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First Term, Academic Year 2026-2027 
 

Seminar: Introduction to Qualitative Methods 
 

Draft syllabus—September 3, 2026 
 

Time and Place: Monday 11:00-13:00, Seminar Room 2 
First Session: 28.09; Last Session: 30.11   
Given by: Professor Tasha Fairfield and Dr. Llorenç Soler-Buades 
Administrative Contact: SOFIA.ALTESINI@eui.eu 

 
Seminar Description and Objectives 
 
This course introduces core elements of qualitative research methods and practice. The goal is 
not to provide a comprehensive survey of qualitative methods—the terrain is vast and diverse—
but rather to expose participants to some commonly used approaches and techniques that they 
might choose to pursue further in the context of their own research or encounter in relevant 
literature. The first part of the course will cover conceptualization and description; crafting 
theory and hypotheses with an emphasis on explanation; and approaches to inference including 
process tracing, comparative case studies, and qualitative Bayesian analysis.  The second part 
of the course will cover field research strategies, interview techniques, focus groups, and an 
introduction to Atlas for data management. 
 
The course will be highly interactive, with the goal of equipping participants to critically 
consume and effectively conduct qualitative research, whether as part of a stand-alone project 
or in the context of multi-method designs—after all, nearly all research is informed to some 
extent by qualitative information. Seminar meetings will often include structured discussions 
and group exercises, drawing on published empirical research from a range of fields in the 
social and political sciences.   
 
As part of the course, participants will develop and conduct either an individual or a group 
project.  Participants can choose from our list of suggestions or consult with the instructors on 
alternative ideas for their project. Where feasible, we encourage participants to craft projects 
that will contribute in some manner to the development of their dissertation prospectus, but 
researchers may of course work on unrelated projects that capture their interest.  The goal is to 
gain practical and analytical skills, but also to have fun with qualitative research. 
 
 
Learning Outcomes 
  

• Familiarity with a variety of qualitative data collection techniques and analytical methodologies; 
• Skills for more effectively consuming and scrutinizing published qualitative research; 
• Appreciation of the contributions qualitative information can make to social science, whether in 

the context of mixed-method research or purely qualitative research designs; 
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• Insights for fruitfully incorporating qualitative components into dissertation research; 
• Foundational skills for conducting qualitative research. 

 
 
Requirements 

This course requires regular attendance (80% minimum), active participation in discussions and group 
exercises, and completion of a final project.  Participants are expected to do the readings that are listed 
as required ahead of each meeting and arrive prepared to talk about any specific discussion questions or 
assignments that are included with the required readings. 

Attendance: Officially, the EUI allows you to miss two class meetings and still receive credit for the 
course, but we urge you to attend all sessions except in cases of illness. If you have caught a contagious 
illness but do not want to miss a session, ask the instructors about participating via zoom. The zoom 
option is available only in cases of illness. 
 
Research project: Projects will require work outside of class time.  Depending on your topic and 
interests, your research may involve gathering original data through interviews or focus groups.  
Individually authored projects should not exceed 2,500 words. The maximum length is 3500 words for 
two-person collaborations, 4300 words for three-person collaborations, and 5,000 words for four-person 
collaborations.  For more information on project requirements and timeline, please see the separate 
document “Introduction to Qualitative Research: Project Topics and Guidelines.”   
 
Recommended readings: Readings listed as recommended (rather than required) are meant as additional 
resources for you to consult as relevant for your project or for your dissertation research.  
 
Auditors: All of the above requirements also apply for auditors who do not wish to receive credit, with 
the exception of the project. Auditors should commit to attending throughout the term; sitting in for a 
particular session(s) of interest is not permitted. If you are interested in auditing, please contact the 
administrative assistant to enquire if there is space. Please note that enrollment is capped, and priority 
will be given to SPS students taking the course for credit.  
 
AI policy: No use of AI / large language models is permitted for assignments in this course, unless the 
instructors have granted approval for a legitimate and compelling proposed use—please consult with us 
in advance. 
 
Cell phone policy: Cell phones and the like should be kept out of sight during seminar. No texting, 
browsing, or phone calls during class.  
 
 
Course Availability  

Enrollment in this seminar is capped at a maximum of 23 participants. SPS researchers taking the course 
for credit will receive priority. SPS visiting students, students from other departments, and auditors are 
also welcome, as space allows. If you are in the latter category, please email our administrative assistant 
with a brief note explaining why you wish to take the course and we will be in touch.   

 
Schedule 
 
Note: This schedule is tentative and subject to change based on our weekly progress. 
 

• Session 1 (28 September) Course Introduction; Description, Explanation, and Inference 
• Session 2 (5 October) Conceptualization and Measurement  
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• Session 3 (12 October) Explanatory Hypotheses  
• Session 4 (19 October) Inference to Best Explanation 
• Session 5 (26 October) Bayesian Inference  
• Session 6 (2 November) Process Tracing and Comparative Case Studies 
• Session 7 (9 November) Interviews 
• Session 8 (16 November) Focus Groups  
• Session 9 (23 November) Fieldwork  
• Session 10 (30 November) Atlas for Data Management   

 
 
Sessions and Readings 

 
Week 1. Course Introduction; Description, Explanation, and Inference  

Instructor: Tasha Fairfield 

Please come prepared to briefly introduce yourself, including your field of study and 
dissertation/research interests, your methods background, something that interests you or puzzles you 
about qualitative research, and something unique or unusual about yourself. 
  
Please also come prepared to discuss Winters (the required reading below)—focus in particular on the 
Types of Oligarchies section.   

Required Reading  

• Jeffrey Winters, 2011, Oligarchy, Cambridge University Press.   
Read pp.1-11, 20-26 (Wealth Defense), 32-38 (Types of Oligarchies).   

 

Discussion Questions: What aspects of Winters’ exposition do you find most analytically helpful 
or insightful?  Are there aspects that you find confusing or less clear?  Where would you place 
the United States under Trump 2.0 on Figure 1.2?  Do you find the typology helpful for 
understanding other cases that you are familiar with?  

 
Recommended Readings 
 
• Ben Ross Schneider, Hierarchical Capitalism, CUP, Chapter 2.  Note: This is another example 

of excellent conceptual and theoretical work that identifies and describes a new “hierarchical” 
variety of capitalism in Latin America that is distinct from coordinated and liberal varieties of 
capitalism discussed in previous literature.  See in particular the typology on p. 23 and 
surrounding discussion.  
 

• David Collier, Jody LaPorte, and Jason Seawright, 2012. “Putting Typologies to Work: Concept 
Formation, Measurement, and Analytic Rigor,” Political Research Quarterly, 65(1):217–232.   
 

Note: Focus just on Sections 4-8. 
 

• David Collier and Steven Levitsky, 1997, “Democracy with Adjectives: Conceptual Innovation 
in Comparative Research.” World Politics 49:430-51. 

 
• John Gerring, 2012: “Mere Description,” British Journal of Political Science 42: 721-4.  

 

Note: Presents interesting ideas, some more compelling than others, but overall a through-
provoking piece.    

 
 

  

https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/1bnqlc4/alma991003699869708406
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Week 2.  Conceptualization and Measurement  

Instructor: Tasha Fairfield 

Required Readings  

• Nina Tannenwald, 2007, The Nuclear Taboo (Cambridge University Press).  Read pp. 8-17.   
 

Note: pp.8-9 provide context; focus in particular on pp.10-14 on taboo vs. norm, pp. 14-17 on 
taboo vs. tradition, and why she classifies the nuclear taboo as such rather than a norm of 
nuclear non-use or a tradition or nuclear non-use.    
  

Discussion Questions: How would you articulate the difference between a norm, a taboo, and a 
tradition as per Tannenwald’s usage?  How do you think these concepts relate to each other? 
e.g., are taboos and traditions specific types of norms? or is there some other more general 
concept that encompasses all three?  Where does a prohibition fit in?  Does Tannenwald use 
these terms consistently? What do you think of her argument in favor of a nuclear taboo rather 
than Sagan’s tradition of non-use?     
 

• Tasha Fairfield, 2015, “Structural Power in Comparative Political Economy,” Business and 
Politics 17(3).  Read pp. 411–419.  
 

• Michael Coppedge and John Gerring, 2011, “Conceptualizing and Measuring Democracy: A 
New Approach,” Perspectives on Politics 9(2):247-267.   

 
Recommended Readings—Conceptualization  

 
Theory: 

 
• David Collier and Steven Levitsky, 1997, “Democracy with Adjectives: Conceptual Innovation 

in Comparative Research.” World Politics 49:430-51. 
 
Practice: 

 
• Sebastian Mazzuca, 2010, “Access to Power Versus Exercise of Power,” Studies in 

Comparative International Development, 45:334-357.  
 

• Taylor Boas and Jordan Gans-Mors, 2009, “Neoliberalism: From New Liberal Philosophy to 
Anti-Liberal Slogan,” Studies in Comparative International Development 44:137-161.  

 
• Rachel Aviv, July 21, 2025, “Mary Had Schitzofrenia Then Suddenly She Didn’t,” The New 

Yorker.  https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2025/07/28/mary-had-schizophrenia-then-
suddenly-she-didnt 
 

Note: A fascinating read or listen involving concepts, theory, and explanation in psychology and 
neurology—with life or death stakes. 
 

Recommended Readings—Measurement 
 

Theory: 
 

• Robert Adcock and David Collier, 2001, “Measurement Validity: A Shared Standard for 
Qualitative and Quantitative Research,” American Political Science Review 95, 3: 529-546.   
 

Note: Focus on the first half of the article, up to validation.   
  

https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/1bnqlc4/alma991002077269708406
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_proquest_miscellaneous_911913980
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_proquest_miscellaneous_911913980
https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2025/07/28/mary-had-schizophrenia-then-suddenly-she-didnt
https://www.newyorker.com/magazine/2025/07/28/mary-had-schizophrenia-then-suddenly-she-didnt
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Practice:  
 

• Marcus Kurtz and Andrew Schrank, 2007, “Growth and Governance: Models, Measures, and 
Mechanisms.” Journal of Politics 69, 2: 538-554.   

 

• Andrew Little and Anne Meng, 2024, “Measuring Democratic Backsliding,” and the response 
from Carl Henrik Knutsen et al, 2024, “Conceptual and Measurement Issues in Assessing 
Democratic Backsliding,” in PS 57(2):162-177.  

 

• Lasse Egendal Leipziger, 2023, “Measuring Ethnic Inequality: An Assessment of Extant Cross-
National Indices,” British Journal of Political Science 53:652–673.  

 

• Special Issue: Structural Power and the Study of Business, Business and Politics 2005, 17(3). 
 
 
Week 3.  Explanatory Hypotheses  

Instructor: Tasha Fairfield 

We will discuss ways to craft explanatory hypotheses, key components of a good explanation, and the 
importance of articulating explanations clearly and consistently. If time allows, we will go on to 
preview next week’s topic: inference to best explanation.   

Required Pre-Seminar Exercise  

• Online worksheet on explanations—Part 1 (link to be circulated). Please complete this short 
worksheet before coming to seminar. We will build on it this week and next week. 

 
Required Readings  

 
• Nina Tannenwald, 2007.  The Nuclear Taboo. Cambridge University Press.  Read the worksheet 

+ Chap. 6 excerpt (to be distributed).    
 

• Alexander Gazmararian, 2025. “Sources of Partisan Change: Evidence from the Shale Gas 
Shock in American Coal Country,” Journal of Politics. Read pp. 601-606 (stop at Research 
Design).   

 

Note: We will do a group exercise in class that experiments with diagramming the author’s 
argument.  Please give this a try at home before coming to class, using arrows to represent 
causal relationships between the relevant variables / steps in the causal process and using 
whatever conventions you find sensible for a helpful visual representation of the argument.    

 
Recommended Readings 
 

• “Symposium, Causal Mechanisms and Process Tracing,” Qualitative and Multi-Method 
Research 2016, 14(1).    

 

• “Symposium: Draw Your Argument! Causal Figures in Political Science,” Qualitative and 
Multi-Method Research 2024, 22(2):6-31.     

 

Note: Among the contributions, I would recommend Goertz’s piece.  One caveat: at some points 
he suggests including “alternative explanations” in the figure, but as we will discuss in seminar, 
alternative explanations should have their own separate diagrams. 

 

• John Gerring and Jason Seawright, 2022, “Tools and Tips for Theorizing,” in Finding your 
Social Science Project: The Research Sandbox, Cambridge University Press, pp.218-241. 
 

Note: A similar caveat as above: rival theories should have their own separate diagrams. 
 

 

https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/1bnqlc4/alma991002077269708406
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_crossref_primary_10_1086_732949
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_crossref_primary_10_1086_732949
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Week 4.  Inference to Best Explanation 

Instructor: Tasha Fairfield 

We will discuss the rationale for comparing alternative explanations, what counts as an “alternative” 
explanation, and implications for social science research practice—how we craft explanations and how 
we motivate our research. 

Required Pre-seminar Exercise  
 

• Online worksheet on explanations—Part 2 (link to be circulated).  We will discuss your 
responses in class.  

 
Required Readings 

 
• Kieran Healy. 2017. “Fuck Nuance.” Sociological Theory 35(2):118-127. 

 

Discussion Questions: Are you convinced by Healy’s argument?  Which aspects do you find 
more compelling?  If you are in a field other than sociology, do you find Healy’s critique salient 
for your discipline as well?  In what contexts do you think greater attention to causal complexity 
is actually merited?  
 

• Ashley Mears. 2017. “Puzzling in Sociology: On Doing and Undoing Theoretical Puzzles.” 
Sociological Theory 35(2):138–146. 

 

Discussion Questions: How common is the “puzzle” setup in your field, and how similar is the 
version you are familiar with to what Mears describes?  How compelling do you find the 
“puzzle” setup?  Do any of Mears’ critiques resonate for you?  Can you think of other critiques 
or drawbacks that she does not mention?  When is constructing a puzzle helpful vs. distracting?   
What points would you make in favor of or against posing puzzles invoking theories that could 
be viewed as straw arguments?   

 
Recommended Readings—Methodology  
 

• John Platt, 1964. “Strong Inference.” Science 146(3642):347-353. 
 

• Tasha Fairfield and Andrew Charman, 2022. “Introduction: Bayesian Reasoning for Qualitative 
Research,” pp. 1-23, 29-30, in Social Inquiry and Bayesian Inference: Rethinking Qualitative 
Research. Cambridge University Press.   
 

• Arthus Spirling and Brandon Stewart, 2025. “What Good Is a Regression? Inference to the Best 
Explanation and the Practice of Political Science Research.” Journal of Politics 87(4):1587-
1599. 

 
 
Week 5. Bayesian Inference   

Instructor: Tasha Fairfield 

Required Readings  

• Tasha Fairfield and Andrew Charman, 2022.  “Introduction: Bayesian Reasoning for Qualitative 
Research,” pp. 1-23, 29-30, in Social Inquiry and Bayesian Inference: Rethinking Qualitative 
Research. Cambridge University Press.    

• Fairfield and Charman. 2022. “Chapter 3: Heuristic Bayesian Reasoning,” pp.73-83, 86-111, 

https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_webofscience_primary_000404413500002
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_webofscience_primary_000404413500004
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_cambridge_corebooks_9781108377522_c1
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_cambridge_corebooks_9781108377522_c1
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/1bnqlc4/alma991005401859708406
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in Social Inquiry and Bayesian Inference. Cambridge University Press.    

Recommended Readings 

• Fairfield and Charman, 2025. “Bayesian Reasoning for Qualitative Replication Analysis: 
Examples from Climate Politics,” Political Science Research and Methods.  

• Fairfield and Charman, 2020. “Reliability of Inference,” pp. 201-33 in C. Elman, J. Gerring, and 
J. Mahoney, Eds., The Production of Knowledge, New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 
Week 6.  Process Tracing and Comparative Case Studies 

Instructor: Tasha Fairfield 

Required Readings  

Read one item from Set 1 and one item from Set 2 below: 

Set 1—choose one of two: 

• Kenneth Schultz, 2001. “Fashoda Revisited,” in Democracy and Coercive Diplomacy. 
Cambridge University Press, pp.175-195.    

• Dan Slater, 2009. “Revolutions, Crackdowns, and Quiescence: Communal Elites and 
Democratic Mobilization in Southeast Asia.” American Journal of Sociology 115 (1): 203-254.  
 

Note: Pay close attention to pp. 220-239. Be sure to read the Philippines and Vietnam cases, but 
you can skip the Burma case.  

Set 2—choose one of two: 

• Jared Finnegan, Phillip Lipscy, Jonas Meckling, Florence Metz, 2025. “The Institutional 
Sources of Economic Transformation: Explaining Variation in Energy Transitions,” Journal of 
Politics.  Read Sections 1-4 in the main text and read the case studies in Appendix 9, pp.19-29.    

• Michael Albertus, 2015.  Autocracy and Redistribution: The Politics of Land Reform, 
Cambridge University Press.  Read pp. 16-17 (summary of the argument) in Chapter 1, pp. 267-
268, (intro to Chap 8), pp. 282-287 (Egypt case) and pp. 287-292 (Hungary case) in Chapter 8.   

Discussion Questions: For each of the required readings you selected from Set 1 and Set 2:  
• Did you find the authors’ argument clear?   
• Are they (implicitly) attempting inference to best explanation?  Did they consider rival 

hypotheses?  Can you think of salient rivals they did not consider?   
• Do the authors provide concrete empirical evidence?  Does that evidence include an adequate 

level of detail?  Do the authors seem to implicitly think about whether the evidence would be 
more expected or less expected under a rival hypothesis?  How strongly do you think the 
evidence discriminates between alternative hypotheses?   

• If the piece includes comparative case studies, do you find one of the cases more compelling 
than the others, and why?  How does the comparative component enhance the analysis? 

 
Recommended Readings—Methodology 
 

• Andrew Bennett & Jeffrey Checkel, 2015. Process Tracing in the Social Sciences: From 
Metaphor to Analytic Tool, Cambridge University Press.  Read pp. 23-31. 

 

https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/1bnqlc4/alma991003975589708406
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_webofscience_primary_000268262400006
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_webofscience_primary_000268262400006
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_crossref_citationtrail_10_1086_735439
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_crossref_citationtrail_10_1086_735439
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/1bnqlc4/alma991000488189708406
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• Peter Hall, 2003. “Aligning Ontology and Methodology in Comparative Research.” In J. 
Mahoney and D. Rueschemeyer, eds., Comparative Historical Analysis in the Social Sciences, 
Cambridge University Press, pp.373–404. 

 
• Stephen Van Evera, 1997. Guide to Methods for Students of Political Science.  Cornell 

University Press. 
 
Recommended Readings—Practice 
 
• Elisabeth Wood, 2001, “An Insurgent Path to Democracy: Popular Mobilization, Economic 

Interests, and Regime Transition in South Africa and El Salvador,” Comparative Political 
Studies, 34(8):862-888.     

 
• Marcus Kurtz, 2009, “The Social Foundations of Institutional Order: Reconsidering War and 

the ‘Resource Curse’ in Third World State Building.”  Politics & Society 37 (4): 479-520.   
 
• Tasha Fairfield and Candelaria Garay, 2017, “Redistribution Under the Right in Latin America: 

Electoral Competition and Organized Actors in Policymaking,” Comparative Political Studies 
50(14):1871-1906. 

 
 
Week 7. Interviews  

Instructor: Llorenç Soler-Buades 

Required Readings  

• Kapiszewski D, MacLean LM, Read BL. “Interviews, Oral Histories, and Focus Groups,” pp. 
190-229, in Field Research in Political Science: Practices and Principles. Cambridge University 
Press, 2015.   

 
• Mosley, Layna. 2013. “Introduction—"Just talk to people”? Interviews in contemporary 

political science.” In Interview Research in Political Science. Cornell University Press.   
 
• Small, M. L., & Cook, J. M. 2023. “Using interviews to understand why: Challenges and 

strategies in the study of motivated action.” Sociological Methods & Research 52(4):1591–
1631. 

 
Recommended Readings – Methodology  

 
• Aberbach, J.D., & Rockman, B.A. 2002. Conducting and coding elite interviews. PS: Political 

Science & Politics, 35(4):673–676. 
 
• Berry, J.M. 2002. “Validity and reliability issues in elite interviewing.” PS: Political Science & 

Politics 35(4):679–682.    
 
• Damhuis, K., & de Jonge, L. 2022. “Going nativist. How to interview the radical right?” 

International Journal of Qualitative Methods 21, 16094069221077761. 
 

• Elmholdt, K.T., Gill, M., & Nielsen, J.A. 2026. “’How many interviews do I need?’ An 
examination of interview numbers and sampling moves in qualitative research.” 
Organizational Research Methods, 10944281261424516. 

 

https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/1bnqlc4/alma991000300649708406
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/1bnqlc4/alma991004546249708406
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_webofscience_primary_000630562600001CitationCount
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_webofscience_primary_000630562600001CitationCount
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• Pearlman, W. 2024. “Interviewing vulnerable populations.” In J. Cyr & S.W. Goodman (Eds.), 
Doing Good Qualitative Research. Oxford University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780197633137.003.0018 

 
• Tuncel, O. 2026. “Elite interviewing in political science: A meta-analysis of reporting 

practices.” Perspectives on Politics, 1–17. 
 
Recommended Readings – Practice  

 
• Rivera, L.A. 2012. “Hiring as cultural matching: The case of elite professional service firms.” 

American Sociological Review 77(6):999–1022. 
 
• Senninger, R., & Seeberg, H.B. 2024. “Which information do politicians pay attention to? 

Evidence from a field experiment and interviews.” British Journal of Political Science 
54(4):1115–1132. 

 
 
Week 8.  Focus Groups 

Instructor: Llorenç Soler-Buades 

Required Readings  

• Cyr, Jennifer. 2016. “The pitfalls and promise of focus groups as a data collection 
method.” Sociological methods & research, 45(2):231-259.  
 

• Stanley, L. 2016. “Using focus groups in political science and international relations.” Politics 
36(3):236-249.  

 
Read also at least one of the following: 

 
• Fastenrath, F., & Marx, P. 2025. “The role of preference formation and perception in 

unequal representation: Combined evidence from elite interviews and focus groups in 
Germany.” Comparative Political Studies 58(3):431–461. 

 
• Marx, P. 2026. “Is there a backlash against identity politics? Experimental and focus group 

evidence on the conflict over gender-neutral language in Germany.” Comparative Political 
Studies 59(3):549–583. 

 
• Rohde-Liebenau, J. 2020. “Raising European citizens? European identity in European 

schools.” JCMS: Journal of Common Market Studies 58(6):1504–1522. 
 
• Laenen, T., Rossetti, F., & van Oorschot, W. 2019. “Why deservingness theory needs 

qualitative research: Comparing focus group discussions on social welfare in three welfare 
regimes.” International Journal of Comparative Sociology 60(3):190–216. 

 
Discussion questions:  

Focus groups can serve different methodological purposes depending on the research question 
and research design. Before class, please choose and read at least one of the four empirical 
articles above and consider the following questions: What role do focus groups play in the 
research design? What kind of evidence do they generate that another method might not? Are 
they used for exploration or theory development, triangulation, concept or measurement 
validation, causal inference, or another purpose? If focus groups are combined with another 

https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_crossref_primary_10_1177_0049124115570065
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_crossref_primary_10_1177_0049124115570065
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_crossref_citationtrail_10_1177_0263395715624120
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_proquest_journals_3162872879
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_proquest_journals_3162872879
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_proquest_journals_3162872879
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_crossref_citationtrail_10_1177_00104140251328038
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_crossref_citationtrail_10_1177_00104140251328038
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_webofscience_primary_000535952000001CitationCount
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_webofscience_primary_000535952000001CitationCount
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_proquest_journals_2234992246
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_proquest_journals_2234992246
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_proquest_journals_2234992246


10  

method, what does each method contribute to the analysis? What are their main limitations in 
this particular study? Would you have designed the study differently? 
 

Exercise:  
Time permitting, we will design and carry out a short focus group discussion to reflect on some 
of the practical challenges of the method, including group composition, question design, 
moderation, and group dynamics. 

 
Recommended Readings – Methodology  

 
• Colucci, E. 2007. “Focus groups can be fun: The use of activity-oriented questions in focus 

group discussions.” Qualitative Health Research 17(10):1422–1433. 
 
• Cyr, J. 2019. “An integrative approach to measurement: Focus groups as a survey pretest.” 

Quality & Quantity 53(2):897–913. 
 
• López-Pérez, L., & Ortiz Ocaña, M. 2025. “Using focus groups for process tracing: Leveraging 

group discussions for causal inference.” Sociological Methods & Research. 
 
• Willemsen, R.F., Aardoom, J.J., Chavannes, N.H., & Versluis, A. 2023. “Online synchronous 

focus group interviews: Practical considerations.” Qualitative Research 23(6):1810–1820. 
 
 
Week 9. Fieldwork  

Instructor: Llorenç Soler-Buades 

Required Readings  

• Kapiszewski D., MacLean L.M., & Read B.L. 2015. “Field research in political science: 
practices and principles.” In Field Research in Political Science: Practices and Principles. Cambridge 
University Press. pp. 1-33.  

 
• Kapiszewski D., MacLean L.M., & Read B.L. 2015. “Preparing for fieldwork.” In Field 

Research in Political Science: Practices and Principles. Cambridge University Press. pp. 82-
118.  
 

• Read the INTRODUCTION ONLY: Daby, M. 2021. “The gender gap in political clientelism: 
Problem-solving networks and the division of political work in Argentina.” Comparative 
Political Studies 54(2):215–244. 

 
Exercise:  
 

The gender gap in political representation in clientelistic contexts remains under-theorised. In 
addition, empirical evidence remains scarce. Daby’s (2021) core argument is that the gender 
gap in political representation in Argentina stems from a gendered division of political labour 
that places female and male brokers in distinct problem-solving networks. 
 

Working in groups, you will design a fieldwork strategy to test this argument. You will decide 
where to conduct the research, which methods to use, how to select cases and participants, and 
how to address the methodological, practical, and ethical challenges that emerge throughout 
the research process. We will then compare your research designs with the one adopted by 
Daby and discuss the trade-offs involved in different fieldwork choices. 
 

Please read only the introduction of Daby (2021) before class—it provides all the background 
needed for the exercise. The remaining sections will be discussed during the session.  

https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/1bnqlc4/alma991000300649708406
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/1bnqlc4/alma991000300649708406
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/1bnqlc4/alma991000300649708406
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_proquest_journals_2473378924
https://biblio.eui.eu/permalink/39EUI_INST/13s8o93/cdi_proquest_journals_2473378924
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Recommended Readings – Methodology  

 
• Jensenius, F. R. 2014. “The fieldwork of quantitative data collection.” PS: Political Science & 

Politics 47(2):402-404.   
 

• Kapiszewski, D., MacLean, L., & Smith, L. (2024). “Digital fieldwork.” In J. Cyr & S.W. 
Goodman (Eds.), Doing Good Qualitative Research. Oxford University Press.  pp. 323–337.  
 

• Chambers-Ju, C. 2014. “Data collection, opportunity costs, and problem solving: Lessons from 
field research on teachers’ unions in Latin America.” PS: Political Science & Politics 
47(2):405–409. 

 
• Knott, Eleanor. 2019. “Beyond the Field: Ethics after Fieldwork in Politically Dynamic 

Contexts.” Perspectives on Politics 17(1): 140–53. 
 

• Sharp, G., & Kremer, E. 2006. “The safety dance: Confronting harassment, intimidation, and 
violence in the field.” Sociological Methodology 36(1):317–327. 

 
 
Week 10.  Atlas for Data Management  

Instructor: Llorenç Soler-Buades 

This session introduces the basic principles and concepts of qualitative data management and coding. 
We will discuss how to move from raw qualitative material to codes and categories, and work through 
a practical coding exercise in class. 

Recommended Readings—Methodology  

• Gupta, A. (2024). Qualitative methods and data analysis using ATLAS.ti. Springer 
International Publishing. 

• Saldaña, J. (2025). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (5th ed.). Sage College 
Publishing. 

• Zairul, M. (2025). “Mastering thematic analysis: A step-by-step guide for beginners with tips 
for systematic analysis using ATLAS.ti 25.” International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 24, 
16094069251384401. 
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