Appendices

This document contains five appendices for “Harder than it Looks: Coding Political Knowledge in the ANES”: 

Appendix 1: Coding rules used by Martinez & Craig (2010).

Appendix 2: Final coding rules

Appendix 3: Non-unanimous coding decisions

Appendix 4: Coding script

Appendix 5: Supplemental tests of criterion validity

Online Appendix 1.

Coding rules used by Martinez & Craig (2010):

Clearly correct: These responses identify the exact leadership position held by the person, though they may also include some additional extraneous correct or incorrect information about him or her. Responses that identified Pelosi as Speaker of the U.S. House, Cheney as Vice President, Brown as Prime Minister of Britain (or the United Kingdom or England), and Roberts as Chief Justice were coded as clearly correct, even if the respondent provided other comments that might slightly misplace the figure in the political spectrum. These included handfuls of responses along the lines of Pelosi was “Speaker of the House over the Senate,” Cheney was “supposed to be Vice President but he's really the President,” and Brown likely held a position in “England, Tony Blair’s position – PM?” 

Leadership: These responses do not cite the specific office held by the political figure, but identify her or him as a political leader in the appropriate branch of government or as a party leader. Examples include Pelosi as the person who “controls the floor of the House of Representatives,” “Majority Leader of the House,” or “Chairman of the House”; Cheney as “Second in Command,” “behind the President,” or “No. 2 Man”; Brown as “Head guy in England,” “Head of government in the British Isles,” or “Prime Minister of London”; and Roberts as “Head Supreme Court justice,” “Head of the Supreme Court,” or “Chief of Staff of the Supreme Court.” In each of these cases, the respondent did not use the formal title of the office, but conveyed some understanding of the figure’s role or place as a political leader. 

Accurate: These responses identify the branch or locale of the officeholder, but fail to specifically note his or her leadership role. Examples include answers that pegged Pelosi as a “Representative from California,” a “Democratic Congresswoman,” or “in Congress or the Senate”; vaguely recalled Cheney (“didn't he shoot somebody? He's in the White House”); noted that Brown was “Algo del parlamento (something in Parliament)” or a “British elected official”; and noted that Roberts was a “Supreme Court guy” or “Supreme Court judge.” All of these responses are technically accurate, but could be regarded as incomplete in that they do not convey a sense that the person is a leading figure in government. 

Party only: These responses only name the party the figure belongs to or, in a few cases, mention a political ally of the figure without any reference to an office that the person holds. This category includes answers that identify Pelosi only as a “Democrat” or indicate that “Right now I don't know, but she was working for the Obama campaign”; Cheney only as a “Republican”; or Roberts as a “Republican” or “connected with the Republican Party with Bush,” or “on the White House staff? advisor or some such thing?” Note that the latter response contained some incorrect placements of Justice Roberts, but correctly noted his connection to the Republican president who appointed him. There were no respondents who identified Brown only by his association with the British Labour Party. 

Ballpark: Answers here indicate some leadership role or policy with which the figure is associated, but the specific office is lacking or misplaced and the response is technically inaccurate. For example, responses that point to Pelosi as “Senate Majority Leader,” “President of Congress,” “the leader of Congress,” “the Democratic head of something,” or say that “she opposed the president (Bush) in just about everything, but cannot think of what she did” might convey some recognition of her role, even if the details are inaccurate. Similarly, in our judgment, individuals who recognized Cheney as playing some role in foreign or defense policy (“Secretary of State,” “Secretary of Defense,” “oversees the military,” “Cabinet”) without naming him as Vice President might have been conveying at least a vague awareness of the role Cheney actually did play in the Bush administration; and those who noted that Brown was “President of Great Britain,” “Parliament president,” or “some kind of deal with another country?” might have some awareness of the British Prime Minister. 

Ballpark recognitions of John Roberts fell into three subcategories. The first of these consisted of responses that identified Roberts as a judge, but not specifically as a Justice on the Supreme Court (“maybe in the courts,” “District Judge,” “he is a federal Justice”). The second set of answers identified him as being in the legal profession, but not as serving on the bench (“lawyer,” “Attorney General”). The third set identified John Roberts as the television journalist who shares the same name as the Chief Justice (“CNN reporter,” “newscaster,” “TV guy,” “CBS news”). This third set of answers, of course, could be regarded as correct and a reflection of poor question wording, though it is an empirical question as to whether people who recognize John Roberts, the reporter, are as politically aware on other measures as those who recognize John Roberts, the Chief Justice. 

Incorrect: These responses clearly misidentify the office, geographic origin, or party of the target figure without providing any additional correct or ballpark information. Examples are identifications of Pelosi as “in the Senate,” “Secretary of State,” “Federal Reserve,” “Governor of Alaska,” or “Republican”; Cheney as “Congressman,” “House Speaker,” “Democrat,” “lobbyist,” or “military man”; Gordon Brown as “head of FEMA,” “Attorney General,” “Supreme Court Judge,” or “Republican Senator, Oregon”; and John Roberts as “Oral Roberts’ son,” “Governor,” “Prime Minister of Australia,” or “Evangelist”.
Don’t Know: These included stated “don’t know” responses, as well as non-specific references (“big wig,” “someone important,” “politician,” “assistant to somebody,” “public speaker”) unless other correct or incorrect information was also provided. 

Refused and Missing: ANES interviewers noted that a few respondents were assisted by another person present during the interview, which we regarded as “missing” because there is no way for us to know whether or how the respondent might have responded without the other person’s assistance. Wild codes3 in the ANES data are also coded as missing.
Online Appendix 2. Final coding rules

These are the final coding rules. Rules in italics were added after independent coding was completed and before final codes were agreed upon in conference.

General rule: credit misspellings.

General note: in the responses, the double forward slash (//) denotes the interviewer asked a probing question such as “anything else?” 

NANCY PELOSI, SPEAKER OF THE US HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Scheme 1: Code correct (1) if the response contains the words "house" and "speaker" (with credit for misspellings); else code incorrect (0). 

Scheme 2: Grade the answer 2 if Scheme 1=1; else if the response contains the words "congress" or "rep" or "representative" or "house" (with credit for misspellings) grade the answer 1; else 0. No credit for using these letters to mean something else, such as “white house.”

Scheme 3: Code correct (1) if the response means Speaker or head or leader of the House or Congress, else incorrect (0). Naming a specific incorrect office, such as “majority leader” or “whip,” is wrong.
DICK CHENEY, VICE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES 

Scheme 1: Code correct (1) if the response is "Vice President" or "VP" or "Vice Pres" or “V Pres”, else 0. 

GORDON BROWN, PRIME MINISTER OF THE UNITED KINGDOM 

Scheme 1: Code 1 if the response is "PM" or "Prime Minister" of "UK" or "United Kingdom" or "Britain" or "British" or Great Britain" or "England" or "English", else code 0. 

Scheme 2: Code 1 if the response means main British leader: PM or prime minster or head or leader or president of UK/United Kingdom/Britain/Great Britain/England. (This is a more relaxed version of Scheme 1.)  A reference to “London” is not an acceptable substitute for naming the country (e.g.  “Prime Minister of London” is not acceptable). 
Scheme 3: Code 1 if the response indicates Brown is A) a "Prime Minister" or foreign head of government (with or without specifying the country) or B) from the UK, Britain, England, or London (or Scotland, because he is from Scotland); else code 0.

JOHN ROBERTS, CHIEF JUSTICE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Scheme 1: Code correct (1) if the response means "Chief Justice of the Supreme Court" or "Chief Justice of the United States," including misspellings; else code incorrect (0). All four key words or abbreviations (Chief, Justice, Supreme, and Court or Chief, Justice, United, and States) must be present for credit.

Scheme 2: Code correct (1) if the response means head or chief judge or chief justice in the US or on the high or supreme court; else code incorrect (0). (This is a permissive version of scheme 1.)    

Scheme 3: Code 1 if the words 'chief' and 'justice' are present, including common misspellings, else code 0.    

Scheme 4: COUNT keywords (0 to 5): chief, justice, supreme, court, judge.    

Scheme 5: Grade the answer 2 points for an answer that indicates Roberts is "chief justice" or "head of the supreme court" or similar, and half credit (1 point) for "judge" or "supreme court" or similar.

Television: Code 1 if the answer is that John Roberts is a journalist, reporter, correspondent, or does TV news, or works for or appears on CBS or CNN, else code 0. 

ANSWERED vs. NOT ANSWERED
Code the response "answered" (1) if the respondent made any substantive guess about the officeholder. The guess can be vague (e.g., "someone in government" or "i just know he's in politics"), flippant ("dogcatcher"), silly or fictional ("superman"), merely a characteristic rather than an office ("republican" or "didn't he shoot somebody?"), merely an opinion of the officeholder ("no good"), correct, or incorrect. It can be uncertain ("I'll guess secretary of state"), or phrased as a question ("is he in congress?"), or an assertion to correct the question ("that's nobody" or "you mean somebody else"). It can accompany a don't know statement ("don't know//is he in congress?//i have no idea"). So long as there is any substantive response that attempts to describe the person, code the question as answered (1). If the typed response is not recognizable as a word (e.g., "cooradoor"), code this as an answer (1).

Code the response "no-answer/DK" (0) if the respondent said he or she did not know or could not answer and gave no substantive response describing the person, or if the text field is blank. Examples: "don't know"; "not a clue"; "oh i know who that is. i'm drawing a blank"; "none"; "refused"; "<rf>"; "DK". 


(Note: "none" is generally an answer to an interviewer probe such as "Do you have any idea?" rather than a statement that the person holds no office. A random number response e.g., "1", is probably a typo that not constitute a substantive answer by itself.)

Online Appendix 3. Non-unanimous coding decisions
Of the 25,224 substantive codes we assigned, we reached unanimity for 25,221 answers and did not reach unanimity for the remaining 3. Those answers were the following:

Case 568 for Pelosi scheme 2: “hold a conseaa seat”

Case 614 for Pelosi scheme 2: “don’t know the name// she has an important political position//she is in a representation democrat and she has been r”

Case 1513 for Pelosi scheme 3: “spoker woman at the house//she is democrat//strong woman//no.”

For the 8,408 answer/nonresponse codes, we reached unanimity for all but 5. For the following, one or more coders regarded the answer as a response under the rule shown in Appendix 2 and one or more coders regarded the answer as nonresponse. 

Case 564 for Roberts: “i ;m not sure the sure addveas” 

Case 965 for Roberts: “i don’t know if it is state or federal”

Case 879 for Pelosi: “//don't know//best quess//works in some building”

Case 993 for Pelosi: “shes the head ... i dont know of which one// i dont know//”
Case 894 for Brown: “never heard of that//best guess//ms”

Online Appendix 4. Coding Script
* PROGRAM: "PK coding scripts.sps" .

* PURPOSE:  This program contains SPSS syntax to machine-code      

  answers to open-ended questions on political knowledge from   

  the ANES 2008 Time Series study. 

* NOTE: The program requires an input data file in which the open-ended data are stored in variables called roberts, pelosi, cheney, and brown .

* Data can be prepared from an Excel file here: 

* ftp://ftp.electionstudies.org/ftp/nes/studypages/2008prepost/

* anes2008TSredacted.zip

* ROBERTS.

* SET ALL RESPONSE VARIABLES TO LOWER-CASE.

do repeat v= roberts .

  compute v = lower(v) .

end repeat.

exe.

*** SCHEME 1.

**** CJSC or CJUS .

* Rule: Code correct if the words are 'chief justice' or 'cheif justice' combined with 'supreme court' or 'united states' or 'us'; else code incorrect.

* Note: 'us' is counted as referring to the United States if it is preceded or followed by a space, so that "chief justice of the us" and

"us chief justice" are counted as correct but the 'us' characters in 'justice' do not trigger this credit; note however that words

like "useful" or "doofus" could trigger false positives .

* This kind of false positive is very unlikely because of the requirement that "chief justice" also appear .

compute rob1 = 0.

do repeat v1=roberts.

if ( (index(v1, 'chief justice'))>0 or (index(v1, 'cheif justice'))>0  or (index(v1, 'cj'))>0 ) and 

( (index(v1, 'supreme court'))>0 or (index(v1, 'surpreme court'))>0 or (index(v1, 'united states'))>0 or (index(v1, ' us'))>0 or (index(v1, 'us '))>0 or (index(v1, ' sc'))>0  or (index(v1, 'u.s.'))>0 ) rob1=1.

end repeat.

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 rob1=-1.

*** SCHEME 2.

**** head of high court .

* Rule: Code correct (1) if the response means head or chief judge or justice in the US 

     or on the high or supreme court; else code incorrect (0). (This is a permissive version of scheme 1.)

* Note: 'us' is counted as referring to the United States if it is preceded or followed by a space, so that "chief justice of the us" and

"us chief justice" are counted as correct but the 'us' characters in 'justice' do not trigger this credit; note however that words

like "useful" or "doofus" could trigger false positives .

* This kind of false positive is very unlikely because of the requirement that "chief" or a similar superlative also appear .

compute rob2 = 0.

do repeat v1=roberts.

if 

  (

      (  

      (index(v1, 'chief'))>0 or (index(v1, 'cheif'))>0 or (index(v1, 'head'))>0 or (index(v1, 'top judge'))>0 

       ) 

   and 

      ( 

      (index(v1, 'supreme court'))>0 or (index(v1, 'high court'))>0 or (index(v1, ' sc'))>0 

      )

  )

or  

  (

      ( 

       (index(v1, 'chief judge'))>0 or (index(v1, 'cheif judge'))>0 or (index(v1, 'head judge'))>0 or (index(v1, 'top judge'))>0 

       or  (index(v1, 'chief justice'))>0 or (index(v1, 'cheif justice'))>0 or (index(v1, 'head justice'))>0 or (index(v1, 'top justice'))>0 

       or  (index(v1, 'chief just'))>0 or (index(v1, 'cheif just'))>0 or (index(v1, 'head just'))>0 or (index(v1, 'top just'))>0 

       ) 

   and  

       (  

       (index(v1, 'supreme court'))>0 or (index(v1, 'high court'))>0 or (index(v1, ' sc'))>0  

       or (index(v1, 'united states'))>0 or (index(v1, ' us'))>0 or (index(v1, 'us '))>0 or (index(v1, 'u.s'))>0

       )

  )

rob2=1.

end repeat.

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 rob2=-1.

*** SCHEME 3.

*** SAYS CHIEF JUSTICE .

* Rule: Code 1 if the words 'chief' and 'justice' are present, including common misspellings, else code 0.

compute rob3 = 0.

DO REPEAT V1 = ROBERTS .

if ( (index(v1, 'cheif'))>0 or (index(v1, 'chief'))>0  or (index(v1, 'chef'))>0 ) and ( (index(v1, 'justice'))>0 ) rob3=1.

END REPEAT .

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 rob3=-1.

*** SCHEME 4 .

*** COUNT of keywords: chief, justice, supreme, court, judge. 

* Rule: start from 0 and count the appearance of chief, justice, judge, court, and supreme (including many misspellings) .

compute rob4=0.

DO REPEAT V1=ROBERTS.

if (index(v1, 'cheif'))>0   or (index(v1, 'chief'))>0  or (index(v1, 'chef'))>0 rob4= 1.

if (index(v1, 'justice'))>0  rob4= rob4+1.

if (index(v1, 'court'))>0 or (index(v1, ' crt'))>0 or (index(v1, ' ct'))>0     rob4= rob4+1.

if (index(v1, 'supreme'))>0 or (index(v1, 'supr'))>0 or (index(v1, 'surpreme'))>0  rob4= rob4+1.

if (index(v1, 'judge'))>0   or (index(v1, 'jud'))>0   rob4= rob4+1.

END REPEAT .

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 rob4=-1.

*** SCHEME 5.

*** score 1 or 2 .

* Rule: Grade the answer 2 points for an answer that indicates Roberts is "chief justice" 

*    or "head of the supreme court" or similar, and half credit (1 point) for "judge" 

*    or "supreme court" or similar.

compute rob5=0.

if rob4 > 0 rob5=1.

if (rob1 =1 or rob2=1 or rob3=1) rob5=2 .

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 rob5=-1.

exe.

* end ROBERTS .

** PELOSI.

* SET ALL RESPONSE VARIABLES TO LOWER-CASE.

do repeat v= pelosi .

  compute v = lower(v) .

end repeat.

exe.

* Pelosi scheme 1. 

* Rule: code correct if the response contains words "house" and "speaker", else incorrect. 

compute pel1 = 0.

do repeat v1=pelosi.

if ( (index(v1, 'house'))>0 ) and 

( (index(v1, 'speaker'))>0 or (index(v1, 'spkr'))>0 ) pel1=1.

end repeat.

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 pel1=-1.

* Pelosi scheme 2. 

* Rule: grade the answer 2 if scheme1=1, else if the response contains the words congress or rep or representative or house (with credit for

* misspellings) grade the answer 1, else 0. 

compute pel2 = 0.

do repeat v1=pelosi.

if (index(v1, 'house'))>0 or (index(v1, 'rep '))>0 or (index(v1, 'representative'))>0  pel2=1.

end repeat.

if pel1=1 pel2=2. 

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 pel2=-1.

* Pelosi scheme 3.

* Rule: Code correct if response means head/leder/speaker of the House or Congress, else incorrect. 

* Specifically naming an incorrect office such as "Majority leader" is wrong; general descriptions, if approximately accurate 

* such as "head of house" or "head of congress" are ok.

compute pel3 = 0.

do repeat v1=pelosi.

if (

    (index(v1, 'house'))>0 or (index(v1, 'congres'))>0 

    ) 

  and 

    (

    (index(v1, 'speaker'))>0 or (index(v1, 'chief'))>0  or (index(v1, 'head'))>0  or (index(v1, 'leader'))>0  or (index(v1, 'speak'))>0 

    )

  and

     (index(v1, 'majority leader'))=0

pel3=1 .

end repeat.

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 pel3=-1.

* BROWN .

* SET ALL RESPONSE VARIABLES TO LOWER-CASE.

* Substitute actual string variable names for v1, etc .

do repeat v= brown .

  compute v = lower(v) .

end repeat.

exe.

* Brown scheme 1. 

* Rule: code correct if the response is "PM" or "Prime Minister" of "UK" or "United Kingdom" or "Britain" or "British" or "England" or "English" . 

compute bro1 = 0.

do repeat v1=brown.

if 

( 

    (  (index(v1, 'pm'))>0 or (index(v1, 'prime min'))>0  )

  and

     (   

       (index(v1, 'uk'))>0 or (index(v1, 'u.k'))>0 or (index(v1, 'united king'))>0  or (index(v1, 'brit'))>0 or (index(v1, 'engl'))>0  

      )

 ) 

bro1=1.

end repeat.

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 bro1=-1.

* Brown scheme 2. 

* This is a more relaxed version of scheme 1. 

* Rule: code correct if the response means main British leader: "PM" or "Prime Minister" or "head" or "leader" or "president" 

* of "UK" or "United Kingdom" or "Britain" or "British" or "England" or "English" . 

compute bro2 = 0.

do repeat v1=brown.

if 

( 

    (  (index(v1, 'pm'))>0 or (index(v1, 'prime min'))>0 or (index(v1, 'head'))>0 or (index(v1, 'leader'))>0 or (index(v1, 'president'))>0  )

  and

     (   

       (index(v1, 'uk'))>0 or (index(v1, 'u.k'))>0 or (index(v1, 'united king'))>0  or (index(v1, 'brit'))>0 or (index(v1, 'engl'))>0  

      )

 ) 

bro2=1.

end repeat.

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 bro2=-1.

* Brown scheme 3. 

* This is a more relaxed version of scheme 2.

* Rule: code correct if response indciates Brown is A) a "Prime Minister" or foreign head of government (with our without specifying the country) or B) from the UK, Britain, Engalnd, or London or Scotland. 

compute bro3 = 0.

do repeat v1=brown.

if 

( 

    (  (index(v1, 'pm'))>0 or (index(v1, 'prime min'))>0 or (index(v1, 'foreign leader'))>0 or (index(v1, 'leader of another country'))>0  )

  or

    (   

       (index(v1, ' uk'))>0 or (index(v1, 'uk '))>0 or (index(v1, 'u.k'))>0 or (index(v1, 'united king'))>0 or (index(v1, 'brit'))>0 or (index(v1, 'london'))>0 or (index(v1, 'engl'))>0  

      )

 ) 

bro3=1.

end repeat.

if bro2=1 bro3=1.

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 bro3=-1.

** CHENEY .

* SET ALL RESPONSE VARIABLES TO LOWER-CASE.

* Substitute actual string variable names for v1, etc .

do repeat v= cheney .

  compute v = lower(v) .

end repeat.

exe.

* Cheney scheme 1. 

* Rule: code correct if the response is VP, VICE PRESIDENT, or VICE PRES, else incorrect. 

compute che1 = 0.

do repeat v1=cheney.

if 

  ( (index(v1, 'vp'))>0 or (index(v1, 'v pres'))>0  or (index(v1, 'v. pres'))>0  or (index(v1, 'v.pres'))>0   )

  or 

   (   (index(v1, 'vice'))>0 and (index(v1, 'pres'))>0   )

che1=1.

end repeat.

* code to inapplicable if post-election interview was not completed .

if v081001=0 che1=-1.

exe .

Online Appendix 5. Supplemental tests of criterion validity


This appendix presents three additional tests of criterion validity: validity as an association between political knowledge and correlates of political sophistication, as knowledge as a predictor of voter turnout, and as knowledge as a moderator of the effect of policy preferences on presidential vote choice. 

Validity as association with political sophistication’s correlates: The office recall items are a rough measure of political sophistication, insofar as sophisticates are likely to be knowledgeable. As a second assessment of validity, I therefore consider the relationship of the office recall items to proxy indicators of political sophistication. Items used by other scholars for this purpose include education, interest in politics, and media use (e.g. Delli Carpini and Keeter 1996). In addition to these items, I examine the ANES interviewer’s post-interview rating of the respondent’s level of political information.

Knowledge as a predictor of turnout: Turnout is one of two raison d’être outcome variables for the ANES (the second being vote choice, addressed below), so the knowledge items’ value depends in part on their contribution to understanding this outcome. Some forms of political knowledge might lead some citizens to abstain from voting (c.f. Downs 1957), but Delli Carpini and Keeter (1996), among others, found that political knowledge predicts turnout. Therefore, we would expect well-coded office recall items to predict turnout.
Knowledge as a moderator of policy preferences’ effect on vote choice: Voting research has made heavy use of political knowledge as a mechanism by which voters identify their preferred candidates (e.g., Abramowitz, 1995, Carmines & Stimson 1980, Goren 1997, Marquis 2010, Nicholson et al. 2006). In particular, issue preferences should be stronger predictors of vote choice for respondents who are politically knowledgeable, because more knowledgeable voters are better able to identify candidates with favored issue positions. The better a knowledge question represents a latent political sophistication trait (or the more closely one knowledge item correlates with the knowledge actually needed to make a voting decision), the stronger that question’s moderating effect on vote choice should be. I therefore test the validity of knowledge codes by comparing models of vote choice that use alternate formulations of the knowledge scores. In the interest of simplicity, I predict voting for McCain in 2008 using three independent variables: the respondent’s defense spending preference expressed on a 7-point scale (coded so decrease = 0 and increase = 1), the respondent’s political knowledge score, and the interaction between the two. The interaction term represents the moderation effect and should be a stronger predictor for a better knowledge measure.
Results for Political Sophistication’s Correlates
Table 6 shows the association between political knowledge variables and other variables that are indicators of political sophistication. Results from 60 regressions are shown.

[Table 6 here]


All forms of the Pelosi knowledge variable produce significant results, but they have very similar associations with the criterion variables and no differences among the schemes are significant. Similarly, the measures of Brown office recall are largely indistinguishable. 


For Roberts office recall, the measures that place respondents on a continuum of knowledge, schemes 4 and 5 and the scale, have substantially better indicators of validity than the other coding schemes.  Schemes 1, 2, and 3 rely on dichotomous coding criteria that demand the respondent identify Roberts as the head justice.  Schemes 4 and 5, which are not dichotomous, and the four point scale were more strongly associated with interest in politics, viewing national television news, and the respondent’s level of information as rated by the interviewer.


These results validate the knowledge coding by demonstrating expected associations with criterion knowledge variables. Validity for Pelosi and Brown items are not sensitive to the coding scheme, but for the Roberts items, the non-dichotomous codes are better, as was found in the previous criterion validity test. 

Results for knowledge as a predictor of turnout

The association of the office recall items with turnout is shown in Table 7. The table presents 15 logistic regression models of turnout that control for other previously identified turnout predictors. In each model I present the same set of control variables and change only the office recall measure to allow a comparison of the office recall variables across the models. At least one scheme predicts turnout for each office item. 

[Table 7 here]


The four models presented using the Pelosi measures (schemes 1 to 3 and the scale built from them) are, for all practical purposes, identical. For purposes of predicting voter turnout, there are no important differences among the Pelosi coding schemes.

The four models using the Brown measures (schemes 1 to 3 and the scale built from them) are nearly identical, but scheme 3 and the scale are just on the good side of p<.05, while schemes 1 and 2 miss this threshold. As Brown scheme 3 gives partial credit for naming Brown’s office as “Prime Minister” (without naming the country) or for naming his nationality without specifying the office, and the scale includes this information, this indicates a slight advantage in accounting for partially correct answers to the Brown question.


The six models using the Roberts measures produce significantly different results for the knowledge variables, with the now familiar result that the more nuanced measures perform better. Schemes 1, 2, and 3, which are “strict” coding rules that approximate ANES coding practices in the past, are not significant predictors of turnout. Schemes 4 and 5 and the four-point scale  are significant predictors, showing again that accounting for partially correct answers to the Roberts question is worthwhile.

Results for knowledge as a moderator of policy preferences’ effect on vote choice


Table 8 shows knowledge as a moderator of policy preferences’ effect on vote choice. Each row shows the coefficients for the three independent variables in the logistic regression model of voting for McCain. The more nuanced measures of knowledge for Roberts are much better than the strict dichotomous measures, but the models do not show meaningful differences among the measures for Pelosi and Brown. 

[Table 8 here]


The relevant comparisons here are in the Moderator column. These show the effect on the likelihood of voting for McCain when a respondent is both hawkish on defense spending and knowledgeable. For the Pelosi knowledge question, knowledge acts as a moderator: people were more likely to vote for McCain when they were simultaneously knowledgeable (i.e., knew Pelosi’s office) and in favor of increased defense spending. The more nuanced coding approaches (Scheme 2 and the scale) were slightly stronger predictors, but this difference from the other schemes is not statistically significant. 

In the model with the Cheney knowledge question it is striking that the defense spending variable is not a significant predictor of the McCain vote. This is because of the effect of the moderator variable. Defense spending preferences only predict a McCain vote for respondents who knew Dick Cheney was Vice President. This is consistent with the Cheney item’s status as a very easy question and with the role of knowledge as a moderator variable: people so ignorant that they could not recall Cheney’s office also failed to link their defense spending preference to their choice of candidate.  

Results for Brown were the opposite of those for Cheney: the moderator term was not significant for the Brown items but defense spending was. While the Cheney question was the easiest, the Brown question was the most difficult, and it appears that respondents were fully able to link their candidate choice to their policy preference without having the kind of knowledge reflected by the Brown item.


The moderator terms for the Roberts item show how knowledge codes matter. For the strictest coding schemes, which required naming Roberts’ office as Chief Justice, the moderator term is not significant (schemes 1 and 2) or at its weakest (scheme 3). In contrast, the more nuanced coding schemes that account for degrees of knowledge show the expected interaction effect between knowledge and policy preference.

Martinez & Craig (2010) found that accounting for partially correct answers did not improve prediction of vote choice in an issue voting model. In the present model, for the Roberts items, accounting for partially correct answers dramatically improves prediction by revealing the moderating effect of knowledge on the relationship between policy preferences and candidate preferences. Other validity tests also showed better results for the Roberts item when partial correctness was recognized. Therefore, there remains a strong case for coding that accounts for partially correct answers, particularly regarding the Chief Justice.

[image: image1.emf]Table 6. Criterion validity of office recall using related constructs

Office recall b s.e. R

2

b s.e. R

2

b s.e. R

2

b s.e. R

2

Pelosi

Scheme 1 0.17 0.012 .13 0.15 0.018 .08 0.11 0.019 .05 0.27 0.013 .23

Scheme 2 0.18 0.014 .13 0.16 0.020 .08 0.11 0.020 .05 0.29 0.015 .24

Scheme 3 0.17 0.012 .13 0.16 0.018 .09 0.11 0.020 .05 0.27 0.013 .24

Scale 0.18 0.013 .14 0.17 0.019 .09 0.12 0.020 .05 0.29 0.014 .25

Cheney

Scheme 1 0.15 0.016 .09 0.17 0.028 .08 0.09 0.024 .02 0.25 0.018 .17

Brown

Scheme 1 0.21 0.022 .05 0.20 0.029 .03 0.07 0.037 .00 0.30 0.025 .06

Scheme 2 0.20 0.021 .04 0.21 0.028 .03 0.07 0.037 .00 0.29 0.025 .06

Scheme 3 0.19 0.020 .04 0.21 0.029 .04 0.05 0.031 .00 0.28 0.024 .07

Scale 0.21 0.020 .04 0.22 0.028 .03 0.07 0.036 .00 0.31 0.025 .07

Roberts

Scheme 1 0.23 0.029 .04 0.14 0.044 .01 0.06 0.056 .00 0.30 0.023 .05

Scheme 2 0.23 0.026 .05 0.15 0.012 .01 0.05 0.051 .00 0.29 0.025 .05

Scheme 3 0.23 0.026 .05 0.16 0.043 .02 0.08 0.042 .00 0.29 0.021 .05

Scheme 4 0.20 0.023 .06 0.22 0.034 .05 0.16 0.031 .03 0.36 0.022 .13

Scheme 5 0.22 0.021 .06 0.22 0.04 .05 0.15 0.037 .03 0.36 0.026 .13

Scale 0.26 0.024 .07 0.25 0.046 .04 0.15 0.043 .02 0.40 0.028 .12

Notes: all coefficients are statistically significant at p<.05 except the six set in italics.

All variables are coded to range from 0 to 1.

n= approximately 2102 for education and information regressions; n= approximately 1012 for interest in politics and 814 for media use.

b is the unstandardized regression coefficient.

Criterion variables (OLS regression coefficients)

Education Interest in politics National TV news R's information


[image: image2.emf]Table 7. Predictors of turnout (logistic regression)

Cheney

Predictor 1 2 3 scale 1 1  2 3 scale 1 2 3 4 5 scale

Political knowledge 1.00* 0.95* 1.00* 1.00* 0.61* 0.99 0.90 1.01* 1.03* 0.33 0.74 0.61 1.22* 1.25* 1.46*

(0.20) (0.19) (0.20) (0.19) (0.21) (0.50) (0.47) (0.44) (0.49) (0.37) (0.43) (0.40) (0.46) (0.47) (0.66)

Female 0.51* 0.52* 0.51* 0.52* 0.48* 0.46* 0.46* 0.46* 0.46* 0.44* 0.45* 0.45* 0.46* 0.47* 0.47*

(0.18) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.18) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17) (0.17)

Income 0.47 0.49 0.44 0.47 0.53 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.59 0.58 0.55 0.55 0.56

(0.32) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32)

Education 2.38* 2.36* 2.37* 2.35* 2.46* 2.64* 2.64* 2.63* 2.63* 2.69* 2.66* 2.66* 2.58* 2.59* 2.59*

(0.43) (0.43) (0.43) (0.43) (0.42) (0.41) (0.41) (0.41) (0.41) (0.40) (0.41) (0.40) (0.41) (0.41) (0.41)

Black 0.41* 0.4* 0.41* 0.4* 0.44* 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.32 0.33 0.32 0.34 0.34 0.34

(0.20) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)

Discuss politics 0.93* 0.92* 0.92* 0.91* 0.95* 1.04* 1.04* 1.03* 1.03* 1.04* 1.03* 1.02* 0.95* 0.96* 0.96*

(0.33) (0.32) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.31) (0.32) (0.32) (0.32)

External efficacy 0.11 0.13 0.11 0.13 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02

(0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.33) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.34) (0.33) (0.33) (0.33)

Age -0.41 -0.42 -0.32 -0.41 -0.33 0.05 0.11 0.07 0.08 0.13 0.08 0.1 0.05 0.05 0

(1.80) (1.79) (1.80) (1.79) (1.84) (1.85) (1.85) (1.85) (1.84) (1.85) (1.85) (1.85) (1.83) (1.83) (1.83)

Age squared 1.45 1.47 1.34 1.44 1.52 1.31 1.25 1.28 1.28 1.23 1.25 1.23 1.19 1.2 1.25

(1.92) (1.92) (1.93) (1.92) (1.95) (1.96) (1.96) (1.96) (1.96) (1.96) (1.95) (1.96) (1.94) (1.94) (1.94)

Southern -0.15 -0.13 -0.16 -0.14 -0.13 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.12 -0.13 -0.13 -0.13 -0.12 -0.11 -0.12

(0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.19) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)

Home owner 0.43* 0.42* 0.44* 0.43* 0.44* 0.43* 0.43* 0.42* 0.42* 0.43* 0.43* 0.43* 0.44* 0.44* 0.44*

(0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.17) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18) (0.18)

Partisan strength 1.78* 1.75* 1.76* 1.76* 1.7* 1.80* 1.79* 1.79* 1.79* 1.79* 1.79* 1.8* 1.76* 1.75* 1.77*

(0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.29) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27) (0.27)

Moved in last 2 years -0.23 -0.26 -0.22 -0.25 -0.13 -0.14 -0.14 -0.14 -0.14 -0.15 -0.14 -0.15 -0.15 -0.15 -0.15

(0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30) (0.30)

Care who wins 0.94* 0.95* 0.94* 0.94* 1.12* 1.09* 1.09* 1.09* 1.08* 1.12* 1.11* 1.11* 1.06* 1.07* 1.07*

(0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.24) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.23) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22) (0.22)

Obama-McCain  0.56 0.57 0.55 0.57 0.27 0.57 0.57 0.56 0.57 0.58 0.6 0.59 0.62 0.62 0.62

attitude difference (0.40) (0.40) (0.40) (0.40) (0.42) (0.40) (0.40) (0.40) (0.40) (0.40) (0.40) (0.40) (0.41) (0.41) (0.41)

Constant -3.13* -3.19* -3.12 -3.16* -3.43* -3.29* -3.30* -3.28* -3.29* -3.31* -3.3* -3.29* -3.23* -3.24* -3.24*

(0.47) (0.48) (0.47) (0.48) (0.48) (0.49) (0.49) (0.49) (0.49) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48) (0.48)

n=1995

Coefficients are unstandardized. Standard errors are in parentheses.

Roberts scheme Pelosi scheme Brown scheme

Knowledge measure
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Knowledge scheme b s.e. b s.e. b s.e.

Pelosi

Scheme 1 1.50* 0.71 1.94*** 0.46 -0.33 0.42

Scheme 2 1.74* 0.77 1.76*** 0.48 -0.42 0.45

Scheme 3 1.61* 0.76 1.86*** 0.48 -0.40 0.45

Scale 1.73* 0.78 1.78*** 0.48 -0.42 0.46

Cheney

Scheme 1 2.04* 0.80 1.04 0.7 -0.59 0.50

Brown

Scheme 1 4.19 2.72 2.52*** 0.41 -3.38* 1.66

Scheme 2 4.19 2.72 2.52*** 0.41 -3.38* 1.66

Scheme 3 1.66 1.720 2.56*** 0.42 -1.25 1.01

Scale 3.06 2.100 2.52*** 0.41 -2.46* 1.18

Roberts

Scheme 1 5.36 3.26 2.60*** 0.41 -2.23 1.63

Scheme 2 3.75 2.05 2.59*** 0.41 -1.84 1.15

Scheme 3 4.54* 2.05 2.54*** 0.42 -2.05 1.14

Scheme 4 6.72*** 1.71 2.04*** 0.42 -2.70** 0.88

Scheme 5 6.47** 1.83 2.11*** 0.41 -2.60** 0.94

Scale 7.81** 2.32 2.12*** 0.42 -3.24** 1.18

Note: each row presents the coefficients in a logistic regression predicting a vote for McCain

n=894

b is the unstandardized logistic regression coefficient. s.e. is the standard error.

Knowledge Defense spending policy 



 knowledge

Moderator:


1

