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Supplementary file 2. Coding guide with examples of student responses 

Part 1: Health claim 

Part 1 is coded using one variable in SPSS (v. 20). Use the codes as specified below.   
 

CREDIT 

ONE POINT 
 

Code 11: Complete account of the claim: A regular1 intake2 of corn reduces3 the risk4 of type II diabetes. 
Accepted alternatives: 
1often, frequent(ly), daily, every day, several times a week, twice a week 
2eat (eating corn, people who eat corn).  
3decreases, lowers, diminishes, minimizes, prevents 
4chance, possibility, probability, likelihood, danger, (reduces) the number of people… 

 Regular intake of corn reduces the risk of type II diabetes 

 Eating corn reduces the risk of type II diabetes depending on 

how often you eat it.  

 A daily intake of corn decreases the chance of developing 

type II diabetes.  

Code 12: As code 11, but no reference to "regular" and/or “intake”. 

 Corn reduces the risk of type II diabetes   Eating corn helps preventing type II diabetes 

Code 13: As code 11, but no reference to ”type II”.  

 A regular intake of corn reduces the risk of diabetes   

Code 14: As code 11, but no reference to ”regular” and ”type II”.  
 Corn reduces the risk of developing diabetes   

Code 15: As code 12 or 13, but reference to the amount of intake (more/much/specific amount of corn). 

 People should eat more corn to avoid type II diabetes 

 A certain amount of corn may prevent diabetes 

 If you eat a lot of corn you decrease your chances for getting 

type II diabetes 

 

NO CREDIT 

Code 01: A response referring to the wrong claim, but the claim is related to the topic of the news report. 

 A regular intake of corn may lead to type II diabetes 

(misinterpretation) 

 By eating corn you don’t get type II diabetes 

(misinterpretation of “reduced risk”) 

 Researchers have found that eating corn cures type II 

diabetes (intake of corn as treatment)  

 A regular intake of corn reduces the risk of cancer (wrong 

diagnosis) 

 A dosage of corn may reduce your chances of developing 

diabetes (eating corn as a «vaccine» for diabetes)   

 People eat to little corn 

 The conclusion of the study is that there is little sugar in corn  

 Diabetes type II is most common among humans 

 That people with type II diabetes eat corn instead of exercising 

 The conclusion is that the research findings are important 

 

Code 02: A response referring to a vague claim.  

 It means that the person eating corn have less risk (no 

reference to type II diabetes)  

 That it reduces the risk of type II diabetes (no reference to 

eating corn)  

 A regular intake reduces the risk  

 Eat a lot of corn  

 That you prevent diabetes 

 

Code 03: Other responses. 

 To find out how many that avoid type II diabetes by eating 

corn (phrased as a problem statement, not a conclusion)  

 1) Yes it does 

 1) Don’t know.  

 A conclusion in a study means that you don’t necessarily find 
the answer doing a urine test (trying to explain what a 

conclusion “is”) 

 

Code 99: Blank response to part 1. 
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Part 2: Information requests 

Part 2 is coded using eight variables in SPSS. Seven variables reflect the scientific research categories (Methods, Data, 

Theory/Agent  etc.). Use code ‘1’ or ‘0’ to indicate whether the response include an acceptable request for information 
within the specific category. The eight variable reflects different types of non-credited responses to Part 2, use the codes 

specified on page 3.  
 

CREDIT 

Note: Credit on part 1 is a premise for credit(s) on part 2.  
 

ONE POINT  

Requests related to one of the following scientific research categories: 

Methods: How the study was conducted, including research study design, subjects, procedures, and measurements. 

 We need to know how the study was conducted (rudimentary) 

 One should look at a control group and a main group, there is no 

information about this (design) 

 How much corn should one eat? (agent delivery) 

 How many have been tested? (subjects) 

 

Data/Statistics: Presentation of research results or statistics - what was observed in the reported study, or about 

statistical tests used to analyse the data. 

 We need the results (rudimentary request) 

 Who reacted the most, women or men? (comparative nature of 

the data for the dependent variable) 

 The results over time (duration of effect) 

 Number tested and number that supported the hypothesis. 

(absolute nature of the data for the dependent variable) 

Theory/Agent: Why the reported effects might have occurred, including questions about the properties of the presumed 

causal agent and/or possible underlying mechanisms.   

 Why does corn reduce the risk of type II diabetes? (mechanisms) 

 Is it dangerous to one’s health to eat too much corn? (agent 

effects) 

 Does this also apply to food products containing corn? 

(alternative agents) 

 

Social context: The credentials and bias related to who did the research study or funded it and where it was conducted or 

published. 

 Who researched this? (people) 

 We need a reference to the study conducted by the researchers 

(source of publication)  

 Do these results come from a reliable source? (ambiguous: 

people OR source of publication)  

 

Relevance: The importance or applicability of the study findings, or about the impact of the study 

 If intake [of corn] works in all people of all ages (generalizability) 

 Is it possible for all people to get access to corn? (practicality) 

 

 Approval from doctors/health authorities (importance) 

 If people are willing to eat more corn to avoid diabetes 

(utility) 

Related research: Whether the findings have been replicated or fit results from previous research, consensus/non-

consensus among other researchers in the field. 

 Have other researchers from other countries also arrived 

at this conclusion? (supporting data) 

 How many have researched this? (similar domain of 

study) 

Ambiguous: Requests that are relevant to the study described in the news report but that are ambiguous because they fit 

under two or more categories.  

 How did they find out that corn reduces the risk of type II 

diabetes? 

 How did they arrive at this conclusion?   

 

 Where is the study conducted? [could be Methods (research 

context) or Social context (Research institution)] 

TWO POINTS 

Requests related to two scientific research categories, e.g.: 

 How many participated in the study? How long did the study 

last? Result percentages? (Methods; Data)   

 How was the study conducted? What ingredient in corn prevents 

type II diabetes? (Methods; Theory) 

 How it was tested, how many was tested and for how long? 

Are the results coming from a reliable source? (Methods; 

Social context)  

 

THREE POINTS 

Requests related to three or more scientific categories., e.g.: 

 We need the results and to see the research report. What 

[ingredient in] in corn reduces the risk of diabetes? (Data; Social 

context; Theory) 
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NO CREDIT 

Code 01: A response indicating the need for future studies that specifically relate to one or more of the topic categories 

 We could ask people to eat corn to see of the number of people 

with type II diabetes decreases. We should find out how much 

corn they need to eat for this to work (related to Methods)  

 One need to test it on several people (related to Methods)  

 It needs thorough investigation over time with reliable reports 

that correspond to the findings (related to Methods and Social 

context) 

 It need to be tested on groups to find out why this helps 

(related to Theory/Agent) 

 One needs clear results by testing humans (related to Data 

and Methods) 

 More studies are needed to see if this works (concerns 

Related research) 

Code 02: A response indicating the need for future studies in general  

 We need to do a study to test it  

 One can undertake a study to see that it reduces type II diabetes 

 One should test it to see if the conclusion is valid  

Code 03: A response referring to a vague request for information 

 How they figured it out 

 They need a form that shows it is actually true 

 Information about why it is like this 

 Proof / We need proof that it is true 

 A test 

 Approach 

 Research method 

 Sources of error 

 Examples / examples where it has helped 

 Documented effect 

Code 04: A response indicating disbelief in the existence of the study 

 We need information that the researchers have actually 

researched this   

 Has it been tested? 

 Results from a study (not referring to ‘the study’)  

Code 05: A wrong or irrelevant response, but the response is related to the topic of the news brief 

 Since the Pan American Diabetes Research Group looks at this as 

an important research finding (repeating text in news brief) 

 The Pan American Diabetes Research Group is a credible name 

(indicates belief in the claim) 

 Because it says that the study is conducted on a worldwide 

scale (misinterpretation AND belief in the claim) 

 If the corn has been treated with a bactericidal liquid  

 Where corn is grown 

Code 06: Other responses  

 2) Kebab 

 1) Corn reduces the risk of type II diabetes. 2) Don’t know 

 The risk of diabetes is reduced with a regular intake of corn. 

2) 

Code 99: Blank response to part 2. 
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