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An Overview of the Process of Research
Three broad steps to discovery

1) Conceptualization Democracy/Autocracy

Example

Countries: Legislators:

Lib./Con.

2) Measurement Polity Scores Ideal Points

3) Causal Questions Democratic Peace
Out of Step
Out of Office

Quantitative Methods

Qualitative Methods

Conceptualization

Unavoidable and Essential
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What is a Concept (or a Conceptualization)?

Let’s work from Examples–

- What is Democracy?

- What is Ideology?

What Is a Concept?
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A Definition of Concepts

A Formal Definition:

1) A set of categories (or a continuous scale )

2) A set of characteristics

3) A mapping from characteristics to categories

Compare to Definitions in Collier and Mahon 1993

X1

X2

X3

Cat. 1

Cat. 2

Cat. 3
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Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter

Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted

Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted

Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Voting

Who Votes?

- Categories: Voter, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot, Did not submit a ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a Ballot ⇒ Voter
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Rosenstone and Hansen 1980, Green and Gerber 2000, Nickerson 2008,
Glynn and Quinn 2009

Which Votes are Counted?

- Categories: Vote Counted, Vote Not Counted, Nonvoter

- Characteristics: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied, Submitted a
ballot and ballot not tallied, Did not submit ballot

- Mapping: Submitted a ballot and ballot tallied ⇒ Vote Counted
Submitted a ballot and ballot not tallied ⇒ Vote Not Counted
Did not submit ballot ⇒ Nonvoter

- Tomz and Van Houweling 2003; Ansolabehere and Stewart 2008

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 5 / 31



Example Concept: Legislator Ideology

Interest Group Rating or Poole-Rosenthal Scores

- Categories: A set of ordered categories (0 - 100) (or continuous
scale)

- Characteristics: A set of votes (perhaps all)

- Mapping: Summation of votes (ADA), more complicated function
(Poole-Rosenthal Scores)

- Aldrich and Rohde 1991; Cox and McCubbins 1995 ;(Almost) every
other Congress book or paper
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Revisiting A Definition of Concepts

A Formal Definition:

1) A set of categories (or a continuous scale )

2) A set of characteristics

3) A mapping from characteristics to categories
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Why Do Concepts Matter? A History of Representation

- Miller and Stokes (1963)
- Categories: Scale of “responsivness”
- Characteristics: Constituent opinion and legislator votes on a set of

issues
- Mapping: Congruence between opinion and votes, more congruence
⇒ more representation

- Representation through congruence, now the default
conceptualization in a huge literature

- Including studies that :
Measure “quality” of “representation”:

- Erikson 1971, 1978; Achen 1978a, 1978b; Lee et al 2004
Assess causal effect of congruence on electoral prospects

- Bernstein 1989; Brady et al 1996; Canes Wrone et al 2002; Jones 2009
Determine “who” is “represented” in Congress

- Clinton 2008; Lauderdale 2010; Griffin and Newman 2008

“A single constituency is said to be substantively represented by an elected
official if this individual either adopts or simply acts upon policy
preferences that are roughly similar to those of his or her constituents.”
Bafumi and Herron (2007).
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Why Do Concepts Matter? A History of Representation

A problem

- MEMBERS OF CONGRESS DO MORE THAN VOTE!

- “Whatever congruence may be symbolizing, it is not a self-evident
measure of representation. Later researchers, poorly tutored in
theories and practices of representation, tended to ignore this” (Eulau
and Karps 1977)

- Reconceptualizations have been suggested:

- Hall 1996: Representation through participation in nonvoting activities
- Fenno 1978, Fiorina et al 1987: Representation through interaction

with constituents in district and bureaucratic assistance
- Gutman and Thompson 1996, Mansbridge 2002: Representation

through dialogue between constituents and representatives

- Sociology and data readiness ⇒ vast majority of studies adopt narrow
conceptualization

- Poor measures of legislator responsiveness (Pitkin 1967)
- Problems with Causal Inferences (Out of step, out of office?)
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Where Do Concepts Come From?

How Do you Develop Concepts in Your Research?

- Borrow concepts

- Careful observation and thought

- Qualitative methods: Grounded Theory and Analytic Induction

- Quantitative methods: Clustering, Factor Analysis, and other
unsupervised learning methods.

It is very difficult to form new concepts
Why does every concept have (approximately) three categories?

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 10 / 31



Where Do Concepts Come From?

How Do you Develop Concepts in Your Research?

- Borrow concepts

- Careful observation and thought

- Qualitative methods: Grounded Theory and Analytic Induction

- Quantitative methods: Clustering, Factor Analysis, and other
unsupervised learning methods.

It is very difficult to form new concepts
Why does every concept have (approximately) three categories?

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 10 / 31



Where Do Concepts Come From?

How Do you Develop Concepts in Your Research?

- Borrow concepts

- Careful observation and thought

- Qualitative methods: Grounded Theory and Analytic Induction

- Quantitative methods: Clustering, Factor Analysis, and other
unsupervised learning methods.

It is very difficult to form new concepts
Why does every concept have (approximately) three categories?

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 10 / 31



Where Do Concepts Come From?

How Do you Develop Concepts in Your Research?

- Borrow concepts

- Careful observation and thought

- Qualitative methods: Grounded Theory and Analytic Induction

- Quantitative methods: Clustering, Factor Analysis, and other
unsupervised learning methods.

It is very difficult to form new concepts
Why does every concept have (approximately) three categories?

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 10 / 31



Where Do Concepts Come From?

How Do you Develop Concepts in Your Research?

- Borrow concepts

- Careful observation and thought

- Qualitative methods: Grounded Theory and Analytic Induction

- Quantitative methods: Clustering, Factor Analysis, and other
unsupervised learning methods.

It is very difficult to form new concepts
Why does every concept have (approximately) three categories?

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 10 / 31



Where Do Concepts Come From?

How Do you Develop Concepts in Your Research?

- Borrow concepts

- Careful observation and thought

- Qualitative methods: Grounded Theory and Analytic Induction

- Quantitative methods: Clustering, Factor Analysis, and other
unsupervised learning methods.

It is very difficult to form new concepts

Why does every concept have (approximately) three categories?

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 10 / 31



Where Do Concepts Come From?

How Do you Develop Concepts in Your Research?

- Borrow concepts

- Careful observation and thought

- Qualitative methods: Grounded Theory and Analytic Induction

- Quantitative methods: Clustering, Factor Analysis, and other
unsupervised learning methods.

It is very difficult to form new concepts
Why does every concept have (approximately) three categories?

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 10 / 31



How Hard Can it Be?

Concept: partition of observations

- Large qualitative literature on typologies: constrained by our limited
working memories

- Bell(n) = number of ways of partitioning n objects

- Bell(2) = 2 (AB, A B)

- Bell(3) = 5 (ABC, AB C, A BC, AC B, A B C)

- Bell(5) = 52

- Bell(100)≈ 4.75× 10115 clusterings

- Big Number:
7 Billion RAs
Impossibly Fast (enumerate one clustering every millisecond)
Working around the clock (24/7/365)
≈ 1.54× 1084× (14, 000, 000, 000) years

- Heuristics also have amazingly large choice sets

- Humans Need Help
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Computers Need Help, Too!

- Large quantitative literature on cluster analysis (creating concepts)

- The Goal — an optimal application-independent cluster analysis
method — is mathematically impossible:

- Ugly Duckling Theorem: to develop a concept, you must make
assumptions

- No free lunch theorem: every possible clustering method performs
equally well on average over all possible substantive applications

- Existing Quantiative Methods:

- Many choices
- Well-defined statistical, data analytic, or machine learning foundations
- How to add substantive knowledge: With few exceptions, unclear
- The literature: little guidance on when methods apply
- Deriving such guidance: difficult or impossible

Computers need humans to introduce substantive knowledge
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Computer-Assisted Conceptualization

Solution: merge human and computers, exploit strength of both

- Atlas.Ti: computer programming for applying labels to texts,
identifiying patterns in labeling

- Galileo method for (approximately) searching over space of all
possible partitions and methods for identifying interesting features for
new partitions. (Grimmer and King 2010, Grimmer, King, and
Stewart 2010)

Developing concepts: to do it well, both thought and computing
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Evaluating New Concepts

- How do we know if a concept is “good”?

- Employ Gerring’s Criterion, Evaluate New Conceptualizations

- To Evaluate Concepts, We Need an Audience

Discuss evaluations

- Concept Quality (Gerring’s 4 and 5) ⇒ RA coders

- Example Discovery (Gerring’s 1, 2,3, 4, 5, and 7) ⇒ Allow audience
to be the judge
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Operationalizing Gerring’s Criteria: Coherence and
Differentiation

- Coherence: Similar objects grouped together

- “the sense in which the attributes actually defines the
concepts..‘belong’ to one another” (Gerring, 373)

- Differentiation: Distinctiveness of the categories

- “clarity of [the concept’s] borders within a field of similar terms”
(Gerring, 376)

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 15 / 31



Operationalizing Gerring’s Criteria: Coherence and
Differentiation

- Coherence: Similar objects grouped together

- “the sense in which the attributes actually defines the
concepts..‘belong’ to one another” (Gerring, 373)

- Differentiation: Distinctiveness of the categories

- “clarity of [the concept’s] borders within a field of similar terms”
(Gerring, 376)

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 15 / 31



Operationalizing Gerring’s Criteria: Coherence and
Differentiation

- Coherence: Similar objects grouped together

- “the sense in which the attributes actually defines the
concepts..‘belong’ to one another” (Gerring, 373)

- Differentiation: Distinctiveness of the categories

- “clarity of [the concept’s] borders within a field of similar terms”
(Gerring, 376)

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 15 / 31



Operationalizing Gerring’s Criteria: Coherence and
Differentiation

- Coherence: Similar objects grouped together

- “the sense in which the attributes actually defines the
concepts..‘belong’ to one another” (Gerring, 373)

- Differentiation: Distinctiveness of the categories

- “clarity of [the concept’s] borders within a field of similar terms”
(Gerring, 376)

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 15 / 31



Operationalizing Gerring’s Criteria: Coherence and
Differentiation

- Coherence: Similar objects grouped together

- “the sense in which the attributes actually defines the
concepts..‘belong’ to one another” (Gerring, 373)

- Differentiation: Distinctiveness of the categories

- “clarity of [the concept’s] borders within a field of similar terms”
(Gerring, 376)

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 15 / 31



Operationalizing with An Experiment

Sample texts: 200 press releases from Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ)

Experimental Design to Coherence and Differentiation

- Use Galileo, select an informative concept (we’ll discuss it more in a
minute)

- Sample pairs of press releases

- Scale: (1) unrelated, (2) loosely related, (3) closely related

- Concept Quality = mean(within cluster)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Coherence

−mean(between clusters)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Differentiation
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Evaluation: Comparing Cluster Quality

(Our Method) − (Human Coders)

−0.3 −0.2 −0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3
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(Our Method) − (Human Coders)

−0.3 −0.2 −0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3

●

Lautenberg Press Releases

Lautenberg: 200 Senate Press Releases (appropriations, economy,
education, tax, veterans, . . . )
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Evaluation: Comparing Cluster Quality

(Our Method) − (Human Coders)

−0.3 −0.2 −0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3

●

Lautenberg Press Releases

●

Policy Agendas Project

Policy Agendas: 213 quasi-sentences from Bush’s State of the Union
(agriculture, banking & commerce, civil rights/liberties, defense, . . . )
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Evaluation: Comparing Cluster Quality

(Our Method) − (Human Coders)

−0.3 −0.2 −0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3

●

Lautenberg Press Releases

●

Policy Agendas Project

●

Reuter's Gold Standard

Reuters: financial news (trade, earnings, copper, gold, coffee, . . . ); “gold
standard” for supervised learning studies
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Evaluation (New Conceptualization): What Do Members
of Congress Do?

- David Mayhew’s (1974) famous typology

- Advertising
- Credit Claiming
- Position Taking

- Data: 200 press releases from Frank Lautenberg’s office (D-NJ)

- Apply Galileo

New Concept: Partisan Taunting
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In Sample Illustration of Partisan Taunting
Evaluate Familiarity (1) and Resonance (2)

Definition: Explicit, public, and negative attacks on another political party
or its members (Parsimony and Coherence (3 and 4)? )
Taunting ruins deliberation

Sen. Lautenberg
on Senate Floor
2/24/04

- “Senator Lautenberg Blasts
Republicans as ‘Chicken Hawks’ ”
[Government Oversight]

- “The scopes trial took place in
1925. Sadly, President Bush’s veto
today shows that we haven’t
progressed much since then”
[Healthcare]

- “Every day the House Republicans
dragged this out was a day that
made our communities less
safe.”[Homeland Security]
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Interactive Congressional Speech
Coherence (4) and Differentiation (5)

- Credit Claiming

- Undermine opposing party’s claims of credit
- Explain why legislation is not enacted (Claiming credit for legislation

not passed)

- Position Taking

- Advertising
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“Hypocritically, Congresswoman Bono Mack lauded the announcement of
nearly $40 million for two long-awaited improvement projects to I-10, even
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Interactive Congressional Speech
Coherence (4) and Differentiation (5)

“Senate Republicans blocked raising the minimum wage” Democratic
caucus 6/27/2007

- Credit Claiming

- Undermine opposing party’s claims of credit
- Explain why legislation is not enacted (Claiming credit for legislation

not passed)

- Position Taking

- Advertising
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Interactive Congressional Speech
Coherence (4) and Differentiation (5)

“Senator Lautenberg’s amendment would change the name of the measure
to ‘More Tax Breaks for the Rich and More Debt for Our Grandchildren
Deficit Expansion Reconciliation Act of 2006.’ ” Lautenberg press release
2/2/2006

- Credit Claiming

- Undermine opposing party’s claims of credit
- Explain why legislation is not enacted (Claiming credit for legislation

not passed)

- Position Taking

- Advertising
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Interactive Congressional Speech
Coherence (4) and Differentiation (5)

“ Senator Lautenberg Expressed Shock Over President Bush’s Mock
Search for Weapons of Mass Destruction” Lautenberg press release

- Credit Claiming

- Undermine opposing party’s claims of credit
- Explain why legislation is not enacted (Claiming credit for legislation

not passed)

- Position Taking

- Advertising
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Out of Sample Confirmation of Partisan Taunting
Theoretical Utility: Part 1

- Discovered using 200 press releases; 1 senator.
- Confirmed using 64,033 press releases; 301 senator-years.
- Apply supervised learning method: measure proportion of press

releases a senator taunts other party

Prop. of Press Releases Taunting
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Out of Sample Confirmation of Partisan Taunting
Theoretical Utility: Part 1

- Discovered using 200 press releases; 1 senator.
- Confirmed using 64,033 press releases; 301 senator-years.
- Apply supervised learning method: measure proportion of press
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Deliberation vs. Reflection in Representation
Theoretical Utility: Part 2

A hypothesis about who is more likely to taunt.

- Senators aligned with one-party states ⇒ more taunting

- Senators out-of-step or mixed partisanship states ⇒ less taunting

- A tension between two normative requirements for representation:

- Reflection: Ideological Alignment with Constituents
⇒ Maximum: senators align with ideologically homogenous states

- Deliberation “Offer mutually acceptable reasons to justify laws”
(Gutmann and Thompson, 1996) Not taunting
⇒ Less likely when senators represent ideologically homogenous states

- Deliberation and Reflection: empirically competing values
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Some Very Rough Evidence (More on this Later)
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Applying Concepts: Measurement and Stretching

Assessing Measurement: Reliability and Validity

- Reliablity: replicability

- Text analysis: analyze inter-coder reliability rates
- Testing: Does same test, administered at different times, provide same

measurement

- Validity: measuring what we claim to be measuring

- Correlated with variables expected to have a relationship
- Uncorrelated with variables not expected to have a relationship
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Validations of A Measure

- Goal: measure legislators’ expressed priorities (home styles)

- Using press releases
- Statistical model
- Measure proportion of senator’s press releases in a set of topics

- Need validations to convince anyone press releases and statistical
model capture “real” behavior (at the heart of validity)
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Comparing Committee Leaders to Other Senators

(Mean Attention Leaders) − (Mean Attention Other Senators)
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“Stretching” Old Concepts in New Contexts

- We bring old concepts into new contexts regularly

- Political participation in Iraq
- Legislator ideology in the UK (Quinn and Spirling 2009)
- Representation in bureaucracies (Meier 1993)

- To ensure reference to the same concept, we can use “broader”
categories with less coherence
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Foreshadowing Next Week: Causal Inference

- (Re)Use “good” concepts

- Employ reliable and valid measurements

- Formulate a testable, causal hypothesis

- How do we identify a causal relationship?
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Revisiting Taunting
- Hypothesis: Pressure from constituents causes Democrats in blue

states to taunt Republicans more than Democrats in Red States

- What is a cause?
- What are threats to valid causal inference?
- How can we improve our research designs to make valid causal

inferences?
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Final Thoughts

- Concepts and conceptualization: essential component of research

- Usually: a theory or standard defines our conceptualizations

- New conceptualizations can suggest new hypotheses + theories

- There is no “best” conceptualization and objects can be
conceptualized in many different ways

- Evaluation requires experiments with experienced scholars and diverse
audiences

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 31 / 31



Final Thoughts

- Concepts and conceptualization: essential component of research

- Usually: a theory or standard defines our conceptualizations

- New conceptualizations can suggest new hypotheses + theories

- There is no “best” conceptualization and objects can be
conceptualized in many different ways

- Evaluation requires experiments with experienced scholars and diverse
audiences

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 31 / 31



Final Thoughts

- Concepts and conceptualization: essential component of research

- Usually: a theory or standard defines our conceptualizations

- New conceptualizations can suggest new hypotheses + theories

- There is no “best” conceptualization and objects can be
conceptualized in many different ways

- Evaluation requires experiments with experienced scholars and diverse
audiences

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 31 / 31



Final Thoughts

- Concepts and conceptualization: essential component of research

- Usually: a theory or standard defines our conceptualizations

- New conceptualizations can suggest new hypotheses + theories

- There is no “best” conceptualization and objects can be
conceptualized in many different ways

- Evaluation requires experiments with experienced scholars and diverse
audiences

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 31 / 31



Final Thoughts

- Concepts and conceptualization: essential component of research

- Usually: a theory or standard defines our conceptualizations

- New conceptualizations can suggest new hypotheses + theories

- There is no “best” conceptualization and objects can be
conceptualized in many different ways

- Evaluation requires experiments with experienced scholars and diverse
audiences

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 31 / 31



Final Thoughts

- Concepts and conceptualization: essential component of research

- Usually: a theory or standard defines our conceptualizations

- New conceptualizations can suggest new hypotheses + theories

- There is no “best” conceptualization and objects can be
conceptualized in many different ways

- Evaluation requires experiments with experienced scholars and diverse
audiences

Grimmer, Gov 2010 (Government 2010) Concepts February 3, 2010 31 / 31


