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Abstract

The debate about the characteristics and advantages of quantitative and

qualitative methods is decades old. In their seminal monograph, A Tale of
Two Cultures (2012, ATTC), Gary Goertz and James Mahoney argue that

methods and research design practices for causal inference can be distin-

guished as two cultures that systematically differ from each other along 25

specific characteristics. ATTC’s stated goal is a description of empirical

patterns in quantitative and qualitative research. Yet, it does not include

a systematic empirical evaluation as to whether the 25 are relevant and

valid descriptors of applied research. In this paper, we derive five observ-

able implications from ATTC and test the implications against a stratified

random sample of 90 qualitative and 90 quantitative articles published in

six journals between 1990–2012. Our analysis provides little support

for the two-cultures hypothesis. Quantitative methods are largely imple-

mented as described in ATTC, whereas qualitative methods are much
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more diverse than ATTC suggests. While some practices do indeed con-

form to the qualitative culture, many others are implemented in a manner

that ATTC characterizes as constitutive of the quantitative culture. We

find very little evidence for ATTC’s anchoring of qualitative research

with set-theoretic approaches to empirical social science research. The

set-theoretic template only applies to a fraction of the qualitative research

that we reviewed, with the majority of qualitative work incorporating dif-

ferent method choices.

Keywords

causal inference, causality, counterfactuals, descriptive statistics, hypothesis

testing, observational studies

The debate about the relative pros and cons of quantitative and qualitative
methods is decades old and continues to be lively (Gerring 2017; Mahoney
2010). Within this debate, the monograph A Tale of Two Cultures (ATTC)
takes stock of and offers a novel perspective by mapping “typical practices”
in the application of qualitative and quantitative methods in political science
and sociology (Goertz and Mahoney 2012: 10). ATTC argues that qualitative
and quantitative research practices can best be characterized as two cultures
that systematically differ from each other. Henceforth, we refer to this as the
two-cultures hypothesis (or argument). The cultures are argued to be based on
different “values, beliefs, and norms” and are “associated with distinctive
research procedures and practices” (Goertz and Mahoney 2012: 1).
Research practices are broadly construed, with five dimensions of empirical
research subsuming 25 individual items that capture a variety of decisions
and choices researchers must make in their work.1 The 25 items comprise fun-
damental beliefs about the nature of causality (symmetric vs asymmetric), the
formation of concepts, various research design elements and practical deci-
sions such as how to choose cases. For ease of discussion, we refer to them
as matters of method implementation, application, or practice. The claim of
fundamental differences between qualitative and quantitative methods is
hardly novel in the social sciences (for example, Brady and Collier 2010).
However, ATTC delivers by far the most articulate and comprehensive dis-
cussion, making one of the strongest claims about the scope and relevance
of these differences.
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In this paper, we perform a comprehensive empirical test of the two-
cultures hypothesis with the goal of moving forward the debate about quali-
tative and quantitative methods practices. A test of the two-cultures hypoth-
esis is important because there are three related reasons that ATTC influences
empirical and methods-oriented research.2 First, the two-cultures hypothesis
is referenced in empirical and methods-related research as if it was an empir-
ical fact rather than a hypothesis (Blatter and Haverland 2013; Koivu and
Damman 2015; Schneider and Wagemann 2013).3 Any hypothesis needs to
be evaluated in light of empirical evidence before it is accepted as being prob-
ably correct.

Second and related, discussants of ATTC express doubts that it correctly
describes methods applications (Brady 2013; Elman 2013; Rohlfing 2013).
These doubts, however, have not been substantiated with systematic empir-
ical evidence. Arguments for and against the existence of two cultures have
thus far been confined to illustrative examples that are easy to find for both
proponents and sceptics of the two-cultures argument.4 We aim to overcome
this impasse with a comprehensive empirical test.5

Third, ATTC is at times cited as if it was suggesting best practices in the
application of methods, and is criticized for promoting incorrect best practices
(Beach and Pedersen 2013b).6 ATTC cannot be blamed for such misreadings
because it makes very explicit that its main focus is description, not prescrip-
tion. Nonetheless, an empirical analysis of how methods are applied and
whether this conforms to the two-cultures hypothesis is important because
it highlights what ATTC is about and might help to correct any misinterpreta-
tions. Our article does not aim to make prescriptive arguments about method
application in political science, of which there already quite a number, but to
get a better understanding about how it is done.7

The present analysis goes significantly beyond a previous empirical test of
the two-cultures hypothesis by Kuehn and Rohlfing (2016), both conceptu-
ally and empirically. In conceptual terms, the 2016 study focuses on a
single observable implication: namely whether research practices in pub-
lished qualitative and quantitative articles conform to the descriptions in
ATTC. In our article, we formally derive four additional implications from
the two-cultures hypothesis and test them. Empirically, the earlier paper is
based on just 30 articles, 15 quantitative and 15 qualitative, from three jour-
nals (Comparative Political Studies, European Journal of Political Research,
World Politics), published between 2008 and 2012. Our article is based on a
research sample of 180 articles plus a sensitivity test involving 30 additional
qualitative articles from a variety of journals. In terms of methods, the earlier
analysis only cross-tabulates observed methods practices across all 30 articles
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against the type of method (qualitative or quantitative) that is applied in a
study. The cross-tabulations cast doubt on the validity of the two-cultures
hypothesis because the distribution of method practices deviates from the
expectations. However, an analysis of the 30 articles can only be considered
preliminary because of the small sample size, its limitation to a single observ-
able implication, and the simple empirical approach.

We proceed as follows. After a brief summary of the two-cultures argu-
ment (section “The two-Cultures Hypothesis”), we derive five observable
implications for which we should find empirical evidence if the hypothesis
was correct (section “Five Observable Implications of the two-Cultures
Hypothesis”). The empirical analysis is based on an in-depth content analysis
of a random sample of 90 qualitative and 90 quantitative empirical articles
that are stratified by three time periods and six major journals covering differ-
ent subfields of political science (section “Empirical Strategy”).8 We coded
each article independently of each other with respect to the 25 methods prac-
tices as defined in ATTC (see also Appendix C). The codings constitute the
data that we use to assess the five observable implications in sections
“Observable Implication 1: Relevance of Method Practices” to “Observable
Implication 5: Method Applications Over Time”.

We find that none of the five observable implications is fully empirically
supported. Quantitative methods practice largely meets ATTC’s character-
ization of the quantitative culture. We find a number of exceptions, such as
the modeling of interactions in a sizeable share of quantitative articles,
which is theorized to be a feature of qualitative research. Qualitative
research is more diverse than expected and often does not display the char-
acteristics of the qualitative culture. While some practices do indeed
conform to the qualitative culture (e.g., the number of cases studied),
many others are implemented in a manner that ATTC characterizes as con-
stitutive of the quantitative culture.

We believe that the disagreement between our empirical findings and the
expectations formulated in ATTC is due to its fundamental assumption that
qualitative research is anchored in a set-theoretic framework. This assumption
is reflected, for example, in how ATTC discusses the asymmetric conceptua-
lizations of variables; causal relations in terms of necessity and sufficiency;
and the conjunction of conditions that produce the outcome. Moreover,
among the 25 indicators for the qualitative culture, ATTC includes several
methods practices that are relevant to one specific subset of set theoretic
methods, namely Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA), but are not rele-
vant for research practices in non-QCA qualitative research. These include
inter alia the organization of data in truth tables, and the interpretation of
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triangular data as evidence of set relations.9 In total, nine of the 25 qualitative
research practices are based on the idea of set-theoretic research.

Section “Summary and Alternative Explanations” summarizes the findings
and discusses potential alternative explanations for those findings other than
the two-cultures hypothesis being incorrect. We present evidence indicating
that the findings are neither the result of a particular bias in the selected jour-
nals, nor that the finding is confined to the periods under review. We also
address in detail why potentially implicit methods practices, especially in
qualitative research, are unlikely to affect our results. The final section con-
cludes by summarizing an exploratory empirical cluster analysis of the 90
qualitative articles. We find that empirical research in the qualitative tradition
is considerably more diverse than the two-cultures hypothesis suggests. There
is evidence for the existence of at least three “sub-types” of qualitative
methods applications. Articles that are based on set-theoretic assumptions
constitute the numerically smallest cluster.

The Two-Cultures Hypothesis
The core argument of ATTC is that the application of methods in the social
sciences systematically differs between qualitative and quantitative empirical
research. The claim of systematic differences has been made many times
before (for example, Beach and Pedersen 2013a, chapter 2; Collier et al.
2004; George and Bennett 2005, chapter 1). ATTC goes significantly
beyond previous work and contends that the two methods follow different,
coherent practices that can be located on five dimensions, capturing a total
of 25 individual design and method decisions (see Appendix A).

In a stylized perspective, the argument is that qualitative research is about
explaining the outcome of individual cases; follows a set-relational under-
standing of causality; tends to engage in in-depth analysis of a small
number of cases with the aim of generalizing findings to a narrowly
defined context; understands the measurement of the operational variables
as a semantic process of defining and bringing into logical relationships a
multitude of concept dimensions; and develops asymmetrical causal argu-
ments. In contrast, quantitative research does not primarily aim to explain
the outcome of individual cases; understands causality in terms of the
average treatment effect of individual variables and, only rarely, interaction
terms; quantitative studies usually cover a large number of cases to allow
for broad generalizations; conceives of variables as latent variables that are
operationalized with indicators; and develops “symmetric causal arguments
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in which the same variables and model explain the presence versus absence of
an outcome” (Goertz and Mahoney 2012: 225).

ATTC is exemplarily clear in describing the two cultures and defining their
dimensions and constitutive attributes. At the same time, the discussion falls
short of demonstrating that the two cultures are empirically valid descriptions
of qualitative and quantitative research. The book provides well-chosen dis-
cussions of selected methods applications and examples that fully illustrate
the two-cultures argument. However, these illustrations do not constitute
the kind of empirical evidence that is necessary to making a convincing
case for the empirical correctness of the two-cultures hypothesis.

The appendix of ATTC provides a survey of 216 articles from the
American Journal of Sociology, American Political Science Review,
American Sociological Review, Comparative Politics, International
Organization, and World Politics. Substantively, it identifies whether an
article uses predominately qualitative or quantitative methods and what
type of method in particular (case studies, QCA, OLS regression, etc.).
This survey is an insightful first step, but does not constitute a systematic
evaluation of the much more nuanced thesis of two quantitative and qualita-
tive cultures that differ from each other with regard to the 25 method
practices.

Five Observable Implications of the two-Cultures
Hypothesis
The two-cultures hypothesis is a statement about common method practices
in the social sciences that can be tested empirically. However, the main
hypothesis is too general and broad for a direct empirical test. In this
section, we use it as the basis for deriving five observable implications for
which we should find empirical evidence if the two-cultures hypothesis
was correct.

First, we should observe that the 25 method practices constituting the two
cultures are conceptually valid. A methods practice is conceptually valid for
the two-cultures hypothesis when it is frequently or, ideally, always observed
in quantitative and qualitative research. What is barely relevant in the practice
of empirical research cannot be relevant for distinguishing cultures and is evi-
dence for the inclusion of irrelevant practices into their definitions. The
finding that one or multiple practices are rare in empirical work would not dis-
confirm that qualitative and quantitative methods differ on the subset of prac-
tices that are regularly exercised. However, it would suggest that the two
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methods cultures are not constituted by all 25 practices defined in ATTC. This
first implication is the most general one because we only ask whether the
design and method decisions are empirically relevant as a necessary pre-
requisite for asking how they are implemented. The how-question is asked
in different ways to motivate the other four implications.

Second, if the two-cultures hypothesis was true, it implies that “methods
culture” is a single latent dimension underlying the use of methods in empir-
ical qualitative and quantitative research. A confirmatory factor analysis
should show that the 25 methods practices can be reduced to a single latent
methods dimension.

Third, if the 25 methods practices were to differ systematically between
and were uniformly implemented within quantitative and qualitative research,
we should observe strong positive correlations for each pair of methods prac-
tices. For example, all qualitative articles should make modest generalizations
(practice 12) and choose cases based on theoretical and substantive import-
ance (practice 13), whereas all quantitative articles should generalize
broadly and use random samples. Moderate or weak pairwise correlations
would undermine the two-cultures hypothesis because it would show that
more than a few qualitative articles follow the quantitative culture for a
selected practice and that quantitative studies follow the qualitative culture.
A test of this implication is useful, regardless of the result of the test of the
second observable implication. The two-cultures hypothesis could be incor-
rect even if we find a single dimension in our data because many different
combinations of practices that do not reflect the two cultures can be
reduced to a single dimension.10 In the absence of evidence for a single
dimension, a test of the third implication is also interesting because the
pairwise correlation might indicate why there is not a single qualitative-
quantitative dimension in the data.

Fourth, if the two-cultures hypothesis was true, we should observe that a
large proportion of method and research design decisions are in line with the
expectation. This general implication can be specified for the incidence of one
practice over multiple quantitative and qualitative articles and for the preva-
lence of all 25 practices within one qualitative or quantitative study. When
we take method practices as the units of analysis, we should, for example,
observe that qualitative articles mostly discuss equifinality in their empirical
analysis, whereas quantitative articles do not (Goertz and Mahoney 2012,
chapter 6). When our unit of analysis is the individual empirical study, we
should observe that the 25 method and design decisions largely correspond
to the expected culture. For example, we should observe a large share of
qualitative articles that explain the outcome of a single case; analyze causal
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mechanisms; and so on (Goertz and Mahoney 2012, chapter 19). Unless both
observable implications are fully correct and the observed proportion of
expected practices is 1 across and within articles, there is added value to
testing both implications empirically. Suppose we find that a qualitative prac-
tice is implemented in 80% of all qualitative articles under analysis. This
would appear to serve as confirming evidence for the two-cultures hypothesis.
However, a share of 0.80 for each practice, for example, allows for the pos-
sibility that only 60% of the articles display all the qualitative practices.11

Since we cannot infer the incidence of culture-conforming practices within
one article from their prevalence across articles, and vice versa, we formulate
implications separately for individual practices and articles.

Both observable implications are important to test regardless of the
finding for the third implication. Strong positive correlations between
practices are not necessarily evidence of the presence of the expected cul-
tures. A large number of patterns in qualitative and quantitative methods
applications can give rise to strong positive correlations and still be in
discord with the presence of the two cultures. If we find moderate or
weak pairwise correlations, an analysis of the fourth implication would
be of value because the proportions of methods practices in qualitative
and quantitative work would show why a correlation deviates from the
expectations.

Fifth, following the idea of three waves of qualitative methods develop-
ment (Goertz and Mahoney 2013b), we should expect the qualitative
culture to become more pronounced over time (Goertz and Mahoney 2012:
226). Before the publication of Designing Social Inquiry (DSI) (1994), quali-
tative methods primarily centered on “the comparative method” (Collier
1993; Hall 2008: 308). The focus was on what is now called the cross-case
level and causation was inferred via symmetric associations between cause
and effect through Mill’s methods (Lijphart 1971). Until the mid-1990s,
notions of “set theory”, “process tracing” and “causal mechanism” were
largely absent. This implies that qualitative research should not consistently
reflect the qualitative culture during the first wave.12

The publication of DSI inspired a new wave of work on qualitative
methods, which pitted a set-theoretic and asymmetric view against a correl-
ational, symmetric conception of causality. It also shifted attention from com-
parisons on the cross-case level to process tracing and the analysis of causal
mechanisms (Beach and Pedersen 2013a, chap. 2; George and Bennett 2005;
Mahoney 2010). These lines of thinking were developed in the 2000s and
needed time to influence the practice of qualitative research. The implication
is that qualitative articles should start reflecting the qualitative culture more in
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the early 2000s and most strongly around 2010 (our main period of analysis
ends in 2012, when ATTC was published).

In contrast, we expect the quantitative culture to be largely invariant over
time. Quantitative methods changed substantially over the past 20 years
because of an increased interest in causal identification and Bayesian statis-
tics, and the development of new estimation techniques for different forms
of data such as panel or multilevel data (Keele 2015; Lebo and Weber
2015). From the perspective of ATTC, however, these developments all
occurred within an already established framework of quantitative research
and are not related to the constitutive elements of the quantitative culture.
We expect to find evidence for a quantitative culture at any point during
our research period and little variation in methods applications over time.
Taking our expectations as a whole, it follows that qualitative and quantitative
methods practices should become more dissimilar over time because of a
reorientation of qualitative methods. Table 1 summarizes the five observable
implications that we will test empirically in the remainder of this paper.

These observable implications are not equally relevant to the empirical test
of the two-cultures hypothesis. Observable implications 1 (high validity and
empirical relevance), 2 (a single dimension of methods practices), and 4 (high
shares of predicted practices) are, in our view, implications that directly
follow from the two-cultures hypothesis and should be confirmed. We pay
particular attention to the empirical results for these three implications in
the following. Observable implications 3 (strong pairwise correlations) and
5 (changes over time), in contrast, can be conceived of as indirect implica-
tions of the two-cultures argument. They should also find empirical confirm-
ation if the two-cultures hypothesis holds, but we take them to be less relevant
in the context of our analysis.

Empirical Strategy

Article Collection13

We test the observable implications against a stratified random sample of 180
empirical research articles. In line with the perspective taken in ATTC, we
limit the selection of articles to those answering causal research questions
and include neither purely descriptive articles, nor those based on a interpre-
tivist framework into the analysis (Goertz and Mahoney 2012, chapter 1). The
sample of 180 articles is stratified on three levels. First, we stratify by the
method that is employed in the article, selecting 90 articles that apply a quali-
tative method and 90 that implement a quantitative method. The 180 articles
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were randomly sampled from journal-periods, capturing that we additionally
stratified articles by journal on a second level and by time period on a third
level. We chose Anglo-American and European outlets that cover all the
major sub-disciplines of political science:14 American Journal of Political
Science (AJPS), American Political Science Review (APSR), Comparative
Political Studies (CPS), European Journal of Political Research (EJPR),
International Organization (IO) and World Politics (WP). For each method
and journal, we distinguished three time periods to test the fifth observable
implication. We expect a trend towards greater coherence within the two
methods cultures over time, and especially in qualitative research. The first
period, 1990–1994, captures the time before the publication of DSI and the
dominance of “the comparative method” in qualitative research. The period
2000–2004 is an interim phase in which we might already see instances of
new developments in qualitative methods covering process tracing, set
theory, etc. The third period, 2008–2012, was chosen because it is most
likely to show evidence for a qualitative culture (see previous section).
Altogether, we selected ten articles per journal-period (five qualitative and
five quantitative), which yielded 30 articles per journal, 60 articles per
period, and 180 articles in total.15

Table 1. Summary of Observable Implications.

OI Expectation Specification of expectation

1 High validity and empirical relevance All 25 practices used to describe

differences between the two cultures

are empirically relevant practices in

qualitative and quantitative research.

2 Single dimension Methods practices can be reduced to a

single “methods culture” dimension.

3 Strong pairwise correlations Individual practices should be strongly

positively correlated with each other.

4 High shares of predicted practices The proportion of qualitative and

quantitative studies that display the

expected methods practice should be

high for individual practices.

The proportion of expected practices

should be high for individual articles.

5 Differences between quantitative and

qualitative methods should become

more pronounced over time.

Quantitative work consistently reflects

the quantitative culture.
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We chose these journals for two reasons. First, the snap-shot analysis in
the appendix of ATTC draws on APSR, CPS, IO and WP as the empirical
basis for measuring the incidence of quantitative and qualitative research
and specific methods. This makes these journals a straightforward choice
for a test of the two-cultures hypothesis.16 Second, these journals are consid-
ered premier outlets in political science across our period of analysis (Giles
and Garand 2007). If two methods cultures exist, we should find evidence
for them in journals that are arguably paradigmatic for setting the methods
standard in the discipline. Consequently, we find it most likely to identify
the expected method patterns in these journals.

Despite these arguments in favor of the chosen journals, there might be the
concern that the six journals or a subset of them are least likely to produce
confirming evidence for the two-cultures hypothesis. The concern could be
rooted in the fact that two of them (AJPS, APSR) mostly publish quantitative
work and that they or others might attract work following a “quantitative, cor-
relational template” that is in discord with the qualitative culture. However,
we find it conceptually difficult to argue that a qualitative culture exists
except for articles published in any set of six journals―and ATTC does
not make such an argument. We discuss the potential bias introduced by
the selection of these journals as well as the details of the sampling procedure
in Appendices B–D.

Coding of Method Practices

The coding of method practices in the 180 articles proceeded as follows. We
first developed a coding scheme and instructions based on Chapter 18 of
ATTC and the chapters dealing with one or more methods practices (see
Appendix A). Guided by the coding scheme, each of the authors independ-
ently read and coded all 180 articles on each of the 25 items capturing a spe-
cific methods practice.17 We coded an item “0”when it corresponded with the
expectations of the quantitative culture and “1” when it conformed to the
qualitative culture.18

As an example, consider item 4 (“process tracing”), which asks whether an
article includes the empirical analysis of an historical process in at least one
case. We coded the item “1” if a process was reconstructed in the empirical
analysis that went beyond reporting isolated within-case evidence. Hsueh’s
(2012) analysis of differences in the reregulation of economic sectors in
China and India, which was sampled as one of the qualitative articles pub-
lished in CPS in the third journal period (2008–2012), includes a detailed his-
torical description of the reregulation schemes in both countries in the textile
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and telecommunication sectors, each spanning multiple pages. This was
coded “1”. However, we also coded less detailed and extensive process nar-
ratives as conforming to the qualitative culture. Weyland’s (2010) article on
the diffusion of anti-regime protests in the 1830–1940 period, drawn from the
same journal-period as Hsueh’s, only provides a few sentences of qualitative
evidence for each of the many cases discussed in the article. Nonetheless, all
present a clear, albeit brief, historical narrative on how external influence
affected the chances for successful pro-democratic mass mobilization in
Europe. Hence, we coded the process tracing item as conforming to the quali-
tative culture. As an example of a qualitative article that in our view did not
include the empirical tracing of processes, consider Hopf (1991). The article
tests Waltz’s theory on the impact of multi- vs. bipolarity in the international
balance of power on the stability of the international order. While the article
provides a vast amount of historical data on the power distribution in the 16th

century, it does not include systematic process narratives as to how these
measures of state power affected stability or instability in individual cases.
Hence, we coded the process tracing item 4 as conforming to the quantitative
culture, i.e., “0”.

We assigned a code of “99” (interpreted as “missing”) when an empirical
article followed a practice not predicted by ATTC, which is possible for items
for which the qualitative and quantitative practices outlined in ATTC are not
jointly exhaustive. For example, the indicator capturing the rules of case
selection (item 13) was coded “99” when an empirical study did not
explain why the cases were chosen for analysis, as this reflected neither the
quantitative nor the qualitative culture. Another use of the “99” code occurred
when a method practice was simply absent in an empirical article. For
example, item 21 asks for how a typology is constructed, which requires
that an article features a typology in the first place (most articles do not;
see Section “Observable Implication 1: Relevance of Method Practices”).
The possibility that the meaning of the “99” code differs across items and arti-
cles is not problematic for our analysis.19 We are specifically interested in the
incidence of methods practices conforming to the quantitative culture, the
qualitative culture or neither, and not in a general mapping of design and
method decisions in political science.

The intercoder reliability for all articles and items that we coded has a
Krippendorff’s alpha of 0.77, which is slightly below the conventional thresh-
old of acceptability of 0.80.20 After each coder had analyzed all articles, we
discussed the items with different codes to decide on what code best aligned
with the item. For many items, agreeing on a final code was not difficult
because the deliberation and re-reading of the article convinced one coder
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that the other’s coding decision was more plausible. When coder agreement
was difficult to achieve, which usually occurred when the empirical study was
ambiguous in regard to a methods practice, we coded conservatively in favor
of the culture. In that event, we assigned a “1” to the item in question for a
qualitative article and a “0” when it was a quantitative article.21 As an
example, consider the divergent coding of Traxler’s (1992) qualitative ana-
lysis of the determinants of state policy in Austria regarding the question
of whether the article follows the qualitative or quantitative culture in the
ontology of concepts (item 18). One of us read the conceptual discussion
as including a discussion of the concept’s defining characteristics and their
relations and, in consequence, as following the qualitative culture (Goertz
and Mahoney 2012: 128). The other saw the conceptual discussion as
closer to what ATTC considers a “focus on issues of data and measurement,
and less on semantics and meaning” (ibid.) and, thus, corresponding to the
quantitative culture. After discussing our positions, we agreed to disagree
and coded the item “1”, i.e., in favor of the culture.

The spreadsheet containing all sampled articles, coder-specific and agreed
upon codes is available in the online repository.22

Observable Implication 1: Relevance of Method
Practices
The starting point of the tests of observable implication 1 is the screening of
the definition of all qualitative and quantitative practices; this allows us to
separate the items that are necessarily relevant from those that might not be
important in practice. A method practice is relevant when the qualitative
and quantitative practices are jointly exhaustive and an empirical study has
to follow one or the other. We identify six items as potentially invalid indica-
tors of method cultures because the corresponding practices might not be
observed in practice: 5 (counterfactuals), 9 (counterfactuals), 16 (triangular
data), 20 (data transformation), 21 (typologies) and 24 (counterfactuals).
All other items (except item 13, case selection, see below), cannot be
coded as “missing”.

We assess the conceptual validity and empirical relevance of each of the
six methods practices by its incidence in empirical research. For the 90 quan-
titative and qualitative articles, we calculate the share of studies that do not
display a methods practice and are coded “99”. We split the sample into
the quantitative and qualitative part to detect possible differences in relevance
between methods. In the absence of a convention to draw on, we find it
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reasonable to argue that, to be designated as relevant, a methods practice
should at least be present in more than 50% of all empirical studies.
Figure 1 presents the shares of missings for the six items that can be coded
“99”.

All six practices for which a “missing” code of “99” was possible have
missings in more than half of all qualitative and quantitative articles. We
observe variation in the extent of missingness, ranging from complete irrele-
vance in qualitative articles (understanding of triangular data, item 16, and
data transformation, item 20) to the absence of practices in about 70% of
all articles (counterfactuals in quantitative articles; items 5, 9, 24). Using
our criterion of empirical importance, we observe that the six possibly irrele-
vant practices are not valid characteristics of the two cultures because they are
rarely observed in practice. If there are qualitative or quantitative methods
cultures, they are constituted by the subset of practices that are relevant to
empirical work. For this reason, we limit the following analysis to the empir-
ically important items unless we explicitly state otherwise. In Figure 1, we left
aside item 13 (case selection) because the “99” code denotes the non-
discussion of how cases were chosen or that a case selection strategy other

Figure 1. Proportion of missings and 95% confidence interval.
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than those discussed in ATTC was followed. A separate analysis of case
selection strategies shows that qualitative articles follow the qualitative
culture less often than quantitative articles and that both show a sizeable
share of “99” codes. 34% of all quantitative articles do not sample cases ran-
domly [95% confidence interval: 0.24–0.34] and 66% of all qualitative arti-
cles do not display the expected practice [0.56–0.76].

Observable Implication 2: A Single Dimension
of Method Application
We run a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) to test the second observable
implication that the realization of qualitative and quantitative methods repre-
sents a single underlying dimension. The data for the 18 relevant items that
we include in this analysis are categorical and do not follow a multivariate
normal distribution, which is an assumption in CFA.23 We take this into
account by using a robust weighted least squares estimator for testing the
null hypothesis that a single dimension exists. Table 2 summarizes the results.

The Pearson χ2-test for model misspecification is significant, allowing us
to reject the null hypothesis that the data represent a single methods dimen-
sion. A second test is the root mean square of approximation (RMSEA)
test that evaluates the degree of deviation from perfect model fit for a
single dimension. According to the conventional interpretation, values
below 0.1 are taken as acceptable and values below 0.05 are good (Hu and
Bentler 1995). The RMSEA test for the existence of a single dimension
yields 0.128, with a 90% confidence interval from .113 to .144. It fails to
meet the standard benchmark for acceptable model fit. These findings are con-
firmed by the Lewis-Tucker index, which is an alternative test to the RMSEA.
The estimate is 0.90, which fails to meet the conventional threshold of 0.95
that signals good model fit. In sum, the three measures are not far from the
conventional benchmarks indicating good model fit, but they fail to meet
any of those benchmarks, thus indicating that there is not a single methods
dimension.

Table 2. Fit Measures for Confirmatory Factor Analysis of 18 Items.

measure of fit (robust estimation) Value

χ2(df = 135) 534 (p< .001)
RMSEA 0.128 (90% CI: 0.113–0.144)

Lewis-Tucker index 0.90
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Observable Implication 3: Strong Pairwise Correlations
of Items
The third implication predicts that we should observe strong correlations
between all 18 empirically relevant items because we would consistently
code quantitative practices as “0” and qualitative articles as “1”.24 We calcu-
late Cramér’s V and the 95% confidence interval for all pairwise correlations
to test this implication (Figure 2).25 We apply a permissive benchmark and
designate a correlation as high if the correlation coefficient is larger than 0.5.

Figure 2 shows that 10 of the 151 pairwise correlations are at 0.75 or
higher and that 14 are clearly above 0.5. The largest share of correlations is
in the medium and lower ranges, with 91 correlations being below 0.25,
which is also reflected in a median correlation of less than 0.25.26 The
pairs of items that correlate with each other at a level higher than 0.5
mainly come from two sets of items. First, items 1, 2, 3 and 4, which
capture different method and design decisions about how individual cases
are treated, are strongly correlated with each other. The other set of items
comes from different dimensions and can be summarized as those related
to asymmetric relations in the data, with ten items in total (items 6, 8, 11,
14, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 25). Some of these correlations are to be expected
because items 22, 23, and 25 (symmetry/asymmetry of concepts and causal
inferences) must all be coded either “0” or “1”. Altogether, we conclude
that the third observable implication receives little empirical support.

The findings for observable implication 2 and 3 suggest that the two-
cultures hypothesis does not hold up against empirical evidence. Based on
these insights, we find it necessary to take a closer look at the data. From
this point on, we disaggregate the pooled data into the quantitative and quali-
tative subsample and test the implications separately against the two subsam-
ples. This allows us to determine whether the reasons for the differences
between expectations and findings lie with the quantitative or qualitative arti-
cles or both.

In Figure 3, we present the pairwise correlations separately for the quan-
titative and the qualitative articles.27 We observe a difference between the
two groups of articles because the correlations are, at least to some degree,
in the upper range for quantitative work and mainly in the lower range for
qualitative articles. The median correlation is about 0.7 for quantitative arti-
cles and 0.1 for the qualitative articles. Among the pairwise correlations for
the quantitative articles, items 7 (interactions), 10 (equifinality), 12 (scope
of inference) and 18 (ontology of concepts) stand out because they are
only weakly correlated to all other items. For the qualitative articles, in
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contrast, only a handful of items achieve a level of correlation that is higher
than the median for quantitative work. The analysis of the third observable
implication clearly indicates that quantitative and qualitative research do
not fully follow the culture and that the difference between expectation and
evidence is much larger for qualitative than for quantitative articles.

Observable Implication 4: High Shares of
Culture-Conforming Applications
We first assess the implication for the share of culture-conforming practices
by taking items as the unit of analysis. For each item, we calculate the
share of how often it is realized in accord with the corresponding culture.28

We present the data separately for qualitative and quantitative articles to
detect possible differences between them.29 We use a share of 0.75 as the
threshold for evaluating the incidence of method practices. We infer that a
method practice confirms the observable implication if the share is larger
than 0.75 and as not confirming it otherwise.

Figure 4 shows that, for quantitative articles, 15 practices out of 18 are stat-
istically indistinguishable from 1 and support the expectation of a quantitative

Figure 2. Pairwise correlations of individual items (Cramér’s V) with 95%

confidence intervals.
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methods culture. The three practices that stand apart relate to items 7 (inter-
action effects), 10 (equifinality) and 12 (scope of inference) that are statistic-
ally indistinguishable from the share of qualitative practices. The results show
that, for item 7, about 40% of the quantitative articles estimate an interaction
effect; for item 10, about 45% of the quantitative articles discuss equifinality;
and, for item 12, only 50% of quantitative articles make a broad generaliza-
tion claim.

Figure 3. Pairwise correlations by type of applied method. (continued)
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The findings differ for qualitative articles wherein large proportions of
culture-conforming codes can only be identified for the first dimension
(items 1–5), which relates to the way in which individual cases are
handled. 14 practices out of 18 are either as much quantitative as they are
qualitative (confidence interval includes 0.5) or are closer to the quantitative
culture. This includes items 22, 23 and 25 that capture whether the analysis is
symmetric or asymmetric and indicate that qualitative articles usually take a

Figure 3. Continued.
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symmetric view. In sum, the findings for this implication support the diver-
gent findings for the third implication. The moderate to weak correlations
of items for qualitative articles have their source in the heterogeneous imple-
mentation of methods practices in qualitative research.

The second test of the fourth implication takes articles as the unit of ana-
lysis and calculates the share of the 18 practices that an article comprises in
accord with the corresponding culture. In Figure 5, the left distribution
shows that quantitative method practices are mostly in line with the corre-
sponding culture for all 90 articles. Whereas this is less surprising after
having seen Figure 4, Figure 5 shows that qualitative articles have a higher
degree of heterogeneity.

For the qualitative culture, we observe a much wider dispersion of prac-
tices, with the third quartile being at a share of culture-conforming practices
of 50%. Only a handful of articles reach a share of culture-consistent method

Figure 4. Proportions of culture-conforming codes and 95% confidence intervals.
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practices of about 80%, which is the median for quantitative work. In com-
parison, there are more articles that are more quantitative in nature, with a
share of qualitative practices of less than 0.25, which means more than
75% do follow the unexpected, quantitative culture. This confirms the
mixed conclusions we made before and indicates that the two-cultures
hypothesis is principally valid for quantitative articles but has little validity
for qualitative articles.

Observable Implication 5: Method Applications Over
Time
The fifth implication is that the differences between quantitative and qualita-
tive approaches should become more pronounced over time as qualitative
methods become more developed and formalized. Based on the results in
the previous section, the most direct and, in our view, meaningful evaluation
of this implication is to determine whether the proportion of articles corre-
sponding with the two-cultures hypothesis increases over time (Figure 6).

For quantitative articles, we see a very stable pattern across the three
periods. The only change that stands out is an unexpected increase in the

Figure 5. Proportion of culture-conforming practices per article by applied method.
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share of articles that estimate an interaction effect from 2000–2004 to 2008–
2012 (item 7). Overall, Figure 6 confirms our expectation that there should be
little temporal variance for quantitative methods practices.

The development of qualitative methods practices over the three periods
does not confirm our expectation of an increasingly pronounced qualitative
culture. This implies that neither method became more distinct in compari-
son. The three panels indicate that the variance across qualitative practices
decreases over time.30 Method practices for 2008–2012 show that there are
three clusters in the most recent period (item 15, capturing the format in
which data are presented, is not part of a cluster of practices): first, one
cluster with items from dimension 5 (items 22, 23, 25 which capture sym-
metry/asymmetry of concepts and causal arguments) that follow the quan-
titative culture; second, one cluster representing dimension 1 (items 1 to 4,
which indicate how individual cases are treated), with items 3 (empirical
analysis of causal mechanisms) and 4 (tracing of empirical processes)
showing a trend toward becoming more qualitative over time and largely
following the qualitative culture in terms of levels; and third, one “neither-
nor” cluster that includes ten items from different dimensions that converge
in the range of about 0.25 to 0.5 over time. Overall, there is no evidence for
a strengthening qualitative culture over time, including the most-likely
period 2008–2012.

Summary and Alternative Explanations
The empirical evaluation of the five observable implications provides little
support for the two-cultures hypothesis (Table 3). Some practices in quanti-
tative research are as qualitative as they are quantitative, but the overall
level to which quantitative articles conform to the quantitative culture is
high. This is very different for qualitative research wherein articles show a
much greater degree of diversity in how design and method decisions are
made and only a handful of practices meet the expected ideal of the qualita-
tive culture. Taken together, the main reason that the two-cultures hypothesis
is not confirmed rests in the misrepresentation of qualitative empirical
research.31

A look at our findings suggests that a central reason for qualitative articles
differing from the expected culture is the underlying assumption inherent in
ATTC that qualitative research is based on the foundation of set theory. Our
analysis shows that are qualitative research is based on neither a set-theoretic
modeling and handling of data (captured by items 15, 16, 23, 25), nor on
set-relational and asymmetric modeling of causality (items 6, 8, 11, 22).
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Some of these items work well as valid descriptors of empirical research
using Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA, Marx et al. 2014), but it
seems that they cannot be successfully exported to qualitative empirical

Figure 6. Proportions of culture-conforming codes and 95% confidence intervals

for subperiods.
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research per se (see also the results of a cluster analysis of qualitative practices
in Appendix E.3.2).

There are be two alternative explanations for our findings other than that
many qualitative articles do not follow the qualitative culture. First, qualitative
research could be characterized by “implicit but quite common practices”
(Goertz and Mahoney 2012: 9, 11) that are not amenable for identification
through a standardized coding and evaluation process as applied in this
article. If this was true, our disconfirming findings for qualitative research
could be explained by having misread and miscoded qualitative practices.
There are two reasons why we are not convinced by this alternative. The first
is that, according to ATTC, despite being implicit, qualitative methods charac-
teristics should be “readily identifiable” and can be “reconstructed” by “a broad
reading of qualitative studies, including an effort at systematically coding quali-
tative research articles” (Goertz and Mahoney 2012: 2, 7). Moreover, whenever
we were unsure about the coding, we coded conservatively in favor of the
culture. This should offset at least to some degree the potential impact of
ambiguousness due to implicit use of certain methods practices on our results.
The second reason for our skepticism is that only a small subset of the 25 prac-
tices that we analyzed can be realized without making them explicit. In our
reading, only six items could potentially capture implicit practices and lead to
ambiguous codings.32 If the implicit-practices counterargument was true and
if we have miscoded method and design decisions33, this might change some
of the findings we have presented, but would not overturn the overall conclusion
of heterogeneous qualitative research practices.

The second alternative explanation is that the two-cultures hypothesis is
empirically true for methods practices in political analysis, but that our data
are biased against uncovering them.34 Our data collection could be biased
for multiple reasons. One source of bias could be that we evaluate journal arti-
cles and not books. 35 It is easier to present the evidence and results of a quali-
tative study in a book. This advantage of books only concerns items 3 and 4
about mechanisms and processes in the empirical analysis. Our evidence
showed that these practices have been largely in accord with the qualitative
culture, so the focus on articles does not seem to be a problem. For all
other practices, the type of publication should be unrelated to the implemen-
tation and of qualitative methods because this does not require extensive dis-
cussion. The justification of design and method decisions should require
about the same space in a qualitative study as in a quantitative study.
Those articles in our data that do largely correspond to the qualitative
culture (Figure 5) demonstrate that one can follow the qualitative culture in
journal articles.
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A second potential source of bias could be the journals that we have
chosen. The editorial policy of journals might be predisposed in favor of
quantitative work or a certain type of research that is inspired by the quanti-
tative template more generally (such as in King et al. 1994). There might also
be regional biases, as five out of the six journals might follow an
Anglo-American tradition that has traditionally been dominated by quantita-
tive research and “symmetric” understandings of causality. In comparison,
European political science has been described as being more open to qualita-
tive research and pluralism (Moses et al. 2005). If this alternative explanation

Table 3. Results of the Empirical Tests of Five Observable Implications.

OI Expectation Results

OI

corroborated

1 High validity and empirical

relevance

Six out of the 25 practices that

could not be relevant (no

exhaustiveness of expected

quantitative and qualitative

practice) are not relevant in

empirical research.

No

2 Single dimension Method practices do not

reflect a single dimension of

method practices.

No

3 Strong pairwise correlations Most method practices do not

correlate strongly with each

other. Some of those that do,

do so by the way they are

defined in ATTC.

No

4. High shares of predicted

practices

The proportion of items in

line with the used method is

high for quantitative articles

and low for qualitative articles.

Yes (quant) and

no (qual)

5. Strengthening qualitative

culture over time, constantly

strong quantitative culture

Strong conformity with

quantitative culture over time

(with few exceptions). Most

qualitative practices and

articles are not following the

qualitative culture. No

discernible trend towards

qualitative culture over time.

Yes (quant) and

no (qual)
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was true, it would imply that articles following the qualitative culture have a
low probability of getting published and were published in journals we did
not select; or that they are revised throughout the editorial process to better
conform to the quantitative culture; or that authors expect such preferences
for the quantitative culture and refrain from submitting to these journals or
follow the quantitative culture preemptively.

We try to assess journal-induced bias, broadly speaking, by comparing
methods practices across the six journals. Figure 7 presents the proportions
of practices that conform to the corresponding culture separately for quanti-
tative and qualitative articles and each journal. We observe that the pattern
found for the pooled data (Figure 5) holds in very similar ways across all jour-
nals. IO and WP have a somewhat larger dispersion of qualitative articles,
suggesting that there is no regional bias because the articles in these two jour-
nals are “more qualitative” than those sampled from EJPR. We also think that
the panels in Figure 7 do not support the conclusion that editorial policies
account for a suppression of the qualitative culture. These journals are
known for having a different orientation—AJPS and APSR being more quan-
titatively oriented than the others—and the data for each journal pool obser-
vations from different editorships who are likely to follow different editorial
policies.36

Figure 7 does not conclusively refute the possibility that the choice of jour-
nals might be biased against the qualitative culture. However, we believe that
the presented evidence indicates that journal bias is not driving the empirical
results. This is confirmed by the results of 30 additional qualitative articles
published in 2018 in a large number of different journals other than the six
that underlie the main analysis (see Appendix E.3).

Finally, our analysis could be problematic because it might end too early.
This would be a valid claim if empirical articles only picked up on recent
developments in qualitative methods after 2012. We address this possibility
by coding 30 additional qualitative journal articles published in 2018 and
in 28 journals other than the six main journals. We present the sampling pro-
cedure and detailed results in Appendix E.3. We test observable implication 4
(share of culture-conforming method practices) against the 30 articles because
the disaggregated perspective makes it easiest to see where the 30 additional
articles differ from the 90 articles in the main analysis. We fail to find mean-
ingful differences between the two samples when taking items and articles as
the unit of analysis. These findings strengthen our main results and indicate
that they are neither conditional on the chosen journals nor on the three
periods of analysis and that there is no qualitative culture that exists exclu-
sively outside of the six premier journals included in the main dataset.
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Discussion
In this paper, we take the seminal hypothesis of “A Tale of Two Cultures”
about the presence of two coherent and distinct method cultures and derive
five observable implications from it. The implications allow us to perform
a comprehensive empirical test indicating that the two-cultures hypothesis
is not an empirically valid description of common methods practices in pol-
itical science. The nuanced picture that we obtained from a stratified random
sample of 180 empirical articles is that, with a small number of significant
exceptions such as the analysis of interaction effects, the implementation of
quantitative methods follows the expected culture. Qualitative methods, in
contrast, neither conform to the qualitative culture nor do they show a clear
trend to become “more qualitative” (as per the two-cultures hypothesis)
over time, including the period 2008–2012, which is identified as a
most-likely time frame. Since qualitative methods continue to be discussed
along the dimensions of asymmetry, mechanisms, process tracing and set
theory, it is possible that empirical research might reflect these characteristics
more clearly in the future and that the height of the “qualitative culture” is yet

Figure 7. Proportion of culture-conforming practices per article per journal.
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to come. While we cannot forecast future method developments, our analysis
of 30 randomly selected qualitative articles published in 2018 casts doubt on
this argument (see Appendix E.3). Overall, our analysis shows that qualitative
research is not mainly based on the set-theoretic underpinnings stipulated by
ATTC. A set-theoretic framework for analysis with a distinct mode of causal
inference is valuable and can be used in qualitative research. However, our
results suggest that a set-theoretic perspective is not all there is to qualitative
research and that a certain share of articles adopts a “symmetric”, difference-
making perspective on causal inference (broadly understood) as it underlies
quantitative research.

If qualitative research does not conform to the qualitative culture as
defined in ATTC, the follow-up question is whether our data suggest the
existence of other patterns in qualitative practices. We address the question
by running an exploratory cluster analysis on all 90 qualitative articles in
our sample (see Appendix E.4 for the full procedure and results). In this,
we draw on Koivu and Damman’s (2015) conceptual distinction between
three approaches within qualitative research to specify three clusters ex
ante: “quantitative emulation (QE)”, “eclectic pragmatism (EP)”, and “set-
theoretic approaches (ST)”.37 According to Koivu and Kimball Damman,
these three approaches are based on different foundations that lead to different
method and design decisions in causally oriented qualitative research. The
analysis shows that the vast majority of qualitative articles in our sample
are grouped into two clusters: one containing 48 articles (53.3% of all quali-
tative articles) and one containing 35 articles (38.9%). A third cluster is small
and contains only seven articles (7.8%).

To determine whether the three clusters correspond to the three conceptual
groups suggested by Koivu and Damman, we calculate the per-item means
within each cluster and compare them across the three clusters: the closer
the value is to 0, the closer the cluster comes to the quantitative ideal; the
closer the value is to 1, the closer the cluster is to the set-theoretic qualitative
ideal described in ATTC. The first cluster has a median value of 0.25; it thus
corresponds well to Koivu and Kimball Damman’s QE label—qualitative
research that broadly emulates the quantitative template. This includes an
interest in the individual effect of individual variables and treating causal rela-
tionships as symmetric. The median of the second largest cluster is close to
0.5. This cluster thus corresponds to the EP category as articles in this
cluster on average show an eclectic mixing of quantitative and qualitative
practices. The smallest cluster, which includes only seven individual articles,
has a median share of culture-conforming practices of 0.79. The seven articles
in the third cluster are well-described by Koivu and Kimball Damman’s ST
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label―and the set-theoretically defined qualitative culture according to
ATTC. However, and echoing Koivu and Kimball Damman’s insight, our
empirical analysis shows that the ST approach is but one of numerous “var-
ieties” of qualitative research―and is not what the majority of qualitative
researchers does.

Future research on the practice of empirical political research could
proceed in four directions. First, there is room for conceptually defining
more valid and empirically relevant indicators for mapping method practices
in political science. Second, for the reason previously discussed, it would be
useful to run a follow-up study to test for a stronger presence of the qualitative
culture and to measure a potential prescriptive impact of ATTC on qualitative
methods practices since 2012. Third, although we don’t believe that the selec-
tion of the six journals biases the results against the two-cultures hypothesis,
it would be empirically insightful to analyze articles and possibly books cov-
ering a variety of substantive and empirical foci. This would broaden the
empirical basis and could serve as a replication of the present analysis to
deepen the insights and method practices in political science. Fourth, future
research should address and further investigate the existence and causes of
systematic differences in the application of methods, especially within the
broad category of “qualitative research”.
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Notes

1. One could question whether ‘common practices’ qualify as a methods culture
(Brady 2013: 253; Goertz and Mahoney 2013a: 282). For the sake of clarity,
we follow ATTC’s terminology.

2. According to Google Scholar, the foundational 2006 article that presented the
two-cultures argument for the first time (Mahoney and Goertz 2006) has been
cited 1329 times. The ATTC monograph has been cited 1194 times (as of 22
October 2021).

3. We searched Google Scholar for article citations of ATTC in 2016 (search date:
2017-09-12). 2016 is a reasonable choice of year because ATTC was published in
2012. Taking into account review and journal production times, authors of articles
published in 2016 should have had the opportunity to read ATTC and know the
content. We collected 54 articles (we excluded other formats) and coded them
according to whether they reference ATTC with regard to best methods practices,
common practice or in a different context (ambiguous meaning of citation or
another issue). 11 citations of ATTC are about common practices.

4. Schwemmer and Wieczorek (2020) conducted an automated text analysis of the
abstracts of over 8,000 sociology articles. They found that qualitative and quan-
titative research differ systematically in regard to their preference for scientific
practices; research questions; and the use of certain paradigms. These differences
increase over time. This analysis hints at differences between qualitative and
quantitative research, but does not provide evidence for the two-cultures
hypothesis.
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5. On a more general level, we take stock of the application of methods and present
data on what researchers do when answering causal research questions. The ana-
lysis contributes to what is, to studies that have systematically evaluated method
practices in the social sciences and its subfields (Bollen et al. 1993; Bunea and
Baumgartner 2014; Coppedge and Kuehn 2019; Groeneveld et al. 2014;
Munck and Snyder 2007; Pepinsky 2019). An evaluation of method practices
in ethnographic research is presented by Abend, Petra and Sauder (2013).

6. 16 citations of ATTC are about best practices (see footnote 4).
7. Readers who are interested in prescription can use the results to compare their indi-

vidually defined terms of best practice with current practices, as reflected in our data.
8. The journals are the American Journal of Political Science, American Political

Science Review, Comparative Political Studies, European Journal of Political
Research, International Organization and World Politics. The periods are
1990–1994, 2000–2004 and 2008–2012.

9. This is despite the fact that QCA per se does not play a prominent role in ATTC.
We count only ten explicit references to QCA in the monograph.

10. For example, in the extreme case, all qualitative articles follow the quantitative
culture and all quantitative articles the qualitative culture. There would be a
single dimension in the data, but method and design decisions would be
exactly the opposite of what we expected.

11. To illustrate: Suppose we compare two articles across ten practices A, B, C, etc. to
J. The first article might display practices A to H and the second article, C to
J. They would only share six practices, that is, C to H.

12. The first publication on process tracing that is usually cited is from George and
McKeown (1985). However, it took until the mid-2000s for process tracing to
become central to qualitative work (Mahoney 2010).

13. This section presents a shortened summary of the sampling procedure. We
provide a more in-depth discussion in Appendix C.

14. We broadly distinguish between American politics, comparative politics and
international relations as subdisciplines within political science (see Appendix
A). The subfields have no substantive relevance for our analysis except our inten-
tion to ensure some variation across the subfields. In total, our sample includes 24
articles on American politics (13.33%), 112 on comparative politics (62.22%),
and 44 on international relations (24.45%).

15. We are not interested in the journals per se, which would require a larger sample to
reduce the uncertainty of the estimates. Our goal is the collection and analysis of a
random sample of articles belonging to the population of quality quantitative and
qualitative publications.

16. In addition to the four political science journals, the brief analysis in ATTC’s
appendix includes two sociological journals (American Journal of Sociology,
American Sociological Review). We replaced those with AJPS and EJPR
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because we want to focus on political science and cover more journals from
that discipline.

17. From here on, we use “method practice”, “design and method decision” and
“item” interchangeably.

18. For item 2 (cross-case vs within-case level of analysis), we introduced a code “3” for
qualitative research. We expected, correctly, that many qualitative articles combine
an integrated cross-case and within-case analysis that we would have to code as
“99” if we followed the original scheme as defined in ATTC. We wanted to
avoid the loss of too many qualitative articles for item 2 and opted for adding to
a third code “3” to see how often this is done in practice. In our empirical analysis,
codes “1” and “3” correspond to the qualitative culture. Item 18 (measurement)
suffers from a similar problem because an article can follow both quantitative
and qualitative practices. When this occurred, we coded the article in favor of the
culture (quantitative articles= 0, qualitative articles= 1).

19. For items 5, 9, 16, 20, 21 and 24, a “99” signifies that the issue is not practiced
because no counterfactuals are performed (items 5, 9, 24); triangular data are
not discussed (16); data are not transformed (20); or the article does not include
a typology (21). For the choice of cases (item 13), “99” can have several mean-
ings, e.g., a convenience sample or the absence of any discussion of how cases
were chosen.

20. A breakdown of intercoder reliability by the type of method produces an alpha of
0.76 for qualitative articles and of 0.73 for quantitative studies. See appendix
G for a more detailed analysis of individual items and articles.

21. Or a “3” for item 2. In the analysis of our data, we take “1” and “3” as evidence for
a qualitative practice and collapse the codes.

22. Please see authors’ note at the foot of this article for the address of the online
repository.

23. In addition to the six items with a large number of missings, we exclude item 13
(case selection) because it has a sizeable share of “99” codes that are not relevant
when testing for a single dimension. The Shapiro-Wilk test for multivariate nor-
mality rejects the null of normality at .05.

24. We exclude the six empirically irrelevant items discussed in Section “Observable
Implication 1: Relevance of Method Practices” and again exclude item 13 because
of the high number of qualitative articles coded “99“ on this item. We are inter-
ested in correlations between substantively interesting codes, “0” and “1”, and not
in high correlations resulting from “99” codes (such as for item 16 and 20). We
exclude correlations of pairs of identical items because it is necessarily 1.

25. Appendix E.1 includes a heat map for the correlation coefficients that links the
degree of correlation to a specific pair of practices for the pooled data.

26. We do not report statistical significance because one easily sees statistical signifi-
cance for pairs that are weakly correlated.
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27. We do not present uncertainty estimates here because we want to include informa-
tion about the pairs of items and because they would grow large and less mean-
ingful with a reduced sample size of 90.

28. Again, we exclude the items with “99” codes because we can either not calculate a
proportion because of too many “99” codes or the confidence intervals would be
too large and pointless. We present simple cross-tabulations in Appendix E.2.

29. We cut the bounds of the confidence intervals if the upper bound of the confidence
is larger than 1 or the lower bound smaller than 0.

30. See Appendix E.2 for slope plots more clearly tracing the development of items
over the three periods.

31. The interpretation of our findings does not change if we take into account the dif-
ference between first and second order implications that we introduced in Section
“Five Observable Implications of the two-Cultures Hypothesis”. Of the direct
implications of the ‘two cultures’ hypothesis (OIs 1, 2, 4), two are refuted
while OI4 is only corroborated for the subset of quantitative articles. The same
is true for the second order expectations: OI2 is refuted while OI5 is only con-
firmed by quantitative research.

32. Item 8 (correlation vs set theory), item 11 (linear-additive vs set-relational aggre-
gation), item 15 (dataset vs truth table) and items 22, 23 and 25 on symmetry of
concepts and causal reasoning.

33. Our personal coding experience is not that practices were implicit, but were most
often made explicit.

34. We chose political science journals in a similar manner as in the appendix of
ATTC. This does not render our choice correct, but this alternative explanation
extends to the analysis of journals in ATTC.

35. This possibility does not seem to be shared by ATTC that is agnostic about the
medium of presentation.

36. We could not sample a sufficient number of qualitative articles for selected journal
periods (see above and Appendices B-D). The clustering of the data for AJPS and
APSR in figure 7 suggests that the sampling from other journals does not create
problems.

37. Koivu and Damman (2015) identify an “empirical interpretivist” practice as a
fourth variant of qualitative work that is not relevant here because of ATTC’s
and, thus, our focus on research aimed at identifying causal relations.
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