Coding Instructions
Project Overview
We are building a comprehensive methodological toolbox that maps theories to their measurement instruments in disaster risk research. Your task is to identify which papers contain both theoretical frameworks AND detailed questionnaire/measurement information.
Important Notes
· All papers have already been screened - they are empirical studies using surveys/questionnaires
· Papers already have theories identified from accessible PDFs - this is confirmed
· Dataset is sorted by file_id - same papers are grouped together
· You focus on finding questionnaire/measurement details
· When uncertain, include rather than exclude
Your Working Files
Primary File: Excel worksheet (sorted by file_id)
Reference: Zotero PDF library for accessing papers
Excel Sheet Structure
Section A: Paper Information (extracted automatically)
· file_id: Unique paper identifier (use this as primary ID) - Dataset sorted by this field
· filename: Paper filename to locate PDF in Zotero
· zotero_key: Zotero reference key
· title: Paper title
· author: First author
· year: Publication year
Section B: Theory Information (extracted automatically)
· theory_extracted: Name of theory identified
· primary_hazard: Main hazard type studied
· all_hazards: All hazards mentioned
· hazard_count: Number of hazards studied
· is_multi_hazard: Whether paper studies multiple hazards
· theory_domain: Domain of theory (Risk/Disaster, Social, Behavioral, etc.)
Section C: Your Coding Area
· paper_type_confirmed
· theory_usage_assessment
· guiding_theories_identified
· survey_instrument_level
· instrument_description
· items_shown
· items_location
· response_scale_provided
· theory_constructs_measured
· psychometric_quality
· measurement_replicable
· measurement_documentation_level (computed automatically — not coded by hand; see Field 15)
· coding_notes
· coded_by
· completion_status

Section D: Scale Extraction Details 
These fields will be completed AFTER coding phase, only for papers whose measurement_documentation_level comes out Well-Documented or Partially Documented.

NOTE: Multiple Theory Rows per Paper
· Many papers will have multiple rows (one per theory extracted)
· Same file_id = Same paper - you'll see consecutive rows for the same paper


STAGE 1: PAPER TYPE SCREENING
NOTE: For ALL other rows with the same file_id: Copy the same paper_type_confirmed value and completion_status to maintain consistency.
1. paper_type_confirmed
· Empirical_Survey: Empirical study using surveys/questionnaires → CONTINUE TO 2
· Not_Empirical: Not empirical (review, theoretical, case study without survey) → STOP CODING
· No_Survey: Empirical but no survey data (interviews only, observations, etc.) → STOP CODING
If NOT "Empirical_Survey":
· Mark completion_status as "Excluded_Not_Empirical"
· Add brief note in coding_notes explaining why
· Move to next paper (next file_id) - skip all remaining rows with same file_id
2. hazard_corrected
The hazard was automatically extracted by NLP. Verify if it's correct by skimming the title, abstract, and methods.
Instructions:
· If the extracted hazard (primary_hazard, Section B) is correct → Leave as is 
· If the extracted hazard is incorrect → Type the correct hazard name in hazard_corrected 
· If the paper studies multiple hazards equally → Type all hazards separated by semicolons (e.g., "flood; earthquake; wildfire")
· If the paper studies generic/non-specific hazards → Type "Generic natural hazard" or "Generic [category]" (e.g., "Generic climate hazards")
Examples:
· Extracted: "flood" | Paper studies flood only → "Correct" or leave as "flood"
· Extracted: "hurricane" | Paper actually studies drought → "drought"
· Extracted: "flood" | Paper studies flood, earthquake, wildfire equally → "flood; earthquake; wildfire"
· Extracted: "wildfire" | Paper studies general disaster preparedness → "General_Hazard"
After completing 1 and 2:
· Copy the SAME values to ALL rows with the same file_id
· If paper_type_confirmed = "Empirical_Survey" → CONTINUE TO STAGE 2
STAGE 2: THEORY AND MEASUREMENT SCREENING
When you encounter a new file_id (new paper):
1. First, look at ALL rows with this file_id - you'll see multiple theories extracted from the same paper
2. Read the paper once to understand which theories actually guide the measurement
3. Make your Stage 2 assessment - this applies to the whole paper
4. Fill Stage 2 fields on EVERY row with the same file_id (copy the same values)
5. Then move to Stage 3 - but you'll only do detailed coding for guiding theory rows
3. theory_usage_assessment
For ALL rows with the same file_id, enter the same value:
· Guiding_Theory: One or more theories guide the study design/measurement approach → CHECK 4
· Mentioned_Only: Theories only mentioned in introduction/discussion but don't guide measurement → STOP CODING
· No_Clear_Theory: No clear theoretical framework guiding the study → STOP CODING
4. measurement_availability_check
For ALL rows with the same file_id, enter the same value:
Look quickly in Methods section, tables, appendices:
· Details_Available: Survey items and/or measurement scales are shown in the paper
· No_Details: No measurement information shown (only mentions "a questionnaire was used")
Decision Rules
If theory_usage_assessment = "Mentioned_Only" OR "No_Clear_Theory":
· Mark completion_status as "Excluded_No_Guiding_Theory" on ALL rows with this file_id
· Skip all remaining rows with same file_id - move to next paper
If theory_usage_assessment = "Guiding_Theory" BUT measurement_availability_check = "No_Details":
· Mark completion_status as "Excluded_No_Measurement_Details" on ALL rows with this file_id
· Skip all remaining rows with same file_id - move to next paper
If theory_usage_assessment = "Guiding_Theory" AND measurement_availability_check = "Details_Available":
· → CONTINUE TO FIELD 5 and STAGE 3
5. guiding_theories_identified
(Complete only if continuing to Stage 3)
For ALL rows with the same file_id, enter the same list:
List the 1-3 theories that actually guide the study's measurement approach (not just mentioned in intro/discussion)
Examples:
· "Protection Motivation Theory"
· "Protection Motivation Theory; Theory of Planned Behavior"
· "Protective Action Decision Model"
How to identify guiding theories:
· ✅ Theory shapes the questionnaire design
· ✅ Theory's constructs are measured in the survey
· ✅ Theory mentioned in Methods as framework for measurement
· ❌ Theory only mentioned in Introduction/Literature Review
· ❌ Theory only cited in Discussion/Interpretation
Important: You'll see this same list on every row for this paper. In Stage 3, you'll check whether each row's theory_extracted matches this list to decide if you need to code that row in detail.


STAGE 3: FULL MEASUREMENT CODING
(Only for papers that passed Stages 1 & 2)
CRITICAL: Which rows to code in Stage 3?
For each row, compare:
· theory_extracted (Column B - the theory in THIS row)+
· guiding_theories_identified (Field 5 - the theories that guide measurement)
If theory_extracted IS IN the guiding_theories_identified list:
→ CODE THIS ROW FULLY in Stage 3 (Fields 7-18) → This theory guides the measurement, so we need full details
If theory_extracted IS NOT IN the guiding_theories_identified list:
→ SKIP detailed coding for this row → Mark completion_status = "Not_Guiding_Theory" → Move to next row
Example to Clarify:
Paper: Smith et al. (2020) - file_id = 142
The paper extracted 3 theories, so you see 3 rows:
	Row
	file_id
	theory_extracted

	45
	142
	Protection Motivation Theory

	46
	142
	Theory of Planned Behavior

	47
	142
	Cultural Theory


You read the paper and determine:
· PMT guides the questionnaire design (threat + coping items measured)
· TPB also guides design (attitudes, norms, control measured)
· Cultural Theory only mentioned in introduction
Your Stage 2 coding (same on ALL 3 rows):
· 3. theory_usage_assessment = "Guiding_Theory"
· 4. measurement_availability_check = "Details_Available"
· guiding_theories_identified = "Protection Motivation Theory; Theory of Planned Behavior"
Your Stage 3 coding:
Row 45 (PMT):
· theory_extracted = "Protection Motivation Theory"
· This IS in guiding list → CODE FULLY
· Fill fields 6-18 with PMT measurement details
· Items you code are the PMT items (threat appraisal, coping appraisal items)
· completion_status = "Complete"
Row 46 (TPB):
· theory_extracted = "Theory of Planned Behavior"
· This IS in guiding list → CODE FULLY
· Fill fields 6-18 with TPB measurement details
· Items you code are the TPB items (attitudes, norms, control items)
· completion_status = "Complete"
Row 47 (Cultural Theory):
· theory_extracted = "Cultural Theory"
· This IS NOT in guiding list → SKIP DETAILED CODING
· Leave fields 6-18 blank
· completion_status = "Not_Guiding_Theory"
· Move to next paper
Step 3A: Survey Instrument Assessment
6. survey_instrument_level
IMPORTANT: Code based on the items for THIS ROW'S THEORY (theory_extracted), not the entire questionnaire
Judge based on:
· How many items for THIS SPECIFIC THEORY are shown?
· What do the authors say about measuring THIS THEORY's constructs?
· Consider the typical number of items needed for THIS THEORY
Example:
· Paper has 30 total items
· 18 items measure PMT constructs → For PMT row: assess these 18 items
· 12 items measure TPB constructs → For TPB row: assess these 12 items
Levels:
0_None: No items shown for this theory's constructs
1_Minimal: Few items for this theory OR authors say "selected items/shortened" for this theory
2_Moderate: Partial items for this theory OR authors say "adapted version"
3_Detailed: Many items for this theory OR authors say "full scale" + reliability reported
4_Complete: Complete questionnaire for this theory with comprehensive psychometrics
Step 3B: Instrument Details
(Complete if survey_instrument_level ≥ 2)
7. instrument_description
Brief description of how THIS THEORY was measured in the survey
Examples:
· "18-item PMT scale measuring threat and coping appraisal"
· "12-item TPB questionnaire adapted from Ajzen (2002)"
· "Flood risk perception items based on Psychometric Paradigm (8 items)"
NOTE: This describes the measurement for THIS SPECIFIC THEORY in this row, not the entire survey instrument.
8. items_shown
How many items for THIS THEORY are displayed/visible in the paper
Examples:
· "All 18 PMT items shown in Table 2"
· "8 out of 12 TPB items"
· "3 sample threat appraisal items only"
9. items_location
Where the items for THIS THEORY can be found
Examples:
· "PMT items in Table 2, rows 1-18"
· "TPB section in Appendix A, pages 23-24"
· "Threat appraisal items in Table 3; coping appraisal items in Table 4"
Important: If items are in Supplementary materials or an online-only Appendix, note the specific source location.
10. response_scale_provided
Response format for THIS THEORY's items
Examples:
· "5-point Likert for all PMT items (Strongly disagree to Strongly agree)"
· "7-point scale for TPB attitudes and norms; 5-point for PBC items"
NOTE: If the entire survey uses the same scale, you can note "Same scale throughout survey"
Step 3C: Theory-Measurement Connection
11. theory_constructs_measured
List the constructs measured FOR THIS THEORY using the authors' own terminology
IMPORTANT: Focus on constructs related to THIS ROW'S THEORY only.
Examples:
For PMT row:
· "Threat appraisal; coping appraisal; protection motivation"
· "Perceived severity; perceived vulnerability; response efficacy; self-efficacy; response costs"
For TPB row:
· "Attitudes toward preparedness; subjective norms; perceived behavioral control; intentions"
For Cultural Theory row:
· "Hierarchical worldview; individualist worldview; egalitarian worldview; fatalist worldview"
Rules:
· Use authors' exact construct names when possible
· Keep at the level of detail AUTHORS use
· Separate with semicolons
· Don't list constructs from other theories measured in the same paper
Step 3D: Quality Assessment
NOTE: Assess quality FOR THIS THEORY'S MEASUREMENT specifically
12. psychometric_quality
Quality of measurement reporting for THIS THEORY
Instructions: Assess the psychometric evidence reported specifically for THIS THEORY's constructs/measures. Look for reliability and validity evidence in the Methods section, Results section, tables, and any supplementary materials.
Coding Options:
Excellent:
· Internal consistency reliability reported (Cronbach's α, composite reliability, or omega) for THIS theory's constructs/subscales
· At least ONE type of validity evidence specifically tested for THIS theory: 
· Factor analysis (CFA/EFA) confirming THIS theory's structure, OR
· Convergent and/or discriminant validity demonstrated, OR
· Criterion validity (predictive/concurrent) demonstrated, OR
· Known-groups validity demonstrated
· Detailed methodology clearly described (sampling procedures, scale development process, item selection rationale)
Good:
· Internal consistency reliability reported for THIS theory's constructs (α or similar statistic with values provided)
· Basic methodology is clear (can understand how they measured the theory and why items were chosen)
· May lack formal validity testing, BUT items have clear face validity and strong theoretical grounding
· OR minimal validity evidence provided (e.g., correlation with one related variable)
Fair:
· Some reliability information provided, but incomplete: 
· Reliability reported for overall scale but not for subscales of THIS theory, OR
· Reliability mentioned but some values not reported, OR
· Reliability reported for composite scores but not individual constructs
· Methodology is somewhat unclear or lacks detail
· Limited or no validity evidence
Poor:
· Minimal reliability evidence (e.g., authors state "scales were reliable" but provide no values)
· Reliability values provided but are questionable (e.g., α < 0.60 for important constructs)
· Methodology is unclear or poorly described
· No validity evidence
Not_Reported:
· No psychometric information provided for THIS theory's constructs
· Paper does not report any reliability or validity statistics
What to Look For:
Internal Consistency Reliability:
· Cronbach's alpha (α)
· Composite reliability (CR)
· McDonald's omega (ω)
· Split-half reliability
· Look for values ≥ 0.70 for established scales, ≥ 0.60 acceptable for exploratory research
Validity Evidence (preferred types, in order of preference):
1. Factor Analysis: 
· Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) showing THIS theory's constructs load as hypothesized
· Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) revealing expected factor structure
· Model fit indices reported (CFI, TLI, RMSEA, SRMR)
2. Convergent and Discriminant Validity: 
· Convergent: Correlations with theoretically related constructs (should be moderate to strong)
· Discriminant: Low correlations with theoretically unrelated constructs
· Average Variance Extracted (AVE) reported
3. Criterion Validity: 
· Predictive validity: Scale predicts future behavior or outcomes
· Concurrent validity: Scale correlates with established measures of same construct
4. Known-Groups Validity: 
· Scale differentiates between groups expected to differ (e.g., high vs. low risk groups)
Additional Considerations:
· For newly developed scales: Look for evidence of item development process, expert review, pilot testing, item analysis
· For adapted/translated scales: Look for evidence that adaptation was validated in the new context (not just assumed valid)
· Qualitative validation: Note in coding_notes if qualitative methods were used (expert review, cognitive interviews, participant feedback, focus groups) - especially relevant for pilot studies and new scale development
Important Notes:
· Simply stating "items were adapted from previous research" or "items from [Author, Year]" without providing NEW validity evidence for THIS study = Good at best, not Excellent
· If reliability is reported for the full questionnaire but not broken down by THIS theory's constructs, assess what information is available and note the limitation in coding_notes
· If multiple studies are cited for scale validation but no psychometrics reported in THIS paper, code based on what THIS paper reports, not the cited sources
Examples:
· Excellent: "PMT constructs measured with 18 items. CFA showed good fit (CFI=0.95, RMSEA=0.06). Cronbach's α: threat appraisal=0.87, coping appraisal=0.84. Convergent validity with worry (r=0.56, p<.001). Items developed through expert review and pilot tested with 50 participants."
· Good: "PMT threat and coping items adapted from Bubeck et al. (2012). Cronbach's α=0.82 for threat appraisal and α=0.79 for coping appraisal. Items clearly match PMT constructs."
· Fair: "Overall preparedness motivation scale showed acceptable reliability (α=0.76). Scale includes PMT constructs but subscale reliabilities not reported separately."
· Poor: "Survey items measuring protection motivation. Authors note scales were reliable but no statistics provided."
· Not_Reported: "Questionnaire assessed threat perceptions and coping. No reliability or validity information reported."
When in doubt: If you're unsure between two categories, consider:
· Does the paper provide enough information for someone to judge the measurement quality? If yes → higher rating
· Would you trust using these items in your own research based on the evidence provided? Be honest in your assessment.
· Note your reasoning in coding_notes (Field 18)
13: qualitative_validation
Document if qualitative methods informed instrument development or validation for THIS THEORY's measures.
Purpose: Capture whether and how qualitative approaches were used to develop, refine, or validate the survey items measuring THIS THEORY. This is separate from quantitative psychometric quality and helps us understand the rigor of scale development processes.
Coding Options:
Expert_Review: Expert panel or subject matter experts reviewed items for content validity, relevance, or theoretical accuracy
· Examples: "5 hazard researchers reviewed items for clarity and theoretical alignment"; "Items validated by expert panel"
Cognitive_Interviews: Cognitive interviews, think-alouds, or verbal probing conducted with target population to test item comprehension and interpretation
· Examples: "Cognitive interviews (n=10) tested item clarity"; "Think-aloud protocol used to assess respondent understanding"
Pilot_Feedback: Pilot testing included collection of open-ended participant feedback, written comments, or debriefing about survey items
· Examples: "Pilot participants (n=30) provided written feedback on item wording"; "Post-survey debriefing collected participant comments"
Full_Qualitative: Full qualitative study (interviews, focus groups, ethnography) was conducted to inform item development or identify theoretical constructs
· Examples: "Focus groups (n=6) explored risk perception dimensions before scale development"; "In-depth interviews identified key coping strategies that informed item pool"
Mixed_Approach: Combination of multiple qualitative validation methods
· Example: "Expert review followed by cognitive interviews and pilot participant feedback"
Not_Reported: No mention of qualitative validation or development processes
Not_Applicable: Paper uses existing/established scales without modification and does not describe development process
· Note: If authors only cite source of scales (e.g., "items from Smith, 2010") without describing validation = Not_Applicable
14. measurement_replicable
Could someone replicate the measurement of THIS THEORY based on information provided?
Ask yourself:
· Are actual item wordings provided for THIS THEORY's constructs?
· Is the response scale fully specified for THIS THEORY's items?
· Are scoring procedures explained for THIS THEORY?
· Can I recreate THIS THEORY's measurement from the information given?
Coding options:
· Yes: Sufficient information to replicate THIS THEORY's measurement exactly
· Partial: Could approximate THIS THEORY's measurement with some assumptions
· No: Insufficient information to recreate THIS THEORY's measurement
Step 3E: Measurement Documentation Level
15. measurement_documentation_level
This field is not coded directly. After coding is complete, it is computed automatically from three fields you do code for this theory row — survey_instrument_level (Field 6), psychometric_quality (Field 12), and measurement_replicable (Field 14) — using the fixed decision table below.
Why: An earlier version of this protocol asked coders to make a single holistic judgment directly (the retired toolbox_potential field: High/Medium/Low/None). A mid-project inter-coder reliability check found that holistic judgment less consistent across coders than the three component fields it was based on, so it was replaced with a rule computed from those fields instead.
What this means for you: code Fields 6, 12, and 14 as accurately and specifically as you can for this theory row. Do not make a separate High/Medium/Low judgment yourself — the decision table is applied after coding, not by you.
Decision table:
	Level
	Threshold (applied to this theory row)

	Well-Documented
	survey_instrument_level ≥ 2_Moderate AND psychometric_quality = Good or Excellent AND measurement_replicable = Yes

	Partially Documented
	Meets the instrument-level threshold but falls short on one other criterion (e.g., Fair psychometric_quality, or measurement_replicable = Partial)

	Minimally Documented
	survey_instrument_level = 1_Minimal, and/or psychometric_quality is Poor or Not_Reported combined with limited item detail

	Not Documented
	survey_instrument_level = 0_None (no items shown for this theory's constructs)


Note: measurement_documentation_level is theory-specific, not paper-level. A paper can be Well-Documented for PMT (detailed items, strong psychometrics) but only Minimally Documented for Cultural Theory (mentioned but minimally measured) in the same study.
Step 3F: Final Documentation
16. coding_notes
Record important observations FOR THIS THEORY ROW
Examples:
· "PMT fully operationalized with 18 items covering both threat and coping appraisal constructs"
· "TPB measured alongside PMT; TPB gets 12 items with good reliability (α=0.82-0.89)"
· "Cultural Theory mentioned in intro but not actually measured - only PMT and TPB have survey items"
· "This is the PMT row; TPB also guides study and is coded separately on row 46"
17. coded_by
Your name
18. completion_status
· Complete: Finished full coding for this guiding theory
· Not_Guiding_Theory: This theory doesn't guide measurement (even though extracted)
· Excluded_Not_Empirical: Paper failed Stage 1
· Excluded_No_Guiding_Theory: Paper failed Stage 2 - no guiding theories
· Excluded_No_Measurement_Details: Paper failed Stage 2 - no measurement details
· In_Progress: Partially coded


