
Errata
On Barari, Coppock, Graham and Padgett (2024), Public Opinion Quarterly

88(4)

This note lists four errors in “Did Trump’s Indictments Rally His Base? Evidence
from the Counterfactual Format,” published in Public Opinion Quarterly 88(4), doi
10.1093/poq/nfae061. None of them changes a conclusion of the paper. They are
recorded because a reader who followed the text to a panel, or quoted one of the numbers,
would be misled.

Item 1 is a figure whose panels are printed in an order the caption and the body text do not
describe. Items 2 and 3 are sentences that disagree with the article’s own table 2. Item 4 is a
caption reporting the wrong group sizes. Every corrected value below is computed from the
deposited replication archive (10.7910/DVN/QDOBJF) at the time this document is rendered.
The maintained code is at github.com/active-maintenance-aec/barari_etal_2024.

1. Figure 1’s panels are printed in the wrong order

Published, figure 1 caption, p. 1224:

Figure 1a displays results for respondents who did not plan to vote in either
primary (N = 754). Figure 1b and 1c displays results for those who plan to vote
in the Republican primary (N = 2,026) and Democratic primary (N = 1,953).

The panel printed as (b) is the Democratic one. Its belief column shows 79.5 per cent of
respondents saying more likely against 4.9 per cent saying less likely, and its vote column is
the general election, which only respondents outside the Republican primary were asked
about. The panel printed as (c) is the Republican one, with a belief split of 15.1 per cent
more likely against 42.7 per cent less likely and a Republican primary vote column. The
body text carries the same assignment as the caption and so points at the wrong panel twice,
at “In figure 1b, huge fractions of Republican primary voters report that the indictment
made them think it was ‘less likely’ Trump mishandled documents” and at “We see this
same basic pattern (reversed) among Democratic primary voters in figure 1c.”

Corrected: figure 1 is reprinted below with its panels in the order the caption and the body
text describe. Nothing plotted differs.
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(a) Respondents who did not plan to vote in either primary
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(b) Respondents who plan to vote in the Republican primary
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(c) Respondents who plan to vote in the Democratic primary

Note: Figure 1 as published, with the panels reordered to match the caption and the body text. Every
plotted proportion is unchanged. Drawn from the deposited replication archive by
maintained/figure_1_thresholds_by_primary.R, whose file names carry the letters the article printed.

2. The counterfactual estimates for respondents intending neither primary

Published, p. 1222:

By contrast, the counterfactual format suggests indifference: these respondents
report that the indictment slightly revised their beliefs in favor of the idea
that Trump mishandled documents (+1.8 pp, s.e. = 0.9, p = 0.05), with no
substantial effect on vote choice (+0.1 pp, s.e. = 0.9, p = 0.89).

Corrected:

By contrast, the counterfactual format suggests indifference: these respondents
report that the indictment slightly revised their beliefs in favor of the idea that
Trump mishandled documents (+1.5 pp, s.e. = 0.9, p = 0.124), with no
substantial effect on vote choice (+0.3 pp, s.e. = 0.9, p = 0.752).

Table 2 already prints all four corrected values. The two standard errors quoted in the
sentence are right, so the estimates were not computed on a different sample; the four wrong
figures appear only here.
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3. The p-value for the effect on Republican primary vote

Published, p. 1222:

Republican primary voters also thought that the indictment made them less
likely to vote for Trump in the primary: on average, they reported a 64.1 percent
chance of doing so, compared with 65.7 percent if the indictment had not been
issued (difference = 1.6 pp, s.e. = 0.6, p = 0.02).

Corrected:

Republican primary voters also thought that the indictment made them less
likely to vote for Trump in the primary: on average, they reported a 64.1 percent
chance of doing so, compared with 65.7 percent if the indictment had not been
issued (difference = 1.6 pp, s.e. = 0.6, p = 0.007).

Table 2 prints 0.007 for the same estimate. The estimate and its standard error are stated
correctly, and the finding is significant at conventional levels on either figure.

4. Figure 1’s caption reports the wrong group sizes

Published, figure 1 caption, p. 1224:

Figure 1a displays results for respondents who did not plan to vote in either
primary (N = 754). Figure 1b and 1c displays results for those who plan to vote
in the Republican primary (N = 2,026) and Democratic primary (N = 1,953).

Corrected:

Figure 1a displays results for respondents who did not plan to vote in either
primary (N = 889). Figure 1b and 1c displays results for those who plan to vote
in the Republican primary (N = 2,028) and Democratic primary (N = 1,921).

The three published figures are the counts of respondents by partisan identity, not by
intended primary: 754 respondents identify as Independents, 2,026 as Republicans and 1,953
as Democrats. They are the group sizes of figure A.1.
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