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Chapter One: Problem Statement

Over the last decade, many civic and educational leaders have callesl for th
inclusion of critical thinking in the civics and government curriculum, as welleas t
development of other “twenty-first century competencies” (The Leonoreneng
Institute for Civics of the Annenberg Public Policy Center at the University of
Pennsylvania & the Campaign for the Civic Mission of Schools, 2011, p. 6). These
leaders view the inclusion of civics and government in the school curriculum as @ way t
promote the development of civic knowledge and skills, as well as to improve the
political discourse in our country. They also point out that research has shown civic
learning produces a more positive school climate, lowers dropout rates, and offers
students opportunities to develop the types of thinking skills necessary to compete in the
21% century economy.

In Guardian of Democracy: The Civic Mission of Schddlse Leonore
Annenberg Institute for Civics & the Campaign for the Civic Mission of Schools, 2011),
the authors promote six “proven practices” (p. 6-7) to increase civic knowledge,
including classroom instruction in government, discussion of current events and
controversial issues, and participation in simulations of the processes amtupesas
our democracy. The authors point to research that supports the belief that tbésespra
increase civic knowledge, yet, there has been little empirical reseadesdribe what
critical thinking looks like in civics and government and if these practicesagetredt
critical thinking. Furthermore, researchers have not defined civic knowgedheritical

thinking in ways specific enough to assess student learning of these outcomes.



This lack of specificity may be surprising given the history of civics and
government in public schools. For nearly the entire existence of the publicly-funded
system of education in the United States, students have been exposed to civics, civic
training, and the study of American democracy. In some form or another, Americ
students learn about the government and politics in schools, and a large majority of high
school graduates have taken at least one semester of government coursewnek&L
Lopez, 2004). All 50 states and the District of Columbia require civics and govgrnme
topics in the social studies curriculum (Lopez & Kirby, 2007), although they mawpih
of a history course or a semester-long class in government rather thad@ngeaourse
dedicated to government (Lopez & Kirby, 2007). This inclusion of government topics in
the curriculum is in part due to the desire to train students to become good atizens
they leave the classroom, but also to develop critical thinking skills (AameRolitical
Science Association (APSA), 1994; Kahne & Middaugh, 2010; Niemi & Niemi, 2007;
Niemi & Smith, 2001).

Despite this long history of including civics and government in our public
schools, we know very little about how students learn in civics and government. We also
know even less about what the goal of critical thinking means or looks like in these
subjects and how to measure students’ achievement of that goal. While reseagsh studi
exist on students’ participation in the government and their future plans for paidicjpat
as well as their civic knowledge and civic engagement, these studies do not fetyus sol
on student learning in government classes (Comber, 2005; Gimpel, Lay, & Schuknecht,
2003; Hahn, 2010; Kahne & Westheimer, 2003; Rubin, 2007; Torney-Purta, Barber, &

Richardson, 2005). Rather, they include any course with civic material, such asakme



history (Niemi & Niemi, 2007). Researchers have conducted little or noiealpir
research into the links between the discipline most closely related to thé shject of
government, political science, and the school subject itself.

The information we do have from these studies shows that there are different
ideas about what students should learn and do in government classes, and these
differences exist even in classrooms in which the teachers use loeglasthhational
standards in civics and government (e.g., the National Standards for Civics and
Government released by the Center for Civic Education in 1996) to guide their
instruction. Many students experience civics and government classasetifiatused on
the mastery of information, not critical thinking. These classes are aftelucted using
teacher-centered methods and emphasize the transmission of information about the
institutions and functions of government (Gimpel, Lay, & Schuknecht, 2003; Hahn,
2010; Kahne, Rodriguez, Smith, & Thiede, 2000; Lopez & Kirby, 2007; Niemi & Niemi,
2007; Westhiemer & Kahne, 2004). There are some cases in which students experience
government classes focused on the roles, responsibilities, and actions of the gavernme
and its people. These classes may be taught through student-centeredivmterac
activities, such as designing and completing community service projectsipadirtig in
simulations and role playing activities, or debating current events and government
policies. However, these types of classes appear to be the exceptiarthaaitae rule.

In addition, despite the instruction that students do receive in civics and
government, they continue to do poorly on national assessments of their knowledge and
engagement (National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), 2010). Some

assessments, such as the NAEP civics exam and the Vanishing Voter Project,



demonstrate that many students are unmotivated to participate in and lack knowledge
about the government, its functions, and the major individuals involved in the
government (Rubin, 2007). Other assessments, however, show that at least some
American students have knowledge about government topics that is comparable to their
peers in other nations (Torney-Purta, 2002).

These realities beg the questions of why differences exist in classioanusé
similar standards, why students continue to do poorly on national assessments, and how
educators may improve students’ knowledge of and engagement in civics and
government, while also utilizing the best methods for teaching the content. €akisesr
also lead to the question of what the best methods are for achieving the goal of well
informed, participatory citizens. One answer, which comes from work previouslyrdone i
history, is to look to the discipline for a deeper understanding of the work of political
scientists, particularly those who focus on American government and work in uregersi
conducting research. Examining the discipline in such a way could lead to a better
understanding of how these experts conceptualize the discipline, what ways ofgthinki
are embedded in their study of American political science, and how we coulkpests’e
ways of thinking to shift the government curriculum to better reflect thetirse

This research could open a path to studying student learning in political science,
identifying more and less advanced understandings of civics and government content, and
teaching approaches that foster disciplinary learning. Having a deepestandang of
political science may also allow educational researchers, teachat@duand teachers
to connect school government courses to their referent discipline for the purpose of

improving student learning. However, the goal is not to create political stsantis



elementary, middle, and high school. Rather, students can learn valuable ways o thinki
if they study civics and government in ways similar to experts in the disciplmnss,

there remains a significant amount of knowledge to be gained through the study of the
work of American political scientists and their conceptions of the discipline.

In history, for example, Lee (1978; 1984; 2005) analyzed the works of historians
and philosophers of history and conducted research with children over the course of
many years. Through this work, he defined two types of historical knowledge:
substantive or first-order knowledge and procedural or second-order knowledge. In
history, substantive knowledge refers to the content, the “facts” and major coscepts
as war and revolution, which many people might associate with a traditionay histor
course. This type of knowledge results from the work of historians, although they and
their work are often not visible when studying this information. On the other hand,
procedural knowledge includes the concepts that structure the discipline artagite
from the past coherence today. This type of knowledge occurs in the act of doing history
and is not information to be learned or memorized. Instead, it includes the skills that
allow historians to create a narrative about the past, and others have refdrecsbinée
skills when using terms like heuristics, critical thinking skills, and problemirgpl
strategies. According to Lee, procedural knowledge includes histogedicance,
which refers to the idea that a historical question or past event is important and
meaningful enough to study, and continuity and change, which refer to the idea that some
aspects of society and culture remain the same from age to age whilesptiais a
change. Other disciplinary knowledge includes evidence, the ability to questiemama

artifacts that provide a window into the past and are used to support a theory about what



happened in the past, and historical empathy, the ability to place historicaliavents
context and understand how the worldviews of predecessors differ from our own. Thus,
as historians read, analyze, and evaluate historical documents, they alszsase t
concepts and skills to interpret the documents and the evidence presented there to
construct an explanation of events. These explanations, or parts of them, may then
become substantive knowledge for school children and others to learn.

Building upon Lee’s work, Wineburg (1991) studied the nature of disciplinary
expertise in the context of investigating historical questions. He comp=peds and
novices in history in how they read and used primary and secondary documents in order
to answer a historical question. He found important differences between how experts
understood and went about the task and how novices did so. Wineburg identified three
heuristics that characterized historians’ thinking about evidence as thegaredsa
historical question. This work led to additional research into the nature of egpertis
history, student learning in history, and how knowledge is presented in history
classrooms. Likewise, this work has framed learning in history around parti@ya of
thinking, not just the memorization of information. No similar study has been completed
in political science, giving social studies educators little guidance inapeng an
approach to government that is grounded in the discipline. A study like Wineburg’s
(1991) in political science could clarify goals for learning and expand our undengtandi
of learning in this particular discipline and lead to school-based approaches to
government that might improve student learning.

The work done by Lee (1978; 1984; 2005), Wineburg (1991), and others set the

stage for a revolution in history education. However, no educational researcreers ha



conducted similar research in political science, leaving educators without an
understanding of the disciplinary knowledge employed by experts in the field. This
situation makes it more difficult to know what students need to learn about civics and
government, what they should be able to do with that knowledge, and how they can
demonstrate what they have learned. Without knowing what disciplinary knowledge
experts use and how they use it, the subject can only focus on agreed-upon substantive
knowledge, which can lead to memorization of that knowledge with little criho#king
required, or general suggestions about instruction rather than specific teacisges

or pedagogies. As was the case in history, a better understanding of pdrés exthe
discipline do and how they conceive of the discipline can give researchersydeanlde
students a clearer understanding of what teaching and student learning anehashie
could look like in government. Such knowledge could also help clarify how government
courses could not only reflect American political science, but also furtheintseof

civic education.

To address this gap in the research, | studied the nature of expertise among
university faculty in political science who specialize in American goventimeorder to
determine what disciplinary knowledge they use when studying politicaicecie
Specifically, | attempted to determine what expertise in this subfield itpbkcience
looks like, how experts conceptualize the discipline, and what cognitive prodesges t
use in their work. In order to do so, | investigated several questions, which included:

1) Is it possible to describe the dimensions of expertise in political scietioe i

subfield of American government and if so what are the dimensions?



2) Can problem-solving tasks that represent expert work in this area eliqitséxpe
disciplinary knowledge parallel to what has been done in history education
research?

3) What disciplinary knowledge do American political science experts use when

engaged in such problem-solving tasks?

4) What disciplinary beliefs do American political scientists have about the

discipline?

Experts engaged in tasks that | hoped would allow them to demonstrate their
conception of the discipline and share their thinking about a problem and its solution.
Tasks included a concept sorting and mapping task, problem-solving tasks, and an
interview with experts. Researching these questions could help social stidiatoes
understand the nature of expertise in political science and perhaps even minégape
between a disciplinary approach to the subject matter and conventional schooling.
Furthermore, investigating these questions could provide a framework farateses to
study teaching and learning in government in a way that goes beyond memiomati
details. Thus, there is the potential for this line of research to define educatitcahes
for civics and American government courses that are specific enough to & edeand
assessed, in addition to defining outcomes that are grounded in the referenndis€ipli
American political science.

In addition to the experts, a small comparison group of less-expert parsgipant
which consisted of four students currently taking an introductory college daurse
American government. Although it would have been interesting to work with high school

teachers as the comparison group, such a group would not be ideal. High school teachers



have several different types of expertise in varying degrees, and while élydyane

some expertise in American government and political science, much of that knowledge
comes from social studies standards, curriculum, and assessments. This typeiséexpe
does not derive from the study of political science. Teachers’ knowledgeriaiutum,
pedagogy, and school approaches to government classes blend with their knowledge of
political science, which makes the comparison to political scientistsuliiffi8tudents in

an introductory American government class will not be influenced in their undergtandin
of political science by curriculum, standards, and pedagogy in the sambatégeichers

will be.

My main focus in the study was to identify expertise among political sdientis
who teach and research American government in universities. The purpose of the
comparison group was to make the distinction clearer between the knowledge and
processes of experts and those of individuals with less expertise. Sggcifieal
comparison group allowed me to make claims about which types of knowledge and
processing that participants exhibited relate to their expertise and whinioge general
forms of knowledge and mental processes. | then compared the cognitivesescamed
disciplinary knowledge of the experts to those of individuals with less exp&tish a
comparison provided information necessary to begin to define different levels of
expertise with more precision.

The chapters that follow include the literary basis for my research, shed
methods | used to study the expertise of political scientists and studentsdihgsfi
from the data collection, and conclusions drawn from the data. In chapter two, | begin by

exploring the purpose(s) of social studies education, followed by a look at the mes®arc
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what occurs in civics and government classes now. | also include litepature
disciplinary learning, its purposes and benefits to learning, as well ag/ladigration
research and the results of including disciplinary learning in historsrolass. Chapter
two also includes a discussion of political science and research on expedtise
concludes with the conceptual framework for my study. Chapter three deshkabes t
participants of the study, which included ten experts and four students, as well as the
methods | used for collecting and analyzing data. The collection methoddeveteped
based on a pilot study conducted with graduate students in political science, whah | al
discuss in chapter three. Chapters four and five include reports of expertgidents
disciplinary knowledge, respectively. In each chapter, | describe raycdi¢ction — the
interview, concept sorting and mapping task, and problem-solving tasks — and the
participants’ responses for each. The result is a discussion of the partidpsondinary
beliefs, organization of knowledge, and disciplinary knowledge used while solving
problems. Then, in chapter six, | compare the disciplinary knowledge of the exykrts a
the students and describe the different levels of expertise in Americangbsliiience
evidenced by these two groups. Finally, chapter seven includes the conclusiamslll, as
as implications for teaching and learning and future research on discip&aamnl in
American political science.

Table 1 below briefly defines several of the key terms that will be used

throughout this report.
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Key Terms Used in this Proposal

or

).

in

and

Key Term Definition

Civics A course or unit of study in school in which students study their roles
and responsibilities as citizens.

Conceptual | The way in which an individual understands and represents concepts. It

Knowledge includes substantive knowledge and the organization of knowledge

Disciplinary | An individual's beliefs about knowledge — what it is and how it is

Beliefs developed — within a particular discipline.

Discipline A particular mode of thinking and interpreting the world, which incdlyde
concepts, theories, and facts, as well as the processes from which these
concepts, facts, and other knowledge are built (Gardner & Dyson, 1994).

Expert An individual who performs well in a given domain (Krosnick, 1990
who has a reputation as an expert due to academic degrees or
certifications (Voss & Wiley, 2006). For the purposes of the proposed
study, an expert will be identified by their academic degrees, s@digif
a Ph.D. in political science.

Expertise The possession of a large body of both conceptual and procedural
knowledge related to a specific discipline (Chi, Glaser, & Rees, 198

Government | A course in school in which students study the structures and functions
of the U. S. government. In some cases they may also compare
governments from different countries.

Political The academic discipline that is most closely related to civics and

science government courses in K-12 schools. A deliberative process of inquiry
and investigation into political power, who has it, and how it is used
the U.S. Political scientists may study behavior, groups, individuals
organizations, and institutions that are part of the U. S. government|
how they compete for and use political power.

Substantive | The content of a discipline. The major facts and concepts in the

Knowledge discipline

Strateqgic The use of problem-solving strategies and other cognitive skills to solve

Processing | a problem or understand a concept, including metacognitive self-

regulation and procedural knowledge.
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Chapter Two: Literature Review

In the chapter that follows, | detail the literature that lays the folordédr
studying the nature of expertise in political science that is relevamstouction in high
school civics and government courses. | begin by establishing the purposadyorgst
social studies in schools, followed by an explanation of the benefits of disciplinary
learning and our current understanding of civics and government classes. Then, using
history as an example, | show how studying the nature of the discipline anduteeafat
disciplinary expertise have led to new curricula in history and the potentiaifooved
student learning. | then turn to political science and explain my understanding of the
discipline based on the available literature. Finally, | finish the chaptiethe literature
on expertise, which serves as the basis for my conceptual framework.
Purpose(s) of Social Studies

In many schools, the task of delivering much of the civic knowledge and
government curriculum falls to social studies teachers, which is why having kigavle
about social studies, its history, and its purpose is important for any discussion about
government and political science. Today’s social studies has its roots in the"ated
early 20" centuries when various organizations like the National Education Association
(NEA), the American Historical Association (AHA), and the Americantiali Science
Association (APSA) set out to develop a program of study for all students (NEA, 1894;
Niemi & Smith, 2001). For example, in 1894 the Committee of Ten, sponsored by the
NEA, issued its conference report that included suggestions about how to create
uniformity in school programs and requirements for college admissions. Acctodimng

Committee, the purpose of secondary school was to prepare all students for life beyond
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school, and in order to do so, students needed to have four years of “rigorous mental
training.” The Committee included history, civil government, and political econamy a
one subject for students to study, while geography represented a separate, although
related, subject.

Other committees and reports soon followed with their own recommendations for
the study of history and the other social studies. In 1916, the NEA again commissioned a
report on the Reorganization of Secondary Education (Niemi & Smith, 2001). The Report
of the Committee on Social Studies included recommendations for the development of
courses in civics, government, and the problems of democracy, as well as geogdaphy a
history. The purpose of these courses was to “Americanize” the recent influx of
immigrants and to socialize the mass of school-aged children who were no longer
permitted to work due to recent child labor laws (Niemi & Smith, 2001). That saane ye
the APSA issued its own report declaring a commitment to support schools in their
“education for citizenship and public service” (Niemi & Smith, 2001).

Two years later, the NEA sponsored another conference to develop the Cardinal
Principles of Secondary Education (NEA, 1918). In the subsequent report, the committee
restated the purpose of public education as to develop within students the knowledge,
interests, ideals, habits, and powers needed to help society reach its goalsaaniythe
to apply that knowledge to the activities of life. The goal of social studiesiwas c
education and the development of qualities that would allow students to act as
responsible members of a community. These qualities included the comprehension of the
ideals of American democracy, a sense of loyalty to those ideals anditime nat

knowledge of the social agencies and institutions of the government, and good judgment
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about the means to promote the common good. In order to develop these qualities, the
committee recommended students learn more than content and information and
participate in projects and problems that required cooperative learning adicell

solutions (NEA, 1918). The National Council for the Social Studies (NCSS), created in
1921, reiterated this theme of citizenship education and the goal of meeting the needs of
society through education.

During the ensuing years, other committees and conferences weighed in on the
topic of the role of schooling, specifically the role of social studies. An AHA desiom
report indicated the purpose of social studies was to study the content of tletssarge
develop disciplinary thinking skills. In 1959, the Woods Hole Conference, using new
information from developments in cognitive psychology, promoted learning through
inquiry and discovery (Bruner, 1960). The New Social Studies movement that followed
also emphasized inquiry and critical thinking, and the curriculum developed out of this
movement focused on the structures of the disciplines and major themes, rather than on
chronology (Berelson & Steiner, 1966). As a result of these and other initiatives, civi
and government courses began to emerge in schools throughout the country. In many
schools, students took a civics course in eighth or ninth grade and a government course in
twelfth grade. This twelfth grade course often followed courses in history aredl ser a
capstone to introduce students to the adult rights and responsibilities they would obtain
following graduation. However, local control and decentralized decision making about
the curriculum resulted in a lack of cohesion as to the goals, instructional metiwbds, a
topics of these civics and government courses. From mid-century through the early

1980s, the number of courses in civics and government slowly decreased while the
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number of social science elective classes, such as economics, psychblugystaties,
and sociology, increased. The 1988tion at Riskeport halted this trend by tightening
graduation requirements and advocating that schools return to the basics of education.
Enroliment in government classes quickly increased, and topics from civics caerses
integrated into these government classes (Niemi & Smith, 2001).

What followed were the standards movement of the 1990s and the accountability
movement of the first decade of the'2Entury, both of which resulted in federal
policies that attempted to raise academic standards through standardiwedacand
assessments. Yet, local control and decentralized decision making continue tdherisure
the topics, instructional methods, and goals of government courses remain vassd ac
jurisdictions. As a result, it is difficult to determine what students should learn i
government courses, when they should take such courses, and how educators should
teach them. Furthermore, the situation is complicated by the fact thahgoard as it is
taught in many schools is not a single academic discipline, but a compilation @fl sever
and includes many topics from civics and citizenship training. It also remaireauncl
which academic discipline(s) government courses should draw from, espédciadly
include civics topics. For example, American political science seems to disth#ine
that government courses draw from most, but many political scientists find ve
uncritical, low-level, and unaligned with what occurs in academia. Lilgwigny
government courses also include topics from economics and public policy studies, but
civics topics are not necessarily included as part of these disciplinasi @&li®mith,

2001). As a result, the experiences that students have in government courses can vary
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from state to state, district to district, school to school, and even classroonstoaras
(Gimpel, et al., 2003; Levstik, 2008; Lopez & Kirby, 2007; Kahne & Middaugh, 2010).

Today, there remains a diversity of opinion as to the purpose of social studies in
public schools and how to achieve that purpose. For example, some argue that the role of
social studies is to develop responsible citizens committed to the ideals otAmeri
democracy (Banks, 2006; Carnegie Corporation & CIRCLE, 2003), while other ideas
have included the goal of understanding diversity and varying perspectives @s par
responsible citizenship (Banks, 2006; Jones, Pang, & Rodriguez, 2001; Short, 1994).
However, these advocates do not offer specific curricula or teaching methods for
achieving these goals. Questions remain as to how one becomes a good citizmn in the
situations. Is it through knowing what institutions, people, and ideals make up our
government? Is it by making students aware of varying perspectives atdetsity that
exists in the United States and around the world? Some researchers belistteltdrds
also need to be able to think critically and that the curriculum needs to involve
disciplinary ways of thinking in order for them to become truly educateectiz
(Alexander, 2003).

The purpose for teaching social studies and the means to meet that goal can have
consequences for how the curriculum is developed and taught. For example, among
advocates of citizenship preparation, there is agreement that students shoudsh bleegiv
knowledge and skills that will allow them to be competent citizens. Included in such
conceptions is knowledge about the foundations of American democracy, the institutions
of the government, and the roles and responsibilities of citizens (Banks, 2006; Jones, et

al., 2001). However, in some cases, this goal is achieved through the study of those
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institutions and their roles, while also studying the political leaders who maistots
within the confines of those institutions. In such a social studies curriculum, thes lodr
American history, such as Washington, Jefferson, and Lincoln, play a prominent role,
while the focus is often on the expansion of democracy and freedom (VanSledright,
2008).

In other cases, this goal is achieved through the development of cognitive,
emotional, and social skills that teach students how to acquire knowledge and then use it
to make informed decisions that will benefit society. In this view, students shoahllebe
to recognize and solve problems, analyze and clarify personal and community atles
make reflective decisions that will improve their communities, nations, and the worl
(Banks, 2006; Carnegie Corporation & CIRCLE, 2003; Jones, et al., 2001). These skills
can be developed through an inquiry process that begins with facts, concepts,
generalizations, and theories, and proceeds through the selection and judgment of
multiple sources that provide additional information. All of this information is then
synthesized and applied to complex social problems (Banks, 2006). For those who
advocate that students focus on diversity and multiple perspectives, this method of
inquiry can also be useful. Rather than entertain disagreements over whose, cultural
political, and social history should be taught, those who support this purpose advocate for
students to celebrate differences, read multiple sources and perspectiveiecinoire
their community in light of the contributions of different peoples (Short, 1994).

While the main focus of social studies education, especially civics and
government courses appears to be similar in the above cases - to develop god citize

who know about democracy and will participate in positive ways - the means for
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achieving that goal are very different. Even before the turn of the@ttury, some
educators and education-related organizations advocated for cooperative laadning
active participation in the curriculum, the inclusion of disciplinary knowledgeinquiry
in the curriculum, and the development of critical thinking skills. Over a hundresl yea
later, many students still learn in content-driven, teacher- and textboadefibc
classrooms with few, if any, opportunities to participate and learn in discipiveys.
Others, however, learn in classrooms that are student-centered and provide dmgsortuni
for students to actively engage in the curriculum and develop critical thinking and other
skills. This situation makes it difficult to develop a common conception of what
government is, what students need to know and be able to do in the course, and how they
can demonstrate what they have learned. Part of the problem, as will be discusse
more detail in the next section, is that several different standards documsits ex
guide teachers in their planning and instruction. Although each of the authors of these
various standards purport to have the same goal of developing good citizens, they go
about it in very different ways, resulting in different classroom pracéindsstudent
achievement outcomes.
Civicsand Gover nment

Many politicians, political organizations, educational organizations, educators,
and other individuals and groups with an interest in what happens in schools appear to
agree on the need for students to learn the fundamental features of the Uxtésd St
government and what it means to be a responsible member of our American democracy.
States attempt to ensure such learning takes place through the teachasgemsthent of

government and civics topics, which are often part of the social studies curriculum.
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However, few states actually mandate a year-long course detdioatics and
government, and even fewer have an assessment solely on civics and government
(National Alliance for Civics Education, 2009).

Furthermore, students continue to demonstrate a weak understanding of the
principles of the Constitution and how the government works on the NAEP test of civics
and government. For example, in 1998, two-thirds of students in fourth, eight, and twelfth
grades scored “basic,” while just one-fifth scored “proficient” (Ross, 2@y02010,
only students in fourth grade had made statistically significant progléss)gh it did
not represent large gains. Over two-thirds of students in each grade leveled b
score “basic” or “below basic” (NAEP, 2010). Different ideas exist aswpstudents do
so poorly, including the idea that how teachers teach the content is inappropriate and the
idea that students are not spending enough time learning about civics and the
government.

Civicsand government classes. In general, researchers have found that civics
and government classes often focus on the transmission of information from the teache
and textbooks to students (Chambliss, Richardson, Torney-Purta, & Wilkenfeld, 2007,
Hess, 2009; Kahne & Middaugh, 2010; Kahne, Rodriguez, Smith, & Thiede, 2000;
Kirby, Levine, & Elrod, 2006; Levine & Lopez, 2004; Lopez & Kirby, 2007; Niemi &
Niemi, 2007; Torney-Purta, 2002; Torney-Purta, et al., 2005; Westhiemer & Kahne,
2004). In these classes, teachers talk, and students listen and take notes.8patéents
learning about the Constitution, the institutions of the government and how they work,
political parties, the process of making laws, and major governmentaldesauter

American heroes from the past (Kahne &Middaugh, 2010; Kirby, Levine, & Elrod, 2006;
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Levine & Lopez, 2004; Lopez & Kirby, 2007). Furthermore, large majorities of students
report watching videos and memorizing material from textbooks, while veryefeovtr
reading material other than the textbook, having guest speakers, and role-ptaying
engaging in simulations (Chambliss, et al., 2007; Lopez & Kirby, 2007). They also report
that the textbooks used in government classes are often poorly organized and
uninteresting, making it difficult for students to read (Chambliss, et al., 2007)yFina
few students describe their classrooms as ones in which they discuss poésyoiss
major challenges or problems facing the nation, such as racial prejudicerdootiseof
injustice (Hess, 2009). As a result, when they have been asked how they feel about
government and politics, many students respond that it is boring and that they do not care
about it (Kahne & Westheimer, 2003; Torney-Purta, 2002; Torney-Purta, et al., 2005).
Several researchers (Gimpel, et al., 2003; Kahne & Middaugh, 2010; Kahne &
Westheimer, 2003; Rubin, 2007) believe that there can be serious consequences for
classes designed in this manner. Classrooms in which students are requirestdp rece
memorize, and repeat information but not produce any of their own can result in a
disconnect between students’ life experiences and what is learned in schoomgor s
students, especially those who identify as racial, religious, or sexual temand those
who are socioeconomically disadvantaged, the reality of the American politccal a
economic system is often one of discrimination and injustice. Yet, in school, they lea
that the system is designed for equality and justice for every citizen.athisfl
congruency between their reality and the ideal can lead to empowered studentswwho wa
to take an active role to make the actual closer to the ideal. However, it ifkalyréhat

it leads to discouraged students who remain passive and determine that thetfidqave li
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no efficacy to produce change (Gimpel, et al., 2003; Kahne & Middaugh, 2010; Rubin,
2007). Also, in those classrooms in which teachers offer their own opinions but limit
students’ expression of opinions, students’ creativity, willingness to patécgrzad
critical thinking may be stifled. The focus on the substance of governmentextpibiese
of the development of skills, therefore, can have detrimental effects fer gadents
who might disengage from school and from participation in the future (Kahne &
Westheimer, 2003).

However, the picture is not so bleak in all classrooms. In some classrooms,
teachers use a variety of activities and texts to teach both the substtice skills of
the subject. These activities include community-based projects, servinadgamall
group tasks focused on researching current events or other topics, guesssphaker
work within the government, role-playing, mock trials, and simulations of governmental
processes and the proceedings of governmental bodies (Hahn, 2010; Lopez & Kirby,
2007). The texts used in these classrooms are often more sophisticated, betieedyrga
and more interesting than the textbook, and students are often more inclined to engage in
classroom activities and predict their future participation in the governmemuaditics
(Chambiliss, et al., 2007). Also, teachers that use these methods often allow for more
discussion and the development of reasoned positions on topics related to government
and politics.

In this way, these teachers attempt to prevent the disconnect that some students
might feel between reality and the ideal often taught in schools, while alsiblgos
avoiding the disengagement from school and the political process by some students

(Levine & Lopez, 2004). Activities such as discussion, reading texts other than the
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textbook, simulations, research projects, and others have resulted in students who were
more interested in government and politics, better at communicating orally and i
writing, and more inclined to say they would participate in politics in the futuren(&a
Alviar-Martin, 2008; Torney-Purta, et al., 2005; Torney-Purta & Wilkenfeld, 2009).
Furthermore, students who engage in these activities have greater knoabdedgéhe
government and politics and improve their critical thinking skills (Lopez & Kig®@7).
However, the learning and teaching in them is haphazard and does not help us build a
model for cultivating expertise in this subject area. Classrooms suclsastkeeare, and
without a disciplinary basis for political science and research that certhealiscipline

and the classroom, our ability to draw conclusions about student learning in such
classrooms is limited.

Additionally, many politicians and others continue to point to students’ poor
performance on national assessments and call for change. As a resulenfsstpoor
performance on these assessments, many politicians and educators hdvercatie
increase in the time that schools allot for civics and government and for moresesmpha
on the form and functions of the government (Ross, 2000). However, it remains doubtful
if simply spending more time teaching the branches of government, sepafgiowers,
and other aspects of the form and functions of the government would help students better
understand their role as responsible citizens in a democracy or become excitedébout a
active in that democracy. Furthermore, in the current climate dominated biildd_€ft
Behind (NCLB), which emphasizes reading and mathematics, schools arkdbstoli
allocate more time to social studies. It is also doubtful that these methods mpuide

students’ capacity for analysis, synthesis, and evaluation, which are skijsswocial
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studies educators claim to promote in their classrooms (Kahne, Rodriguez, Smith, &
Thiede, 2000). In order to achieve these goals, there may need to be a radicalnchange
the way educators conceptualize and teach civics and government. For nchrystea
how they conceptualize and teach the subject is influenced by the standards doatiments
their disposal, which are many and often substantially different. In song tasse
documents also lack specificity in terms of what is meant by terms ltkeatthinking,
active participation, and responsible citizens. Below is a brief discussiomefaf the
standards documents and how they may create a mixed and, in some cases, incomplete
set of expectations for teachers.

The Civic Mission of Schooldn their 2003 report, the Carnegie Corporation of
New York and CIRCLE: The Center for Information and Research on Civiaioggand
Engagement offered a vision for the inclusion of civics and government in schools that
would increase students’ “informed engagement” (p. 4). The Civic Mission of Schools
represents a consensus among experts from across the political spectrum and various
fields, including political science, education, and psychology. In the repoe, ékpsrts
set forth four major goals for civic education, which included creating contpatd
responsible citizens who think critically and engage in dialogue with others who ha
different perspectives and who utilize their skills and knowledge whileipating
politically. They also promoted six approaches to civic education that they loelieve
schools could use to achieve their goals. Three of these approaches dilagetiy ney
study: provide instruction in government, history, law, and democracy; incorporate
discussion of current local, national, and international issues and events into the

classroom; and encourage students’ participation in simulations of democratgspsoce
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and procedures. In the report, the authors also warn against “teaching only sote fact
about dry procedures” (p. 6) and encourage other activities that increase andres
improve critical thinking, communication, and other cognitive skills. Existingdstals
and assessments address these goals and approaches to varying degrees.

In 2011, a successor repdayardian of Democracy: The Civic Mission of
SchoolqThe Leonore Annenberg Institute for Civics & the Campaign for the Civic
Mission of Schools) was released. The 2011 report contained similar goals and promising
practices for civic education as the 2003 report, and extended that report by including a
call for “twenty-first century competencies” (p. 6) and additional recandaigons for
policymakers, educators, parents, researchers, and others based on rexreht rese

However, the documents’ authors do not specify what it means to “think
critically” about civics and government and offer suggested activitiesrigat lead to
increased knowledge, interest, and participation on the part of students. Therggal of
study is to determine what critical thinking in American political smeeinvolves and fill
in some of the gaps in an effort to build the groundwork for additional study into what
activities and learning will promote student learning, interest, and paticipa civics
and government.

NAEP & the National Standardsfor Civicsand Government. The NAEP
(2010) assessment in civics and government was designed to evaluate students’
understanding of American democratic institutions and ideals, including students’
knowledge about the government, their intellectual and participatory skills, and thei
civic dispositions. Students are expected to identify and describe civicggoliti

government, the foundations of our political system, and the purposes, values, and
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principles of American democracy. They are also expected to explain agdeanal
information and evaluate and defend a position. The same expectations are imcluded i
the National Standards for Civics and Government (1994) released by the Center for
Civic Education. In some ways, these expectations reflect the goals andchpproa
outlined inThe Civic Mission of School€arnegie Corporation & CIRCLE 2003) and its
successor repo@uardian of Democracy: The Civic Mission of Schddlse Leonore
Annenberg Institute for Civics & the Campaign for the Civic Mission of Schools, 2011),
in particular the goals of developing students who think critically and use killsirasid
knowledge to participate in our democracy. However, to assess students in these content
areas, skills, and dispositions, the NAEP test uses a questionnaire and multigge-choi
guestions. The questions lean heavily on the structure of the government and offer
students few opportunities to express themselves or their ideas about goveminent a
politics (Niemi & Smith, 2001). Students do not have the opportunity to fully develop or
showcase their critical thinking or participate in the discussion of issuevantd as is
suggested iThe Civic Mission of Schoo{€arnegie Corporation & CIRCLE, 2003) and
Guardian of Democracy: The Civic Mission of Schd®lse Leonore Annenberg Institute
for Civics & the Campaign for the Civic Mission of Schools, 20Rhain, however,
critical thinking in civics and government is never defined, leaving tesiefigrout a
clear goal and researchers without a clear construct to study.

National Council for the Social Studies. The National Standards for Civics and
Government (1994) are not the only national standards that exist, however. The National
Council for the Social Studies (NCSS) has also created a set of standarddutat inc

civics and government. According to NCSS (2002), schools need to emphasizeiacadem
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social studies content and performance-based assessments. The orgacizatiaies
for the teaching of social studies in ways that are more consisterkhat&ivic Mission
of Schoolgeport (Carnegie Corporation & CIRCLE, 2003) &uwhrdian of Democracy:
The Civic Mission of Schoo{¥he Leonore Annenberg Institute for Civics & the
Campaign for the Civic Mission of Schools, 2011). NCSS advocates for curricula tha
integrates multiple subjects and ideas, allows students to actively emigadee
material and each other, challenges students to think in new and more sophistgated w
and has meaning for them in their lives both inside and outside of the classroom. Students
are expected to analyze, synthesize, and evaluate to a far greater litagiedle NAEP
(2010) assessment and National Standards (1994). At the same time, the patlagogi
standards included in the NCSS document encourage teachers to develop critical
thinking, problem solving, and performance skills in their students through active
learning, inquiry, collaboration, and supportive classroom interactions. The standards
also promote the use of a variety of assessments, including performance-based
assessments and open-ended questions that allow students to express a position, use
evidence to support it, and demonstrate their abilities to analyze, synthesize,laatteva
Despite these positive goals, as witine Civic Mission of School€arnegie Corporation
& CIRCLE, 2003) and its successor report, NAEP (2010), and the National Standards
(1994), NCSS fails to define critical thinking and the performance skills dekyte
foster in students.

Maryland Voluntary State Curriculum & High School Assessment. Many
states also have standards for civics and government, and a few even lesreergse

that include civics and government content. Until 2011, Maryland was one of the few
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states that required students to complete and pass a standardized exam, tcbddigh S
Assessment (HSA) in government, in order to graduate (new legislatioreguire

seniors graduating in 2017 and beyond to once again pass an assessment in government).
To assist teachers in planning for the course, and previously for preparingtstiode¢he
assessment, the state publishes the Voluntary State Curriculum (VSC)i(2006)
government, which includes seven different units, such as the purposes, forms, and types
of political and economic systems; foundations and principles of government and the
Constitution; and participation in government. There are also four content stamhddrds t
help organize the material to be taught, which includes political science 13

includes the foundations of the government, political participation, and protediimg ri

and maintaining order. Within each content standard there are also objectitaddat s
knowledge about the content. Most of the objectives begin with describe, explain, and
identify, while a few begin with analyze or evaluate. As with the NAEP asses$sthe

VSC focuses on the structures of the government and offers few opportunities for
students to express their own opinions.

The HSA was also similar to the NAEP assessment and followed the VSE's uni
and content standards. The entire test was composed of selected response questions,
which included factual information that students must recall, and short answessayd
guestions (these were removed in 2009). Throughout the assessment, students were asked
to recall and explain information rather than express opinions, take a position, aeanaly
and evaluate a position or public policy. Both the VSC and HSA obviously encourage
instruction in government, but fail to meet other goals and approaches set fidnth in

Civic Mission of School&Carnegie Corporation & CIRCLE, 2003) aBdardian of
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Democracy: The Civic Mission of Schofl$e Leonore Annenberg Institute for Civics

& the Campaign for the Civic Mission of Schools, 2011), such as encouraging students to
think critically, discuss issues and events of local, state, national, or irdaaiat

significance, and participate in simulations.

Practical implications of these standards and assessments. For teachers and
students, standards and assessments like NAEP, the VSC, and the HSA send ffee messa
that government classes should focus on the structures of the government and on
determining the one correct answer rather than on what the APSA calledaliges” of
political life, political behavior, and political processes (Niemi & Smith, 2001).

According to these standards and assessments, being successful in civics anmdegdve
means knowing information, but not necessarily doing anything with that information,
such as participating in discussion and arguing well-reasoned positi@usdras

evidence. There is not much in these standards and assessments to mothateteac
have discussions, ask students to read and analyze documents, or ask for students’
opinions and reactions. While the recall of factual information, description, explanat
and identification are important skills, they are not the only ones we should expect our
students to master.

As was noted earlier, the APSA has recommended that students learn the process
of social science inquiry and the skills to participate effectively and deiadly in
society (Niemi & Smith, 2001). Although NCSS (2002he Civic Mission of Schools
(Carnegie Corporation & CIRCLE, 2003), a@dardian of Democracy: The Civic
Mission of SchooléThe Leonore Annenberg Institute for Civics & the Campaign for the

Civic Mission of Schools, 2011) do not call for students to fully engage in the type of
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research studies that political scientists do, they do encourage teachemnhaiheis
that allow students to actively participate in their learning. They alséoc teachers to
make the curriculum meaningful to students’ lives, which could mean discussirg issue
writing position papers, and evaluating others’ positions on various policy issues. NCSS
(2002),The Civic Mission of School€arnegie Corporation & CIRCLE, 2003), and
Guardian of Democracy: The Civic Mission of Schd®lse Leonore Annenberg Institute
for Civics & the Campaign for the Civic Mission of Schools, 2011) encourage teaghers t
help students think critically, confront problems, and participate constryctiveur
government, and research supports that curricula based on standards like these can work.
In both documents, skill development is as important as the content, since the two are
connected. Recall of factual information, explanation, and identification are anport
but not for their own sake. They are necessary as scaffolds toward deeper thinking and
analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. Yet, even these documents fail to providesteache
with all of the guidance they need for teaching civics and government. The goal of
developing responsible citizens who can think critically is far too broad to guide
educators in terms of what students need to know and be able to do in government. More
knowledge about what it means to think critically in these subjects is necesshry, a
understanding disciplinary knowledge in American political science couldgpec
ground what critical thinking in government classes looks like and means.

One missing piece that might shed some light on the best methods and pedagogies
is a better understanding of what the discipline related to government cowasdsibat
experts in the discipline know and how they go about their work. Currently, the subject

lacks clear methods for achieving its goals and a means for assesdergstprogress
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toward those goals because we lack information about what disciplinaryaskills
knowledge experts use and how they use them. As was the case in history, a better
understanding of what expertise in the discipline means can give ressarehehners,
and students a clearer understanding of what student learning and achievemlent s
look like in government. My study can provide that missing piece by providing much-
needed insight into the thinking of political scientists who study American goeatnm
and thereby suggesting some content and pedagogy for government courses,sas well a
disciplinary knowledge that might be used as part of a curriculum that can kdeptst
interested in civics and government while also thinking critically. Futuearels can
then build upon this work to determine what activities and pedagogies might achieve the
goal of developing citizens who think critically and actively participate ilmportance
of disciplinary learning and a more detailed account of the result of thealeskae in
history follows in order to highlight the benefits that might result from my study
Disciplinary Learning

School subjects, such as mathematics, history, biology, physics, and government,
all have referent disciplines that exist outside elementary, middle, anddhgabls. In
some cases, these school subjects generally reflect the ways of thinkkgpareldge
structures of the disciplines, but for many students in American schools, thesubject
particularly in the social studies, resemble the disciplines in only minor gnifisant
ways (Cuban, 1991; Kahne, Rodriguez, Smith, & Thiede, 2000; Niemi & Niemi, 2007,
VanSledright, 2008; Westhiemer & Kahne, 2004). The field of political science & quit
broad; therefore, | focus on American political science as a way of narrdvarigld

and connecting it more tightly to the content of government curriculum in schools.
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Unlike subject matters, which are the collections of content matter thatischo
expect students to learn, disciplines are particular modes of thinking andanieypine
world. They include concepts, theories, and facts, what Lee (1978; 1984; 2005) called
substantive knowledge, as well as the processes from which these concepts, facts, and
other knowledge are built, what Lee called procedural knowledge (Gardnes@pDy
1994). These processes include skills that are necessary for the development and
distribution of truth in the discipline. For example, most disciplines have sp&dife
for inquiry that allow experts in the discipline to contribute new knowledge. Theere ar
also skills by which a novice can study the instances of a discipline and@theti
discipline in order to gain expertise. Finally, there are specific skifisegbto the reading
and interpretation of knowledge used and produced by the discipline (Schwab, 1978;
Wineburg, 1991).

Disciplines also have structures that provide the foundation for scholarship in the
discipline and distinguish it from others. These structures define and bound thergliscipli
and determine what questions are asked, what phenomena are studied, and what
assumptions are used when collecting and interpreting data. They also inchtde w
counts as evidence, different ways of interpreting the evidence, and methods used for
justifying and verifying claims made by those practicing the dis@piHowever,
structures can also be flexible in that practitioners with different prefese abilities,
and interests can adapt the structure to meet their needs and still producelgaomle
the discipline (Schwab, 1978).

Several educational researchers have advocated for a more disciphidary

domain-specific approach in schools, believing that this approach can improve student
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learning (Alexander, 2003; Lajoie, 2003; Wineburg, 1991). These educationathessar
and others do not expect that every student will or should become an expert in every
discipline, but they do believe that students can and should make significant progress
toward competence in school subjects, and one way to do so is to expose students to
disciplinary ways of thinking. Learning in disciplinary ways can be motigdtr

students, and it can also increase their knowledge about both the substance of the
discipline and the knowledge that practitioners possess. Knowing and understanding the
nature of disciplines and their structures is important for students so thaathésarn to
think in sophisticated ways, but disciplinary approaches are often also more rigorous
engaging, and interesting (Parker, 2010). The more that students find the subject
interesting, the more likely they are motivated to pay attention in ckss, the material,
and then use what they have learned in their lives beyond school (Alexander, 2003;
Parker, 2010). Thus, more interesting and engaging government classes mayrieeal t
participation and civic engagement by young adults (Gimpel, et al., 2003).

Disciplinary approaches can allow students to understand how knowledge is
organized in particular disciplines, to pursue topics and tasks that are mordingeoes
them, and to immerse themselves in meaningful learning experiences. Eacle of thes
aspects can in turn improve student learning, as research has shown that gadents |
better when they are interested in the subject, understand how pieces of inforneation a
related and connected to one another, and find the information valuable for their lives

now and in the future (Alexander, 2003).



33

Lessons from History: Disciplinary Approachesin the History Classroom

Important lessons can be learned from history and the movement to include
disciplinary skills in the history classroom. Researchers the United Kimgdanada,
and the United States have studied the nature of history and expertise in histciy, whi
then led to an understanding of the content, knowledge structures and organization, and
disciplinary knowledge that historians use in their work. Using this knowledge as
benchmarks, other researchers were able to study history classrooms andesudiegt
in history.

As was described above, Lee (1978; 1984; 2005) defined two distinct types of
knowledge in history: substantive and procedural. Substantive knowledge is the content
of history, the “facts” and major concepts, which result from the work of fastor
Procedural knowledge includes the concepts that structure the discipline aedayite
from the past coherence today. This type of knowledge results from the act of doing
history and involves the concepts and skills that allow historians to createtavearra
about the past. It was only through his analysis of the works of historians and
philosophers of history and his research with children over the course of masiyhgar
Lee was able to make the distinction between substantive and procedural knowledge.

Lee also worked with Dickinson and Shemilt to conduct several research studies
into the nature of historical thinking, using both expert historians as well as stleants
example, in one study Dickinson and Lee (1984) sought to discover how children behave
when they are confronted with events from the past that seem strange calillogi
Dickinson and Lee asked children in small groups to read passages about either the

Anglo-Saxon ordeal to prove that someone was or was not a witch or about Spartan
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education. They then asked the children to discuss the passages and attempt to make
sense of the actions of the Anglo-Saxons or the Spartans. In doing so, Dickinson and Lee
were able to see children’s initial reactions to the Anglo-Saxons’ anth8gdraditions,

as well as what strategies the students used to make sense of the past, howd they use
evidence, if and how they used their own experiences, and the reasoning they used to
come to conclusions. Dickinson and Lee concluded that children do not lack the ability to
think historically. On the contrary, with assistance from teachers who undetis&r
misconceptions and who present children with meaningful problems worthy of genuine
thinking, students can and will think historically.

In his work, Shemilt (1983) evaluated the History 13-16 program in the United
Kingdom, which was developed in 1972. The program focused on teaching history as a
discipline demanding the use of critical thinking skills since, it was arguetgrds
could only make sense of the past if they understood the methods and perspectives unique
to the discipline. Shemilt analyzed the interviews of students, some of whouopgédet
in the History 13-16 program and others who were taught history using a morerniditi
syllabus. The data from the interviews indicated that the children had differast ide
about the discipline of history and made sense of the past in very different ways. Some
students viewed history as lacking logic and without meaning outside of diszesiis.

Other students saw history as having a simple logic and following a ngcpatarn,

while still others understood that history is complex and involves numerous events and
happenings, many of which are never studied. Finally, some students understood that
historical events are time and context-bound. History 13-16 students were mgreolikel

exhibit a sophisticated understanding of history, but few reached the most safgdstic
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understanding. Still, Shemilt suggested that it is possible to “spiral” ayh@taiculum
around concepts like causation, evidence, and change. Such a curriculum could promote
critical thinking and more sophisticated understandings of history without turning
students into little historians. This research was possible becausewarkedentified
features of expertise, which became an analytical framework for exanstudent
thinking in history. Hopefully, one result of the present study will be the ideatidit of
disciplinary knowledge that could become the basis for a spiral curriculum in
government.

The work of Lee, Dickinson, and Shemilt have led other researchers to look more
closely at the work of historians and what cognitive processes they use whetilibey
their knowledge. In the United States, Wineburg (1991) pioneered this work when he
studied how individuals use and make sense of historical sources and documents and
what underlying beliefs about history helped or hurt their ability to make serse of t
information. In order to do so he had eight historians and eight high school students
review a series of eight primary and secondary sources, as well as tiweespi
describing the Battle of Lexington just prior to the American Revolution. Their task
was to use the documents to explain what had occurred during the battle and determine
the reliability of the sources. The documents and pictures had some details iarcomm
but also had some differences, such that no two sources told the same story of the battle
Using a multi-part think-aloud Wineburg asked participants to describe their thasghts
they read and evaluated each of the documents and pictures, to determine which picture

was the most accurate, to place the pictures in chronological order, and to rank the
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documents according to their trustworthiness as sources for comprehending what
occurred at Lexington.

Wineburg (1991) concluded that there were three heuristics, or aspects of
disciplinary knowledge, that historians used when evaluating the documents: sourcing
corroboration, and contextualization. Sourcing occurred when an individual looked first
at the author of a document and considered the author’s perspective and motivation for
creating the document. This heuristic was helpful for judging the trustwesthof the
document and for alerting the historian to biases that the author might have.
Corroboration occurred when a participant evaluated one document in reference to others
and noted any discrepancies or similarities. Again, this heuristic wasilHelpf
determining the trustworthiness of a whole document or a few of the details Wwithin i
Finally, contextualization was the process by which a participant atténgppace the
document within the context it was written. By understanding when, where, how, and for
what purpose a document was created, the participants hoped to better understand the
event and the document. Overall, Wineburg found that historians used these heuristics
more often than the students did, regardless of their substantive knowledge.

Wineburg (1991) attributed the more frequent use of the heuristics by historians to
three differences between the historians and the students. First, the two gcbups ha
different orientations to the task. Historians saw the task as complicatedv&rmm@annot
know today, based on the evidence we have, what happened at the Battle of Lexington,
although we can develop an educated guess. They placed evidence side-by-side,
evaluated it, and offered their best explanations, often qualifying their explaand

noting the flawed nature of their interpretations. The students, on the other hand, saw
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their task as a multiple-choice test with correct and incorrect answetsaEeount

offered an answer about what happened during the battle, and their role was to decide
which one was correct. They often made their decision without interpretation or
gualification. Second, the two groups had different conceptions of what a text is and how
it is to be used. Historians saw the texts as social exchanges that must b@oaders

within the context of the world in which they were written. However, the students saw
texts as useful for conveying facts and information with little other importaoriiation

within them. Finally, the two groups differed in their beliefs about historical evede
Historians saw all evidence as subject to biases and perspectives, anethine ubree
heuristics to mitigate the effects of these biases as much as possitdeudérgs also

saw biases, but they did not see bias in all evidence. Instead, they found textbooks to be
the least biased and most trustworthy.

This research revealed important aspects of what it means to be an expert and a
novice in history. History experts use disciplinary knowledge when dealing with
documentary evidence from the past, which helps them place documents in context,
determine what information is reliable, and construct an account based in evidence. They
must know information not just about the immediate topic they are studying, but also
about other aspects of the context. They also have conceptualizations of wha,a text
what evidence is, and how both should be used in their work. Experts in history know
that they do not and cannot know exactly what happened in the past and that their
interpretations are fallible. Finally, these experts do not necessarkyinva neat, linear

way. Instead, they often read documents multiple times, returning to them ergheft
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have moved on to another one, start with the author rather than the text of a document,
and evaluate and analyze documents side-by-side.

This and Lee’s work gave researchers and teachers a set of defgoalbltor
student learning. Knowing this information helped other researchers detdromne
students could learn to think in similar ways and do similar things over time, if and how
they could be taught these conceptualizations and skills, and what methods would be best
for teaching them. It also helped to create a more complete picture ofistaay is and
what historians do. Even though students may not view history in the same way as
historians and often do not spontaneously use historical thinking skills, it does not mean
that students are incapable of conceptualizing history in a disciplinary wagaanahg
when and how to use knowledge (Barton & Levstik, 1996; Wineburg, 1991). In fact, it
appears that, when explicitly taught to use disciplinary knowledge in histodgngs can
and do use that knowledge (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Nokes, Dole, & Hacker, 2007; Tally
& Goldenberg, 2005).

For example, Britt and Aglinskas (2002) studied whether students could be
explicitly taught the historical thinking skills of sourcing, corroboration, and
contextualization. They were also interested to determine if students woultegealls
on their own after being taught how and when to use them. Thus, they developed a
computer program, known as the Sourcer’s Apprentice, to teach students how to think
like a historian. The program provided a tutorial with direct instruction in the three
heuristics and provided a platform for students to view various documents, take notes on
those documents, and write an essay from their notes. In three separate, lout relate

experiments, Britt and Aglinskas found that the experimental group, defined as those
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students who had received instruction using the Sourcer’s Apprentice, had significantly
higher scores on a posttest of historical thinking skills compared to pretess. Stoe

control group, which did not receive explicit instruction in how and when to use the
heuristics, did not have a significant increase in scores from pretest tapdsita

result, the researchers concluded that direct instruction in historicalniskils led to
gains in the students’ use of those skills.

Nokes and his colleagues (2007) also conducted research demonstrating the
power of explicit instruction in disciplinary knowledge to increase students’ use of
disciplinary skills. They created four different teaching conditions: one #mtontent-
focused and textbook-centered, one that was textbook-centered but focused on the
heuristics, one that was content-focused but centered around multiple texts othlee tha
textbook, and finally one that centered around multiple texts and focused on the
heuristics. Through the use of these four conditions, Nokes and his colleagues hoped to
determine if students could learn the heuristics and what conditions would lead to the
greatest gains in content knowledge and heuristic usage. To measure teethesult
conducted a pretest and posttest in content and another pre- and posttest in heagistic
and compared scores across groups. They found that students who used multiple tests to
study content scored significantly higher on the content posttest than alyaibps.
Likewise, students who learned the heuristics using multiple texts scondcargly
higher on the heuristic posttest compared to the other groups. Thus, the researchers
concluded that the use of multiple texts can lead to gains in students’ content knowledge,
while explicit instruction in the heuristics may help students learn and dqu3g t

heuristics when studying history.
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Finally, Tally and Goldenberg (2005) investigated what disciplinary knowledge
students exhibit as a result of instruction in how to analyze and evaluate the sdurce
texts. They designed an online task usingAhreerican Memoryvebsite, which led
students through the process of reading primary source documents. Students then
answered questions about the images, drew conclusions about the images and the time
periods depicted in them, and completed a questionnaire. Tally and Goldenberg found
that students across all academic abilities demonstrated the abilitg tangavaluate
documents, make inferences and use them as evidence, and construct an account of the
past. They also found that students preferred history classes in which thega@nalyz
primary sources even if it meant they had more work that was more chajjeliginy of
the students in their study reported understanding history better, learningamianat c
and being more motivated to learn. Thus, the results confirmed for the resedrehers t
idea that when students learn historical thinking skills and use primary sourgearthe
enjoy history, increase their motivation to learn it, and develop a more disciplinary
understanding of history.

As a result of these studies, old assumptions about students’ ability to learn
disciplinary history, based on the false premise that students did not possess g@yneces
disciplinary knowledge, need to be challenged and reevaluated. Students indesd poss
some disciplinary knowledge in history, even if they do not use it spontaneously. With
explicit instruction in disciplinary history and its thinking skills, as wellreesuse of
multiple and varied texts, we can improve students’ learning in history and their
motivation to study history. However, none of this research would have been possible

without the earlier work of Lee, Wineburg, and others into the nature of expartise i
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history. Without their work, the above researchers would not have known what
disciplinary knowledge to study and what aspects of it might be possible for sttment
learn. In turn, we would not know that students can learn history in disciplinary ways.

The research conducted by Lee, Dickinson, Shemilt, Wineburg, and others in the
United Kingdom, Canada, and the United States paved the way for this lateriresearc
which has led to a stronger understanding of how to support student learning in the field.
Their studies of historians and students allowed them to draw conclusions about what
history is, what experts do, and how students’ thinking initially differs and develops.
This, in turn, led to research that attempted to understand what is happening in history
classrooms in the United States and how history instruction might be improvedithroug
the integration of disciplinary thinking into the history classroom. Studies thaividl
found that not only are students able to think in disciplinary ways, but they actuadly pref
it to traditional approaches to learning history. Student learning also appé&argove
as a result of disciplinary learning (Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Nokes, et al., 200y;& a
Goldenberg, 2005; VanSledright, 2002).
Teaching and L ear ning Resulting from Resear ch on Disciplinary History

In terms of the learning that occurs in many classrooms, the most common
classroom experience appears to be teacher-centered activitieartbatitthe
substantive knowledge of the narrative to students. In this traditional model rseache
lecture, while students take notes and remain silent except to answer questidrmsbase
the information from the lecture and the textbook. Students’ knowledge is then assessed
at the end of a chapter or unit (Bain, 2006; Cuban, 1991; VanSledright & Kelly, 1998).

Student-centered activities, in which students discuss or debate topics and/or work
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individually or in small groups to construct knowledge, and teacher modeling, during
which the teacher demonstrates his or her thinking and use of disciplinary knowledge, are
less frequent. Activities such as these may require students to use aofadistyplinary
knowledge. The use of multiple and varied texts are also rare in most histoeg class
(Cuban, 1991). However, this need not be the only way to teach and learn history, and in
fact, there are classrooms in which students can and do learn in more discipéiggary w

In these classrooms, teachers model the use of disciplinary knowledge, and sitelent
engaged in historical inquiry, work with documents, and draw their own conclusions
about the past. These reform-minded approaches to teaching history are the tiesult of
work of the earlier research cited above.

VanSledright (2002) provides one example of a classroom in which students acted
as historians to analyze documents and construct their own accounts of the past. Using
the work of Lee, Wineburg, and others as his foundation, VanSledright set out to
determine what happens when students learn disciplinary knowledge in history.&hus, h
taught American history in a fifth grade class for several months, while doaombisgt
teaching and students’ learning. He also selected a subgroup of students tairgedvie
engage in performance tasks that asked them to read and analyze historical document

Throughout his time with the class, VanSledright taught his students how to read
historical documents, to consider perspective and bias, to contextualize and ederobor
documents, and to construct their own interpretation of past events to answer historical
guestions. Students worked in groups as they studied the evidence and came to
conclusions, often using sources other than the textbook. With the subgroup of students,

he also interviewed them and asked them to complete a pre and post assessment in which
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they analyzed primary documents and answered questions based on the evidence
presented to them.

VanSledright found that his students had some success in learning to think
historically. For example, he found that students improved their ability to idé&maify
type of source they were using (primary or secondary), as well as thaaityao
corroborate evidence across multiple sources. Students developed theirtioniticag
and analysis skills, while also learning how to determine an author’s pérepsd the
reliability of evidence presented in documents. Finally, students developedaizpec
vocabulary for discussing history. Although the gains in historical thinking wetdeot
same for all students, students generally made progress relativermtivy began in
their reading comprehension and conceptualization of history. Therefore edagst
concluded that students even as young as fifth grade had the potential to use the skills of
historians in order to improve their critical thinking, decision making, and motivation f
learning.

Another example comes from Bain (2006) and his history classroom. During one
lesson, Bain asked his students what they knew about Columbus, his voyage, and the
people of Europe in the Iate‘iﬁentury. Many of his students retold the traditional story
about Columbus, his financing from Ferdinand and Isabella of Spain, and the fear among
many people at the time that the earth was flat. Students then read sevaabdram
accounts written by historians in the™@entury, which reinforced the ideas that many of
the students already had. Once they had finished reading, Bain prodded students to
explain how they knew what they knew and to support their ideas with evidence,

especially the notion that Y%entury Europeans thought the earth was flat. Eventually,
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Bain presented students with a picture of the statute of Atlas holding a gledealat

150-73 BCE. He also had students read Carl Sagan’s account of how Eratosthenes
determined the circumference of the earth in the third century BCE. FinaltygBve
students two selections from contemporary scholars. One advocated for the pogition tha
the Middle Ages was a time of interruption in intellectual progress, while tiee ot

rejected this idea.

In this lesson, Bain and his students used disciplinary knowledge (Lee, 1984;
2005), while they contextualized and corroborated evidence (Wineburg, 1991). Bain
began with the students’ own knowledge, admitting that they were not blank slates when
they entered his classroom. From there, he pushed students to find evidence that
supported their thinking but also information from the sources that extended or even
contested their thinking. They constructed a picture of Europe in the I%\teemﬁjry,
considered what changed and what remained the same about European society and
scientific knowledge, and attempted to determine if the Middle Ages hayl bealh a
period of decline as many of them had previously thought. Throughout the lesson, Bain’s
students acted as historians, using sources to build a narrative about the world of
Columbus in an attempt to understand what his voyage may have meant to the people of
Europe at the time.

Both VanSledright's (2002) and Bain’s (2006) classrooms demonstrate that
students are capable of working like historians and learning to think in discjphass.

Even if students do not spontaneously use disciplinary knowledge, they can be taught
how to do so with substantial benefits in terms of their ability to think critiealty

motivation for learning. In both classrooms, students expressed their preference f



45

learning disciplinary history over traditional history, despite the mioalenging nature
of disciplinary history. Yet, it was only because students were taught thettisingc
concepts of the discipline” (Levesque, 2008, p. 16) that they were able to learn in
disciplinary ways, and they were only able to learn those concepts because Lee
Wineburg, and others had identified them in earlier studies of expertise in thpdiksci

Seixas (2011) has taken it a step farther with the Historical Thinking project in
Canada (http://www:.historicalthinking.ca/). After identifying six aspe¢ historical
thinking, Seixas and his colleagues are developing lessons to teach thesedspect
historical thinking, along with assessments that would demonstrate studentge@han
goal is to replace conventional multiple-choice assessments with more eutidsd
and reframe history instruction and learning in Canada. Through their works Secta
his colleagues have added to the work of Lee, Wineburg, and others, applied past
research to school settings, and provided further opportunities to research student
learning in history.
Political Science

There is no corresponding work on the nature of expertise in the American
government subfield of political science, although there has been somehastatice
differences between political science experts and novices (Voss & Post, \W3B@ut
such research, we are left with little information about what experts do and honethat
be useful for instruction in high school classrooms. Part of the reason no such work exists
in political science is due to the complicated and diverse nature of the disciplitiealPol
science is not a simple discipline with an easily explained structure ahddagand its

history involves multiple disciplines and traditions.
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Political science originated as part of the American Economic Assoc(atiR)
and the American Historical Association (AHA) but separated from theaube®f the
political and philosophical orientation of these groups. The members who formed the
APSA believed that the focus of their organization should be to impact politics and the
governmental system (Gunnell, 2006). Known as the systemic tradition, this political
science movement focused on the governmental system as a whole, the relation of the
various parts of the system to each other, and how the overall system maintéios itse
disintegrates. Political scientists in this tradition saw their nzek &s the establishment
of a unitary nation-state and the development of a virtuous national citizengelry
2006; Easton, 1985; Kanter, 1972). The state was the centerpiece of the discipline, which
was studied in order to advance the political agenda of those who sought to strengthen the
American government and spread the ideals of American democracy (Dryzek, 2006)
Later, political scientists in the United States shifted their focuy &wan the
state and toward the behavior of the individuals who operate within and outside the
system. The institutions of the government still mattered, but only as place<im whi
human actors functioned and struggled for power and influence. Political behavior came
to be viewed as the most appropriate source of information about why things happened as
they did. As a result, new methodologies developed based on social cognition and the
other social sciences, including experiments, case studies, sample suteeyews,
observation, regression analysis, rational modeling, and other quantitative methods.
Within this tradition, known as the behaviorist tradition, the individual and individuals

acting in groups became the main unit of study, while the study of policy andtioast
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declined (Druckman, Green, Kuklinski, & Lupia, 2006; Dryzek, 2006; Easton, 1985;
Eulau, 1986, Kanter, 1972).

Today, political science can still be defined in many ways, although the
behaviorist tradition has left a lasting impression on the discipline. Accordihg to t
APSA (2009), political science is the study of governments, public policiescpbliti
processes, political systems, and political behavior. The discipline includes tieddsubf
of political theory, philosophy, ideology, and economy, as well as policy studies and
analysis, comparative government, and international relations. Poldieatists not only
study what government is and how it works, but also how citizens behave and why they
do so (APSA, 2009). Additionally, they are trained to see multiple aspects of issues, t
detect possible compromises and areas of agreement or disagreement betwesen part
and to be open to new evidence and arguments to produce better ideas and policies
(Jervis, 2002). As a result, the methods of inquiry for political scientists has dalelope
over time and grown to accommodate new questions and problems, such that no single
problem or method defines or unifies the discipline. Rather, the questions thdteake as
and the desire to understand and explain phenomena related to the government and
politics unify the various subfields of political science (Druckman, et al., 2006jic&iol
scientists have not abandoned their original concern with constitutions, governmental
institutions, and the actions of elected and appointed officials, but they also study
political behavior, voting, informal opinion, and pressure groups (Eulau, Ke§6,
1958; Lasswell, 1951).

Voss and Post (1988) conducted a study that has given us some additional insight

into the work of political scientists, especially the differences betwgperts and
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novices. In their study, Voss and Post asked political science experts and novices to
imagine that they were agriculture ministers in the Soviet Union who wéedtasth
improving crop productivity. Participants thought aloud as they attempted to solve the
problem. Voss and Post concluded that experts and novices understood the task
differently, approached the task in different ways, used different aspectspobbiem

to solve it, and used different strategies to reach their conclusions. Their study
demonstrated that experts in political science have different disciplinawl&dge than
novices, but they did not focus on determining what that knowledge is or boil it down to
specific heuristics. For example, they did not specifically study whatigus experts

ask, what data they use to answer their questions, how they use that data, and what they
do with the results of their work. Instead, they analyzed how participants thought about
and responded to the problem and then compared their responses in order to draw
conclusions about the differences between experts and novices.

Thus, while Voss and Post’s work provides a starting point, it does not help us
determine what each aspect of expertise means specifically icg@ditience in the way
that Wineburg's (1991) study or Lee’s (1984; 2005) analysis did for history. The
proposed study, then, would be aimed at developing an understanding of the disciplinary
knowledge of experts in political science. In other words, when faced with a tygskal t
in the discipline, | would like to learn what experts do when they go about solving the
task; this would extend the work of Voss and Post who focused on how experts think
about the task itself. Such research on the nature of expertise in the subfieldricbAme
government will offer a better understanding of what disciplinary thinking Iblcksnd

what knowledge political scientists who study American government usd) wiag in
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turn lead to the development of a framework for studying American government
classrooms and the teaching and learning that takes place there. Ultithéealysearch
may lead to the development of an alternative to the traditional way of teaching
government, specifically one that challenges students, develops their hidgrer or
thinking, and combats boredom and disengagement. The results of this study might be
used to identify goals for learning and research on learning in Amerivanngoent
courses using common conceptions of the discipline of American political sciesee b
in research.
Defining Expertise

As we have seen from the above literature, the work done by Lee, Wineburg and
others into the nature of expertise in history has had a major impact on teachingglea
and research in history education. Their work with experts helped to define whahi me
to “do” history and what skills and concepts are necessary in the disciplinee3éasah
led to studies of classrooms, teachers, and students that allowed researdizars t
conclusions about how students learn and how teachers can improve students’ learning in
history. The starting point, then, was the research with experts, which isgrfssi
political science and which | propose to pursue in political science. We can ltek to
literature on studying expertise for insights about how others have workedxpirts
and what methods might help us gain knowledge about political science.

Substantial research has been conducted into the cognitive processes ofrexperts i
various disciplines and activities. These studies have offered insights into thedgmwle
and skills necessary to become an expert in a particular domain, and in some cases, have

allowed for the development of training and apprenticeship programs. This line of



50

research evolved from studies conducted by Adrian de Groot that looked at the nature of
chess expertise. De Groot began by studying the intellectual capalaifiiecoding

processes of chess masters and then compared them to less experiencedyehess pla
(Posner, 1988). Since then, numerous other studies in domains such as mathematics,
radiology, aviation, surgery, physics, and history have emerged and been supported b
revolutions in cognitive psychology and technology (Alexander, 2003; Wineburg, 1991).
Still, there remain several gaps in our knowledge about experts and expertiselapigr

in political science.

Research related to experts and expertise has increased consideraliysin the
several decades, as the development of cognitive psychology and new techiaol®gy
allowed researchers to study the mental processes of individuals and createecangut
other models of these processes. This research has been conducted in fields such as
medicine, physics, and mathematics, as well as in chess and other gameaul®&he res
have demonstrated the strategies used by experts in these areas in teempafiilem
solving, decision making, and diagnosing, and have allowed researchers to develop
theories about experts and expertise (Alexander, 2003; Berdard & Chi, 1992; Wineburg,
1991).

However, as these research studies have shown, defining what it means to be an
expert and/or to have expertise is not always a straightforward mattersimglest
terms, an expert can be defined as an individual who performs particularin wejlven
domain (Krosnick, 1990) or who has a reputation as an expert due to academic degrees or
certifications (Voss & Wiley, 2006). Similarly, expertise can be defindblepossession

of a large body of knowledge and disciplinary skills related to a given domain (Chi,
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Glaser, & Rees, 1982). Both of these definitions are correct, but they are also eteompl
Their simplicity hides the complex and sophisticated nature of the cognitivespesce
that experts use. They also conceal the multifaceted nature of expertise apddfs,
motivations, and personality traits that may also influence expertiseaf#der, Murphy,
& Kulikowich, 2009).

Research has shown that experts within a domain differ from domain novices and
other non-experts in their beliefs about the nature of knowledge and how it is gagned, t
amount and organization of their knowledge, the relationships they see betwegisconce
within the domain, how they represent problems, and the strategies they use to solve
problems and make decisions (Alexander, Winters, Loughlin, & Grossnickle, 2012;
Berdard & Chi, 1992; Glaser, 1985; Schraw, 2006; Voss & Post, 1988). In general,
experts believe knowledge is gained through inquiry and study and evolves as new
information becomes known. Experts also have a large, organized body of domain
knowledge that then influences their perceptual processes and the stramgiesetto
solve problems (i.e., disciplinary knowledge). While the size of their body of knosvledg
is important, the more crucial aspect of experts’ knowledge is the way in wisch it
organized. Specifically, experts structure knowledge in ways that makeat mor
accessible, functional, and efficient. They tend to make more connectiongbhetwe
discrete pieces of information and create mental patterns such that indormatross-
referenced and creates a rich network of concepts. They often base tiegecoN
underlying principles and the meanings implicit in information, while noviexes to
organize concepts on the basis of surface features (Berdard & Chi, 1992; Glaser, 1985).

This way of organizing knowledge often leads experts to different problem
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representations and problem-solving strategies, which lead to better de®@smlerd &
Chi, 1992).

As a result of the research that has been conducted (e.g., Berdard & Chi, 1992;
Glaser, 1985; Voss & Post, 1988), several conclusions can be drawn. Individuals
represent problems based on their understanding and interpretation of the problem and
what they know about the various aspects of the problem. Their domain knowledge and
how they organize that knowledge assists them in understanding what theyedrtoask
do in the problem and in developing a plan to solve it. Experts tend to begin the process
of representation by classifying the problem and picking out the relevant teatuhe
problem. They also make inferences about the problem, which can often be more
efficient due to their larger and richer knowledge base, based on the exptatiéd facts
in the problem. Once they have classified the problem, chosen the relevamisfeitr
and made inferences about it, they can then determine which solution procedurés best fi
the type of problem with which they are dealing. Novices, on the other hand, tend to dive
right in and begin to solve the problem based on the information explicitly stated in the
problem (Berdard & Chi, 1992; Glaser, 1985). Using the above example of crop
productivity in the Soviet Union (Voss & Post, 1988), novices immediately began to
determine how crop productivity could be increased, while experts took time to consider
multiple aspects of the situation. They determined whether the problena rieldite
depletion of nutrients in the soil, the lack of farmers and/or farmland, the economic
system, or some other aspect. They then determined the solution to the problem based on

what they believed to be the cause of problem.
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These researchers (Berdard & Chi, 1992; Glaser, 1985; Voss & Post, 1988) have
also found that a number of strategies exist to solve problems, including means-ends
analysis, subgoaling, and analogical reasoning, and each of these can be dfdnh di
ways. For example, in means-ends analysis, individuals can work forward or bakwa
order to reduce the difference between the desired situation and the ctuegitrsi
Novices tend to work backwards from the goal toward the current situation, whddse
often work in the opposite direction (Berdard & Chi, 1992). In the above Soviet Union
example (Voss & Post, 1988), novices began with the goal of increased crop production
and worked backward to determine how they could increase the production. They thought
about how to increase the amount of crops being produced and came to conclusions about
providing incentives for more individuals to farm or for existing farmers tease the
amount of crops they plant each year. Meanwhile, experts began by trying tdamtiers
the current situation, namely the need for more crops, and how and why the situation
existed. Their thinking led them in different directions and to different probpest
such as economic, political, and social problems, which may have distinct solutions.
Thus, Voss and Post found that how novices and experts organized knowledge and
utilized problem-solving strategies made the difference in how they solvedaiiem.
Experts attempted to match the strategies to the problem type and reledstrutture
of their knowledge to produce more competent performances and often better decisions
(Berdard & Chi, 1992).

Based on the above research and numerous other studies (see Alexander, 2003;
Chi, 2006; Hatano & Oura, 2003; Feltovich, Prietual, & Ericsson, 2006; Fiske, Kinder, &

Larter, 1983; Glaser & Chi, 1988; Krosnick, 1990; Lajoie, 2003; Schraw, 2006; Voss &
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Wiley, 2006), several generalizations can be made about experts and exipairtesad

to more complete definitions. Expertise is not necessarily something thathwmréhas or

does not have. Instead, expertise appears to be a continuum from expert to novice along
which individuals with greater or lesser expertise fall (Alexander,,e2@09).

Individuals with more expertise tend to know more, organize information better, and
perform better in domain-specific tasks than novices. They generatesodtiteyns to
problems, faster and more accurately, due to their superior knowledge sguatae

they can effectively recognize the underlying structure and feattiprsblems. Their
analysis of problems is both quantitative and qualitative, which allows them to develop
sophisticated problem representations and select and apply appropriate proocedures t
solve problems. Often times, experts show minimal cognitive effort, edgexciadn

problems are familiar, although they do demonstrate a sense of self-asgaanadeself-
monitoring. They recognize what they do and do not know, can identify when they make
an error, and often admit to their confusion. However, they do not allow these issues to
prevent them from solving problems. Instead, they rely on their extensive domain
knowledge and the resources available to them to competently solve problems and make
decisions.

There are also constraints to expertise and areas in which experts saortall
(Berdard & Chi, 1992; Chi, 2006; Lajoie, 2003). Specifically, expertise tends to be
domain specific, and experts often perform like novices in domains outside their own.
Similarly, they may not be able to adapt to problems with structures that areliff
from typical or acceptable structures in their domain. Also, experts can be overly

confident in their own abilities, while also being highly critical, and somexi
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inaccurate, in their assessment of novices’ abilities. Further, their focus pmntiples
involved in a problem may cause experts to overlook surface features, which can be
important for a full understanding of a problem. Finally, experts’ extensive kdgw/ie
a given domain can create a mental set or biases, which may prevent themeiram s
problems and/or solutions in new and unique ways.

Thus, being an expert and having expertise is much more than performing well at
a given task. It also involves a unique set of disciplinary knowledge that akpests to
perform better than novices on domain-related tasks. These knowledge structures and
skills are connected in a cognitive network that allows for speed, effigiandyaccuracy
and demonstrate the extensive amount of time and training required to become tan exper
Concept Mapping

One method used by researchers to study the differences between novices and
experts has been to ask study participants to create a concept map of aparticula
discipline or topic within a discipline and then score those maps based on qualitative and
guantitative aspects of the maps. In doing so, researchers have been al¢etto coll
graphic representations of participants’ conceptual knowledge, both their swestanti
knowledge and the organization of that knowledge, and the relationships that participants
understand to exist between and among the concepts (Freeman & Jessup, 2004; Miller,
Koury, Fitzgerald, Hollingsead, Mitchem, Tsai, & Park, 2009; Williams, 1998).

Traditionally, concept maps have consisted of concepts within a specific
discipline organized in a hierarchy with the most general concepts at the top arabthe |
general ones at the bottom. Various aspects within the hierarchy are thertdigétner

using lines to represent the relationship(s) that exist between and among #pEsconc
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(Miller, et. al., 2009; Novak & Gowin, 1984). However, other structures besides
hierarchies have also been used by researchers and study participards, wabs in

which the central concept of the discipline is placed in the center with related and
subordinate concepts branching out from it (Freeman & Jessup, 2004; Williams, 1998).
In these types of concepts maps, lines connecting the various concepts to thewentral
represent the relationship(s). In either case, the main features of tleptcorap are the
same, namely the concepts and the links that demonstrate how various concepts are
connected to each other.

Once the maps have been created, researchers can then score thenhasing eit
guantitative or qualitative methods or both. Novak and Gowin (1984) developed the first
guantitative scoring scheme for concept maps, in which they awarded pointsdasvari
features of the maps. For example, they awarded points for the validity of the
propositions within the map, as well as for each level of the hierarchy, the gathehe
number of levels, and specific examples used to illustrate a concept or reigtions
Concept maps with higher scores were determined to be more sophisticated diwe to the
greater breadth (as determined by the number of concepts), complexitgn{deteby
the number of links), and depth (based on the levels of the hierarchy). Other researcher
have generally followed a similar scheme when scoring concept mapsuieli
(Miller, et. al., 2009).

In other cases, researchers have used qualitative methods to score concept maps.
When doing so, these researchers have compared the maps generated bynfsarticipa
against an ideal or preferred one based on the concepts used in the maps and the

relationships described by them. The greater the similarity betweeartbeated map
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and the ideal map, the more sophisticated the individual's knowledge of the discipline or
the concepts was assumed to be (Miller, et. al., 2009).

In both cases, quantitative and qualitative scoring methods, researchers have
concluded that concept maps with more concepts, levels, and links demonstrate more
conceptual knowledge and expertise within a discipline (Freeman & Jessup, 200d; Mil
Koury, Fitzgerald, Hollingsead, Mitchem, Tsai, & Park, 2009; Novak & Gowin, 1984,
Williams, 1998). As was noted above, experts tend to organize knowledge in ways that
make it more accessible, functional, and efficient. They make more connectiarsiet
discrete pieces of information and create mental patterns such that indormatross-
referenced and creates a rich network of concepts. Novices, on the other hand, tend to
organize concepts on the basis of surface features with fewer links armhstigis
between concepts, which may be a result of their lack of substantive knowledee telat
the discipline (Berdard & Chi, 1992; Glaser, 1985). Thus, concept maps are one way for
individuals to represent their knowledge and for researchers to distinguistebetw
disciplinary experts and novices.

Conceptual Framework

In order to study expertise in political science, it was necessary to sjpelyse
engaging in their discipline as | attempted to determine what disciplinawyl&dge they
used and how they used it. The conceptual framework below (Figure 1) details many
aspects of expertise, including epistemic beliefs about what counts as knowledge and
evidence, conceptual knowledge, how that knowledge is organized and represented, and
strategic processing. Due to the limited size and scope of my study, | cotezkotrdhe

conceptual knowledge and disciplinary beliefs of participants, as | betlibese to be
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the aspects of expertise | was most likely to observe using the methadsdhosen,

although there was some evidence of strategic processing as welhojpeful that this

could become a foundation for teaching, learning, and research in K-12 classrooms, much
as studies of experts’ disciplinary knowledge in history have done for hedtaoation.

The goal of this line of research is to use this disciplinary knowledgecasmdation for

defining critical thinking in political science that could be targeted in Kld&somoms.

As can be seen in history education, teaching students how to think like experts and how
to use their disciplinary knowledge is another way to teach them thesal ¢hitnking

skills. Voss and Post (1988) began the process when they compared experts and novices
in political science, but there is more to be learned. This study builds on their work by
determining in more detail how political scientists solve a given problem, what

knowledge and data they need in order to do so, and how they use that knowledge and
data in their solutions.

Studying these aspects of expertise required the use of several diffeteatigeia
research methods, including interviews and task completion, which | detail inxthe ne
chapter. Ultimately, the goal was to understand the nature of expertise pohitingl
scientists studying American government in order to have a foundation fomsfudy
learning in government classes with the same research-based congegéuatanding of

the discipline and for studying the best methods for teaching and learning gesernm
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Figure 1 Conceptualrimeworl.

Conceptual knowledge, disciplinary beliefs, andtstgic processing ar
important aspects of disciplinary expertise anthany ways are at the heart of w
makes someone an expert in their field. As wascatdd in the section above
disciplinary knowledge, novices and experts carelsamilar substantivknowledge but
different ways of organizing that knowledge, beliabout the discipline, and strate
processing of information (Alexander, et. al., 20B6rdard & Chi, 1992; Glaser, 19¢
Voss & Post, 1988). These differences, at leapaimy, then acount for the diverger
ways in which experts and novices solve a probledhdaaw conclusions within tf
discipline.

Political scientists’ conceptual knowledge includiesir substantive knowled
about the phenomenon being studied, as well aswalgegnwhich they organize thi

knowledge (APSA, 2009; Druckman, et. al., 2006;42k; 2006; Easton, 1985; Eul:
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1986; Kanter, 1972). The phenomenon studied refers to structures, institutions, and
behaviors that occur within political science and influence the functioning of the
government, politics, and the individuals involved in them. For example, a phenomenon
could be the election of a certain individual to a political office, the relationstweee
different branches of the government, or the roles and responsibilities efsitiz

Political science experts have certain interests and preferencesnsnofewhat

phenomena they choose to study, but there is a common link in that all of the phenomena
studied fall within the discipline of political science. A political sciengaeeixis only an

expert within his or her own field, and therefore would not be considered an expert when
discussing or studying phenomena in another field.

Additionally, political scientists have disciplinary beliefs, both ontologindl a
epistemic, about the phenomena they study. These disciplinary beliefs Ieait thek
guestions and seek more information about the phenomenon. These questions often
involve efforts to understand why or how a phenomenon exists or occurred as it did, and
political scientists use a set of research methods in their attempts to aimdensd
explain. Although not all of the research methods are unique to political sciencehsince t
discipline borrows research methods from other fields, the research methoulssare c
based on the questions asked and phenomenon studied. Therefore, the research methods
are specific to political science since they are used in an effort to apslteal science
guestions (APSA, 2009; Druckman, et. al., 2006; Dryzek, 2006; Easton, 1985; Eulau,
1986; Kanter, 1972).

Finally, political science experts, like other experts, use strategiegsimg and

problem solving strategies that are unique to the discipline as they go abouutheir s
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and perform in the discipline (Berdard & Chi, 1992; Glaser, 1985; Voss & Post, 1988).
These strategies can include working inductively or deductively to solve a praldieg
algorithms, coding and categorizing information, and organizing information inuart
ways, as well as using other strategies (Schraw, 2006; Voss & Post, 1988). cesesie
the strategies may not be unique to political science, but they will be chodendxpert

in an attempt to work with information and data that is unique to a political science
phenomenon. In this way, the strategies will be useful for answering poldieate
guestions.

In the present study, | investigated aspects of disciplinary knowledyeceptual
knowledge, disciplinary beliefs, and strategic processing - as | studiadttive of
expertise in political science relevant for courses in American govetrand civics.
Although I have drawn some conclusions about what phenomena are studied, what
guestions are asked, and what research methods are used in political science bgsed on m
review of the available research and the pilot study | conducted, | hoped to cdwfsen t
initial findings and gain new insight through this study. | also hoped to obtain krgmvled
about what strategies political scientists use to solve problems in thetinfiedder to
have a more complete picture of the disciplinary knowledge political sciencesupe

and the nature of expertise in political science.
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Chapter Three: Methods
In my third chapter, | outline the methods | used to study the nature of expertise in
American political science. Included in this chapter is a brief discussion piithstudy
| conducted with students pursuing graduate studies in political science, as Wwel
my interviews with these students helped me develop the tools | used to conduct my
study.
In order to study the phenomenon of expertise in American political science, |
asked several research questions:
1) Is it possible to describe the dimensions of expertise in political scietioe i
subfield of American government and if so what are the dimensions?
2) Can problem-solving tasks that represent expert work in this area eliqitséxpe
disciplinary knowledge parallel to what has been done in history education
research?
3) What disciplinary knowledge do American political science experts use when
engaged in such problem-solving tasks?
4) What disciplinary beliefs do American political scientists have about the
discipline?
To answer these questions | used data collection methods that included interviews and
problem-solving tasks. Both of these methods provided information and insight that
helped me answer at least one of the above questions.
Participants
The participants in the study included ten political scientists currendlyiten

and researching at colleges or universities in the mid-Atlantic regiorrenianing
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participants were four college students studying to become social seatibsits who
completed an introductory American government course at the undergradeéte le
included the four students as a small comparison group in order to make distinctions
between the knowledge and processes of experts and those of individuals with less
expertise. The comparison group also allowed me to define different levelsenfige in
American political science. | specifically chose not to include curremdlssiadies
teachers, however, because they possess several types of expertiseespettias in
curriculum and pedagogy, which are not the same as expertise in politicakesdibe
students, on the other hand, had less expertise in standards, curriculum, and pedagogy,
making it less likely they would be influenced by their knowledge of these asgect
teaching.

Political Scientists. | decided to include ten political scientists in order to balance
the number of participants necessary to be able to draw conclusions with thelpractic
reality of the limited number of experts who would be willing and available to
participate. Other researchers have included various numbers of participagitsg ra
from over 100 to just one. For example, Royer, Carlo, Dufresne, and Mestre (1996) had
52 experts (130 participants total) in their study, which used tests to compare arger
novices. At the other extreme is the work by Engle and Bukstel (1978), which included
one expert, one life master, one average player, and one novice bridge playern&ngle a
Bukstel administered three tasks in order to examine the differences in paederma
based on skill level. The tasks included a simulated bridge tournament, a memany task i
which they asked participants to reconstruct four bridge hands after breflyngithe

hands, and a perception task that was similar to the memory task but used different
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stimuli. Wineburg (1991) included eight experts and eight novices in his study of
historical problem solving, during which he interviewed participants and conducted
problem-solving tasks with them. Finally, Voss, Blais, Means, Greene, and Ahwesh
(1986) investigated subject matter knowledge and the use of informal reasoning in
economics by asking participants questions about changes in automobile prices, the
federal deficit, and interest rates. Their study included 30 participantg igr¢sips of

five participants with varying degrees of expertise in each). My pilot studlyded eight
participants (My goal was to have between five and ten participants, whidraseds
mostly on Wineburg’s (1991) work). As a result, my target number of participasts w
eight to ten, which | achieved.

All ten political scientists work in academia and study American govemhm
the behaviorist traditio(Eulau, 1986). Political scientists within this tradition view
individuals and groups and their political behaviors as the focus of their empudyal st
These political scientists study individuals, groups, organizations, and institutions
through scientific inquiry and analysis (Eulau, 1986). It was important for medp st
these political scientists since their work is closest to high school civiggoaerdnment.
Rather than theorize about government, they study the structure and function of the
American government, just as we ask our students to do.

The participants needed to work in academia because they are most likely to be
engaging in research studies and using disciplinary knowledge on a regular basis.
Because of my proximity to several colleges and universities in the regesmmuited
political scientists from institutions of higher learning in the mid-Attarggion. All ten

political scientists completed a doctoral degree and conduct research iratbé are
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American political science (see Table 2 for additional information about gegtex

Due to the diverse nature of the field and the numerous areas of concentration, it would
be nearly impossible for me to have enough representatives from each coioceatict
subfield to draw meaningful conclusions. Additionally, since the requirement in many
elementary and secondary schools is that students complete courseworkicaAme
government, it made sense to study those political scientists responsililelyang the

same aspect of political science.

Table 2

Characteristics of Experts

Expert| Type of Institution (where researching/teaching) Yeacesi | Subfield
doctoral degree
El Public, doctoral/research university 15 Institutions
E2 Private, teaching university 10 Institutions
E3 Public, doctoral/research university 3 Behavior
E4 Private, teaching university 3 Institutions
E5 Public, teaching university 7 Institutions
E6 Private, doctoral/research university 6 Behaviaqr
E7 Public, doctoral/research university 8 Behavior
ES8 Public, doctoral/research university 15 Behavior
E9 Public, doctoral/research university 4 Institutigns
E10 Public-supportéddoctoral/research university] 6 Behavior

Students. The four student participants served as a small comparison group. |
purposefully chose not to work with high school teachers as the comparison group
because there was a risk that the comparison would be between individuals different
types of expertise rather than between individuals with varying degreegesfisa in
political science. High school teachers have several different typepertiee, and while

they may have some expertise in American government, much of that knowledge comes

1 A public-supported university operates with a mix of private and public funds but is not
part of the state system of higher education.
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from social studies standards, curriculum, and assessments. This type texpeaot
the same as expertise in political science since it does not derive fremdkeof
political science. Students in an introductory American government clagsoivile
influenced in their understanding of political science by curriculum and standahgs in t
same way that teachers would have been.

All four students attend different universities, and although | did not spegificall
look for students who were studying to be social studies teachers, all four stndbats i
study are pursuing a degree and certification in social studies educatisrth8®mnly
student who had completed any student teaching at the time of her participation in the
study. Her student teaching assignment was in a middle school geographlydithest
believe this assignment impacted her knowledge of civics and government dsaanathr
curriculum since there are separate standards for geography and civics andchgovén
the state in which she student taught. She did not engage in using or planning with the
civics and government standards in her assignment. Also, S4 had observed in history
classrooms as part of her pre-student teaching, but this observation did not involve the
use of civics and government standards. Therefore, | believed that her knowledge of
political science had not been influenced by knowledge of civics and government
standards and curriculum. S1 was in her senior year pursuing an undergraduaténdegre
history at the time of the study. She had been accepted into a graduate progeaimein te
education for social studies, and she completed the introductory undergraduate political
science course as part of the pre-requisites for entering the gracagri@m. She did not
have any formal training in using the civics and government standardsyF8taik a

non-traditional student in that she did not pursue her degree immediately following high
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school. She worked for several years as a paraprofessional in an elemeastpom

with students with severe disabilities before returning to school to pursueeg degr
education. | did not feel that her time as a paraprofessional would impact the oésul
the study, since the social studies curriculum in elementary school, palyiéoita
students with the type of cognitive disabilities that she worked with, was ngttidkel
have influenced her conceptions of civics and American government. The main
requirement for participation in the study as a student was that they atlyrec
completed an introductory college-level American government course, whicHdbese
students had. S2 did not have any additional training in political science or teaching
civics and American government beyond the training that the other three studkents ha

Table 3 includes additional information about the students.

Table 3

Characteristics of Students

Student| Type of University Year in School | Undergraduate Major Area(s) of
Attending Major Focus within
Social Studies
S1 Public, Senior History History
doctoral/research
university
S2 Public-supported, Sophomore Political Political Science,
teaching university Science & History
History
S3 Public, teaching Senior Secondary Geography
university Education,
Social Studies
S4 Public, teaching Junior Secondary History
university Education,
Social Studies
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Data Collection

To examine the nature of political scientists’ expertise and students’ knowledge,
needed to access and analyze their thinking and how they conduct their work.
Researchers have used a number of methods to examine experts’ and novices’ thinking
and working, including observations, interviews, protocol analysis, concept mapping,
card sorting, and other tasks (Ackerman & Beier, 2006; Chi, 2006; Clancey, 2006;
Ericsson, 2006; Ward, Williams, & Hancock, 2006). | used both standardized, open-
ended interviews and task completion (see Table 4) in the same 30-60 minuteviitting
each expert and student. The full protocol | used in the study can be found in Appendix
B.
Table 4

Data Collection Methods

Data Relevant research questions
collection

Concept | Is it possible to describe the dimensions of expertise in political science in the
sorting subfield of American government and if so what are the dimensions?

and
mapping | What disciplinary beliefs do American political scientists have about the

task discipline?

Problem- | Is it possible to describe the dimensions of expertise in political science in the
solving subfield of American government and if so what are the dimensions?

tasks
Can problem-solving tasks that represent expert work in this area elicit
experts’ disciplinary knowledge parallel to what has been done in history
education research?

What disciplinary knowledge do American political science experts use when
engaged in such problem-solving tasks?

Interview | Is it possible to describe the dimensions of expertise in politieace in the
subfield of American government and if so what are the dimensions?

What disciplinary beliefs do American political scientists have about the
discipline?




69

One way to ascertain how individuals think is to interview them and discuss what,
why, and how they do what they do. However, interviews alone are insufficient to
capture all of the intricate and complex cognitive processes that occulivaduals
engage in the activities of their field. The difficulty of obtaining an atewmecounting
of thinking from interviews can be explained by several factors. First, indigidva not
always able to describe their thoughts, behaviors, and strategies in waalthat
novice to understand. Second, there are often discrepancies between what people report
they do and what others observe them doing. Therefore, it is often impossible to achieve
a full picture of individuals’ thinking from interviews alone (Ericsson, 2006).

In light of these limitations, | also used another method in an attempt to capture
participants’ thinking. | used two tasks during which participants thought aloudnkn thi
aloud tasks, researchers elicit verbal reports of thoughts and thought proceases f
participants as they work through a task. These voiced thoughts are then rendrded a
encoded into meaningful categories. Researchers can then make infenehdesia
conclusions about the underlying thought processes of the participants (Ericsson, 2006)
These tasks are meant to add another layer of information about how experts think,
especially concerning how they organize the knowledge they have. The urglerlyin
assumption for the use of these tasks is that problem representation is the mainceiffe
between experts and novices; how an individual represents a problem determines how
they reason about it, remember aspects of it, solve it, and learn from it. Thirerare
major types of tasks, which can be used separately or in some combination to reveal
something about the structure of experts’ knowledge. These four types alle: rec

activities, tests of perception, categorization tasks, and verbal reportedesrie
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problems and involving think-aloud protocols and explanations (Chi, 2006). | used verbal
reports centered on problems as a way to observe the political scientists and stsident
they problem solve, which revealed their disciplinary knowledge and how they use it.

| conducted one interview and task session with each political scientist and
student in one meeting. | began with the concept sorting and mapping task and problem-
solving tasks, since it was possible to ask the interview questions via email or phone
conference if we ran out of time during the in-person meeting. Each meeted) last
approximately 30-60 minutes. Again, the practical reality of a limited nuofleperts
who were willing and available to participate led me to seek a balancecbetveeneed
for time with the experts to gain meaningful data with the need to make the tirhe shor
enough that experts would agree to participate. Therefore, | consideratethiew
guestions and tasks carefully and designed them based on my experiences during a pilot
study (for a complete protocol, see Appendix B).

Concept sorting and mapping task. | asked the participants to complete a
concept sorting and mapping task and think aloud as they completed it (see Appendix B).
The concept sorting and mapping task is an adaptation of the work of Harris (2008) and
involved participants dividing cards into categories or arranging them ay ahat
reflected their understanding of the words, concepts, or themes on the card. gt conce
sorting and mapping task can be helpful because experts organize knowledge around
important concepts and often notice patterns that novices do not. The task, then, allows
the participants to demonstrate some of the patterns and connections betwees concept
that help them think about and understand government and political science (Berdard &

Chi, 1992; Bransford, Brown, & Cocking, 1999; Glaser, 1985; Voss & Post, 1988).
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For my study, | asked participants to arrange cards with terms and tdaiesd re
to civics, government, and political science “in a way that [made] sémseens. |
anticipated that the participants would organize the cards into a pattern #etecetheir
understanding of the terms and construct a concept map that reflected thestaunutiieg
of the topics and connections between them. | intended this activity as a wiag for
participants to show some of the patterns and connections that they use when thinking
about the field of American political science in general.

| chose terms and concepts found in the syllabi of upper-level (300 and 400 level)
undergraduate courses in American government and political science,|smadled
two political scientists (who did not participate in the study) to share whabétieyed
are the 20 most important concepts in American political science. The $ishera
reviewed by a third political science (who also did not participate in the)stunby
suggested additional revisions to the list. The final set of words included terms and
concepts that were common across the syllabi and political scientistss8aggdsee
Appendix B for a complete list of words). By proceeding as | had, | was@abielude
concepts that were more likely to cause my participants to think and make juslginatnt
show their disciplinary knowledge, as well as their cognitive processitgn abowed
the participants to discard any words or to add additional terms or concephe yhiztel
are missing, which | believed would give me additional information about how they
conceptualize civics and government and political science and prevent thenedtor f
limited by the terms and concepts | have chosen (see Appendix B for thedudbcang

and mapping protocol).

Z This is similar to the prompt used by Harris (2008) and Seixas (1997) in their studies
which used a concept sorting and mapping type of activity.
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Problem-solving tasks. The problem-solving tasks that | created involve domain-
related information and skills, but an expert may not be involved in the exact aativity
may not attempt to solve the particular task on a day-to-day basis. Sucallasksoth
novices and experts to perform the tasks without experts necessarily having thagedvant
of greater knowledge of the information involved in the particular task. However, the
tasks cannot be that different from experts’ familiar tasks because thdrettwye a test
of how experts adapt to new situations rather than a model of their expertise. Wass, it
important that whatever the task, it remained close to familiar tasks fexplegts. In
that way, it would be a test of how political science experts problem-goterganize
knowledge.

The two problem-solving tasks that | used are outlined below in Table 5. | audio
recorded all of the tasks in order to assist me with analysis. | chose theasksvbadsed
on a pilot study I conducted, which | detail below. | developed these new problem-
solving tasks after completing a pilot study with eight graduate studentsviro
universities.

Table 5

Dissertation Study Problem-Solving Tasks

Task Task Question

1) Major How does the control of Congress, in terms of which party holds the
Legislation task| majority, impact the passage of major legislation that the presiden
supports? How would you study such a question?

—F

2) Government | Whom do voters blame when there is a federal government shut down?
Shutdown task | Why? What would be the political impact of a government shutdown
due to disagreements over the federal budget? How would you study
such a question?
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| chose these two tasks for several reasons. First, both tasks meet thiewl@finit
political science as described by the pilot study participants. All of ttieipants
mentioned the study of power as part of political science, and both of these taske invol
some aspect of power, whether in terms of who has power or how that power is used or
impacts relationships. Second, the participants also described politicaksaseac
discipline that asks questions, particularly how and why questions, and is research
oriented, in an attempt to understand phenomena. Both of these tasks are questions that
attempt to explain how and why power exists and influences relationships within the
government, and both tasks involve the use of research methods and data collection and
analysis. Also, both of these tasks are research-oriented rather than IpiSetiesal of
the participants had concerns about some of the tasks | piloted (e.g., the campaign tas
and the 1% Amendment task in Table 6) because they were too practical and related
more to policy rather than political science. As the participants expldhmegurpose of
political science is to explain the institutions of the government and politichand t
behaviors of those involved in them, whereas policy is an attempt to predict outcomes
based on behaviors and policies and then influence those institutions and political and
governmental actors to achieve desired outcomes.

Therefore, the two tasks | chose for this study focused on the empirical ofature
American political science, and, rather than asking about how the experts nligdncef
policy or predict behavior, the tasks asked them to hypothesize and explain based on the
information at hand. Additionally, these tasks provided a limited amount of context in
response to participants’ comments that some tasks read more like intervetiorgue

than a problem-solving task (e.g., the research task, see Table 6). Finallygttbeudy
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participants noted that political science has a number of subfields and comuentat

not all political scientists would have the conceptual knowledge necessamptete

the tasks. As a result, | narrowed my focus to American political sc{andepolitical
scientists focused on American government) and attempted to include diffgyeatsaof
American government. Thus, the first task focused on government institutions and
governing behavior, while the second one centered on campaigning and electoral
behavior. Both tasks also addressed the separation of powers and checks and balances,
while the first task also dealt with the passage of legislation and the smoed@alt with
voters. Additional details about the pilot study and how | came to these conclusions ar
below.

Interview. Interviews are used to gain insight into the participants’ thinking and
their experiences. In this study, interviews allowed me to ask questions about the
participants’ academic backgrounds, their interest in political science, aresésch
they have conducted. All of the interviews were audio recorded to aide in anahysis. T
information helped me answer questions about what political scientists do, how they
know what they know, what research questions they ask and phenomena they study, and
what research methods they use in order to study phenomena and find answers to their
research questions. The interview questions included the following (the full proamcol ¢
be found in Appendix B):

1) How would you define political science?

a. What is the goal of political science?
b. How do you and others achieve the goal?

2) What topics in political science are you most interested in?
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a. Did you do any research related to those topics during your graduate
program?
b. Are you currently doing any research related to those topics?
c. Are you conducting research related to other topics in political s€ienc
If so, what topics? Why are you researching these topics?
3) What research methods do you use in your work?
a. Where did you learn those methods?
b. What types of data can you collect and/or use in your work?
c. What can you do with the information that you gather from your
research?
4) Is there anything else you think | should know about political sciente tha
have not asked?
In the interest of time, | looked for background information related to participact\tr
publications, doctoral degree institutions, and specialty areas online before the
interviews. Doing so allowed me to concentrate the interview on those questions most
directly related to my research questions, as can been seen in the abovagjuesti
Pilot Study
The methodological decisions | have made about my dissertation were heavily
influenced by the pilot study | conducted. Before beginning the pilot studypleted
the IRB process and obtained approval to conduct the study, as well as to audio record
participants with their permission. All of the participants received an f{BBeaed

consent form, reviewed it, and signed it, and | explained to each participant yhat the



76

could refuse to answer any question or end the interview at any time withoujjuwense
(see Appendix D for a full protocol).

The pilot study consisted of two rounds. In the first round, | interviewed the
participants about their backgrounds and their thoughts about political science, and then
they completed three problem-solving tasks (see Table 6). In the second roamal, | ag
met with several of the participants, and they completed eight new problem-gsakksg
(see Table 7). The problem-solving tasks | propose to use in the dissertatiorrstudy a

adapted from the"7and &' tasks used in the second round of the pilot study.



Table 6

Problem-Solving Tasks for First Round of Pilot Study

77

Task

Task question

Pros

Cons

1) Research
task

Imagine you have been given thé\uthentic

freedom and funding to study
anything you want in U. S.
government and political scienc
What would you study, why, an
how would you go about
studying it? What would you do
with the results of your study?

political science

guestion because
eit is focused on
dresearch.

Too broad and
lacks context.
More like an
interview
question than a
task.

2) Imagine you have been hired as &his task provides This task is more
Campaign | consultant by a political context and like politics than
task campaign in the U.S. How wouldinformation to political science.
you use your expertise to help | discuss. It is It involves
make the campaign successful? related to attempts to
campaigns and | influence
electoral behavior|, behavior rather
which are topics | than explain
in political phenomena.
science.
3) 14" As you may know, some politicalThis task provides This task is more
Amendment| leaders have called for a context and gives| like policy than
task reinterpretation of the 4 the interviewee | political science.

Amendment due to the number
of undocumented immigrants
whose children are born in the
United States and granted
citizenship by birthright. If you
were an advisor to a political
leader, how might you advise
them about the potential politica
impact of reinterpreting the 14
Amendment?

information to
think about and
discuss. It is
related to
governing
behavior, which ig
a topic within
political science.

(Amendment available)

It involves
attempts to set
policy and
influence
outcomes.
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Problem-Solving Tasks for Second Round of Pilot Study
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Task Task question Pros Cons
1) 2010 If you were tasked with This task includes| This question
Elections researching the 2010 mid-term | research methods provides some
task elections, what would you study and data context but not a
and how would you go about it? collection and specific research
What method(s) would you use| analysis. It also | question.
and what data would you need? involves the study
of electoral
behaviors.
2) If you were researching the This task includes| This question
Federalism | nature of federalism as it relates research methods provides some
task to the interaction between the | and data context but not a
federal government and state | collection and specific research
governments, what would you | analysis. It also | question.
study? What method(s) would | involves the study
you use and what data would youwf institutions and
need? the relationships
between them.
3) Interest | How would you study the impagtThis task includes| This question

Groups task

of interest groups on elections?
What method(s) would you use
and what data would you need?

research methods
and data
collection and
analysis. It also
involves the study
of institutions and
electoral behavior

provides some
context but not a
specific research
guestion.

4) Political | How has political behavior been This task includes| This question
Behavior studied in the past? How would| research methods. provides some
task you study it? It also involves context but not a
the study of specific research
behavior. guestion.
5) Media If you were tasked with This task includes| The research
task researching the role of the medjaa research guestion is not
in presidential campaigns, what question, research specific and does
would you study? What methods, and datanot include
method(s) would you use and | collection and specific data that
what data would you need? analysis. It also | could be
involves the study| collected or
of institutions and| analyzed.
their influence on
elections.
6) Past If you were researching past This task includes This questiq

N
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Elections elections, which one would you| research methods provides some
task study? Why? What in particular| and data context but not a
would you study in regards to | collection and specific research
that election? How would you gpanalysis. It also | question.
about studying it? involves the study
of electoral
behavior.
7) Opposing| If you were studying the This task includes| The research
Parties task | relationship between the a research guestion is not

executive and legislative
branches when each is held by
opposing parties, what would
you study? What method(s)
would you use and what data
would you need?

question, researck
methods, and dats
collection and
analysis. It also
involves the study
of institutions and
their influence on
the government
and policies.

1 specific and doeg

anot include
specific data that
could be
collected or
analyzed.

8)
Government
Shutdown
task

Who do voters tend to blame
when there is a government shi
down, Congress or the presider
What would be the political
impact of a government
shutdown due to disagreements
over the federal budget (such a
the one during the Clinton
administration)? How would you
study such a question?

This task includes|
Ita research
t@uestion, research

methods, and dat:

collection and
5 analysis. It also
sinvolves the study
of institutions and
I their influence on
elections.

The example is
too specific and
1 may influence
ahow the task is
approached
and/or how the
guestion is
answered.

Each pilot study participant was a student in a doctoral program in political

science. Five of the eight participants concentrated on U.S. government, while the othe

three focused on comparative government. Each participant also had compleastl at |

one year of their doctoral program at the time of their participation in thespildy,

while half of them were at least in their third year of their program.

The purpose of the pilot study was twofold. First, | wanted to determineifit i

possible to define political science as distinct from other disciplines argdftese in the

discipline could be captured. Second, | wanted to determine if the interview questions
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and problem-solving tasks that | created would be authentic, would allow thesdxpert
demonstrate their disciplinary knowledge, and would help me answer my research
guestions. To these ends, | used the interview questions and problem-solving tasks in
Appendix D (see also Tables 6 & 7 for the problem-solving tasks). | found that the
interview questions focused on political science allowed the participantsmne tlei
discipline and make distinctions between it and other disciplines and subject niratters
testing out various problem-solving tasks, | learned about the kinds of tasks that are
authentic to political science and generative.

In answering questions about political science, every participante@fierthe
discipline as the study of power either directly or indirectly. For exaripian (all
names are pseudonyms) defined political science as, “The study of power, wh@has i
what power looks like in different settings.” Likewise, Matt called palltgcience a
discipline “concerned with power, how it is used, and how different people and groups
obtain it.” Nathan referred to political science as the study of “relationahighthe
dynamics between various parties within those relationships.”

Also, all of the participants discussed political science as a science im whic
researchers ask questions, test hypotheses, and use a variety of resedath amalysis
methods to draw conclusions and answer their questions. For example, Stephen defined
political science as “a scientific study that involves methods like tiopgesee analysis,
statistical analysis, and content analysis to answer questions.” Syilaté explained,
“When | think of political science, | think of theory and methods and then various forms

of methods.”
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Finally, several of the participants addressed the differences Inepokical
science and other disciplines. Specifically, they discussed the differemaehdahe
discipline and public policy. Nathan told me, “Political science is theoretitalle
policy is more practical.” Evan explained that political scientists have ferelit
perspective on data and evidence than those who work in public policy,” while Nick
called political science “descriptive” and said “political scientstempt to understand
how power structures work.” In his opinion, “public policy is more concerned with how
to turn the theoretical into the practical and what happens to the power dynamic once
policy is implemented.Other participants also commented on the difference between the
discipline and politics. For example, Evan said that political scientistsy sthdlt
happens on average, but in politics every situation is different. Every candidate and
electorate is different.” Matt also felt that politics and politicaéisce are different
because “in academic political science you are trying to understand and gosstesns
but in politics you are trying to get someone elected and influence policiextoral
outcomes.”

Based on the information gathered from these interviews, | was able togavel
better understanding of political science as a discipline distinct froncadlicy and
politics, in which experts research questions about the dynamics of power. They do so
through the use of surveys and other data collections methods, while also usiticpstatis
and other forms of analysis to answer their questions. This distinction betwegralpolit
science and other disciplines was an important one for me as | attemptaadetdoheef
tasks. When creating the second round of pilot study tasks, as well as thetitinserta

study tasks, | was conscious of participants’ definition of political sciandehe
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differences between it and policy, politics, and other fields. | espepilll attention to
the ideas that American political science is empirical, researehted, and attempts to
answer questions of how and why.

| also gathered important information from the think-aloud activity with the
problem-solving tasks and my follow-up questions. The participants thought-aloud as
they read each problem solving task and then responded to the question in each task.
After each task, they also shared their thinking about the task. The parti¢ipdnts
concerns about each of the tasks and discussed ways to improve them. For example,
several participants commented that the Research task (see Task 1, Tiaddl®) most
authentic task for political scientists, but it also was a question that could be askgd dur
an interview. They felt it would not contribute new knowledge about how experts
actually do their work or use data to answer questions. Dean chuckled as he resid the ta
saying that it was “something [he and his] classmates had answered sessain
their courses. Pete commented as he thought aloud, “This is a PS 101 question. Like one
they ask you on day one.” In his reflection after thinking aloud, Dean explained, “I see
what | study in this,” but he also felt the information could “be gathered in othes, w
like in the interview.” Evan agreed, saying, “This is very much what we do — describe
what you would do, why and how you would do it, and then what we would do with the
information.” In his opinion, “It is not likely to be helpful with practicing politica
scientists. They have already thought about it and are at least atterosindyt what
they want to already.” Based on these and other comments, | concluded that my tasks
needed to focus on research and attempts to use research methods and data to understand

a phenomenon in political science, but with a more sophisticated task.
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There was also general agreement among the participants that thagbetagia
(see Task 2, Table 6) and™ Amendment task (see Task 3, Table 6) had elements of
political science but also elements of other disciplines. Dean noted as he reat the
“The idea of power and power relationships are central in these.” Nathan alsordeshme
that these two tasks involved “trying to study social order and groups.” Othiergaents
commented on the research and data involved in these tasks as they read them. Ethan told
me that he could definitely “bring data into both of these,” and Nathan said, “Osis e
for these. You would not have to look far in order to answer them.”

Still, the participants noted after thinking aloud that the campaign task was too
much like politics and the f4amendment task was too much like policy, which as is
noted above are both focused on influencing political actors and outcomes. When
discussing the campaign task, Dean said, “To me, campaigning is not paigceles
It's a mechanism for a candidate to win an election. It's not related tacpbditience as
the other two are.” Evan also found the campaign task to be different from politica
science. He told me, “This is stepping into politics. We try to answer questions, not
influence others.” Likewise, in the case of th& AMnendment task, Ethan told me, “It is
definitely setting policy, which is related to political science. But greydifferent.” In
both cases, the participants felt that more emphasis on theory and researctuaadthe
data would make these tasks better for answering my research questions.

Finally, some of the participants commented on the American government focus
of the tasks. Nathan, one of the participants who did not study American government,
read the 1% Amendment task and then admitted, “ am embarrassed to say this, but |

don’t really remember what the amendment is. | have a vague recollectiter.” Af
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reading the amendment, he explained, “This is a little more difficult sina®otheries |
study are not concerned with this type of problem.” Likewise, Nick, in refetoitige
campaign task, commented that while his focus is more on war and conflict, he “could
see a way that war is like a political campaign. In both you are using difdrategies

to win.” These responses and others showed me the importance of familiarity with the
topics of the tasks, but also that it might be possible for experts to work through a
problem that is close to one that they study.

Based on participants’ feedback, | returned to the tasks and developed a second
set (see Table 7 or see Appendix D for the full protocol). The goal was to develop tasks
that were more research-oriented and would require participants to considertahat da
they would need and how they might use it. | then asked the participants to complete the
new tasks and share their thoughts about them. Five of the original eight participants
responded and completed the second set of tasks.

Overall, the participants agreed that these tasks were more authentiouddd w
allow the experts to demonstrate their knowledge and help me answer my questions.
Evan commented, “I think these questions are good. They should get the types of
research design that political scientists ud&ost of them also agreed that the
Government Shutdown task (see Task 8, Table 7) was the best because it was specifi
and contained a problem that an expert could think about and explore with data. Ethan
explained, “I think that of all your scenarios, the eighth sounds most like myiengeer
of political science. | think that political scientists like to start with @)zsuch as the
government shutdown, and then build a broader research question to hopefully come up

with a new theory.” Stephen named specific data and analysis method he would use to
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answer this question, saying, “I would study it by conducting a time seabgse on
how public opinion has changed on who they blamed for the shutddlanfact that
most of the participants found this task to be the best and that at least one of them was
able to identify data and a research method he would use led me to choose thisitask wit
just a few minor edits (see Task 2, Table 5 or Appendix B).

Participants felt that the remaining tasks were too broad and needed additional
context or were not research questions that an expert might study. This waallgspeci
true of the Federalism, Interest Groups, Political Behavior, and PasbBetsks (i.e.,
Tasks 2, 3, 4, 6 in Table 7). While working on the Political Behavior task (Task 4, Table
7), Ethan commented, “In so many ways. It's hard to pick just one or two to talk about.”
Dean commented that the Past Elections task (Task 6, Table 7) was “so broad.e€l'here ar
local, state, and national elections. There are races for the Senate, the hibusanya
others. Unless | was already interested in a particular one, it would be harcbto ihar
down.” After completing the tasks, Ethan told me these “questions seem like questions t
ask at the beginning of an introductory political science course. They are less
sophisticated.” Several participants also commented on the lack of varietyaskbe t
which could make it difficult for some experts to complete them. Nick, who does not
focus on American government, made the comment, “I feel so unintelligent beuasese t
guestions should be easy but are so outside my expertise” when he got to thie Interes
Groups task (Task 3, Table 7). Dean also explained his lack of knowledge, saying, “My
interest is not in elections, so | would have difficulty with those. It is not @@altn’t
develop some response, but it would be less nuanced and more general than if it were a

guestion from my research area.” Evan said after completing the think aloudyéJus
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aware, there is a significant division of labor in political science. Responuegtbe
able to comment a bit about each of these, but they will have their own particular
expertise and might only be able to think more deeply on those issues.”

Therefore, | developed two tasks that | believed represent two of the mags topi
within political science (see Table 5 or Appendix B). These tasks represent ot@ques
about the institutions of government and one about voter behavior. | chose these elements
of political science based on information from the pilot study participanish&te
commented during the initial interviews, “There are two big fields in Araerpolitical
science. They are institutions and behavior, and each has its own data types and
methods.” Similarly, Ethan discussed the different areas of focus as fétatssl to
institutions and those dealing with voters and citizens and how they react to different
people and policies.” Also, both of these tasks focused on two major topics within
American political science that are included in the standards documeritbdkat
reviewed. | believed that all of the experts would be familiar with at teeesof these
topics and would have equivalent opportunities to demonstrate their disciplinary
knowledge when completing the tasks. Thus, | was able to compare their responses to the
tasks with their areas of expertise within the field of American politmahse and see if
experts’ incoming conceptual knowledge made a difference for one’s disgplina
knowledge. Additionally, both of these tasks have elements of the struggle for polwer a
reference research and data collection, which the pilot study participactt@advere
important aspects of political science.

One dissertation task, the Government Shutdown task (Task 2, Table 5), is nearly

identical to the Government Shutdown task from the pilot study (Task 8, Table 7). | made
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a few edits in light of a comment from one participant who was unsure which level of
government | was referring to and from another participant who thought thenoceféoe
the Clinton administration might bias the reader. In response to these comradded
“federal” to the question and removed the parenthetical reference to the Clinton
administration. Additionally, | removed “Congress or the president” from Hkeirta
response to concerns from the proposal hearing. Removing the phrase from theleask ma
it more open-ended and did not force participants to make a choice between two options.
In the case of the other dissertation task, the Major Legislation task (Tasklé, T
5), I used the idea from the Opposing Parties task (Task 7, Table 7) and modified it t
make it more specific and clear. | chose the Opposing Parties task biéeaasthe only
guestion from the pilot study that dealt with the institutions of government more than
elections and voter behavior. As | indicated above, | believed that it was amipiart
have a task related to voter behavior and one related to the institutions of government
because the participants would likely focus on one topic or another. However, some of
the pilot study participants noted that the Opposing Parties task was too broackedd la
a reference to any specific data that could be collected and analyzedmajtine
legislation task, | included possible data in the task and made it more specific by
including the reference to major legislation passed by Congress. Alsos dsenaase
with the Government Shutdown task, | modified the question based on feedback from my
proposal hearing to make the question more open-ended.
| also added a component in which | presented data to participants after they
initially thought about and discussed the task. Doing so allowed me to see how the

participants worked with data and use it to draw conclusions, which is part of their
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disciplinary knowledge, while avoiding the possibility of initially having theadaas the
experts’ thinking based on the data presented. To assist in determining what ddta woul
be most useful, | asked the pilot study participants what type of data they uganvith
each task. Many of the participants discussed using polling and election dat for t
guestions related to elections, campaigns, and voter behavior (e.g., Task 2 & 3, Table 6;
Task 1, 6, & 8, Table 7). As noted above, Stephen said that he would use a time series
analysis to determine “how public opinion has changed” when discussing the
Government Shutdown task (Task 8, Table 7). In order to determine the change in public
opinion, he explained he would need polling data on whom the public blamed for a
government shutdown. Some of the participants also cited media stories as possible
sources of data, especially when discussing the Media, Past electionsirgQparties,
and Government Shutdown tasks (Tasks 5, 6, 7, and 8 in Table 7, respectively). Finally,
Evan offered the advice of using “legislative successes or failurestatodthe
Opposing Parties task (Task 7, Table 7), while Pete thought that federal cegulati
directed at the states would be appropriate for the Federalism task (TabkeZ{)Ta

Based on the information from the pilot study participants, | decided to include
several pieces of data (see Appendix C for complete information). For exaonphe f
Major Legislation task (Task 1, Table 5) | provided information to participagédang
which party controlled Congress during the presidencies of Bill Clinton and George W
Bush. Also, | provided information regarding major legislation that was under
consideration at the time, the president’s position on the legislation, and Congress’
actions on those proposals. | chose these presidents because they both had times during

their presidencies when the majority in Congress was from the samerghtiynas
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when the majority was from the opposing party. | also thought that it might beteasier
find information about their legislative agendas and successes or failurestdadact
that they are the most recent presidents who have completed a term.

For the Government Shutdown task (Task 2, Table 5), | included polling data and
a media story about the shutdowns during the Clinton administration and the potential for
a shutdown in 2011. | chose this shutdown and potential shutdown because they are
relatively recent events and data for them was readily available to me.

Another important aspect of the pilot study was what participants did and said
while they were thinking aloud. As | analyzed the transcripts of the think-alouds, |
noticed a few patterns. For example, all of the participants read and thenheread t
prompt before commenting on it or attempting to solve it. Many of them also conaimente
on their conceptual knowledge (or lack thereof) related to the task, which was lgspecia
true for those who did not focus on American government, and many attempted to place
the topic into a familiar context. When commenting on tHe Ashendment task (Task 3,
Table 6), Nathan explained that he did not “quite remember what the amendment says,”
which impaired his ability to comment further until he read it. Similarly,/Dea
commented that he really was “not an elections expert,” so he did not know how much
advice he could give a candidate (referring to the Campaign task, Task 2, Téble 6)
some cases, participants even reframed the task to something more falathan did
this with the 14 Amendment task (Task 3, Table 6) when he applied the idea of
birthright citizenship to other countries and thought about how they deal with the issue of

citizenship.
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In many cases, the participants also referred to the data they would use without
prompting from me. For example, when discussing the Research task (Task 1, Table 6),
most of the participants included the type of data they would use in their own hhesearc
Evan discussed researching state governments and included state laws g seés
and distribution of alcohol as something that interested him. Other participantsedeb
polling data as they thought about the Campaign task (Task 2, Table 6) and the
Government Shutdown task (Task 8, Table 7). Several of them also offered specific
research methods (such as polling and time series analysis) when dgthussin
government shutdown task.

Overall, | found that participants’ conceptual knowledge was important, but it did
not appear to impede their ability to complete the task. They admitted their lack of
knowledge, sought more information, and/or adjusted the task to reflect the saimatidea
in a context more familiar. Additionally, participants appeared to think about tharasks
terms of research methods and data collection, especially the tasks thégsseractical
and more empirical (e.g., Task 1, Table 6 and Task 8, Table 7). In the dissertatiph study
attempted to confirm these patterns and investigate other possible pattergmby pa
attention to the kinds of questions experts ask, what they attend to in the task, the
knowledge they draw on in considering the task, and the ways in which they work with
data. Having a limited number of tasks that are representative of poltiealists’ work
and an open-ended task combined with an opportunity to look at data relevant to the task

gave me the opportunity to study patterns in experts’ responses.
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Data Analysis

During and after the data collection process, | completed multiple rounds of
analysis. | reviewed the data from the concept sorting and mapping tasks, problem-
solving tasks, and interviews several times, while making reflective angtiamaltes
and writing memos (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Miles & Huberman, 1994) (see Table 8).
These notes and memos allowed me to track my initial analyses about the nature of
participants’ expertiséSpecifically, | wrote a memo immediately following each
interview and task completion session in order to note any initial thoughts or imopsessi
| also wrote weekly memos that built upon my initial impressions and contained thoughts
about the similarities and differences among experts, among students, agenbetw
experts and students. These weekly memos helped me keep track of my ideas as they
developed (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Miles & Huberman, 1994).

Additionally, | transcribed the audio recordings of each interview and task
completion session and then analyzed each case individually (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007).
In this analysis, | identified patterns, such as how participants questioned,ciyepl0a
thought about, and attempted to solve the problems, and how they used data to solve the
problems. | coded the data for each case based on these patterns and credisgalayata
indicating which of the experts demonstrated which of the codes (Corbin & Strauss,
2008; Miles & Huberman, 1994). Originally, | coded the data based on aspects of
disciplinary knowledge in history (e.g., evidence, context, sourcing, cause atd effe
continuity and change, corroboration, and perspective), but | soon abandoned many of
these codes because they were not evident in the data. | then began to code thendata agai

using open coding through a grounded theory approach (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). Then, |
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tested my propositions by reviewing the data in order to determine if | needed& re
add to, or delete any of the codes, and | looked for any disconfirming evidence.

When analyzing the card sorting and mapping data, | chose not to use a
guantitative scoring scheme like the one developed by Novak and Gowin (1984) due to
the differences that existed between the various sorts and maps. Spgdhedtct that
three of the students and two of the experts sorted the concepts into piles rathrgotha
a hierarchy or word web made it difficult to score all of the sorts and magsausi
scheme developed specifically for hierarchies. Additionally, | did noifggeat
participants needed to create a hierarchy or word web, and therefore could naepenal
participants who had created piles, which the Novak and Gowin scoring scheme would
have done. | also chose not to score the sorts and maps using qualitative methods as
described by Miller and his colleagues (2009) because | did not have a preabiaeaie
or preferred map against which to compare the ones created by my participants.
Furthermore, | provided the concepts for participants to use, and almost all of the
participants used all of the words in their sorts and maps (see Chapters 4 and 5 for
specific details about which participants did not use all of the words). However, both
guantitative and qualitative scoring methods take into account what concepipgasic
choose to include in their concept maps. Since there was little difference between
participants in terms of which concepts they used and because they did not created the
maps from scratch, but rather from a pre-determined set of words and condipistl
feel it was appropriate to score the sorts and maps based on previous st@mnmgssc
Instead, | looked at the sorts and maps of each group (experts and students) and noted

patterns and differences between the two groups, but | did not attempt to score the
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differences within each group. The resulting conclusions about the differances i
expertise between the experts and the students were based on aspects ofypusedusl
scoring methods (e.g., the structure and links), but | did not specifically quaatify e
map.

Finally, | conducted a cross-case comparison in order to determine which codes
applied to multiple cases and if there were any missing codes. | creatednadidiata
displays describing how each expert approached the concept sorting and mapping task
and problem-solving tasks and how they responded to the interview question about the
definition of political science. Again, | looked for evidence that challengedoahgsc
The collective goal of these techniques was be to compare participants’ essfmotige
interview questions and tasks and what they did in order to come to their conclusions.
Again, the comparisons were across experts, across students, and acrossatdden
experts in order to determine what, if any, similarities exist in how theydstiee
problems. Together all of the above analyses provided me with insight into the nature of

political scientists’ expertise.
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Data Analysis Methods
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Data collection

Data analysis

Concept
sorting and
mapping task

Memo of initial impressions and thoughts.

Transcription of audio recording.

Identify patterns in the way that participants organize words.
Test propositions.

Compare experts and students.

Problem
solving tasks

Memo of initial impressions and thoughts.
Transcription of audio recording.

Identify patterns and code data.

Test propositions.

Compare experts and students.

Interview

Memo of initial impressions and thoughts.
Transcription of audio recording.

Identify patterns and code data.

Test propositions.

Compare experts and students.

Write weekly memos for each data collection method to keep track of id

and how they develop.
Data displays of tasks and definition of political science.

eas
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Chapter Four: Findingsfrom Experts

Dimensions of Expertise

During their participation in a concept sorting and mapping task, two problem-
solving tasks, and interview questions, the experts demonstrated several dimensions of
their expertise. The interview was helpful for discovering the expertsplrsry
beliefs. It allowed the experts to talk about their epistemic beliefs aboutddmeavn
political science, especially the fact that political science knowledgies from the
scientific study of phenomena related to the government, power, and the allocation of
resources. The concept sorting and mapping task allowed the experts to demonstrate
they organize the discipline, while the experts revealed some of the knowmetigielbs
they use in their work while performing the problem-solving tasks. The knowledge and
skills they used as they completed the tasks allowed them to solve, or not solve, the
problems that were presented to them and to discuss how the documents did or did not
help them.
Disciplinary Beliefs: The Interview

During the interview, | specifically asked the participants how they wodtildede
political science. Although they each answered in their own way, theomesp focused
on three key aspects of the discipline: an emphasis on the phenomena studied, the use of
a variety of research methods to study those phenomena, and the standards ofrpractice
place in the discipline. The experts also explained what the discipline is notlpdstic
politics and journalism.

Phenomena studied. In terms of the phenomena studied, nine of the experts

mentioned government, seven discussed the concept of power, and five referenced the
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distribution of resources in their definitions of political science. For exaril told me,
“What unifies the discipline is an interest in politics, which is about control of gmer
institutions. It's about control of government and control of public policy.” E9 made
similar comments but emphasized the importance of the actors within governrhent i
definition. She explained, “I think it's a study of human behavior within...the realm of
how we run our government... It's the study of human behavior and how humans interact
with one another within the realm of government settings.” E4 agreed that gomernme
and power were critical to the definition of political science, but she alsaiiyptioted
the importance of the distribution of resources, saying,

| think one of the fundamental questions that underlies all political science is a

guestion of power. Very little of what we study has nothing to do with power. |

think that is critical to the product, because politics is figuring how resourees a

divided, who has control, who has a say. Those issues all revolve around power.
All ten of the experts directly referenced at least one of these s$peets of political
science: government, power, and distribution of resources. None of them exgéitly
that any of these concepts were not part of the definition of political sciemtapae of
them included other major concepts in their definitions. Taken together, it belsane
that these experts viewed political science as a discipline focused orvénaergent,
power, and/or the distribution of resources.

Resear ch methods. Six experts also noted that there was not a research method
specific to the discipline of political science. Instead, the methods that théy us
research the discipline come from other sciences, in particular the soerates. E8

noted the lack of a single research method when he explained, “Others haVvé tadle
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borrowing discipline. We don’t have our own methodology. | can’t think of a method
that’s been invented by political scientists for political science.”
E3 explicitly referred to some of the different sciences from which political
science has borrowed, saying,
We have taken approaches in psychology, economics, physics, computer science
and have applied those methods to people. Other people study organisms and
stuff. We study people and behavior and institutions. We use those same
fundamental methodological principles that other disciplines use.
The other four experts did not disagree with this assertion that the discipline éditew
research methods from other disciplines, but they also did not directly addresgptus
of the discipline. The unifying aspect of the discipline of political sciencerding to
these experts, was the fact that political science did not have its own resetrod and
therefore used research methods developed in other disciplines.
Another common theme in the experts’ comments during the interview, related to
the question of research methods, was the idea that political scienceeisce sltiis a
science because political scientists attempt to formulate general andergs and
theories about government, power, and the allocation of resources; follow theiscientif
method to develop those understandings and theories; and require the collection of data to
be used as evidence. Eight of the experts talked about being able to develop general
theories and understandings in the discipline, while all ten of the experts mentioned the

scientific method, and nine discussed the need for data and evidence.
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E2 explained the goal of the discipline, “The immediate goal (of polgmahce)
is to get a better understanding of why things work the way that they do.” E8 made
similar comments about the attempt to understand in the discipline. He explained,

What makes it a science is a broad commitment to the idea of uncovering

understandings and even, | wouldn’t go as far as laws but almost, about human

behavior in the realm of politics. A commitment to doing that in a systematic way

According to the participants, that systematic way of uncovering undersgansithe
scientific method and the development of hypotheses that can be confirmed edfalsifi
E8 referred to the scientific method and its importance for the disciplinagsawhat

makes it a science is the commitment to the general idea of the sciestificdnThe

idea of trying to study something apart from it, develop hypotheses, but be open to them

being wrong.” E4 agreed that political science is dependent on the sciemifiod and

explained each step in the method. She told me,

You start with identifying the problem and then consult the literature to figure out
what the theory is and what the methods are. That helps you shape your plan of
attack. What are the questions, looking at that problem, what are the questions
that you want to ask and test? What are your hypotheses and how are you going to
set about testing those hypotheses? Devising a research scheme to test your
guestions and then looking at implementing whatever research design you have.
Implementing it and then using what you find out to publish your results whether
you find support for your hypotheses or not.

Thus, in order to understand the discipline and develop general theories about

how the government functions, who has power and how it is used, and how the allocation
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of resources impacts and is impacted by these aspects of the governmeeifbese
rely on the scientific method. That method allows them to study phenomena and draw
conclusions about it, provided they have data and evidence to support their conclusions.
For these experts, another important aspect of the scientific method, arglpoliti
science, was the need to collect data and provide evidence for the conclusions that
political scientists draw from their research. Nine of the ten expéetsad to the need
for data and/or evidence. According to ES8, the collection of data and eviderftatis w
makes him a scientist. He explained,
One of the tricks in social science is we have to test the obvious. We can't just
assume the obvious is true. | tell my undergrads you can't just tell me the sky i
blue. I need some citation. | need some evidence.
E10 also emphasized the need for evidence in his explanation of the scientific hature o
the discipline. He told me,
Having a good bit of evidence for exactly why something is, explaining why
something works the way it does. That's the science of it. You can talk about
broader scientific applications and all that stuff. It means rigor, aksarmptions,
testing something, setting up a hypothesis, testing it with a model or data.
Additionally, E2 referenced the importance of data and evidence when he said that
political scientists must “rely not just on conventional wisdom, not just on knee-jerk
partisan interpretation of things going on, but to be able to have a real evidenatd-base
understanding of why things work the way they do.” E7 agreed that data was important
and related it directly to the process of forming and testing hypotheseg), Sapu

need to write down the hypothesis, step back and say this is what | would need in order to
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say there is support for it and this is what | would need to say this had faifadally,
E5, a qualitative researcher, agreed with the other experts that data amteare
necessary in political science. He told me,

To me science is not necessarily about numbers. It's about data. There issh magn

on this file cabinet that matches the sign that is on my door and the coffee mug

that | have had made. It is an illustration of the aphorism “In God we trust,
everyone else must bring data.” | have to remind my students that | am askcienti

| do style myself as a scientist because | ask questions and then | géghter d

answer them.

In the end, the purpose for following the scientific method and collecting data and
evidence for these experts was the development of general understandings@esl the
about the government, power, and the distribution of resources.

Standards of practice. The experts | interviewed also made it clear that their
peers would judge their work and the theories that developed from it based on the quality
of their research, which was judged based on the topic(s) studied, the researchsinethod(
used, and the contribution(s) made to the discipline.

Five of the experts referenced the quality of the research as an impopecttats
the discipline, noting that certain topics, problems, and questions are wortmgtundyi
political science while others are not. For example, E4 made the caseyfstumhjing
problems and questions that other political scientists would find important or imigrest
She stated,

It would be really futile to work on a question that is not important... There are so

few of us who are in this enterprise. In any one person’s lifetime you could never
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hope to really get closer to any of these questions just as collectivelyoneas

lifetime we probably won't. At least when we are collaborating, even without

actually working together but through publication of work, it becomes an

enterprise.
In order to gain knowledge and move the discipline toward a better understanding of
government, power, and the distribution of resources, political scientists need to build
upon the research of others. If every political scientist chose to look aedtffpuestions
and problems, then the discipline could not move forward.

Two of the experts also referred to the fact that the research method used to study
a problem or question was an important determination of the quality of the research
study. Studies that use quantitative research methods are more often published in
scholarly journals and therefore may be considered more significant for ¢ciinés E8
told me, “I also think we have become more narrow in our major journals with a lot of
focus on the quantitative.” In his opinion, the editorial choices about what to publish
determine what is considered important in the discipline, and the current preference
appears to be for work that involves quantitative methods of data collection andsanalysi
He continued, “It doesn’t mean that qualitative work isn’t published. It certainlyhiere
are pressures to eliminate that at times.... | tend to believe that we ougligerom
multiple methods of approaches.” E4 also discussed how judgments about research
methods were part of the check on the quality of research by other experts. She
explained,

An important part of the process is then submitting your work to your peers, to

other people studying similar questions, having them vet your work and look at
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them critically, and making sure your methods are right, the questions are right,

the theory is accurately developed and then sharing that with others so that

becomes part of the literature.

Finally, the quality of the research was also judged based on the potential of the
research study to make a unique contribution to knowledge in the discipline, whether
because a researcher studied a question using a different research methothéthpast
or because the researcher developed a new theory as a result of the rasbarEi8 s
explained this idea when he said of the Major Legislation task, “I think in the tétins
process, it’s trying to understand what's already out there, where are ¢garhalhat we
already know, and how we might be able to extend that knowledge.”

Thus, according to these experts, there exist within the discipline somerdganda
of practice that help determine what type of knowledge is important and the best methods
for gaining that knowledge. For some of these experts, the quality ofekearch was
determined by the question asked or phenomenon studied, the research method used for
studying and analyzing the problem, and the contribution to the discipline that the
research study made.

What political scienceisnot. Three of the experts made a point to explain what
political science is not. One expert noted the difference between poliisats@and
politics, while three experts noted the difference between politicalcscend
journalism. In each of these cases, the experts agreed that the key differdec
emphasis on the scientific method and/or the requirement for evidence. Eneck e

difference between political science and politics by saying,
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| think [political science] is often the study of real world politics, bub als
sometimes the study of things that run deeper in terms of the causal change of
what makes somebody think and act the way they do. Sometimes there aren’t
direct policy or politics connections. | think that in that sense it can be quite
broad... What's right about the system? What’'s wrong about the system? Why
did we get this outcome? What are the implications for this outcome? Part of that
is developing the tools so that you can study that.
Thus, although political science includes the study of politics, it is distinct and/@svol
much more than considerations of policy outcomes or political impacts. Politeatsci
attempts to understand the system in which politics and policy play out, why the
outcomes are what they are, and what it means.
E7 also made the case for the difference between political science and gournali
He told me,
You distinguish some of this from journalism. A journalism major might be fine
just going and getting one person off the street. They have a compellingratory
that’s interesting. That’s not evidence for a wider phenomenon. It's one data poi
for us, whereas it might be the thing that gets the prize for them. That's imtporta
but that’s not political science.
E10 also specifically discussed the difference between political scienoghangbursuits
in terms of the need for evidence and the complicated nature of the discipline. He told
me,
To me, political science is making systematic arguments about why politica

outcomes happen the way they do as opposed to just journalistic interpretations
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and always having good evidence for that. Political scientists are oftddsat o

with journalists because they just make broad, sweeping statements about the way

politics works. The realities, of course, are far more complicated.

E9 agreed with E7 and E10, but she also explicitly cited the scientific metddbea
retrospective nature of the discipline. She explained,

We are much more interested in looking at it retrospectively because that svolve

collecting data over time and the more data we get the better because ble are a

to analyze the problem over time. It's studying this human behavior within

government settings retrospectively and being able to draw conclusions about
what that tells us about that behavior and what makes people do what they do and
how they interact. | think that's where the science comes in and we ate able

apply scientific techniques and scientific methods, theories, hypotheseshal of t

to human behavior doing so predominantly retrospectively.

In her opinion, journalism is far more interested in “the current political tdimad
concerned with the immediate consequences of a policy decision.”

Thus, three of the experts described the discipline by discussing what jt is not
specifically politics and journalism. In doing so, they re-emphasized th@iciand
academic nature of the discipline, while also making a case for politieacs as a
discipline distinct from other pursuits. These experts saw themselvesrastcigho
follow specific guidelines (i.e., the scientific method) in order to collectende to
support theories about government, power, and the distribution of resources.

Summary of disciplinary beliefs. Based on the comments made by the experts

during the interview, political science is an inquiry-based study of human behavior and
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institutions related to the government, the exercise and distribution of power, and the
allocation of resources. It is a discipline unified by the phenomena studied tihatindxy
a specific research methodology, and while there are no certainties incipéreisthere
are theories that explain phenomena related to the government and power. Knowledge in
the discipline comes from studying questions and problems of power and thaallocat
of resources as they relate to the government, governmental actors, amingonak
institutions. These questions and problems are studied in a systematic way through the
use of the scientific method and shared with other experts through the publication of
results in professional journals. Other experts can then replicate thes stadieither
confirm or refute the findings. In this way, knowledge about government and politica
science is advanced in an empirical and systematic way, while politics andligurlie
outside the discipline because of their lack of scientific inquiry.
Organizing Knowledge: The Concept Sorting and Mapping Task

The concept sorting and mapping task allowed the experts to demonstrate their
conceptual knowledge, particularly how they organize their knowledge. While none of
the experts sorted the cards in exactly the same way, certain pattermecie.e~our
major aspects of the experts’ thinking about the discipline and the way they ortanize
knowledge of it became clear during the concept sorting and mapping taskalFafst
the experts created a structure with the cards that represented their thivdinghe
discipline and the words on the cards. Second, the experts created genevaksateg
within their structures, into which most of the words fit. Third, they commented on the
complexity of the discipline due to the relationships that exist between many of the

concepts (see Table 8 for a complete list of experts and the structures,iestegor
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connecting words that they used in their concept sorts and maps and Appendix D for
images of the sorts and maps). Finally, many of the experts also acknowledged som
uncertainty with the way they completed the concept sorting and mapping task.
Table 9

Patterns in the Concept Sorts and Maps of Experts

Expert Structure Categories Connecting Words
El Hierarchy Institution Representation
Election/Direct democracyPolitical Party
Ideology Mass Media
Public Policy (between Institution & Election
E2 Word Web Institution Representation
Election
E3 Hierarchy Politics Mass media
Public Policy Public Opinion
Election Ideology
(between Public Policy &
Election)
E4 Hierarchy Politics Political Party (between
Direct Democracy Institution & Election)
Federalism/Institution
Election
Partisan
Public Policy
ES Piles Election None

Participation
Political Party

Ideology
Institution
Miscellaneous
E6 Word Web Institution Representation
with Election Federalism
Hierarchy in | Public opinion (between Institution & Election
parts
E7 Piles with Politics Ideology (between Election &
Hierarchy Representation/Election | Public Policy)
within some | Public Policy
piles Institution
Mass Media
Federalism

E8 Hierarchy Institution Representation (between
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Election Institution & Election)
Public opinion
Ideology
Politics
E9 Piles Mass Media None
& Public Opinion
Election
Political Party
Ideology
Federalism/Institution
E10 Hierarchy Institution Political party
Behavior Direct Democracy,
Mass Media
Representation

Structures. There were three distinct structures used by the experts to organize
the cards: hierarchy, piles, and a word web (see Figures 2, 3, and 4, respectively for a
example of each). Some of the experts, however, combined two of the structures. Five
the experts (E1, E3, E4, E8, E10) created a hierarchy when sorting the cards. B6 made
word web, but included hierarchies within some parts of the web. E7 made piles with the
cards but also indicated some hierarchy within some of the piles. E5, E9, and E2awere th
only experts to create a structure with the cards that did not include a hieEBcyd
E9 made piles with the cards, while E2 made a word web with piles.

With extensive knowledge about a discipline, experts tend to organize this
knowledge around big ideas and core concepts so that they can more easiby retrie
information and see relationships when engaging in the work of their discipline. Each of
the structures used by these experts - hierarchy, word web, and piles - dastbhstra
the experts understood the relationships between the facts and concepts repoesente
the cards and in the discipline in general. By creating these structuregptres

produced a physical and visual representation of their knowledge and understanding of
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the discipline. In each case, the experts demonstrated that specific wosdseapts help
to organize the discipline into broad categories, which can then be divided into more
specific and/or subordinate topics. Thus, the discipline has an order and a structure to it,
albeit an intricate one with many connections and complexities.

In a hierarchy (Figure 2), the words and concepts are arranged in one of two
ways: more general concepts are at the top and serve as categoridsahtotiaer
concepts are placed and more specific concepts are farther down the hjenarchy
concepts that are subordinate to others are farther down the hierarchy. Tbesta|zd
between the concepts are visible in the way in which the structure is constructed.
Similarly, in word webs (Figure 3) relationships between words and concemgident
in the structure, but they are arranged differently than in hierarchies. Theaneeptor
word is at the center of the word web, while the concepts that are connected or
subordinate to it are placed around the central word. Finally, relationships betarelsn w
and concepts are less explicit in piles (Figure 4), although they may still bednfabr
example, the words or concepts in a given pile may have something in common but the
order of the words does not necessarily imply any specific order aonslaip. On the
other hand, a pile could be arranged so that the organizing or unifying word or concept is
on the top of the pile (serving as a category) and all of the other words belew it ar
subordinate to it or related it in some other way. In all three cases, howevemntha et
can be used to demonstrate the relationships that exist between and among the words and

concepts.
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Organizing categories. In addition to providing a structure to the distipl
through the concept sorting and mapping, the experts used the same w,
specifically “election/behaviorand “institution,”to indicate major categori within the
discipline. Categoriewerewords used regularlgither at the top of the hierarchias the
top word in a pile, or at the cer of a word webln this way, words and concepts co
also serve as categories that served to orgarezetiier words or concepAll ten
experts used “electiorgr indicated they would have used the sideabut a different
word (E10 replacedelecticn” with “behavior”) as one of the major categories, wi
nine of the experts usédhstitution” to indicate another major category. Only E3 did
use “institution,”and he indicated that was because his area oésttisrin behavior, nc
institutions.He was also the only expert who did not use mogh@ivords in the car
sort E3 only used 15 out of 26 worcE10 used all butwvo of the words, and E9 and |
used all bubne word each

As they thought aloud, the experts explained they tisecthese gener:
categories because they correspond to the majiahg within the field. America

political scientists often conduct research ancerexpertise in either behavior
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institutions. E6, discussing major categories he used to organize the cardse toin

general the main divide is between people who do institutions and people who do
behavior. Institutions is how does Congress work, how does the presidency work, courts,
bureaucracy, stuff like that. Behavior is public opinion, voting, and elections.” E10 also
pointed out that American political science is divided into these two major categor
saying, “So the first big sorting in political science is institutions veshgavior.” Thus,

these experts’ organization of the cards into the major categories dideleehavior”

and “institution” was a reflection of their training in the discipline and the divisi

between those who study institutions and those who study behavior.

However, eight of the experts also used additional categories to organize the
cards. For E2 and E10, “institution” and “election/behavior” were the only major
categories; for both of them, all of the other words fell within these twgaag¢s or
served to link them. The remaining experts used a few other words as negaries,
including “public opinion,” “public policy,” “ideology,” and “politics.” Four expertach
used at least one of those words as major categories. For example, in addition to
“Institution” and “election,” E1 added “public policy” as an additional category. She
explained,

| would group the study of political science with respect to American politios i

these headings. So electoral politics, which would have to do with elections as

well as direct democracy procedures and then all the concepts relevanare that
areas of study that would fit into there. Campaigns, public opinion, incumbents

versus challengers, and participation. Then there is the study of institutgms; al
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the study of public policy. | would group those as separate though obviously how

institutions work affects public policy.

In light of what the experts said about their definition of political science andth®w
distinguished from politics (sd@isciplinary Beliefddiscussion above), it makes sense
that public policy and politics would fall outside the categories of institutions and
elections/behavior. If political science is different from, but related to, ppblicy and
politics, then they would not be part of the larger study of institutions and elections and
behavior, although they would not be removed completely from the discussion.

Complexity and relationships. The experts also discussed the complexity of the
discipline and the relationships that exist between the various topics in pstimace.

As they completed the concept sorting and mapping task, the experts noted the
relationships using the words on the cards and connecting them to other words within the
concept sorting and mapping task. They also acknowledged the complexity of the
discipline and the fact that other ways of organizing the discipline and other consect
between concepts in the discipline were possible. In both cases, they verlbaized t
relationships that were implicitly or explicitly embodied in their visearesentations.

Eight of the experts used at least one word from the set of cards to connect two or
more categories. “Representation” was the most frequently used word t@tconne
categories, as five experts used it (E1, E2, E6, E8, E10). In all five casegy¢his esed
it to connect “institution” to “election/behavior.” For example, E7 had difficplacing
“representation” and ultimately used it as a connector. He said,

Representation ... this is tricky. | think this is a bridge because electionanwe ¢

think about representation in a couple of ways. Are the people represented in the
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electorate? Are the people who get elected good representatives? Are the
committees representative of the country as a whole, of the party?
E6, who also used “representation” to link topics, told me, “Representation feaets like
needs to be a link.” Finally, E10 explained, “Representation falls a little irebatthese
two (institution and election).”
Four experts (E1, E4, E8, E10) used “political party” to connect “institutiod” a
“election.” For example, E8, talking about “political party,” said, “In somgsatais is
the linker. Political party links both elections and legislative.” E10 agregihgsa
“Political party shows up in elections but it also shows up in institutionatlitey. They
connect the people in institutions often times through elections.” Additionallg, thre
experts used “mass media” as a connector. E1 and E10 used “mass media” tb connec
“Institution” and “election,” while E3 used it to link “public policy” and “eteon.”
Discussing her use of “mass media” as a connector, E1 told me, “Mass mexiafs s
similar in that obviously electoral politics try to manipulate mass medry to t
influence public opinion. Mass media are also a political institution in their ghihi
Another pattern that emerged during the concept sorting and mapping task was
the complexity of the discipline and experts’ uncertainty about how to sortrife ca
Eight of the experts expressed some doubt about the way they organized the cards and
indicated that they or other political scientists might organize them dhtferé&or
example, when discussing where to place decision-making, E1 said, “Maybeufd w
reorganize again | would put ideology next to public policy next to institutions and keep
[decision-making] somewhat separate.” E6 also indicated that there could beayke

to organize the cards when he said, “Of course all this party stuff wouldyfitwedirhere
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(pointing to institutions), but [election] is the first thing | saw, so that asatural
place to put that.” Meanwhile, E9 found the task both more flexible and difficult. She
explained,

| mean [public opinion and mass media] could sort of fit into [election] now that |

think about it. | could put it in here and not feel too bad about it, but [election]

was more specific about actually getting people elected. You could meaily

the argument about the fact that public opinion and mass media matter for

elections, but this was more specific about the process of elections st dleft i

in its own category. | could easily have put it in if | wanted to.

Similarly, many of the experts expressed difficulty due to the facathte
words are related in the discipline. E2 found the task especially difficult, anel lnehil
ended up sorting the words into piles, there were only two piles, “institution” and
“election,” with “representation” connecting the two. He placed almbsf ghe words in
the election pile. As he sorted, he explained, “I'm having trouble representing thegoverl
between participation, mobilization, and institutions over here. I'm making amgiant
here representing that. It is a mess.” When he finished, he said, “It turned ouat to be
mess. Everything is interconnected.”

Likewise, E8 had difficulty with the task. As he sorted, he commented, “There are
clearly links between these. | don’t know | have that organized in any kind of logical
way.” He did not share what those links were, just that there were links. When he
finished, | asked if there were any words missing. He replied,

No. Outside of the cards, what | would want would be lines that | could actually

draw connections. | tend to think that way. It's easy enough in terms of grouping
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the cards, but ultimately thinking about connections is an important part of what |
do.
Again, he did not explain what those connections would be or which cards he would
connect. He commented that it would help to have the connections but needed to think
more about where those connections would go.
In each of these cases and others, the experts struggled to come up with the best
way to organize the cards, ultimately creating an organization but acknovgeldatn
other organizations could also be correct. In fact, E4 noted that the traditional
organization into the categories of institutions and behavior might conceal the
relationships between different concepts in the discipline. She explained,
You see a lot of [textbook] authors trying to break that mode and organize things
in a way that might not be so this is what institutions are. It under-emphtszes
inter-relationships, so you see people trying to do more of a problem-based
approach or a more pathways to democracy approach.
In a problem-based approach and a pathways to democracy approach, she explained,
several of the concepts represented on the cards could be presented togetheg requir
students to use knowledge about both institutions and behavior to solve problems.
Overall, for the experts | interviewed, including E4, the discipline is orgdniz
into institutions and behavior, although there is much more to their knowledge and
thinking about the discipline. They clearly see connections between the taio maj
categories of institutions and behavior, as well as other relationshipsbeatagcepts in

the discipline, although they were not specific about what those relationshiptsbaig
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Summary of the concept sorting and mapping task. Overall, it became clear
from the concept sorting and mapping task that the political scientists whapadeticin
the study had a structure for organizing the discipline that emphasizedatienstlips
between the words and concepts. Additionally, they thought of the discipline in terms of
institutions and elections/behavior. These were the major categories into Wwnosh all
of the other words and concepts fell, and in the cases when words fell outside these
categories, it was most often because those words linked the two categories. Thos
categories, at the very least, include institutions and elections/behavionagndclude
public opinion, public policy, ideology, and politics. Those categories are then connected
by concepts like representation, political parties, and mass media. Addytidheall
organization of their knowledge is complicated by the fact that the words and concepts
are related and cannot easily be placed into simple structures or categauding in
several possible configurations of the words and concepts. For experts, the cards
represented complex ideas that are connected to other ideas that are netplesuzstof
knowledge or information.
Engaging in the Discipline: The Problem-Solving Tasks

The problem-solving tasks allowed the experts to demonstrate additional aspects
of their disciplinary knowledge, specifically the concepts and ways of thinkéng t
experts use when engaging in the discipline. These concepts and ways of thinking
included evidence, context, causation and correlation, sourcing (Wineburg, 1991), sub-
problems, definitional precision, and uncertainty.

Evidence. Nine of the experts referred to the importance of evidence (cf., Lee,

2005), while eight cited specific types of evidence that would be needed to support
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answers to the questions in the problem-solving tasks. In particular, four optmsex
suggested broad types of evidence, such as counts of legislation, voting records of
members of Congress, and polling data, that could be helpful for answering thenguest
but might not provide a complete or accurate picture of the solutions to the problem-
solving tasks. Five experts suggested other types of specific evidencetidhelp
answer the questions, of which three involved the experts collecting their own data
These suggestions included tracking important legislation (using specHdim@iars to
define “important”), using item-response models to analyze members’ votieggatt
designing an experiment, and conducting an open-ended survey.

Counting legislation and pollingWhile discussing both the Major Legislation
and Government Shutdown tasks, four of the experts offered some types of data that
could provide insight into the questions asked. For example, in the case of the Major
Legislation task, one type of evidence that could be helpful would be counts of the voting
behavior of members of Congress. E8 offered this type of evidence when he sad, “As
guantitative person | would be looking at what kinds of data, what kinds of numerical
data | could collect for a question like this.” When asked what that numerical iggita m
be, he offered “counts of legislation.” Similarly, E2 noted that he would need to look at
the voting record of members of Congress. He said, “I would want to look at some basic
evidence of what each member’s essential tendency in each party antaablercwas
and how they are voting.” The evidence would be “their voting behavior.”

The experts offered similar ideas when discussing the Government Shutdown
task. They suggested public opinion polling and survey data most often as the best

evidence of whom voters blamed. E8 told me, “Because I'm a pollster, quantitative-
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oriented, | would certainly immediately start looking for existing pollingdaublic
opinion data to be more precise, on perceptions of who does what in government, who's
responsible for what.” Discussing the same question, E5 said, “If we're talking about
voter reaction, | think the first question there was is there a way to answeratt stats
and polling data.” E4 also explained that polling data would be critical for unalgirsga
whom voters blamed for a government shutdown. She said, “You're going to need to do
some kind of survey research or conduct a poll... The only way really to get at what's
really happening here is to do public opinion polling.”
In these instances, the experts referred to specific types of evidentteyha

would collect in order to help answer the questions posed in the problem-solving tasks.
They recognized that evidence would be needed to support any conclusions they made
and answers they provided, which is required by the scientific method. Their responses t
the tasks reinforced their explanation that the discipline is in fact a edegause it
requires the collection of data and evidence. However, other experts notedrehat the
would need to be additional restrictions on the type of data collected and additianal da
analysis methods to capture the appropriate evidence to answer the questiorebomplet

Other types of evidenc&Vhile the types of evidence offered by the experts above
could provide some insight into the problems presented in the tasks, there were also other
types of evidence and data analysis methods that some of the experts felt would more
specifically respond to the questions.

In the case of the Major Legislation task, counting every piece of |legrskatd
how every member of Congress voted would not only take an incredible amount of time

and energy, but it would also skew the results when determining the impact of party on
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the passage of legislation. E1 explained that “Because there is so much rgugiagda
or unimportant and symbolic legislation you want some kind of filter that helps you
isolate the really significant stuff the government is working on.” For Bsearchers
would need to “Get some sense of important bills, bills to watch, rather than the total
number of laws where you pick up all the naming of post offices and that sort of thing...”
Including every roll call vote in a dataset could negatively influenceethdts of the
study and the conclusions drawn from them since many times the president dake not t
a position on legislation or there is bipartisan support for things like naming a post off
or honoring a citizen. E6 agreed that political scientists would need to lintaties to
those most directly related to the problem. He offered the item-response madehgns
to do that. He explained,
Item-response modelsmeasure whether they are Republican or Democratic or
liberal or conservative. Then you estimate those ideal points and from that you
can say | am only going to look at cases where there appears to be pattsepress
and see if that changes things.
By using item-response models, the researcher could limit the number ofccasbs
those in which party pressure appears to have an impact. Like E1, E6 was concérned wi
both limiting the amount of data being analyzed and ensuring that the data that is
analyzed will be related to the question asked.
When discussing the Government Shutdown task, experts also noted the
limitations of only using polling or survey data to answer the question. E6 ragbldie

problem with relying on just polling or surveys, saying,
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We can look at polls and ask people what they say. That is one thing that is
interesting, but it's not the whole story. It's definitely not the whole storgmsse
later there is an election and maybe these things carry over in a different way
Three experts believed that an experiment would be a better method toegatbace
about voter blame for a government shutdown. One such expert was E8, who said, “Some
people might take a story like in [DocumentllheWashington Timellews Story] and
mock it up and do an experiment and see if it will cause people’s opinions to move on
qguestions like the polls that we have looked at here.” Offering a little mait aedut a
potential experiment, E10 explained,
| would start with some lab experiments. | would design a set of stimuli that
would look like news reports.You want to give people two articles, one that
faults the president and one that faults the Congress, and then see how their
responses change given some would be randomly exposed to one versus the other.
Similarly, E7 suggested a survey-based experiment as a better way toimeteter
blame for the shutdown. He explained,
| think the best way to study this would be through a survey-based experiment.
You set up a hypothetical situation where you crib from media accounts and set
up a situation where this is looming. Candidate A says this about it; candidate B
says that about it. You randomly assign people to be presented the information
from candidate A and candidate B and find out...would you vote for this person
or how much do you approve of this persoviou could also set this up so that

the party in power releases a statement and the party in opposition releases a
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statement. You get to see their spin on it. You could set up the treatment so that

they would be similar enough you could tease out what sort of things resonate.
For all three experts, an experiment offered the best opportunity to collecrdabter
blame for a government shutdown. Using media reports from actual shutdowns, they
could create a situation in which voters could discuss and explain how differensaspect
of the situation, such as who the candidates are or what their messagesavejeasan
their decision of whom to blame for the shutdown.

However, three of the experts also noted that polling data and experiments would
not likely provide evidence of why voters blamed one person or group over another. In
order to do that, there would need to be additional data collection methods. For example,
E4 said,

If you want to better understand what we are seeing in polls, you might for

example go to some kind of demonstration or meeting where individuals show up

and ask them what their feelings are. Ask what they are doing there.
E10 offered another idea about how to capture voters’ reasoning for blame, one that
combined an experiment with an open-ended survey. He told me,

In terms of why, that’s trickier. You would want to start that in the lab and then

work up to a survey experiment...In the experiment you would allow people to

give some sort of open-ended response and let them speak extemporaneously

about blame attribution to get a sense of why they blamed Congress or one party.
For these experts, the deeper question of why voters blamed the president or Congress
was just as important, if not more important, than the fact that they blamed one over the

other. However, a survey or experiment alone were not the best tools to study the
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guestion of why. In order to answer the question of why, a researcher would need to
utilize both a survey and an experiment.

Thus, while nine of the experts cited the importance of evidence and the necessity
of it to make any claims about a phenomenon or question being studied, seven of them
also noted that the type of evidence was a critical part of answeringéagate question.
Data collected through the research process is the evidence politioikssigse to
support their claims. In some cases, the experts suggested they mighaudsendablls
or surveys conducted by another researcher, but their overwhelming prefeasnice w
collecting their own data. For both problem-solving tasks, the experts relied on
guantitative methods for analyzing data in order to draw conclusions and amswer t
guestions. Although they recognized the need for qualitative methods to get at the
guestion of why, their first inclination was to go to quantitative measures in order t
explain what factors were at play in each question and how those factors impahted ea
other and affected the outcome. Even E5, a qualitative researcher, acknowledtied that
guestions posed in the problem-solving tasks required the use of quantitative methods.
This acknowledgement reinforced the fact that these experts understood thaypeany
of data can exist in political science, depending on the question, but the important part is
that the data used as evidence are directly related to the question.

Context. Another important piece of experts’ knowledge was the concept of
context (cf., Wineburg, 1991), which included the historical circumstances, thegbolit
environment, the individuals involved, the political institutions, and other circumstances
in which a political science phenomenon occurs. Eight of the experts refeateeast

one type of context when commenting on the problem-solving tasks. As they did so, they
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noted that the context was important because it helped the experts think about and situate
the problem in order to answer the question. Context was also important for determining
whether findings could be generalized to most situations in which a phenomenon occurs
or if the results were specific to the particular phenomenon and the circumstances i
which it occurred.

Historical context.Three experts expressed a desire to better understand the
historical context (Wineburg, 1991) while considering the Major Legislaéisk For
example, E2 said, “The first thing is that it depends on when we’re asking thioguesti
Ultimately, he did not attempt to answer the question, noting, “There is no waylyo real
say this is true under some political circumstances. You may get a diffesatitwith a
different partisan landscape.” He also explained,

The power of the parties in Congress has risen and fallen over time if you go back

over the 200 years of American history. There are points in time where ti@s part

in Congress have been much more powerful and times when they have been much

less powerful. In studying this question | want to know when are we in politics.
E8 agreed that placing the question in the appropriate historical context wagmhpor
telling me, “We have to come up with the time frame. Institutional factoraptere
mean studying the Congress and the president in the ‘70s is not useful compared to
currently.” Similarly, E5 responded to the question by invoking the historicalxtokte
said,

The other question | would ask is the historical one. How has our answer to this

guestion changed over time? How would we have answered this question in 1964
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or ‘652 How would we have answered it in th& t@ntury? How would we

answer it today?
Thus, the lack of information about the historical context prevented these experts from
providing an answer to the question. They recognizedithahsomething happened
mattered as much as what happened. Without additional information, they were anable t
respond to the question and generalize about if and when party matters for the passag
major legislation.

Political environment.Context also came up with the Government Shutdown
task, in particular the need to understand the political environment in which a
phenomenon occurred. Four of the experts noted the importance of the political context.
E10 summed up the difficulty of trying to answer the question without a more complete
understanding of the context by saying, “There is too much uncertainty aroural this t
conclude much of anything scientifically. There were so many things going on in both
cases” included in the documents. He pointed to the popularity of President Clinton and
the fact that Republicans in Congress were still trying to push the agentladhat
propelled them into the majority in the House of Representatives as two thetors
needed to be considered in order to understand the context and answer the question. He
compared that to the 2011 case in which the political environment was very diffetent wi
the rise of the Tea Party and the proximity of the possible shutdown to the election of
many Tea Party candidates.

Similarly, E6 commented on the impact of the context for answering the question

noting,
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You have two cases to look at this and in both attitudes are different. The
breakdown is a little different. There are so many different things septiabse
cases. If they showed the exact same thing, then it would be more encouraging.
Again, the political environment mattered. In the 1995/1996 shutdown, the parties were
headed into an election cycle, while in 2011, they were just coming out of one. These
factors may have played a role in how the various political actors engaged initikalpol
fight. Additionally, the partisan makeup of the country, or at least theudss toward
the various players, changed, as was evident in the polling data. For EG6, thase fac
mattered and may have influenced the outcomes. E8 also pointed to several
environmental factors as influencing the outcomes of the two cases and the oasclusi
one could draw from them. He explained,
| would be thinking in a case like this about when is it happening in a political
cycle... It also would be conditioned on things like how often does it happen. It's
one thing to say we are shutting the government down. What we have done more
recently is come to the brink multiple times. At that point is the political impac
different? Is the blame different when it is brinksmanship as opposed to the actual
shutdown?
Comparing that shutdown to the potential one in 2011, he continued,
We have a different political environment, it wasn't an actual shutdown, a
different partisan makeup of the public, the rise of the Tea Party and the anti-
Obama stuff that underlies things. There was an anti-Clinton sentiment, but it was

a different magnitude it.
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E1 also pointed to other political considerations, such as the fact that some of
Congressional leaders in 2011 may have learned from mistakes made in 1995 and 1996.
She asserted, “Politicians don’t approach the issue the same way eadh#ppens,
which would mean they are not really independent of one another, which would be
another methodological problem in trying to study the question.” Studying theatgs c
without taking the potential for one situation to impact the other would make any
conclusions about shutdowns in general less reliable.

Each of these experts understood that they needed to consider the political
environment in order to answer the questions. Whether it was a difference in which
groups had political clout, when in an election cycle the fight over a shutdown occurred,
or even the fact that political actors may have learned from previous shutdowfast the
was that the political environment mattered. Before any conclusions couldioe dra
about whom voters blame and the political impact, a researcher would need to consider
the political environment.

Political actors involvedThree experts pointed directly to the individuals
involved as one of the major differences that made it difficult to compare the tes cas
presented in the documents for the Government Shutdown task. E7 said, “| would have
some concerns generalizing beyond the specifics with what was going onlinitnC
and the time and Obama and the time.” E9 also pointed out, “The interesting thing now in
dealing with the threat of a shutdown in 2011, the difference | would note is Obama
wasn’t enjoying the popularity that Clinton was enjoying at the timethiaatook place.”

That difference in popularity was an important factor, in her opinion, in determining who
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received blame for the actual or impending shutdown. Likewise, E8 wondered about how
things might have been different if the actors were different in 1995. He told me,
If we had put some other actors in there, let's assume there still would have been
a shutdown, would the outcome have been the same? Would the president have
prevailed over the Speaker and the House? Maybe not. You had to deal with
Clinton’s ability to communicate. Gingrich’s ability to throw bombs.
Thus, understanding who the major players are in the situation, how they intelnact wit
each other, and how the public views them matters for answering the questions of blame
and political impact.
Political institutions. Another aspect of context that three of the experts identified
related to the political institutions involved in the problems, in particular Congkes®et
forth in the Constitution, the legislative branch and Congress were designedaw be s
moving and deliberative, such that bills that are introduced must go through numerous
steps before they even get to a final vote in both the House of Representatives and the
Senate. At any point in that process, bills can get derailed or altered sydvémaf the
president supported them, they might be completely different from what was proposed.
At the same time, the type of bills that begin the process and even get headngor
both chambers might be impacted by which party is in control of the chamber. This
problem was an important one for E7, who noted,
A related question is what gets out of committee, as well. Even if it does@all get
the way through the two chambers and to the president, does legislation that gets

out of committee look different when one party’s in control versus the other?
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Looking only at pieces of legislation that were passed or not would only give part of the
picture of how party control impacts legislation. However, if one could look also look at
the committees and other parts of the process, one might be able to see a lagenfpat
party influence emerge.
Another issue with the political institution is that most legislation that is
introduced never reaches the floor of either chamber of Congress for a vote, pietd a
of legislation does reach a vote, it often results in legislation that iseshtf’'om what
was originally introduced. For example, E1 commented on the legislative prdoess
discussing the Major Legislation task. She focused on the fact that manynipetant
parts of the president’s agenda never get to a vote in Congress. This lack ofaulebte ¢
be the result of the fact that the majority in Congress is from the othey gaittgould
be due to other factors. The information as presented in the problem and in the documents
failed to account for this situation since they centered on the passagelafi@giShe
used Clinton’s plan to reform health care as an example, noting,
You don’t pick up situations like Clinton’s proposal to reform health care because
Congress didn’t vote on it. So, supported Clinton 86% in ‘93 and 86% in ‘94, well
that looks like a nice statistic, but you realize his most important legislagver
had a vote.
Failure to include situations like this one in a study of divided versus unified government
could distort the results and any conclusions drawn from the data collected.
Context also matters in the Major Legislation task since legislatiomeaeles
the president’s desk for a signature often is not the same as when it wag @idstaed.

In some cases, the changes may alter the legislation in ways thabtiagideal in the
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president’s eyes but the president still signs the bill. For example, E6 notdtethat t
documents for the Major Legislation task did not include a discussion of what the
legislation said, what changes it underwent, and if the president saw those @sanges
acceptable. He explained,

Another thing that would be an issue is this has legislation and when and what

side Clinton took and then the result, which is something was passed and whether

or not Clinton signed it. The problem with that is we don’t know what was
passed. It could be the case that when the president’s party is in control that he
gets stuff he really wants and when it's not he still gets stuff he wouldagitis
better than the status quo, but it is not movement that is as far as he likes. That
would be an important implication of the question that we would not pick up with
this.
Thus, there could be a distinction between what the president wants from legislation,
what is introduced in Congress, what is approved by Congress, and what the pigsident
willing to sign. Party control of Congress might play a role in determining than just
passage or not; it might also determine to what degree legislation is whatslukepr
wanted.

Other circumstancesFour of the experts also discussed other aspects of context
that might influence the conclusions one could make about the Government Shutdown
task. Specifically, E1 suggested that the small number of instances of dn actua
government shutdown would make it difficult to respond to the question. E1 noted the
difficulty of trying to study the problem by looking at past incidents of tderfd

government shutting down. She said,
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This is a tough question to study because you are going to run into the small n

problem because there aren’t that many examples, especially those that are

result of conflict between the president and Congress over the budget.

To solve this problem, she suggested, “If you wanted to tackle this question in a
systematic way, you might want to go beyond the federal government and see what
happens in state governments.” She felt that adding cases where state gotsestot

down would complicate and change the context, and therefore the question, but it was the
only way to get a large enough sample to draw any conclusions.

E6, E7, and E10 also noted that the lack of cases in which the government
shutdown made it difficult to answer the question, but they attempted to solve the
problem by creating a separate context in which to study it. E6 explained, ‘When
only have a handful of cases, at some point you have to say | don’t know. | think that
that's something that social scientists in general and academicslarg twildo.”

However, instead of giving up completely, they all suggested that a poldieatist

could set up an experiment in which participants were given mock news asticles
statements from politicians involved in a shutdown. These participants would then be
surveyed about their reactions to the information and whom they blamed based on the
information they were given. E10 explained,

| would start by studying this with some lab experiments where | would design a

set of stimuli that would look like news reports... Essentially what you want to do

is start out with a framing question. You want to give people two articles, one that
faults the president and one that faulted the Congress. And then see how their

responses change given some would be randomly exposed to one versus the other.
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E6 and E7 made similar statements about the type of experiment that a suignébt
could design. However, E7 recognized that such an experiment could create another
contextual factor, in which participants respond based on their political ideology and/
party identification, especially if the information given to them is preseas coming

from a particular individual or party. He cautioned, “If you do the experiment right, the
only difference between the two groups is what information they get. Separate it out
based on party. You want to randomize within strata defined by party ID. Remsbtice

still going to support the Republicans, but relative to having seen the information about
the shutdown, maybe less so.”

In both cases - adding cases from state government shutdowns or conducting an
experiment - the experts recognized the importance of the context of the problgm. The
also acknowledged that their potential solutions for dealing with some of the cohtextua
factors embedded in the tasks might create another set of contextual canstraltar
the conclusions they could draw from the data they collected. Again, though, they
recognized those problem constraints and attempted to account for them in the fdesign o
their study.

Summary of contextOverall, context became important for two reasons: thinking
about the problem and its answer and determining whether or not the findings from
studying the questions could be generalized. Because political environments, the powe
of various offices, and the personalities involved constantly change and evolve, it is
important to consider the context before drawing conclusions in political science.
Research findings can only be generalized when similar findings resulsfumlying

different political environments and personalities that are separateddgnd context.
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As E6 noted, even though both cases from the documents for the Government Shutdown
task “have a Democratic president and a Republican majority in Congressybthases
had different outcomes.

Causation and Correlation. In addition to evidence and context, seven of the
experts referred to the concepts of causation and correlation in their discofsie
problem-solving tasks. The research methodologies used to study the questions
determined whether or not the researcher could make judgments about whether one
event, policy, or other variable caused a specific outcome or simply wasl telate~or
example, E1 pointed to the ideas of causation and correlation while discussing Bocume
E, Abstract from Copeland’s Study, during the Major Legislation task. lissiagehe
author’s conclusions, she said,

I’'m a little suspicious of the idea that one of the most important determinants of

the use of the veto is the scope of government...Government has grown and been

growing and the use of the veto has also grown. That is going to correlate in a

time series analysis, but I'm not sure that there is a causal relationgieipl the

doubt that that study is capable of really figuring out what the caustnslaip

is if there is any.

E3 mentioned causation and correlation when discussing the Government
Shutdown task and noted the difficulty of trying to determine whom voters would
actually blame for a shutdown. He explained, “You could just do a survey and see when
there was a government shutdown who they attributed that to. It's going to &latealr
with partisanship depending on who is in charge though.” That correlation between party

and blame would need to be considered and controlled for before any definitive
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conclusions could be made. Similarly, E7 mentioned the use of surveys to determine
whom voters blame, saying, “You could also get at this with survey questions that aren’
done experimentally. So someone asks about the shutdown and what is really
happening.” However, he also pointed out that doing so would not provide evidence that
the shutdown caused voters to blame a particular individual, political party, or branch of
the government. In order to do that, he noted, he “would rather do something more
experimentally to get at it more causally.” In each of these casexpbesewere

concerned with determining the cause of specific outcomes, but they b gjmat only
certain methods could provide evidence of causation. They also recognized that some
variables within the problems they were asked to consider might comtlateach

other, thereby adding to the complexity of the problem and the difficulty of dategm
causation.

Sourcing. Three of the experts demonstrated sourcing, the act of examining the
author or creator of a document or piece of evidence (Wineburg, 1991), while reading the
documents. These experts made judgments about the sources and how reliable or
trustworthy they might be. For example, E1 questioned the conclusions made in
Document E, Abstract from Copeland’s Study. She noted, “This is 1983 so that means
the time series analysis would not be very sophisticated compared to what is dgrie toda
Due to the lack of sophistication, she wondered if the results and the conclusions were
accurate and would be the same if the analysis was done again using updated data
analysis techniques. E4 also demonstrated sourcing in two instances. Flest, whi
discussing the Major Legislation task, she questioned the reliability afrbea D, Vote

Concurrence. She asked, “Why wasn’t data available for 2007-8,” and theedssert



134

“There’s no reason why that data should not have been available. It's a poor resource i
that's the case.” The source lacked information that she believed wasangcess
available, making the source unreliable. Second, she also used sourcing whemgeviewi
the polling data in Document G, Voter Blame for Government Shutdown: 1995, and
Document H, Voter Blame for Government Shutdown: 2@drithe Government
Shutdown task. She told me,
Right away | would want to know the questions that were actually asked because
guestion wording matters. I'd also want to know the methodology of the polls. |
would want to know how it was implemented, who was contacted, how they
identified voters, are they going on registration lists, self-identified yoteif
you’re engaging in research you would need to know a lot more about this.
More information was necessary so that she could make a judgment about biiéyrelia
of the polling data. If she could trust the polling data, then she could use it to draw
conclusions about public support for the president or Congress during the shutdown. E8
made similar comments about the polling data, noting that he would have preferred to
conduct the polling himself rather than rely on polling firms and media outlets. If he
conducted the polls himself, he believed, he would have confidence in the data to judge
the results.
In each of these cases, the experts made judgments about the documents and
determined that they would not use the respective sources if they were sthdying t
guestions. They did not believe the sources were reliable enough to use as evidence in

their studies.
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Sub-problems. Four experts acknowledged that the problems prompted
additional questions that helped them identify sub-problems (cf., Voss & Post, 1998)
embedded within the tasks. For example, according to E8 while reading the documents
related to the Major Legislation task,

| think if | started here at the original question and then started looking at

sources. l.would find myself complicating the question, adding more to it,

looking at it, saying there is more to it than this, | need to make sure | am taking

these things into account.

Likewise, E6 noted the importance of the sub-problems while talking about the
Government Shutdown task. He said, “We often can’'t answer the big questions we care
about, so we zero in on a narrower question that we can answer and then we build.” Such
zeroing in was evident in nine of the experts’ discussions about the problem-solving
tasks, although the sub-problems that were identified for each task werendiffer

For the Major Legislation task, the experts identified two different sub-gmabl
that one would need to study before answering the task as given. The first sub-problem
was whether or not party really matters in the way that Congress functtagpkined
this idea when he said,

What | think we would be interested in knowing is does party matter. That would

not necessarily mean what party is in control. That just doesn’t matter...The

richer question is does party matter in Congress. If you can test something about
what role someone’s partisan identification plays in their decision-making the

you can answer the question.
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The second major sub-problem for the Major Legislation task identified by the
experts was the influence of factors beyond the legislative process. This sudypwdd
best expressed by E5, who told me,

Now | am looking at this thinking isn’t there a better way to explain this question

by explaining the other things that impact the president’s legislation and hpw the

run up against that hypothesis and do they show that oddly enough party control

isn’t as important as you would think it is or here are the other things in the

hopper but notice how important party control is anyway.
Again, in order to get a more accurate picture of the influence of party statem, a
political scientist would need to look at other factors that might impact whed tf
legislation do and do not get passed. It might be possible that those other factoosea
important in some cases for determining whether the president’s agenda@egb t
Congress than which party controls the majority of seats in Congress. On thieapither
it could also be possible that party is such a large influence that other factors do not
change the outcome. Either way, the political scientist would want to determicte ig/hi
the case.

The experts also identified two sub-problems within the Government Shutdown
task. First, there was the problem of blame attribution, if it has an impact @rabef,
what impact it has on the political actors. After reading the task, E6 noted, “Veiyis
similar to the question where does the blame go when it is bad economicallgialgen
Knowledge about blame attribution in general or in other cases would be important for

answering the question in the task. Similarly, E8 noted the importance of btamel] a
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as the need to understand if and how it differs from the issue of the political .il6pact
said,
There are a lot of questions embedded in here. One thing | would try to do is parse
out what these are. There’s an issue about blame. There’s an issue about impact.
What does political impact mean as opposed to blame. And of course the why
guestion, which is the big question.
E4 identified some of the possible political impacts as “whether trust goes down,
whether people lose their seats in offices, whether more people stop pagsgstap
voting. There’s such a wide range of political impact that could happen.” However, the
guestion remained whether or not these impacts could be separated from blameeFor thes
experts, the question of whom voters blame for a government shutdown and the political
impact of such a shutdown involves the broader issue of blame attribution, as well as the
issue of whether political impact is distinct from blame.
The second sub-problem was if public opinion and blame even matter. E5
wondered if there is no political impact, or just a short-term one, would it reattemif
the public blamed one political actor or another. He commented,
There is the other question, why does public opinion matter here. What is the
impact of public opinion? Does it change the way the president acts? Does it
change the way Congress acts? How does public opinion impact other things? Or
does it have no impact? And if not, why not?
One would need to have some knowledge about the importance of public opinion and its
influence on political actors in order to understand whom voters blame for a shutdown

and why they do so.
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In each of these cases, the experts identified sub-problems that thermguest
posed in the tasks brought up for them. The initial questions led to more questions that
needed to be answered before the one posed in the task could be answered. Bygdentifyin
these sub-problems, the experts noted what knowledge they would need to already have
or that they would need to gain in order to make conclusions about the tasks at hand.

Definitional precision. The experts also noted concerns related to the terms used
in the tasks and documents. In particular, they wondered how the terms were being
defined and acknowledged that different definitions could produce different answers to
the problem-solving task questions. This concern was particularly clearMajbe
Legislation task, especially when the experts discussed the terms é8shgnd “major
legislation.”

Five of the experts pointed to the need to define “Congress” because it can mean
different things, and depending on how one defines “Congress,” different answées for t
guestion might emerge from the data. For example, E9 noted that “Congress/’ usuall
means “the House,” but she could not be sure. Answering the question based on that
assumption might be different than answering it if “Congress” included both chambers
E5 also wondered about the definition of “Congress.” He asked, “What if it's not
Congress? What if the House and Senate are controlled by different pahnies?
document doesn't tell me that.” Also ES8 initially felt, “Majority’s preétgsily defined,”
but he quickly realized that he still needed more information while reading the
documents. He said,

Document A, as soon as | looked at it, it struck me | don’t know the answer to one

of the questions, which is what does it mean by Congress. Does it mean the
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House, the Senate, both of them? Legislative control has been split at different
times and the document | am looking at doesn’t represent split control over some
of these times with Democratic control in one part and Republican control in the
other.
For these and other experts, the meaning of “Congress” was an important@spect
guestion and needed to be defined before an answer for the question could be developed.
In addition to “Congress,” seven of the experts wanted to know what was meant
by “major legislation.” These experts found that the lack of a definition fordimaj
legislation” made it difficult to answer the question of whether divided govent
matters for passing legislation that the president supports. E7 said, “You would have t
be careful of what you define as major legislation. Someone who studies this edald m
an argument of what is major versus what is not major. Reasonable people naigtaedis
here and there.” Similarly, E9 commented, “I'm not sure what's consicggeificant
legislation. There might be a subjective definition of significant leiisiaThat would
be the only thing | would question in making conclusions about significant legislation
whether more or less passes or fails.” E4, while reading Documents B and fpiated
to the need for a clear definition of “major legislation.” She told me, “I would teant
know what'’s the rationale behind how these were identified. What's the methodology of
choosing these major pieces of legislation?” Finally, E5 made similamstate while
reviewing the same documents. He said,
| would also be asking questions about what are our criteria? Why areing say

this is major legislation? These are the familiar ones. But why age the
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spotlighted? What else could have been spotlighted that isn’t here and why isn’t it
here?
As was the case with the Government Shutdown task, the experts did suggest
ways to define “major legislation.” For example, E8 suggested looking tddredure to
see how it has been defined in the past. He explained, “There has to be some definitional
aspect to that guided by what others have done... There may be authorities on that. The
may be existing data sets that define major legislation.” E1 offerecaseleas of how
one might define “major legislation.” She suggested,
You can use news coverage of Congress to get some sense of important bills...
Another approach has been to look at of all the issues that are being discussed on
the Op Ed pages of the newspapers, what proportion of those were handled
legislatively where bills were passed that year. You can look at legisthat the
president proposes in the State of the Union address and what happens to those...
The State of the Union address, as long as they are, presidents still can’t cover
most things, so you’d assume that those are the highest priority things for the
president so that would be another filter you could use to look for important stuff.
E4 made similar statements about the State of the Union and added “platforms adopted
during the campaign...statements of administration position...testimony of gieze
branch in Congress...speeches given by majority and minority leaders, intlividua
members.”.
Overall, the experts pointed to the need for additional information about how
terms like “Congress” and “major legislation” were being used. Depending othiese/

terms were defined, different outcomes and answers to the questions might be possibl
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Uncertainty. The final type of disciplinary knowledge demonstrated by the
experts was their recognition of when they did not have enough knowledge to answer the
guestion. All of the experts acknowledged that they could not provide a definitiveranswe
to at least one of the questions, and six of them did not attempt to answer either of the
guestions. When the experts did attempt to answer the questions, they did so because it
focused on content from their subfield (institutions or behavior) and/or they aveileaf
with the literature related to the task. When they did not provide an answer, they
recognized that they lacked the knowledge to answer it and needed to study t&e probl
in more detail.

Four of the experts offered an answer to one of the problem-solving task
guestions. In these cases, the topic was either part of the subfield they stuitie
expert was familiar with the literature. For example, E1, an institdistpaffered an
answer to the Major Legislation task. She said,

I'd say the conventional wisdom in the field as a consequence of research since

the 1990s, control of Congress, at least historically speaking, has had less of an

impact on the president’s ability to pass legislation than you might expect.
E5 and E9, also institutionalists, provided answers to the Major Legislationoquasti
well. E5 told me,

Here’s the obvious answer: a hell of a lot. | would be looking at this question

saying my hypothesis going in is that who has control of Congress is an

important, highly determinative variable on the success of the presidestdaag
Finally, E10, who studies public opinion and voter turnout, noted his familiarity with the

literature and asserted, “Control of Congress obviously matters. It's ahesef things
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that’s probably...it matters a lot and yet it doesn’t matter enough.” In edbbs# cases,

the expert was already familiar with previous research studies that prowided s
information that they could use to provide an initial answer, but they also acknowledged
that additional research and evidence could provide new insights that could lead to
nuances in their responses or new answers altogether.

In other cases, the experts acknowledged their lack of knowledge about the topic,
and as a result they knew they could not answer the question. Still, they used thalr gener
knowledge about political science to discuss ways to study the problem. For ex@iple
was hesitant to answer the Major Legislation question because it was not takl $haf
he studied. He explained, “This is not my area. It's more institutions and golitica
parties.” Yet, he still suggested ways one might study the question. He said,

You might look at who'’s in control of Congress, which party, and the frequency

of bills coming out of Congress and whether or not those bills are liberal or

conservative. You would look at the frequency and who can take credit for the

bill.

Likewise, E8 pointed to his lack of knowledge in the area, saying, “I have to think more
broadly in some sense here because this is not my subfield in terms of Congressional
politics and what goes on in Congress. Here | have to give you more almost generi
response.” He then went on to suggest looking at the work of Congressional scholars, the
voting patterns of members of Congress, and presidential statements aboutfpieces
legislation. He ended his initial remarks about the question by telling meatiBe I'm

not a scholar of Congress, | don’t know up front. There’s an awful lot of front-end stuff |

could do before | could get really specific about what else could happen.” In both of these
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cases, and others, the experts knew they could not answer the task questions with the
knowledge they had. Yet, they relied on their expertise to discuss possible waylyto st
the questions.

Thus, all of the experts acknowledged their own uncertainty during at least one of
the problem-solving tasks. Their uncertainty often resulted from their ldeknafarity
with the subfield from which the question came. When they did answer the question, it
was because they were familiar with the literature. Yet, even for taasexperts who
offered an answer to one of the questions, they did so acknowledging that their answer
was a hypothesis, supported by previous research, but that could be negated by additional
research.

Summary of problem-solving tasks. In addition to showing how they organize
their knowledge during the concept sorting and mapping task, the experts demibnstrate
their disciplinary knowledge while completing both problem-solving tasks. Tiertsx
displayed their knowledge and use of evidence, context, causation and correlation,
sourcing, sub-problems, and definitions as they grappled with the problem-solving tasks
and the documents related to them. Several of them also acknowledged their upcertaint
and inability to answer the questions posed in the problem-solving tasks without further
research and information. Even when a few did offer an answer, they still noted the
possibility that more research into the question might provide a different camclus
Summary of Findings from Experts

Ten political scientists completed four tasks designed to demonstrate afpects
their disciplinary knowledge. The four tasks included an interview, a conce pigsaniil

mapping task, and two problem-solving tasks. Each task was useful for bringingdforwa
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different aspects of the political scientists’ disciplinary knowlealy# expertise, and

when looked at as a whole paint a picture of what expertise in political scoeksdike

for these political scientists. The interview afforded the experts the oppgrtaiefine

their discipline as a science focused on phenomena related to the government,mmbwer, a
the distribution of resources in society. Using the scientific method and variaus dat
collection and analysis methods, these experts study these phenomena, cdédeceegvi
draw conclusions, and develop theories about how the government and politics work,
who does and does not have power in the government, and how the decisions of those
with power impact society and the distribution of goods and services. Their conclusions
and theories are then reviewed, and in some cases re-tested, by otherrexipefisid.

The concept sorting and mapping task allowed the experts to create a pmgsical a
verbal representation of the way in which they organize major concepts from the
discipline. Their organizations included a structure - such as a hierarchy, @loromw
piles - which revealed the relationships that exist between and among \camoepts in
the discipline. Additionally, the experts explained that the discipline is dividedhat
general categories of institutions and behavior, which was reflectednrcéingisorts
since nine out of the ten experts used these terms (or election in place of betsavior)
major categories. However, these experts also acknowledged that therberdimer
ways to organize the concepts from the concept sorting and mapping task, schile al
commenting on the relationships between concepts. In this way, they emphasized the
complex and interconnected nature of the concepts within the discipline.

Finally, the experts completed two problem-solving tasks. These taskketevea

several aspects of the experts’ thinking as they considered the probledwscantents
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related to them. In particular, the experts discussed the importance of exaddritbe

need to gather the best evidence for the question asked. At the same timispthey a

focused on the context of each problem and its impact on the answer to the question
posed in the problem. They also considered whether their evidence supported conclusions
of causation or correlation, as well as the source of the evidence, sub-problerddezinbe
within the tasks, and the impact that different definitions of key words and phraggs m

have for answering the questions. Once again, they also acknowledged theirntgcertai

as many of the experts did not attempt to answer the questions.

Taken together, the tasks revealed that these experts view politicabsaseac
scientific discipline interested in the study of government, power, and theodiai
resources; divided into the broad categories of institutions and behavior; and witit specif
guidelines and standards of practice. It is a science because of itsa@iaevidence
and the scientific method, and it requires an understanding of the complex nanade of a
connections between and among the various concepts within the discipline. Evidence,
context, uncertainty, and other concepts and critical thinking skills allow thet®xpe
study the problems and develop theories that can answer questions about how and why

the American system of government and politics works as it does.
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Chapter Five: Findings from Students

Introduction

Four students studying to be Social Studies teachers also participated in an
interview, a concept sorting and mapping task, and two problem-solving tasks. Each of
the students recently completed an introductory political science course at the
undergraduate level, and like the experts, these students discussed varioaatpect
discipline of political science. However, the students’ responses to the varksis/éae
less sophisticated and demonstrated less knowledge about the discipline whenadtompare
to the experts.
Beliefs about Political Science: The Interview

As with the experts, | specifically asked the students how they would define
political science during the interview. In their responses, the studentdbeesehat
political science is, why it is a science, the importance of evidence, and wikiaajpol
science is not. In some cases, their responses included some of the sansetieas a
experts. However, they did not develop their ideas to the same degree as tlscaexpert
did not share information about the standards of practice within the discipline.

Definition of political science. Three of the students provided a definition of
political science when | asked them, “How would you define political sciéigg?
however, told me that she did not “think there is a true definition of politics because it
includes so many things like the money, communications ... | don’t even know how to
explain it.” She believed that political science is too broad to have a singi@idefi

while also implying that political science and politics are the same thimg implication
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is very different from the experts, some of whom made the distinction betweenspolitic
and political science explicit.

The other three students all mentioned politics in their definitions, but did not
explicitly state that politics is the same as political science. UnlikevBo replaced
“political science” with “politics,” the other three students described paliscience as
either the “science of politics” (S1) or the “scientific study of polit(&2 and S3). S1
expanded on this idea by explaining that political scientists seek to understand “how
politics work, how political machines operate, and how political parties e#ut same
thing.” S2 also pointed to the functions of various aspects of politics as part of the
discipline of political science, explaining, “Political science involvesibldics of a
country. You do the presidency, Congress, local and state government. Thokpaate al
of political science and studying how those four things work, what makes them work,
what is their function.” These students saw politics as the major focus ofgditience,
although they did not specify that politics and political science were the Eka¢he
experts, S1, S2, and S3 described political science as an explanatory discthlghal
for them the focus is on how different aspects of politics work, as opposed to focusing on
the government, the exercise of power, and the distribution of resources.

Science of political science. Three of the four students also commented on the
scientific nature of the discipline once | asked specifically about it. Tdtadents
pointed to the fact that political scientists gather data and analyzeathaEdr example,
S3 told me that political science is a science because of “the polls and all tati8ies
and the analysis of those statistics.” S1 and S2 took that explanation a step farthe

explaining that political scientists develop hypotheses and theories basedlatattiey
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collect. S1 said political science is “a science of gathering data and tandiéng data

and making observations and hypotheses about things.” Likewise, S2 commented, “You
are always having a theory and a hypothesis and you are always trying to prove
something to have a conclusion.” S4, on the other hand, did not have an explanation for
why political science is a science. Thus, three of the students had some idea nfrthe na
of political scientists’ work in developing hypotheses and collecting data to sapport
negate those hypotheses. Again, however, their understanding or their abilityetesakpr
was broader and focused on surface aspects of what it means for a discipliae to be
science and less sophisticated than the experts’.

I mportance of evidence. Three of the students also discussed the importance of
evidence when they defined the discipline during the interview. S1 and S2 referred only
to the need for “data,” but they did not specify what type of data would be needkg or w
or how they might use the data collected. Meanwhile, S3 cited “polls and all of the
statistics and the analysis of those statistics.” Again, she did not explawor \whw
those types of data would be helpful for a political scientist. S2 also pointed teethe ne
for new data when she told me, “You can’t use data from 10 years ago. You can use it,
but you can’t rely on that only. You need to have new, constantly new studies and new
information to compare.” For these three students, data was important in pstiiree.
However, other than citing polling data and calling for new information, the studdnts di
not describe or explain what type of data count as evidence or if there is sarserdat
as better forms of evidence.

What political scienceisnot. Two of the students also noted the difference

between political science in college and government courses in middle and high school.
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In particular, they explained that political science is not the same asidlyeo$
government. S1 believed that in political science “you study the government, buttnot jus
the facts.” S3 concurred that political science is more than just the faserhment
and explained the distinction in more detail. She said, “There is political seird¢aen
there is American government. Political science focuses more on padtifmsuses on
the workings of politics whereas American government focuses on the founda¥ouos...
need to analyze people rather than just have facts.” However, neither student @xplaine
what they meant by “the facts,” and when | asked for more information, S1 cowld onl
tell me that “the facts” were “all the things you learned in school.” S3, in resppnse
follow-up question, reiterated that “American government focuses on the foundations” of
our government. Thus, at least some of the students believed that political science i
different from the study of government. However, their ability to descriliaifierence
and to explain how political science may be different from other disciplines araifrea
study was more limited than the experts who saw the discipline as distingidiiics
and journalism. They also failed to explain what it means to go beyond the facts and how
and why political scientists would analyze people.

Although they each answered in their own way, the students’ responses about
political science focused on the fact that political scientists studycsaind the
government. They do so by forming hypotheses, collecting data, and analyzingthre dat
order to develop theories about how politics works. Also, for at least two students,
political science is different from government because political sciankeles more
than just “the facts.” However, they did not provide additional information about what it

means to go beyond the facts. Still, the students demonstrated an emerging undgrstandi
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of the discipline in that they recognized that political scientists engaagpects of the
scientific method (e.g., forming hypotheses and collecting and analyzegathal that
political science is unique from other academic endeavors, specificalijuthe of
American government.
Organizing Knowledge: The Concept Sorting and Mapping Task

The students also demonstrated aspects of disciplinary knowledge similar to the
experts, although not as well developed or extensive. In particular, they showdteliow t
organize their knowledge of political science during the concept sorting guinga
task, using some of the same structures and organizing categories as tfse expe
However, they did not express their understanding of the structure and categories in the
same way as the experts. Additionally, the students expressed some uncgHiténty
completing the task, but rather than acknowledging that there could be multipleoways t
organize the concepts on the cards, the students expressed uncertainty around the
definitions of some of the words. Table diiows the major headings used by the students
while they sorted or, in the case of S1, offered by the student after | sgigcHsked
(see Appendix D for images of all of the sorts and maps).
Table 10

Categories & Connectors in Students’ Concept Sorts and Maps

Student Categories Connecting Words

S1 No major headings None
Once asked: elections or parties and branches

S2 Politics/Mass Media Mobilization
Federalism
Election
Representation

S3 Federalism None
Ideology
Election
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Politics

S4 No major headings None
Once asked: shared what words were in each category
but not a heading for the category or a theme to the
category

Structure and categories. None of the students organized the words from the
concept sorting and mapping in exactly the same way as the experts, altreudiut
use similar structures. S1, S3, and S4 placed the words into piles, while S2 created a
hierarchy with the words. Whereas the majority of the experts used ahigridne
majority of the students used piles. S1 and S4 sorted the cards as they read #tiex, cre
piles without specific headings. However, when | asked S1 if there was atthéere
organization, she said, “Obviously it has to deal with the government, but different
segments of it and different ways to view it. Looking at government through gampai
and elections or parties and branches.” Likewise, | asked S4 to describes ¢sqs!
Figure 5). She explained,
Public policy, committee, bureaucracy, politics, and decision-making. Politics,
there’s a lot of bureaucracy, bureaus and the federal bureau in politics. Money and
stuff. Decision-making is what politics is... There are a lot of comnsitiee
politics. And that’'s where they form policies. Executive — | got this one right
because these are the branches of government. Federalism, direct democracy
ideology, political party, conservative and liberal. These are togethaendethey
are ways of thinking and processes. This is a big plleese all have to do with
elections and voting and stuff. You're using mass media to communicate with the
public. You're campaigning for yourself or whoever you are endorsing.

Participation, like public participation, by voting and voicing your opinion.
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Representation becat you don’t want someone goofy representing \

Challenger is your opponent. Public opinion lers with voting. Mobilizatior

becausegou are traveling a lot. Partisan ... that'’s liketjea.

Pile 1 Pile A
Pubtic ?huuj Execuhve
Commitfe€ Legisahve
e?urw Tudicial
Povhes

Deusion-

Maling

Figure E. Piles created by S

Pile 3

et
Federalism
Direck Democacy
:r:l:l to lnﬁ, b |
Po\rhical P-.Hj
Conservahive
Liberal
E lech'on
Mass Media
¢ arhcipation
(R C(rf&t-ﬂﬁu‘:'on
Challenger
Public Opinien
Mok i 2a4iem
Partisan

In both cases, the students had an organizatitreinminds that related to the ideas

institutions and elections/behavior, but they didl @xpress it in those terms. F

example, S1 described her categories as “eleatiopérties and branches.” She did t

explicitly say that her categories were institui@nd elections/behavior, but the exp

described the branches of government as institsigonl elections as part

elections/behavior. Likewise, although S4 did mpecify her categories, she did ple
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many of the words that experts categorized as institutions together in(@ gilgublic

policy, committee, bureaucracy, and decision-making). Thus, these two studente@ppear
to have some idea of the division within the discipline institutions and electiongiireha
even if they did not know to describe it in that manner.

The students also did not share the organization until specifically asked to do so.
When they did share it, it was much simpler than that of the experts with little or no
description or recognition of the relationships that might exist between and among t
words and concepts. Words were placed into piles with other words with which they have
something in common, but they did not explicitly identify what those commonalities
were.

S3, who also sorted as she read the cards, placed the cards into four piles (see
Figure 6). Each of the piles had specific headings, which she said wezeatisah,”
“ideology,” “election,” and “politics.” Once she had established these foes,she
placed each new card under one of these four cards. She explained her use of these four
categories, telling me,

| put federalism at the top because these are all a result of federtiisam. |

institution in the US and then parts of federalism are the executive, Iegislat

and judicial. The checks and balances that federalism needs to function. Next is

ideology at the top and then liberal and conservative because those are people’s

ideologies. | put election at the top and then the election would result in
campaigning..Next is politics at the top. | put political party because they are

obviously a major part of politics...
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In this way, S3 discussed the major divisions efitations and elections/behavior, e\
though sheid not specifically identify them as such. She dgsed how the concey
within each pile are connected to each other, dimeg all fall into the same categc
with the same heading. All of the words in the fatlem pile were “a result ¢
federalism” while “liberal” and “conservative” were placedto the “ideology” pile
because they “are people’s ideologies.” Howeves,dil not recognize the relationsh

between the piles; she did not discuss how onenight be related to anothe
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Figure 6 Piles created by S

S2, on the other hand, sorted the cards into cagsgas she read them and tl
created a hierarchy after reading all of the ¢ (see Figure 6 for the hierarchy createc
S2) At the top of the hierarchy were “politicand “mass media.” Under these ca
were the three headings of “federalism,” “electi@nd “representation As she
discussed her organization, S2 told me that eviexytiell under the heading of “politic

and mass media,” and if she could draw a ishe would draw one from “politics/ma
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media” to “federalism,” from “politics/mass media” to “election,” and from

“politics/mass media” to “representation.” Additionally, she used “mobitinato

connect the “election” category with the “representation” catedgoryoing so, S2 was

the exception among the students. Not only did she use a hierarchy, which shows the

relationships between and among the concepts more explicitly, she alsazeelr b

connections. Describing her organization, she said,
We start with our politics. In politics we have mass media. Media covers our
executive, legislative, judicial, elections, and all of our reps in Congress.
Federalism | put that there because that is the type of government we have, whic
is all the institutions..You have conservative and liberal parties, well not parties,
but...these are the three branches of government. Under legislative | put
bureaucracy because of obvious reasons. Committees we have in the Senate and
House. We have a majority party and a minority party in each. Electioh: see
would have the line here. Mass media covers the elections, and in elections you
have a challenger and an incumbent, a political party, they campaign and tell us
what they believe in. This would go here, representation of the people. They have
to make decisions on public opinion, public policy, and they have to participate in
mobilizing and finding out what the people wantMobilization is going to
connect with election and representation because during an election when
campaigning you need to go where the people are. Mobilization to me is bneed t

be mobile and move around.
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As with S3, S2 used the terms “institution” ande@lon” in her discussion of tf
concept sorting and mapping task, although shedalidpecifically say that these we
the major organizing categories within Americanifozdl science. S2 was also thnly
student to discuss the fact that the words wereected and to use a word to conr
categories.

Through their organization of the cards and thiicakssions of it, three of t
students demonstrated their understanding of #®dine as seri¢ of topics anc
concepts related to government but lacking any eotions between them. For them,
discipline was not necessarily a unified field tfdy since the topics were distinct &
unrelated. S2, however, was the exception sincaaet lect some connectior
between the concepts. For her, the discipline wa® mnified, and the various aspect:

it related to each other.
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Uncertainty. In addition to their organization, however, | also noticed that three
of the students were unfamiliar with the meanings of some of the words, whichtmade
more difficult for them to organize the words. For example, S3 was not sure what
“incumbent” meant and did not immediately understand how “challenger” would be used
in political science. S4 was also unfamiliar with “incumbent” and “partisard 'déd not
use either of those words or “institution” in her piles. Neither S4 nor S2, although she
used it as the connector between “election” and “representation,” described
“mobilization” correctly. Rather than thinking of it in terms of motivating veter
participate on Election Day, they both described it as moving around a distrideor sta
and contacting constituents in order to get their opinion on public policy. Thus, the
organizations of the words for each of these students were impacted by thed limit
knowledge.

Furthermore, none of the students discussed their uncertainty about how they
organized the cards as the experts had. The students did not discuss the fact that other
organizations or categories were possible, except in the case of S4 who remained
uncertain that she had performed the task correctly. This lack of uncewampnother
indication of their lack of understanding of the relationships between the concepts and the
complexity of the discipline. Thus, while the students had some knowledge of how
different aspects of the discipline fit together, they did not see it as plidisavith
multiple connections and relationships.

It may also be possible that the students assumed there was a correct@tissver t
concept sorting and mapping task. This possibility is especially true for Sé4idhoe,

“I got this one right,” as she explained her pile that included the branches ofimev.
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When we finished with the concept sorting and mapping task, she told me, “| failed.”

Both of these statements indicate that she believed that there were righbagd

answers, and she did not think she had the correct answer. Although her comments
indicated that she thought another organization was possible, she did not think there were
numerous possibilities. Rather, there was one organization, and she did not know it.
Responding to the Problem-solving Tasks

While completing the problem-solving tasks, the students used two of the same
aspects of disciplinary knowledge as the experts. In particular, two of thatstude
referred to context as an important part of solving the problems and three usedjsourcin
(Wineburg, 1991) as they completed the problem-solving tasks. However, the students
also had specific approaches to the problem-solving tasks and documents thait differe
from the way most of the experts approached the tasks and documents. For example, they
all answered the problem-solving task questions with certainty and focusecdaithe
structure of the documents or read the documents literally.

Context. S2 and S3 both referenced the context of the political environment while
they talked about the Major Legislation task. For both students, there could be cases
when what is happening in the world beyond Congress could be more important in terms
of the passage of major legislation than the partisan make up of the Congres#& and the
relationship to the president. Both students used the Patriot Act as an exampkeaof suc
time when the context was more influential on the outcome of legislation than which
party was in power. S2 explained that even though some people might have opposed the
law because they believed it violated civil rights and liberties, itpg8sed both houses

of Congress overwhelmingly because of the context surrounding it. She saidg‘Durin
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times of war, you are going to have things like the Patriot Act. A lot of peopleiths
an infringement on our right to privacy but because of the terroristic acthesédverity
of the situation around it, that's why it got passed.” S3 also acknowledged thatolexe
was in fear,” so they were much more willing to vote for legislation that thelpres
proposed, even if he was from the opposite party.

During the Government Shutdown task, S3 also referred to context when
discussing the problem. For S3, the important piece for understanding whom voters
blame was how voters viewed the individuals in office. Comparing the shutdown in 1995
and 1996 to the potential shutdown of 2011 was complicated by the fact that President
Clinton was more popular than President Obama, who is a far more controversgal figur
S3 explained, “Obama has been really controversial since he is the first bsidepre
The first thing people say is, ‘Oh it's Obama’s fault.” However, “Clinton watliked
before everything happened.” Additionally, she noted, “I think it would help to know
what they were cutting in the budget because that has a lot to do with voters. If taey we
cutting education, then people wouldn’t be happy about that.” Here she was able to see
that in addition to the political actors, the context of what government servighthmei
impacted by a budget may matter for how voters react to a shutdown and if and whom
they blame. If the president was acting to protect something that votersuldkeas
education funding, then voters might be more likely to blame Congress.

In each of the above cases, the students recognized that context could influence
the answer to the question posed in the task. In the case of major legislationcedlue
outside of our government could be more important than the partisan makeup of

Congress for determining the passage of major legislation. In the caseva&ramgent
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shutdown, the personalities involved and the particulars of the budget that caused the
shutdown could influence how voters react and register their blame. In both cases, the
context mattered, and the students recognized that it did. However, other than the
political environment and the political actors, the students did not explicitijifidether
aspects of context (e.g., the historical context, political institutions, and the maimbe
cases) that might impact the problem being studied.

Sour cing. Three students also used sourcing (Wineburg, 1991) when they
discussed the documents for the Government Shutdown task. S2 noted that she prefers to
do her own research rather than rely on the news. She told me, “I'll listen to what is
the news, but I like to research it myself. A lot of times they pick and choosehglat t
tell you, and | don’t think it's all objective.” The lack of objectivity means Hint is not
getting the complete story, but rather the story that the media wants toWitaceit all
the possible information, she cannot make a well-informed decision about the issues.
When asked how she conducts her own research, S2 told me, “Google, that's how |
would start off most of my research.” She also indicated she would use weaksitég |
Library of Congress in order to get information, while she would avoid going to the
websites of individual representatives and senators. She did not want to “read about them
tooting their own horns.” Rather, she wanted to "read what others say about them and
what public opinion is about them.” Thus, she recognized that an individual senator’'s
website would contain biased information, but she did not share how she would judge the
reliability and bias of other websites that she might visit in order to gatfoemiation

about how others view that senator.
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S1 also pointed to the sources of Documenth& Washington PostewsStory
and Document LThe Washington Timé¢ews Story, in her discussion of the
government shutdown. In particular, she noted that the two newspaper articles differe
their reporting of the potential shutdown in 2011, and she attributed that to the political
ideology of the newspapers. She was the only participant to do so. After reading both
articles, she said,

| don’t know if this is on purpose. | thirkhe Washington Timeés a conservative

newspaper. | don’t know about tRest It might be more liberal. | picked up on

little differences in the way it was reported. The Times, which is more

conservative, had a better spin on it saying we aren’t going to have a shutdown...

Whereas th&ostwas more of the facts.

In both cases, the students noticed that the perspective of media outlets matters for
what gets reported and how it gets reported. The opinions of the audience areedfluenc
by what they read and hear, and that can impact how they view political actors and
situations.

S4, on the other hand, referred to a different aspect of sourcing while discussing
the task. She focused on the polling questions and how they might influence respondents’
answers and the outcome of the poll. She told me, “The way you phrase a question can
impact the answer. The responses could be influenced by the phrasing.” As a result,
polling companies could achieve an outcome more favorable to their “side” byalte
the question phrasing.

In all three cases, the students recognized the importance of the sotwee of t

documents and the way that information is presented. Different sources could present
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information differently, altering one’s assessment of the situation. Aathe ime, the
wording of polling questions could influence one’s response and the outcome of the poll.
For these three students, sourcing was an important part of understanding the document
and answering the questions in the task.

Answering thetask questions. All four of the students read each of the tasks and
then immediately answered the questions even before reading any of the documents.
They saw the questions as straightforward and did not see any sub-problems or
complicating factors in either of the problem-solving tasks. In the case ofajoe M
Legislation task, all four of the students agreed that Congress passepitagsrof
major legislation when the president and the majority of the members of Coagees
from different parties than when they are from the same party. S1 responded to the
guestion by explaining,

Obviously when the president and the majority of Congress are the same party

they can get legislation passed much easier. That has been evident throughout

history. Whereas if they are opposite parties, the party in Congress or the
president try to block each other because that is how parties work.
For her and the other three students, the answer to the question was an easy one, and
three of the students (S1, S2, and S4) believed their response could be confirmed by
looking at the historical record. S2 told me that she would look at “the past laws that have
been passed, who has introduced them, and what party they are from.” S1 and S4 agreed
that counting pieces of legislation was the best way to confirm their bedteftore
legislation is passed under unified government than under divided government. S3, on the

other hand, did not address how to study the question.
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The students approached the Government Shutdown task in a similar manner. All
four had an answer for whom voters would blame, while only one of them attempted to
answer what political impact the shutdown might have. S1 and S2 both believed that
voters would blame Congress for the shutdown. S1 explained,

| think voters blame Congress. Usually people blame the president for things, but

for an actual government shutdown, because it is a whole group trying to get

something done, to the average voter if the whole government shuts down, they
are not going to just blame one person.
S2 agreed, saying, “They blame Congress. Why? Because they don'’t thinketeynar
their job. They got elected for a reason. That is what people do; they blame thmethe’ O
other hand, S3 believed that voters would blame the president. She told me, “The
majority of voters are kind of naive and they go right to the president and blame the
president for not getting the budget passed.” Finally, S4 explained, “Voters blam
everyone but themselves.” None of the students explained how someone might study the
guestion of voter blame.

As for the political impact of a government shutdown, only S1 offered a response,
while S1 and S2 were the only two who addressed how to study that aspect of the
guestion. In terms of the political impact, S1 said, “For the political impadtingpt
would get done to fix the federal budget. If they shut down then they won't fix it.” She
believed that the shutdown would prevent the government from agreeing to a budget that
would both end the shutdown and prevent another one, but she did not have an
explanation for how the government would re-open in the event of a shutdown. As for

how she could study that question, S1 said that a political scientist could again turn to the
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historical record and “see what happened when there was an actual shutdown.” For S2,
the best way to study the impact would be to “look at the statistics to se=tivber

biggest impact was geographically.” To her, the shutdown would result in the loss of
government services and subsidies like welfare programs. She would measuwgsitte i

by seeing where the loss of these services and subsidies were the gnedtest the
residents of the area dealt with the situation.

Approaching the documents. The students also had two ways of approaching the
documents. Two of the students focused on the structure of the documents, and their
comments were related to how the structure helped or impeded their thinking about the
tasks. The other two students discussed the information contained in the documents in a
way that indicated their main focus was on comprehension of the documents. In all four
cases, it appeared that the students were unsure of what to do with the documents or how
they could be used to answer the questions. None of the experts demonstrated similar
tendencies when working with the documents.

S1 and S4 focused their comments on how the documents were structured. For
S1, the abstracts used in the Major Legislation task (Document E, Abstract from
Copeland’s Study, and Document F, Abstract from Edwards, Barrett, and Peaklg)s St
were easier to read and understand than the charts from the other documests thega
synthesized information necessary to answer the question into one place. Th@gharts
the other hand, had just one piece of information and required the reader to do the work
of putting it all together. After reading all of the documents for the tasksate

| think the abstracts, the last 2 documents, are more helpful than the charts. They

directly lay out what it is, whereas on the charts you have to think about, well
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Clinton was a Democrat and the party was Republican. You have to do a little

harder thinking, whereas the abstracts just say what it is. In terms of pdmple w

like charts, these are neat and organized, easy to read. | guess it just depends

what you prefer to understand.
This focus on structure by S1 appeared to be a product of her desire to be told the answer
rather than to determine it for herself. The abstracts told her what the aogsther
problem was, whereas the charts required that she put the pieces together tbazome t
answer.

Similarly, S4 believed that some of the documents were not helpful because they
required the reader to know more information than what was in the documents or to seek
out other documents to support them. Commenting on Document B, Major Legislation
Proposed and/or Enacted During the Administration of President Bill Clinton, and
Document C, Major Legislation Proposed and/or Enacted During the Admimistodti
President George W. Bush, for the Major Legislation task, she said, “I don’t thenk thi
one is helpful because, depending on the president at the time and his politycal part
you’re not going to know” which party he is from, which is necessary for undensgandi
how party might impact the passage of legislation. However, she also said that she
preferred the charts to the paragraphs, especially in the case of the Gauwesintdown
task because it was less reading and easier to understand. After readinge B¢
Segment from Williams and Jubbs’ Study, and Document J, Segment from Meyers’
Study, she explained, “I don'’t like the format. | don't like that it's in paragraph.fbr
wish it were in a grid form, like cause and effect... This is a lot of readlrdpn’t think

it does anything.” For S4, although she needed to put the pieces together when lboking a
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the charts, she preferred the charts to the abstracts because the exteagissrer to read.
The abstracts did not enhance her understanding of the problem or her ability to find a
solution to it, and their structure as an informational text may have madeeidiffarult

to comprehend what the documents were telling her.

S2 and S3 approached the documents differently, commenting on the information
they contained rather than on the structure. They read the documents literallwand sa
them as containing information, but not necessarily information that was useful for
answering the question in the task. Again, unsure of what to do with the documents, these
students talked about them but not about their usefulness. S2’'s comments about the
various pieces of legislation in Document B, Major Legislation Proposed antioted
During the Administration of President Bill Clinton, and Document C, Majordlatpn
Proposed and/or Enacted During the Administration of President George W. Bush, for the
Major Legislation task, were more like a stream of consciousness thaemaptab use
the information to answer the question. Her thoughts often included other issues or pieces
of legislation that came up for her as she thought about what was in the documents. For
example, she began reading Document B, Major Legislation Proposed and/or Enacted
During the Administration of President Bill Clinton, and said,

[Obama] was elected in 2008. Yep, Democratic majority party. Clinton, let's

see..when was Clinton president? Before Barack was Bush and before Bush was

Clinton and Bush was in for 8 years. So that was 2005... 1997...the majority

party was Republican. | didn’t follow Clinton too much at the time. | am a

registered Republican, but now that | am educated, | vote. | have alwaysbeen a

issues voter. | vote according to what | believe in. | hate the fact than lnave



167

to have a party... Healthcarea.Democratic president and majority Republicans

trying to pass healthcare reform... Don’t Ask, Don’t Tell...I think Barprst

repealed that. He didn’t. He signed the repeal... Clinton did not oppose DOMA.

... even though states can recognize same-sex marriages, federally it is not

recognized because of that definition...

All of her comments were related to the document, but they had little to do withyactuall
using the document to answer the task question. Unclear as to how to use the document,
she talked about the document and her knowledge of things related to it. In doing so, she
may have been attempting to use prior knowledge to make sense of both the document
and its purpose in the task.

As for S3, her comments appeared to show her grappling with the information in
the documents and trying to understand what they were telling her. For exampe, whil
reading Document G, Voter Blame for Government Shutdown:,1888e Government
Shutdown task, she tried to understand the polling information in light of her initial
thought that voters would blame the president for a shutdown, while also trying to
understand why voters would attribute blame as they had. As she read the documents, s
commented,

They're pretty much tied, which surprises me. | would hope people would blame

both because both of them aren’t getting anything done. | don’t know how to ... |

can't really answer the question anymore... (reading) They said Clinton was
acting more responsibly, then it went up for the Republicans after that... It says
he had high levels of support in the beginning. In the beginning maybe people are

like, ‘Yea he doesn’t want to let them cut this,” but by the second one people are
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like, ‘People need to get paid; this is ridiculous.” People want things done the

right way. Once time is getting down to the wire, they just want something done.

(reading) Once they realized what these problems were, they kind atHiee.

It's basically saying what the other poll said, that the blame is divided thoatg

the country.

The comments from S2 and S3 appeared to indicate their attempts to make sense of the
documents in light of their prior knowledge. They read the documents for information
and then talked through the information in order to understand what the documents were
telling them. In the case of S3, she also considered how that information confirmed or
refuted her initial thoughts.

Overall, the students focused the majority of their comments about the documents
on the structure or the content. Unsure of what to do with the documents or how they
might use them to respond to the tasks, they focused on surface aspects of the documents.
Two of them found the structure either facilitated or impeded their understandiagnfTw
them commented on what the documents said and either related it to their prior
knowledge or their initial response to the problem. None of the students discussed how
the documents could or could not be used as evidence to support a response to the
guestions in the tasks.

Summary

In general, the students demonstrated some of the knowledge that the experts
demonstrated. In their definitions of the discipline, three of the students ddstabke
the study of politics, acknowledging it as a science because of politicafisisieuse of

polling data and other statistics to develop hypotheses and theories about how politics
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works. Two of the students also noted that political science and government aemntdiffe
because political science involves more than just the “facts” of governmentiofddy,

each of the students organized the words into categories either in piles or arehlgier
although in some cases they were unfamiliar with some of the words or used them
incorrectly. One student noted the connections between some of the words and
categories, while the other three did not specifically discuss the connettiteisns of

the problem-solving tasks, the students demonstrated that context is important for
thinking about political science problems. Two students also appeared to use sourcing
(Wineburg, 1991) as they thought about some of the documents. Finally, the students
demonstrated some of their strategic processing, especially in tehow tiiey

approached the problem-solving task questions and documents. All four of the students
answered the questions, even before considering the documents. For two students, the
usefulness of the documents depended on their structure — charts or paragraphs - while
the other two students focused on what the documents literally said. These twtsstude
related the information to their prior knowledge and attempted to understanchehat t
information was telling them. Thus, the students showed some knowledge and skills that
the experts demonstrated, but in most cases, they did so in ways that were less

sophisticated than the experts.
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Chapter 6: Comparing Expertsand Students

Introduction

Through the completion of several different tasks, namely a concept sorting
mapping task, two problem-solving tasks, and an interview, a picture of disciplinary
knowledge and expertise among ten college and university faculty studyingcAme
political science became clear. At the same time, the disciplinary kngevéedi
expertise of four undergraduate students who represented less-expert indivicauate bec
they had taken only one undergraduate introductory political science courseveaed
through the completion of the tasks. By comparing the responses of the exgetofo t
the students, the evidence for different levels of expertise in American gditience
began to emerge. In particular, there was evidence that the experts had mpliaatsci
knowledge, more complex ways of organizing and structuring their disciplinary
knowledge, and more sophisticated ways of approaching problems and documents. The
students possessed some disciplinary knowledge and could organize concepts from the
discipline, although they often did so in ways less advanced than the experts.
Additionally, the students approached the problems and data differently with far less
complex understandings of how to read documents and consider problems. The result of
studying both of these groups is the beginning of a distinction between difarelst of
expertise in American political science. On one level are the studehtsomie
disciplinary knowledge, while on another level are the experts with fategread more

sophisticated disciplinary knowledge.
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Disciplinary Beliefs

In their discussions about the discipline during the interview and their completion
of the concept sorting and mapping task, it became clear that the expertsqubssass
knowledge than the students. This difference between the two groups was evident in three
ways. First, the experts’ definitions of the discipline included what they ,shadythey
study it, the standards of practice for the discipline, and in a few casesibaliffgrent
from politics and journalism. The students, however, focused their definitions of the
discipline on politics, and while they identified some types of data that pbfitieantists
collect and how they might analyze it, they did not describe the methods for collecting
that data or the standards against which the conclusions from that data would be judged.
Second, all of the experts discussed the subfields in the discipline, in particutaetbat
are those who study institutions and those who study behavior. This division of work was
evident not only in what they said about the discipline, but also in how they described
themselves and how they categorized the concepts in the concept sorting and mapping
task. The students did not express a similar division and did not share any sense of what
concepts and phenomena are part of the discipline other than “government” and
“politics.” Finally, during the concept sorting and mapping task, there weenoes in
which both the students and the experts expressed some uncertainty. However, the
uncertainty was different for each group. The students did not know the definition of
some of the words on the cards or defined them incorrectly, while the experts’
uncertainty was a result of the relationships they saw between concéytstiaet

discipline. Those relationships make political science a complex disonthose
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organization could not be easily described, leaving the experts uncertain that their
organizations were the only possible organizations of the discipline.

Definition of political science. The breadth and depth of the experts’ knowledge,
as compared to that of the students, was on display when the two groups discussed their
definitions of political science. Table 11 provides an example of how one of the experts
and one of the students defined the discipline. The expert’s definition was more complete
and contained more aspects of the discipline. The expert also referred thcsoednte
of the discipline before | specifically asked about it, although he also expanded upon his
explanation of the science in political science when | specificaligdagbout it. The
student, on the other hand, noted that political science is the “scientific studytioEpoli
but did not share what that meant until | specifically asked about it. In both teses
guestion of how to define the discipline was unexpected and not something that either
participant had consciously thought about beforehand. Despite this fact, the expert wa
able to come up with a clear and concise definition that included many of the adpects
the discipline that his colleagues included in their definitions. The student, however,
struggled more with the definition, providing one response and then switching to another
line of thinking. Also, when asked what the science in political science was, shtedepe
part of her definition, commenting that the “polls and statistics” were #sondt is a

science.
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Definition of Political Science: Expert v. Student

E2

S3

| would define as the attempt to use the
scientific method to study political
problems and the interactions between
members of the public and elites, within
and together. The immediate goal is to g
better understanding of why things work
the way that they do and to be able to rel
not just on conventional wisdom, not just
on knee-jerk partisan interpretation of
things going on, but to be able to have a
real evidenced-based understanding of
things work the way they do. There is an
emphasis in political science on trying to
explain, on trying to use systematic tools
understand and explain why things happ
the way that they do, so that in the long r
we can make a better judgment about wh
these choices were made.

egavernment focuses on the foundations

ygoing on now in politics. You have to loo

BN
un
1y

There is political science and then there
American government. Political science
focuses more on politics. It focuses on th
workings of politics whereas American

that. Political science looks more at what

at polls, at everything, and see why the
public votes certain ways and what do
people like and not like and how people
lwpte and why they vote... | don’t know.
The scientific study of politics. That woul
be my easiest way to say it. | think it wou
tbe the best.

In general, the experts defined the discipline of political science asfscie

inquiry focused on the government, power, and the distribution of resources. They

identified the scientific method as the primary approach to studying a problated to

Of

&N

S

e

is

government, power, and the distribution of resources, and but it is not the same as politics

and journalism. The experts also explained that they arrive at theories abourtchatvya

political institutions and actors behave and function as they do by analyzingatibealat

have collected. They then share their the

ories and procedures with their callieatipee

field, who critique the theories based on their data collection and analybisdseind

the evidence provided to support the theories.

For the students, political science is the study of politics. It involves thetiotie

and analysis of data, in the form of polls and statistics, and it entails more thidue just
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facts of what American government is. The collection and analysis of data ismakes

the discipline a science. With this definition, the students demonstrated thhaatiey

some understanding of what political scientists study (e.g., politics) anchegwtudy it

(e.g., collect and analyze data), but the students either did not know or did not have the

words to describe the full depth and breadth of American political science. [Ebey a

needed to be prompted in order to share how political scientists study the discipline,

while the experts integrated this information into their definitions of the diseipl
Subfieldsin thediscipline. Another aspect of knowledge about the discipline that

was evident from the experts but was missing from the students was the

acknowledgement of the division between those who primarily study institutions and

those whose principal focus is behavior. All of the experts identified themsa\ather

an institutionalist or a behaviorist while completing at least one of the tadie ia

the Methods chapter lists which experts identified as studying institutionstaci as

studying behavior). Four of the experts identified their subfield during the iosmeing

and mapping task, while the other six mentioned it during the problem-solving tasks.

They often did so as a way to explain why they had more or less familightpme set

of words or one problem over the other. Yet, even though the experts identified with one

subfield, they were still able to complete the concept sorting and mapping task and

discuss both problem-solving tasks. They not only knew enough about the discipline to

know the major subfields within it, but they also had enough disciplinary knowledge to

organize concepts and work through problems related to another subfield within the

discipline.
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The students did not explicitly discuss the subfields of institutions and behavior or
appear to favor one over the other. However, in their concept sorting and mapping tasks,
there was evidence of the division between institutions and behavior, even though they
did not express an awareness of these divisions. In all four cases, the students sorted
cards that dealt with the branches of government together and those thatttiealt wi
elections and campaigning together. For three of the four students, thereeeas at |
some recognition that things related to federalism and the branches of gentanen
similar, while those related to elections do not fit in the same category. Thubathe
some knowledge of the subfields within American political science, but theyr elid
not know how to describe it or were not consciously aware of it. In either case, the
students lacked certain knowledge that the experts had, specifically tHeatact t
American political science is divided into at least two major subfieldstutishs and
behavior.

Uncertainty. Another way in which the students demonstrated the difference
between their knowledge and that of the experts was the fact that they weeeairesur
did not know how some of the words from the concept sorting and mapping task are used
in political science. This lack of knowledge resulted in the misuse of these. words
example, S2, S3, and S4 all struggled with what “mobilization” meant in politieaice
and how it fit with the other words. S3 eventually used it correctly, explaining that
referred to a candidate motivating his or her supports to vote, but S2 and S4 did not use it
correctly. They both believed that it referred to a politician or candidatditrgwve
throughout his or her district or state to campaign and listen to voters’ concerns. S3 and

S4 also struggled with the term “challenger,” although they both eventuaig/able to
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determine the correct definition in the context of political science. S4 also did not know
what “incumbent” meant, and as a result did not use it in her concept sort and map.
Additionally, she incorrectly defined “bipartisan” as when “the president is ahegal

then the Senate and the House is another party.” Although “bipartisan” was not one of the
words in the concept sorting and mapping task, “partisan” was, and S4 used her definition
of “bipartisan” to place “partisan” in the pile with “election.” At the saimee, only one
student explicitly referred to the relationships between various concepts, and none of the
four students discussed the complex nature of the discipline.

The experts, however, did not struggle with the definitions of the words; they
struggled with how to organize the cards. Knowing and understanding the discipline in
greater detail, the experts saw a series of relationships between thé¢hatrereated a
complexity that was difficult to demonstrate visually and only in one way. Thely use
three different structures, a hierarchy, word web, and piles in an atterhpitdhese
relationships, while they also discussed the relationships verbally. Stdl wias an
acknowledgement from the experts that other organizations were possible.

The uncertainty for the students came from their limited knowledge of the
discipline. Without knowing how all of the words were defined in the discipline, they
struggled to complete the concept sorting and mapping task. In some caseskedey ta
through their uncertainty and were able to come to the correct definition, but in other
cases they were not. With more knowledge of the discipline, they may have thallde
of the words in their concept sorts and maps and/or placed the words in different
configurations. They also may have recognized the complexity of the dischmdine

results from the relationships between various concepts. On the other hand, the
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uncertainty for the experts came from their extensive knowledge of thplidisciThey
understood how various concepts related to each other and how that made it difficult to
create a visual of their field.

Structuring the Discipline

There were also differences between the experts and students in the ways tha
they organized and structured their concept sorts and maps and, by extension, the
discipline. In the case of the experts, they organized the cards based on the ®ldssubfi
of American political science and made the relationships between the cexplatit
either in their structures or in their verbal explanations of the structurestudents, on
the other hand, tended to place the words and concepts into simpler categories, did not
specifically organize the cards on the basis of the subfields, and they ness faxplicit
about the relationships that exist between the concepts. Even S2, who used a hierarchy,
discussed drawing lines from the top category to the three major categodassed a
word to connect two of the categories, talked about the relationships in a less
sophisticated way.

Table 12 below provides an example of the differences between how the experts
who organized the cards into piles discussed the piles and how the students talked about
them. In this example, the expert considers how to sort the words so that they make
sense. She creates guidelines for herself in terms of the level of speaifarticular
pile has, while also considering other places she might put some of the cards. Stie neede
the guidelines in order to make distinctions that allowed her to create mullgdeaiher
than just one or two large ones. In doing so, she recognizes the complexity of the

discipline and the relationships that exist between various concepts in thardesSll,
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she leaves open the possibility of changing the configuration, which is another

acknowledgment of the complexity of the
Table 12

Piles as an Organizing Structure: Expert

discipline.

v. Student

E9

S1

Executive and judicial | see as the brancl
of government, so | feel they are very
specific to branches of government, so th
are really clear categories that define the
They could go into another category mor
broadly fitting into process of governmen
| could see them fitting maybe here, but
these were more specific and this was m
process than branch. This [pile] talked a
little bit more about exogenous processe
the government, so mass media and pub
opinion affecting how the government
operates... | mean it could sort of fit into
this category now that | think about it. |
could put it in here and not feel too bad
about it, but this was more specific about
actually getting people elected. You coul
really make the argument about the fact
that public opinion and mass media matt
for elections, but this was more specific
about the process of elections so | left it ¢
in its own category. | could easily have p
it in if | wanted to. You weren’t specific
about category, but if you had told me |
needed x amount of categories and it hac
be less than | could have easily putitint
category... When | look at these terms | ¢
this as being the header, so political part
and then majority, minority, challenger ar
incumbent... That is probably the one out|
all of these that called to me as being the
label of the category and the others easil
fit behind. Over here, I'm sort of an
institutionalist, so this fits pretty easily int
the institutional category. | see this being
maybe the process of federalism. | guess
federalism could fit anywhere because y(

néggislative and executive would go
together because they are two of the thre
dyranches of government. Challenger hag
nalo with an election, as does incumbent.
ean election there is an incumbent and a
t.challenger. Direct democracy is not our
government. It's not completely a direct
pdemocracy. Minority party and partisan |
will put together because they both have
sad with parties. Decision-making ...
lipolitical party with that group. Federalism
will put with direct democracy because it
different types our government kind of
employs. Majority party with this group.

I'll put institution with those. Judicial I'll
dput with legislative and executive. Libera
with the political party because a liberal
eraindset tends to go with the Democratic
party. Same with conservative and
piRepublican. Campaign with election. ...
uPolitics with the parties because obvious
it's political. Bureaucracy and committee
together because committees can be

i boireaucratic, so it sticks out in my mind.
hidtass media and public opinion together
sd@cause media affects public opinion for
ythe average voter. Ideology with the part
idyroup. Mobilization with the election
a@roup because a lot of people in campaig
try to mobilize voters. Participation in thig
ygroup because people can participate in
elections and they form their opinion by
pthe mass media. Decision-making with th
group because each branch of governmeg
makes decisions. Same with public polic

Election with incumbent and challenger. |...

e
to

Il

ly
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NS
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Ul put more with the legislative and




179

could easily justify being part of the executive part. Representation | will put
federalist system. | saw it being maybe | with legislative.

being part of Congress, as one branch of
federalism. You have legislative and then
within committee function, institution
being part of Congress and then committee.
The bureaucracy that takes place within
federalism. The decision-making process
and then what comes out of it is public
policy. Then here you have the category
ideology and then liberal and conservative.

In the case of S1, she recognizes that certain words and concepts fit together, a
she puts many of the same words together as the expert. She also appears tedstve at |
some understanding of the divide between institutions and behavior based on how she
sorted the cards, although she does not verbalize it. However, she does not strhiggle wit
where to place any words, even the words that perplexed many of the experts. For
example, S1 quickly placed “decision-making” in a group with the branches of
government because “each branch of government makes decisions.” She did not appear
to consider that voters and political parties make decisions as well. For Stapolit
science is simpler and more straightforward than it is for E9, who mentions that some
cards might fit into different piles. Therefore, E9’s discussion of her pilesigrates
the complexity of the discipline in a way that S1’s discussion does not.

Similarly, the hierarchies created by the experts and S2 have certaits aspec
common but also demonstrate differences. One example of such a comparison can be
seen in Table 13, which compares the hierarchy of E4 with that of S2. Again, the expert
had certain guidelines in mind when she sorted the cards. She divided the cards into
institutions and behavior, then allowed the Constitution to guide her placement of cards

that fell under institutions. On the other side of the hierarchy were the woodsasasd
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with behavior. Additionally, E4 explained that the importance of a word or concept (i.e.,

whether or not the word or concept was necessary to know in order to understand the

discipline) guided her decision about where to place it. She also acknowledged that the

organization of the words could be different based on what aspects she wanted to

emphasize. Thus, E4 created a hierarchy guided by the Constitution and what skt deeme

to be important and in which the relationships

Table 13

and connections were explicit.

Hierarchy as an Organizing Structure: Expert v. Student

E4

S2

Politics is at the top, but it's also throughout
everything... This is what | would consider the
institution side. Fundamentally if you are talkir
about American politics, you need to know
something about how we are structured. You
can't talk about anything unless you understai
we are a federalist structured government...
Then we typically let the Constitution guide usg
what the founders intended. Legislative is the
first article, so that comes first. Executive secq
and judicial is third... On one side are the
institutions and then the other side typically is
political behavior. Though you don’t have
behavior here anywhere, these are all things v
would discuss when talking about political
behavior... They could be organized in any
shape or manner. | would usually start with pa
or | might start with public opinion... How |
present information depends on how | want to
relay the information in terms of importance. F
example, | always talk about representation fi
and about Congress because | want them to
understand this is fundamental and a critical
function of the legislature. Maybe in the currer
political climate 1 might want to start with publi
opinion and then move into the rest... People
argue it any number of ways. | would probably
do political parties, elections and campaigns.
This is the traditional mode of participation for

We start with our politics. In politics
we have mass media. Media covers
@ur executive, legislative, judicial,
elections, and all of our reps in
Congress. Federalism | put that the
ndbecause that is the type of
government we have which is an
,institution of direct democracy. |
don’t know if it really is direct
premocracy. You have conservative
and liberal parties, well not parties,
but...these are the three branches ¢
government. Under legislative | put
vbureaucracy because of obvious
reasons. Committees we have in th
Senate and House. We have a
rtyajority party and a minority party i

line here. Mass media covers the
alections, and in elections you have
sthallenger and an incumbent, a
political party, they campaign and te
us what they believe in. This would
1tgo here, representation of the peop
cThey have to make decisions on
caublic opinion, public policy, and
they have to participate in mobilizin
and finding out what the people war

each. Election, see | would have the

€
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D
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Mobilization is going to connect with
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most citizens. The parties start to mobilize and election and representation becauss
then you can talk about public opinion. Mass | during an election when campaigning
media | typically don’t touch on at all. If | did it| you need to go where the people ar
would come at the very end.

D

®

S2 also created a hierarchy and placed many of the cards in the sameesategori
that E4 had. However, S2’s placement of the cards seemed less purposeful onte she g
beyond the top of the hierarchy. She placed cards with some similaritessarhe
category but did not appear to have any specific rules or guidelines about how to judge
those similarities or into which categories to place words. S2 also did noicgicif
discuss the cards in terms of institutions and behavior, although she did sort the cards int
these major categories. Additionally, S2 acknowledged that there are datoaships
between the concepts on the cards, specifically noting that there would be lines from
“politics/mass media” to “federalism,” to “election,” and to “represeniat She also
used “mobilization” to connect “election” and “representation,” and she moved cards
around frequently, especially the words at the top of the hierarchy, beforegseitilner
final configuration.

Thus, S2 demonstrated many of the characteristics of the experts while
completing the concept sorting and mapping task, especially her recognition of the
relationships that exist between concepts within the discipline. Yet, henscias
placing many of the cards where she did was not as well reasoned as the expslts, a
did not specifically discuss the division of the discipline into the subfields ofutistis
and behavior.

These differences between the experts and the students may have been due to the
fact that the students have less knowledge and experience in the discipline.ajhey m

have lacked either the knowledge or the terminology (or both) for how to organize and



182

discuss the discipline and the concepts from it found on the cards. Still, the students also
demonstrated different aspects of expertise in the discipline. S2, with heclyesad
acknowledgement of the connections between the concepts, has disciplinary knowledge
that differs from S1's knowledge. Yet, both students’ knowledge varied from the experts.
Therefore, the tasks used in the study were useful for determining thatmtter
between experts and novices exists with potential variation within each efgiteess.
Approaching the Problem-Solving Tasks and Documents

The experts and students also had different ways of approaching the problem-
solving tasks and the documents. Again, these variations helped to highlight the different
levels of expertise that exist in the discipline of American politicahseieln particular,
the experts saw the problem-solving tasks as complex problems with multiptésasmk
guestions that needed to be considered and answered before a theory could be developed
as a solution to the problem. In many cases, they did not even attempt to answer the
guestion(s) posed by the problem, focusing instead on other aspects such as the context
and sub-problems embedded within the problem. Similarly, the experts approached the
documents as products of their authors and as pieces of information to be analyzed and
guestioned. They identified positive aspects of the documents and deficiencies that made
them less helpful for responding to the questions.

The students approached both the problems and the documents very differently.
They viewed the problem-solving tasks as uncomplicated and immediately respmnded t
the questions with a definitive answer. In a very few instances they ackigadléhe
importance of the context, but they did not indicate that the context changed their. answe

They also did not identify sub-problems. Likewise, the students either viewed the
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documents as containing factual information or did not know what to do with them.
Despite their comments in the interview about the importance of evidence fardiebt
political science, they did not use the documents as evidence when faced with a.problem
Instead, they focused on the structure of the documents or on the literal conteanedonta

in them, which could indicate that their knowledge is still developing or they rbarem
hearing that evidence is important but do not know what that means in practice.

Problem-solving tasks. Table 14 provides an illustration of the differences
between the experts and the students in their approach to the problem-solving tasks. In
many cases, the experts did not attempt to answer the actual question {hasedhs
the task. However, there were four experts that provided an answer to at leasghene of
tasks before reading the documents. They did so because they were fanhiltaewi
literature and/or the question fell within their subfield of institutions or behawidy. S
even while answering the question, they acknowledged that additional research or
contextual information has changed or could change the answer. Table 14 therefore
includes an example of one expert who did respond to the task and an example of one
that did not. It also includes an example from the students.

E1 responded to the Major Legislation task before reading the documents because
the question is primarily about institutions, which is her main subfield of study, and
because she was familiar with the literature related to the questioredpense was
based in the literature and on the consensus opinion of other experts in the field rather
than just on her own thoughts about the topic. She also acknowledged that the literature
has evolved, implying that her response was a theory, not fact, and that additional

research in the area might lead to different conclusions about the importancg ohpart
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the passage of major legislation. On the other hand, E7, who primarily studies behavior,
did not attempt to answer the Government Shutdown task, which was primarily a
behavioral question. He recognized the importance of the question and then immediately

began discussing how he might study the question. In this instance, he understood the

need to study the question in order to answer it, while he also provided one possible

method for studying it. Yet, he was still aware of the limitations of his knowledge

concerning the task, even if he was familiar with the literature on voter loaatber

topics related to the task. In both cases, the experts recognized what theynérokav a

not know and used their disciplinary knowledge to think about and discuss the question.

Still, in both cases, the experts identified the task as a problem to be solved through the

collection and analysis of data. They saw their role as problem solvers in se&eh of t

best answer given the available evidence.

Table 14

Problem-Solving Task: Experts v. Student

E1l

E7

S1

This is certainly a question
that falls very much in
political science. It's been
the subject of lively debate
I'd say the conventional
wisdom in the field as a
consequence of research
since the 1990s, control of
Congress at least
historically speaking has
had less of an impact the
president’s ability to pass
legislation than you might
expect. David Mayhew’s
work really fueled this
debate showed that divide

.practical implications too. I'm

dsays that about it. You

or unified control of

This is an important question
from the standpoint of political
science. | think it’s got real

Obviously when the
president and the
majority of Congress are
the same party they can

sure the leadership in Congresget legislation passed

would want to know the
answer to these questions...
think the best way to study th
would be through a survey-
based experiment. You set up
hypothetical situation where
you crib from media accounts
and set up a situation where
this is looming. Candidate A
says this about it, candidate B

randomly assign people to be

much easier. That has
been evident throughout

sour history. Whereas if

they are opposite partieg
tine party in Congress or
the president try to block
each other because that
how parties work.

is
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government doesn’'t make
much difference for the
passage of important
legislation. Subsequent
work has revised that
finding a little more of an
effect than he found, but
it's not as big an effect as
you might anticipate given
what seems to be the
overwhelming importance
of partisanship.

presented the information from

candidate A and candidate B
and find out... would you votg
for this person or how much d
you approve of this person...
there’s lots of experiments yo
could do, you could set it up g
that the party in power releas
a statement and the party in
opposition releases a
statement... You could set up
the treatment so that they
would be similar enough you
could tease out what sort of
things resonate. And then |
think you can develop a
statistical model about the
characteristics of the
individuals that blame one
camp versus the other. You
could also get at that more
directly with open-ended
survey questions. In this line ¢
research, that generally does
happen as much. It should
happen more in my opinion.
The political impact, that part
of that you would get at with
the candidates. You can rate
the parties or ask questions li
the Republicans are in contro
and they are proposing a
shutdown, how likely would it
be that you would vote for the
Republican candidate for
president. If you do the
experiment right... the only
difference between the two
groups is what information
they get. Separate it out base
on party. You want to
randomize within strata
defined by party ID.
Republicans are still going to
support the Republicans, but
relative to having seen the
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information about the
shutdown, maybe less so. You
could also get at this with
survey questions that aren’t
done experimentally. So
someone asks about the
shutdown and what is really
happening. | think you can
tease that out as well, but to
get at it more causally | would
rather do something more
experimentally.

S1, on the other hand, approached the task differently. In her response, S1
immediately answers the question after reading it (before readingdbhmdots). She
gives a short, definitive response (in fact, the answer is obvious), with only agpassi
reference to how she knows that this is the correct response (i.e., “That hagitheen e
throughout our history.”). Although she alludes to the fact that there is eviderm® (sin
she believes it to beeVidentthroughout our history”), she does not explain what that
evidence is or what makes the answer evident. She does not point to a specifibggsearc
as E1 did, to support her claim, and she does not recognize that the answer might depend
on contextual factors or change based upon additional research. For S1, rather than seeing
the task as a problem that she needed to solve, she proceeded as if the problem had
already been solved. Her role was to provide the correct answer to the prébteher
belief that the answer is evident demonstrates that she might have som&gmergi
knowledge of the fact that answers to problems in political science are based ooesvide
even if she does not know exactly what that evidence is.

In terms of how they approach the problem-solving tasks, the experts and students

did so very differently. The experts relied on the literature and on their disgipli
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knowledge in order to provide a tentative answer to the question or a possible method for
researching the question. In the case of E1, her response was a theory based on the
research studies of other political scientists. The experts also viewesktiiesas
problem-solvers who needed to find the best solution to the problem based on the
evidence available to them. The students, on the other hand, provided a definitive answer
to the problem with little evidence to support their claims. They saw the preaisieme

that had a correct answer and treated their responses as facts that theyhbddrither

than as theories. Still, in at least one case, there was an acknowledgenmsnt émate

did exist to support their claims. Again, more knowledge provided experts with a more
complex view of the discipline. In comparison, the students had enough knowledge to
develop a reasonable response to the tasks and to allude to the need for evidence to
support their claims, but they did not have the same degree of knowledge as the experts.
They could not cite specific research as evidence, and they could not recognize when
they did not have enough information to offer a tentative response or withhold one
altogether.

Working with data. Table 15 provides an example of the different ways that
experts and students approached the documents in the problem-solving tasks. kdoresente
the documents to both the experts and the students after they initially thought about the
task, and asked the participants to address four questions about the documents, including,
“Which of this data are the most useful to you in considering this problem? Wieg?” (s
Appendix B, Section 4 for the full protocol). The experts were different readerghHeom
students, especially as they analyzed the documents, noting aspects of theraded

more explanation or more precise definitions. They were skeptical readeecagdized
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that an author created the documents, and while the documents included some
information that could be helpful for answering the questions posed in the tasks, the
experts also found that the documents led to more questions and provided only a fraction
of what was necessary for answering the task questions.

E8'’s response to the documents provides one example of how the experts viewed
and used the documents. He began by recognizing additional questions that the
documents brought up for him, such as how the author is using the term “Congress” and
what is meant by “major legislation.” Furthermore, even though he read the @lasum
individually, he also thought about them as a whole set of evidence, noting that
Document D (Vote Concurrence) had a different type of information from DocuiBents
(Major Legislation Proposed/Enacted During the Administration of ékasBill
Clinton) and C (Major Legislation Proposed/Enacted During the Administration of
President George W. Bush). He assumed that Document D contained information about
all roll call votes, while Documents B and C contained information only about legislat
that the author of the documents considered important. This difference madeuttdiffi
compare the information, but it also gave him more information to consider. He also
noted the importance of context for understanding some of the data contained in the
document, and he discussed how he might use some of the information in the documents
to help him answer the question in the task. Finally, he realized the complexigy of t
guestion as a result of reading the documents, noting that they helped him think about

other things he needed to look at or ask in order to be able to answer the question.
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Table 15
Approach to the Documents: Expert v. Students
ES8 S1 S3

Doc A as soon as | look at it, it strug

the questions, which is what does it
mean by Congress. Does it mean tf
House, the Senate, both of them?
Legislative control has been split at
different times and the doc | am
looking at doesn’t represent split
control over some of these times wi
Democratic control in one part and
Republican control in the other.
Obviously having data in front of me
about who controls Congress is fair
important however we are defining
control of Congress. Doc B...
Obviously this is somebody’s
definition of major legislation...Very
few of us would disagree that
Clinton’s effort at health care reform
or NAFTA or FMLA are major. The
guestion would be, “Is this all-
inclusive?” One of the risks on a
guestion like this is that definitional
risk. What's major legislation, what's
the cut off, how do we define it? |
would look at something like this an
say what was the basis on which th
source defined this as major... Doc
D... Presumably Docs B and C are
major legislation. This document, at
least on its face, sounds like it's abg
all roll call votes. It's not directly
comparable to the previous
documents..If we are just interestec
in voting with the president’s positio
on everything, then we have it here
The problem we have just looking at
this independently is we have to
know those earlier data. We have tc
put it all together. It's meaningless t
say 6% concurrence if | don’t know

U7

D

K think they are
me | don’t know the answer to one o¢telpful. I think the

@glocuments, are more

tithink about well

yharder thinking,

o

ut

=]

abstracts, the last 2

helpful than the charts
They directly lay out

what it is, whereas on
the charts you have tg

Clinton was Dem and
the party was Rep.
You have to do a little

whereas the abstracts
just say what it is. In
terms of people who
like charts, these are
neat and organized.
Easy to read. | guess
just depends on what
you prefer to
understand.

.surprised the lowest

itRepublicans and the

They did a poll. In

'95... oh wow. So they
polled that 49% blame
the Republicans... | am

blamed both. A week
later, it dropped down.
More people blamed
both. Then it dropped
down again. It stayed
the same, but the
percentages changed &
little. CBS has the same
as ABC. They all have
relatively the same,
they all blame the
Republicans... with this
some are blaming the

574

others are blaming
Obama, which doesn’t
surprise me because
Obama has been really
controversial since he
the first black president.
(reading) Again they
said Clinton was acting
more responsibly, then
it went up to the
Republicans after
that... (reading) It says
he had high levels of
support in the
beginning... It's
basically saying what
the other poll said that
they blame is divided
throughout the country
(reading) | guess it's
true they are playing
politics because that’s
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which party is in control and which

party is in the presidency... There’s
usefulness here, but as it stands it’s
not directly useful to the particular

guestion we're asking here. It needs
more context. Doc E is an abstract.|.

It's in some sense the flip side of thg¢
guestion. It's asking for the
president’s side with the assumptior
that the president wouldn’t veto
something he agreed with. But that’
not actually the question we're
asking. | mean | guess it is because
it's back to that question of what do

D

D

what they do...
(reading) It hasn't
really changed. It's
gone a little more to
blame Obama, which |
stated before. Clinton
was well-liked before
everything happened..
(reading) This is just
saying the Republicang
are pointing fingers at
Obama and it is a fight
over what should be cu
and everything. These

D

—

we mean by impact the passage
of...This is the kind of piece one
would pull up in doing a lit review
and trying to get context for it. It
would probably help in trying to
identify the kind of variables, the
kind of data one would want to
collect on this... | think if | started
here at the original question and then
started looking at sources,
particularly at the last two abstracts
would find myself complicating the
guestion, adding more to it, looking fat
it, saying there is more to it than this.
| need to make sure | am taking these
things into account... I'm thinking
it's a more complicated question and
there’s more | need to think about.

would all help answer
the question.

The students approached the documents in two ways that were different from the
experts. Two of the students commented on the structure of the documents and its impact
on their thinking, while the other two students read the documents and commented on
what the documents literally said. In both instances, the students appeared to lack an
understanding of how to read and use the documents, and therefore they read the

documents for information and focused on their comprehension of them. They did not
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read the texts as critical readers, but rather as consumers of informatisranSixample

of reading the documents and focusing on the structure. After reading all of the
documents, she commented on her preference for the abstracts over the chaegecaus
abstracts contained the more of the information that she needed. The chhestteft

piece the information together herself, resulting in the need to do more thinking about
what the charts were trying to tell her.

S3, however, commented on each of the documents as she read them. While doing
so, she noted what the documents were telling her, literally what theyrsaidhem she
considered whether they would be helpful for answering the question. She did nat explai
why or how they would be helpful, just that they would be. At the same time, she did
note some aspects of context, pointing out that the differences in the polling numbers
between Clinton and Obama could be due to the controversial nature of Obama’s
presidency. Still, in both cases, the students focused on the contents of documents,
viewing them as pieces of information for them to comprehend but not sharing how or
why the documents might help answer the problem.

Once again the different levels of expertise come into view when comparing how
the experts and the students approached the documents. The students were less sure of
what to do with the documents or how to use them as compared to the experts who
immediately began to question and analyze the documents as they read them. Also, the
students saw the documents as factual pieces of information and said they wferuse
answering the task questions, but they did not actually relate the documents hack to t
task questions. On the other hand, the experts viewed the documents as products of their

authors that needed to be analyzed and viewed individually and as a whole in order to
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understand how they might help answer the task questions. These differences appeared to
stem from the differences in how the participants viewed the task and thenaselves

readers. The experts were critical readers, looking for information and evidence

support or refute a solution to the problem, while also understanding that the texts
themselves were the products of their authors and needed to be vetted befay@nelyin

them. The students were consumers of information and read the documents as factual
pieces of information that they attempted to assimilate into their prior knowleldged

to the problem tasks.

However, both the experts and at least one of the students considered how context
might impact the documents and their interpretation of them, which requires disgiplina
knowledge. Therefore, while the students did not have as much knowledge of how to
work with documents, which is an aspect of disciplinary knowledge, they did
demonstrate some emerging disciplinary thinking in the form of considering tlextont
As was the case above, the students had less expertise compared to the expelts, but di
not appear to be complete novices.

Differencesin Expertise

From a comparison between the experts and the students who completed the same
concept sorting and mapping task, problem-solving tasks, and interview, the different
levels of expertise in American political science emerge (see Téhldhe experts
demonstrated their expertise in a number of areas, including in their knowledge of the
discipline and its nature as a scientific discipline, their understanding datidasds of
practice in the discipline, their identification with either the subfield oftutgins or

behavior, their recognition of the complex nature of the discipline and the relgt®nshi
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that exist between concepts in the discipline, and their approach to the problem-solving
tasks and the documents. On the other hand, the students provided a more general and
simpler definition of the discipline, failing to include the subfields and to explain the
standards of practice in the discipline and the scientific nature of the discipjmedbe

the inclusion of polling data and statistics. Furthermore, the students did not know what
all of the terms on the cards meant, and they had less developed ways of organizing and
conceptualizing the discipline. As a result, a few of them defined a word icitprdaen
completing the concept sorting and mapping task, and they often organized the concepts
into piles with little explanation of how the terms were related or whyfih&ygether.

They also approached the problem-solving tasks as problems with definitive aasder

the documents as little more than pieces of information to be comprehended. Thus, there
are several differences between the two groups that provides insight into yditsex

looks like compared to less expert individuals.
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Levels of Expertise: Experts v. Students

194

s

Students Experts
Disciplinary One correct answer Knowledge through scientific
Beliefs Study of politics inquiry
Political science is a science 0 Includes use of
because it involves polling, scientific method,
statistics, and the collection o evidence, and standarg
data of practice
Knowledge is constructed
Study of government, power,
& distribution of resources
Subfields of institutions and
behavior
Conceptual Less substantive knowledge Extensive substantive
Knowledge Organization does not show knowledge
relationships Organizations show
relationships & complexity
Strateqgic Do not use evidence Identify sub-problems &
Processing Read documents literally, for problem constraints

comprehension

Understand that documents are

constructed
0 Make judgments about
documents and the
information contained
in them

Still, the students, while novices when compared to the experts, did demonstrate

some aspects of disciplinary knowledge that a true novice in the discipline mightb@ot. T

students did mention the importance of data and analysis in the discipline. They als

organized the concepts from the concept sorting and mapping task into categories that

included institutions and behavior, even if they did not express the categories in these

terms. One of the students (S2) also made the relationships between differensaancept

the discipline explicit in her organization of the words in the concept sorting andngappi

task. Furthermore, the students recognized the importance of context when aagsideri
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the problem-solving tasks, even if they did not fully understand or explain how it might
change their thinking about the problems. This emerging disciplinary knowledge may be
a result of their participation in a college-level introductory Americairtiqall science
course or participation in their government courses in high school, which all fountstude
took. Many of the experts who participated in the study taught the introductorg cours
and explained that they include information about the subfields, the scientific method,
and the need for evidence in their discussions with students. It is possible that the
students’ political science instructors did so as well. Additionally, the engerg
disciplinary knowledge could also be the result of the students’ own interest ih socia
studies and/or American politics.

As a result of these comparisons, it is clear that there exist differeetesen
these experts and these students in terms of their knowledge and understanding of
American political science. There is also evidence to suggest that soatewakists
within each of the groups. In the interview, S4 equated political science withpalitic
declined to define the discipline. She also did not include references to science;eeviden
or other aspects of the scientific nature of the discipline in her response. haring
concept sorting and mapping task, she did not know the definitions of all of the words,
indicating that she did not have the same level of conceptual knowledge as other
participants in the study. She also organized the cards into piles that did not appear to
have any theme or pattern to them. When asked about the piles, S4 described which cards
and words where in each pile, but nothing else. For the problem-solving tasks, S4
answered both of the questions before she read the documents, and then referred to the

structure of the documents when evaluating them. She did not appear to know what to use
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the documents for or how to connect them to the tasks, and therefore focused on her
comprehension of the documents.

S1 and S3 differed from S4 in their beliefs about the discipline and their
organization of the words and concepts from the discipline. These students defined
political science as an explanatory science and acknowledged the impofftamizkence,
such as polling data, although they did not use the evidence presented to them during the
problem-solving tasks. Like S4, S1 and S3 organized the words and concepts into piles
during the concept sorting and mapping task, although they did not know the definitions
of all of the words. However, they did describe their piles in terms of the patterns or
themes that unified all of the words in each pattern, such that they acknowledged some
coherence and connection between the words in the same pile. During the problem-
solving tasks, both S1 and S3 performed in ways similar to S4. They answered the
guestions before reading the documents, and when presented documents, they were
unable to use the evidence in those documents to work through the problems. S1, like S4,
focused on the structure of the documents, while S3 was concerned with her
comprehension of the information contained in the documents.

S2 also demonstrated some variation in her organization of the words and
concepts and her recognition of the connections and relationships that exist between
them. She created a hierarchy, which shows the relationships between concelpgs visua
and she discussed drawing lines to connect the heading of her hierarchy to the three
concepts below it. S2 also used a word to connect two of the categories in hehyierarc
again acknowledging the connections between concepts in the discipline. One possible

explanation for the difference is that S2 would prefer to teach government rather tha
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history when she finishes her degree, and she also has more life expé@ente tother
students. However, she performed like the other students in many of the otheritasks. S
defined the discipline in much the same way as S1 and S3, and she answered the
problem-solving questions before reading the documents. Furthermore, she did not know
how to use the documents to help her respond to the task questions; instead, she focused
on the literal information in the documents and her comprehension of it.

There were also variations within the experts. For example, while compieting
concept sorting and mapping task, E3 created a hierarchy, used “mass media” as a
connector, and discussed the relationships between the words in much the same way as
many of the other experts had. However, he only used 15 of the 26 words, and all of the
words he used were words directly related to his subfield of behavior. He eglze
he did not “look at [political science] through institutions,” and therefore did not include
those words he believed to be related to institutions. In doing so, he recognized the
distinction between the two subfields, but he did not acknowledge any link between
them.

Furthermore, during the problem-solving tasks, E3 commented on whether the
guestions posed in the tasks were questions that a political scientist mightesturay
me, “Political scientists would definitely be interested” and “This sagsonable
guestion”), but unlike the other experts, he did not identify sub-problems or seek
definitional clarity (though he did discuss causation and correlation). Symidren he
read the documents, he commented on their usefulness for answering the questions posed
in the problems, but he did not discuss or analyze them further without prompting. After

reading the Major Legislation documents, he said, “All of them seem likenbelg be
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able to address the question.” After prompting him for more information, he began to
guestion Document E, Abstract from Copeland’s Study, but quickly stopped and told me,
“It's just not my area.” For the Government Shutdown task, he told me, “This seems like
all these documents would be helpful in some way.” However, in this case, he did discuss
the documents in more depth once | asked him to elaborate. Unlike the other experts, who
discussed questions and documents from outside their subfields, E3 did not.

Additionally, | saw a difference between E5, E9, and E7 and the other experts in
the concept sorting and mapping task. Both E5 and E9 organized the cards into piles, and
neither of them used any words to connect the piles. As was described above, compared
to hierarchies and word webs, piles do not show the relationships that exist between
words and categories to the same degree and may represent a less sophistycate
thinking. However, the experts that used piles to organize the words relied on thair ver
reports to describe the relationships between the words, which both E5 and E9 did. Both
experts described the piles as having a heading or a theme that unified tfenplilésl
so without prompting), and both of them moved cards several times before settling on the
organization, indicating their uncertainty and the complex relationships tsatretie
discipline. E7 was the only other expert to use piles, but he included a hierarcimy withi
one of the piles and connected the various piles using some of the words, which
demonstrated more sophisticated thinking about the discipline and the relationships
between words and concepts within it.

The remaining experts (E1, E2, E4, E6, E7, E8, and E10) organized the cards
using hierarchies or word webs. In doing so, they demonstrated the relationships and

connections within and between the concepts and categories visually, and théir verba
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accounts included discussions of and expanded upon those relationships. In each of their
hierarchies and word webs, these experts used institutions and behavior/elections as
major categories and placed other words within both categories, regard|ds=tiomw

they considered themselves institutionalists or behaviorists. In soe® tasy used
additional words as category headings as well, and they were able to describeseow
categories were unique and explain why they had placed the cards in thgeeeate
Furthermore, all of the experts except E3 evaluated the problems and the documents,
identified sub-problems and constraints, and discussed ways in which they might stud
the problems. Again, their identification with a particular subfield did not appear to
hinder their ability to demonstrate their disciplinary knowledge when consgdeoith
problem-solving tasks. Thus, differences existed even within the group of experts.

The differences between the experts and those with less expertise resuited f
variations in their knowledge about the discipline and the ways of thinking in the
discipline. In this study, the students had less conceptual knowledge compared to the
experts, and they were less likely to use the same processing skilleapehs. It is
possible that as they gain knowledge in the discipline they will also gain moré-kger
understandings of the relationships between concepts in the discipline and more expert
like ways to read documents and consider problems. Even the experts in this study were
once students who likely had less knowledge about American political science and

learned by working with and learning from more expert teachers.
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Chapter 7: Conclusions & Implications

Over the last decade, numerous research studies have found that civics and
American government courses often focus on the transmission of information from
textbooks and teachers to students (Chambliss, Richardson, Torney-Purt&e&felal,
2007; Hess, 2009; Kahne & Middaugh, 2010; Kahne, Rodriguez, Smith, & Thiede, 2000;
Kirby, Levine, & Elrod, 2006; Levine & Lopez, 2004; Lopez & Kirby, 2007; Niemi &
Niemi, 2007; Torney-Purta, 2002; Torney-Purta, et al., 2005; Westhiemer & Kahne,
2004). The result of this type of teaching, at least according to the measuwagently
have available and utilize, has been the failure of the majority of studerdsrt@beout
American government, to become invested in our system of government, and to indicate
their desire to participate in the future. On the 2010 NAEP, about one-quarter of students
in grades eight and 12 scored “proficient” or “advanced,” while the remaicoeds
“basic” or “below basic.” These results showed no statistically sggmfigain for these
two grades levels since the 2006 administration, and, in fact, scores actuallpuuer
for the 12" grade students. Only students in grade four made statistically signific
progress between the 1998 and 2006 administrations and the 2006 and 2010
administrations. Still, less than a third of fourth graders scored “profi@efiadvanced”
in 2010. Additionally, verbal accounts from students reported by Gimpel and his
colleagues (2003), Kahne and Westheimer (2003), Torney-Purta and her calleague
(2002; 2005), and others have indicated that students find their civics and government
courses boring, leading many to become disinterested in participating inutee fot
response to students’ comments and test scores, some researchers and esluctass

those involved in the developmentTdie Civic Mission of Schoo{2003) and its
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successor reporGuardian of Democracy: The Civic Mission of Schddlse Leonore
Annenberg Institute for Civics & the Campaign for the Civic Mission of Schools, 2011),
have called for an increased emphasis on critical thinking. Until this study hHagbeen
no research base for understanding what critical thinking looks like in governmetg and i
related discipline of political science. Therefore, | looked to history eduncas a field in
which defining the discipline has led to a better understanding of criticalrigimkihat
discipline and a more robust approach to teaching that is grounded in research.

Using the work of Lee (1978; 1984; 2005), Wineburg (1991), and other history
education researchers, | developed a plan to study the disciplinary knowledgeds
in the field most closely related to civics and American government, namedyiden
political science. Studying political science experts and students wésiptato
understand what skills and knowledge experts use in their work. This research can serve
as theoretical grounding for educational outcomes for civics and governmens céasse
well as additional research on and the development of methods for teaching high school
civics and American government students rooted in disciplinary knowledge and thinking.
As with history, | hope that teaching disciplinary skills and knowledge might ¢ezial t
increase in students’ knowledge of and engagement in government.

Using a concept sorting and mapping task, two problem-solving tasks, and an
open-ended interview, | investigated four questions related to what exjpethse
subfield of political science looks like, how experts conceptualize the disciptithe, a
what cognitive processes they use in their work. These questions included:

1) Is it possible to describe the dimensions of expertise in political scietioe i

subfield of American government and if so what are the dimensions?
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2) Can problem-solving tasks that represent expert work in this area ghert®£x
disciplinary knowledge parallel to what has been done in history education
research?
3) What disciplinary knowledge do American political science experts use when
engaged in such problem-solving tasks?
4) What disciplinary beliefs do American political scientists have about the
discipline?
In order to answer these questions, | recruited two different populations. Tine mai
population for the study was university faculty teaching and conducting researc
American political science. | also compared the experts to students whakenveah
undergraduate college course in order to make the distinction between the knowtedge a
processes of experts and those of individuals with less expertise clehtertzegin to
develop a continuum of expertise. Understanding distinctions between experts and non-
experts may be useful in future research on the development of curriculum and teaching
methods for civics and government. Ten experts in American political scienceuand f
students participated in the study, which revealed several aspects disexper
American political science that may become the foundation for criticdditigiin civics
and American government courses. | synthesize my main conclusions to eacothrese
guestion below.
Dimensions of Expertise
One question | investigated was whether or not it was possible to describe the
dimensions of expertise in American political science and, if so, what those ingens

are. The present study confirmed many aspects of expertise found in Hiarktéas will
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be discussed below), but also added specific details about these aspects thatizbarac
the study of American political science. Unlike other studies of expetis@résent

study included only participants who focused their research on or took an introductory
undergraduate course in American government and political science. Amajoer

study of the expertise of political science experts was Voss and Po88) &€14dy.

However, their study included individuals who specialized in the Soviet Union, others
with knowledge of the Soviet Union, and chemists. Rather than seeking to understand
general aspects of expertise in political science, as Voss and Post (1€98B)edk the

goal of the current study was to determine specific disciplinary knowhksaskills of
experts in American political science. | was interested not only in how expeuight

about the tasks presented to them, but also how they went about solving the problems and
what they needed to know and do in order to solve them. Additionally, | was also
interested in experts’ beliefs about the discipline in an effort to better usui®isdw

they think about the discipline. Voss and Post (1998) did not specifically investigae thes
beliefs. As a result, my findings are aligned much more with the high schoolutaurric
content | am interested it, namely American civics and government.

Characteristics of expertise evident in the present study consisted obfritary
dimensions of expertise named by researchers whose work has focused onrigentify
what makes someone an expert. In particular, the dimensions of expertifieeaien the
present study included experts’ organization of knowledge (Berdard & Chi, 1992;,Glaser
1985), their use of scripts and other guidelines when solving problems (Schraw, 2006),
their identification of sub-problems and problem constraints (Voss & Post, 1988), and

their acknowledgement of uncertainty (Berdard & Chi, 1992; Voss and Post, 1988; and
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Wineburg, 1991). While the participants of the present study demonstrated thete aspec
of expertise, they did so in ways that were specific to the discipline of poditieaice

and with a focus on American government. These aspects of political sciendesexpe

are described in more detail below.

Organization of knowledge. During the concept sorting and mapping task, the
experts revealed the core concepts that help organize and guide their thinking in the
discipline, namely institutions and behavior. Berdard and Chi (1992), Glaser (1985), and
others noted that the organization of one’s knowledge is an important aspect of expertise
as is the recognition of connections and relationships between and among concepts in the
discipline. Likewise, Novak and Gowin (1984), Freeman and Jessup (2004), Miller and
his colleagues (2009), and Williams (1998) found that concept maps could be used as
tools to distinguish between experts and novices within a discipline. Specifioaly, t
noted that experts tended to have greater depth and breadth of knowledge as
demonstrated by the number of concepts and levels used in their maps. Experts also
tended to have a more complex understanding of the concepts and their relationships,
which were evident from the links between and among concepts. However, these
researchers did not identify ways in which experts organize concepts spethic t
discipline of American political science. Likewise, they did not identifyomajganizing
categories for the discipline or explain what relationships exist betarewithin those
categories.

The present study, on the other hand, provides insight into the way experts
organize information specific to American political science. The expenty istudy

identified institutions and behavior as the two major subfields within Americamcpblit
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science and created organizations that reflected these two divisions. Sthmexjperts
added additional categories, but these categories were often added becausetthe expe
felt that the words fell outside of those categories created by the twosubjalds.
Additionally, the experts recognized the relationships that exist betweemand e
categories. They demonstrated these relationships by creating sisuiktera hierarchy
or word web that made the connections visually explicit, by using words like
“representation” and “political party” to link different categories or wavihin a
category, and by discussing the relationships and complexity of the discipjnd@s
comment that “Everything is interconnected.”). Thus, the political scismtesnonstrated
their expertise by organizing the discipline around institutions and behavior and by
acknowledging the connections between and among the words and concepts in the
discipline.

Solving Praoblems. The two problem-solving tasks allowed the experts to
demonstrate how they go about solving a problem and what thinking skills and cognitive
processing they use when working in the discipline. While completing these tasks, the
experts demonstrated some of the dimensions of expertise identified in tterger
Schraw (2006) identified aspects of expertise, although they were not steecific
American political science. He noted that experts tend to use scripts tdlgirde
thinking and help them monitor their thinking, as well as algorithms and heuristics tha
help solve problems. Yet, his discussion was not specific to American politicatsane
the way that this research was.

Similar to Schraw’s (2006) description of expertise, the political scisntist

recognized underlying structures and features of problems and used scripts atidsheuris
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as guidelines when solving problems. For example, experts discussed the ingpoirtanc
evidence and the need to collect the appropriate type of evidence for the problem. They
also recognized that some data collection methods, such as an experiment, could provide
them with evidence of causation, while other types could only lead to claims about
correlation. Finally, the experts considered the source of the documents i@khied t
tasks. They recognized that the documents were products of their authors, and they
considered the reliability of the information contained in the documents before heing t
information as evidence to support a particular problem solution. In each of these
instances, the experts utilized specific plans and rules to guide their thibkiuig a
political science problems and the documents in an effort to come to the best solution.
Sub-problems and constraints. The experts also identified several sub-problems
embedded within the tasks, as well as different constraints that complicapedlleams
in the same way that the experts in Voss and Post’s (1988) study did. In theirtstudy, t
experts identified sub-problems and constraints related to the agriculturerpiialthe
Soviet Union. In my study, the experts identified problem constraints, such agaistor
context, the political environment, and the personalities involved, and sub-problems
specific to the two problems | presented to them. One problem focused on the major
subfield of institutions (Major Legislation task), and the other focused on behavior
(Government Shutdown task). Other constraints unique to the study included the terms
used in the problem-solving tasks and in the documents corresponding to those tasks.
Again, in the present study, | was able to confirm the conclusions of previoushessar
but in a way that was specific to American political science and the two Isighiifethe

discipline.
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Uncertainty. Additionally, the experts acknowledged their limited knowledge
and did not provide definitive answers to the concept sorting and mapping task and
problem-solving tasks. This recognition of when experts can answer theseftypes o
problems (Voss and Post (1988) termed them “ill-structured” because tinerelesar
solution to the problem) and when they offer possible answers but not definitive ones is
another dimension of expertise described by Berdard and Chi (1992), Voss and Post
(1988), and Wineburg (1991). All of these researchers noted the importance of this type
of metacognitive self-regulation, but their findings differed from those in #sept
study in important ways. For example, Berdard and Chi (1992) and Wineburg (1991)
noted the tendency of non-political science experts to acknowledge theiaurtger
while Voss and Post’s (1988) experts were political scientists but not Amstgdn
Wineburg’s (1991) study, the experts were historians who could not conclude anything
definitively because they only had a few pieces of evidence available to these. The
experts recognized that they could only give a tentative answer based omashat
available to them. On the other hand, Voss and Post (1988) asked their participants to
“imagine” that they were agricultural ministers and solve a practichlgm. They
acknowledged what they did not know, but still attempted to answer the question.

However, in the current study, | asked the experts to think about more theoretical
and less practical problems and to consider ways in which they might research the
problems. As a result, the political scientists recognized the questions as otiesytbat
their colleagues might study and offered potential research methods fangttiay
guestions. Their focus remained on how to gain knowledge about the question(s) being

studied, rather than on the right answer to the question(s). Additionally, theyawere f
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more concerned with how they would collect their own data and what data analysis
methods they would use rather than on how to use the information presented to them in
the documents. They evaluated the documents, but unlike the historians, they generally
did not use the information in them to draw even tentative answers because theydpreferre
to collect their own data.

Overall, the experts in the present study demonstrated many of the aspects of
expertise identified by researchers like Berdard and Chi (1992), G1&8%), Schraw
(2006), Voss and Post (1988), and Wineburg (1991). However, the political science
experts did so in ways that were specific to their discipline of Americaticpbkcience.
Thus, the way in which they organized their knowledge, the sub-problems and constraints
that they identified, and the scripts they used were focused on studying prolbétets re
to American government and political science and its subfields of institaiahs
behavior.
Can Problem-Solving Tasks Uncover Disciplinary Knowledge?

| also investigated whether problem-solving tasks could elicit experts’
disciplinary knowledge parallel to what has been done in history educatiorchesea
While the answer to this question is also in the affirmative, there is a cageafsA
discussed above, the problem-solving tasks allowed experts to identify and discuss
problem constraints and sub-problems, talk about and use scripts that helped to solve the
problems, and discuss their uncertainty. There was also evidence of othes abflect
experts’ conceptual knowledge, including the importance of evidence, the need to
consider context, the difference between causation and correlation, and the inffluence o

definitions on problem solutions. However, the experts were resistant to actually
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engaging in the tasks. They focused their comments on contextual aspects of the
problems and on how they would research the problems. They were more inclined to
collect their own data, conduct their own polling, and design their own experiments than
they were to work with the data provided to them in the documents. They evaluated the
documents and discussed if and how they were useful, but the experts did not then
attempt to answer the questions using the information contained in the documents.

As a result of their focus on context and their desire to collect their owrl data,
was not able to observe the experts’ strategic processing to the degreedhiat have
liked. There were glimpses of strategic processing, but it was difficatime cases to
distinguish when the experts were using their conceptual knowledge and when they were
using strategic processing skills. For example, it was clear thattexpgaged in
metacognitive self-regulation when they noted their uncertainty about theptsnceng
and mapping task and when they recognized that they could not answer the questions. In
both cases, the experts thought about their own knowledge and thinking and determined
what they knew and what they did not know. On the other hand, the experts talked a great
deal about the scientific method and its importance for collecting data anahgirawi
conclusions. The scientific method is a script (Schraw, 2006) that providessisiwiitin
a plan for proceeding within the discipline. The use of this script would be an example of
the experts’ strategic processing, yet | did not observe the expertshessentific
method. | observed them discussing it, which is evidence of their conceptual knowledge
of it but not necessarily their strategic processing. Similarly,xperés discussed the
importance of evidence for answering questions and making claims about a phenomenon,

but I did not observe them using evidence. Again, | was able to collect data akout thei
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conceptual knowledge (e.g., evidence is important) but not about their strategic
processing when using evidence. At the same time, | did observe how they prondssed a
thought about the evidence that was presented to them but not how they might use the
evidence to solve a problem.

One explanation for my inability to observe the experts engaging in strateg
processing more concretely involves the problem-solving task questions. In both task
guestions, | asked the experts, “How would you study such a question?” This question
directed the experts to focus on what research methods they would use to study the
problem, which they did. Due to the scientific nature of the discipline, collecttagsia
an important part of studying a problem, and as experts engaged in thinking about the
tasks, it makes sense that their inclination would be to describe what dateotiidy w
collect and how they would use that data. Yet, | did not provide an opportunity for the
experts to collect their own data, which limited my ability to see thetegia
processing. Future research would benefit from tasks that allow experts was@ns
to demonstrate their strategic processing, such as observing an expehendrilehe
conducts his or her own research or asking experts directly to solve the prpbkedgo
them. Doing so would provide information about what types of questions experts in the
discipline investigate, as well as information about how they go about feisgarc
phenomena and what strategic processing they use when conducting that research.

Still, the problem-solving tasks used in this study did allow me to observe
experts’ conceptual knowledge and some aspects of their strategic prackssangsult,
it became clear that there is a key difference between historians anccé&mguiitical

scientists. While historians focus on understanding the past through analysteotevi



211

left behind by others, political scientists are focused more on the present and on
collecting and creating their own evidence. In some cases, they may aiseltadted by
others and they may study the past to understand the present, but the inclination of the
experts in this study was to collect their own data and draw conclusions abowstret pr
state of government, power, and the allocation of resources.
Disciplinary Knowledge Evident in Problem-Solving Tasks

| also investigated what disciplinary knowledge experts use when engaged in
problem-solving tasks. The study did provide insight into what knowledge experts use
when they engage in tasks related to their discipline, specifically knosvidutgit
evidence and causation and correlation; recognition of problem constraints such as
context, sourcing (Wineburg, 1991), and definitional precision; identification of sub-
problems; and acknowledgement of uncertainty (see above for discussions of sub-
problems and uncertainty). As was the case above, the experts demonstratsdaspec
the each of these types of knowledge in ways that characterize the studgrodakm
political science. For example, during the problem-solving tasks, the expedghmmte
importance of evidence, as did the historians in Wineburg’s (1991) study. However, the
types of evidence that the political scientists looked for was different in sasas.d ike
historians, the political scientists did note that speeches and newspapes acidgt be
used as evidence, but they also pointed to counts of legislation, polling data, and data
gathered during experiments as evidence for the questions in the problem-&sksg
For these political scientists, the question(s) asked and phenomena studied thetat
type of evidence needed, and only experiments could provide evidence of causation,

although other types of evidence could show correlation.
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Context was another aspect of experts’ disciplinary knowledge that was evident
during the problem-solving tasks. Similar to evidence, the historians in Wineburg's
(1991) study also demonstrated the importance of context in their work, but the Ipolitica
science experts described several different types of context. Ha$twoittext was one
type of context that the political scientists discussed during their consiceohti
problem-solving task questions, but the contexts related to political actors andutiee nat
of political institutions, as well as other contexts, were also important {mothieal
science experts. The focus in the discipline on government, power, and the allocation of
resources, make these types of context important to consider before drawingiaosiclus
about political science phenomena.

Additionally, the political scientists demonstrated their knowledge of sayrci
(Wineburg, 1991) and the need for better definitional precision. The politicalistsent
noted that the author of a particular source or piece of documentary evidence might
influence the information contained in the source, which could then impact any
conclusions drawn from that information. One aspect of political science isithat t
concern about the source extends to the way polling and interview questions in a survey
are asked, which may have been part of their reason for wanting to design and conduct
the polls and surveys themselves. They trust their own methods, but are less likedly to t
the methods of others, especially if they cannot evaluate other's methodologies.

The experts also noted concerns related to the terms used in the tasks and
documents. In particular, they wondered how terms were defined and acknowledged that
different definitions could produce different results. For example, the expertegptnt

the need for additional information about how terms like “Congress” and “major
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legislation” were being used. Depending on how these terms were definererdiff

outcomes and answers to the questions might be possible. This aspect of disciplinary
knowledge was likely a product of the tasks and documents used, although the
acknowledgement of problem constraints, such as the definition of key terms used in the
problem, is an aspect of disciplinary expertise found by Voss and Post (1988). Again, one
unique aspect of the present study was the identification of what those comstemt

for tasks related to American political science.

As was indicated above, there was some difficulty in determining which & thes
aspects could be categorized as experts’ strategic processingt dhelacing a
problem or a set of information into context could be considered strategic prgcessin
However, | did not specifically observe the experts doing that in an effort to regpond t
the task questions; rather | observed them talking about the context, the impdrignce o
and the different types of context. As a result, | was not confident that | comtdtcla
have observed their strategic processing as it pertains to context.

Additionally, the experts’ use of sourcing (Wineburg, 1991) and their need for
definitional precision could be considered evidence of their strategic progessing
particular their metacognitive self-regulation. When considering a pied@cumentary
evidence, the experts thought about whether they could trust the information and what
else they would need to know about the source in order to make a determination about its
reliability. If the author could be trusted, then they could use the information cahtaine
the document to solve the problem. Likewise, as they read the questions and documents,
the experts recognized what they could say for certain and what they could wobtase

their understanding of the terms used.
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Both of these cases are examples of metacognitive processing. Atnthérse,
they might be examples of cognitive processing as the experts deternhiegkmor not
the information contained in the documents could be used to answer the questions. In
both cases, the experts were evaluating the documents and making judgments about them
but not necessarily in an effort to solve the problems posed in the tasks. I did not observe
how they would use documentary evidence like what was presented to them to actually
answer the main questions in the task. None of the experts actually used the ioformat
in the documents to answer the task questions. As a result, | do not believe thablewas a
to develop a complete picture of the experts’ strategic processing becaudiel thet
use context, sourcing (Wineburg, 1991), and evidence to engage in solving the tasks.
Disciplinary Beliefs

Finally, | also investigated the disciplinary beliefs of the politicarsoe experts.
According to Alexander and her colleagues (2009), experts tend to have speieifs bel
about their disciplines and about how knowledge is acquired that impact how they
organize information and approach their work. In the present study, the politicaistsie
demonstrated this aspect of expertise when they shared their beliefs aldiatigpline
and the acquisition of knowledge during the open-ended interview. Like many social and
other sciences, political science follows the scientific method to systathastudy
phenomena and draw conclusions about those phenomena. However, the phenomena
studied are particular to American political science. American podlgaance is an
inquiry-based study of human behavior and institutions related to the government, the
exercise and distribution of power, and the allocation of resources. Knowledgeeid ga

through the study of questions and problems of power and the allocation of resources as
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they relate to the government, governmental actors, and governmental orstittitaus,
American political science is a distinct discipline focused on increasingl&dge
related to the government using the scientific method and data and evidence to develop
theories about how and why our government works as it does.
Differencesin Expertise

The present study also revealed the differences between experts and non-experts
that may be helpful for guiding students from novice understandings of civics and
government toward more expert-like understandings. By including the students in the
study, | was able to compare the experts to a group with less expertise. @alloyved
me to see the influence of increased disciplinary knowledge on participaiess ldlout
the discipline, organization of concepts from the discipline, and approach to problems in
the discipline. While it was clear from the various tasks that the studentsgexs$ar
less disciplinary knowledge compared to the experts, it was also evident thavé¢hne
differences among the students and among the experts as well. Furthermase, i
evident that the students had some emerging disciplinary thinking skills and knowledge,
which may have been a result of the introductory course in American government. The
end result is the emergence of different levels of expertise in Americaicglditience
and variations within those levels.
Limitations

There are several limitations to this study. First, the study cannot beoused t
generalize about the entire population of political scientists. With only & sumaber of
political scientists from a few institutions of higher education as pamits@nd a focus

on one sub-field of political science (i.e., American government), it is impossibiake
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claims about all political scientists. Similarly, with only four students, impossible to
make claims about all students who have taken an undergraduate introductory politica
science course and about all political science novices. Therefore, the olaihe above
apply only to the experts and students who participated in the study.

Second, | made choices about what type of participants to include, which
eliminates other potential participants who may have different expertise antédgew
Some choices, such as the institutions of higher education from which to recruis exper
and how many participants to include, are due to geographic or practical cormderati
Other choices, such as to only include political scientists working in acadethia a
students who have taken the appropriate course, are the result of consideringanai rese
guestions and who is most likely to engage in the type of work that | am iatenest
studying. Thus, the results of my study may be different based on the choices | have
made.

Additionally, the use of think-aloud protocols is not without its critics since these
protocols only allow researchers to report what participants say abouhthking and
not their actual cognitive processes (Chi, 2006). As a result, we cannot mais cla
about cognitive processes, only about what participants claim they are thinking. B
demonstrating a think aloud and asking participants to practice one with unrelated
material before beginning the political science task, | attempteditpatei against the
potential for participants’ verbalized thoughts to be different than the ones they have
internally or to be incomplete.

Finally, | created the tasks and gathered the information for the documents from

various sources. | did not have the opportunity to observe the participants engaging in the
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study of a problem of their choosing, which may have given me greater insigiitanto t
skills and processes they use while engaged in their work. It also becamieatethe
problem-solving task protocols that most of the experts would have preferred to collect
their own evidence. As a result, the aspect of disciplinary thinking in politieadce that
is least defined is strategic processing.

Still, despite these limitations, | was able to gather evidence retathd t
thinking and processing of the political scientists and to draw conclusions about their
disciplinary knowledge. Future research will be helpful for gathering méwamation
about American political science experts’ disciplinary knowledge.
Implicationsfor Research

The present study represents the beginning of empirical research into rsgipli
knowledge related to civics and American government. Additional research isargces
to expand on what has been learned from this study and to better define strategic
processing in American political science. As was indicated earliategic processing is
the least defined aspect of these political science experts’ disgyptimawledge. Rather
than engaging directly in the problem-solving tasks, the experts discussaskthand
how they would study the questions in the tasks. Their inclination was also to define the
problems and context more precisely and to collect their own data rather than tise wha
was presented. As a result, | have some information regarding theigistyatecessing,
but it is incomplete. Future research might benefit from tasks that arespewidic (e.qg.,
asking about a particular government shutdown or the relationship between & specifi
president and Congress) in order to obviate the need to place the task into context.

Additionally, allowing experts to engage in tasks of their own choosing might provide
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more information about their strategic processing, although doing so would notallow
the type of comparisons across participants that was possible with the predgnt st
However, a case study in which a future researcher observes one or two exjpents as
work on their own research might provide additional information about the strategic
processing of the participants. Such a study might involve asking a politeyatisicto

think aloud about the process of defining research questions and methods, as well as
observing the political scientist as he or she collects and analyzes dhtaway, the
researcher might be more likely to observe the political scientist engadimg strategic
processing that was identified, but not necessarily observed, in this study (euge tife
the scientific method, the analysis of data, etc.).

Another area in which more research would be helpful is student learning in
civics and government. The current lack of empirical research into disciplinary
knowledge in political science and government makes it more difficult to kriaw w
students need to learn about civics and government, what they should be able to do with
that knowledge, and how they can demonstrate what they have learned. Before we can
get to what students need to learn, however, we must have a better understanding of what
they already know and understand about the discipline. NAEP (2010) scores and
interviews have shown us what conceptual knowledge students have, what teaching
methods are used in their classrooms, and what they think about civics and government
courses and their future participation in government. Yet, we have not assessed the
disciplinary knowledge of students across the continuum of expertise in pcdieate.

In order to make claims about what students know and need to learn, we need to fully

develop a continuum so that it spans from novices to experts.
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Research also needs to be conducted to determine if and what disciplinary
thinking occurs now in civics and government classrooms, using the aspects of
disciplinary thinking I have identified through this research. While studies\Niemi and
Niemi’s (2007) and those conducted by Gimpel and his colleagues (2003), Torney-Purta
(2002) and her colleagues (2009), and others have described what occurs in civics and
American government classrooms, they have not necessarily done so throegis thfe |
disciplinary knowledge. In light of the findings of this study, observations s§i@am
practices and interviews with students and teachers can be analyzed focewafithe
types of disciplinary thinking and knowledge demonstrated by the experts. Thecpresen
or lack of such thinking in classrooms can then provide additional support for or against
the inclusion of disciplinary thinking skills in civics and government curricula.

Additionally, research must be conducted in order to determine what types of
teaching will move students along the continuum toward more expert-like thinking and
what growth along this continuum looks like and involves. While it is important to know
what disciplinary thinking looks like in American political science, it is alse@essary to
determine what types of teaching and learning experiences help students deielop t
knowledge and disciplinary thinking skills. Ultimately, the current study, alotig wi
additional research, can lead to the development of alternative curricula t&ditiertal
ways of teaching civics and government, specifically curricula that olgellstudents,
develop their higher order thinking, and combat boredom and disengagement.

However, in order for students to successfully develop disciplinary thinking skill
and knowledge, teachers will also need to be prepared to teach those skills. Many

teachers only take one course in political science, as was the case witid&mssin this
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study, and some do not even take a course entirely devoted to government and political
science. As a result, many teachers will likely not have disciplinary letys|related to
civics and American government, not to mention the knowledge of how to teach it.
Therefore, researchers will also need to investigate how to prepare goveteachers
to help students develop disciplinary thinking skills and knowledge within the reality of
teacher preparation programs that already have numerous requiremerttseanodiin
for additional courses.
Implicationsfor Teaching and Learning

The results of this study may also be used to identify new goals for teanding a
learning in civics and American government courses focused on the development of
disciplinary thinking and knowledge. This study reveals aspects of disciplinary
knowledge and thinking skills, as well as disciplinary beliefs, used by expestisdy
American political science. This knowledge and skills include identifyroglpms and
sub-problems in the discipline, organizing that knowledge around the core concepts of
institutions and behavior, collecting and analyzing data to be used as evidence,
understanding the impact of context and other problem constraints on the solution to the
problem, and acknowledging that conclusions are only theories rather thativéefini
facts.

Curricula focused on these disciplinary skills and beliefs would be dramatically
different than the curricula most American students currently are taddghty
classrooms focus on “the facts” of government such that students are askaddoza
information about the branches of government, the structures and functions of

governmental institutions, the results of various court cases, and other conceptual
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knowledge. They are not asked to analyze or apply that information, to investigate or
solve problems, or to evaluate potential solutions to problems related to the government.
For example, the current Maryland state curriculum in civics and Anmegi@aernment
is the Voluntary State Curriculum (VSC) (2006). Students, often in the tenth grkel@, t
course in national, state, and local government, often based on the VSC. The VSC has
seven units: purposes, forms, and types of political and economic systems; foundations
and principles of government and the Constitution; legislative branches; grecuti
branches, judicial branches; domestic and foreign policy; and participation in
government. There are also four content standards that help organize the material to be
taught. These are: political science, peoples of the nation and world, geography, a
economics. Of these, political science has the most material assocituél including
the foundations of the government, political participation, and protecting rights and
maintaining order. Within each content standard, there are also objectivesifotst
knowledge about the content. Most of the objectives begin with “describe,” “explain,”
and “identify,” while a few begin with analyze or evaluate. As with the NAEP
assessment, the VSC focuses on basic information about the structures of themgote
and offers few opportunities for students to develop or express their own opinions.

In the past, students also completed the High School Assessment (HSA) once they
completed the government course. The HSA was also similar to the NA&$3aent
and followed the VSC'’s units and content standards. The entire test was composed of
multiple-choice questions, for which students must find the one correct answer.
Questions included factual information that students needed to recall andapolitic

cartoons, graphs, and charts for students to interpret. At one time, there weansiver
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(known as brief constructed responses or BCRs) and essay (known as extended
constructed responses or ECRS) questions on the assessment, but they were removed
from the 2009 assessment. However, even in these questions, students were asked to
recall and explain information rather than express opinions, take a position, oeanalyz
and evaluate a position or public policy.

Additionally, although it is not a curriculum, the NAEP (2010) assessment in
civics and government was designed to evaluate students’ understanding afalmeri
democratic institutions and ideals. It is focused around three main componentstsstude
knowledge about the government, their intellectual and participatory skills, and their
civic dispositions. There are five content areas that comprise students’ knowledge. T
are: defining civics, politics, and government; the foundations of our political sytstem
purposes, values, and principles of American democracy; the United Statashsélg
to other nations; and the roles of citizens in a democracy. Also, there armtélleetual
and patrticipatory skills: identifying and describing, explaining and analyama, a
evaluating and defending a position. Finally, there are five civic dispositions on which
students are assessed. These are: becoming independent, personal responsibility
respecting individual worth and dignity, informed participation, and the promotion of the
healthy functioning of American democracy. These same content arelas askll
dispositions are found in the National Standards for Civics and Government (1994)
released by the Center for Civic Education. To assess students in these ceatent a
skills, and dispositions, the NAEP test uses a questionnaire and multiple-choice

guestions. The questions lean heavily on the structure of the government and offer
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students few opportunities to express themselves or their ideas about goveminent a
politics (Niemi & Smith, 2001).

The VSC (2006), HSA, and NAEP (2010) assessment all focus on the
accumulation of knowledge related to the government, but they do not require students to
think critically or engage in higher order thinking skills. They organize&ots and
topics in ways similar to the experts in this study, but they do not emphasize the
relationships and connections between those concepts and topics. For example, students
study units about elections and behaviors, as well as units about the variousanstituti
within the government, such as the three branches. However, there is no recognition of
how elections/behaviors and institutions interact and influence each other or how
concepts, like representation, can be important in both elections and institutions and may
provide a link between the two.

Also, students generally are asked to do very little with the informatiorhiat t
read or hear in class beyond memorize it and respond appropriately when asked about it
Students rarely are asked to produce knowledge by means such as synthesizing
information from different but related topics, identifying and evaluating pnabknd
solutions, and applying their knowledge to develop solutions of their own. Yet, that is
what the experts in this study did with the information and conceptual knowledge they
had. They considered two problems dealing with American government, identified what
knowledge related to the problem they had (or did not have), synthesized information
from their own prior knowledge (e.g., the importance of evidence, various research

methods available to them, the need to determine the context, etc.) along with
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information in the problem-solving tasks and the supporting documents, evaluated the
problems and documents, and suggested different ways to solve the problem.

In The Civic Mission of Schoo2003), and the successor repQtiardian of
Democracy: The Civic Mission of SchofI$ie Leonore Annenberg Institute for Civics
& the Campaign for the Civic Mission of Schools, 2011), the authors call for the teaching
of civics and government and the development of critical thinking skills through the
discussion of current events and controversial issues and through simulations of
democratic processes. These discussions and simulations might have thel gotenti
develop the critical thinking skills called for in both reports, but before we can know
what activities and teaching methods develop those skills, we need to know what those
skills are within the discipline. Once we know what those skills are, we can thiertde
research what teaching methods will help students develop those skills and beceme mor
expert in them. The consideration of problems related to the government through
discussion and simulations is one way that teachers may be able to guide stutthents i
development of disciplinary thinking skills in American political science and
government. However, there may be other ways as well.

In order to develop disciplinary thinking, students and teachers would need to see
the relationships that exist between the various concepts in the discipline thehile
discipline is divided into elections/behavior and institutions, it is importantddests to
understand that there are concepts that exist in both subfields and some that connect the
two as well. Also, students would be engaged in identifying problems related to the
government, power, and the distribution of resources. They would investigate those

problems by learning about how others have attempted to solve the problems and then
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evaluate those solutions. Students might also have the opportunity to collect and analyze
data as evidence to support their conclusions about those problems. Rather than passively
receiving information about the government, students would actively engage in the
creation and evaluation of knowledge about the government, power, and the allocation of
resources. In this way, they could consider current events and controversal ishile
attempting to develop potential solutions to those issues. They would also be able to
participate in simulations of the democratic process, but also of the processes of thos
who study democracy and American government. Also, assessments of theivoudd
need to pivot from existing multiple choice and short answer questions based on factual
information to projects, portfolios, research reports, and other assessmentshin whi
students could demonstrate their knowledge about the government and about the process
of studying the government. Students’ thinking and how they came to their conclusions
about problems related to our government would be the focus of assessments so that
teachers could assess students’ critical thinking and knowledge.
Conclusion

With continued calls from educators, policy makers, and organizations dedicated
to increasing civic knowledge and engagement, like the Center for Civic Engagy¢o
develop a civics and government curriculum focused on critical thinking skills, it i
important to understand what those skills are and how they are used in the disdi@ine. T
current study provides some insight into the knowledge and skills that experts in
American political science possess and use in their work. It may be possibleg then, t
develop a curriculum for civics and government courses that use the disciplinary

knowledge and skills described here to increase students’ learning and engagement and
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foster the critical thinking skills called for by experts in the field ofacxtudies

education.
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Appendix A — Recruitment Emails
Section 1. Email to Pilot Study Participants
Dear X,

Earlier this year you participated in a pilot study of my doctoral disemrtstudy. Thank
you again for your participation. | learned a great deal from you regatttendiscipline
of political science and the type of work that political scientists do.

| am writing today to ask for your assistance with recruiting polisiceentists for
participation in my dissertation study. | was hoping that you might be able to sugges
some faculty members in the Political Science department at your scho@ mbhos
area of research is in American government and whom you think would be willing to
participate in my study.

Below is a brief description of the study and its significance in the fieddwdation.
Please share this information with faculty members at your school who might be
interested in participating. It would also be helpful if you copied me when fdivgar
this message to potential participants. Please contact me if you hageestipns or
suggestions for participants. | can be reached at 202-297-5158 or by email at
cbudano@umd.edu

Thank you again for your assistance with my study. | look forward to hearingybom
soon.

Sincerely,
Christopher Budano

Project Description: Numerous studies about the nature of expertise in higterjed to

a revolution in our understanding of the discipline, how students learn history, and how
best to teach it. My study is an initial attempt to learn about the nature ofisxprer

political science. With knowledge about expertise in political science, cbseamwill

then be able to learn more about the discipline and how students learn it, as we#l as pres
for improvements in curriculum and instruction. | am looking for experts in Anmerica
political science to participate in one 60 to 90 minute interview. Participanpensss

will remain confidential.



228

Section 2: Email to Potential Participants
Dear,

My name is Christopher Budano, and | am a doctoral candidate in the College of
Education at the University of Maryland. | am contacting you to ask youcipatton in
a study of expertise in political science (include the name of individual whostadge
this participant, if applicable, e.g. X suggested that | contact you givereypartise in
political science).

My study is a result of my interest in Social Studies curriculum and instnuat public
schools, particularly in the areas of history and government, and a desir@to bett
understand the nature of expertise in political science. Numerous studies aboturthe na
of expertise in history have led to a revolution in our understanding of the discipline, how
students learn history, and how best to teach it. My study is an initial atteteptn

about the nature of expertise in political science. With knowledge about expertise
political science, researchers will then be able to learn more about the déeseaipdi how
students learn it, as well as press for improvements in curriculum and irstruem

looking for experts in American political science to participate in one 60 to 90eminut
interview. Participants’ responses will remain confidential.

Please contact me if you have any questions and if you are interested ipgiarjén
this study. | can be reached at 202-297-5158 or by emzbuaiano@umd.edu

Thank you for your time and consideration. | look forward to hearing from you soon.
Sincerely,

Christopher Budano
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Appendix B — Dissertation Problem-Solving Task and Interview Protocol

“Thank you for agreeing to meet with me today. Our session today will coh$rsd

parts: two problem-solving tasks followed by interview questions. During the problem
solving tasks, | will give you a task and ask you to think aloud while you attempt t
answer a question or solve a problem related to the task. This will help me get af sense
how you think about different aspects of political science. The interviewigneéelsto

help me understand the nature of expertise in political science, and thereilble| w
asking you questions about your thinking about political science, your learning in
political science, and aspects of your work. With your permission, beitecording our
discussion to assist me as | attempt to understand how you think about politive scie
You may decline to answer any question and end the session at any point without
consequence. Do you have any questions before we begin?”

Answer any questions.

“Now we are going to begin the problem-solving tasks. | will present you watbksand
ask you to think aloud as you consider the task and answer the question or solve the
problem. We will practice thinking aloud first and then | will share thestasth you.
There are two tasks. Afterwards, | will ask you a few follow-up questibostdhe
experience of working with these tasks. Do you have any questions?”

Answer any questions.

Go over Think-Aloud Guidelines.

Section 1: Think-Aloud Guidédlines

1. Say whatever’s on your mind. Don’t hold back hunches, guesses, wild ideas,
images, intentions.

2. Speak as continuously as possible. Say something at least once every five
seconds, even if only, “I'm drawing a blank.”

3. Speak audibly.
4. Don’'t worry about complete sentences and eloquence.
5. Don't over-explain or justify. Analyze no more than you would normally.

6. Getinto the pattern of saying what you're thinking now, not of thinking for a
while and then describing your thoughts.
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D.N. Perkins;The Mind’s Best Worki981.

“Now we are going to practice the think aloud. | will read the first part ané #ioud,
and then | will ask you to read the second part and think aloud.”

Model think aloud and then practice think aloud using the article below. Ask if the
participant has any questions, and answer any questions.

Section 2: Think-Aloud Practice

Miss Manners: A history of flatware
Wednesday, October 27, 2010; CO7

Dear Miss Manners:
Could you tell me if it would be considered okay to cut your steak with a fork?

Certainly, but would you please first tell Miss Manners where it is possilfilect steak
tender enough to be cut with a fork?

Weird as it may seem, there is a complicated historical hierarchggpkes to flatware.
Even more oddly, it is not the oldest implement that is most respected.

Lowest rank goes to the spoon, presumably -- in the form of some sort of scoop -- the
oldest means of eating other than the fingers. Next comes the knife, which was, for
centuries, used both to spear and to eat. Yes, the same individual knives, ick.

Then along came the fork, from Constantinople to Italy in the 12th century, and from
Italy to France in the 16th century. The English were particularly slow ingatkup, and
the world was well into the 19th century before it became universal there.

But then the fork became the instrument of choice in the Western world, which it has
remained.

At that point, the hierarchy goes into reverse. Those specialized itemsteanade in
Victorian times (and still scare people, although they -- the items, notdp&epe were
long since melted down for their silver content) were rather sniffed at \wbgn t
appeared.

So you had the following bizarre situation among the fastidious:

Whole fish on plate. High crime to use knife to fillet it because knives are intended for
meat. But the darn thing is full of tiny bones. Fish knives invented, featuring cligeer li
notch at tip for lifting the flesh from the bone. No, can't use that, too new. We balieve i
the fork above all.
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Solution: Serve two forks for each plate of fish, to be used to pry the flesh in opposite
directions with object of uncovering bones.

Personally, Miss Manners got tired of that silly spectacle and accepteshthaife, the
law against using a meat knife on fish being still on the books.

But you see the point -- well, maybe not the point, but the fact -- of the forkraqama
position. So if you can eat steak with a fork, even if you have a meat knife at your
disposal, you will win the admiration of anyone versed in flatware history.

Once the participant has finished thinking aloud with the article, ask if he or she has any
guestions. Answer any questions.

Section 3: Concept Sorting and Mapping Task

| am going to ask you to complete a concept sorting and mapping task. Concept sorting
and mapping tasks can show how you organize information and think about political
science. | will also ask you some questions about how you organize the cards.

The cards have words, phrases, and topics related to political science writtemoh t

will give you the cards and ask you to organize them in a way that makes sense to yo
Once you have organized the cards, | will ask you to attach them to the chart plaper w
tape. You can then label the groupings and draw arrows between them in a way that
makes sense to you.

You do not need to use all of the cards. There are also additional cards for you to add
words, phrases, and topics related to government and political science that youethink ar
missing but are necessary for you to think about and organize the cards. You may take a
much time as you need.

As you are sorting, please talk about what you are thinking and the choices you are
making.

Do you have any questionsRéspond to questions or concejns

Hand cards to the participant (see Table 7 for complete list of words). Place chart paper,
extra cards, and writing utensil on table.

During concept sorting and mapping, prompt the participant to talk-aloud about what
they are thinking. If the participant points to a card without naming it, say the name of
the card for audio recording purposes.

Once the participant has finished sorting the cards, prompt him or her to tape the cards
onto the chart paper.
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“Now that you have sorted the cards, please discuss and label the groupings and draw
lines that make connections between the cards in a way that makes sense to you and
shows how you think about government and political science. Please talk about what you
are thinking as you do this.”

Ask the participant to explain how they have sorted, labeled, and connected the cards if
he or she has not already done so. Ask any questions to clarify the sorting, labeling,
and/or connecting the participant has done.

“Thank you.”

Table 17

Concept Sorting and Mapping Task Words

Committee Mobilization Election Decision-making
Representation Participation Incumbent Challenger
Political Party Campaign Federalism Executive
Legislative Judicial Liberal Conservative
Direct Democracy | Ideology Mass Media Institution
Public Policy Politics Public Opinion Partisan
Minority Party Majority Party
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Section 4: Task 1

“Now we are going to move to the problem-solving tasks. Here is the first proble
solving task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but please share all of your
thinking verbally as well.”

Hand paper with task written on it to participant. Ask participant to read it aloud and
think aloud as he or she reads and works on the problem. If the participants goes for
periods without speaking, | will prompt him/her with phrases such as, “Please share
what you are thinking right now.”

Major Legislation task: How does the control of Congress, in terms of whighhzdds
the majority, impact the passage of major legislation that the presid@uairsipHow
would you study such a question?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,

“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it? And what would you look for?”

After the participant answers, present the participant with data (see Appendix C for data
to be presented).

Ask:

1) Please think aloud as you review the data and share your thinking about the
information.

2) Which of this data is most useful to you in considering this problem? Why?

3) Which of this data is least useful to you in considering this problem? Why?

4) What other data would you want to consult when considering this problem? Why?”

Section 5: Task 2

“Here is the second problem-solving task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but
please share all of your thinking verbally as well”

Ask participant to read it aloud and think aloud as he or she works on the problem.
Government Shutdown task: Whom do voters blame when there is a federal government
shut down? Why? What would be the political impact of a government shutdown due to

disagreements over the federal budget? How would you study such a question?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,
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“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it? And what would you look for?”

After the participant answers, present the participant with data (see Appendix C for data
to be presented).

?)Sllglease think aloud as you review the data and share your thinking about the
information.
2) Which of this data is most useful to you in considering this problem? Why?
3) Which of this data is least useful to you in considering this problem? Why?
4) What other data would you want to consult when considering this problem? Why?”
Thank you.”
Section 6: I nterview Protocol
“Now, | would like to ask you a few questions about your work as a political stienti
1) How would you define political science?
a. What has led you to that definition?
b. What is the goal of political science?
c. How do you and others achieve the goal?
2) What topics in political science are you most interested in?
a. Did you do any research related to those topics during your graduate frogram
b. Are you currently doing any research related to those topics?
c. Are you conducting any research related to other topics in politicate@iéf
so, what topics? Why are you researching these topics?
3) What research methods do you use in your work?
a. Where did you learn those methods?

b. What types of data can you collect and/or use in your work?

c. What can you do with the information that you gather from your research?
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4) Is there anything else you think | should know about political sciencehihae not
asked?

Thank you for answering my questions.”



Section 1: Task 1 Data

Table 18

Document A: Control of Congress by Party

Appendix C — Data for Dissertation Problem-Solving Tasks
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Congress Years Majority Party
103 1993-1995 Democrat

104 1995-1997 Republican
105 1997-1999 Republican
106 1999-2001 Republican
107 2001-2003 Republican
108 2003-2005 Republican
109 2005-2007 Republican
110 2007-2009 Democrat

Source: Woolley, J., & Peters, G. The American Presidency Project. Ret@2évJuly

2011 from http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/index.php.
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Document B: Major Legislation Proposed and/or Enacted During the Administration of

President Bill Clinton

Reconciliation
Act

Major Year Clinton’s Position Result

Legislation

Reform 1993 Proposed No bill passed in

healthcare Congress.

system

End the ban on| 1993 Proposed Congress passed the

openly gay and “Don’t ask, don't tell

lesbian policy,” which does not

individuals end the ban but allows

serving in the gay and lesbian service

military members to serve if they
do not reveal their sexua
orientation. Signed by
Clinton.

North American| 1993 Supported with Passed by Congress.

Free Trade additional protections| Signed by Clinton.

Agreement for American workers

(NAFTA)

Family and 1993 Proposed Congress passed the bi

Medical Leave Clinton signed it.

Act (FMLA)

Defense of 1996 Did not oppose Congress passed the b

Marriage Act Clinton signed it.

(DOMA)

Personal 1996 Supported welfare | Congress passed the bill

Responsibility reform. Clinton signed it.

and Work

Opportunity

Sources: The Library of Congress. Various roll call votes. Retrieved 20 July 2011 from

http://thomas.loc.gov/homel/rollcallvotes.html.

Woolley, J., & Peters, G. The American Presidency Project. Retrieved 2201ilyfrom

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/index.php.
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Document C: Major Legislation Proposed and/or Enacted During the Administration of

President George W. Bush

Major Year Bush’s Position Result

Legislation

USA Patriot Act| 2001 Proposed Congress passed the bi
Bush signed it.

No Child Left | 2001 Proposed Congress passed the bi

Behind Act Bush signed it.

(NCLB)

Tax Cuts 2001, 2003 Proposed Congress passed the
Bush signed both bill
cutting taxes.

Partial 2001, 2005 Proposed No bill passed in

Privatization of Congress.

Social Security

Medicare Part D 2003 Proposed Congress passed the b
Bush signed it.

Federal 2006 Supported Defeated in both Houss

Marriage of Congress.

Amendment

Sources: The Library of Congress. Retrieved 20 July 2011 from

http://thomas.loc.gov/home/rolicallvotes.html.

Woolley, J., & Peters, G. The American Presidency Project. Retrieved 2201ilyfrom

http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/index.php.

cuts;

S
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Table 21
Document D: Vote Concurren¢the percentage of times that the majority of members of
Congress voted with the president’s position on roll call votes. Data was not av&labl

2007 and 2008.)

Year Vote Concurrence
1993 86%
1994 86%
1995 36%
1996 55%
1997 54%
1998 51%
1999 38%
2000 55%
2001 87%
2002 88%
2003 79%
2004 73%
2005 78%
2006 81%

Source: Woolley, J., & Peters, G. The American Presidency Project. Ret@évJuly

2011 from http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/index.php.
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Document E: Abstract from Copeland’s Study

This study considers the major explanations for the use of the veto by utilizing
multivariate time-series analysis. It concludes that many expasdound in the
conventional wisdom are overrated or inaccurate. But it also shows that a faviegaria
can explain one-half to two-thirds of the variation in the use of the veto fromoyear-t
year. Among the most influential determinants of the use of the veto arepedic
government, opposition control of Congress, and whether the president has had a veto
overridden. Among the most overrated explanations are that internationaliorisése

use of the veto, and that Democrats use the veto more than Republicans.

Copeland, G. W. (1983). When Congress and the president collide: Why presidents veto

legislation. The Journal of Politics, 45, pp. 696-710.
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Document F: Abstract from Edwards, Barrett, and Peake’s Study

The best test of the impact of divided government on legislative gridlock isnarexa
seriously considered, potentially important legislation that failed to pass comt#itions

of divided and unified government. To do so requires separate analyses of legisétion t
president opposes and supports. Divided government will be associated with the president
opposing more legislation and with more legislation the president opposes faiiagst

It will not be associated with the president supporting less legislation or wrh m

legislation the president supports failing to pass. Important legislation éslikely to

fail to pass under divided government. We used regression analysis of the failure of
legislation to pass and the relative success of legislation over the 1947-92 period.
Presidents oppose significant legislation more often under divided government, and much
more important legislation fails to pass under divided government than under unified
government. Furthermore, the odds of important legislation failing to pass are
considerably greater under divided government. However, there seems to be no
relationship between divided government and the amount of significant legislation the

administration supports or that passes.

Edwards, G. C., Barrett, A., & Peake, J. (1997). The legislative impact of divided

governmentAmerican Journal of Political Science, (2}, pp. 545-563.
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Section 2: Task 2 Data

In November 1995 and late December 1995 to early January 1996, the federal
government shut down twice due to the failure of Congress and President Clinton to
agree on a spending bill. During and after the shutdown, several public opinion polling
firms and media outlets sought to determine whom the American public blamed for the
shutdown. In early 2011, it appeared that there might be another shutdown of the federal
government, as President Obama and Congress attempted to agree on a spending bill.
Again, media outlets and polling firms sought to find out whom the public would blame

if a shutdown occurred.

Table 22

Document G: Voter Blame for Government Shutdown: 1995

Dates of | Polling Firm/Media| Percentage of Percentage of Percentage
Poll Outlet Voters Who Blame| Voters Who Blame| of Voters
Republicans in President Clinton | Who Blame
Congress Both
11/14/95| CNN/USA 49% 26% 19%
Today/Gallup
11/17- CNN/USA 47% 25% 21%
18/95 Today/Gallup
11/19/95| ABC News/The 51% 24% 20%
Washington Post
11/19/95| CBS News 51% 28% 15%
11/19/95| NBC News/Wall | 47% 27% 20%
Street Journal




Table 23

Document H: Voter Blame for Government Shutdown: 2011
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Dates of Polling Percentage of Percentage of Percentage
Poll Firm/Media Voters Who Blame| Voters Who Blame of Voters
Outlet Republicans in President Obama | Who Blame
Congress Both
2/24-27/11 | The 36% 35% 17%
Washington
Post/Pew
Research
Center
3/30-4/4/11 | Pew Research 39% 36% 16%
Center
3/31-4/4/11 | NBC 37% 20% 17%
News/The
Washington
Post

Sources: Blumenthal, M. Government shutdown: Polls show voters blamed GOP for

1995 crisis. Retrieved 20 July 2011 from

http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/03/30/voters-blamed-gop-for-1995-

shutdown_n_842769.html.

Sussman, D. Poll: More Democrats than Republicans favor compromise on budget.
Retrieved 20 July 2011 from http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/04/04/poll-more-
democrats-than-republicans-favor-compromise-on-
budget/?scp=3&sg=dalia%20sussmané&st=cse.

Thee-Brenan, M. Poll: Blame for government shutdown will get spread around. Retrieved
20 July 2011 from http://thecaucus.blogs.nytimes.com/2011/04/06/poll-blame-for-a-

government-shutdown-will-get-spread-around/.
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Document I: Segment from Williams and Jubbs’ Study

With no apparent solution in sight, problems with the budget were attracting more and
more media attention and also bringing about a change in public opinion. In a USA
Today/CNN/Gallup poll conducted at the beginning and the end of the second
government shutdown respondents were asked 'Who has acted most responsibly- Clinton

or the Republican leaders in Congress?'

15-18 December 1995 5-7 January 1996
Clinton 48% 38%
Republicans 34% 37%
No difference 10% 17%
No opinion 2% 8%

President Clinton's actions in blocking proposed Republican cuts initiallydglaiime
relatively high levels of public support. However, by the end of the second shutdown
public opinion had shifted; the Republicans gained a little support, but the majority of the
opinion shift was to the view that the Republicans and President Clinton shared equal
responsibility for the shutdown of government and the continued failure to bring some
form of resolution to the conflict. ...Opinion poll data suggests that while the public
largely blames the Congress for precipitating the shutdown of governmenugciined

to share responsibility with the President for failing to resolve the budgassa. During
December 1995, President Clinton could 'hang tough' in negotiations with Congress
because he enjoyed a broad measure of public support, but by January 1996 public
impatience with shutdown had grown and President Clinton was forced to take a more

conciliatory tone.



245

Williams, R., & Jubb, E. (1996). Shutting down the government: Budget crises in the

American political systenRarliamentary Affairs, 4@3), pp. 471-484.
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Document J: Segment from Meyers’ Study

The broader political impact of the shutdown was that it stopped the “Republican
revolution” in its tracks. Voters often have trouble determining which electexbdsfare
responsible for legislative problems. But polls show that the public clearhyustd

blame, rightly or wrongly, to the Republicans in this case. Some Republicapsegdte

— especially moderates, who did so on behalf of their party’s conservatives. fhe part
became much more accommodating towards President Clinton during the rest of'the 104
Congress; this attitude was reinforced by Clinton’s overwhelming victory iha8é

election and the narrowing of the Republican’s House majority.

Meyers, R. T. (1997), Late appropriations and government shutdowns: Frequency,

causes, consequences, and remeBigslic Budgeting and Finance, @J, pp. 25-38.
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Document K: Washington Post News Story

Poll: Blame for possible government shutdown isdivided
By Jon Cohen and Paul Kane, Washington Post Staff Writers

Tuesday, March 1, 2011; A03

Americans are divided over who would be to blame for a potential government shutdown,
with large numbers saying Republicans and President Obama are playiicg pafit the
issue, according to a new Washington Post poll.

Thirty-six percent say Republicans would be at fault if the two sides cannbtaeac
budget deal in time to avert a temporary stoppage of government servicest aboyas
as many, 35 percent, say primary responsibility would rest with the Obama
administration. Nearly one in five say the two camps would be equally culpable.

Obama and congressional leaders are on the verge of passing an interim spknaing bi
keep federal agencies open through March 18, giving themselves an extra twooveeks
try to craft a longer-term bill that would fund the government for the remaindiscaf f

2011. The poll results suggest that neither side would likely have much to gain politically
in the near term from allowing the government to close.

The new numbers contrast with a Post-ABC poll taken just before the brief November
1995 shutdown, which was followed by a three-week closure of many agencies. There
are similarities between then and now: In both cases, a new Republican-ledgSongr
clashed with a Democratic president who was in the second half of his first term.

But in 1995, when Bill Clinton was president, 46 percent said they would blame House
Speaker Newt Gingrich and congressional Republicans for the impending stoppage,
compared with 27 percent who said Clinton would be at fault.

If there is a government shutdown, the decisive group to watch would be independent
voters, who form the bulk of those who said they had not decided who would be to
blame. On the question of blame, conducted jointly by The Post and the Pew Research
Center, about three-quarters of conservative Republicans fault Obamazaa simil
proportion of liberal Democrats blame the GOP. Independents tilt marginallydtowa
blaming Obama, 37 to 32 percent. [...]

Like Clinton did in 1995, Obama has an edge over the GOP when it comes to public
assessments about whether each side is making a real effort to keep thengavepen.

A third of all Americans say Republicans are trying to resolve the budiglet bar

Obama, that number is 10 percentage points higher. Still, 50 percent say the president i
just playing politics; 59 percent say so of the GOP.

Democrats and Republicans alike overwhelmingly see the other side as noigworki
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resolve the budget impasse. Among independents, 63 percent say the Republicans are
politicking the issue, and a similarly large percentage, 61 percent, say thalsaumhe
Obama.

The telephone poll was conducted Feb. 24 to 27 among a random national sample of
1,009 adults. The margin of sampling error is plus or minus 3.5 percentage points.

Retrieved 20 July 2011 from http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-
dyn/content/article/2011/02/28/AR2011022806091_pf.html
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Document L: The Washington Times News Story

Budget deadlock pointsto government shutdown: Fiscal panelists pan Obama plan
By Kara Rowland, The Washington Times

Sunday, February 20, 2011

Members of both parties in Congress said they want to avoid a gamrshutdown but
remained at an impasse Sunday as Republicans insisted on cugssto@gap spending
measure while Democrats said that would threaten the economic recovery.

Meanwhile, in the long-term budget fight, the two leaders offifoal commission that
President Obama created last year said the blueprint he samitCongress last week
lacks the kinds of cuts the government will need if it is to get its fiscatsffaorder.

House Republicans this weekend approved a funding bill that cuts 2011 spenéisg |
by $61 billion compared with 2010, but the measure now goes to the Sehate, w
majority Democrats oppose it. Mr. Obama has promised to use Mispeet if the
legislation reaches his desk. That leaves both sides playgamme of chicken before
March 4, when the current funding bill expires.

"We are not going to accept these extremely high levelp@fiding,” House Budget
Committee Chairman Paul D. Ryan said on CBS' "Face the Nation."

The Wisconsin Republican said his party is "not looking for a government shutdoasvn” a
predicted that Congress would agree to a short-term extensiofdBse Republicans,
led by Speaker John A. Boehner of Ohio, have ruled out even a shorsgiending
extension without accompanying cuts.

Democrats have said deep cuts now would hurt the economy and sought @ pin
threatened government shutdown on Republicans, even though they control tlee Senat
and the White House.

"Speaker Boehner is on a course, | think, that would lead to a shutd®em,Charles E.
Schumer, New York Democrat, said on CNN's "State of the Urpoogram. "That's
reckless. It would hurt the American people, jobs and the economy,dahdpie he'd
reconsider.”

Mr. Schumer compared Mr. Boehner to former Speaker Newt Gingrich, whdangely
blamed for the government shutdown in 1995 when the GOP-controlled Congress and
President Clinton failed to reach an agreement on spending cuts.
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Congressional Democrats have insisted that they are open to suy@dnibut haven't
provided specifics.

"Democrats in the Senate and, | think, the White House, are ctedrtot making cuts,”
Sen. Claire McCaskill, Missouri Democrat, said on "Fox Newsday." "The question
is, what are the priorities here?"

Asked by host Chris Wallace how much she is willing to cut, MsCaékill said she
disagrees with the House bill's cuts to education and border gemuditthat she would
look to cut tax subsidies for oil companies.

Sen. Tom Coburn, Oklahoma Republican, said he doubts either side wants a shutdown.

"It's good for political rhetoric to talk about a government shutdown, lolaint know
anybody who wants that to happen," he said on Fox.

Mr. Coburn said lawmakers will make cuts one way or another. &/éether going to
make them or we're going to be told to make them by the pdwilewn our bonds," he
said.

Beyond the specter of a government shutdown, both sides continued to clasheover
broader spending picture.

Republicans faulted Mr. Obama for not going far enough in his $3.9rri2i012 budget
proposal to rein in near-term deficits and long-term debt. Demateétaded the plan as
a solid first step.

The blueprint, which the president sent to Congress on Feb. 14, calsfifoe-year
freeze on non-security discretionary spending, reducing the f@djdeficit an estimated
$400 billion over the next decade. Mr. Obama said it makes "tough detisigns
trimming popular government programs including Pell Grants andnigeasisistance for
the poor, but he attracted criticism for not addressing entitlepregrams, which are the
biggest drivers of long-term federal deficits.

Mr. Ryan on Sunday promised that the Republican budget would tacklereatits and
lead where Mr. Obama "chose not to," but he didn't offer additional details on the plan.

In a potentially embarrassing moment for the White House on Sundalyiptrtisan co-
chairmen of the fiscal panel that Mr. Obama created ceticihis budget in a
Washington Post opinion column.

"To be sure, the president's budget doesn't go nearly far enougiir@ssing the nation's
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fiscal challenges. In fact, it goes nowhere close," wrotat@li White House Chief of
Staff Erskine Bowles and former Sen. Alan Simpson, Wyoming Republican.

A majority of the panel's 18 members approved a sweeping austerity plareimisc

but it failed to garner enough votes for automatic congressional consideration.fraroug
mixture of tax hikes and spending cuts, the proposal called for reducing the projected
deficit by $4 trillion over 10 years.

Retrieved July 27, 2011 from http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/feb/20/dems-
gop-still-loggerheads-over-budget-cuts/.
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Appendix D— Concept Sorts and Maps by Experts and Stu
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Appendix E — Pilot Study Interview Protocol and Problem-Solving Tasks

“Thank you for agreeing to meet with me today. Our session today will coh$rsd
parts: an interview and a series of problem-solving tasks. The interviewgseld$o

help me understand the nature of expertise in government and political science, and
therefore | will be asking you questions about your thinking about government and
political science, your learning in government and political science, andtasfhgour
work. During the problem-solving tasks, | will give you a task and ask you to tloné a
while you attempt to answer a question or solve a problem related to the taskilllhi
help me get a sense of how you think about different aspects of government and political
science. | will be recording our discussion to assist me as | attempt to und érsta

you think about government and political science. You may decline to answer any
guestion and end the session at any point without consequence. Do you have any
guestions before we begin?”

Answer any questions.
Section 1: Interview Protocol
“First, I would like to ask you a little bit about your background.
1) What graduate program are you in?
a. Do you have an area of specialization?
b. How far are you in the program?
2) What was your undergraduate major?
3) What made you interested in political science?
4) What classes are you currently taking?
a. What classes have been the most important/useful for you as you pursue your
degree?
b. Why?
c. What classes have been the most interesting for you?
d. Why?

5) Do you have an assistantship?
a. If so, what do you do?

6) Have you participated in any research since you began your graduatag?o
a. If so, can you tell me a little about the research?

7) Have you published in any political science journals or presented at apyermas?
a. If so, which ones and about what?



260

8) Do you belong to any professional organizations?
a. If so, which ones?
b. Why did you choose to belong to these?

9) What is government and political science?
a. How do you know?

10) What is the goal of political science?
a. How do you and others achieve the goal?

11) What topics in political science are you interested in?
a. How do you know that these are topics that should/can be studied in political
science?
b. Do other political scientists study other topics?
c. Such as?

12) What methods can you use to study the topics that you are interested in?
a. Where did you learn those methods?
b. What types of data can you collect and/or use in your work?
c. What can you do with the information that you gather from your study?
d. How do you know to do that?

13) What is a typical task that political scientists engage in?
14) What will you do as a political scientist?

15) Is there anything else you think | should know about government and political
science that | have not asked?

Now we are going to begin the problem-solving tasks. | will present you witk arids
ask you to think aloud as you consider the task and answer the question or solve the
problem. We will practice thinking aloud first and then | will share the tastksyou.
There will be a total of three tasks. Afterwards, | will ask you afédaw-up questions
about the experience of working with these tasks. Do you have any questions?”
Answer any questions.

Section 2: Think-Aloud Guidelines

Go over Think-Aloud Guidelines.

1. Say whatever’s on your mind. Don’t hold back hunches, guesses, wild ideas,
images, intentions.

2. Speak as continuously as possible. Say something at least once every five
seconds, even if only, “I'm drawing a blank.”
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3. Speak audibly.
4. Don't worry about complete sentences and eloguence.
5. Don't over-explain or justify. Analyze no more than you would normally.

6. Get into the pattern of saying what you’re thinking now, not of thinking for a
while and then describing your thoughts.

D.N. Perkins;The Mind’s Best Worki981.

“Now we are going to practice the think aloud. | will read the first partlané aloud,
and then | will ask you to read the second part and think aloud.”

Model think aloud and then practice think aloud. Ask if the participant has any questions,
and answer any questions.

Section 3: Think-Aloud Practice

Miss Manners: A history of flatware
Wednesday, October 27, 2010; C0O7

Dear Miss Manners:
Could you tell me if it would be considered okay to cut your steak with a fork?

Certainly, but would you please first tell Miss Manners where it is possilfilect steak
tender enough to be cut with a fork?

Weird as it may seem, there is a complicated historical hierarchggpkes to flatware.
Even more oddly, it is not the oldest implement that is most respected.

Lowest rank goes to the spoon, presumably -- in the form of some sort of scoop -- the
oldest means of eating other than the fingers. Next comes the knife, which was, for
centuries, used both to spear and to eat. Yes, the same individual knives, ick.

Then along came the fork, from Constantinople to Italy in the 12th century, and from
Italy to France in the 16th century. The English were particularly slow ingatkup, and
the world was well into the 19th century before it became universal there.

But then the fork became the instrument of choice in the Western world, which it has
remained.

At that point, the hierarchy goes into reverse. Those specialized itemsteanade in
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Victorian times (and still scare people, although they -- the items, notdpéepe were
long since melted down for their silver content) were rather sniffed at Wwkgn t
appeared.

So you had the following bizarre situation among the fastidious:

Whole fish on plate. High crime to use knife to fillet it because knives are intended for
meat. But the darn thing is full of tiny bones. Fish knives invented, featuring cléeer lit
notch at tip for lifting the flesh from the bone. No, can't use that, too new. We baelieve i
the fork above all.

Solution: Serve two forks for each plate of fish, to be used to pry the flesh in opposite
directions with object of uncovering bones.

Personally, Miss Manners got tired of that silly spectacle and accepteshthaife, the
law against using a meat knife on fish being still on the books.

But you see the point -- well, maybe not the point, but the fact -- of the foriisipant
position. So if you can eat steak with a fork, even if you have a meat knife at your
disposal, you will win the admiration of anyone versed in flatware history.

Once the participant has finished thinking aloud with the article, ask if he or she has any
guestions. Answer any questions.

Section 4: Task 1 (Tasks will be presented to participants one at a time. Participants will
be handed a sheet of paper with one of the tasks printed on it. They may write on the
paper, but they will also be encouraged to verbalize their thinking. The tasks will be
rotated so that participants will not receive the tasks in the same order as other
participants.)

“Here is the first task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but please shaf
your thinking verbally as well.”

Hand paper with task written on it to participant. Ask participant to read it aloud and
then think aloud as he or she solves the problem.

Research task:

Imagine you have been given the freedom and funding to study anything you want in U.
S. government and political science. What would you study, why, and how would you go
about studying it? What would you do with the results of your study?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,

“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it?”
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Section 5: Task 2

“Here is the second task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but please kbére al
your thinking verbally as well”

Ask participant to read it aloud and then think aloud as he or she solves the problem.

Campaign task:
Imagine you have been hired as a consultant by a political campaign irSthid dyw
would you use your expertise to help make the campaign successful?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,

“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it?”

Section 6: Task 3

“Here is the final task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but pleasealhafe
your thinking verbally as well”

Ask participant to read it aloud and then think aloud as he or she solves the problem.

14" Amendment task:

As you may know, some political leaders have called for a reinterpret#ftthe 14
Amendment due to the number of undocumented immigrants whose children are born in
the United States and granted citizenship by birthright. If you were an advisor t

political leader, how might you advise them about the potential political impact of
reinterpreting the f2Amendment?

(If necessary)The amendment is provided here for your refer&nt@ll persons born

or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of
the United States and of the State wherein they reside. No State shall make or enforce any
law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States; nor
shall any State deprive any person of life, liberty, or property, without due process of

law; nor deny to any person within its jurisdiction the equal protection of the laws.”

Once the participant has finished the task, ask if he or she has any questions or would
like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,

“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it?”
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Section 7: Task Follow-up
“Thank you. Now | would like to ask you a few questions about the tasks.

1) Which task would you recommend that | use in order to understand political science
and how political scientists think?

2) Which task was most like a problem a political scientist might study?
a. Why?
b. Why are the other tasks less like a political science problem?
c. How might they be changed to make them more like a problem a political
scientist might study?

3) Is there another way or a different task that | might be able to obsevvgohitical
scientists think and go about their work?

4) Is there anything else you think | should know about the tasks or about political
science?

Thank you for your time!”

Section 8: Second Round of Problem-Solving Tasks (Tasks will be presented to
participants one at a time. Participants will be handed a sheet of paper with one of the
tasks printed on it. They may write on the paper, but they will also be encouraged to
verbalize their thinking. The tasks will be rotated so that participants will noivestiee
tasks in the same order as other participants.)

“Thank you for agreeing to meet with me again today. Our session todaynsilst a
series of problem-solving tasks similar to the previous ones. Based on your feedback
from the previous set of tasks, | attempted to create new ones that will bigtterehte
understand political science and how you go about your work. During the problem-
solving tasks, | will give you a task and ask you to think aloud while you attempt
answer a question or solve a problem related to the task. For your referea@eeltae
guidelines for thinking aloudéview guidelines, answer questions related to thinking
aloud)

| will be recording our discussion to assist me as | attempt to understangtdiink

about government and political science. You may decline to answer any question and end
the session at any point without consequence. Do you have any questions before we
begin?”

Answer any guestions.
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Section 8.1: Task 1

“Here is a task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but please share all of your
thinking verbally as well”

Ask participant to read it aloud and then think aloud as he or she solves the problem.
2010 Elections task: If you were tasked with researching the 2010 mid-tetioredec
what would you study and how would you go about it? What method(s) would you use

and what data would you need?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,

“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it?”

Section 8.2: Task 2

“Here is a task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but please share all of your
thinking verbally as well”

Ask participant to read it aloud and then think aloud as he or she solves the problem.
Federalism task: If you were researching the nature of federadistmelates to the
interaction between the federal government and state governments, what eould y

study? What method(s) would you use and what data would you need?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,

“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it?”

Section 8.3: Task 3

“Here is a task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but please share all of your
thinking verbally as well”

Ask participant to read it aloud and then think aloud as he or she solves the problem.

Interest Groups task: How would you study the impact of interest groups aored@ct
What method(s) would you use and what data would you need?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,
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“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it?”

Section 8.4: Task 4

“Here is a task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but please share all of your
thinking verbally as well”

Ask participant to read it aloud and then think aloud as he or she solves the problem.

Political Behavior task: How has political behavior been studied in the past? How would
you study it?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,

“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it?”

Section 8.5: Task 5

“Here is a task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but please share all of your
thinking verbally as well”

Ask participant to read it aloud and then think aloud as he or she solves the problem.
Media task: If you were tasked with researching the role of the media idgmgal
campaigns, what would you study? What method(s) would you use and what data would

you need?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,

“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it?”

Section 8.6: Task 6

“Here is a task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but please share all of your
thinking verbally as well”

Ask participant to read it aloud and then think aloud as he or she solves the problem.
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Past elections task: If you were researching past elections, wiechiauld you study?
Why? What in particular would you study in regards to that election? How would you go
about studying it?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,

“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it?”

Section 8.7: Task 7

“Here is a task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but please share all of your
thinking verbally as well”

Ask participant to read it aloud and then think aloud as he or she solves the problem.

Opposing Parties task: If you were studying the relationship betweeneitatier and
legislative branches when each is held by opposing parties, what would you stuaty? W
method(s) would you use and what data would you need?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,

“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it?”

Section 8.8: Task 8
“Here is a task. You may write on the paper if you wish, but please share all of your
thinking verbally as well”

Ask participant to read it aloud and then think aloud as he or she solves the problem.

Government Shutdown task: Who do voters tend to blame when there is a government
shut down, Congress or the president? What would be the political impact of a
government shutdown due to disagreements over the federal budget (such as the one
during the Clinton administration)? How would you study such a question?

Once the participant has finished the first task, ask if he or she has any questions or
would like to say anything about the task. Answer any questions and then ask,

“Is there any data you would need in order to respond to this task? If so, what data and
how would you use it?”
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Section 8.9: Task Follow-up
“Thank you. Now | would like to ask you a few questions about the tasks.

1) Which task would you recommend that | use in order to understand political science
and how political scientists think?

2) Which task was most like a problem a political scientist might study?
a. Why?
b. Why are the other tasks less like a political science problem?
c. How might they be changed to make them more like a problem a political
scientist might study?

3) Is there another way or a different task that | might be able to obsevvgokitical
scientists think and go about their work?

4) Is there anything else you think | should know about the tasks or about political
science?

Thank you for your time!”
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