General comments
Everyone needs a theoretical contribution around which to frame your paper. 
 Many of your theories are a little too close to your DV and they are obvious – you need to think of something interesting – and non-obvious to contribute.  Are there any interesting things that this paper could contribute to that literature – do you see any puzzles from that literature that need solving?
You need to make sure that you are outlining CAUSES of your dependent variable, not things that are likely to be correlated - or things that your DV is likely to cause (except when perhaps justifying the importance of your DV)

It seems that there is a tendency to be interested in frequency distributions – surprising amount of how much or little support or how much or little knowledge there is – you need to get a real curiosity about the various causes – if being a minority might be a cause of your DV, then there is a need to look at the whole population not just minorities. If you find yourself interested in how much of something there is, move beyond that curiosity and start wondering what causes that variation.

It is almost never OK to look at groups separately. Sometimes looking at blacks and whites separately is justified, but really only as a part of the same project.  It is also nearly always advisable to separate countries, but otherwise, it is better to include all members of a population.

You want to be careful that you don't spend time on what causes your independent variable unless you are explicitly trying to model an indirect effect.  Many of you have the inclination to have a full drawn out discussion about your independent variable - its causes - its many ramifications - its trends downward or upward and none of that is really relevant to developing the theory about what causes the DV.
When you have a concept and you are not sure about the causal relation, you can speculate (and just be clear that it is a speculation)
No need to repeat theory in the measurement section unless it is for some reason directly related to the measurement

You may want to think about grouping your variables together so that they fit into some framework. This seems like a random list.

remember that a low Cronbach's alpha means that you should give us a sense of the interitem correlations.

when concept name do not give a reader an indication of how it is measured, it needs further description in the theory section

so you are setting the stage for how this particular kind of context makes it an interesting context in which to test a particular theory.  If you are making that point, make it explicit.
According to this theory economic prosperity on a national level benefits incumbents while an economic downturn benefits the opposition. The 2004 Presidential election clearly contradicts this hypothesis.

When you say there is evidence for something, you need to back it up with a discussion of the actual results. What is the context? What was the test? What were the goals of the authors? What were the measures? What were the general conclusions and potential downfalls?
Scholars have found that candidate contact influences voters’ ability to rate candidates, as well as their 
information about and favorability toward candidates. (Spiliotes and Fowler 2002) This however, maybe a spurious relationship in that, voters are more likely to come in contact with candidates to whom they are already predisposed.
The implications of the link between presidential performance and popularity mean that data about presidential popularity can be used to predict the outcome of presidential elections (Brody and Sigelman 1983). 

In your measurement section, many people did not put the actual wording of the question, or they left off the valid answers to the questions - we need tthat in order to evaluate content validity.  Also a reader needs categories and collapsed percentages and you should never ever ever report a mean without a standard deviation.  
This is the end of a section: 

"per capita income growth are the dominant predictors of presidential elections." 

The second claim is valid again proven by a logical argumen
t.
If something is your theoretical interest, talk about it first.
You need to tell me what the answers are to the questions - what the categories are, how many people with high and low levels of your IV before you talk about content validity.
When there are just two items, I don't need an alpha. Instead I just need a correlation.
This is about a section called "institutions versus culture": 
This debate framed in general terms is not likely to be very interesting or enlightening.  The problem with discussions like these is that they don't inspire precise thinking about the topic. There are tons of institutions and tons of attributes of culture that interact with one another in so many different ways that to speak as if there is some general rule about whether all the various institutions are more important than all the various cultural or attitudinal components.
But, once again comparing a Third World nation to a developed nation leads to 
many empirical problems
Some people are paraphrasing stuff that they don't understand from the literature.  Don't do that.
Cronbach’s alpha is not used for two indicators. Pearson r is used instead.
About framing your paper = and commenting on demographics first:
Unless this is your most interesting theory, don’t start with demographics – this is probably true that this has an impact, but when we find it to be true, we haven’t learned very much

Nogura cites a study
 in which… 

Many articles have stated
 that

The system missing is again a portion of the US respondents, while the missing is around 500 respondents missing from every other European country.  This looks systematic.

	
	Expand
	Cut back
	Kept same
	Don’t know/Refused
	Missing

	
	57.3%
	2.3%
	15.8%
	1.1%
	23.5%

	
	44.6%
	3.3%
	16%
	1%
	35.2%

	
	20.6%
	21%
	32.5%
	2.4%
	23.5%

	
	59.3%
	2.4%
	13.8%
	.9%
	23.5%




Formatting and other kinds of specific comments

Your DV is supposed to come first
Generally avoid the term data set

2. Interest in News (Q3
00)
recoded (3) and (4)

double space your text

Women, Blacks, and Hispanics
.  

movement of the 1990’
s

to see a significant relationship between these concepts
.

that Non-White
 individuals
(
Support
(  Oppose
(  No Preference

when making tables, be sure to select blocks so that they don't run onto multiple pages.

DO NOT CUT AND PASTE SPSS OUTPUT INTO YOUR PAPER

MAKE NICE TABLES  - first col should be left justified - others should be centered and the text should not be indented and there is no reason to make grid lines - but lines under the first row and next to the first column are nice.
Indent paragraphs, not subheadings, give subheadings a format so that they stick to the paragraph if it falls on the next page
“Extremely Liberal” and a value of 7 was 
determined to be “Extremely Conservative.”

With Democrats coded as a value of 1 and Republicans coded with a value of 2, the mean value was found to be 
1.47 with a standard deviation of .5.

I used the ____ classificatio
ns

Questions do not capitalize every word

Do not use tabs to format your second line of your references. Use the hang by .5 inches.

don’t

The possible responses originally were 1. Better, 3. Worse , 5. The same, 8. Don't know, 9. Refused and 0. NA. I recoded to 1. gotten better, 2. stayed the
 same, 3. gotten worse.
(Cited in NRC, p.8
)

do not full justify your paper - always left justify

Why report cumulative percent? (presumably because you are cutting and pasting from spss, so don't report anything that doesn't seem meaningful to you).
gov
’t

With a long list of indicators, it is best to use a table so that the reader can see them better.

Left justify
I erased the information from the table just to show you that this is a thinly veiled cut and paste. I don't care whether you cut and paste - but put in only relevant information.  You don't need a frequency in addition to a percent (instead you need a percent and a total n)- and you need to make a decision between valid percent and actual percent - depending on the missing data - you would certainly need to figure out how to make that as clear as pssible and there is no need for cumulative percent.  
	Dependent variable

	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	


The variables 
chosen to measure ____
The original data for age was changed to these scales: 18-25, 26-35, 36- 45, and 45 and older.
  
1960’s and 70’s

a table with collapsed percentages are really necessary with multiple indicator items.
IMPORTANT with Pearson r’s or any other coefficient, it makes no ssense to include decimal points beyond the precision that you have.  So, the rule of thumb is to the hundredths.
Table 1: Support For Gay Rights

	Support For ___
	Valid Percent

	Strongly Oppose
	14.4

	Slightly Oppose
	17.9

	Neither Oppose Nor Support
	17.7

	Slightly Support
	18.8

	Strongly Support
	31.2

	Total
	100


Cite a page number when the quotation is direct– and author, if there is an author.

she utilizes 
this


possesses a belief about ___ in the first period 
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.  This belief about this region is a function of prior information 
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.  When an individual receives new information in the first period 
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she utilizes this information to update her belief. In the second period this individual’s belief about assisting the Third World will be a function of this new information 
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Look at the following tables:

Impression from Books
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Unfavorable Impression
	809
	5.8
	5.8
	5.8

	 
	No Impression
	12681
	90.5
	90.5
	96.3

	 
	Favorable impression
	516
	3.7
	3.7
	100

	 
	Total
	14006
	100
	100
	 

	Missing
	System
	0
	0
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	14006
	100
	 
	 


Impression from Newspapers
	 
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	Unfavorable Impression
	4779
	34.1
	34.1
	34.1

	 
	No Impression
	7543
	53.9
	53.9
	88

	 
	Favorable impression
	1684
	12
	12
	100

	 
	Total
	14006
	100
	100
	 

	Missing
	System
	0
	0
	 
	 

	Total
	 
	14006
	100
	 
	 


First off, they are cut and paste from spss, so that is problematic.  Secondly there is too much information (because they were mindlessly cut and paste from spss).

Notice the alternative:

	Impression from
	Unfavorable Impression
	No Impression
	Favorable impression
	Missing

	Newspapers
	--%
	--%
	--%
	--%

	Books 
	--%
	--%
	--%
	--%

	Other things
	--%
	--%
	--%
	--%

	More things
	--%
	--%
	--%
	--%

	
	--%
	--%
	--%
	--%

	
	--%
	--%
	--%
	--%


This is how I would like all your multiple indicators tables to look like.

Frequency of Favorable Impression 

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	-1
	18
	0.1
	0.1
	0.1

	
	-0.9
	16
	0.1
	0.1
	0.2

	
	-0.8
	41
	0.3
	0.3
	0.5

	
	-0.7
	109
	0.8
	0.8
	1.3

	
	-0.6
	214
	1.5
	1.5
	2.8

	
	-0.5
	340
	2.4
	2.4
	5.2

	
	-0.4
	861
	6.1
	6.1
	11.3

	
	-0.3
	1670
	11.9
	11.9
	23.2

	
	-0.2
	2108
	15.1
	15.1
	38.3

	
	-0.1
	2303
	16.4
	16.4
	54.7

	
	0
	3311
	23.6
	23.6
	78.3

	
	0.1
	1012
	7.2
	7.2
	85.5

	
	0.2
	794
	5.7
	5.7
	91.2

	
	0.3
	597
	4.3
	4.3
	95.5

	
	0.4
	289
	2.1
	2.1
	97.6

	
	0.5
	160
	1.1
	1.1
	98.7

	
	0.6
	82
	0.6
	0.6
	99.3

	
	0.7
	47
	0.3
	0.3
	99.6

	
	0.8
	24
	0.2
	0.2
	99.8

	
	0.9
	8
	0.1
	0.1
	99.9

	
	1
	2
	0
	0
	100

	Total
	14006
	100
	100
	100




Inter-item Correlation of Variables in Impression Index and Cronbach’s Alpha if missing
	 
	Books
	Newspapers
	Magazines
	Special Media
	Television
	Radio
	Exhibitions
	Church
	Aid agency
	Other source

	Books
	1
	0.235
	0.277
	0.225
	0.195
	0.2
	0.149
	0.14
	0.138
	0.193

	Newspapers
	0.245
	1
	0.425
	0.199
	0.579
	0.5
	0.196
	0.1
	0.195
	0.215

	Magazines
	0.277
	0.425
	1
	0.25
	0.349
	0.35
	0.211
	0.117
	0.97
	0.211

	Special Media
	0.225
	0.199
	0.25
	1
	0.171
	0.2
	0.159
	0.186
	0.147
	0.178

	Television
	0.195
	0.579
	0.349
	0.171
	1
	0.54
	0.187
	0.086
	0.22
	0.205

	Radio
	0.198
	0.496
	0.346
	0.198
	0.538
	1
	0.183
	0.103
	0.186
	0.188

	Exhibitions
	0.148
	0.196
	0.211
	0.159
	0.187
	0.18
	1
	0.171
	0.183
	0.256

	Church
	0.14
	0.1
	0.117
	0.186
	0.086
	0.1
	0.177
	1
	0.171
	0.178

	Aid agency
	0.138
	0.195
	0.197
	0.147
	0.22
	0.19
	0.183
	0.171
	1
	0.264

	Other source
	0.193
	0.215
	0.211
	0.178
	0.205
	0.19
	0.256
	0.178
	0.264
	1

	Cronbach's Alpha if deleted
	0.732
	0.68
	0.707
	0.735
	0.696
	0.69
	0.735
	0.745
	0.734
	0.731


Again there is an awful lot of confusing information. Get rid of lead zeros, round to the second decimal (you can do this automatically by having excel do both at the same time by formatting cells – this makes it much easier to deal with.

See below 

	 
	Books
	Newspapers
	Magazines
	Special Media
	Television
	Radio
	Exhibitions
	Church
	Aid agency
	Other source
	Cronbach's Alpha if deleted

	Books
	1.00
	.24
	.28
	.23
	.20
	.20
	.15
	.14
	.14
	.19
	.73

	Newspapers
	.25
	1.00
	.43
	.20
	.58
	.50
	.20
	.10
	.20
	.22
	.68

	Magazines
	.28
	.43
	1.00
	.25
	.35
	.35
	.21
	.12
	.97
	.21
	.71

	Special Media
	.23
	.20
	.25
	1.00
	.17
	.20
	.16
	.19
	.15
	.18
	.74

	Television
	.20
	.58
	.35
	.17
	1.00
	.54
	.19
	.09
	.22
	.21
	.70

	Radio
	.20
	.50
	.35
	.20
	.54
	1.00
	.18
	.10
	.19
	.19
	.69

	Exhibitions
	.15
	.20
	.21
	.16
	.19
	.18
	1.00
	.17
	.18
	.26
	.74

	Church
	.14
	.10
	.12
	.19
	.09
	.10
	.18
	1.00
	.17
	.18
	.75

	Aid agency
	.14
	.20
	.20
	.15
	.22
	.19
	.18
	.17
	1.00
	.26
	.73

	Other source
	.19
	.22
	.21
	.18
	.21
	.19
	.26
	.18
	.26
	1.00
	.73


You might even consider deleting redundant information.

	 
	Books
	Newspapers
	Magazines
	Special Media
	Television
	Radio
	Exhibitions
	Church
	Aid agency
	Other source
	Cronbach's Alpha if deleted

	Books
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.73

	Newspapers
	.25
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.68

	Magazines
	.28
	.43
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.71

	Special Media
	.23
	.20
	.25
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	.74

	Television
	.20
	.58
	.35
	.17
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	.70

	Radio
	.20
	.50
	.35
	.20
	.54
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	.69

	Exhibitions
	.15
	.20
	.21
	.16
	.19
	.18
	1.00
	
	
	
	.74

	Church
	.14
	.10
	.12
	.19
	.09
	.10
	.18
	1.00
	
	
	.75

	Aid agency
	.14
	.20
	.20
	.15
	.22
	.19
	.18
	.17
	1.00
	
	.73

	Other source
	.19
	.22
	.21
	.18
	.21
	.19
	.26
	.18
	.26
	1.00
	.73


The concept has been addressed at the aggregate level as collective security. (Kupchan and Kupchan, 1995)

� There is a couple of things going on here. One is that you are supposed to be focusing on the individual level not the aggregate and two, one example in which one particular case does not disprove a theory.


� Is contact measured according to media exposure or in some other way? You need to be more specific.


Also this is not spurious - this is a case that there could be two directional causality.


� You are stuck on the aggregate level here. Instead of mentioning aggregate level findings and then determining the micro implications of those findings, you are talking about the micro findings and their implications for the aggregate.


�Again, your concentration on the aggregate analysis is puzzling.  You need to be ending your paragraphs with sentences that are about the implications for YOUR study.


� This is an awkward statement and does not tell the reader very much - say what the argument is rather than spending a sentence on telling the reader that it is logical.


� Again, making generalist claims like this are problematic and often not helpful. I am sure that for various reasons, some concepts will work in both contexts and others would not and they need to be evaluated one by one instead of so generally.


� You need to read the study- not cite someone who cites it.


� You can’t say this without citing the articles – citing the analysis done in the articles.  


� Systematic means that missing is correlated with variables in the analysis.


� Note how the categories are not in order.


Total N’s are important to report as well


� No variable names in your paper


Do not number subheadings. Place them on their own line


� Don't refer to your variables by anything other than their concept names. If you are referring to indicators within a concept, then use names for them as well.


� Not capitalized 


� No apostrophe


� Awkwardly worded


� Not capitalized


� Don't do this kind of thing - it takes up space and is not illustrative of much because we don't know what the coding is. There is no reason to duplicate the questionnaire.


� Generally give the middle categories in case it is not clear


� When the variable is dichotomous it is easier on the reader just to give the proportions.


� You have to give us an idea of what this classification is based on- if you are using a well established measure, then you need to make sure the reader is aware


� Do not use contractions


� Do not tell me the original coding of the variables - just tell me what you did with them


� If you want to cite this as NRC then when you first spell out the word, say (hereafter NRC)  and then cite it as (NRC:8)


� Do not use abbreviations unless they are acronyms that have been introduced previously in the following way:





American Civil Liberties Union (hereafter ACLU)





Colloquial abbreviations like this are never acceptable.





Contractions are also never really acceptable.


� indicators


�Why collapse?


� No apostraphe


� This table makes up categories for the various levels of support that went into the index. These categories are not real answers (they can’t be because you are reporting an index).





Report indicators separately in a table.





Also, the lines are too think – usually you only need a single or double line under the first heading and between the first column and the rest of the columns.


� Get this word out of your vocabulary.


� This overcomplicates rather than elucidates.





Don’t do these utility calculations – they can be used when you are really trying to predict a non-obvious theoretical equilibrium, but this overcomplicates.


� Notice that this is also cut and paste from spss and notice how unhelpful this is.  Means and standard deciations should be given for indices, but not for original indicators – for those either percentages or collapsed percentages (when there are more than three categories) should be presented. A table like this should not be presented.


� And don’t let tables cross page breaks – there is a formatting way to block test together in format, paragraph, keep with next, keep lines together, widow orphan control and so on 


� The period comes after the citation, not before.
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