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I n the provocatively titled Indoctrina-
tion U., David Horowitz argues that
radical members of college faculties have
“intruded a political agenda into the aca-
demic curriculum,” engaging in propa-
ganda rather than scholarship and
indoctrinating students rather than teach-
ing them (Horowitz 2007, xi). Although
allegations of liberal bias in academia
are nothing new, the issue has gained
increased attention as the result of efforts
by Horowitz and the Center for the
Study of the Popular Culture (CSPC) to
promote the Academic Bill of Rights for
American colleges and universities.'

According to Horowitz, the goal of the
Academic Bill of Rights is to inspire
college officials “to enforce the rules that
were meant to ensure the fairness and
objectivity of the college classroom”
(Horowitz 2007, 2).2 Supporters argue
that an Academic Bill of Rights is
needed to “protect students from one-
sided liberal propaganda ... [and] to
safeguard a student’s right to get an edu-
cation rather than an indoctrination.”?
Opponents of the initiative, including the
American Association of University Pro-
fessors, have characterized the Academic
Bill of Rights as an assault on academic
freedom (Jacoby 2005; Schrecker 2006)
that is based on exaggerated claims of
anti-conservative bias (Ehrlich and Colby
2004; Wiener 2005; Jacobson 2006a;
2006e; Jaschik 2006¢).4

Although a growing body of social
science research indicates that college
faculties are disproportionately liberal
and Democratic, at least when compared
with the population in general (Brook-
ings 2001; HERI 2002; Klein and West-
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ern 2005; Jaschik 2005b; Klein and Stern
2005a; 2005b; 2006; Rothman, Lichter,
and Nevitte 2005) there has been very
little systematic research on whether fac-
ulty members’ political leanings actually
affect the ideological views of the stu-
dents they teach. If students’ political
views are being changed by a left-
leaning professoriate, we should be able
to see evidence of that influence; indeed,
we would expect that changes in political
orientation would be most dramatic
among students at more ideologically
liberal institutions.

This study utilizes empirical evidence
from the CIRP Freshman Survey, the
College Student Survey, and the Higher
Education Research Institute (HERI)
Faculty Survey to assess the effect of
faculty ideology on the political attitudes
of undergraduate students over the course
of a four-year college career (2001-
2005). Our analysis of 38 private col-
leges and 6,807 student respondents
indicates that, consistent with a number
of previous studies, faculty members are
predominately liberal and Democratic.
We find little evidence, however, that
faculty ideology is associated with
changes in students’ ideological orienta-
tion. The students at colleges with more
liberal faculties were not statistically
more likely to move to the left than stu-
dents at other institutions.

Is the Academy Liberal?

The argument that liberal faculty
members are indoctrinating students goes
back to the very beginnings of the mod-
ern conservative movement and publica-
tion of William F. Buckley’s God and
Man at Yale: The Superstitions of “Ac-
ademic Freedom” (Buckley 1951). In-
deed, the subject has been periodically
revisited by a number of right-leaning
authors who have criticized the academy
for “moral relativism,” “political correct-
ness,” and “liberal orthodoxy” (see for
example Bloom 1987; Kimball 1990;
D’Souza 1991; Bennett 1992; Bork
1996).

Faculty ideology has become a subject
of considerable debate in recent years as
the result of publication of a number of
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studies (some of which were sponsored
by the CSPC), which suggest that col-
lege faculties are ideologically and politi-
cally out-of-step with the general public.
In 2002, American Enterprise magazine
highlighted the results of 18 studies of
faculty party registration patterns on
American college campuses (American
Enterprise 2002). The data from these
studies indicated that faculty members
affiliated with “parties of the right” (i.e.,
Republican, Conservative, or Libertarian)
were vastly outnumbered by those affili-
ated with “parties of the left” (i.e., Dem-
ocrat, Green, or Working Families).
According to two of the studies cited in
the report, for example, professors on the
right were outnumbered 166 to 6 at Cor-
nell, and 72 to 1 at University of Califor-
nia, Santa Barbara (American Enterprise
2002, 19-23). The editor-in-chief of
American Enterprise, Karl Zinsmeister,
argued that the study results indicate that
colleges and universities are “virtual one-
party states, ideological monopolies,
badly unbalanced ecosystems. They are
utterly flightless birds with only one
wing to flap. They do not, when it comes
to political and cultural ideas, look like
America” (2005, 18).

The American Enterprise report also
included results from a 2001 survey of
151 Ivy League faculty members. The
survey, which was sponsored by the
CSPC and administered by Republican
pollster Frank Luntz, found that 64% of
survey respondents described themselves
as “liberal” or “somewhat liberal,” while
only 6% of respondents described them-
selves as “conservative” or “somewhat
conservative” (Luntz 2001). In addition,
only 3% of Ivy League faculty members
surveyed identified themselves as Repub-
licans compared with 57% that identified
themselves as Democrats.” Likewise,
another CSPC study examined party
registration data for faculty at 32 elite
colleges and found that Democrats out-
numbered Republicans by a ratio of
more than 10 to 1 (Horowitz and Lehrer
2003).5

In October 2006, the Institute for Jew-
ish and Community Research (IJCR)
announced the results of a broad national
survey of 1,259 college professors. The
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IJCR survey, which was administered
online, found that respondents were three
times more likely to describe themselves
as liberal than conservative and 72%
reported voting for John Kerry in the
2004 presidential election (Wilson 2006).
Likewise, a review of political donations
by the Center for Responsive Politics
indicated that faculty members and
educational employees were far more
likely to contribute to Democratic candi-
dates and PACs than Republican ones
during the 2004 and 2006 election cycles
(Smith 2006). Similar studies have also
found that law school professors donate
disproportionately to Democratic candi-
dates (McGinnis and Schwartz 2003;
McGinnis, Schwartz, and Tisdell 2005;
Liptak 2005).

In addition to the many studies spon-
sored by ideologically oriented groups, a
growing body of social science research
lends additional support to the argument
that American college faculties are dis-
proportionately liberal and Democratic.’
Several large-scale faculty surveys, for
instance, have identified a leftward tilt
within specific academic disciplines, in-
cluding the social sciences (Klein and
Stern 2005a; 2005b; Klein and Western
2005)® and sociology (Klein and Stern
2006).°

Similarly, in a survey of 550 profes-
sors in economics, history, political sci-
ence, and sociology sponsored by the
Brookings Institution—a center-left think
tank—only 8% of respondents described
themselves as conservative or very con-
servative, compared with 31% who de-
scribed themselves as liberal or very
liberal. In that same survey, 77% of re-
spondents identified themselves as Dem-
ocrat or lean Democrat compared with
13% who were Republican or lean Re-
publican (Brookings 2001).

Other studies have reached across
multiple disciplines to examine the ideo-
logical and political orientations of a
broad cross section of faculty members.
A 2001-2002 survey of more than
55,000 faculty and administrators at 416
colleges by the nonpartisan Higher Edu-
cation Research Institute found that
47.6% of faculty members were on the
left, compared with just 18% on the right
(Jaschik 2005b; HERI 2002).!° Similar
results were also reported by Rothman,
Lichter, and Nevitte (2005) in their anal-
ysis of a national survey of more than
1,600 randomly selected faculty members
from 183 four-year colleges and universi-
ties. In their study, Rothman, Lichter,
and Nevitte found that 72% of faculty
self-identified as liberal and just 15% as
conservative. In addition, 50% of faculty
members self-identified as Democrats,
compared with just 11% who were Re-
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publicans. Though liberal and Demo-
cratic majorities were most pronounced
among the humanities and social sci-
ences, a liberal orientation was also
found in business and economic depart-
ments, albeit to a somewhat lesser ex-
tent.!! Rothman, Lichter, and Nevitte
compared their results with those from a
1985 Carnegie study and concluded that
faculty ideology has veered sharply to
the left:

Over the course of 15 years, self-
described liberals grew from a slight
plurality to a 5 to 1 majority on college
faculties. By comparison, among the
general population in 1999, 18% viewed
themselves as liberal and 37% conserva-
tive. In 2004 the figures were almost
unchanged—18% liberal and 33% con-
servative. Thus, according to these self-
descriptions, college faculty are about
four times as liberal as the general pub-
lic. (Rothman, Lichter, and Nevitte
2005, 4-5)

In addition to survey-based research,
several methodologically sophisticated
studies of voter registration patterns sug-
gest that faculty members’ liberal ideo-
logical preferences are likely to translate
into partisan preferences that favor the
Democrats. A study by Klein and West-
ern (2005) looked at the party identifi-
cation of faculty members across 23
academic departments at University of
California, Berkeley, and Stanford found
ratios of Democrats to Republicans of
9.9 to 1 and 7.6 to 1, respectively.
Cardiff and Klein (2005) expanded on
this study by examining the partisan
affiliations of tenured and tenure-track
faculty at 11 California colleges and
universities. The authors found that
Democrats outnumbered Republicans by
a 5 to 1 ratio and, though there was
variation across disciplines, Democrats
outnumbered Republicans in all fields.
The ratio of Democrats to Republicans
was highest within the liberal arts (8 to
1 Democrat to Republican) and lowest
in the field of business (1.3 to 1).

To be certain, many in the academy
and elsewhere have taken issue with the
methodology employed and conclusions
drawn by the (mostly) conservative
groups and right-leaning scholars who
have addressed the issue of faculty ideol-
ogy and politics (Jacoby 2005; Berube
2006). Zipp and Fenwick (2006), for ex-
ample, argue that many of the studies
that purport to show liberal dominance
are unrepresentative, focusing on a small
number of elite colleges and a small
range of academic disciplines. They also
criticize the decision to focus on party
identification, arguing that the most use-

ful measure of political diversity on cam-
pus is political ideology rather than party
membership or voting history. Zipp and
Fenwick also point out that larger and
more representative studies of faculty
ideology indicate that faculty divisions
are more narrow than conservative critics
suggest, citing Ladd and Lipset’s (1975)
finding of a 2 to 1 liberal to conservative
ratio in their analysis of 1969 data,
HERT’s finding of 2.6 to 1 (2002) and
Hamilton and Hargens (1993) finding of
12 to 1.

Although Zipp and Fenwick conclude
that “it is misleading to claim that fac-
ulty at American colleges and universi-
ties are overwhelmingly and increasingly
liberal” they also note that “there are
relatively few conservatives in the acad-
emy” (2006, 316).'? Indeed, the Carnegie
Foundation data the authors rely on indi-
cates that left-of-center faculty members
far outnumber those on the right. Nearly
56% of faculty members are liberal or
moderately liberal, compared with just
24% that are conservative or moderately
conservative. The difference is particu-
larly stark at the farthest points of the
ideological spectrum, with more than
three times as many faculty members
describing themselves as “liberal” as
“conservative” (23% versus 7%). In ad-
dition, though Zipp and Fenwick do find
evidence of ideological variation across
institutions and disciplines, their figures
(collapsed and re-presented here in
Table 1) actually show a decidedly left-
wing orientation for all types of four-
year colleges, with the ratio of liberals to
conservatives particularly high in top-tier
liberal arts colleges (8 to 1 liberal to
conservative) and elite research universi-
ties (a 5 to 1 ratio). Though conserva-
tives fare better at two-year colleges,
comprehensive colleges, and lower-tiered
liberal arts and research institutions, the
Carnegie data presented by Zipp and
Fenwick indicate that college faculties do
lean to the left, though perhaps not as far
out as conservative critics allege.

Causes and Consequences

The debate over faculty ideology has
shifted away from whether college facul-
ties are liberal (the evidence from most
studies suggests that they are) towards an
examination of the causes and conse-
quences of a left-leaning professoriate.
Arguments about the causes of the ideo-
logical imbalance often center on
whether the liberal makeup of the acad-
emy is due to ideological bias and dis-
crimination against conservatives, or
merely the result of the self-selection of
conservatives into other professions (see
Jacoby 2005, or the exchange between

PS October 2008



Table 1

Percent of Faculty Identifying as Liberal versus Conservative,

by Institutional Type

Liberal/Moderately Conservative/Moderately
Institutional Type Liberal Conservative Ratio
Research | 68.1 13.8 4.9:1
Research Il 59.7 22.4 2.7:1
Doctorate | 52.4 25.0 2.0:1
Doctorate I 57.7 21.3 2.7:1
Comprehensive | 61.3 20.5 3.0:1
Comprehensive |l 518 30.4 1.7:1
Liberal Arts | 78.2 9.6 8.0:1
Liberal Arts Il 52.5 23.6 2.2:1
Two-Year 44.3 35.0 1.3:1

Source: 1989 Carnegie survey data presented by Zipp and Fenwick (2006)
Table 3, 312. Categories were collapsed to provide comparable categories of
liberal/moderately liberal and conservative/moderately conservative.

Rothman, Lichter, and Nevitte 2005 and
Ames et al. 2005).13

The debate over consequences re-
volves around the allegations made by
conservative groups like the CSPC that
ideological imbalance in the academy
has led to discrimination against conser-
vative students and faculty (Wilson
2005; Jacobson 2004a; 2004b; Braunlich
2004), a one-sided approach to scholar-
ship and political debate (Pilger 2004;
Bauerlein 2004; 2005), and the indoctri-
nation of college students to liberal
viewpoints (Salerno 2003, 12; Horowitz
2005; 2007; Neal, French, and Siegel
2005).'* Allegations of discrimination in
hiring and promotion, for instance, are
the subject of a vigorous but as yet in-
conclusive debate. A 2005 study by
Rothman, Lichter, and Nevitte concluded
that conservative scholars are discrimi-
nated against in hiring and promotion.
The Rothman study has been criticized
by some members of the academy, how-
ever, who argue that the sample is un-
representative; these critics point to
self-selection, not discrimination, as the
key factor that accounts for varying lev-
els of professional success for liberals
and conservatives in academia (Ames
et al. 2005; Berube 2006, 68-70).'

Both liberals and conservatives have
presented examples and counterexamples
of student-faculty interactions that sup-
port their opposing positions on the intel-
lectual climate of the academy (see
Horowitz 2007; Berube 2006). Thus far
there is no definitive empirical evidence
of widespread or systematic ideology-
based bias on the part of faculty. Indeed,
Kemmelmeier, Danielson, and Basten’s
recent study (2005) of the relationship
between ideology and grading patterns at
a single large public university casts

doubt on previous studies that found that
liberal faculty members in some disci-
plines grade conservative students more
harshly than liberals. The study, which
included 3,890 students, found that con-
servative students received grades equal
to or higher than more liberal students;
in fact, conservatives actually scored
higher grades than liberals in the fields
of business and economics and there
was no difference between the grades
received by liberals and conservatives
in sociology, African American studies,
and other more liberal fields of study
(Kemmelmeier, Danielson, and Basten
2005).'¢

Only a handful of studies have at-
tempted to assess whether faculty liberal-
ism actually affects the political beliefs
of college students. Zipp and Fenwick
(2006) used faculty responses to ques-
tions about the goals of undergraduate
education, intellectual freedom, and stan-
dards of scholarship as a means to assess
the willingness of faculty members to
impose their views on students and their
commitment to intellectual and academic
freedom. Zipp and Fenwick concluded
that, compared to conservatives, more
liberal faculty members were more sup-
portive of tenure and other protections of
academic freedom and less likely to
agree that “shaping students’ values” is
as an important goal of undergraduate
education. Unfortunately, for our pur-
poses the Zipp and Fenwick study is
more useful as an indicator of how ideol-
ogy shapes faculty perceptions about
professional norms and their place in the
profession than as a measure of indoctri-
nation. Conservatives have long alleged
that the academy has embraced liberal
ideals and rejected Western values in
favor of postmodern relativism; thus, it is
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not surprising that conservative faculty
members are less supportive of tenure
and more supportive of “value-based”
education than their more liberal col-
leagues. Likewise, if liberal indoctrina-
tion is as commonplace in the academy
as has been alleged, liberal professors
may be less likely to recognize it and
conservatives more likely to push back.

Kelly-Woessner and Woessner (2006)
examined faculty ideology more directly
by assessing the impact of faculty mem-
bers’ political dispositions on nearly
1,400 students taking introductory politi-
cal science courses at 29 colleges and
universities. Although this study found
that students perceive most faculty mem-
bers to be liberal, it also concluded that
students give less credence to the state-
ments of faculty members who did not
share the students’ own political views
(Kelly-Woessner and Woessner 2006;
Jaschik 2006b).!” Thus, even if faculty
members are disproportionately liberal,
this study suggests that faculty ideology
is unlikely to have much of an impact on
student views.!® The main benefit of this
approach is that it provides insight into
the way ideology shapes student and fac-
ulty assessments of one another. The
study is limited, however, in that it ex-
amines the impact of faculty ideology on
students taking a single course. Addi-
tional research is needed to take into ac-
count the effect of faculty ideology on
student ideology across multiple classes
or over the duration of a college career.

The indoctrination argument is funda-
mentally an argument about change, the
main point being that liberal professors
indoctrinate students to become more
liberal over the course of their college
careers. Thus, in order to assess whether
there is evidence of indoctrination, addi-
tional empirical research is needed that
takes into account both faculty ideology
and changes in student political orienta-
tion that occurs between the time that
students start and finish college.

Research Question

Our primary research question is
whether there is a significant relationship
between the liberalism of faculty at an
institution and changes in the political
orientation of students over the course of
their college careers. Simply put: is there
evidence that students shift their political
orientations to correspond more closely
to the political dispositions of the faculty
at their college or university? In addition
to faculty ideology, we are also inter-
ested in assessing the effect of other
potentially relevant factors that may
contribute to student ideological change,
including institutional type (religious or
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Table 2
Institutional Profile

Type Institution N Institution % Student N Student % Faculty N Faculty %
Control:
Religious 19 50.0% 1,742 25.6% 1,067 37.0%
Non-religious 19 50.0% 4,963 74.4% 1,816 63.0%
Selectivity:
Highly selective 23 60.5% 5,153 75.7% 1,694 58.8%
Not highly selective 15 39.5% 1,552 24.3% 1,189 41.2%
Carnegie classification:
Doctoral/research 4 10.5% 1,787 26.3% 641 22.2%
Masters 16 42.1% 2,247 33.0% 1,248 43.3%
Baccalaureate 18 47.4% 2,773 40.7% 994 34.5%
Total 38 100.0% 6,807 100.0% 2,883 100.0%

nonsectarian), institutional selectivity,
and peer orientation. It should be empha-
sized, however, that we are not attempt-
ing to study the behavior of college
professors or to argue that the ideological
makeup of the professoriate is a good or
bad thing. Our focus is limited to one of
impact: is there evidence that faculty
ideology affects student ideology over
the course of students’ four years in
college?

Sample and Variables

Data for this study came from the
Cooperative Institutional Research
Program’s (CIRP) 1999 Freshman Sur-
vey, the 2003 College Student Survey
(CSS), and the 20032004 Faculty Sur-
vey, all sponsored by the HERI at the
University of California, Los Angeles.
The overall student sample consisted of
7,999 students attending 47 different pri-
vate institutions, both nonsectarian and
religiously affiliated. Students completed
the freshman survey upon entering col-
lege in the fall of 1999 and the CSS in
their fourth year of college, in 2003. The
CSS results included only students who
were still at the same institution in 2003
that they entered in 1999. After taking
out CSS non-completers, nine institutions
had an unacceptably low number of re-
spondents remaining, and those schools
were taken out of the sample. The final
sample consisted of 38 institutions with
6,807 student respondents (see Table 2).

The faculty sample consisted of 2,883
useable responses from faculty members
participating in the 2003-2004 HERI
faculty survey. Faculty members came
from the same set of institutions as those
examined in the CSS/CIRP studies and
respondents represented a broad array of
discipline areas (see Table 3). The insti-
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tutions included in this study represent
the four-year institutions that adminis-
tered all three of the surveys in the same
years. In order to maintain the anonymity
of institutions, a masked dummy variable
was created by HERI that allowed for
the matching of students and faculty by
institution. For each institution, HERI
also provided a unique identifier and a
stratification code indicating control and
selectivity for each institution.

Freshman Survey

This study utilized data from the (fall)
1999 CIRP freshman survey. The CIRP
freshman survey consists of a variety of
items aimed at measuring the characteris-
tics, attitudes, values, and aspirations of
students (HERI 2007). To preserve ano-
nymity, masked unique identifiers were
assigned by HERI so that student and
faculty data could be matched. A CIRP
stratification code indicating institution
type (religious/non-religious) and Carne-
gie classification were also provided for
each respondent. Political orientation is a
standard item on the freshman survey
instrument every year, as students are
asked to identify their political orienta-
tion on a five-point scale from far right
to far left.

College Student Survey (CSS)

The College Student Survey (CSS)
was developed to measure students’ cog-
nitive and affective growth during col-
lege as well as their post-college plans
(HERI 2007). It is administered to stu-
dents in their final (senior) year of col-
lege and many of the items on the CSS
are similar to, or the same as, items on
the CIRP freshman survey. This study
utilized data from the (spring) 2003 CSS.

When considered together, CSS and
CIRP datasets enable researchers to mea-
sure changes in student responses over
time for a number of key attitudinal mea-
sures, including political orientation

HERI Faculty Survey

The HERI faculty survey was designed
to provide information about the attitudes,
experiences, concerns, job satisfaction,
workload, teaching practices, and profes-
sional activities of college and university
faculty (HERI 2007). As in the freshman
survey and the CSS, faculty members
were asked to identify their political ori-
entation on the same five-point scale. As
shown in Table 3, the orientation of the
faculty is predominately liberal. Of all
faculty respondents, 53% identified them-
selves as “liberal” or “far left” compared
with 16% of respondents who identified
themselves as “conservative” or “far
right.” For comparative purposes, a
2004 American National Election Study
(ANES) survey found that approximately
25% of the general population identified
themselves as left-of-center and 41% to
the right (ANES 2004).

Variables

Our first step was to develop an
institutional faculty political orientation
variable using responses to the political
orientation item on the faculty survey.
The average responses for each institu-
tion were calculated and used to populate
this variable. The averages for institu-
tions range from 2.61 to 4.53, with the
lower averages representing more con-
servative faculty and the higher averages
representing more liberal faculty (a
list of faculty political orientation by in-
stitution is provided in Appendix 1).!°
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Table 3

Faculty Political Orientation by Institutional Types and Disciplines

Middle Ratio
N Far Left Liberal of the Road Conservative Far Right Left to Right
Institution control:
Religious 1,067 4.4% 39.3% 32.9% 23.1% 0.4% 1.9:1
Non-religious 1,816 7.7% 50.7% 29.2% 12.1% 0.3% 4.7:1
Selectivity:
Highly selective 1,694 7.6% 48.3% 28.9% 14.9% 0.4% 3.7:1
Not highly selective 1,189 5.0% 43.8% 33.1% 17.9% 0.3% 2.7:1
Carnegie classification:
Doctoral/research 641 6.1% 49.3% 30.4% 13.7% 0.5% 3.9:1
Masters 1,248 4.5% 38.9% 34.6% 21.9% 0.2% 2.0:1
Baccalaureate 994 9.3% 54.2% 25.7% 10.5% 0.4% 5.8:1
Discipline:
Agriculture or forestry 5 0.0% 0.0% 60.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0:1
Biological sciences 157 2.5% 45.9% 39.5% 12.1% 0.0% 4.0:1
Business 221 1.8% 26.7% 37.6% 32.1% 1.8% 0.8:1
Education 175 4.6% 39.4% 30.9% 25.1% 0.0% 1.8:1
Engineering 45 0.0% 33.3% 44.4% 22.2% 0.0% 1.5:1
English 219 12.8% 58.4% 19.2% 9.1% 0.5% 7.4:1
Health sciences 115 0.0% 27.8% 43.5% 28.7% 0.0% 1.0:1
History/political science 234 10.7% 57.7% 20.5% 11.1% 0.0% 6.2:1
Humanities 440 8.4% 49.1% 31.8% 10.7% 0.0% 5.4:1
Fine arts 258 5.4% 57.0% 23.3% 14.0% 0.4% 4.3:1
Math/statistics 131 2.3% 43.5% 30.5% 22.9% 0.8% 1.9:1
Physical sciences 199 3.5% 47.7% 36.2% 12.6% 0.0% 4.1:1
Social sciences 390 10.0% 52.3% 26.9% 10.5% 0.3% 5.8:1
Other technical 47 21% 36.2% 31.9% 27.7% 21% 1.3:1
Other 108 5.6% 28.7% 42.6% 23.1% 0.0% 1.5:1
Unknown 139 7.9% 45.3% 30.2% 16.5% 0.0% 3.2:1
Total 2,883 6.4% 46.5% 30.6% 16.1% 0.3% 3.2:1

Second, we measured the degree of
change in students’ political orientation
from their first year to their fourth year
by subtracting the CSS political orienta-
tion scale response from the freshman
political orientation scale response. Stu-
dents who completed the freshman sur-
vey but did not complete the CSS were
dropped from the analysis. Third, we
developed an institutional peer-
orientation variable by averaging the stu-
dent responses on political orientation
from the freshman survey. This will tell
us, in relative terms, the political orienta-
tion of the students as they arrived at
college.

We then ran a multiple regression
analysis to assess the relationship be-
tween the independent institution-wide
variables of faculty political orientation,
peer (student) political orientation, con-
trol type, and selectivity level, and the
dependent variable, change in student
orientation. We also ran a regression
analysis with those same institution-wide
characteristics combined with the per-
sonal student characteristics of gender,
race/ethnicity, and family income.

Results and Analysis

We first took a descriptive look at the
students’ political orientation as identi-
fied in their freshman and senior years.
As shown in Table 4, there were slightly
more students who identify as conserva-
tive or Far Right than liberal or Far Left
when entering college, with almost one-
half identifying as middle of the road.
By the time these students graduated,
their orientation had moved to the left
and liberal /Far Left students outnum-
bered conservative/Far Right students
by more than 8%. While the net change
of more than 10% toward the left seems
like a significant swing, this can be put
in the context of the more left-of-center
political orientation of 18-24-year-olds
in the general population. Indeed, an
examination of the self-identified politi-
cal ideology of 18-24-year-olds who
participated in the ANES (also presented
in Table 4) indicates that the senior-year
students in our sample identify as being
left or right of center at the same general
rates as members of this age group in
the voting population. Thus, even though
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there as a net shift of 10% toward the
left in our sample, the students were
actually moving towards the population
norm, not away from it.

Table 5 shows the degree to which
student political orientation changed
from freshman to senior year. Almost
57% of the students identified the same
orientation as seniors as they did as
freshmen. Another 23% reported a
change of one scale placement to the
left, and another 4% reported a change
of two or more to the left. To the right,
14% reported a change of one scale
placement and a little more than 2% re-
ported movement of two or three place-
ments. In all, 27% moved to the left and
16% moved to the right.

Regression

Our analysis focused on the change
in political orientation at the institu-
tional level and, using change in student
political orientation as the dependent
variable, we ran a regression model
with the following institutional
characteristics:
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Table 4

Self-ldentified Political Orientation

Political Orientation of Student Sample, Freshman and Senior Years

Middle

Far Left Liberal of the Road Conservative Far Right
First-Year (1999) 1.6% 23.3% 47.8% 26.0% 1.3%
Senior (2003) 3.6% 29.1% 42.8% 23.6% 0.9%
N = 6,807

Political Orientation of Population, 2004
Extremely Liberal/Slightly Moderate, Conservative/Slightly Extremely

Liberal Liberal Middle of the Road Conservative Conservative
Population at Large*® 3.0% 22.0% 33.5% 37.4% 4.0%
18—24 Years OIld** 5.3% 28.7% 38.3% 23.4% 21%

*N = 907 **N = 94

Source: 2004 American National Election Study

Table 5
Change in Political Orientation by Degree of Movement on Orientation Scale, All Students

Moved Left No Change Moved Right
First-Year Orientation -4 -3 -2 -1 1 2 3
Far Right (N = 87) 1.1% 3.4% 14.9% 58.6% 21.8%
Conservative (N = 1772) 1.1% 10.3% 32.0% 54.9% 1.6%
Middle of the Road (N = 3254) 1.5% 25.1% 58.6% 14.5% 0.3%
Liberal (N = 1586) 8.4% 58.8% 25.7% 6.8% 0.3%
Far Left (N = 108) 38.9% 42.6% 15.7% 2.8%
Total (N = 6807) 0.1% 0.3% 3.6% 23.0% 56.9% 14.0% 2.0% 0.1%

* average faculty political orientation,

e average freshman political
orientation,

* institutional control (religious/non-
religious), and

* selectivity (highly selective/not
highly selective).

Understanding and controlling for the
interaction between faculty orientation
and other characteristics is important
because these characteristics allow us to
take into account other factors related to
institutional culture. The political orienta-
tion of a freshman is important because
it tells us the orientation of the student
prior to attending college and if students
of a certain orientation self-select into
specific schools. Institutional control
based on religion can certainly affect the
political culture of a college or university
as well as the type of students who self-
select into those institutions. Institutional
selectivity is particularly relevant be-
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cause the literature and rhetoric on fac-
ulty bias specifically identifies elite insti-
tutions as being some of the worst
offenders (Horowitz and Light 2006).

Table 6 shows the results of the re-
gression model using the institutional
characteristics noted above. Institutional
control was the only variable to reach a
level of significance (p < .05), where
students at non-religious schools moved
farther to the left than their counterparts
at religiously affiliated schools.

We also ran a second regression model
to assess the impact of individual student
characteristics as well as institutional
characteristics. In addition to the institu-
tional factors included in the original
model, the second model also considered
gender, race (white/non-white), and esti-
mated family income. As shown in
Table 7, both gender and family income
reach levels of significance. Based on
these findings we can tell that women
move more to the left while in college

than men, and that as a student’s family
income becomes higher, change in politi-
cal orientation moves to the right. In nei-
ther of these regression models did
faculty orientation have a significant re-
lationship with the independent variable.
Finally, we categorized the 38 institu-
tions into relative faculty orientation
groups; the third with the lowest average
faculty orientation scores were labeled
more conservative, the middle third were
labeled moderate, and the top third were
labeled more liberal. Students in the
more conservative third of the institu-
tions (in terms of faculty orientation) had
a mean orientation of 2.81, compared
with 2.93 for students in the moderate
group and 3.12 for students in the more
liberal third (see Table 8). An analysis of
variance (ANOVA) finds that the differ-
ence in freshman political orientation
between these groups is statistically sig-
nificant. Students entering the institutions
with more conservative faculty tended to
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Table 6

Regression Analysis of Institution-Wide Variables on Student

Change in Political Orientation

Model B SE B t Sig.

Average faculty political orientation -.064 .039 -.026 -1.627 .104
by institution

Average freshman orientation by .086 .051 .025 1.675 .094
institution

Control (religious/non-religious) -.053 .024  -.030 -2.212 .027

Selectivity (highly selective/not highly .012 .023 .006 517 .605
selective)

F(4,6,802) = 3.343, R = .044, R? = .002

Table 7

Regression Analysis of Institution-Wide and Student

Demographic Variables on Student Change in Political

Orientation

Model B SE B t Sig.

Average faculty political orientation —-.064 .041 -.027 -1.574 115
by institution

Average freshman orientation by .100 .055 .029 1.820 .069
institution

Control (religious/non-religious) -.079 .026 -.044  -3.088 .002

Selectivity (highly selective/not highly .034 .024 .018 1.395 .163
selective)

Gender -.081 .021 -.050 -3.895 .000

Race/ethnicity (white/non-white) -.024 .031 -.010 -.779 436

Estimated parental income .009 .004 .031 2.338 .019

F(7, 6185) = 5.295, R = .077, R? = .006.

be more conservative, students entering
the liberal institutions were more liberal,
and the students entering the moderate
institutions fell between the two other
groups.

We also examined the differences in
the mean change in political orientation

from freshman to senior year for the
students in each of the three groups.
As Table 8 also shows, all three groups
moved slightly to the left. Though the
conservative group shifted to the left
to a lesser degree than the other two
groups, the differences in mean change

between the groups is very small and
not statistically significant.

Discussion

The goal of this study is to assess
whether faculty political orientation is
associated with changes in student polit-
ical orientation. The findings presented
here suggest that faculty political orien-
tation at the institutional level does not
significantly influence student political
orientation. The descriptive data also
indicate that while faculty orientation is
overwhelmingly liberal, student orienta-
tion when leaving college is not signifi-
cantly different than the population at
large. Our analysis did find that other
institutional and personal characteristics,
including institutional control, gender,
and socio-economic status, have an ef-
fect on changes in student political ide-
ology. It should be noted that neither
of the regression models had a high
level of predictive value (R% = .002,
R% = .006), but they did show which
key variables were significantly corre-
lated with change in student political
orientation.

The finding that institutional control is
correlated with change in political orien-
tation is not surprising. Students at reli-
giously controlled institutions were less
likely to move to the left during their
college career and we believe that this is
most likely due to self-selection. Stu-
dents with strong religious beliefs are
probably more likely to attend religiously
controlled institutions. Institutional cul-
ture may also play a part, as both the
freshman and faculty surveys indicate
higher levels of conservatism among
peers and faculty members at religious
institutions.

Our results show that female college
students are more likely than men to
move to the left during the course of

Table 8
Mean Freshman and Senior Political Orientation by Relative Faculty Institutional Orientation
Freshman Senior

Political Orientation Political Orientation
Relative Faculty Orientation N Mean SD Mean SD Mean Change
More Conservative 1,149 2.81 0.738 2.91 .758 .10
Moderate 3,161 2.93 0.758 3.06 .828 13
More Liberal 2,497 3.12 0.802 3.26 .852 14
Total 6,807 2.98 0.779 3.11 .835 13

Differences across faculty orientation groups were statistically significant at both the freshman and senior levels, F(2, 6807) =
72.93, 77.14, p < .000. The differences in mean change were not significant, F(2, 6807) = 1.09, p = .333. Institutions were

ranked from liberal to conservative and divided into thirds for the purpose of this analysis. Political orientation scale is as fol-
lows: 1 = Far Right, 2 = conservative, 3 = middle of the road, 4 = liberal, 5 = Far Left.
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their college careers. It is well estab-
lished that in the general population
women are more liberal than men and
according to Dey (1997) and data from
the ANES that is also the case for
college-aged women.?® Our results also
indicate that higher socioeconomic status
(as measured by estimated parental in-
come) is associated with changes in po-
litical orientation toward the right. The
finding that more wealthy students are
more likely to move to the right during
the course of their college careers (and
vice versa) may reflect increasing student
awareness about political parties and ide-
ologies and where they stand on issues
related to wealth, taxes, and government
assistance for lower-income Americans
(see for instance Stonecash, Brewer, and
Mariani 2002).

Though we are hopeful that this study
contributes to ongoing debates about
faculty ideology and indoctrination,
there are some limitations to this study
that should be taken into account by
other researchers. We are mindful, for
instance, that our finding that students
move leftward during college is not, by
itself, evidence of indoctrination. Stu-
dents may move to the left as a result
of other factors, such as shared cultural
influences, a common stage in personal
development, or as a reaction to peer
pressure, current events, or political de-
velopments. We have tried to deal with
this problem by controlling for faculty
ideology; if faculty ideology has an im-
pact on student ideology then changes in
student ideology should be more pro-
nounced at institutions with more liberal
faculty members and vice versa. We
find little evidence that this is the case.
Of course, this finding does not neces-
sarily mean that professors act fairly or
without ideological bias in their teach-
ing, subject matter, or selection of read-
ing materials. Professors could, after all,
be failing to indoctrinate students de-
spite their concerted efforts to do so!
Regardless of any biases (intentional or
unintentional) that professors bring to
their teaching, the findings presented
here may help alleviate the concern that
students, on a widespread basis, are

Notes

*We wish to thank John Pryor of the
Higher Education Research Institute at UCLA,
Daniel Klein at GMU, and our colleagues at
Hamilton College and Xavier University for
their support and assistance on this project.
Given that this is a study of faculty ideology, it
seems reasonable to be open about our own
ideological dispositions. We come from diver-
gent political and ideological perspectives. One
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adopting the political positions of their
liberal professors.

Another limitation of this paper is that
it focuses on institutions and, in doing so,
it does not tell us much of anything about
a student’s individual experiences or the
ideological views of the particular profes-
sors a student interacted with during their
college career. While it would be prefera-
ble to take into account the ideology of
the faculty members who actually taught
each particular student, privacy laws
make it very difficult to gather the data
without running into considerable prob-
lems with regard to sample size and rep-
resentativeness. In addition there are
some advantages to our approach of look-
ing at overall faculty ideology. Part of the
argument is that students are being indoc-
trinated not just in class, but from the
general climate created by faculty mem-
bers that pervades their teaching, scholar-
ship, and outside of the classroom
activities. The indoctrination argument is,
in large part, about what goes on in the
classroom. But what goes on in the class-
room is affected by the broader campus
culture and vice versa. Thus, the overall
faculty ideology of the institution is likely
to influence all students in some way.

Though the number of students exam-
ined here is considerable (6,807), the
number of institutions remains relatively
small (38). We were limited by the fact
that relatively few institutions participate
in all three of the surveys needed to ac-
count for faculty ideology and changes
in student ideology over time. There are
no public universities in the sample, and
large percentages are selective liberal
arts colleges. Though this is a limitation,
many of the conservative critiques focus
in particular on elite and private col-
leges, so it is not entirely without merit
to use this sample as a test of the indoc-
trination argument. It should also be
noted that students at these institutions
who take longer than four years to com-
plete their programs are unlikely to be
included in the senior year surveys used
in this study (and were therefore likely to
be dropped from the dataset).

A final limitation of this study relates
to the potential impact of an exogenous

author is conservative and has worked exten-
sively for Republican candidates and officehold-
ers, while the other is liberal and active in
Democratic politics at the local level.

1. The Center for the Study of Popular
Culture was launched by Horowitz in 1988.
In 2006, the center was renamed the David
Horowitz Freedom Center. See David
Horowitz Freedom Center, “About Us.”

shock—the September 11 terrorist at-
tacks. The college students in our sample
began college in the fall of 1999 and
finished in the spring of 2003. For the
students in this sample, the terrorist at-
tacks of September 11, 2001, took place
at the start of their junior year in college,
roughly midway through their college
careers. Clearly, the September 11 at-
tacks have the potential to impact this
cohort of students’ political viewpoints.
For this reason, further research is
needed to assess whether similar changes
occur for other groups of students whose
college careers occurred under different
historical circumstances.

To summarize, there are four impor-
tant findings here related to questions
about faculty ideology and fears that lib-
eral faculty members are indoctrinating
students to adopt a liberal ideology. First,
it is very clear that faculty members tend
to be liberal and are much more liberal
than the general population. Second,
there is evidence that there is a degree of
self-selection going on among students
when they choose a college. Students
tend to enroll at institutions that have a
faculty orientation make up more similar
to their own. This area is ripe for further
research, for there may be other institu-
tional factors at play, such as campus
culture or history. Third, students whose
ideology changes while in college tend
to change to the left, but that movement
is within the normal orientation range of
18-24-year-olds in the general popula-
tion. Fourth, and most important, there is
no evidence that faculty ideology at an
institutional level has an impact on stu-
dent political ideology. Student political
orientation does not change for a major-
ity of students while in college, and for
those that do change there is evidence
that other factors have an effect on that
change, such as gender and socioeco-
nomic status. Based on the data pre-
sented in this study, college students
appear to be more firm in their political
beliefs than conventional wisdom sug-
gests. Though students’ political ideology
is not set in stone, it does not appear to
change as a result of faculty ideology, at
least at an institutional level.

www.horowitzfreedomcenter.org/FlexPage.aspx?
area=aboutus (June 8, 2007).

2. The full text of the Academic Bill of
Rights is available at www.studentsforacademic-
freedom.org. A print version can be found in
Horowitz (2007, 129-132). See also Horowitz
2004, Hebel 2004, and Klein 2004.

3. Rep. Jack Kingston (R-GA), as cited in
Alyson Klein (2004). See also Horowitz 2004.
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Note too that there are those on the right who
have voiced their opposition to the Academic
Bill of Rights; see for instance Beck 2005.

4. In 2005 and 2006, the Academic Bill of
Rights was introduced in Congress and at least
21 state legislatures. It resulted in a series of
highly contentious state legislative hearings
(Schrecker 2006; Jacobson 2006a) but little
concrete legislative action. See, for instance,
Jacobson 2005, 2006a, 2006¢, 2006d, 2006e,
and Jaschik 2006a. For a state by state roundup
on the status of legislation related to the
Academic Bill of Rights, see the Free
Exchange Coalition’s “Legislative Tracker”
at www.freeexchangeoncampus.org/index.php?
option=com_content&task=section&id=5&
Itemid=61 (September 24, 2007). Note that the
AAUP, which strongly opposes the Academic
Bill of Rights, is a member of the Free Ex-
change Coalition.

5. The CSPC has also criticized the lack of
ideological balance among commencement
speakers. See Horowitz 2003.

6. Similar efforts to detail disparities in
party identification among the faculty at specific
college campuses were also launched by local
chapters of a CPSC spinoff organization known
as Students for Academic Freedom (SAF). See,
for instance, the report compiled by students
affiliated with the SAF chapter at the University
of Nevada Las Vegas (Jawel et al. 2004).

7. Conservative critics have pointed to these
studies as final confirmation that the professori-
ate is disproportionately left-wing in political
orientation. See, for instance, Zinsmeister 2005.

8. Klein and Stern’s (2005a) survey of aca-
demics in six social science disciplines (anthro-
pology, sociology, political science, political and
legal philosophy, economics, and history) found
that respondents voted overwhelmingly Demo-
cratic and that the support for Democratic candi-
dates among academics has increased since the
1970s. In their survey, 80% of respondents were
identified as Democrats and only 8% Republi-
cans. Based on this data, the authors estimate
that a 7 to 1 Democrat to Republican ratio is a
“safe lower bound estimate” for the ideological
tilt of faculty in the disciplines that they exam-
ined (47). In another study based on the same
data, Klein and Stern also found few conserva-
tives and libertarians in those six disciplines
(Klein and Stern 2005b).

9. Klein and Stern’s survey of members of
the American Sociology Association found an
almost complete absence of classical liberals and
a 28 to 1 Democrat to Republican vote tendency
(Klein and Stern 2006: 44). The authors con-
clude that sociologists are “predominantly left-
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Appendix 1

Mean Faculty Political

Orientation by Institution

Institution
Code N Mean  SD
1 56 3.16 .848
3 56 377 632
4 56 3.15 826
15, 112 3.74 836
6 122 261 .686
7 53 296 831
10 73 342 912
11 48 3.71 .683
12 47 3.68 .862
14 43 3.63 817
15 53 342 795
16 83 3.66 .830
17 277 3.38 796
18 88 378 .780
19 59 380 .783
20 81 3.26 .833
21 60 3.03 920
22 176 3.59 .837
23 61 3.33 .889
24 52 3.10 .799
25 94 3.66 665
26 188 3.28 715
27 82 355 .848
28 62 3.50 .805
29 27 3.37 .884
30 14 3.43 756
32 20 3.65 745
34 68 332 871
35 66 271 739
38 67  3.51 766
39 51 3.55 673
40 28 4.21 .686
41 135 453 845
42 121 3.66 737
43 54  3.31 .843
45 50 3.80 .700
46 66 335 903
47 38 3.42 889
Total 2,883 3.43 846

Scale: 1 = Far Right, 2 = conservative,

3 = middle of the road, 4 = liberal,

5 = Far Left
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