Other” and “Emotions/Feelings” codes to this 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 is not a great leader

This idea is another that does not seem to be a reason why the respondent might think Mr. Obama won the nomination.  The idea mentions Mr. Obama’s leadership skill, but says that he is “not” a great leader.  The idea mentions leadership, so it should be assigned the Personality-Leadership” code.  Any idea that mentions the “absence” or “lack of” a quality is still an idea about that quality, and should be assigned the code for that quality.


Barack Obama Primary Codes
	
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, better person, worse person, better candidate, worse candidate, likeable, not likeable, I like him/her, I do not like him/her

	2
	Party
	Good Democrat, bad Democrat, better Democrat, worse Democrat, too much like a Republican

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

	4
	Electability
	Can win the general election, cannot win the general election

	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/Non-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 (or inability) 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.  A specific group of people supported, or did not support, the candidate.
NOTE: see FAQ 1

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

	29
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about the candidate that does not match another code

	30
	Campaign-General
	Better campaign, worse campaign

	31
	Campaign-Debates
	Won the debates, lost the debates, did better in the debates, did worse in the debates

	32
	Campaign-Advertising
	Had better advertising, had worse advertising

	33
	Campaign-Speeches
	Gave better speeches, gave worse speeches

	34
	Campaign-Money
	Spent a lot of money, did not spend a lot of money, spent too much money, spent too little money, spent more money than the opponents, spent less money than the opponents

	35
	Campaign-Other
	Any mention of something about the campaign that does not match a description in codes 30-34

	36
	Running mate
	Any mention of the candidate’s running mate or Vice President selection (Biden, Palin)

	37
	Opponent
	Any mention of the candidate’s opponent or the opponent’s running mate

	38
	Votes
	The candidate received more votes than the opponent, the candidate received less votes than the opponent

	39
	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

	40
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass

	41
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Don’t know or Refuse

	42
	All other
	Any statement that does not fit codes 1 - 42



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”.  


Coding Instructions
Clinton Primary
Overview
Your task will be to code answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
WHY do you think Hillary Clinton lost the Democratic nomination?
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 Ms. Clinton as if it is about Ms. Clinton.  You should interpret any idea that is NOT about Ms. Clinton, but COULD be about the respondent, as if it is about the respondent.
There are 42 codes in the table.  The first 38 codes are for ideas in which a respondent said something that the respondent could think is a reason why Hillary Clinton he won the nomination.  Codes 39, 40, and 41 (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 41 codes.  


Coding Examples

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

Idea #1 She was not the smartest candidate

This idea is about Ms. Clinton’s intelligence, which means the code that best fits is “Personality-Intelligence”.  Assign “Personality-Intelligence” to this idea.

Idea #2 She is not as smart as Obama.

This idea is also about what Ms. Clinton’s intelligence, but also about the intelligence of one of her opponents (Obama).   This means you should assign two codes to this idea.  The first is “Personality-Intelligence” and the other is “Opponent(s)”.  Assign both of these codes to this idea.

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 I think she gave bad speeches

This idea has should be assigned two codes.  The first code is for the comment the respondent made about himself (I think).  The second is for the comment about Ms. Clinton (she gave bad speeches).  Assign both the “Respondent-Other” and “Campaign-Speeches” codes to this idea.

Idea #5 She made me proud

This idea does not seem to be a reason why the respondent might think Ms. Clinton lost the nomination, but it should be assigned codes.  The idea fits two codes.  The first code is for the comment the respondent made about himself (me) at the end of the idea.  The second is for the comment about Ms. Clinton (she made me proud).  Assign both the “Respondent-Other” and “Emotions/Feelings” codes to this 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 She is not a great leader

The idea mentions Ms. Clinton’s leadership skill, but says that she is “not” a great leader.  The idea mentions leadership, so it should be assigned the Personality-Leadership” code.  Any idea that mentions the “absence” or “lack of” a quality is still an idea about that quality, and should be assigned the code for that quality.


Hillary Clinton Primary Codes
	
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, better person, worse person, better candidate, worse candidate, likeable, not likeable, I like him/her, I do not like him/her

	2
	Party
	Good Democrat, bad Democrat, better Democrat, worse Democrat, too much like a Republican

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

	4
	Electability
	Can win the general election, cannot win the general election

	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/Non-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 (or inability) 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.  A specific group of people supported, or did not support, the candidate.
NOTE: see FAQ 1

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

	29
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about the candidate that does not match another code

	30
	Campaign-General
	Better campaign, worse campaign

	31
	Campaign-Debates
	Won the debates, lost the debates, did better in the debates, did worse in the debates

	32
	Campaign-Advertising
	Had better advertising, had worse advertising

	33
	Campaign-Speeches
	Gave better speeches, gave worse speeches

	34
	Campaign-Money
	Spent a lot of money, did not spend a lot of money, spent too much money, spent too little money, spent more money than the opponents, spent less money than the opponents

	35
	Campaign-Other
	Any mention of something about the campaign that does not match a description in codes 30-34

	36
	Running mate
	Any mention of the candidate’s running mate or Vice President selection (Biden, Palin)

	37
	Opponent
	Any mention of the candidate’s opponent or the opponent’s running mate

	38
	Votes
	The candidate received more votes than the opponent, the candidate received less votes than the opponent

	39
	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

	40
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass

	41
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Don’t know or Refuse

	42
	All other
	Any statement that does not fit codes 1 - 42




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”.  


Coding Instructions
Obama General
Overview
Your task will be to code answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Presidential election?
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 41 codes in the table.  The first 37 codes are for ideas in which a respondent said something that the respondent could think is a reason why Barack Obama he won the election.  Codes 38, 39, and 40 (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 40 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 was the smartest candidate

This idea is about Mr. Obama’s intelligence, which means the code that best fits is “Personality-Intelligence”.  Assign “Personality-Intelligence” to this idea.

Idea #2 He is smarter than McCain.

This idea is also about what Mr. Obama’s intelligence, but also about the intelligence of one of his opponents (McCain).   This means you should assign two codes to this idea.  The first is “Personality-Intelligence” and the other is “Opponent(s)”.  Assign both of these codes to this idea.

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 I think he gave better speeches

This idea has should be assigned two codes.  The first code is for the comment the respondent made about himself (I think).  The second is for the comment about Mr. Obama (he gave better speeches).  Assign both the “Respondent-Other” and “Campaign-Speeches” codes to this idea.

Idea #5 He scares me

This idea does not seem to be a reason why the respondent might think Mr. Obama won the election, but it should be assigned codes.  The idea fits two codes.  The first code is for the comment the respondent made about himself (me) at the end of the idea.  The second is for the comment about Mr. Obama (he scares).  Assign both the “Respondent-Other” and “Emotions/Feelings” codes to this 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 is not a great leader

This idea is another that does not seem to be a reason why the respondent might think Mr. Obama won the election.  The idea mentions Mr. Obama’s leadership skill, but says that he is “not” a great leader.  The idea mentions leadership, so it should be assigned the Personality-Leadership” code.  Any idea that mentions the “absence” or “lack of” a quality is still an idea about that quality, and should be assigned the code for that quality.


Barack Obama General Codes
	
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, better person, worse person, better candidate, worse candidate, likeable, not likeable, I like him/her, I do not like him/her

	2
	Party
	Good Democrat, bad Democrat, better Democrat, worse Democrat, too much like a Republican

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

	4
	Electability
	Could win the general election, could not win the general election

	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/Non-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 (or inability) 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.  A specific group of people supported, or did not support, the candidate.
NOTE: see FAQ 1

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

	29
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about the candidate that does not match another code

	30
	Campaign-General
	Better campaign, worse campaign

	31
	Campaign-Debates
	Won the debates, lost the debates, did better in the debates, did worse in the debates

	32
	Campaign-Advertising
	Had better advertising, had worse advertising

	33
	Campaign-Speeches
	Gave better speeches, gave worse speeches

	34
	Campaign-Money
	Spent a lot of money, did not spend a lot of money, spent too much money, spent too little money, spent more money than the opponents, spent less money than the opponents

	35
	Campaign-Other
	Any mention of something about the campaign that does not match a description in codes 30-34

	36
	Running mate
	Any mention of the candidate’s running mate or Vice President selection (Biden, Palin)

	37
	Opponent
	Any mention of the candidate’s opponent or the opponent’s running mate

	38
	Votes
	The candidate received more votes than the opponent, the candidate received less votes than the opponent

	39
	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

	40
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass

	41
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Don’t know or Refuse

	42
	All other
	Any statement that does not fit codes 1 - 42




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”.  




Coding Instructions
McCain General

Overview
Your task will be to code answers that survey respondents gave to a question during an interview.  The question was:
WHY do you think John McCain lost the Presidential election?
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. McCain as if it is about Mr. McCain.  You should interpret any idea that is NOT about Mr. McCain, but COULD be about the respondent, as if it is about the respondent.
There are 41 codes in the table.  The first 37 codes are for ideas in which a respondent said something that the respondent could think is a reason why John McCain he lost the election.  Codes 38, 39, and 40 (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 40 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 was not the smartest candidate

This idea is about Mr. McCain’s intelligence, which means the code that best fits is “Personality-Intelligence”.  Assign “Personality-Intelligence” to this idea.

Idea #2 He is not as smart as Obama.

This idea is also about what Mr. McCain’s intelligence, but also about the intelligence of one of his opponents (Obama).   This means you should assign two codes to this idea.  The first is “Personality-Intelligence” and the other is “Opponent(s)”.  Assign both of these codes to this idea.

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 I think he gave bad speeches

This idea has should be assigned two codes.  The first code is for the comment the respondent made about himself (I think).  The second is for the comment about Mr. McCain (he gave bad speeches).  Assign both the “Respondent-Other” and “Campaign-Speeches” codes to this idea.

Idea #5 He made me proud

This idea does not seem to be a reason why the respondent might think Mr. McCain lost the election, but it should be assigned codes.  The idea fits two codes.  The first code is for the comment the respondent made about himself (me) at the end of the idea.  The second is for the comment about Mr. McCain (he made me proud).  Assign both the “Respondent-Other” and “Emotions/Feelings” codes to this 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 is not a great leader

The idea mentions Mr. McCain’s leadership skill, but says that he is “not” a great leader.  The idea mentions leadership, so it should be assigned the Personality-Leadership” code.  Any idea that mentions the “absence” or “lack of” a quality is still an idea about that quality, and should be assigned the code for that quality.


John McCain General Codes
	
	Code
	Code description

	1
	General
	Good person, bad person, better person, worse person, better candidate, worse candidate, likeable, not likeable, I like him/her, I do not like him/her

	2
	Party
	Good Democrat, bad Democrat, better Democrat, worse Democrat, too much like a Republican

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

	4
	Electability
	Could win the general election, could not win the general election

	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/Non-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 (or inability) 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.  A specific group of people supported, or did not support, the candidate.
NOTE: see FAQ 1

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

	29
	Candidate-Other
	Any mention of something about the candidate that does not match another code

	30
	Campaign-General
	Better campaign, worse campaign

	31
	Campaign-Debates
	Won the debates, lost the debates, did better in the debates, did worse in the debates

	32
	Campaign-Advertising
	Had better advertising, had worse advertising

	33
	Campaign-Speeches
	Gave better speeches, gave worse speeches

	34
	Campaign-Money
	Spent a lot of money, did not spend a lot of money, spent too much money, spent too little money, spent more money than the opponents, spent less money than the opponents

	35
	Campaign-Other
	Any mention of something about the campaign that does not match a description in codes 30-34

	36
	Running mate
	Any mention of the candidate’s running mate or Vice President selection (Biden, Palin)

	37
	Opponent
	Any mention of the candidate’s opponent or the opponent’s running mate

	38
	Votes
	The candidate received more votes than the opponent, the candidate received less votes than the opponent

	39
	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

	40
	Refuse
	I refuse to answer, I refuse, Refuse, RF, REF,  Next question, Pass

	41
	Respondent-Other
	A comment about the respondent that cannot be coded as Don’t know or Refuse

	42
	All other
	Any statement that does not fit codes 1 - 42





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
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 7
Instructions for Coding Reconciliation
During a previous task you coded answers to the following question:
WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Democratic nomination?
or
WHY do you think Hillary Clinton lost the Democratic nomination?
or
WHY do you think Barack Obama won the Presidential election?
or
WHY do you think John McCain lost the Presidential election?

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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