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INTRODUCTION


Table 1 in the paper is based on data from a larger project we have been working on: Making Identity Count: A National Identity Database. For this paper, we wanted to make a simple table that summarized the implications of our data for Western democratic neoliberal hegemony. We based the table on the “topographical tables” published in Ted Hopf and Bentley B. Allan, eds. Making Identity Count: Building a National Identity Database (Oxford University Press, 2016). In what follows, we describe how we transposed the data in those tables into Table 1. 

The method for producing the data is described in the book, but we have also provided the codebook here (see, MIC_Codebook_v2015.pdf). In short, our project is based on national identity reports that include both qualitative and quantitative data. This data is collected through a hybrid form of discourse and content analysis performed on a standardized sample of texts. Each text is read and coded for the presence of identity categories. The raw counts from this exercise is then translated into a topographical table that maps the national identity discourse in a given country. These tables include the most prominent categories of identity (as determined by a raw count) clustered together into "discursive formations" that define certain kinds of identities that recur in the text. Topographical tables include three kinds of information: 
i. 
quantitative weighting, i.e., the number of times a category appeared in the texts (as expressed in the number of symbols in each box)
ii. 
the valence of categories (as expressed in the symbols +positive, -negative, /neutral, ~ambiguous)
iii. 
the genre in which the categories were coded (speeches, newspapers, textbooks, movies, novels), arranged from left to right according to whether they capture elite or mass discourse.

So the topographical tables tell us how prominent a category was and what valence it had and where it appeared in the discourse. We wanted to present the information contained in these tables in a way that clearly and simply conveyed the implications of the data for the democratic and neoliberal elements of Western hegemonic ideology.

CONCEPTUALIZING DEMOCRACY AND NEOLIBERALISM


Our first step was to define democracy and neoliberalism. These are contested terms. Moreover, since the categories in the tables are inductively derived, each report contained different conceptions of democracy and neoliberalism. This was by design. A strength of our method is that it captures: a) whether or not people actually identify with a given category without priming or pretheorizing the data; and b) differences in how states understand democracy and neoliberalism. A weakness of our method is that when it comes time to aggregate and compare data, we have to do some violence to that diversity. Our approach was to define democracy and neoliberalism broadly but sensibly. We conceptualized them as cluster concepts that include a number of elements. 

Democracy refers to political system in which: 

i. 
the people rule via elections; 
ii. 
a parliamentary or other elected legislative body of representatives makes the laws; 

iii. 
there are institutional checks and balances (rule of law; functioning courts).  
Neoliberalism is an economic doctrine that promotes: 
i. 
faith in capitalism and markets to solve problems; 
ii. 
a negative view of state intervention in the economy; 
iii.
a positive attitude toward liberal economic policies and liberalizing reforms (free trade, deregulation, privatization, openness). 
Cultural theorists have extended the concept to include corollary beliefs that support and bolster those economic doctrines: 

iv.
strong individualism (Thatcher’s “there is no such thing as society”), as expressed in values like individual self-help or individual responsibility; and 

v. 
competitiveness mentioned as a positive value.

Our approach was to count any category that indicated identification with these elements as a component of identification with democracy or neoliberalism. Take France, for example:

DEMOCRACY

Republican

Rule of Law

Justice

Free/Liberty

Democratic

NEOLIBERALISM

Capitalism

Social Welfare State

Where it was unclear whether or not a category denoted identification with democracy or neoliberalism, we referred to the qualitative data. In the reports, each identity category is defined with examples from the text. For example, perhaps identification with or rejection of "America" is a good proxy for identification with democracy. But referring to the qualitative data in Hopf and Allan (2016) we see that the US is mostly discussed in broad cultural-political terms and not expressly identified as a democracy. The analyst reported that “American culture is viewed as “cool”” and that American economic leadership was represented as “irresponsible.” In this case, we would not include "America" as a relevant category. 
AGGREGATING 

Then we designed some simple rules for aggregating the information in the topographical tables. Our approach was simply to sum the number of symbols for democracy and neoliberalism. We then simplified that into a straightforward expression with four possible values: support for, (+), rejection of (-), or ambivalent towards (+- or -+, depending on whether + or - was more prominent).  

First, we divided the data in "Elite" and "Mass" identity categories (to capture intra-country variation that would speak to our theory about the importance of mass identities). In our method, we code multiples kinds of texts, each of which is designed to correspond on either to mass or elite views so that reading the topographical table left to right is reading from elite to mass. We defined "elite texts" as the three leftmost columns and "mass texts" as the rightmost columns. The ordering of the columns from elite-mass was determined by the analysts based on their knowledge of whether the text genres were likely to refer to elite or mass views.
Second, we then summed the number of positive and negative symbols that appeared so that we had a count of plusses and minuses for the democracy and neoliberal clusters. 

Third, we simplified the data according to these rules:

i. 
if all the symbols are the same, put one corresponding symbol in the table (e.g., if there are 14 plus signs under elite/democracy, then the table value is “+”). 
ii. 
if both positive and negative symbols appear, code the cluster as ambivalent, with the more prominent symbol listed first. (e.g., if there are 5 plus signs and 2 negative signs, the table value is +-; if there are 2 plus signs and 3 negative signs, the table value is “-+”). In the event that the same number of positive and negative symbols appear, render the value as “+-”. In the event that there are no symbols, the value should be left as absent.
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