Theoretical Traditions as Lenses

	Theoretical Lens
	Rationalist
	Structuralist
	Culturalist

	Questions this lens uses to interpret puzzles
	How do actors use reason to pursue fixed goals?
	How do actors relate to each other through institutions? How do institutions affect incentives?
	How do social rules shape individual and group identities? Why do identities change?

	Clues to look for in a reading to identify which lens it is using
	Cost/benefit calculations with individuals making intentional choices	Comment by Hamerly, Ivy: You could leave these boxes blank on the handout so the students need to fill in these clues during the lecture that introduces theoretical lenses. 
	Look for big, sweeping changes that were not intentionally chosen but just happened. 
	What stories do people tell themselves about who they are and what is the proper way to behave in a certain situation?

How do cultural values like honor/shame affect identities?

How do these identities affect behaviors?





Exercise: Why did the chicken cross the road? Place the interpretation along the theoretical lens spectrum.

Rationalist				Structuralist					Culturalist
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Monkey Cage
Huge brawls in legislatures, explained
By Christopher Gandrud and Emily Beaulieu 
October 14, 2014

	Eggs are thrown and noses bloodied in the Ukrainian parliament. South Korean legislators use fire extinguishers and an ax to break into a barricaded committee chamber. The Venezuelan parliament becomes the site of a raucous fistfight. An antebellum U.S. senator is brutally caned by a member of the House in the Senate chamber. Even typically sleepy school board meetings in East Rampo, New York, collapse into shouting matches between parents and board members.
	Why do legislative sessions breakdown into shouting, name-calling, and even violence? We’ve been gathering and analyzing data to answer this question. The locations where brawls occur and the issues legislators fight over vary widely — from the presence of Russian naval bases in Ukraine, South Korean press ownership rules, the amount of speaking time that Venezuelan legislators are given, slavery in the United States, and special education funding in East Rampo, New York. But they all share something in common: what social scientists call a “credible commitment problem.”
	A credible commitment problem occurs when conflicting sides are not able to make the other side believe that they will actually stick to an agreement reached through peaceful bargaining. This makes it unlikely that either side will make a peaceful bargain to begin with. Two situations make credible commitment problems particularly bad: when the sides are bargaining over future power and when power is changing because of some outside reason. In these circumstances one or both sides will likely believe they have more to gain from fighting than reaching peaceful agreements.
	Legislative violence is often caused by similar problems, even though legislatures might seem like forums for peaceful problem solving. For example, if one legislative faction is pushing for laws that will help them win future elections, they won’t want to restrain their power. Moreover, broader changes in society — say, demographic changes — may mean that a party will soon have a dominant majority. This also gives them an incentive to fight rather than bargain.
[image: ]	These problems are more likely to occur in two kinds of countries. The first is countries with very disproportionate electoral systems. High disproportionality means that one side could have much more power than they currently do if the electoral laws were changed. This gives them a reason to fight, sometimes literally. The graph below shows how legislative brawls are more likely in disproportionate systems:
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	Second, brawls in are more likely in newer legislatures—where institutional norms might not have had time to develop, making problems of credible commitment more difficult to address. The graph above shows how older democratic systems are much less likely to experience a legislative brawl.
	In Ukraine before the outbreak of the actual civil war, the legislature was plagued by credible commitment problems and thus by violence. These conflicts were about gaining or preventing increases of future power. Ukrainian political parties and the national legislature are largely divided along linguistic and geopolitical lines. Pro­Western parties dominate in the center and west of the country. Pro­Russian parties dominate in the east and south. Each side presses for closer integration with either the European Union or Russia. Closer integration with Europe, pro­Russian Ukrainians believed, would advantage pro­Western politicians in the future. Pro­western politicians similarly fear moves that cement and increase Russia’s presence in the country. This was the situation in 2010 when a spectacular brawl occurred during the ratification of the treaty to continue leasing port facilities to Russia’s Black Sea fleet. Other brawls have occurred over legislation to allow the use of the Russian language in public institutions, and recently over decisions to send troops to fight separatist groups in eastern parts of the country.
	Credible commitment problems are behind brawls in other countries’ legislatures. A South Korean brawl in 2009 was a fight over media ownership rules. Left­leaning opposition politicians worried that allowing increasing conservative media ownership would disadvantage them in future political contests.
	Rep. Preston Brooks’ caning of Sen. Charles Sumner in 1856 was predicated on changing demographics in the United States that favored free over slave states. Bolstered by these changes, abolitionists like Sen. Sumner pushed for the end of slavery. Fearing an end to the balance of power between free and slave states, slavery advocates like Brooks had little to lose from using violence in a vain attempt to suppress the emerging legislative majority.
	These problems can even be seen at the local level in East Rampo, New York. The town’s Hasidic community is capable of organizing overwhelming electoral majorities. This means that they can shift resources to Hasidic groups, including private special education. Their electoral power makes it almost impossible for them to credibly commit to fully funding the local public schools. This American Life quotes one Hasidic board member as saying:
…we have all the power. Why would we negotiate? If we do, we only have things to lose.’
Because of this, non­Hasidic residents feel that they have no other options than disrupting school board meetings.
Although legislative disruption and brawls may seem like unpredictable, spontaneous outbursts, we think there is a logic underlying them. They are often the result of underlying circumstances that make it difficult for legislators to credibly commit to follow peaceful bargains.
Christopher Gandrud is a post­doctoral researcher at the Hertie School of Governance and Emily Beaulieu is an assistant professor of political scientist at the University of Kentucky.
http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/monkey-cage/wp/2014/10/14/huge-brawls-in-legislatures-explained/



Identify the variables Gandrud and Beaulieu (2014) use.
[image: A black cube with white text and blue arrows

Description automatically generated]
How do Gandrud and Beaulieu (2014) conceptualize and operationalize their variables? 
	Clarifying question
	Conceptualization / Defining the Concept
	Operationalization / Measuring concept

	Dependent variable:
What is Legislative Violence?
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	Independent variable: 
What is a credible commitment problem?
	






	




Which theoretical lens do Gandrud and Beaulieu (2014) use to explain why legislative brawls occur? 



Switch lenses: How would each theoretical tradition explain why legislative brawls occur?
	Theoretical Lens
	Rationalist
	Structuralist
	Culturalist

	Questions this lens uses to interpret puzzles
	How do actors use reason to pursue fixed goals?
	How do actors relate to each other through institutions? How do institutions affect incentives?
	How do social rules shape individual and group identities? Why do identities change?

	Causal models we will use this semester that match each lens
	Internal elites
External actors 
Rational actor model (individuals rationally pursuing political goals)
	Modernization
State capacity
Demographic structure
Geographical structure

	Cultural Values: Power distance, Honor/shame, individualism, time orientation
Identities: Nationalism, Ethnicity, Religion, Gender
Society/civic engagement
Contact Theory / Primordialism

	What would each lens/tradition say causes legislative brawls?
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Replying to @kathleen_belew

Economic history focuses on the
institutional dynamics of road-
building (production, capital, labor)
and seeks to understand the impact
of the chicken's tourism on both
sides of the road.

9:43 am - 19/1/22 - Twiitter Web App
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Replying to @kathleen_belew
Historians of gender want to know
about the gender constructs in
chicken society. Is road-crossing
coded as a gender-specific activity?
In crossing this road, is the chicken
defying or conforming to gender
norms? How might the crossing
have reshaped those norms? Who
benefits?

12:18 pm - 19/1/22 - Twitter Web App
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Military history wants to know how
the road was crossed, what
obstacles were encountered, and
whether the chicken was successful
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Labour historians want to know how
much the chicken was paid to cross
the road, if they did a road-crossing
apprenticeship, and if road-crossing
pathways were defined by class
status.

Also, was the chicken unionised?
My hunch is a general union rather
than a craft-based one...

8:29 pm - 19/1/22 - Twitter Web App
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Social history wants to know not
about the chicken that crossed the
road, but the chickens that lived in
the community that gave rise to the
chicken that crossed the road such
that we can better understand how
the crossing was a collective action

9:02 am - 19/1/22 - Twitter Web App

6 Retweets 130 Likes
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Migration historians would want to
know the push & pull mechanisms at
work creating the context in which
the chicken felt crossing the road
was its best option, how the road
impacted communities before it was
built, and the impact of the road &
migration on those communities
now.

12:18 pm - 19/1/22 - Twiitter for iPad

9 Likes
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Table I. Regression results (democratic legislatures 1990-2012)

Dependent variable:
Violent incident
[©) @ 3 4) ®) ©) @)
Lower disproportionality ~ —0.578" -0.583"  -0586"  -0575°  -0.560"  -0.467 ~0.573"
(0.269) (0.271) (0.271) 0.272) (0.271) (0.300) (0.271)
Dem. age (log) —0.275" 03317 03297 03317 03257  -0409"  -0.343"
(0.108) (0.112) 0.111) 0.112) 0.111) (0.135) (0.114)
Majority size —0.022"  —0.022° 0021  —0.021"  -0.019 —0.022°
(0.009) (0.008) (0.009) (0.008) (0.010) (0.009)
Internal armed conflict 0.440 0.421 0.413 0.386 0.449
(0.344) (0.347) (0.344) (0.386) (0.345)
Leg. immunity 0.012
(0.267)
Single party gov. —-0.049
(0.263)
Political constraints —0.534
(0.913)
Self expression 3.870
(2.533)
Ethnic frac. —0.308
(0.614)
(Intercept) —2.120"" 0735 -0.807 -0.811 ~0.671 -5.675 -0.659
0.307) (0.559) (0.561) (0.655) (0.625) (3.180) (0.645)
Observations 1,492 1,441 1,441 1,419 1,417 810 1,435
Log likelihood 260703 -254.213  -253577  -252777  -252.611 188719 253279
Akaike inf. crit. 527.406 516426 517.155 519554  517.222  389.438  518.559

p <005 7p < 0.01;

7 < 0.001. Standard errors are in parentheses. All models use robust (WEAVE) standard errors.
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What model do Beaulieu and Gandrud use?
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