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1
Introduction

an ontological - semantic
approach to conceptualization

and measurement

To define a thing, is to select from among the whole of its properties
those which shall be understood to be designated and declared by its
name; the properties must be very well known to us before we can be
competent to determine which of them are fittest to be chosen for this
purpose.

The essence of a thing . . . is that without which the thing could neither
be, nor be conceived to be.

Every proposition consists of two names [concepts]: and every
proposition affirms or denies one of these names, of the other. . . . Here,
therefore, we find a new reason why the signification of names, and the
relation generally, between names and the things signified by them,
must occupy the preliminary stage of the inquiry we are engaged in.

j. s. mill

john stuart mill began his System of logic with a “book” devoted to
concepts. Starting with concepts was a logical choice since they are
key building blocks for constructing theoretical propositions. Propo-
sitional logic involves the proper manipulation of symbols. For this
to have usefulness in science, these symbols need substantive and
empirical content.

1

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.



2 chapter 1

Concepts are measured en route to statistical and empirical evalua-
tions of theoretical propositions. So concepts must be quantified and
measured in many social science applications. However, as Lazarsfeld
and Barton state, one must conceptualize before moving to empirical
analyses:

Before we can investigate the presence or absence of some
attribute . . . or before we can rank objects or measure them in
terms of some variable, we must form the concept of that variable.
(Lazarsfeld and Barton 1951, 155; emphasis is mine)

Philosophers, lawyers, political and social theorists debate norma-
tive concepts such as democracy, justice, and human rights. Con-
cepts are fundamental to description. For anthropology, ethnography,
grounded theory, and similar methodologies, developing concepts is a
core theoretical and empirical activity. Concepts are thus core in causal
theories, normative philosophy, and empirical description.

This bookprovides aunified framework forworkingwith, construct-
ing, and evaluating concepts that applies in these different domains.
These domains often overlap. To use an example dear to my heart,
whichwill appear as anongoing example, “peace” is normative, descrip-
tive, and a domain of causal theories and empirical testing of those
theories (Goertz, Diehl, and Balas 2016).

Concepts are fundamentally about meaning, semantics, and ontol-
ogy. Thus a methodology of concepts must to a significant degree be
about semantics and ontology (which is a theory of being):

Concepts are an answer to “what is” questions.

To ask what democracy is, or what poverty is, etc., is to inquire about
ontology and definition. Concepts are about meaning and semantics.

As such, this volume uses terminology rarely seen in the literature
on indicators, measurement, etc. Concepts are about definitions,
semantics, ontology, meaning, and the like. Downstream we often
want to have numeric, quantitative measures of these concepts—the
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introduction 3

so-called indicators. J. S.Mill startedwith “names” in his System of logic,
not indicators of names.

It should be stressed that this ontology can vary and be contested
on various grounds. For example, gender analyses of concepts contest
the bias of their traditional ontologies, be it democracy, the welfare
state, etc. This is closely related to normative issues that underlie many
concepts. The concept and data for transitional justice are inherently
normative. The ontology might vary depending on purpose and use.
Finally, I’m personally working on the concept of civil or intrastate neg-
ative peace (Goertz et al. 2019), which has different versions depend-
ing on whether I’m focusing more on it as a dependent variable or as
an independent and causal variable. This becomes quite evident in the
guidelines regarding independent and dependent variables at the end
of chapter 3.

The basic framework, described in detail in the next chapter, pro-
vides a methodology for analyzing, critiquing, and creating complex
concepts (which might be given quantitative expression). Complex
concepts are multidimensional and multilevel.Multidimensional appears
semantically in definitions that includemultiple attributes and features.
They appear in data sets with multiple coding rules. Multidimensional
is typically quite obvious; for example, in the next chapter see the anal-
ysis of theMultidimensional Poverty Index (MPI; Alkire et al. 2015).

Themultilevel character of concepts in contrast has received almost
no explicit attention. As discussed in the next chapter, the logic varies
as onemoves up and down the different levels. The logic of definitions
is one of completeness and nonredundancy. Going back to Aristotle—
and in philosophy in general—a good definition gives the set of neces-
sary and jointly sufficient conditions for a concept. The logic of thedata
level is usuallymultiple indicators of one defining dimension. This is a logic
of redundancy with no real need for completeness. One wantsmany—
or enough—indicators of a one-dimensional concept: indicators are
good when they are redundant.

This implies that the mathematics of the levels tends to differ sig-
nificantly, which then means that final quantitative expression of the
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4 chapter 1

complex concept should typically incorporate different logics and the
appropriate mathematics when generating the final numeric value.

In spite of the primordial importance of concepts, they have received
relatively little methodological attention. At the same time there is
a booming industry in complex indicator and index construction, such
as the Multidimensional Poverty Index. International institutions
such as the World Bank, the United Nations, OECD, and the EU—
not to forget many prominent NGOs—generate hundreds of com-
plex indicators. There has been a surge of books on indicators, such
as Merry (2016) and Laurent (2018). Kelley and Simmons have an
ongoing project examining dozens of “Global Performance Indicators”
(2015); see also the Broome et al. project, e.g., 2018, for another long
list of global indicators, as well as Weaver’s global indices project.1

All of these indicators are complex multilevel and multidimensional
concepts.

An equally long list, and perhaps an even bigger industry, involves
measures of physical and mental health or, more accurately, measures
of illness, sickness, and disability. For example, I will refer on occasion
to the DSMmanual, which is the bible for clinical psychology and psy-
chiatry (American Psychiatric Association, various years). It consists
of a set of concepts, aka mental illnesses, along with sets of symptoms
or indicators of the illnesses. Governments generate and use for cru-
cial policy decisions many health indicators. For children there is the
US Department of Health and Human Services Children’s Bureau’s
child well-being measure, UNICEF’s State of the World’s Children
measure, and Stirling Children’s Wellbeing Scale, among others (see
Alexandrova 2017 and Hausman 2015 for nice discussions of health
concepts and scales). These are all very complex—multidimensional
and multilevel—indices.

The terms “index” and “indicator” come from the idea of point-
ing, for example with one’s index finger. These are all indicators of
something. This book focuses on that “something,” which is a concept.

1. http://www.ipdutexas.org/global-indices-project.html
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introduction 5

One core feature of the basic framework is that conceptually it works
top down. It asks for definitions which then connect downward to
empirical indicators and data. Quantitative measures work from the
bottom up: one starts with the data–indicators and then moves up to
the top level. There is no real separation between conceptualization
and measurement: they are fused.

In the appendix to the next chapter I contrast this ontological-
semantic approach to conceptualization and measurement with latent
variable models. These present a radically different approach, focused
muchmore on indicators andmeasurement andmuch less on ontology
and semantics. Latent variables are cause indicators. The ontological–
semantic approach does not have causal relationships within the basic
framework. The core criteria of completeness and nonredundancy for
concepts make no sense in the latent variable framework. In the basic
framework the focus is first and above all on thedefinitions and concept
structure and then secondarily on the empirical indicators; for latent
variables the focus is on “measurement models.”

More generally, all data sets rest on concepts. It is hard to imagine the
data being good if the underlying conceptualization is problematic, as
is the case for example with terrorism. It is not uncommon for there
to be disconnects between conceptualization and measurement, as we
will see for the Polity democracy concept-measure. In short, this vol-
ume provides a methodology for the analysis of data sets of all sorts.
The basic framework sees “coding rules” as conceptualizations with
a certain aggregation structure. To understand data sets one needs a
semantic and conceptual interpretation of the coding rules. “Coding
rules”—always in the plural—implies multidimensional concepts.

Mill in the epigraph starts with “to define” and he continueswith “its
properties”: this is about semantics,meaning, andontology.He follows
with “a thing” that is something in the real world, identifying and locat-
ing those “things” in theworld.He thenmoves to “propositions,” which
are causal claims about the world. This volume focuses on the central
role that concepts play in description and causal hypotheses as well as
in normative analyses.
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6 chapter 1

The Conceptual Juggling Act

My notion would be, that anything which possesses any sort of power
to affect another, or to be affected by another, if only for a single
moment, however trifling the cause and however slight the effect, has
real existence; and I hold that the definition of being is simply power.

plato

A property carries its [causal] capacities with it, from situation to
situation.

nancy cartwright

The failure to explain is caused by a failure to describe.
benoît mandelbrot

Developing valid concepts for social science involves the juggling of
multiple conceptual balls. I use the jugglingmetaphor because typically
the focus is on one or two of the balls and the others are left to fall to the
ground. Some people focus on one or two balls in their research, while
others focus on other balls. This volume argues that one needs to keep
all of the balls in the air in one’s mind when thinking about concepts,
and eventually downstream for measurement.

Figure 1.1 illustrates the nature of the juggling problem. All these
aspects of concept development and analysis will appear prominently
in the chapters to come. Given the emphasis on measurement in many
contexts, it is worth noting that these balls typically do not appear in
researchdesignormeasurement books. In contrast, the first three chap-
ters of this volume focus in particular on these conceptual balls and
it is only in later chapters that measurement appears. This does not
mean that measurement will not be implicitly, or sometimes explic-
itly, present in the discussion, because one of the key issues is linking
conceptualization with measurement.

In the middle of the figure lies the semantic ball. A core question is
what does one mean by a concept? This means that conceptualization
is about definitions. For example, in some areas, such as political and
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introduction 7

Description

Causation

Normative
issues

Semantics–Ontology Measurement

figure 1.1. Juggling conceptual balls.

moral philosophy, themajority of the analysis is about the definition of
some key political concept.

If one focuses exclusively on definitions, one risks getting a com-
pletely nominal view of concepts and their ontology. Hence it is abso-
lutely critical to keep the three balls to the left of semantics in the air
when discussing semantics. How does one determine what one should
put into the semantics of concepts? As the arrows in figure 1.1 illus-
trate, there are three important factors or issues that should determine
the semantic content of concepts in social science.

At the core of the methodology of concepts is the connection
between the semantics of concepts and real-world phenomena. One
dimension of this is the degree to which concepts and measures cor-
rectly capture anddescribe theworld. For example, the degree towhich
CentralAmerican countriesweredemocracies in the early 20th century
is very debatable (Bowman et al. 2005). These debates combine the
various possible conceptualizations of democracy with an application
of those concepts to the reality of these countries in that time period.
In general these are both conceptual and empirical questions.

Hence one conceptual ball is descriptive validity or what might
be called empirical validity. A core goal of all sciences—natural and
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8 chapter 1

social—is to accurately describe the world. This means that this book
rejects a nominalist view of concepts and, in contrast, takes a realist
view of them. Good concepts accurately describe the world.

Often in psychology one hears about “constructs,” which leaves the
ontological character of the concept ambiguous. Remaining with psy-
chology, depression is a real thing and the goal of the researcher is to
conceptualize and describe depression accurately. In short, concepts
have descriptive purposes and can be evaluated in terms of their empir-
ical accuracy. One of my core examples will be concepts and measures
of poverty: perhaps the central goal of these indices is to accurately
describe the level of poverty in the world.

Figure 1.1 indicates via the arrow that descriptive validity influences
the semantics of concepts.Hence, empirical accuracy shouldbe a factor
in determining semantics. The real world should influence definitions,
because concepts are about ontologies in the world.

Concepts and numeric measures often lie at the beginning of the
process of causal analysis. This was Mill’s reason for beginning with
a discussion of names. Causal inference depends critically on getting
concepts and measurement right.

Figure 1.1 includes an arrow from causation to semantics. To state
the obvious, concepts and measures are used in causal mechanisms,
hypotheses, and theories. Issues of causation must, or at least should,
play a role in determining the semantics of concepts. For example, in
chapter 3 a guideline states that one should use features of causalmech-
anisms to conceptualize anddefine concepts. Not surprisingly, this also
makes themethodology presented here a realist one. Concepts need to
tap into the workings of the world; that needs to inform conceptual-
ization. Hence it is completely appropriate to use the epigraph from
Nancy Cartwright to begin this section. Valid concepts identify causal
features of the world that constitute their causal powers.

Causation and causal inference appear at various points in this vol-
ume. Causal mechanisms play a key role in deciding upon defining
dimensions when the concept in question is an explanatory factor.
Normally the researcher will choose attributes that are parts of causal
mechanisms and that have significant causal capacities. This is the
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introduction 9

point that Cartwright is making: core constitutive features of the phe-
nomenon travel with their causal powers. Those causal powers are key
to the conceptualization.

It is useful to distinguish causal relationships within concepts from
causal relationships between concepts. Causal relationships between
concepts are when they function as independent or dependent vari-
ables in some theory or causal mechanism. Causation is also an impor-
tant feature of analysis within concepts. Figure 1.1 is about causal
relationships within concepts.

Causal relationships within concepts lie at the core of the latent
variable approach to measurement. Typically, the unobserved latent
variable causes the indicators. I like to call this the disease–symptom
model, since diseases cause symptoms. One infers diseases based on
symptoms. But onewould be wrong to confuse the symptomswith the
disease: the disease is not—an ontological claim—the symptoms.

One might also argue that there are causal relationships between
defining dimensions of concepts. This comes up quite often in the
literature on poverty and human well-being:

Development consists of the removal of various types of unfree-
doms that leave people with little choice and little opportunity
of exercising their reasoned agency. The removal of substantial
unfreedoms, it is argued here, is constitutive of development. . . .
The intrinsic importance of human freedom, in general, as the
preeminent objective of development is strongly supplemented
by the instrumental effectiveness of freedoms of particular kinds
to promote freedoms of other kinds. The linkages between dif-
ferent types of freedoms are empirical and causal, rather than
constitutive and compositional. (Sen 1999, xii)

Sen illustrates how ontological, aka constitutive, dimensions may have
causal relationships between them. At the end Sen is making strong
causal claims about the relationshipsbetween the constitutive elements
of “development as freedom.”

On the dependent variable side the defining dimensions influence
causal hypotheses because they are part of what is being explained. For
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10 chapter 1

example, if one includes women’s suffrage as part of democracy then
one might need to think about the causes of women’s suffrage on the
independent variable side of things.

Issues of causal inference lie at the core of many aspects of con-
cept construction because of the various roles that concepts play in
constructing and evaluating causal hypotheses.

Figure 1.1 includes a normative ball being juggled aswell. Obviously,
political and moral philosophies focus on the relationship between
normative issues, semantics, and conceptualization. But many other
researchquestions implicitly or explicitly involvenormative issues. The
whole area of international indicators and indices usually has norma-
tive dimensions: for example, one should increase transparency, one is
concerned with the very poor, one wants to understand peace.

Unsurprisingly, social scientists have tended to avoid, dance around,
and not explicitly address normative issues in conceptualization. It has
really been philosophers of social science who have seriously explored
the connection between normative issues and the various other con-
ceptual balls. Yet these connections are fundamental in both the social
as well as health sciences.

Much of the capability approach to human well-being has been nor-
mative as well as descriptive. What is frequently absent is how this can
be linked to causal questions of various sorts. For example Robeyns
discusses the linkage between the capability approach and explanatory
issues:

Nevertheless, the notions of functionings and capabilities in
themselves can be employed as elements in explanations of social
phenomena, or one can use these notions in descriptions of
poverty, inequality, quality of life and social change. . . . This raises
the question of whether the capability approach should aspire
to do this kind of explanatory capabilitarian analysis. Another
very important task of the capability approach is to reach out to
those disciplines in order tomake bridges between the normative
and the explanatory analyses—one valuable element of the truly
post-disciplinary agenda towhich the capability approach aims to
contribute. (Robeyns 2017, 142–43)
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The huge literature and industry on physical and mental health
indicators illustrates the importance of normative considerations. For
example, in the history of the DSM, homosexuality was for decades
considered a mental disorder. DSM-I (American Psychiatric Associa-
tion 1952) defined homosexuality as a disorder as follows:

OOQ-x63 Sexual deviation:
This diagnosis is reserved for deviant sexualitywhich is not symp-
tomatic of more extensive syndromes, such as schizophrenic
and obsessional reactions. The term includes most of the cases
formerly classed as “psychopathic personality with pathologic
sexuality.” The diagnosis will specify the type of the patho-
logic behavior, such as homosexuality, transvestism, pedophilia,
fetishism and sexual sadism (including rape, sexual assault,
mutilation). (DSM-I, 39–40)

Obviously, today such a claim would not be widely accepted. This is
also highly problematic from a normative perspective. In retrospect—
and even at the time—it seems amazing that homosexuality is in a list
together with rape and mutilation. It took Stonewall and gay activism
in the 1970s to finally incite the DSM to remove homosexuality as
a mental disorder in the DSM-III supplement (American Psychiatric
Association 1987).

Similar issues arise when deafness and other “handicaps” are con-
sidered illness or not-healthy. For example, “according to the HUI(3),
the value of the health state of being deaf and having no other health
deficiencies on a 0–1 scale is .465. According to the HUI(3), two
years of life for someone who is deaf produces fewer QALYs [quality
of life years] than one year of life for someone in full health. In con-
trast, many in the deaf community deny that deafness is a disability
at all. This assertion is not sour grapes: many in the deaf community
decline the partial restoration of hearing made possible by a cochlear
implant, thereby showing an effective preference for deafness over
partial hearing” (Hausman 2015, 90–91).

The concept and literature on “transitional justice” deals directly
with normative issues of “crime,” “wrongdoing,” and the like. The
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12 chapter 1

During Conflict Justice data set focuses exclusively on “justice” as
crimes or wrongdoings related to the events of a particular conflict.
The data set includes information on six forms of addressing wrongdo-
ing: trials, truth commissions and commissions of inquiry, reparations,
amnesties, purges, and exiles (Loyle and Binningsbø 2018, 445). It is
not at all obvious that amnesty is justice, even though it is included
in data sets on transitional justice. Typically, amnesty means that jus-
tice is not being served. So to include amnesty in the concept of
transitional justice is to make a clear—and in my opinion completely
invalid—normative decision. The United Nations takes the same
stance in refusing to include amnesty in its list of standard andapproved
transitional justice mechanisms (United Nations Secretary General
2010).

The philosophy of social science literature has dealt with the con-
nect between normative and empirical issues within conceptualization
using the concept of “mixed hypotheses.” Alexandrova defines them in
thisway: “Ahypothesis ismixed if andonly if (1) It is an empirical claim
about a putative causal or statistical relation. (2) At least one of the
variables in this claim is defined in a way that presupposes amoral, pru-
dential, or political value judgement about the nature of this variable”
(Alexandrova 2017, 82). Tiberius signals the importance of “mixed”
claims:

Without identifying them as mixed claims, philosophers have
noted normative content in concepts of efficiency, rape, spousal
abuse, unemployment, divorce, inflation, aggression, health and
specific diseases, and, of course, well-being.My notion of amixed
claim captures these examples. What has not been done is to set-
tle whether mixed claims should be part of science and if so what
rules they should obey. (Tiberius 2004)

Most of the concepts discussed in this volume are mixed in this philo-
sophical sense. The normative ball is often present, if most often not in
the air but rather left on the ground.

One should be suspicious of any claim that says a social science
concept has no normative underpinnings or dimensions. For example,

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.



introduction 13

Rotberg argues that his influential indicator of governance is not very
normative:

My work on governance (here and earlier), in contrast, has been
predicated on governance—and hence good governance—being
defined as the performance of national, provincial, municipal,
and other governments in delivering specific articulated politi-
cal goods. The designation of such political goods is much more
descriptive than normative; the political goods in question are
those that citizens everywhere—in every culture, in every polit-
ical jurisdiction—expect their governments (and their political
leaders) to provide. (Rotberg 2018, 35)

Whether many or few people demand a political good does not
make it more or less normative in character. One should be wary of
claims about “no normative judgement.” Some describe the concept
of democracy as a decision-making procedure. This is true, but there
is a significant set of normative values about individual liberties, rights,
etc. that underlie democracy as a decision-making procedure.

In summary, figure 1.1 argues that semantics should be driven by
considerations other than just pure meaning. Because concepts are
used to describe the world, to explain the world, and to evaluate the
world, these criteria need to feed into the semantics of the concept.

Also in the figure is an arrow from the semantics–ontology ball to
the measurement square. The methodology of this arrow constitutes
a very large part of this volume. A central methodological question
is the connection of all of these aspects of concept construction to
numeric measures. Numeric measurement appears in data sets as well
as in variables in statistical hypotheses, essentially anything which
receives numeric values (this includes dichotomous presence–absence
asmeasurement). In short, connecting conceptualizationwithnumeric
variables and the construction of data sets forms a core part of the
methodology of concepts.

Once one places concepts in the larger social science research enter-
prise, the nature of conceptual juggling becomes clearer. Concepts–
measurement plays four core roles in the research enterprise:
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14 chapter 1

• They are used in descriptive inference. One often asks questions
about the evolution of poverty or peace in the world; the answer
requires concepts and corresponding measures.

• One uses concepts as independent and explanatory factors. Thus
the features that constitute independent variables must in general
play some role in causal mechanisms and causal explanations,
otherwise why would one include features that have no causal
relevance in the concept?

• Concepts and measures appear as dependent variables. Thus to
explain the level, occurrence, or changes in those dependent
variables one must be explaining the attributes that constitute the
concept.

• Concepts are used in case selection and scope decisions. These
are not fundamentally different from independent or dependent
variables. One cannot have a complete causal inference research
design without making important case selection decisions that
apply concepts.

These uses of concepts and measures naturally align with the concept
juggling balls. They are important in conceptualization because they
play core roles in social science research.

Concept Semantics andMeasurement: Aggregation,
Scaling, and Transformations

The questions “What counts as a measurement of (physical quantity)
X?” and “What is (that physical quantity) X?” cannot be answered
independently of each other.

bas van fraassen

Unlike most “methodological” treatments, which focus more on the
statistics and mathematics of measurement, my treatment starts with
meaning, conceptualization, and ontology. Later chapters in the book
explore in detail mathematical, operational, and measurement issues,
but this chapter and the next two focus on meaning, semantics, and
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ontology. The mathematically inclined will already see much of what
is coming down the pike in later chapters because the mathematics of
concept structure already implies classes of mathematical procedures
for measurement. I stress “classes” because the mean, OR, AND really
form classes of options and not a specific mathematical function.

One of the most important and hard methodological, conceptual,
and measurement challenges lies in connecting semantics and ontol-
ogy with aggregation, scaling, and measurement. Concepts are about
definitions, ontology, and semantics. At the same timewewant quanti-
tative measures for these concepts. How can one make the connection
closely and smoothly so that measurement reflects as much as possible
meaning andontology?Various chapters in this volumeaddress aspects
of this challenge, in particular issues of making data–indicators com-
mensurable (i.e., scaling) and aggregating numeric data–indicators, as
well as defining attributes. This must all remain as faithful as possible
to the meaning and semantics of the concept.

Aggregation becomes critical when it comes to quantification and
measurement.Many researcherswant a numeric value for a concept for
each observation for some population or scope. The UN wants HDI
data for all countries for as many years as possible. The same is true for
democracy data sets.

Core to concept structure is the problemof aggregation. The contin-
uum of aggregation involves degrees of substitutability. To analyze this
substitutability continuum I use a combination of fuzzy logic and pub-
lic goods economics, i.e., production and utility functions. The three
aggregation classes below are not a free-floating typology, but rather
constitute alternatives along a continuum of substitutability. There are
three zones of the substitutability continuum, but it is still a continuum.
It is useful to consider the logics that underlie the three zones:

• Weakest link: the minimum is the core aggregating principle,
along with functions that produce smaller values than the
minimum, no substitutability.

• Mean: the mean is typically used for “indicators of,” moderate
substitutability.
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16 chapter 1

• Best shot: the maximum or sum of the defining features,
extensive substitutability.

Themetaphor of weakest link comes from the literature on the produc-
tion of public goods (e.g., Sandler 1992), which uses the idea that the
strengthof a chain is the valueof theweakest link. Inmathematical logic
this is theminimumaggregation rule used in fuzzy logic aswell asQCA.
The best shot comes also from the literature on public goods, and sig-
nals that what really matters is the best of the dimensions. Economics
examples often involve technology: what matters is not the average
technology or product but the best one. In the fuzzy-logic context this
is the maximum or OR aggregation function.

For economists the standard way to address aggregation is via utility
and production functions. For example, consumption poverty analy-
ses rely on some utility function. Some utility functions are weakest
link (including the classicCobb–Douglas production function), others
are mean (e.g., the generalized mean, known to economists as the con-
stant elasticity of substitution function), and others are best shot. They
vary in the degree of substitutability between dimensions or indicators.
Fuzzy logic is clearer on this because it formalizes the three zones and
includes aggregation procedures smaller than the minimum and larger
than the maximum.

Chapter 6 explores some of the core issues surrounding concept
structure and aggregation choices. One of the tensions is that bet-
ween the definitions and the mathematical operations used in aggre-
gation. For example, it is quite common for the semantics of the
concept to invoke necessary and sufficient conditions while the aggre-
gation operation uses sums and means (see the Polity example in the
next chapter). It is also quite possible to use different aggregation
schemes for different levels of the basic framework. As discussed at
length in the next chapter, the logic of aggregation often varies between
levels.

Creating numericmeasures in complex conceptsmeans deciding on
aggregation rules and the structure of the concept. This is unavoid-
able. Even in purely conceptual, philosophical, and moral philosophy
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discussions one must take—usually implicitly—a position on concept
structure (aka aggregation). For example, Kantian moral philosophy
typically invokes weakest link procedures while utilitarianism allows
for high levels of substitutability.

Chapter 7 on hybrid concepts continues the discussion of chap-
ter 6 on aggregation. It introduces hybrid structures, particularly those
where instead of using the same aggregation procedure across a level,
one uses a mixture of logical AND and logical OR. Hybrid structures
are also those that use different aggregation procedures at different
levels. Chapter 10 focuses on a popular hybrid where the secondary
level uses logical AND while the data-indicator level uses logical OR.
Hybrids seem particularly appropriate for gray zone concepts where
often one requires that the gray zone not be at either end of the spec-
trum, i.e., twonecessary conditions, but then uses different aggregation
procedures—logical OR or family resemblance—for the middle, gray
zone. Hybrid concept structures are a critical part of any conceptual
and measurement toolbox.

Concept structure is also key factor in the discussion of intension–
extension, where intension is the ontology of the concept and exten-
sion is empirical coverage. Chapter 9 analyses how concepts can be
looser or stronger in terms of the number of cases that they cover, i.e.,
cases that score high in terms of their membership in the concept. The
intension–extension distinction was imported into political science by
Sartori (1970) and then discussed by Collier and his students (e.g.,
Collier and Mahon 1993). The key fact is that by removing neces-
sary defining features, the empirical coverage of the concept increases.
Chapter 9 discusses how concept structure in general, including best
shot and weakest link, relates to empirical extension. Family resem-
blance was the philosophers response to requirements of necessary
defining features: conceptualization without any necessary conditions
at all. Family resemblance is another way to think about concept struc-
ture ranging from weakest link to best shot depending on the family
resemblance rule. The relationship between intension and extension
is illustrated concretely using the Democracy–Dictatorship data set
(Cheibub et al. 2010).
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In practice, for a variety of reasons—philosophical, practical, pol-
icy, theoretical, and causal—one must aggregate. To do this aggre-
gation requires some important decisions about the common scale.
Aggregation across dimensions is required tomove up to the next level.
For example, one popular option is to convert all measures to the stan-
dard deviation scale; latent variable measurement models usually do
this.2 So the question in general is not whether to aggregate but how
to aggregate. One needs a framework for thinking about aggregation
decisions. This is a core goal of this volume.

In a more philosophical vein, scholars argue that dimensions are
incommensurate. For example, in Disadvantage, Wolff and De-Shalit
argue vigorously against reducing all the elements of lives to a single
numerical scale. They argue that aggregation across the diverse ele-
ments of lives is bound tomiss things of vital importance. For example,
Sen describes “non-commensurability” as “a much-used philosophical
concept that seems to arouse anxiety andpanic” (2009, 240). In philos-
ophy, incommensurability is used as an argument against aggregation
at all (e.g., Chang 1998). In practice a complex concept or definition
involves putting together different components. So at some important
semantic level one cannot even construct a definition if one is strict
about the noncommensurability of defining features.

To aggregate across dimensions requires a common scale. However,
it might well be the case that different dimensions, data, or indica-
tors are of different scale types. From psychology one has the classic
typology of scales, including nominal, ordinal, interval, and ratio. Very
common in researchdesign textbooks is the conventionalwisdom(dat-
ing to the 1950s) about these scales. Aggregation procedures usually
minimally require interval data, and most often require ratio or real
numbers. Ideally one needsmethods of converting dichotomous, ordi-
nal, and interval data into ratio variables, which are required for most
mathematical operations.

Some approaches, e.g., economics, virtually assume ratio or real
numbers. This is because to do virtually any complex mathematical

2. It appears to be common among experimenters to evaluate causal effects in terms of
standard deviations.
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operation one needs ratio variables. One frequently sees nominal vari-
ables converted into interval ones with no justification, e.g., adding up
a bunch of 0–1 nominal indicators. It is sometimes not clear whether
a quantitative measure is interval or ratio. Chapter 5 addresses some
of the generally ignored issues and common problems of scaling. One
advantage of the fuzzy-logic approach is the provision of a methodol-
ogy for converting various scale types into real-valued numbers.

Aggregation across different dimensions or indicators is often rou-
tinized. However, it cannot be stressed enough how important the
semantic issues involved are. Extremely common for example is to stan-
dardize via linear transformation of each dimension so that the min-
imum is 1 and the maximum is 100 (or something equivalent). The
core semantic equivalence question lies in what constitutes “high” or
“low” for each dimension. To assess this, onemust explore the connec-
tion between the numericmeasures andmeaning. To usemy canonical
example, how much GDP per capita does it take for a country to be
wealthy or poor? Creating common scales for dimensions or indicators
is a central semantic operation.

Chapter 4 introduces a core methodological device, the “semantic
transformation.” One can connect semantics, meaning, and defini-
tions with some related quantitative measures or indices. A principal
example is how one could connect concepts such as poverty, wealth,
and economic development with data such as GDP per capita. Chap-
ter 4 is devoted to exploring the relationship between indicators such
as GDP per capita and concepts such as poor country. It provides a
methodology for tightening the connection between what we mean in
practice by such concepts as poor country and common measures of
poverty. Themethodology of semantic transformations also provides a
framework for thinking about standard default transformations such as
dichotomizing and linear relationships between quantitative measures
and meaning. The semantic transformation methodology also proves
critical in thinking about how to transform ordinal data to ratio which
is essential to aggregation operations.

The semantic transformation methodology allows one to compare
and contrast different options. A common tension is between concepts
that include thresholds versus linear transformations. One option is to
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use straight GDP per capita as a measure of poverty. Often one uses
logged GDP per capita. Almost all poverty measures, such as MPI and
Sen–Nussbaum, use thresholds. Dichotomization is in fact a threshold
operation.

There is really anunderlying continuumhere aswell, whichmight be
called “degree of thresholdness.” Linear transforms have no threshold.
S-curve relationships have varying degrees of thresholdness depend-
ing on how sharp the S-curve is. Dichotomous transformations are the
extreme threshold where there is a vertical threshold leap. For exam-
ple, typically poverty measures are linear from zero until the threshold
(poverty line) and then flat above that. Headcountmeasures of poverty
use the extreme dichotomization threshold transformation.

The methodological issue is how to link semantics with numeric
measures. For social science and social policy tomove together itmeans
that this linkageneeds tobemadeexplicit and justified. Fuzzy logic pro-
vides a framework for linking data-indices and concepts. I encourage
researchers to take existing data and use them to the extent possible
to incorporate what they mean by the concept in question.3 I will take
GDP per capita data and see how one might semantically transform
them to fit better with concepts such as poverty and wealth.

Sets of Concepts, Concept Pairs, Bipolar Concepts,
and Typologies

Concepts in this introduction focus on what the next chapter calls the
“positive pole,” such as human well-being, poverty, and peace. In fact,
concepts often come in pairs, one of which is seen as the “negation”
or “opposite” of the other. Examples appearing frequently in this vol-
ume include democracy–autocracy, peace–war, and poverty–wealth.
To give them a name I refer to them as concept pairs or “bipolar con-
cepts.” For example, the Polity measure of democracy–autocracy is

3. In the previous edition of this book (a chapter cut for space reasons in this edition)
I took the Polity measure of democracy and reworked it to conform better with the concept
of democracy of the Polity researchers.
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literally “democracyminus autocracy,” where there is an autocracy con-
cept as well as a democracy concept. Finally, concepts often come in
sets under the rubric of typologies. For example, there are a variety of
typologies of autocracy. All of these options raise the question of the
relationship between connected concepts.

The position defended here is that the negation of a positive pole
concept such as democracy is literally “not-democracy.” The concep-
tual claim—which as we will see has huge causal implications—is that
autocracy is not the same as not-democracy. One can see this often in
semantic practice when people state that “peace is not just the absence
of war.” A person making this statement is rejecting the idea that
peace = not-war.

Bipolar concepts are often fundamentally incomplete. A core exam-
ple from the next chapter deals with the World Bank’s conceptual-
ization of poverty using individual or household consumption data.
Poverty is conceived of as low levels of consumption. However, con-
sumption by itself runs from low to high as a concept. One must
apply additional criteria to consumption to get to the concept of inter-
est, which is poverty. Many social science concepts have this feature.
For example, “education” as years of schooling is typically incomplete.
The linkage to theories and hypotheses is critical: one does not have
hypotheses about education tout court but rather about “educated” or
“uneducated.” Similarly, one has hypotheses about democracy, not the
bipolar democracy–autocracy.

In addition to bipolar concepts where one is the “opposite” of the
other, one often sees sets of concepts. Scholars usually refer to these
sets as typologies. In chapter 8 I define a typology as a set of concepts,
typically more than two.4

A set of concepts can—and often does—contain bipolar pairs. For
example, Schmitter’s (1974) very influential typology focused on the
positive pole of corporatism, with its opposite of pluralism, along with
the additional two types “monist” (e.g., USSR) and “syndicalist.”

4. I do not treat the separate issue of typologies of causal relationships.
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Chapter 8 argues that typologies created following standard advice
are fraught with problems in multiple ways. The standard advice is
to make typologies that are (1) mutually exclusive and (2) exhaus-
tive. Following this advice leads to major methodological, empirical,
and causal problems. I use Geddes’s (Geddes et al. 2014) influential
typology of autocratic regimes as my main example; however, these
problems are inherent in standard typology methodology, i.e., anyone
following these methodological rules is going to run up against the
same problems as Geddes.

While this volume focuses mostly on individual concepts, one can-
not ignore the issue of bipolar concepts. In addition, scholars love
typologies—sets of concepts—which may or may not include bipo-
lar pairs, and which may or may not be somewhat ordered (i.e., not a
nominal set of concepts).

In short, there are sets of concepts that have various kinds of rela-
tionships with each other, as bipolar pairs or asmembers of typologies.
Mymethodology of concepts provides a framework for analyzing these
common conceptual situations.

Complex Concepts Producing Complex Theories

J. S. Mill started his System of logic with a “book” on concepts
because they are used as components of scientific propositions. Chap-
ter 10 looks at how multilevel concepts appear in theories. The basic
framework—presented in the next chapter—is about one concept.
What happens when you begin to put complex concepts together into
a theoretical model that makes causal claims about the world?

Chapter 10 outlines what I call two-level theories. Complex con-
cepts are multidimensional and multilevel. When you begin to put
them together into theories, those theories then also become complex.
In particular, theories become multilevel: I focus on theories that have
two theoretical levels, which not surprisingly I call two-level theories.
Themultidimensionality feature of these complex theories is less novel
and interesting. People are completely used to multivariate analyses.

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.



introduction 23

However, the multilevel nature of theories is much less present in
research.5

One can construct a large variety of two-level theories with differ-
ing concept structures and causal relationships. Chapter 10 focuses on
a very common one illustrated by Skocpol’s famous States and social
revolutions. It turns out that many famous scholars have independently
arrived at this two-level theoretical structure. I use a variety of exam-
ples to explore the key variants on the basic model, including Skocpol’s
theory of social revolutions, Ostrom’s work on common pool resource
institutions, Kingdon’s influential model of agenda setting, and Hick’s
study of the causes of the welfare state. With these various examples
we will see different ways to build concepts, as well as several kinds
of causal and noncausal relationships within and among dimensions
and levels.

Conclusion

Concepts are theories about ontology: they are theories about the fun-
damental constitutive elements of a phenomenon. While many quan-
titative scholars may find the term “ontological” provocative and many
interpretivists may object to my usage, I use the term in a straightfor-
ward way to designate the core characteristics of a phenomenon and
their interrelationships. For example, we can ask aboutwhat constitutes
a welfare state. Typically, these are states that provide goods and ser-
vices like unemployment insurance, medical services, and retirement
benefits. To be a welfare state is to provide these goods and services.

Good concepts pick out the causally relevant factors in phenom-
ena. To use Cartwright’s nice terminology (1989), defining features
of concepts pick out the causal capabilities of phenomena. For exam-
ple, a good conceptualization of democracy includes those features
that are relevant in causal mechanisms about the impact of democracy.

5. There exists a huge literature on “hierarchical models” (e.g., Gilman and Hill 2007),
which is quite different from what I present. The variables–concepts in these models are still
treated in a single-level way.
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As such, this volume rejects a strong nominalist, Red Queen, Alice in
Wonderland, view of concepts.6

Good concepts accurately describe the world. Many people want
to know whether poverty is increasing or decreasing in the world
(Alkire et al. 2015; Ravallion 2016), or whether the world is getting
more peaceful and less violent (Pinker 2011; 2018). To answer these
questions requires good empirically descriptive concepts.

Good concepts often require serious normative justification. One’s
conceptualization of human well-being must be at least partially
normative.

Because concepts serve various purposes, like causal analysis,
description, andnormative analysis, their ontology can and should vary
according to purpose.

In terms of social science, I propose a causal, ontological, and real-
ist view of concepts. It is an ontological view because it focuses on
what constitutes a phenomenon. It is causal because it identifies onto-
logical attributes that have causal capacities and that play a key role in
causal hypotheses, explanations, and mechanisms. It is realist because
it involves a descriptive analysis of the phenomenon. My approach
stresses that concept analysis involves ascertaining the constitutive
characteristics of a phenomenon that have central causal capacities.
These causal powers and their related causal mechanisms play a role in
our theories. A purely semantic analysis of concepts, words, and their
definitions is never adequate by itself, at least in social science, and
probably not in moral and political philosophy either.

Thus this volume embraces a realist philosophy of science like that
described by Kitcher:

Minimal realism holds that there are objects independent of
human cognition. Strong realism adds the thesis that, indepen-
dently of us, these objects are assorted into natural kinds and that
there are causal processes in which they participate. The task of

6. It is notable that Lewis Carroll was also a prominent logician, and that informs many
great parts of Alice.
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science is to expose the causal structure of the world, by delineat-
ing thepre-existent natural kinds anduncovering themechanisms
that underlie causal dependencies. (Kitcher 1992, 104)

Concepts are about these “natural kinds” that participate in causal
mechanisms and causal explanations.

Most important concepts we use aremultidimensional andmultilevel
in nature. Many, if not most, of the core social science concepts are
complex in this sense. This volume provides a systematic methodol-
ogy for analyzing and constructing complex concepts along with the
appropriate corresponding quantitative measures.

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.



index

adjectives (in concepts), 70, 101, 113–114,
121–123, 134, 247, 262–269; fuzzy logic
and, 30. See also hyphenated concepts;
terminology

agenda-setting models, 174, 288–289
aggregation, 14–20, 28–29, 40, 93–94,

163–191, 194–195, 197–199, 201n,
214, 273; mathematics of, 26, 30–31,
147–148, 151, 166, 170–172, 177, 181,
183, 209, 254; weighting, 147, 171.
See also best shot; concept structure;
mean; substitutability; weakest link

Alexandrova, A., 12
Aristotle, 3, 35, 40, 55, 75, 167, 245, 253
asymmetry, 110, 112, 113, 127, 197, 206.

See also concept pairs
average. Seemean
authoritarianism, concept of, 21, 196, 209,

221; typology of, 218–219, 221–222,
231–232. See also autocracy, concept of;
democracy, concept of; Geddes, B.

autocracy, concept of, 70, 153, 203n,
206–207, 208, 216–217, 221, 228, 268.
See also authoritarianism, concept of

Ballung concepts, 245
basic framework, 3, 26–66, 163–166,

189, 196, 214, 280; aggregation in, 35,
40–41, 46, 48–51; basic level in, 27–29,
273–274, 275–277, 287, 292; data-
indicator level in, 27–29, 46–51, 68,
69n3, 69n4, 98–135; 181, 189; fractal
character of, 31, 98–99, 134, 136,

163–165; multidimensionality, 3, 25,
27, 137, 162, 292; multilevel, 3, 25, 27,
51–53, 137, 162, 166, 272–273; relation-
ships in, 277–278; secondary/semantic
level in, 27–29, 33, 37, 40–41, 43,
56, 62–63, 94, 176, 187, 244–271,
272–274, 277–279, 283–285, 287,
292, 298. See also aggregation; concept
structure

basic-level dimensions. See basic framework
Bell curve, 104, 127–128, 153
Bernhard, M., 203
best shot, 16–17, 50, 165–166, 176–179,

246, 256–257; maximum and, 166,
176–177, 187–191; sum and, 176, 178,
179, 181, 261–262; union and, 177.
See also aggregation; concept structure;
necessary and sufficient conditions;
substitutability

bipolar concepts. See concept pairs
Bipolarity-Incompleteness Guideline,

111–114. See also causal asymmetry
Borsboom, D., 61
Bowman, K., 7, 199–200
Bueno deMesquita, B., 144–145, 148

calibration, 99n, 133, 134, 158. See fuzzy
logic; semantic transformations

Cartwright, N., 23, 90–92, 245, 278
case selection, 75–76, 81, 192, 211–213,

272n; scope decisions and, 14, 75–76
categorization, 102, 109–111, 123–125,

125–129, 158–160; ordinal variables

311

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.



312 index

categorization (continued)
and, 134. See also overlapping concepts;
typologies

causal asymmetry, 84, 109–111
causal complexity, 272–279
causal inference, 9–10, 83, 131, 183, 298
Causal MechanismOverlap Guideline,

94–95
causal mechanisms, 8, 24, 94–95, 274–275,

296–298
causal mismeasurement, 92
causal powers, 8–9, 24, 90–93, 270, 278
Causal Powers Guideline, 90–93, 278
Causal Relationships in Typologies

Guideline, 235
causation, 2, 7, 8–9, 65–66, 113, 272–279
ceiling effect, 173, 175, 189
Challenger, space shuttle, 133
Cheibub, J., 204, 237n, 256n. See also

Democracy–Dictatorship, concept and
measure of democracy

Cioffi-Revilla, C., 279, 290
Cobb–Douglas production function, 16,

172, 175–176
Collier, D., 17, 89, 216, 252–253
common pool resource institutions, 274,

285–287
comorbidity, 227, 235
competitive–authoritarian regimes, con-

cept of, 195, 196, 206–207, 208–211,
211–212, 219. See also autocracy, con-
cept of; democracy, concept of; gray
zone; hybrid concepts

Completeness Guideline, 35–42, 44, 46, 47,
49–51, 55, 58, 60, 66, 87, 166, 189

complex concepts, 22, 26–66, 272–298.
See basic framework

Complicated Concepts Guideline, 89–90
concept asymmetry, 84–85, 102, 124,

142
Concept Asymmetry Guideline, 83–85.

See also concept asymmetry
Concept Mapping Guideline, 30

concept pairs, 20–22, 70, 72, 81–82,
101–102, 109–111, 112, 193, 197, 203,
208, 210, 217, 236–239, 243. See also
competitive–authoritarian regimes, con-
cept of; negation of concepts; negative
peace, concept of; Negative Pole Guide-
line; positive peace, concept of; semantic
transformations

concept structure, 15–23, 26–66, 93–94,
163–191, 164, 195, 244–271; hybrid
concepts in, 50, 165, 193–196; semantic
hybridity in, 192, 196–197; structural
hybridity in, 194, 197–199, 209–211,
214, 277. See also aggregation; basic
framework; hybrid concepts

conceptual balls, juggling of, 6–14, 90, 298
Conceptual Overlap Guideline, 86–87.

See also dichotomization; fuzzy logic;
overlapping concepts; typologies

conceptual stretching, 244
Conceptual Tautology Guideline, 90,

95–96
Connotation Guideline, 70
ContinuumGuideline, 72–74, 102,

123–125, 138, 161, 165, 230, 236–239,
243. See also concept pairs

constitutive dimension, of concept, 9,
29, 36–37, 278, 296. See also basic
framework, secondary/semantic
level in

consumption, concept of. See poverty,
measures of

contextualization, 1–25, 78, 91n
Cooper, R., 220–221, 225–226
Coppedge, M., 62
copper, concept of, 91, 270
corporatism, concept of, 21, 90, 236–237
crossover point, 114, 141–142. See also

semantic transformations
curve-fitting, 131–132

Dahl, R., 51, 168, 249–251
Dasgupta, P., 79–80

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.



index 313

data-indicator level. See basic framework
data sets, 11–12, 41, 52, 71, 75–76, 107,

168, 216, 254; concepts and, 5
Defining Attributes Guideline, 3, 9, 17,

23, 27–29, 63–64, 87–88, 90, 125,
237–239

Defining via Negation Guideline, 85–86
definitions, 2–3, 6–7, 24, 29, 33, 35–37,

55, 63, 67–97, 112, 153, 167, 215n, 220,
229, 253, 283. See also basic framework;
semantics; terminology

democracy, concept of, 20–21, 51–54, 78,
87, 88, 94, 95–96, 103, 108–109, 124,
177, 199–200, 208, 237–239, 249–251,
268; measurement of, 53–54, 58–66, 72,
116, 120, 126, 190, 200–203, 240; politi-
cal philosophy and, 168. See alsoDahl, R;
Democracy–Dictatorship, concept and
measure of democracy; FreedomHouse,
concept and measure of democracy;
Polity, concept and measure of democ-
racy; V-Dem (Varieties of Democracy);
weakest link

Democracy–Dictatorship, concept and
measure of democracy, 75, 79, 168,
221–222, 254–257, 268–269

Dependent Variable Guideline, 9–10, 13,
93–94, 270, 279

description, 2, 7–14, 74, 152, 298
descriptive validity, 7–8, 101,

162, 26
De-Shalit, A., 18
dichotomization, 20, 74–76, 78, 86, 107,

116, 146, 147, 192, 203n, 220, 222.
See alsoConceptual Overlap Guideline;
fuzzy logic; semantic transformations;
typologies

Dichotomization Guideline, 74
difference in degree/kind, 73–74
diminished subtypes, 192n, 268–269
disease, concept of, 91, 211n, 220–221,

224–227. See alsoDSM; health,
concept of

disease-symptom approach, 9, 59–60, 91.
See latent variables

Downing, B., 290–292
DSM, 4, 11, 74, 194, 198, 216–217,

220–221, 222, 224–227, 229, 235,
241–242. See also typologies

Duverger, M., 56

economic growth, 131
educated, concept and measurement of, 21,

103–106, 113–114, 115, 156
Elgie, R., 194n, 237
empirical description, 2, 7–8, 24, 160,

191, 244–271, 262, 270. See also
description

empirical coverage, 17, 191, 244–271
empirical data and concepts, 7–8; distribu-

tion of, 77–78, 80, 115, 128n, 130–131,
140, 152, 154–156, 158–159, 160

equifinality, 276–277, 283–284, 292,
293–295. See also basic framework; con-
cept structure; substitutability; two-level
theories

essentialism, 36–40, 52–53; 175–176,
256

ethnography, 2, 36, 193
European Commission, 180
Eurostat, 159
exercises (for this book), 32, 68, 76–77, 96,

273, 289
exhaustiveness, 22, 216, 228–230,

240–242. See also typologies

family resemblance, 17, 41, 179–182, 195,
209–210, 213, 245, 256

Fiss, P., 104, 105, 108, 113, 128
foreign policy substitutability, 290
Fox, J., 129
FreedomHouse, concept and measure of

democracy, 202–203
Fukuda-Parr, S., 89, 156
full plane, concept of, 99–100, 105, 116,

128–129

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.



314 index

fuzzy logic, 15–16, 30, 53, 99–100,
103–104, 107, 114–116, 117, 121–123,
124, 132–135, 144, 145–146, 148, 149,
155, 161, 170–173, 177, 181, 207–208,
264. See also aggregation; semantic
transformations

GDP/GNI per capita, 19–20, 101,
109–111, 114–115, 117–118, 119–120,
121–123, 126, 129–132. See also poverty,
concept of; wealth, concept of

Geddes, B., 22, 216–217, 218–219,
221–224, 228–229, 237

gender, 3; concepts and, 11, 221. See also
welfare state, gender critiques of

Gender Inequality Index, 93
gender quotas, 42
Gerring, J., 153, 253
Gini Index, 171n
global performance indexes, 4, 30n, 32–35,

102, 117, 118, 128, 150–160, 183, 185,
187–188

gray zone, 17, 75–76, 80–81, 82–83, 85,
117–118, 125, 165, 192–214, 219,
224, 237–239, 267; ideal types and,
81, 193–194, 207, 209–210, 214; linear
interpolation approach to, 195, 204–205;
negation of, 85, 195, 205–206, 210, 212;
disagreement about, 72, 76, 199–204.
See alsoContinuumGuideline; hybrid
concepts

Gray Zone Guidelines, 81, 206, 210, 213
Grzymała-Busse, A. 297
guidelines for conceptualization,

67–97. See individual guidelines for
conceptualization

health: concept of, 33–34, 37–38, 49,
112, 211; and deafness, 11, 221;
measures of, 4. See also disease, concept
of; DSM

Heterogeneity of Negation Guideline,
82–83, 212

Hicks, A., 23, 182, 293–295

human development/HDI, 9, 10, 128, 155,
158, 186

human rights, concept of, 95–96, 139–141
human well-being, concept of, 9, 10, 33n,

36–37, 79–80, 87, 270. See also
Sen–Nussbaum concept of human
well-being

hybrid concepts, 17, 82, 192–214, 217,
223–224, 226–227; concept structure of,
50, 165, 193–196, 197–199, 208–211,
213–214, 277; semantic, 192–193,
196–197, 267. See also concept structure;
gray zone; hyphenated concepts

hyphenated concepts, 70, 196–197,
223–224, 247, 262–269. See also concept
pairs; hybrid concepts; terminology

ideal type, concepts, 76–80, 196, 245,
248–252, 259. See also intension/
extension

Ideal Type Guideline, 76–80, 89, 198, 205,
244–245

IGO (International Government Orga-
nization), 179, 266; authoritative, 181,
182

incommensurability, 18, 136
indexes, 4–5, 36, 117, 118, 154, 163, 166,

200. See also basic framework; gender
inequality index; global performance
index; human development/HDI;
Multidimensional Poverty Index/MPI

indicator of, 28–29, 59–66, 68–69, 69n3,
69n4, 166. See also basic framework

indicators. See indicator of; latent variables
indices. See indexes
intelligence tests, 58, 113, 127. See also Bell

curve
intensity-modifying adjectives, 101,

121–123. See also semantic transfor-
mations; terminology

intension-extension, 17, 167, 244–271
interaction terms, 149, 173, 233–235
International Labor Organization/ILO,

261

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.



index 315

interval scales, 18, 143–144, 147, 161–162.
See also latent variables

INUS, 293–296

Karl, T., 87, 88, 251n
Kingdon, J., 23, 274, 285–289
Kotowski, C., 264–265

latent variables, 5, 9, 47, 57–66, 144, 147,
149, 185–187, 189n, 239–241. See also
basic framework

Lazarsfeld, P., 2, 58
Lehoucq, F., 7, 199–200
Levitsky, S., 208–209. See also competitive–

authoritarian regimes, concept of
Lijphart, A., 210–211
Linz, J., 199, 216, 221
logging variables, 129–132. See also

semantic transformations, logging
logical AND, 15, 17, 38–42, 43, 165,

198–199, 209–210, 251. See also basic
framework

logical OR, 15, 17, 41–42, 43, 48–51, 177,
198–199, 209–210, 257. See also basic
framework; equifinality

Lucas, S., 133

Mahoney, J., 7, 181, 199–200, 296
material deprivation, concept of, 180–181
mathematical logic, 30–31, 35, 56, 108,

122, 147–148, 185, 244–245, 273, 276.
See also fuzzy logic

mean, 15–16, 35, 47, 51, 64, 115, 152,
166, 177, 179, 183–189, 247. See also
aggregation; basic framework; latent
variables

measurement, 1–25, 28–32, 47, 51–56,
57–66, 99. See also latent variables;
scaling; uncertainty

measurement theory, 146, 147,
185–186

Mechanisms Guideline, 93. SeeCausal
Powers Guideline

membership level, 73, 100, 103–104, 110,
114–115, 119, 122–123, 124–125, 127,
145, 207–208. See intension-extension;
scaling; semantic transformations

mental health, concept of, 216–217, 220,
222. See alsoDSM

method of agreement, 79
militarized disputes/MIDS, 178–179,

231–233
military alliances, 179
Mill, J. S., 1, 2–3, 5, 8, 22, 79, 226n
minimal concepts, 37, 79–80, 89
min-max scaling procedure, 154–155
mixed hypotheses, 12
m-of-n rule, 179–181, 194, 198, 217,

226–227, 256. See also family
resemblance; thresholds

Moore, B., 265, 276, 296
moral philosophy, 6–7, 10, 12, 16–17, 24,

36, 75, 103, 121. See also normative
issues

Most, B., 274, 290
multicollinearity, 266–267
multidimensional concepts. See basic

framework, multidimensionality
Multidimensional Poverty Index/MPI, 20,

48–50, 138, 190
multilevel concepts. See basic framework,

multilevel
Multiple Terminological Options

Guideline, 70. See also terminology
Multiple Word Guideline, 70, 121
mutual exclusivity, 22, 86, 216, 221–228,

240–242. See also typologies

Nagel, E., 253–254
natural kinds, concept of, 24–25, 41, 226
NCA (Necessary Condition Analysis),

173n
necessary and sufficient conditions, 93,

168–169, 189n, 195, 206, 244–245,
249–251, 252–257, 262–264, 283–285,
286, 290–292

necessary causes, 276–277, 280–282

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.



316 index

necessary conditions, 35–40, 52, 79–80,
167, 169–170, 195, 198, 206, 210, 220,
226, 245, 276–277, 282–284, 288.
See also aggregation; basic framework;
two-level theories

negation of concepts, 21, 81–82, 85–86,
102, 108–109, 113, 205–206, 212

negative peace, concept of, 197, 207, 211
negative pole, 81–82, 82–83, 195, 204, 212
Negative Pole Guideline, 81, 83
Nominal Scale Guideline, 138
nominal scales, 18–19, 137–138, 161–162.

See also typologies
nominalism, 8, 24
noncompensatory decision-making mod-

els, 172–173, 175. See also aggregation;
weakest link

normative issues, 7, 10–13, 24, 69–70, 100,
118–121, 132, 160–161, 191, 221, 259,
262

nuclear bomb shelters, 175
Nussbaum, M., 36–40, 87

OECD (Organisation for Economic Coop-
eration and Development), 32–35,
126, 155. See also quality of life, OECD
concept and indicator of

ontological relationships, 28, 33, 165, 215n,
278–279, 290–292

ontological-semantic approach to concepts,
1–25, 29, 60, 189–190

ontology, 2, 3, 7, 23, 29, 36–37, 67–97, 91,
169. See also basic framework

opportunity, 290
Ordinal Scale Guideline, 143
ordinal scales, 18, 134, 138–143, 141–142,

147, 159, 161–162, 231–236. See also
typologies

Orloff, A., 259–261
Ostrom, E., 23, 274, 285–290
outliers, 154–155, 185
overlapping concepts, 86–87, 123–125,

222–223, 226–228, 241–242. See also
mutual exclusivity

parliamentary democracies, concept and
measure of, 193–194, 197, 203–204,
208, 217, 237–239, 263–264. See also
concept pairs; typologies

Paxton, P., 64, 66
peace, concept of, 3, 21, 108–109,

112–113, 190, 197
percentiles, 158–160
philosophy, concepts in, 12, 16–18, 24,

30, 35–42, 43, 51, 55, 75, 91, 136, 150,
167, 176, 226, 244–245, 252–253, 256,
263

political revolution, concept of, 265–266
Political Terror Scale, concept and measure

of, 139–143
Polity, concept and measure of democracy,

20–21, 51–54, 56, 72, 77–79, 106–107,
108, 124, 126, 145–146, 148, 152–153,
168, 201–204, 205, 206–207, 208,
211–212

positive peace, concept of, 134, 207
positive pole, 20–21, 76, 80–82, 82–83,

83–85, 134, 194–195, 196–197, 204,
212, 245, 252. See also negation of
concepts

poverty, concepts of, 9, 21, 43–46, 74–75,
103, 109–111; categorizations of, 44,
102; measures of, 21, 50, 111–114,
116–117, 117–121, 140, 181. See also
Multidimensional Poverty Index/MPI;
semantic transformations; wealth,
concept of

presidential democracies, concept and mea-
sure of, 193–194, 197, 203–204, 208,
210–211, 217, 237–239, 263. See also
concept pairs; typologies

Principle of Unimportant Variation,
116–117, 119

production functions, 16, 151, 170

QCA, 16, 99n, 116n, 142n, 182, 277,
293–296. See also fuzzy logic; semantic
transformations

qualitative methodology, 51, 215

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.



index 317

quality of life, OECD concept and indicator
of, 32–35, 43, 47–48, 126

quantitative methodology, 56, 125

Ragin Adjective Rule, 111–114, 159
Ragin, C., 104, 105, 108, 113, 128,

133–134, 293
ratio scales, 18–19, 119–120, 144–145,

147, 161–162. See also semantic
transformations; Zero Point Guideline

Rawls, J., 89, 103, 118, 121
realism, 8–9, 24
redundancy, 3, 42–46, 48–51, 165–166,

186
Redundancy Guideline, 42–46, 47, 55, 58,

60, 166, 189
relationships. See basic framework;

indicator of; ontological relationships
Rotberg, R., 13

Sachs, J., 154–155, 160
Sartori, G., 17, 75, 244, 246,

252–254
Scale Combination Guideline, 148
scales, 107, 132, 135, 137–162, 230
scaling, 14–20, 28, 136–162, 234. See also

semantic transformations
schizophrenia, concept of, 198, 226
Schmitter, P., 21, 90, 236, 251n
scope (of concepts), 73–74, 218–221.

See also typologies
Scope Guideline, 71–72, 73–74,

218–219
SDGs, 33, 157
secondary-level dimensions. See basic

framework
second-order linear thinking, 158–160
Semantic Mapping Guideline, 98–135
semantic neighbors, 73, 123–125, 222, 228
semantic overlap, 94, 222–223, 226–228,

242. See alsomutual exclusivity
semantic transformations, 19–20, 99–

135, 145; adjectives and, 113–114, 139,
161; categories and, 102, 109–111, 121,

123–125, 125–129, 134; crossover point,
114–115; data and, 98–135; defaults,
114–116, 120, 121, 143, 155, 204; lin-
ear, 19–20, 106–107, 110–111, 116,
119–120, 128, 133, 144, 160, 187, 204;
logging, 129–132, 133; S-curve, 20, 105,
109, 115, 123, 141, 143, 155. See also
fuzzy logic; scaling

semantics, 2, 7–8, 13, 19, 20, 43, 56, 67–97,
128, 144, 152–154, 160, 187, 196–197,
205; concepts and, 24, 101, 104, 110,
115, 117, 162, 262–269. See also basic
framework; terminology

semipresidential democracies, concept and
measure of, 55–56, 193, 197, 203–204,
208, 210, 217, 237–239. See also concept
pairs; typologies

Sen, A., 9, 18, 36–37, 87, 88, 171n
Sen–Nussbaum concept of human well-

being, 20, 33, 36–41. See also human
well-being, concept of

set theory, 276
Shugart, M., 193, 238
Siaroff, A., 238–239
Simon, H., 182
Skocpol, T., 23, 181, 244, 265–266, 273,

280–285. See also States and social
revolutions

social revolutions, concept of, 244,
264–266, 283–284

Social science concepts (previous edition of
this book), 20n, 51, 53, 168, 190-1, 201,
272n, 284

standardization, 19, 35, 104, 144, 149,
150–160, 162; statistical 107, 151–154.
See also scaling

Starr, H., 274, 290
state, concept of, 71, 76, 195, 247
States and social revolutions, 23, 181,

280–282
statistical measurement models, 47, 63–64,

101, 129, 131, 133, 145, 185, 199, 232,
239–241. See latent variables

Stepan, A., 199, 263

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.



318 index

Structural Consistency Guideline, 169
subsetting/supersetting, 122–123,

190–191, 201, 264–267; causal inference
and, 183

substitutability, 15–17, 40–41, 163–191,
245, 256, 274; continuum of, 15–16, 40,
165–166, 177, 182, 183, 186, 278–279,
285–289; perfect, 177, 186. See also
aggregation; basic framework

sufficiency, 41, 79–80, 168, 194, 198, 226,
245, 256, 288; sufficient conditions, 35,
182, 220, 284.

SUIN, 293–296
Szatrowski, A., 133

terminology, 68–71, 110, 134, 137, 180n,
196–197, 207, 231, 247; multiword
concepts, 247. See also adjectives;
hyphenated concepts

thresholds, 20, 49–50, 109, 117, 118, 160,
179–183, 266

transformations, 14–20; log, 129–132;
nonlinear, 102, 116, 125–129, 158–160,
173. See also semantic transformations

transitional justice, concept of, 11–12
two-level theories, 22, 272–298
typologies, 20, 22, 71, 86, 125, 138,

215–243; nominal, 213n, 217,
230–231, 232–234, 236–239; ordered,
230–231; partially ordered, 231–236.
See also authoritarianism, typology of;
DSM

uncertainty, 70. See alsomeasurement
UNDP (United Nations Development

Program), 155, 157, 158–160, 186
unidimensionality, 47, 57, 63–64, 185–186.

See also latent variables; mean
US nuclear deterrence, 279
Usual Suspects Guideline, 88–89, 179
utilitarianism, 17, 118–119, 121
utility functions, 16, 148, 151, 175. See also

production functions

V-Dem (Varieties of Democracy), con-
cept and measure of democracy, 58–64,
170–171, 184, 263

validity, 7–9, 61, 69n4, 101, 154, 161. See
description; descriptive validity; scaling;
semantic transformations; guidelines for
conceptualization

variable transformations, 100–101. See also
semantic transformations

war, concept of, 21, 109, 112–113, 197, 207
Way, L., 208–209. See also competitive–

authoritarianism regimes, concept of
weakest link, 15–17, 165, 167–176, 177,

181, 187–191, 245, 256–257. See also
aggregation; basic framework

wealth: concept of, 102, 109–111,
121–122; measurement of (seeGDP/
GNI per capita)

Weber, M., 76–77, 247, 248–249
Weeks, J., 217, 231–236
weighting, 118, 171–172, 186. See

aggregation
welfare state: concept of, 23, 79, 179,

258–259, 260n, 293–294; threshold
of, 181–182; gender critiques of, 246,
258–262, 269–270

WHO (World Health Organization), 112,
211n

window of opportunity, 289
Wittgenstein, L., 41, 245, 256. See also

family resemblance
Wolff, J., 18
World Bank, 44–46, 74–75, 101, 109–111,

122, 126, 128, 131, 142. See also
GDP/GNI per capita; human well-
being, concept of; poverty, concept of;
wealth, concept of

Wuttke, A., 169, 189n

Zadeh, L., 125, 146
Zero Point Guideline, 148–150. See also

ratio scales

© Copyright Princeton University Press. No part of this book may be 
distributed, posted, or reproduced in any form by digital or mechanical 
means without prior written permission of the publisher. 

For general queries contact webmaster@press.princeton.edu.




