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Résumé 

Transformer la parole en « arguments » : usage de l’étude de cas étendue pour coder et analyser 

des entretiens semi-directifs avec Atlas.ti. Cet article traite de l’analyse outillée de données 

qualitatives à l’aide du logiciel ATLAS.ti dans le cas d’une enquête empirique sur la façon dont les 

électeurs américains justifient les positions adoptées lors de questions posées par référendum sur des 

sujets économiques. Pour mener à bien cette recherche, des entretiens semi-directifs ont été réalisés 

en Arizona de 2013 à 2015 auprès de 120 personnes. Ces dernières étaient interrogées sur les choix 

qu’elles ont fait à l’occasion de quatre votes en matière de politique économique organisées dans 

l’Etat d’Arizona entre 2008 et 2012 sur les sujets suivants: dépénalisation des narcotiques et 

médicalisation, financement du système éducatif, immigration et marché du travail, et protection des 

consommateurs/trices. Le principe de “reconstruction ” formalisé dans les travaux de Michal 

Burawoy dans le cadre de l’étude de cas élargie a été ici appliqué au moment du codage et de l’analyse 

de nos données via ATLAS.ti : la reconstruction part de la théorie afin d’identifier les cas 

contradictoires de manière à la refabriquer. A partir de nos questions de recherche, les théories de 

l’électeur raisonnant, en fonction respectivement de ses intérêts et de son appartenance partisane, ont 
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été mobilisées pour produire une grille de codage initiale, déductive et thématique, s’appuyant sur les 

travaux théoriques et empiriques existant sur le sujet de chacune des quatre élections étudiées. Après 

quoi un codage ouvert (open coding) a permis de reconstruire la théorie par l’ajout de nouveaux codes 

à la grille initiale et la modification d’autres codes. Ces codes thématiques spécifiques à chacun des 

cas étudiés sont désignés comme des « arguments » (rationales). Au travers de ce processus de 

codage, l’auteur contribue aux théories relatives aux idéologies politiques américaines et à la 

légitimation du vote en identifiant dans les données des arguments inattendus et en les utilisant pour 

prolonger les théories mobilisées dans l’élaboration de la grille de départ. 

 

Abstract 

This article focuses on the tool-driven analysis of qualitative data in ATLAS.ti collected as part of an 

empirical investigation into how American voters legitimate their positions on direct democratic 

economic policy. To carry out this research, semi-structured interviews were conducted from 2013 to 

2015 with 120 Arizonan respondents. Participants were interviewed about why they voted the way 

they did on four economic policy ballot measures that appeared on the Arizona state ballot from 2008-

2012 related to narcotic decriminalization and medicalization, education funding, immigration and 

labor markets, and consumer protection. The principle of “reconstruction” from Michael Burawoy’s 

“Extended Case Method” (ECM) was applied in the coding and analysis of these data in ATLAS.ti. 

Reconstruction starts with theory and then looks for anomalous cases as a way to build theory. Using 

the project’s research questions, voter reasoning theories of self-interest and partisanship, 

respectively, were used to generate an initial deductive thematic codebook based on a synthesis of 

theory and empirical literature specific to each ballot measure. Open coding later allowed for 

"reconstructed" theory by adding new codes to the initial codebook and modifying others. These 

issue-specific thematic codes are referred to as “rationales”. Through this process of coding, the 

author contributed to theories of American political ideology and voter legitimation by identifying 

theoretically anomalous “rationales” in the data and then using these rationales to expand the theories 

that were used to generate the initial thematic codebook.  
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Introduction 
 

This article focuses on the tool-driven analysis of data I collected as part of an empirical investigation 

into how US voters legitimate their stances on direct democratic economic policy. To carry out this 

research, I conducted semi-structured interviews from 2013 to 2015 with 120 Arizonan respondents 

about why they voted the way they did on four economic policy ballot measures. These ballot 

measures appeared on the Arizona state ballot from 2008-2012 and covered narcotic 

decriminalization and medicalization, taxation and education funding, immigration and labor market 

closure, and consumer protection for new home buyers − respectively. My coding and analysis of 

these data is based on the “Reconstruction” component of Michael Burawoy’s “Extended Case 

Method” (ECM; 1998; 2009). “Reconstruction” starts with theory and then looks for anomalous cases 

in order to theory build. Using the project’s research question and voting theories of self-interest and 

partisanship, respectively, this approach allowed me to identify thematic codes of interest and create 
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an initial codebook1 based on a synthesis of theory with empirical findings specific to each ballot 

measure. Open coding2 later allowed for "reconstructed" theory inductively by adding new codes to 

the initial codebook and modifying others. This approach makes it possible to analyze how descriptive 

codes align with issue-specific level two thematic codes − or “rationales”34.   

The aforementioned process balances deductive thematic coding with open coding via a 

Computer-Assisted Qualitative Data Analysis Software (CAQDAS) − in my case ATLAS.ti. 

Although my coding is fundamentally deductive, it is − more importantly − the product of an analytic 

interplay between deductive and inductive coding processes.  Given my approach to analysis, my use 

of ATLAS.ti was driven by my deductive coding schema, but involved a dialogue between ATLAS.ti 

coding tools, theory, and data. This approach takes advantage of the flexibility of ATLAS.ti 

(Bandeira-De-Mello and Garreau, 2011: 178) to develop an analytical approach to qualitative 

research that extends the Extended Case Method. 

For this article, I demonstrate my coding strategy and use of ATLAS.ti via an analysis of voter 

reasoning on the “Homeowners’ Bill of Rights” Proposition 201 (2008) − a measure that sought to 

protect new home purchasers by extending new home warranties and increasing transparency in the 

relationship between new home vendors and financial institutions. To proceed with this 

demonstration, I provide a background of the social and economic context of housing in Arizona. 

Next, I describe the ballot measure. I then provide an overview using empirical examples of how to 

apply my analytic approach. As an empirical note, my rationales are evidence of legitimations.  

However, it is important to note that these legitimations are a part of voter reasoning in a broader 

sense − thus my reference to the literature on “voter reasoning” rather than “voter decision-making.” 

 

 

Theory: Applying the Extended Case Model to Semi-Structured Interview Data 
 

Building on the work of sociologists who have emphasized the importance of “reflexivity” − or the 

“self-monitoring of behavior” (Burawoy, 2009: 38) − ethnographer Michael Burawoy developed a 

method of qualitative inquiry that seeks to balance positivistic and reflexive social science. The logic 

here is that these two modes of knowledge production are complementary (Burawoy, 2009: 39). 

Reflexive investigation and analysis, then, embraces and builds upon the reflexive elements of 

qualitative investigation that involve “intersubjectivity between participant and observer” (Burawoy, 

2009; see also Burawoy, 1998; Sallaz, 2009). Burawoy proceeds by developing tools for reflexive 

observation and analysis that are obstacles for “positive” social science but serve as strengths for 

qualitative research − and ethnography in particular − and dubs his approach “The Extended Case 

Method” (ECM). ECM consists of four “reflexive” principles: 1) Intervention, 2) Process, 3) 

Structuration, and 4) Reconstruction. A reflexive epistemology and full application of ECM to semi-

structured, non-clinical interview data is beyond the scope of this article. Instead, this article will 

                                                   
1  I use the term “codebook” in the sense that it is used in Content Analysis and qualitative 

sociology. 
2  I use the term “open coding” in the sense that it has been developed in ATLAS.ti as an 

application of Grounded Theory. 
3  I use the terms “descriptive coding” and “thematic coding” in the manner they are used in 

many areas of qualitative sociology and qualitative political science. Later in the article, I provide a 

definition of each term. “Descriptive codes” take the place of “variables”. 
4  I use terms that span different methodological and traditional perspectives because my 

application of the Extended Case Method seeks to contribute by providing an analytical approach that 

synthesizes aspects of these different traditions that are relevant to my analytical process. 
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focus on the application of the principle of “Reconstruction” to the coding and analysis of semi-

structured interview data.   

 Semi-structured interview data can be seen as “reflexive” through the principle of 

“Intervention”. The researcher often “extracts” the respondent “from her own space and time and 

subjects her to the space and time of the interviewer” (Burawoy, 2009: 40). Burawoy argues that this 

mode of data generation is a strength because “it is by mutual reaction that we discover the properties 

of the social order. Interventions create perturbations that are not noise to be expurgated but music to 

be appreciated, transmitting the hidden secrets of the participant’s world” (Burawoy, 2009: 40).  

While the epistemology can be debated here, the important point is that through this qualitative 

“intervention”, the intersubjectivity of the social scientist and respondent “reveals” the “social order” 

by investigating “the way it responds to pressure” (Burawoy, 2009: 44). It is important to note here 

that Burawoy sees reflexive methods as complementary to positivism, such that they form a 

“methodological duality” − entailing “the coexistence and codependence of two models of science − 

positive and reflexive” (Burawoy, 2009: 39).   

In ECM, a key part of the analytic response is the principle of “Reconstruction”. This principle 

recognizes that representation − in the positivistic sense − is not possible with this type of subjective 

and local qualitative data. Thus, rather than making generalizations based on the data itself, the 

researcher should use these data to build theory. In ECM, this is done by starting with a “theoretical 

point of departure” and then using the data to engage in “dialogue” with theory (Burawoy, 2009: 43).  

The advantage here is that by using theory, the analyst produces thematic codes that (s)he should 

observe in his/her data. When the researcher finds that the data present anomalies or stretch beyond 

the scope of extant theory, (s)he then uses these data to expand the theory at hand to explain these 

surprising or novel findings. This approach is based on the epistemological principle that “science 

offers no final truth… but exists in a state of continual revision” (Burawoy, 2009: 44). Through this 

lens, then, reflexive data are used to revise and “reconstruct” theory empirically.   

The key here, as Burawoy explains, is that “instead of discovering grounded theory, we 

elaborate existing theory” (Burawoy, 2009: 43). In other words, reconstructed theory building is the 

result of “dialogue” between the initial theory and empirical anomalies. In the subsequent section, I 

will discuss how the inherent flexibility of ATLAS.ti (Bandeira-De-Mello and Garreau, 2011: 178) 

enables the analytical processes necessary for my application of ECM. Specifically, it allows for 

deductive coding that is then used by the analyst to identify theoretically anomalous cases in the data. 

The resulting process of “reconstruction” is similar to abduction in its ability to theory build through 

the identification of anomalies (Timmermans and Tavory, 2012: 171; Tavory and Timmermans, 

2014), but differs through the use of a core theory − or set of theories − to classify anomalous findings 

as such (Timmermans and Tavory, 2012: 181). 

 

 

Turning Talk into 'Rationales' 
 

In what follows, I describe my application of the principle of “Reconstruction” to my data through an 

iterative process in which I used theory and empirical findings to generate deductive thematic codes 

in an initial round of coding. I then contribute to the application of the “Reconstruction” principle by 

developing inductive codes that accounted for any theoretically relevant anomalies or observations 

that extended the scope of my initial theories. I used these inductive codes to engage in a broader 

literature review in an attempt to find additional theories and empirical literature that explain my 

inductive coding. Subsequently, I developed deductive codes from this broader literature review that 

allowed me to construct a strategically expanded coding scheme that − by nature − allowed for theory 

building and synthesis by incorporating multiple empirical and theoretical perspectives. I concluded 
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by using this expanded coding scheme to reclassify my inductive codes and verify my coding. Thus, 

cases that were anomalous to my initial theories led to synthesis with other theories that provided 

explanations. In the event that there were no available scientific explanations of a given rationale, I 

then used this rationale to extend theory.  

 

 

Outline of Code Generation Process 

 

For my analyses, I began with the research question of my dissertation: “When given the opportunity 

to vote directly on economic policy, how do voters navigate the intersection between democracy and 

capitalism in their political reasoning?” Based on the research question, I used theories of voter 

reasoning to identify expected relationships between “descriptive” and “thematic” codes. Here, I drew 

upon Bernard and Ryan’s (2010) discussion of code distinctions. My use of the term “Descriptive 

code” refers “structural codes”, or codes that “describe things like…features of the respondent” 

(Bernard and Ryan’s, 2010: 76). These descriptive codes then allowed me to identify the presence or 

absence of a given rationale across respondents for a given descriptive code. Next, I use the term 

“thematic code” to refer to what Bernard and Ryan (2010) call “Theme codes”, which “show where 

the themes we’ve identified actually occur in a text” (Bernard and Ryan’s, 2010: 76). The important 

distinction here is that while both thematic and descriptive codes are theory-driven in my analysis, 

descriptive codes refer to theoretically relevant characteristics of the respondents while thematic 

codes refer to theoretically relevant elements of discourse. 

Using my research question and theories of voter reasoning, I selected two factors that I expected 

to correspond to distinct themes in voter reasoning: “partisan affiliation” and “economic position”. I 

then created a simple two-dimensional hierarchy in my coding scheme (for a discussion see Bernard 

and Ryan, 2010: 86) in which each descriptive code corresponded to two different sub-codes. It is 

important to note that for both thematic and descriptive coding, I refer to the most general code as 

“level one” and the subsequent sub-codes as “level two”. For the descriptive level one code of 

“partisan affiliation”, I created two sub-codes − or level two codes − that corresponded with the main 

dimensions of partisan voter reasoning identified in the literature for the American political system: 

1) Democratic party affiliation and 2) Republican party affiliation. For the descriptive level one code 

of “economic position”, I used the relevant literature to create two sub-codes − or level two codes: 1) 

low-income and 2) high-income (see Figure 1). 

 

Figure 1 here 

 

Next, I used voter reasoning theories of self-interest and partisanship to define level one thematic 

codes. In order to study the forms of legitimation hat aligned with each level two descriptive code, I 

analyzed respondent justifications of reported vote choice for each ballot measure. To refine the 

operationalization of voter reasoning via justification of respondents’ reported ballot measure vote 

choice, I used what I call a “rationale”. I define a “rationale” as any application of a broader principle 

in a way that justifies the respondents’ stance on an issue or topic in terms that are relevant to said 

issue or topic. In the case of my analysis, an “issue” is defined as the policy domain that each ballot 

measure seeks to regulate. An important scope condition is that for this usage of the term “rationale”, 

an “issue” or “topic” should be seen as a certain type of concrete action or range of actions. Thus, an 

“issue” may combine multiple “broader principles”. As applied in this analysis. I use the term 

“broader principles” to refer to theoretically relevant themes that should characterize an aspect of 

respondents’ rationalizations. The advantage of this definition of a “rationale” is that it enables 

reconstruction. Using our initial theories, we generate descriptive codes and broader principles. We 
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then use the empirical literature to identify ways in which these broader principles would apply to a 

given issue − or in the case of this analysis, policy domain. The process of reconstruction then allows 

for theory building in two ways. First, it contributes to the empirical literature on a broader principle. 

For example, I found inductive rationales “partisan affiliation” that emerged from my empirical 

analysis. Next, we engage in reconstruction by looking for additional theories to explain inductive 

rationale codes that do not fit with the principles from our initial theories. It was in this way that I 

created my rationales for “moral economy”, “libertarianism”, and “neoliberalism”. It is through this 

process of reconstruction in which we create a dialogue between deductive and inductive analysis 

that avoids using the “rationale” concept as a tautology.  

A key application here is Boltanski and Thévenot’s (2006; see also Barnard, 2016) work on 

justification as employing “moral proofs”. The argument is that actors’ build their justifications on 

moral “proofs”, that are “based on objects that are external to persons” (Boltanski and Thévenot, 

2006: 131; Barnard, 2016: 1025). Rationales, in the sense that I use the term, serve to operationalize 

“proofs” by providing a coding and analytical strategy for moral proofs. In this sense, the application 

of a moral principle in a concrete moral dilemma would serve as a rationale and − by extension − 

evidence of a moral proof. 

This approach is particularly suited not only to voter rationalization, but to voter rationalization 

of policy position. Thus, I used the partisanship reasoning and self-interested reasoning literature, 

respectively, to generate level two thematic codes − operationalized as “rationales” − through a 

literature review of voter reasoning in a policy domain that was specific to each ballot measure. Each 

issue-specific literature review allowed me to identify and select key words, phrases, and examples 

for each level two thematic code.   

This allowed me to construct an initial codebook of level two thematic codes as policy-specific 

rationales. I then coded my semi-structured interview data for each ballot measure separately using 

the “list coding” feature in ATLAS.ti (see Figure 2).  

 

Figure 2 here 

 

In this process I used to “open coding” feature to code inductively when I found data that related to 

a level two descriptive or thematic code but were not a part of my initial codebook (see Figure 3).  

 

Figure 3 here 

 

As I progressed with my coding, I was able to apply inductive codes as they emerged to subsequent 

data through my use of the “list coding” feature. I used this coding strategy as a way to develop initial 

inductive codes that enabled theory building by serving as reference points for a subsequent literature 

review that sought to address these anomalous codes with extant literature and theory that were 

outside of my initial theoretical framework. Given that these codes were preliminary documentation 

of theoretical and empirical anomalies, there was no need to recode every document every time an 

inductive code emerged because the first round of coding used inductive codes as tools for 

reconstruction rather than a definitive set of final codes. I also updated my preliminary codebook each 

time I introduced an inductive code in order to keep track of these codes as the emerged.  

 I divided each semi-interview transcription into a separate document for each of the four ballot 

measures I included in my semi-structured interview guide. For each ballot measure, then, all of the 

data for a given respondent were in one document. I then coded entire documents, which allowed me 

to code for the presence or absence of a rationale in the reasoning of a respondent for each ballot 

measure − rather than coding for utterances of each rationale for each respondent.  
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Central to my inductive coding was my identification of instances/key words of issue-specific 

cases that were used by the respondent that fit logically with a level two descriptive or thematic code 

but were not in my initial thematic coding scheme. Through this dialogue between deductive and 

inductive coding, I began my process of “Reconstruction”. After I coded all of the interviews for a 

corresponding ballot measure in a first round of deductive coding, I used my inductive codes to 

conduct an expanded literature review of potentially relevant alternative theories and an expanded 

review of issue-specific empirical findings. Crucially, I asked, “Is there evidence in further research 

that matches with the inductive codes?” If there was not, then my inductive codes extended theory. 

If there was further research that could be used to classify these inductive code, I adopted this 

literature to help explain an inductive code and thus synthesize theoretical perspectives. My reasoning 

here was that I did not want to create inductive theory that was redundant. The advantage was that 

this approach allowed me to investigate whether the inductive code presented data that were 

anomalous to just my initial theoretical framework, or if they were anomalous to the entire field of 

voter reasoning. I then used this additional relevant literature to rename my inductive codes and 

generate a second round of deductive coding. To do this, I used the “rename code” feature to reclassify 

inductively generated codes using additional theory and empirical findings. The ease of this task was 

dictated by how prominent data of this sort were in the voter reasoning literature. Often times my 

anomalous cases forced me to extend beyond the voter reasoning literature and thus required a more 

extensive literature review. I then double-checked my codes for the whole case set for the entire ballot 

measure by using the “quotations” function and verifying that each code applied to each interview.  

Once I had finished coding, I used theories on which my research question was based (partisan 

voter reasoning and self-interested voter reasoning) to motivate analysis using the “query tool.” I 

applied the following level one descriptive codes to each ballot measure respondent semi-structured 

interview segment document: economic position, partisan affiliation, and reported vote choice. I then 

used the query tool to investigate the combination of rationales that emerged for each form of 

reasoning (partisan or self-interest) as it corresponded − respectively − to the level two descriptive 

codes. In this way, I was able to isolate when level two thematic codes were present or absent for a 

given level two descriptive code, as well as identify corresponding inductively generated rationales. 

The “query tool” was especially useful in enabling me to find cases in which level two thematic 

rationale codes fit or contradicted theoretical expectations for level two descriptive codes. For 

example, I was able to identify rationales for high-income self-interested reasoning that were used by 

low-income respondents. ATLAS.ti, then, enabled me to “Reconstruct” theory not only via coding, 

but also via the “query tool”. In my subsequent analysis, I systematically reconstructed partisan 

reasoning and self-interested reasoning voting theories, along with subsequent theories of voter 

political and/or economic reasoning. I did so by isolating and discussing deductively generated level 

two thematic rationales that are theorized to be present or absent for a given level two descriptive 

codes. This then allowed me to isolate anomalous cases.  

 

 

Application: Turning Talk into Rationales for Arizona’s “Homeowners’ Bill of 

Rights”, Proposition 201 (2008) 
 
For this analysis I selected the “Homeowners’ Bill of Rights”, Proposition 201 (2008), that sought to 

protect new home purchasers by extending new home warranties and increasing transparency in the 

relationship between new home vendors and financial institutions. I provide a background of the 

social and economic context of housing in Arizona. Next, I describe the ballot measure. I then outline 

which level two thematic codes should be present among respondents for each level two descriptive 

code, discuss my coding schema, and then provide an overview of my analytic process.  
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The Ballot Measure: The Case of Arizona 

 

Arizona was a locus of the American housing boom in the 1990s and 2000s. Contemporary state-

level attempts to protect homebuyers manifested in legislation that sought to protect purchasers of 

new homes. In 2002, the Arizona state legislature passed the “Purchaser Dwelling Act”, which 

implemented a system of arbitration through which homebuyers and manufacturers could settle 

disputes concerning defects in new homes and avoid litigation. A major shortfall of this system was 

that this mediation period only lasted for 90 days after the purchase of a new home. It was in this 

context that Proposition 201 (2008) “Homeowners’ Bill of Rights” emerged. Crucially, the measure 

only sought to amend the “Purchaser Dwelling Act” (2002) and thus did not attempt to address 

subprime lending or the needs of low-income tenants.  

Spencer Kamps, a vice president of the Homebuilders Association of Central Arizona, 

claimed that Proposition 201 (2008) was spawned by unions trying to implement collective 

bargaining in the Arizona homebuilding industry. According to Kamps, unions contacted his 

association, which refused to collaborate, and thus prompted labor interests to spearhead the 

proposition (Rice, 2008). In this light we can see Proposition 201 (2008) as primarily the result of a 

conflict between homebuilders and unions. Opponents publically argued that the measure would 

increase housing prices and litigation by eliminating the mediation period, while proponents publicly 

took the stance that the measure would provide much needed protections by guaranteeing a 10-year 

warranty on all new homes and increasing transparency in the home selling process.  

 

 

The Ballot Measure: Proposition 201 (2008) 

 

Proposition 201 (2008) was primarily the result of a conflict between homebuilders and unions. 

Neither the Democratic nor Republican party on the local, state, or national levels took an official 

stance on the measure. Furthermore, Republican Arizona state senator Barbara Leff was the only 

politician to take a public position − officially opposing the proposition. The measure was also 

opposed by libertarian and conservative online media sources (libertariansolution.com and 

sonorannews.com). Pro-business groups opposed the measure, while a pro-labor ideological group 

(Interfaith Worker Justice of Arizona) and a social justice group (Arizona Alliance for Retired 

Americans) supported the proposition. The proposition was primarily opposed by homebuilders and 

their associations and supported by unions and pro-labor associations involved in homebuilding. In 

terms of media coverage, the measure was officially opposed by the Arizona Daily Star, a newspaper 

that serves southern Arizona and has been owned by a media conglomerate since 2005. 

 In total, Proposition 201 (2008) opponents raised $3,498,4875. While accounts vary on how 

much supporters raised, it was no more than $1.6 million6. As expected, this translated into very 

unequal campaign expenditures. For example, the largest opponent of the measure (“Arizonans 

Against Lawsuit Abuse”) filed over $2.5 million in campaign expenditures, while the largest 

supporter of the measure filed $946,384 in expenditures. Major supporting contributors included trade 

unions, law firms, and transportation unions. Donations from opponents came mostly from 

homebuilding companies and associations − as well as real estate companies.   

                                                   
5  https://www.followthemoney.org/entity-details?eid=10246669 
6  https://apps.azsos.gov/apps/election/cfs/search/BallotMeasureSearch.aspx 
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Below is the unofficial summary of the measure that proponents are required by law to submit 

with the petition measure, which I provided to participants before I interviewed them about their vote 

choice:  
HOMEOWNERS' BILL OF RIGHTS. Ten-year warranty on new homes. Right to 

demand correction of construction defects or compensation. Homeowners participate 

in selecting contractors to do repair work. They can sue if no agreement with the 

builder. No liability for builders' attorney and expert fees but homeowner can recover 

these costs. Homeowners can sometimes recover compensatory and consequential 

damages. Disclosure of builders' relationships with financial institutions. Model 

homes must reflect what is actually for sale. Right to cancel within 100 days and get 

back most of the deposit. Prohibiting sellers' agents from participating in false 

mortgage applications. 

 

On November 4, 2008 this ballot measure failed with 78% of the voters choosing to reject it. 

Conversely, a vast majority of my respondents (54/68) that reported a vote on the measure during the 

interview supported the proposition. The stark difference between my sample’s reported vote choice 

and the electorate’s vote choice − which is irrelevant to the qualitative analysis of these data − is most 

likely due to the fact that I gathered my data from 2013-2015 and that my sample was non-

representative − largely because of my use of theoretically-driven recruitment criteria and different 

types of non-random sampling techniques.   

I provided my respondents with a prompt because some time had passed since voting and 

there are many ballot measures each year, so to improve the quality of data and decrease non-response 

I provided a legitimation of the measure by proponents. A central element of this analysis is 

understanding how voters legitimate economic ballot measures, so providing a prompt that directly 

addressed the measure’s legitimacy allowed me to elicit data on (de)legitimation of the measure in 

which voters either remembered or responded to legitimacy narratives concerning the measure. The 

point here is not to understand the true motives of respondents, but rather to understand processes of 

legitimation and the narratives from which they draw in their legitimation reasoning. 

 

 

Overview of Analytic Approach 

 
For this analysis there are four types of rationales. The first two were generated in the first round of 

deductive coding in order to correspond to the two descriptive categories I sampled on: economic 

position and partisan affiliation. I generated “iterations of self-interest” rationales to correspond with 

economic position and “iterations of partisan most sacred values” rationales to correspond with 

partisan affiliation (see Table 1). My initial round of coding generated inductive codes. Based on 

these inductive codes, I broadened my theoretical review and found two subsequent classes of theories 

that I thought would explain most of the inductive codes: “iterations of economic ideology” rationales 

and “iterations of market fairness” rationales. I then applied these codes in a second round of coding, 

which then revealed further empirical anomalies in this extended theoretical toolkit.  

Within “iterations of economic ideologies”, I incorporated literature and theory on 

libertarianism and neoliberalism, which then allowed me to generate deductive rationales for 

exclusively neoliberal and libertarian legitimations − respectively. Second, I drew upon the “moral 

economy” literature to generate “iterations of market fairness” rationales. Based on a synthesis of 

partisan voter reasoning theories and the literature on moral economy, I expected to see three fairness 

rationales: neoliberal market fairness beliefs, market fairness judgments paired with iterations of the 
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conservative most sacred value (Smart Code), and market fairness judgments paired with iterations 

of the liberal most sacred value (Smart Code) (see Figure 4).  

 

  

Table 1 here 

 

Figure 4 here 

 

 

“Smart Codes” are formulas in ATLAS.ti that are generated with the “Query Tool” that allow an 

analyst to isolate all quotes that contain a given combination or absence of a set of codes. 

 
  
Generating First Round Level Two Thematic Codes (“Rationales”)7 

 

To begin, according to self-interest voting theories, economic position should correspond with 

economic policy incentives, which would then motivate actors to use different types of 

rationalizations. Sears and Funk (1991) demonstrate that actors vote for short-term self-interest when 

they perceive the stakes to be high and the issues to be clear. In 2008, when this measure was on the 

ballot, low-income homebuyers were facing rising levels of foreclosure and were particularly 

vulnerable to being targeted by subprime mortgage lenders (for a summary see Pattillo, 2013; Zavisca 

and Gerber, 2016). Furthermore, there is a well-documented diminishing supply of affordable housing 

for low-income buyers and increasing supply for the affluent (for summaries see Pattillo, 2013; 

Desmond and Bell, 2015). This dynamic was then amplified by the measure’s opposition, which very 

publicly claimed that the proposition would raise housing prices. There were then relatively high 

stakes and clearly defined the issues that tied position on Proposition 203 (2008) to level of affluence. 

Given this background, we would expect low-income voters to legitimate their opposition to the 

measure by appealing to the potential for increased in housing prices and high-income respondents 

to legitimate their support for the measure by appealing to the potential for it to boost the value of 

their home .  

I used the “self-interest” voting literature to code any rationale in which a respondent claimed 

to be voting to benefit himself materially as “self-interested”. Drawing upon findings on economic 

incentives for homebuyers and well as American housing market conditions, I coded for two short-

term self-interested rationales: “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” and “Increase Home Price”. I expect 

low-income voters to use the “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” rationale to justify “No” votes and 

high-income voters to use the “Increase Home Prices” rationale to justify “Yes” votes. I coded for 

the “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” rationale when respondents explicitly reported voting to lower 

or maintain housing prices for their own material gain. I coded for “Increase Home Price” when 

respondents claimed that they voted in order to benefit materially by supporting a measure that they 

perceived would increase the value or price of the home that they currently owned.  

According to partisan voting theories, voters should provide partisan rationalizations for their 

policy positions. In terms of partisan reasoning, Haidt (2012) finds that liberals’ “most sacred value 

[is] care for victims of oppression” (Haidt, 2012: 345), and more broadly protecting “the rights of 

certain vulnerable groups” (Haidt, 2012: 212), while conservatives’ “most sacred value” is preserving 

“the institutions and traditions that sustain a moral community” (Haidt, 2012: 357). For government 

regulation, Haidt (2012) explains that “liberals are most concerned about the rights of certain 

                                                   
7  For a summary, see Table 2. 
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vulnerable groups…[while] conservatives, in contrast, hold more traditional idea of liberty as the 

right to be left alone, as they often resent liberal programs that use government to infringe on their 

liberties in order to protect the groups that liberals care about most” (Haidt, 2012: 212). In the domain 

of economic regulation, the conservative most sacred value overlaps with the libertarian exaltation of 

liberty (Iyer et al., 2012: 15). Using the government to protect certain vulnerable groups by limiting 

some individual liberties would thereby undermine a “tradition” (liberty) that supports a “moral 

community”. Thus, liberals should be concerned with using government regulation of homebuying 

to protect vulnerable groups, such as homebuyers, who are often unable to check the quality of all 

aspects of their prospective home thoroughly. Conversely, conservatives should be concerned with 

protecting the liberty of those involved in the homebuying transaction. 

Based on the partisan literature and its intersection with government regulation and consumer 

protection, I selected two partisan most sacred value rationales for liberals and two partisan most 

sacred value rationales for conservatives. I begin with these most sacred value rationales based on 

my initial literature review. Republicans should use at least one conservative rationale to justify “No” 

votes and Democrats should use at least one liberal rationale to justify “Yes” votes. The primary 

liberal most sacred value is “protecting the vulnerable”, which should manifest itself as a concern for 

protecting consumers in general, as well as homebuyers/owners, from being taken advantage of or 

from material loss. I coded for “Consumers in General” when respondents reported voting to protect 

all consumers from being taken advantage of or from material loss. I coded for 

“Homebuyers/Owners” when respondents reported voting in order to protect homebuyers or 

homeowners from being taken advantage of or from material loss. The primary conservative most 

sacred value is to preserve the “traditions and institutions” that maintain a “moral community”. In the 

case of consumer protection regulation, this should manifest itself as a concern for protecting the 

tradition of individual economic liberty, especially for home sellers and homebuyers. I coded for 

“Homeowners/Buyers’ Liberty” when respondents reported voting to protect the “liberty” or 

“freedom” of those buying a home, or those who own a home, from government interference. I coded 

for “Home Sellers’ Liberty” when respondents reported voting to protect the “liberty” or “freedom” 

of those selling homes from government interference. This use of liberty overlaps with the libertarian 

most sacred value, and in this context reasoning using a belief in economic liberty is indistinguishable 

from libertarianism. 

 

Table 2 here 

 

Finally, the libertarian narrative sees government economic regulation as wasteful due to government 

inefficiency, which stems from the libertarian most sacred value of individual liberty. 

I used the “self-interest” voting literature to code any rationale in which a respondent claimed 

to be voting to benefit himself materially as “self-interested”. Drawing upon findings on economic 

incentives for homebuyers and well as American housing market conditions, I coded for two short-

term self-interested rationales: “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” and “Increase Home Price”. I expect 

low-income voters to use the “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” rationale to justify “No” votes and 

high-income voters to use the “Increase Home Price” rationale to justify “Yes” votes. I coded for the 

“Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” rationale when respondents explicitly reported voting to lower or 

maintain housing prices for their own material gain. I coded for “Increase Home Price” when 

respondents claimed that they voted in order to benefit materially by supporting a measure that they 

perceived would increase the value or price of the home that they currently owned.  

Additionally, two inductive self-interested rationales emerged: “Help Respondent’s Business” 

and “Protect Investment”. Given that high-income respondents are more likely to own homes and 

businesses, I expect high-income respondents to use both of these rationales. I coded for “Help 
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Respondent’s Business” respondents claimed to be voting to benefit themselves materially by 

protecting their business or increasing their customer base. I coded for the “Protect Investment” 

rationale when respondents reported voting for their material gain by attempting to protect their 

investment in or value of their current home, or the home that they hoped they would be able to 

purchase in the future.  

        

    

First Round Coding: Empirical Analysis 
                  

To understand this coding process further, I discuss how I coded the liberal first round level two 

thematic codes. Zachary, a low-income Democrat, was attempting to protect homebuyers/owners and 

the elderly in conjunction trying to promote market fairness. Zachary began by evaluating the measure 

using the lens of promoting fair market practices. “Well, I think it would stop shoddy practices… and 

make sure people do their job correctly”. He continued: “I don’t like when people get away with 

doing shitty work. People should take pride in their work and if I’m going to hire somebody to build 

my house they better well build it right”. In these quotes, Zachary judged the measure as regulating 

unfair market practices because it would “stop shoddy practices” and ensure that homebuilder “do 

their job correctly”. He displayed his distaste for unfair building practices, or “shitty work”, by 

insisting that construction companies build houses “right” and “take pride in their work”. In this way, 

he judged subpar workmanship as an unfair market practice and concluded that the measure would 

be fair because its implementation would decrease these unfair practices. This emphasis on market 

fairness was not theorized by the American partisan rationalization literature. Thus, this indicated the 

need for an inductive code for a “market fairness judgment”. My observation of the use of these 

market fairness judgments across economic position led me to recode these fairness judgments using 

deductive codes that I derived from the “moral economy” literature.  

Zachary continued his legitimation by explaining that he was attempting to help homebuyers 

so that they would not have “to pay out of their own pocket if something bad happened to their house 

after that three year you know period”. Here, the “three-year period” refers to a standard housing 

industry warranty length. In this line of reasoning, the respondent would seemed to see homebuyers 

as economically vulnerable and thus deserving of extended protection for their new homes. This quote 

corresponded to the first round deductive code for liberals. However, the respondent this application 

of the liberal “most sacred value” into a fairness judgment by stating that “people shouldn’t be 

screwed for things they have no control over”. Thus, homebuyers were economically vulnerable 

because they, in the eyes of respondents, did not have control over the quality of their home.  

Zachary then concluded by insisting that “I just don’t like to see people get screwed over. 

There’s a lot of predatory people out there and they will take advantage when they can… especially 

here in Tucson, there’s a lot of older folks… [who] people take advantage of… [because] maybe their 

minds aren’t completely right”. Here, we see the respondent designate the elderly as a vulnerable 

group specifically mentioning the tenuous mental state of many elderly homebuyers. The 

respondent’s reported goal was then to ensure market fairness by stopping the “shitty work” of 

“predatory people” who “take advantage” of consumers who were vulnerable because they “have no 

control” over the quality of their home or are experiencing a marked decline in their mental faculties. 

This appeal to the protection of the elderly, which was shared by multiple respondents, constituted an 

application of the liberal most sacred value that is not discussed in the partisan rationalization 

literature and is largely overlooked in the housing market literature. Thus, the respondent’s discussion 

of protecting the elderly prompted me to create an inductive code for liberal rationalization that 

contributed to the partisan legitimation literature. In my subsequent literature review, I used this 

finding on the fusion of partisan values with fairness judgments to build on the “moral economy” 
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literature − which does not theorize about partisan norms of market fairness. Thus, this finding 

constituted an empirical anomaly − and thus extension − of both theories of partisan reasoning and 

the “moral economy” literature. We can see another example in Shannon, a high-income Democrat. 

This respondent explicitly claiming to be motivated by a desire to protect homebuyers from material 

loss caused by homebuilders: 

“This was protection from shoddy building, you know? There were communities being 

put up overnight. 200 unit communities, developments being put up overnight with 

shoddy building. And so this protects people. When they buy a home they’re investing 

their life saving in something, so I wanted them to be protected...[this was] pushing 

for was the rights of people buying a home in one of these new developments”. 

 

In this line of reasoning, homebuyers were clearly seen as a vulnerable group that needed protection 

provided by government regulation. Shannon then explained that he was particularly concerned for 

“middleclass families buying their first home. People starting out. You know, when you’re buying 

your first home, you’re starting out in your career, you may be starting your family... People who 

have a lot to lose if that big investment goes sour”. For Shannon, middleclass families − especially 

those buying their first home − were particularly at risk because of their fragile financial situation, in 

which respondent often assumed that these buyers were “starting out in your career, you may be 

starting your family”. Shannon used the belief that consumers who faced certain life-course changes 

were economically vulnerable to justify voting for government regulation to protect them from 

material loss. He then transitioned back to a judgment of market fairness, explaining that his vote was 

motivated by a desire to see “fairness and transparency” in the housing market − which would then 

protect the vulnerable groups for which he was voting. Shannon then elaborated: “That’s the reason 

we have regulations, you have to do it in a fair way. You can’t be selling people a $200,000 thing 

that’s a lemon. That’s $200,000, they’ve taken out a mortgage, they’re signing away their future 

financial life. And if you’re selling them a lemon, that’s not good”. Thus, for Shannon, market fairness 

stemmed from regulations that protected vulnerable groups of consumers that were being taken 

advantage of in the housing market.    

Many Republican respondents used the conservative rationales of “Homeowners/Buyers’ 

Liberty” and “Home Sellers’ Liberty”. Bert, a high-income Republican, estimated that he would have 

voted “No” because he saw this measure as “overregulation by the state. Let homeowners and 

homebuilders decide what they work out and we have sufficient remedies in law right now if there 

are latent defects on things and stuff like that”. Notice that this was not an instance of neoliberal 

individualization of responsibility and/or risk because the respondent claimed that there was already 

“sufficient remedies in law” to protect homeowners if there were any “latent” or unforeseen “defects”. 

Instead, many such respondents insisted that the state “let homeowners and homebuilders work decide 

what they work out”. Preventing this freedom of economic choice for both the buyer and the seller 

represented an overreach by the government that violated both of the parties’ liberty (Haidt 2012: 

212-213). For Bert, the responsibility was not fully on the homebuyer because there were already 

sufficient legal protections for defects that could not be observed by the buyer in the purchasing 

process. However, according Bert, it was crucial for the buyer and seller to have to freedom to 

negotiate a deal without the interference of the government beyond the established formal framework 

of protections.  

Owen, another high-income Republican, used a neoliberal iteration of this line of reasoning, 

which took the form of the respondent’s claim that “I don't want the government involved in 

business… If a builder wants to provide a warranty or not, that's up to the buyer and the seller to make 

those decisions. You know, you can buy a home warranty, and if I was buying a brand new house 

and the guy didn't offer a warranty, I wouldn't buy the house. It's real simple”. In this line of reasoning, 
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Owen seemed to be attempting to protect the liberty of buyers and sellers. Central to this thought 

process was the belief that responsibility and risk of homeownership laid solely with the individual 

homebuyer. Notice that the respondent did not mention any potential “latent” defects or acknowledge 

“predatory” building practices by homebuilders that take advantage of information asymmetry. 

Instead, any protection or guarantees that the buyer may procure from the seller must be negotiated 

in the purchasing process without the interference of the government. For Owen, the central value 

was liberty for both the buyer and seller, or keeping “the government [from being] involved in 

business”. This passage then reaffirmed both of my expected first round deductive rationales for the 

conservative most sacred value.  

Owen concluded by reaffirming his commitment to protecting liberty. “My values are, you know, 

I think the government needs to stay out of people's personal business… ’Laissez-faire’ ”. He then 

reiterated the role of individual responsibility of the buyer and the subsequent risk that this entailed. 

“If there's a problem with a house, then you know, you need to pick a builder that builds good houses, 

and that's built by reputation. People vote with their dollars instead of having the government tell you 

or protect you from yourself”. Responsibility and risk for homeownership, then, laid solely with the 

homebuyer and were the cornerstones of protecting liberty for buyers and sellers. Here, the 

respondent’s emphasis on individualized risk and responsibility for homeownership prompted me to 

create an inductive code − as this theme extended beyond the conservative most sacred value. In my 

round two literature review, I discovered that this theme is distinctive of neoliberal ideology. I then 

created deductive codes for neoliberalism and then used one such code to reclassify this round one 

inductive code. I then used this finding to supplement the partisan legitimation literature by 

demonstrating how respondents can simultaneously use neoliberal and conservative rationales. 

 
 
Inductive Codes That Expand Theories Used in the First Round of Coding8 

 
First, two inductive self-interested rationales emerged from the initial round of coding: “Help 

Respondent’s Business” and “Protect Investment”. I coded for “Help Respondent’s Business” 

respondents claimed to be voting to benefit themselves materially by protecting their business or 

increasing their customer base. I coded for the “Protect Investment” rationale when respondents 

reported voting for their material gain by attempting to protect their investment in or value of their 

current home, or the home that they hoped they would be able to purchase in the future. These codes 

expand the literature on self-interested rationalization on housing policy, which to my knowledge 

does not discuss voters as using either of these themes in self-interested housing policy position 

rationalization. However, they are not anomalous to the broader theme of self-interested policy 

rationalization, as both codes appeal to respondents’ material interests.  

Furthermore, four inductive rationales emerged for liberals. As with the inductive self-interest 

codes, these liberal rationales apply a core theoretical theme − in this instance a given ideological 

“most sacred value” − in ways that were not predicted by the partisan rationalization literature. I 

coded for “First Time Homebuyers” when respondents specified that first time homebuyers were 

particularly vulnerable in the homebuying process, so the respondent was voting to protect these 

buyers from being taken advantage of or from material loss. I coded for “Middleclass” when 

respondents reported voting in order to protect middleclass homebuyers from being taken advantage 

of or from material loss. I coded for “Working Class” when respondents reported voting in order to 

protect working class or low-income homebuyers from being taken advantage of or from material 

loss. Finally, I coded for “Elderly” when respondents reported voting to protect elderly homebuyers 

                                                   
8  For a summary, see Table 3. 
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from being taken advantage of or from material loss. These themes are not theorized by the partisan 

rationalization literature − and thus expand this literature empirically − but fall within the purview of 

this literature as they are applications of the liberal “most sacred value”. 

 

 

Second Round: Literature Review and Deductive Code Generation9 
 

To explain a variety of inductive codes from the first round of coding that referred to economic 

ideologies, I turned to the literature on libertarianism and neoliberalism − respectively. First, an 

important perspective worth considering is discussed by Dwyer and Lassus (2015), who find that in 

the American housing market there has been an increasing shift of risk − and by extension, 

responsibility − for home ownership onto individual consumers. We can make sense of this by 

referring to common ideological themes in neoliberalism. Created by French intellectual Louis 

Rougier (1938), a major theme in “neoliberalism” that is shared by many − but not all − neoliberals 

is the extension of social Darwinism in order to prioritize “fair” individual competition (par exemple 

Foucault, 2004; Amable, 2011). It is important to note that some have argued that such a portrayal is 

a gross oversimplification of key neoliberal thinkers − such as Friedrich von Hayek (Leroux, 1997). 

The point of my summary of neoliberal ideological themes is not to enter into these important and 

nuanced debates, but rather to summarize ideological commonalities between most neoliberal 

intellectuals that eventually came to characterize a good deal of neoliberal policy. It is important to 

note, then, that neoliberal rationales provide evidence of neoliberal ideology rather than neoliberal 

theories10. With that said, most neoliberals see state intervention that “reregulates” markets in order 

to foster fair individual competition as necessary, the aim of such intervention is to shift risk, 

achievement, and responsibility away from groups, institutions, and collective processes onto 

individuals (par exemple Shamir, 2008; Wacquant, 2009; Amable, 2011; Reich, 2014). In this light, 

we can see the “Great Risk Shift” (Hacker, 2006), or the general transfer of risk and responsibility 

for market action onto individuals, as an application of neoliberalism. In the housing market this 

manifests itself as a shift of risk and responsibility for homeownership onto individual consumers 

(Dwyer and Lassus, 2015). As applied to consumer protection regulation, we can expect a neoliberal 

opposition in the form of an emphasis on maintaining the fairness of market competition and placing 

responsibility for homebuying onto individual buyers. Scholars argue that neoliberalism permeates 

American culture and spans affluence and partisan affiliation (Amable, 2011; Centeno and Cohen, 

2012), so we would expect to see a neoliberal consensus about market fairness, or moral economy, 

across economic position and partisan affiliation.  
There are two typical neoliberal ideological beliefs that apply to this measure: fair competition 

and individual responsibility. I created a code for each of these beliefs as they manifested in 

corresponding rationales. First, given the focus on the individualization of risk and responsibility in 

the literature on housing, I coded for “Individualized Responsibility/Risk” (Dwyer and Lassus, 2015). 

This housing literature does not link individualized risk to judgments of market fairness, so I coded 

for individualized risk without coding for fairness. I coded for “Individualized Responsibility/Risk” 

whenever the respondent reported that his vote was motivated by his perception that responsibility 

for buying a quality home, and/or the economic risk that comes with homeownership, lies solely with 

the individual consumer. There is undoubtedly much overlap with the conservative/libertarian 

rationale of “Homeowner/Buyer’s Liberty”, as liberty often implies individual responsibility and risk 

                                                   
9  For a summary, see Table 4. 
10  This approach is similar to the perspective developed by Michael Freeden (1996). 
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for the consumer in the homebuying process. However, I did not code for “Individualized 

Responsibility/Risk” unless the respondent clearly reported a motive of individualizing responsibility 

and/or risk. Furthermore, I coded for “Individualized Responsibility/Risk”, and not 

“Homeowner/Buyer’s Liberty”, when the respondent focused on the consumer’s responsibility and 

assumption of risk for the quality of the home after it was purchased, rather than on the consumer’s 

responsibility during the act of homebuying. Second, I coded “Neoliberal Fair Market Competition” 

when a respondent reported that he was voting “No” because he judged that government regulation 

would impede fair market competition. 

Furthermore, a key libertarian ideological perspective is that government economic regulation 

as wasteful due to government inefficiency, which stems from the libertarian most sacred value of 

individual liberty (Iyer et al., 2012). This characteristic of libertarianism is distinct from the 

conservative most sacred value because of its relationship to morality. For conservatives, economic 

liberty is moral because it is a tradition that sustains a moral community. For libertarians, liberty is a 

moral goal in and of itself, and thus government regulation is fundamentally inferior because of its 

interference in individual freedom. In the context of economic liberty, government inferiority takes 

the form of “inefficiency” for libertarians. Given this belief about government regulation I expect 

libertarian reasoning to correspond with “No” votes.  

Because government inefficiency is a distinctly − but not uniquely − libertarian belief, I coded 

for the libertarian rationale “Government Inefficiency” when respondents reported that their vote was 

motivated by a belief that government spending or operation could not improve its efficiency or was 

fundamentally inefficient. While libertarians do not have a monopoly on this argument, it nonetheless 

constitutes an iteration of their “most sacred value”. Although this critique can be used in politically 

motivated ways by partisans to criticize governments controlled by opposing parties, libertarians use 

it to characterize government regardless of partisan control.  
Furthermore, self-interest and partisan voting theories do not theorize how the intersection of 

economic position and partisan affiliation structure voter legitimation. In order to fill this gap, I turn 

to the moral economy literature. A moral economy is a popular consensus about the rules of market 

fairness (par exemple Thompson, 1971; Western and Rosenfeld, 2011; Kissane, 2012; Sachweh, 

2012). Moral economy stands in opposition to exclusively rational choice models of action and 

instead argues that agents across levels of affluence use shared beliefs about fairness to evaluate 

market action (Svallfors, 2006; Sachweh, 2012). Applied to consumer protection, moral economy 

would suggest that voters should draw upon their party’s moral narrative to make judgments about 

the fairness of market regulation, which I call “partisan market fairness”.  

Haidt (2012) finds that the conception of “fairness” as “proportionality”, or people getting 

“what they deserve”, spans partisanship (Haidt, 2012: 212-213). However, partisan values shape how 

and when proportionality is applied. For example, liberals use proportionality in the defense of 

vulnerable groups while conservatives tend to use proportionality regardless of group vulnerability 

(Haidt, 2012). Applied to moral economy, we would expect that across economic position Democrats 

would vote “Yes” by making fairness judgments in conjunction with a concern for protecting 

vulnerable groups, in this case homebuyers. Conversely, Republicans should vote “No” across 

economic position by making fairness judgments in conjunction with a concern for protecting 

everyone’s liberty in the homebuying transaction. The prevalence of partisan fairness across 

economic position would then constitute a consensus. 

I operationalized “moral economy” as the use of a criterion for evaluating market fairness across 

a major social division in my data (Svallfors, 2006; Western and Rosenfeld, 2011; Sachweh, 2012; 

Kissane, 2012). Furthermore, I extend the moral economy literature by using first round inductive 

codes to theorize the existence of political ideological moral economies. I operationalized two 

different partisan iterations as combinations of different rationales. The first, “liberal market 
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fairness”, occurred when respondents used at least one liberal rationale, made an explicit judgment 

of market fairness, and did not reference the “Neoliberal Fair Market Competition” and/or 

conservative rationales. The second, “conservative market fairness”, occurred when respondents used 

at least one conservative rationale, made an explicit judgment of market fairness, and did not 

reference the “Neoliberal Fair Market Competition” and/or liberal rationales. I coded for “Neoliberal 

Fair Market Competition” even when used in conjunction with liberal and/or conservative rationales 

because according to the literature, neoliberalism is bipartisan (par exemple Amable, 2011; Centeno 

and Cohen, 2012). I coded for a “market fairness judgment” when respondents provided an explicit 

evaluation of the fairness of the regulations proposed by Proposition 201 (2008), either by directly 

judging the regulations as fair/unfair or by justifying their vote by appealing to the fairness of market 

action that was taking place that the measure would regulate. This means that I coded for a “market 

fairness judgment” when respondents used words that explicitly expressed judgment about the 

fairness of market action that would be regulated, such as “fair”, “unfair”, “right”, “wrong”, “ripped 

off”, “scammed”, “cheated”, “accountable”, “honest”, “dishonest”, “transparent”, or ”level playing 

field”.  

  Base on my own theorization of the synthesis of partisan reasoning theories and moral economy, 

I expected to find three different moral economies: liberal, conservative, and neoliberal. There is 

evidence of a “liberal moral economy” when Democratic respondents across economic position use 

“liberal market fairness” in defense of a “Yes” vote and do not also use a conservative and/or 

neoliberal rationale. There is evidence of a “conservative moral economy” when Republican 

respondents across economic position use “conservative market fairness” in defense of a “No” vote 

and do not also use a liberal and/or neoliberal rationale. Finally, there is evidence of a “neoliberal 

moral economy” when respondents across economic position and partisan affiliation use the 

“Neoliberal Fair Market Competition” to justify a “No” vote. Any evidence of a political ideological 

moral economy would be not only an extension of partisan rationalization theories, but also theories 

of moral economy.   

 

 

Theory Building After the Second Round of Coding 

 
I primarily engaged in theory building by using the “moral economy” framework. In my data, I found 

an emphasis on “fairness” that my original theoretical framework did not theorize. Thus, I began to 

code respondent legitimations using the concept of “fairness”. By discovering the “moral economy” 

framework, I was able to classify some of my fairness codes as “fair market competition” and then 

look for a consensus in the use of a “fair market competition” rationale across my respondents. 

However, the moral economy literature does not theorize political ideological moral economies. As I 

had theorized based on my second round of literature reviews, there was evidence of a consensus of 

market fairness among “Yes” voters concerning market fairness judgments − and thus evidence of 

“liberal” moral economy. We see this in respondents’ readiness to pair liberal rationales with market 

fairness judgments while excluding conservative, libertarian, or neoliberal rationales (Smart Code). 

This process of legitimation was prevalent in my data across partisan affiliation and economic 

position. While there has been work on moral economy and the welfare state, there has not yet been 

work on political ideology serving as the foundation for a moral economy. However, respondents 

consistently paired fairness evaluations with most sacred value rationales. After using the moral 

economy framework for some time in my analysis, I realized that I needed to create a set of “Smart 

Codes” that combined most sacred value rationales with market fairness rationales. It was through 

my creation of political ideological moral economies − like the one discussed above − that my second 

literature review did not explain anomalous cases in my data. Thus, by creating “Smart Codes” for 
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political ideological moral economies I was able to use my analytic process to theory build − both in 

the domains of moral economy and in partisan reasoning. These findings suggests a model of voter 

reasoning in which actors cross partisan divisions in their legitimation by combining issue-specific 

applications of partisan values with market fairness judgments. However, I only found evidence of 

such a process for liberal most sacred values and not for conservative most sacred values. Similarly, 

there was no evidence of a neoliberal moral economy. 

Concerning the neoliberal rationale of individual responsibility, I found cases in which 

respondents paired it with conservative and liberal most sacred value rationales − respectively. My 

findings then provide evidence of a relative consensus across partisan affiliation for the use of the 

individualized responsibility/risk rationale for “No” voters. This reaffirms literature that suggests that 

neoliberalism is used across partisan affiliation (Amable, 2011; Centeno and Cohen, 2012) and is 

empirically anomalous for perspectives that theorize that neoliberalism is used almost exclusively by 

Republicans in American politics (par exemple Garland, 2001; Gauchat, 2015).   

 

 

Conclusion 
 

This article provides a framework for applying the principle of “Reconstruction” from Michael 

Burawoy’s “Extended Case Method” (ECM) in the form of “rationales” to semi-structured interview 

data using ATLAS.ti. To do so I provided a theoretical framework for understanding the principle of 

“Reconstruction” − as well as why it was appropriate to use in the coding and analysis of semi-

structured interview data on reasoning. This approach has two significant advantages. First, it 

provides an additional strategy for using semi-structured interview data to engage in theory building. 

This helps to address potential critiques about the “generalizability” or relevance of semi-structured 

interviews by linking its application analytically to a well-established technique for empirical 

contribution used for ethnographic data. I argue that like ethnographic data, semi-structured interview 

are reflexive in nature, and can analogously be used to “reconstruct” theory. Second, this approach 

has helped me to develop a systematic and concrete set of procedures for operationalizing broader 

themes as “rationales” that can be empirically identified in respondent reasoning. This process 

balances deductive and inductive coding approaches in its application of tools from ATLAS.ti for 

qualitative analysis and theory building.  

Here we can see different philosophical approaches to the generation on theory. While 

grounded theory is fundamentally inductive, ECM − and my specific application of this method − 

advances a deductive project of theory building through the process of “reconstruction”. As applied 

in my approach, reconstruction starts with a preliminary phase of inductive coding that then leads to 

an abductive literature review that draws upon anomalous or unexpected findings that have been 

inductively coded to then search for additional theoretical or empirical explanations. Regardless of 

whether or not additional theoretical explanations are found in the subsequent literature review, the 

goal is to build upon an initial set of theories used to generate the research question in response to a 

theoretical or empirical puzzle. Thus, this approach seeks to engage in a dialogue between deductive, 

inductive, and abductive reasoning in the process of theory building as a strategy for using semi-

structured interview data to contribute to science. 

There are some important limitations to this technique. First, it was specifically designed for 

use with semi-structured interview data on voter reasoning about ballot measure vote choice. Second, 

it has only been applied with the ATLAS.ti CAQDAS. However, there is no reason to believe that 

analogous technical procedures cannot be found to make this approach useful with other types of 

CAQDAS. Furthermore, the approach of generating “rationales” in order to theory build appears to 

be applicable to a broader range on analysis that seek to identify issue-specific empirical 



19 
 

manifestations of broader themes in qualitative data. This analytic approach and its use of CAQDAS 

mixes epistemologies. For those who are wedded exclusively to one epistemological perspective, this 

mixing of epistemologies may be seen as a fundamental limitation or flaw. My hope is that this article 

will be useful for future researchers across a broad range of qualitative analyses and continue to help 

scholars mobilize a variety of epistemological perspectives to make scientific contributions.  
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Figure 1. Descriptive Code Hierarchy 

 
 

 

Figure 2. Level Two Thematic Codes Using ATLAS.ti “List Coding” 
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Figure 3. Inductive Coding Using ATLAS.ti “Open Coding” 

 

 
  

 
Figure 4. Constructing Smart Codes Using ATLAS.ti’s “Query Tool” 
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Table 1. First Round Coding (Thematic Coding)  

 

 

 
 

Table 2. Proposition 201 (2008): First Round Level Two Thematic Codes (“Rationales”) for 

Deductive Coding 

 
 
Table 3. Inductive Codes That Expand Theories Used in the First Round of Coding 

 

Descriptive Code  

 Inductive Code 

High-Income 

and  

Low Income “Protect Investment” 

High Income  “Help Respondent’s Business” 

Liberal “Working Class” 

Liberal “Middle Class” 

Liberal “Elderly” 

Liberal “First Time Homebuyers” 

 

Table 4. Expected Second Round Level Two Thematic Codes and Smart Codes for Deductive 

Analysis 

 

Rationale 

Type Code or Smart Code 

Observed 

Economic 

Ideologies “Neoliberalism: Individualized Responsibility/Risk” 

Yes 

Economic 

Ideologies “Exclusively Libertarian: Government Inefficiency” 

Yes 

Market 

Fairness “Market Fairness Judgment” 

Yes 

Level One Thematic Code Self-Interest Partisan Most Sacred 

Values  

Level Two Thematic Codes or 

Smart Code Formula 

Self-Interest Rationales Partisan Most Sacred Value 

Rationales 

Descriptive Code 

Expected Corresponding First Round Level Two 

Thematic Deductive Code/Rationale 

Low-Income  “Lower/Preserve Housing Prices” 

High Income  “Increase Home Price” 

Liberal “First Time Homebuyers” 

Liberal  “Consumers in General” 

Conservative Homeowners/Buyers’ Liberty 

Conservative Home Sellers’ Liberty 
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Market 

Fairness 

Liberal market fairness smart code: Liberal Rationale(s) AND Market 

Fairness Judgment AND NOT Neoliberal and Conservative 

Rationales 

Yes 

 

Conservative market fairness smart code: Conservative Rationale(s) 

AND Market Fairness Judgment AND NOT Neoliberal and Liberal 

Rationales 

No 

Economic 

Ideologies 

AND 

Market 

Fairness “Neoliberalism: Fair market competition” 

No 

 

 


