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1. John Gerring, Social Science Methodology: A Unified Framework, (Cambridge; New
York: Cambridge University Press, 2012). (¥ *t 4 * B2 B3 &E )
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1. John Gerring, Ch. 1: “A Unified Framework.”
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1. John Gerring, Ch. 2: “Beginnings and Finding A Research Question.”
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3. Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, (Chicago: University of

Chicago Press, 1996), Ch. 4: “Normal Science as Puzzle-solving.”



Jillian Schwedler, “Puzzle,” Qualitative & Multi-Method Research vol. 11, no. 2 (2013),
27-30.

Fred Eidlin, “The Method of Problems versus the Method of Topics,” PS: Political
Science and Politics vol. 44, no. 4 (2011): 758-761.
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Jeffrey W. Knopf, “Doing A Literature Review,” PS: Political Science and Politics vol.
39, no. 1 (2006): 127-132.

Paul Furlong, “A Skin Not A Sweater: Ontology and Epistemology in Political Science,”
in Theory and Methods in Political Science (London: Palgrave Macmillan, 2002), 17-41.
Gary Goertz and James Mahoney, “Methodological Rorschach Tests: Contrasting
Interpretations in Qualitative and Quantitative Research,” Comparative Political Studies
vol. 46, no. 2 (2013): 236-251.

James Mahoney and Gary Goertz, “A Tale of Two Cultures: Contrasting Quantitative and
Qualitative Research,” Political Analysis vol. 14, no. 3 (2006): 227-249.
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John Gerring, Ch. 5: “Concepts,” Ch. 7: “Measurements.”
Giovanni Sartori, “Concept Misformation in Comparative Politics,” American Political
Science Review vol. 64, no. 4 (1970): 1033-1053.

. Robert Adcock and David Collier, “Measurement Validity: A Shared Standard for

Qualitative and Quantitative Research,” American Political Science Review vol. 95, no. 3
(2001): 529-546.

Gerardo L. Munck and Jay Verkuilen, “Conceptualizing and Measuring Democracy:
Evaluating Alternative Indices,” Comparative Political Studies vol. 35, no. 1 (2002): 5—
34.
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1.

John Gerring, Ch. 3: “Arguments,” Ch. 6: “Descriptive Arguments,” Ch. 8: “Causal
Arguments.”

Booth, Wayne C., Gregory G. Colomb, and Joseph M. Williams. The Craft of Research
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2008), Ch. 8 “Claims,” Ch. 9: “Reasons and
Evidence.”

Raphael B. Folsom, How to Get Grant Money in the Humanities and Social Sciences,
(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2019). (d 35 fFff2 ¥ 00 7 ch& 48)
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John Gerring, “How Good Is Good Enough? A Multidimensional, Best-Possible Standard
for Research Design,” Political Research Quarterly vol. 64, no. 3 (2011): 625-636.

3. John Gerring, Ch. 4: “Analysis.”
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John Gerring, Ch. 9: “Causal Analysis.”

Morris P. Fiorina, “Formal Models in Political Science,” American Journal of Political
Science vol. 19, no. 1 (1975): 133—-159.
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John Gerring, Ch. 10: “Causal Strategies: X and Y.”

Rose McDermott, “Experimental Methods in Political Science,” Annual Review of
Political Science vol. 5,no. 1 (2002): 31-61.

Thad Dunning, “Improving Causal Inference: Strengths and Limitations of Natural
Experiments,” Political Research Quarterly vol. 61, no. 2 (2008): 282-293.

Brian J. Gaines, James H. Kuklinski, and Paul J. Quirk, “The Logic of the Survey
Experiment Reexamined,” Political Analysis vol. 15, no. 1 (2007): 1-20.
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John Gerring, Ch. 11: “Causal Strategies: Beyond X and Y.

Henry E. Brady, “Contributions of Survey Research to Political Science,” PS: Political

Science and Politics vol. 33, no. 1 (2000): 147-157.
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4. Gary King, Michael Tomz, and Jason Wittenberg, “Making the Most of Statistical

Analyses: Improving Interpretation and Presentation,” American Journal of Political
Science vol. 44 (2000): 341-355.
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2. Justin Grimmer and Brandon M. Stewart, “Text as Data: The Promise and Pitfalls of
Automatic Content Analysis Methods for Political Texts,” Political Analysis vol. 21, no.
3 (2013): 267-297.

3. John Wilkerson and Andreu Casas, “Large-Scale Computerized Text Analysis in Political
Science: Opportunities and Challenges,” Annual Review of Political Science vol. 20, no. 1
(2017): 529-544.

4. Yoshiko M. Herrera and F. Braumoeller Braumoeller, “Symposium: Discourse and
Content Analysis,” Qualitative Methods Newsletter vol. 2, no. 1 (2004): 15-19.
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1. John Gerring, Ch. 12: “Varying Approaches to Causal Inference.”

2. Paul Pierson, Politics in Time: History, Institutions, and Social Analysis (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2011), Ch. 2: “Timing and Sequence.”

3. Alexander L. George and Andrew Bennett, Case Studies and Theory Development in The
Social Sciences, (Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press, 2005), Ch. 10: “Process Tracing and
Historical Explanation.”

4. Barbara Geddes, “How the Cases You Choose Affect the Answers You Get: Selection
Bias in Comparative Politics,” Political Analysis vol. 2 (1990): 131-150.
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1. John Gerring, Ch. 13: “Unity and Plurality.”

2. Tan S. Lustick, “History, Historiography, and Political Science: Multiple Historical
Records and the Problem of Selection Bias,” American Political Science Review vol. 90,
no. 3 (1996): 605-618.

3. Joe Soss, “Talking Our Way to Meaningful Explanations: A Practice-centered Approach
to In-depth Interviews for Interpretive Research,” in. D. Yanow and P. Schwartz-Shea
(eds) Interpretation and Method, (New York: M.E. Sharpe, 2006).

4. Richard F. Fenno, “Observation, Context, and Sequence in the Study of Politics,”
American Political Science Review vol. 80, no. 1 (1986): 3—15.
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2. John Gerring, Ch. 14: “Setting Standards.”

3. Evan S. Lieberman, “Nested Analysis as a Mixed-Method Strategy for Comparative
Research,” American Political Science Review vol. 99, no. 3 (2005): 435-452.

4. Amel Ahmed and Rudra Sil, “When Multi-Method Research Subverts Methodological
Pluralism—or, Why We Still Need Single-Method Research,” Perspectives on Politics
vol. 10, no. 4 (2012): 935-953.
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