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Coding Rules and Examples 
 

As noted in chapter 3, I used topic modeling to identify a subset of Rifleman editorials 

pertaining to gun control, which are the focus of many of the book’s analyses. I created the 

subset by adding up the proportion of each editorial comprised of the four gun control topics 

described above. I included an editorial in the gun control subset if the four gun control topics 

combined comprise two thirds or more of its content. This procedure identified 422 (of 872) 

editorials.  

I coded the gun control editorials along a number of dimensions pertaining to the 

cultivation of a politicized group social identity and gun-centric political ideology: whether they 

explicitly discuss policy, use “identity-forming” language, frame policy in terms of its perceived 

impact on the group’s identity, depict gun rights/gun owners as under threat, contain a call to 

action, connect gun rights to other issues (and, if so, which issues), and/or mention major 

political parties or those parties’ ideologies.  

I then coded all the letters to the editor along similar dimensions: whether they explicitly 

discuss policy, use “identity-forming” language, frame policy in terms of its perceived impact on 

an identity, connect gun rights to other issues (and, if so, which issues), and/or mention major 

political parties or those parties’ ideologies. I also coded the stance each letter takes on gun 

control.  

The book also contains some topic-specific analyses. Editorials are included in a topic-

specific analysis if that topic comprises 20% or more of their content. Pro-gun letters are 

included if the topic comprises 25% or more of their content. (The different thresholds reflect the 

greater number of topics in the full Rifleman topic model.) Rather than categorizing documents 

into topics based on their “top” topic (i.e., the topic comprising the greatest proportion of the 
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document’s content), I allow for individual documents to be included in multiple topics. This 

choice reflects the reality that many editorials discuss more than one topic. 

The coding rules used for this process are below, as are examples of coded documents. 

The main text discusses the motivation for each of these measures and justifies them 

theoretically (especially those related to the measurement of variables related to social identity); 

the purpose of this section is simply to describe the coding process.  

Finally, a research assistant coded a random sample of 10% of all NRA editorials, pro-, 

and anti-gun letters (356 documents total) based on whether they contain identity-forming 

language, identity frames, depictions of threat (Rifleman editorials only), calls to action 

(Rifleman editorials only), issue connections, and party mentions, as well as whether they are 

pro- or anti-gun. The overall rate of agreement was 86% with a Cohen’s kappa of .73, indicating 

strong agreement.1 

 

Coding Rules: Rifleman Editorials  

1. Policy Discussion 
1.1. Coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the editorial discusses government gun 

policy/regulation of some kind, whether in broad/general or narrow/specific terms. This 
could include discussion of specific pieces of legislation, but might also consist of more 
general discussion of gun policy/regulation that does not mention a specific piece of 
legislation. Gun legislation/regulation does not need to be the topic of the editorial, but 
rather just needs to be mentioned. This includes discussion of the purpose of the Second 
Amendment and lawsuits aimed at gun manufacturers. 

2. Identity Frame for Legislation 
2.1. Within editorials that discuss policy, coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the 

editorial frames legislation in social identity terms. Legislation is framed in social 
identity terms if it is discussed in terms of its impact on the lifestyles and/or values of 
gun owners (as opposed to being discussed only in terms of its estimated technical, 
policy impacts). For example, an editorial focused on crime that is framed in identity 
terms might argue that gun control reduces the ability of Americans to protect 

 
1 J. Richard Landis and Gary C. Koch, “The Measurement of Observer Agreement for 
Categorical Data,” Biometrics 33, 1 (1977): 159-174. 
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themselves and their families from criminals, whereas a similar editorial that is not 
framed in identity terms might argue that a proposed law is unlikely to successfully 
reduce the use of guns by criminals. Editorials that use both types of arguments should 
be coded 1. Not included as identity-frames are discussions of inconveniences a law 
might cause for gun owners without accompanying discussion of: (1) how those 
inconveniences might threaten the values of gun owners or their ability to protect things 
they value, or (2) discussion of how the laws might lead to outright personal 
disarmament/confiscation of firearms (which goes beyond inconvenience). 

3. Use of Identity Forming Language (In-group Positive or Out-group Negative) 
3.1. In-group positive is coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the editorial uses 

positive attributes/adjectives to describe gun owners.  
3.2. Out-group negative is coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the editorial uses 

negative attributes/adjectives (or comparisons to negative groups) to describe members 
of an out-group who are portrayed as a threat to gun rights due to its support for gun 
regulation. Criminals who misuse guns are not considered an out-group. 

4. Threat 
4.1. Coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the editorial portrays gun rights and/or 

gun owners’ identities as under threat.  
5. Calls to Action 

5.1. Coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the editorial contains a call to action on 
behalf of the protection of gun rights/against gun regulation. These consist of actions 
such as (but not limited to) contacting policymakers or speaking with others about gun 
rights. They can also include calls to act (or not act) in certain non-political ways 
because of the potential political impacts of those actions (e.g., practice gun safety while 
hunting this fall because if there are hunting accidents people will call for new gun 
control laws). Non-political calls to action that aren’t in some way connected to politics 
as in the example above should not be coded 1 (e.g., practice gun safety while hunting 
(period).) 

6. Issue Connections 
6.1. Coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the editorial connects gun rights, broadly 

conceived, to other political issues or political issue sets (such as crime, liberty, limited 
government, foreign policy of some kind, etc.). An important note: Editorials that 
discuss crime but exclusively argue that gun control measures aimed it are unlikely to 
work should not be included; these editorials do not genuinely connect gun rights to 
crime. However, editorials that argue that more guns can help address crime (i.e., that 
guns are a solution to crime) should be included, as should editorials that advocate other 
ways to control crime (such as harsh enforcement/heavy sentencing). 

7. Partisan/Ideological Discussion 
7.1. Coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the editorial explicitly mentions a major 

U.S. political party (i.e., Democratic or Republican) or a political ideology associated 
with a U.S party (i.e., liberal/left or conservative). Discussion of foreign Communist 
parties alone does not satisfy this condition, but any mention, even brief, of a U.S. party 
or party ideology does. This includes noting candidates’ or politicians’ party when 
mentioning them. Lastly, it also includes use of the names of well-known party leaders 
(in particular presidents and presidential candidates, but also well-known Congressional 
leaders) to connote a party. 
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Coding Rules: Letters to the Editor 

1. Policy Discussion 
1.1. Coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the letter discusses government gun 

policy/regulation of some kind, whether in broad/general or narrow/specific terms. This 
could include discussion of specific pieces of legislation, but might also consist of more 
general discussion of gun policy/regulation that does not mention a specific piece of 
legislation. This includes discussion of the purpose of the Second Amendment and 
lawsuits aimed at gun manufacturers. 

2. Identity Frame for Legislation 
2.1. Within letters that discuss policy, coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the letter 

frames legislation in social identity terms. For letters written in opposition to gun 
control, legislation is framed in social identity terms if it is discussed in terms of its 
impact on the lifestyles and/or values of gun owners (as opposed to being discussed only 
in terms of its estimated technical, policy impacts). For example, a letter focused on 
crime that is framed in identity terms might argue that gun control reduces the ability of 
Americans to protect themselves and their families from criminals, whereas a similar 
letter that is not framed in identity terms might argue that a proposed law is unlikely to 
successfully reduce the use of guns by criminals. Letters that use both types of 
arguments should be coded 1. For letters written in support of gun control, legislation is 
framed in identity terms if it is discussed in terms of impact on the lifestyles and/or 
values of the letter writers themselves (rather than, for example, exclusively in terms of 
their potential impact on crime rates without including mention of personal connections 
to crime). For example, a letter focused on crime that is framed in identity terms might 
talk about how the letter writer’s life has been negatively impacted by gun violence, 
whereas a similar letter that is not framed in identity terms might only mention that 
studies have shown that gun control laws reduce overall levels of gun violence. 

3. Use of Identity Forming Language (In-group Positive or Out-group Negative) 
3.1. In-group positive is coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the letter uses positive 

attributes/adjectives to describe either gun owners (in the case of pro-gun letters) or gun 
control advocates (in the case of anti-gun letters).  

3.2. Out-group negative is coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the letter uses 
negative attributes/adjectives (or comparisons to negative groups) to describe members 
of an out-group who either support gun regulation (in the case of pro-gun letters) or 
oppose gun regulation (in the case of anti-gun letters). Criminals who misuse guns are 
not considered an out-group. 

4. Issue Connections 
4.1. Coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the letter connects gun rights, broadly 

conceived, to other political issues or political issue sets (such as crime, liberty, limited 
government, foreign policy of some kind, etc.). An important note: Letters that discuss 
crime but exclusively argue that gun control measures aimed it are unlikely to work 
should not be included; these editorials do not genuinely connect gun rights to crime. 
However, letters that argue that more guns can help address crime (i.e., that guns are a 
solution to crime) should be included, as should editorials that advocate other ways to 
control crime (such as harsh enforcement/heavy sentencing). 
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5. Partisan/Ideological Discussion 
5.1. Coded 1 (if yes) or 0 (if no) based on whether the letter explicitly mentions a major U.S. 

political party (i.e., Democratic or Republican) or a political ideology associated with a 
U.S party (i.e., liberal/left or conservative). Discussion of foreign Communist parties 
alone does not satisfy this condition, but any mention, even brief, of a U.S. party or party 
ideology does. This includes noting candidates’ or politicians’ party when mentioning 
them. Lastly, it also includes use of the names of well-known party leaders (in particular 
presidents and presidential candidates, but also well-known Congressional leaders) to 
connote a party. 
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Coding Examples for Chapter 3 

To supplement the coding rules described above, this section provides three example 

documents that illustrate the coding procedure in action. These examples pertain to the codes 

relevant to the analyses in chapter 3; examples relevant to chapter 4 are below. The first is a 

Rifleman editorial, the second is a pro-gun letter to the editor, and third is an anti-gun letter to the 

editor. 

Words and phrases that are relevant to the coding dimensions described above are 

underlined. Following the legend depicted below, the color of the line beneath each of these 

words and phrases indicates the coding dimensions to which they pertain.   

 

Legend: 

  : In-group positive language 

  : Out-group negative language 

  : Identity frame for legislation 

  : Threat 

  : Calls to action 
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NRA Editorial: American Rifleman, July 2002: 
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Pro-Gun Letter: Chicago Tribune, 21 July 1995: 
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Anti-Gun Letter: Chicago Tribune, 13 May 2000: 
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Coding Examples for Chapter 4 

To supplement the coding rules described above, this section provides three example 

documents that illustrate the coding procedure in action. These examples pertain to the codes 

relevant to the analyses in chapter 4. The first is a Rifleman editorial, the second is a pro-gun 

letter to the editor, and third is an anti-gun letter to the editor. 

Words and phrases that are relevant to the coding dimensions described above are 

underlined. Following the legend depicted below, the color of the line beneath each of these 

words and phrases indicates the coding dimensions to which they pertain.   

 

Legend: 

  : Issue connection 

  : Party/ideology connection 
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NRA Editorial: American Rifleman, July 2002: 
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Pro-Gun Letter: Arizona Republic, 31 August 1996: 
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Anti-Gun Letter: Arizona Republic, 2 August 1998: 
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Model Outputs for Online Appendix 
 

Chapter 3 
 

 
 

Chapter 4 
 

 

TABLE 3A1. Logistic Regression Predicting Calls to Action

B (SE) z-value p-value

(Intercept) -3.007 (0.551) -5.454 <0.001

Threat 1.975 (0.324) 6.104 <0.001

Identity-Building Language 0.439 (0.366) 1.200 0.230

Policy Discussion 0.627 (0.496) 1.265 0.206

Null deviance: 551.58 on 421 degrees of freedom. Residual deviance: 475.88 on 418 
degrees of freedom. AIC: 483.88.

TABLE 4A1. Regressions Predicting Views on Court System

1974 1982 1989 1998 2006 2014

Coef. 
(s.e.)

P-value
Coef. 
(s.e.)

P-value
Coef. 
(s.e.)

P-value
Coef. 
(s.e.)

P-value
Coef. 
(s.e.)

P-value
Coef. 
(s.e.)

P-value

(Intercept)
0.823 

(0.095)
0.000

0.653
(0.062)

0.000
1.005 

(0.061)
0.000

0.691 
(0.053)

0.000
0.431 

(0.061)
0.000

0.587 
(0.069)

0.000

Gun 
Ownership

0.111 
(0.046)

0.017
0.077

(0.030)
0.011

0.101 
(0.036

0.005
0.061 

(0.030)
0.050

0.124 
(0.034)

0.000
0.101 

(0.053)
0.055

White
0.017 

(0.084)
0.845

0.238 
(0.057)

0.000
-0.094 
(0.058)

0.104
0.116 

(0.046)
0.012

0.135 
(0.048)

0.005
-0.002 
(0.058)

0.971

Male
-0.031 
(0.043)

0.463
-0.046 
(0.028)

0.108
-0.160 
(0.036)

0.000
-0.090 
(0.031)

0.003
-0.120 
(0.036)

0.001
-0.142 
(0.045)

0.002

Age
0.055 

(0.025)
0.028

0.021 
(0.015)

0.155
0.029 

(0.019)
0.124

0.005 
(0.016)

0.765
0.056 

(0.018)
0.002

0.044 
(0.024)

0.066

Education
0.007

(0.025)
0.762

0.006
(0.017)

0.724
0.040 

(0.027)
0.130

-0.015 
(0.017)

0.357
0.020 

(0.020)
0.330

-0.008 
(0.022)

0.725

Party ID
0.029 

(0.020)
0.136

-0.008 
(0.015)

0.595
0.042 

(0.015)
0.005

-0.001 
(0.015)

0.942
-0.012 
(0.020)

0.536
0.045 

(0.028)
0.107

Ideology
0.079 

(0.029)
0.006

0.040 
(0.018)

0.025
0.029 

(0.018)
0.121

0.048 
(0.016)

0.003
0.063 

(0.021)
0.002

0.098 
(0.027)

0.000

Region: 
Midwest

-0.042 
(0.051)

0.412
0.010 

(0.038)
0.795

-0.114 
(0.047)

0.016
-0.054 
(0.045)

0.224
0.061 

(0.056)
0.282

-0.073 
(0.069)

0.288

Region: South
-0.128 
(0.059)

0.030
-0.093
(0.042)

0.029
-0.048 
(0.043)

0.266
-0.031 
(0.040)

0.439
0.100 

(0.053)
0.062

-0.098 
(0.065)

0.131

Region: West
-0.233
(0.080)

0.004
-0.024
(0.051)

0.647
-0.087 
(0.052)

0.092
0.038 

(0.045)
0.395

0.018 
(0.060)

0.766
-0.197 
(0.072)

0.006

Grew up in 
rural 
area/small 
town

0.020 
(0.046)

0.664
0.043 

(0.033)
0.187

-0.034 
(0.040)

0.403
0.040 

(0.037)
0.276

0.113
(0.042)

0.008
0.005 

(0.069)
0.948

N 625 817 905 1612 1765 1401

R2 .073 .072 .067 .029 .071 .056

Note: Note: The figure depicts original analyses of the General Social Survey. The depicted models use standardized independent variables that are weighted to 
be nationally representative. The bars represent 95% confidence intervals. Separate models were estimated for each year. Years were selected based on 
proximity to presidential elections and variable availability. Gun ownership in the depicted models is based on whether a respondent lives in a household with a 
gun (which is the only gun ownership variable available in the 1974 data); the results are substantively the same when personal gun ownership is used for 1982 
and forward. The dependent variable asks, “In general, do you think the courts in this area deal too harshly or not harshly enough with criminals?” with response 
including “too harsh,” “about right,” and “not harsh enough.”
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Chapter 6 

 

 
 

TABLE 6A1. Regression Predicting View of Media’s Role in Democracy Among Gun 
Owners

B (SE) p-value

(Intercept) 1.711 (0.092) 0.000

NRA Membership -0.139 (0.057) 0.015

White 0.011 (0.056) 0.848

Male 0.050 (0.043) 0.240

Age -0.050 (0.020) 0.013

Income -0.020 (0.023) 0.383

Education 0.016 (0.020) 0.403

Party ID -0.233 (0.024) 0.000

Ideology 0.018 (0.024) 0.457

News Consumption 0.021 (0.021) 0.311

Region: Midwest -0.018 (0.084) 0.832

Region: South 0.048 (0.079) 0.535

Region: West 0.065 (0.082) 0.427

Grew up in rural area/small town -0.077 (0.040) 0.057

N = 1188; R2 = .239

Note: Table depicts an original analysis of data collected by the Pew Research Center in 
2017, with standardized independent variables weighted to be nationally-representative. 
Because the question about gun owner identity was only asked of gun owning respondents, 
the analysis excludes non-gun owners. A description of the study and all data are available 
at the following URL: http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2017/06/22/guns-report-
methodology/.



 16 

 
 

TABLE 6A2. Regression Predicting Partisan Identification

B (SE) p-value

(Intercept) 1.564 (0.094) 0.000

Gun Ownership 0.271 (0.071) 0.000

White 0.735 (0.074) 0.000

Male 0.157 (0.065) 0.016

Age -0.037 (0.029) 0.208

Income 0.057 (0.031) 0.064

Education -0.042 (0.031) 0.174

Ideology 0.515 (0.038) 0.000

News Consumption -0.010 (0.029) 0.731

Region: Midwest 0.018 (0.089) 0.837

Region: South 0.080 (0.086) 0.350

Region: West -0.052 (0.089) 0.561

Grew up in rural area/small town 0.079 (0.060) 0.191

N = 3663; R2 = .317

Note: Table depicts an original analysis of data collected by the Pew Research Center in 

2017, with standardized independent variables weighted to be nationally-representative. A 

description of the study and all data are available at the following URL: 

http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2017/06/22/guns-report-methodology/.



 17 

 
 

TABLE 6A3. Regression Predicting Gun Identity Among Gun Owners Using 
Evangelical Identity

B (SE) p-value

(Intercept) 1.889 (0.186) 0.000

Evangelical 0.240 (0.103) 0.020

White 0.230 (0.142) 0.105

Male 0.024 (0.104) 0.814

Age -0.149 (0.050) 0.003

Income -0.059 (0.055) 0.283

Education -0.132 (0.055) 0.016

Party ID 0.194 (0.070) 0.006

Ideology 0.218 (0.064) 0.001

News Consumption 0.080 (0.054) 0.140

Region: Midwest 0.100 (0.142) 0.482

Region: South 0.134 (0.137) 0.330

Region: West 0.124 (0.143) 0.386

Grew up in rural area/small town -0.054 (0.092) 0.558

N = 1200; R2 = .176

Note: Table depicts an original analysis of data collected by the Pew Research Center in 
2017, with standardized independent variables weighted to be nationally-representative. 
Because the question about gun owner identity was only asked of gun owning respondents, 
the analysis excludes non-gun owners. A description of the study and all data are available 
at the following URL: http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2017/06/22/guns-report-
methodology/.
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TABLE 6A4. Regressions Predicting Trump Job Approval Using Gun Related Variables

Coefficient
(s.e.) P-value Coefficient

(s.e.) P-value Coefficient
(s.e.) P-value

(Intercept) 2.095 (0.082) 0.000 2.320 (0.198) 0.000 2.167 (0.196) 0.000

Gun Ownership 0.169 (0.064) 0.008 – – – –

Gun Identity – – 0.192 (0.054) 0.000 – –

NRA 
Membership – – – – 0.458 (0.105) 0.000

White 0.143 (0.065) 0.028 0.212 (0.139) 0.126 0.255 (0.143) 0.074

Male 0.082 (0.053) 0.125 -0.064 (0.104) 0.539 -0.050 (0.101) 0.622

Age 0.083 (0.025) 0.001 0.104 (0.044) 0.017 0.079 (0.044) 0.071

Income -0.018 (0.029) 0.537 0.098 (0.061) 0.106 0.075 (0.057) 0.190

Education -0.100 (0.029) 0.001 -0.110 (0.057) 0.054 -0.129 (0.056) 0.021

Party ID 0.798 (0.036) 0.000 0.807 (0.077) 0.000 0.828 (0.076) 0.000

Ideology 0.195 (0.034) 0.000 0.208 (0.065) 0.001 0.225 (0.068) 0.001

News 
Consumption 0.023 (0.025) 0.367 -0.068 (0.043) 0.112 -0.042 (0.043) 0.334

Region: 
Midwest -0.156 (0.074) 0.035 -0.171 (0.150) 0.254 -0.177 (0.143) 0.218

Region: South -0.200 (0.075) 0.007 -0.147 (0.156) 0.345 -0.124 (0.149) 0.405

Region: West -0.297 (0.076) 0.000 -0.405 (0.170) 0.018 -0.362 (0.159) 0.023

Grew up in 
rural area/small 
town

0.073 (0.053) 0.174 0.041 (0.093) 0.661 0.027 (0.091) 0.769

N 3624 1186 1186

R2 .570 .559 .560

Note: Table depicts an original analysis of data collected by the Pew Research Center in 2017, with standardized independent 
variables weighted to be nationally-representative. Because questions about gun owner identity and NRA membership were only 
asked of gun owning respondents, those analyses exclude non-gun owners. A description of the study and all data are available at the 
following URL: http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2017/06/22/guns-report-methodology/.


