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There have been two peaks in interest about the ideology of professors, the first in the
1960’s and 70’s, the second in the beginning of the 21st century. In both periods the findings
were challenged by scholars saying that professors are not as radical as the studies made out.
But there is one difference between the periods: In the earlier period the critics were openly
disappointed with the lack of radicalness, whereas in the later period the critics defensively argue
that professors are more like ordinary people, more “moderate,” than the studies make out.
The change in attitude can partly be understood as due to attributes of the messenger; in
the earlier period the studies were launched by prominent academics such as Ladd and Lipset2
and openly left sympathizers such as Faia,3 whereas the later period the studies come
conservative and classical liberal/libertarian voices. The change in attitude may also be an
indication of the decline of professors with definite non-left views. This chapter summarizes the
evidence and shows that there are few such professors in the social sciences and humanities
today, and that there has been a decline in definite non-left views since the 1960s, indicated by
Republican voting, self-identified conservative leanings, or policy views.
We focus on the humanities and social sciences because in those disciplines ideological
sensibilities likely play a significant role and speak to students about political matters. Political
views play a much smaller role in math or chemistry. (Throughout the paper, “humanities and
social sciences” is abbreviated h/ss.)
Voter Registration Studies
Compared to survey methods, voter registration has the virtues of avoiding response bias
and membership bias (that is, membership in associations or other sources of a sample).
However, the approach is obviously limited by America’s two-party system, the crudeness of
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what can be inferred from support for either of those two parties, and the problem that a large
percent of any faculty sample cannot be identified as being either Democratic or Republican.4 Of
course, there is also the concern that the faculties investigated are not representative of academia
in general.
Perhaps search costs or scruples about propriety deterred earlier researchers, as only
recently have researchers investigated voter registration data. Table 1 provides a summary of
voter registration studies since 2001.

Table 1: Democrat:Republican ratios found in voter registration studies5

Anthropology
Economics
English
History
Philosophy
Political Sci.
Sociology

A
Cardiff &
Klein

B
5 misc.
studies

10.5
2.8
13.3
10.9
5.0
6.5
44.0

21*
1.6
19.3
75
24
7.9
32*

C
CSPC

4.3
18.6
20.7
8.9
7.9
30.4

Source: Cardiff and Klein6
The voter registration studies find that h/ss faculties are dominated registered Democrats.
Cardiff and Klein7 also present information about other academic divisions of 11 California
faculties, including Pepperdine and Claremont-McKenna, which are reputed to be relatively
conservative. As can be seen in Table 2, there are significant variations across academic
divisions when the 11 institutions are treated as a single pool.
Drawing on a variety of evidence, Klein and Stern8 suggested that the h/ss faculties in the
United States, excluding two-year colleges9, have an overall D:R ratio (either in terms of usual
voting behavior or voter registration) of at least 7:1 and more likely about 8:1. In this article
we suggest that such estimates continue to appear sound.
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Table 2: Democrat:Republican ratios in 11 California universities in 2004-510
Division
Humanities
Arts
Social Sciences
Hard Sciences/Math
Medicine/Nursing/Health
Social Professional
Engineering
Business
Military/Sports
Total

N
1153
313
1039
1635
489
662
700
389
69
6449

Dem.
600
151
529
792
233
315
213
116
11
2960

Rep.
60
20
78
126
49
71
85
86
15
590

Ds Per R
10.0
7.6
6.8
6.3
4.8
4.4
2.5
1.3
0.7
5.0

Source: Cardiff and Klein11

Meanwhile, the Cardiff and Klein study shows that Democratic preponderance is not the
case at every school. Among the 11 schools investigated, the faculty overall at Pepperdine had a
D:R ratio of 0.9, Point Loma Nazarene 1.0, and Claremont McKenna 1.3. However, those
schools were deliberately included in the investigation because they have reputations for being
conservative.
Table 2 shows that the only category that favors Republicans is military/sports, which is
the smallest. The surprise is not that military/sports is less Democratic than other divisions, but
that it is not more Republican than it is. The same is true of Business, where the ratio of 1.3
Democrats per Republican indicates that the latter are not marginalized in business education,
but that they are not dominant, either.
The high h/ss D:R ratios echo studies from the 1960s. Older studies (which relied on selfreported voting, not voter registration) often discussed an ideological divide in academia
between h/ss and the “hard” sciences.12 Voter registration studies do not find such divide. The
hard sciences in these 11 California faculties are preponderantly Democratic.
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Cardiff and Klein also examine gender. Women are generally found to have significantly
higher D:R ratios, except at Caltech and the two Protestant schools (Pepperdine and PLNU).
Cardiff and Klein also slice the data by academic rank. Although the pattern is not
uniform across the 11 schools, on the whole, the Republicans who can be found among the
faculty are disproportionately full professors (as compared to the combined associate and
assistant professor).13 Such is the case at all but two of the smaller schools, Pepperdine and
Caltech, and dramatically so at Berkeley and Stanford. The implication is that, unless young
Democratic professors occasionally mature into Republicans, in the future the D:R ratios are
generally going to become more lopsided.
Democrat versus Republican by Self-Reporting
Another kind of “Democrat versus Republican” data comes from survey questions that
ask the respondent to report own voting behavior, party identification, or party leanings. The
phrasings of such questions differ, and the differences can be significant. For example, response
might be sensitive to the moment or referent election (consider the 1964 Johnson landslide
against Goldwater). Here we treat them as asking the same basic question. Such questions were
asked by earlier researchers, so here we have comparison over decades.
The larger claim we wish to suggest is that in the period of “around 1970” the D:R ratio
in the h/ss was about 4:1 (excluding two-year colleges). Thus, roughly speaking, over the 35year period of 1970 to 2005, the h/ss D:R ratio has probably about doubled. Here we review the
survey-based D:R data, but space constraints require the omission of exact wording, sampling
size and method, etc.
D:R during the earlier period
Table 3 presents an overview reported by Faia14 of results on faculty voting 1955 to 1972.
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Table 3: Democrat:Republican ratios found in surveys of the entire faculty 1960 to 197215
Source: Faia Yee
1974, 174
1963

Joyner
1963

Eitzen and
Maranell
196816

Faia
1967

Year of data

1960
Faculty
3 state
colleges,
Wash.

1962
Faculty
U. of
Arizona

1962
Behavioral,
Physical
and Fine
arts

Average

2.04

1.3

1.3

1965
Faculty
of univ.
and
colleges
in Calif.
1.3

Ladd
and
Lipset
1973
1972
Faculty,
national
sample

2.6

Overall, the results suggest that across campus in those days there was a Democratic lead,
ranging between 1.3 to 2.6. Nowadays, faculty surveys on voting report 4.5:1,17 2.9:1,18 and
3.6:1.19,20
Humanities and Social Sciences (h/ss)
In h/ss the Democratic lead has always been larger, as shown in Table 4, with earlier
discipline surveys showing D:R ratios in the range of 2.3 to 7.5.
Additionally, in the 1955 survey of social scientists, Lazardfeld and Thielens (1958)
found an overall ratio of 2.9.
Table 4: Democrat:Republican ratios found in surveys of certain disciplines in the Social
Sciences and Humanities, 1959 to 196421
Source:

Turner
et. al.
1963a

Turner
et al.
1963b

Year
History

1959

1960

Philosophy

Spaulding
and
Turner
196810a
1959-64
2.6*
(72 % D)
3.8*

Eitzen
McClintock
and
et al. 1965
Maranell
196822
1962
1962

6

Draft: Please do not cite without permission from the author

(79 % D)
Pol. Science
4.5
Psychology
3.4
2.3
Sociology
7.5
Ladd and Lipset23 present data on presidential voting by the entire “social science” and
“humanities” categories, as shown in Table 5:
Table 5: Democrat:Republican voting in Presidential Elections, 1964, 1968, 1972

Social Science
Humanities

1972
1968
1964
Presidential Presidential Presidential
Election
Election
Election
8.9
3.8
3.5
6.6
3.1
2.4
Source: Ladd and Lipset24

The smattering of data seem to sustain the conclusion that ca 1970 the overall D:R ratio
in h/ss was probably somewhere between 3.5 and 4.
D:R Survey Data Nowadays
Surveys of recent years, shown in Table 6, indicate a substantial increase in D:R ratios.
Further, Rothman et al.25 find for the humanities as a whole a ratio of 10.3, and for the social
sciences 7.9. Meanwhile, Tobin and Weinberg26 report that in the 2004 election the ratio of
Kerry to Bush voters was 5.4 in the humanities and 4.8 in the social sciences.27

Table 6: Democrat:Republican ratios found in surveys of faculty in the Social Sciences and
Humanities 1999 to 200328
Source:

Rothman et
al. 2005

Year
Economics
Phil
History
Political
science
Psychology

1999
2.1
5.6
17.5
7.3

Brookings
2001, Light
2001
2001
3.7
4.1
4.8

Klein &
Stern 2005a
2003
2.9
9.1
8.5
5.6

Gross &
Simmons
2007+
2006
3.0
18.9
18.8

9
7
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Sociology

59

47

28*

19.5

The survey results may be compared to voter registration results only for the recent
period. The two methods generally line up and reinforce each other. Gross and Simmons29 report
that Humanities professors in 2004 voted 83.7 percent for Kerry, 15.0 percent for Bush, and
Social Science professors 87.6 percent for Kerry and 6.2 for Bush. They write: “Averaging the
figures for the social sciences and humanities generates a ratio of Democratic to Republican
voters of 8.1 to1.”
D:R by Cohorts
Another way to detect changes over time is by comparing cohorts at the same point in
time. That younger faculty are usually somewhat more likely to vote Democratic (or “left”
candidates) is a finding of long-standing—Ladd and Lipset30 show it for voting in the 1948
presidential election. Klein and Stern31 find that in each of the six h/ss associations surveyed, on
the whole, older respondents are more likely to vote Republican as opposed to Democratic. In
multivariate regression analysis they also find an increase in the likelihood of voting Democratic
with the year of one’s degree, a relation that holds statistically (at 0.01) even with a number of
variable controls.32 The size of the effect is not big, but it is statistically strong. Gross and
Simmons33 also indicate that Republican voters are more common among full professors.
The results agree with the voter registration data that generally found a lower D:R ratio
among the full professors. Again, Republican representation will likely decline as the older
professors pass from the scene.
“Liberal versus Conservative”
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Analysis of D:R ratios has proceeded with only minor points of controversy: Are we
excluding the two-year colleges? Are we talking about h/ss or the entire faculty? These points
are readily resolved. Discussion of political or ideological views has been more troubled.
Some Conceptual Issues
Controversy surrounds the ways in which researchers “read” the data in terms of
ideological attributions. Most scholars have employed America’s dominant one-dimensional
framework, “liberal versus conservative” (sometimes with “left versus right”), which is often
vague code for Democrat versus Republican. That framework has a number of problems.
There is a tendency to treat Democratic as identical to “liberal” and Republican as
identical to “conservative.” One problem is that, third-parties etc. aside, voting behavior amounts
to a binary variable with no in-between, but “liberal versus conservative” self-identification
invariably allows for a substantial middle or center. The existence of a middle makes for
confusion over the categorization of the middle.
Other problems with “liberal versus conservative” (and often “left versus right”) include:
(1) “Middle of the road” as an option for self-identification is sensitive to “road” the respondent
“lives on,” or his reference group; (2) Politics has more than one dimension (what exactly is
being measured in the “liberal to conservative” dimension?); (3) The terms “liberal” and
“conservative” have disparate connotations; (4) Liberalism originally suggested laissez-faire, and
that classical meaning has been rejuvenated intellectually34 and in popular discourse
(“liberalization,” “liberal” drug or immigration policy, etc.); (5) Conservatism has traditionally
meant establishment interests, but academe is one of the most established, caste-based domains
of American society; also, extensive government interventions and welfare-state programs are
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now pervasive and entrenched. So why shouldn’t professors who support the status quo think of
themselves as moderates or even conservatives?35
If you stick your finger into a glass of water it appears bent. When light passes through a
different medium it is refracted. Likewise, the problems listed above cause significant
“refraction” from Democrat:Republican ratios to self-identified “liberal”:self-identified
“conservative” ratios.
Those who highlight the preponderance of Democrats (as well as certain policy opinions)
naturally impute ideological content to the findings. There has been a recurrent response by other
scholars, who represent the highlighters as saying that there is a corresponding preponderance,
more or less, of “liberals.” Academically well-placed examples of this kind of response are the
following four papers:
1. “The Myth of the Liberal Professor” by Faia, Sociology of Education, 1974.
2. “The Politics of the Professors: Self-Identifications, 1969-1984” by Hamilton and
Hargens, Social Forces, 1993.
3. “Is the Academy a Liberal Hegemony? The Political Orientations and Educational
Values of Professors,” by Zipp and Fenwick, Public Opinion Quarterly, 2006.
4. “The Social and Political Views of American Professors” by Gross and Simmons,
Harvard Working Paper, 2007.
Papers 2, 3, and 4 use political self-identification data to show that the liberals are less
dominant than “right-wing activists and scholars”36 suggest. One reason is that a lot of
Democratic-voting professors self-identify as “middle/center” or “moderately conservative,” as
in “conservative Democrat.” Another reason is that the authors include faculties of two-year
colleges, weighted to represent their large numbers throughout the United States—a
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controversial method, as clearly, beyond the classroom, faculty at two-year colleges have very
little influence on research, scholarship, and public discourse. The first and second papers also
include results of attitude questions about policy or university issues, and tend to show that only
a minority of professors adopt the conspicuously “liberal” positions. Faia doubts whether selfidentified “liberals” are really liberal.37
The upshot is that different voices use terms differently. In making the “liberal”
attribution, for example, there is a range from widest to narrowest:
•

All professors who do not show themselves to be Republican or “real” conservatives
or classical liberals.
•

Professors who vote Democratic.
•

Professors who self-identify “liberal.”
•

Professors who take “liberal” positions on issues.

We should expect scholars of different perspectives to use terms differently, since
ideological differences entail differences over the meaning of the most important words. If one
wants to speak to ideological “others,” he should keep to relative concretes, such as reported
voting and policy views. Nonetheless, we review the “liberal vs. conservative” findings here.
“Liberal versus Conservative”: Self-Identification
Survey research commonly asks about political views in terms of “liberal versus
conservative.” One line of studies, shown in Table 7, is the Carnegie surveys of faculty,
collecting data on academics in 1968, 1975, 1984, 1989, and 1997.38
A similar approach has been undertaken at the University of California, Los Angeles
(UCLA) through surveys undertaken by the Higher Education Research Institute (HERI),39 by
the North American Academic Study Survey (NAASS) undertaken in 199940, and by the Institute
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of Jewish Community Research (IJCR) undertaken in 2005.41 Results are summarized in Table
8.42

Table 7: Liberal and Conservative percentages of all faculty, the Carnegie surveys over time,
including two-year colleges

Left and
Liberal

1969
46

Middle of
27
the road
Moderately 28
and strongly
conservative

1975
41

1984
40

28

27

31

34

1989
Liberal and 56
moderately
liberal
Middle of
17
the road
Moderately 28
conservative
and
conservative

Source: Hamilton and Hargens43

1997
56

20
24

Source: Zipp and Fenwick44

Table 8: Liberal and Conservative percentages of all faulty, the HERI and NAASS surveys45

Liberal, left
Moderate,
middle
Conservative,
right

1989

2001

1999

2005

2006

HERI
2002

HERI
2002

42
40

48
34

NAASS/
Rothman
et.al
2005
72

IJCR/
Tobin &
Weinberg
2005
50
32.3

Gross
&
Simmons
2007
44.1
46.6

18

18

15

17.7

9.2

A lot depends on wording and how the researchers bunch multi-point responses into three
categories. Also, the Carnegie, HERI, and Gross & Simmons surveys include two-year colleges,
while the NAASS and IJCR do not. Conservative self-identification is substantially higher at
two-year colleges than any other category of higher education, followed by non-liberal arts BA
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colleges.46 The recent Grossman & Simmons study helps to support the conclusion that selfidentified conservatives have been declining.

Humanities and Social Sciences
If we exclude the two-year colleges from the Carnegie 1997 data, the results line up quite
well with the 1999 NAASS data on h/ss, as shown in Table 9.

Table 9. NAASS/Rothman et al and Carnegie 1997, excluding two-year colleges (%)47
NAASS/
Rothman et al 1999
Liberal*
Conservative*

Social Sciences

Carnegie 1997 excluding
2-yr colleges
Liberal/ Mod Cons/
Conserv
Mod.
Lib
75.8
14.3

75

9

Humanities

77.6

81

9

Field of Study

7.0

Gross and Simmons48 provide the most recent data (including two-year colleges):
Humanities professors self-identify 52.2 percent liberal, 44.3 percent moderate, 3.6 percent
conservative; Social science professors self-identify 58.2 percent liberal, 36.9 percent moderate,
4.9 percent conservative. Again, the recent study supports the conclusion that self-identified
conservatives have been in decline.
The Refraction between D:R and L:C
Rothman et al present Harris Poll data showing patterns in the U.S. public. We have
pursued the point using Harris and Gallup data 1989-2004 in a response to Zipp and Fenwick.49
The results were that Democrats:
-- were more likely than Republicans to call themselves middle/center;
13
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-- called themselves “liberal” less often than Republicans call themselves “conservative;”
-- called themselves “conservative” more often than Republicans call themselves
“liberal.”
Those are findings about the public at large, but presumably they carried over at least weakly to
professors as well. The upshot would be that social refraction causes D:R ratios to be
substantially higher than L:C self-identification ratios.50
The refraction from D:R to L:C is reinforced by Tobin and Weinberg.51 They find that
among faculty describing themselves as moderates, in the 2004 presidential election 68 percent
voted for Kerry and 27 percent for Bush. Also, they found that only one percent of professors
who self-identify as liberal/very liberal voted for Bush, while eight percent of professors who
self-identify as conservative/very conservative voted for Kerry.52
To summarize: (1) Self-identified “liberals” substantially outnumber “conservatives,”
especially in h/ss and especially when two-year colleges are excluded.53 (2) L:C ratios are much
lower than D:R ratios. We would add that tracking “liberal versus conservative” through the
years is fraught with problems, even when confined to self-identification data. Evidence from
Gross and Simmons indicates that being “moderate” is on the rise.
An Aside on Marxism
Gross and Simmons included a question that gave respondents opportunity to
characterize as “Marxist.” We were surprised how many did: 17.6 percent in the Social Sciences
(including 25.5 percent of Sociologists), 5.0 percent in the Humanities, and 12.0 percent of all
liberal-arts colleges’ faculty. Of the overall faculty of all kinds of schools, Marxists were 3.0
percent.54
Surveys of policy views: Laissez-Faire vs. Intervention
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Party affiliation and political labels are valuable only to the extent that they usefully
summarize substantive views about policy and social affairs. The ambiguity and controversy
surrounding labels speak for focusing on such views.
Through the years, surveys have asked professors about social issues of wide variety—
not just issues of basic public policy, but also contemporary events (such as wars), morals and
culture, and university affairs.
An individual “issue” question is of limited importance in isolation. Usually, researchers
ask a set of questions. But a set will generate scattered confusion unless they impose a
conceptual scheme.
Almost invariably, researchers have imposed “liberal versus conservative.” Because we
think that scheme is impoverished and impoverishing,55 we advance an alternative scheme for
enduring questions of public policy: laissez-faire vs. government intervention/activism, on an
issue by issue basis. Over the range of issues, researchers can then categorize respondents in
ways that defy the “liberal vs. conservative” framework.
Policy Questions from Earlier Surveys
Earlier surveys included interesting policy questions. Unfortunately, the only reporting
takes the minimal form of constructed index scores.
In surveys conducted between 1959 and 1964, Spaulding and Turner56 asked 14 excellent
policy questions, very much along a laissez-faire vs. intervention, and called being more laissezfaire “conservative.”57 They find percentage “conservative” (based on a policy index cutpoint)
being 9 in Philosophy, 10 in Political Science, 12 in Sociology, 17 in History, 26 in
Psychologists, 51 in Botany, 54 in Math, 61 in Geology, and 66 in Engineering. Thus, in the
early 1960s, the sciences and math were laissez-faire oriented to an extent that was very high
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relative to the h/ss fields, and surely high relative to today.58 Another survey conducted around
196359 is reported in summary fashion by Maranell and Eitzen,60 and they also show science
professors to be more “conservative.”
The 1969 Carnegie survey of professors included: “Marijuana should be legalized.”61 The
“Strongly Agree” percentages by self-identified political view were Left 59, Liberal 17, Middleof-the-road 5, Moderately Conservative 3, and Strongly Conservative 4. The left professors were
the most laissez-faire on the issue, by far.
Some recent policy questions.
The 1999 NAASS survey62 included a few policy questions and reported for all faculty.
“Agree” percentages are as follows63: “Government should work to ensure that everyone has a
job,” 66; “Government should work to reduce the income gap between rich and poor,” 72; “More
environmental protection is needed, even if it raises prices or costs jobs,” 88; The questions are a
bit ambiguous, but the results indicate that on those issues professors mostly support government
intervention. The survey also asked: “It is a woman’s right to decide whether or not to have an
abortion,” and agreement was 84 percent. On that issue there is special difficulty in applying a
“laissez-faire vs. intervention” framework, but we see “pro-choice” as the laissez-faire position.
The 2001 survey of Economists, Historians, Political Scientists, and Sociologists
sponsored by Brookings64 asked, “Generally speaking, government programs should be” and
offered a six-point range from “Cut back to reduce the power of government” to “Expanded to
deal with important problems.” Even economists leaned toward “expanded,” the other strongly
so—Sociologists, super strongly.
The IJCR survey of Tobin and Weinberg65 specialized in foreign affairs, but also
contained a few “laissez-faire” type questions. One asked whether the powers granted to the
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government under the Patriot Act should be strengthened, reduced or left pretty much
unchanged, and among all professors, Democrats responded “reduced” 83 percent and
“strengthened” 1 percent, while Republicans responded 22 and 17. On that issue the Democrats
are more laissez-faire. On other questions, Republicans can be imputed with stronger support for
laissez-faire, namely, “People in developing countries benefit more than they lose from
involvement of global corporations” (Democrats agree 27 percent, disagree 44; Republicans, 66,
16)66; and, “Although capitalism helped bring prosperity to this country, it is not well-suited to
accomplish the same thing today in most developing nations” (Democrats agree 43 percent,
disagree 38; Republicans 17, 74).67
Summary of the 2003 Policy Survey of Six Associations
We conclude with a summary of results from our 2003 survey.68 We asked 18 policy
questions, each positing an existing government intervention and providing a five-point scale
(scored 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5) from “Support Strongly” to “Oppose Strongly.” The format was
uniform throughout the 18 questions and lends itself to the construction of an index, with lower
numbers being more interventionist, higher being more laissez-faire. The survey was sent to
random samples of six scholarly associations. The lists of Anthropologists, Economists,
Historians, Political Scientists, and Sociologists all came from the major “American” association.
The Philosophers came from the American Society for Political and Legal Philosophy. We
treated those employed in academia as professors, and restrict the results to that group (n =
1208). Please see Klein and Stern for details.69
The 18 policy issues were tariffs, minimum wage, workplace safety regulation, FDA drug
approval, air and water regulation by the EPA, discrimination by private parties, “hard” drugs,
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prostitution, gambling, guns, government ownership of industry, redistribution, government
schooling, monetary policy, fiscal policy, immigration, military aid or presence, and foreign aid.
The more important results are as follows:
•

On 12 of the 18 policy issues, the Democrats were at least noticeably, often
substantially, more interventionist than the Republicans.

•

But Republicans were more interventionist on immigration, military action,
prostitution restrictions, and drug prohibition.70

•

Generally, the Democrats and Republicans fit the stereotypes, except that neither
group is very pro-laissez-faire on the issues they are supposedly more pro-laissezfaire on. The policy-index averages (which can range 1 to 5, with lower being more
interventionist, higher more laissez-faire) were Democrats 2.12, Republicans 2.69.71
On the whole, Republicans gave laissez-faire supporters nothing to write home about,
except perhaps their disappointment.

•

The Democrats not only dominate, but they have a significantly narrower tent.
Summing each group’s 18 policy-response standard deviations yields the contrast:
Democrats 17.1, Republicans 23.1. Thus, whereas the Republicans usually have
diversity on a policy issue, the Democrats very often have a party line—with almost
no support for laissez-faire. It is clear that there is significantly more diversity under
the Republican tent.

•

Economists are measurably less interventionists, but still on the whole leaning toward
intervention; rumors of widespread laissez-faire support among economists are very
wrong. Only in relative terms does Economics stand out.
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•

Economists show the least consensus on policy issues. The differences between
Democrats and Republicans are largest in economics, and the standard deviations are
largest. A lack of consensus is a curious thing for the “queen of the social sciences.”

•

Younger professors tend to be slightly less interventionist than older professors. This
result suggests that, although h/ss has grown increasingly Democratic, it has not
necessarily grown increasingly interventionist.

•

The cluster analysis based on the policy questions sorted the respondents into five
groups, four of which correspond to familiar ideological categories: establishment left
(n = 470), progressive (n = 413), conservative (n = 35), and classical
liberal/libertarian (n = 35).72 (These are labels we attribute to the groups; they are not
self-identifications.)73 The cluster-analysis results suggest that people tend to cluster
at certain ideological types, as opposed to being spread more or less uniformly
between convex combinations of those types.

•

Of the 1000 academic respondents from the six associations with sufficient data to be
included in the cluster analysis,74 therefore, 35 can appropriately be called “real”
conservatives and 35 can be called “real” libertarians, facts calling for two important
remarks: (1) Conservatives and libertarians, so defined, are rare. Of those 70
professors, 48 (68.6 percent) were in either Economics or Political Science. In the
other four fields surveyed, substantive conservatives and libertarians are close to
absent. (2) Libertarians are as numerous as conservatives. In some ways, the h/ss
fields are more congenial to libertarians, who tend to be culturally liberal and not
religious.
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•

On immigration, drugs, prostitution, and military, the conservatives are the most
interventionist of the four familiar groups.

•

The policy-index averages were: establishment left 1.99, progressive 2.26,
conservative 2.75, libertarian 4.12.75 In other words, the people who often stand
strongly opposed to status-quo interventions tend to be those whose views fit a
libertarian pattern.76

Conclusion
Highlights
Survey evidence and voter registration studies support the view that Democratic voters
greatly outnumber Republican voters in academe. The estimate of 7 or 8:1 in the humanities and
social sciences continues to hold up. There is evidence that the Democratic preponderance has
increased greatly since around 1970, and is likely to continue to increase. In policy views,
humanities and social science professors are mostly highly supportive of status quo interventions
and lean “left” on issues on such issues as redistribution and discrimination controls. Indeed,
Gross and Simmons find a surprisingly high percentage of Marxists. Professors who vote
Republican or self-identify “conservative” seem to be in decline. Professors fitting a substantive
conservative profile or a libertarian profile are very few in h/ss. One analysis suggests that the
substantive conservatives and libertarians are about equal in number. Economics is exceptional
among h/ss for having a small but non-miniscule number of definite non-left professors.

Final thoughts
Gross and Simmons report that “moderates” are on the rise and radicalism on the
decline.77 One may discount their report of moderateness on several ground.78 Meanwhile,
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however, Klein and Stern79 found a slight slope that says that the younger the professor, the less
he supports government intervention overall. Academe is a Democratic stronghold, but
aggressive ideologies of state collectivism, such as socialism, continues to wane. Klein and
Stern80 found that about 70 percent of Democratic-voting humanities and social science
professors do not support government ownership of industrial enterprises.
Increasingly, academe is best understood as an agglomeration of disciplinary tribes and
subfields, each consisting of individuals primarily interested in making a career and enjoying
personal comfort and security. The academic agglomeration is one of America’s most
established, static, and caste-based domains. Like pragmatic people in business careers, socialdemocratic academics need to be “moderate,” and most of them seem to give the presumption to
mainstream Democratic views. It is quite possible that fervent idealists for solidarity, equality,
and social justice get disproportionate attention, and that even they are often unwilling to
advocate radical reforms of greater government control.
Conservatives and libertarians have great reason to complain about the ideological
climate of academe. But to conclude on a note of slight optimism: Perhaps a growing
pragmatism among the professoriate will allow for better discourse about public policy and, in
time, will yield people who favor individual liberty slightly more opportunity in the academic
establishment.
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