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  Preface


  This book, as well as the survey on which it is based, was first proposed by Professor Stanley Rothman in the fall of 1998. As the director for the Center for Social and Political Change at Smith College, Rothman teamed with Seymour Martin Lipset of George Mason University, Everett Ladd of the University of Connecticut, and Neil Nevitte of the University of Toronto to conduct a study of higher education in the United States and Canada.


  The North American Academic Study Survey (NAASS) was conducted by The Angus Reid Group in 1999 and included surveys of professors, administrators, and students. In part, the study was a follow-up to Ladd and Lipset’s earlier work in The Divided Academy and Rothman’s earlier work in American Elites. Rothman, Lipset, and Nevitte published some findings from the survey in 2002 and 2003 with articles in The Public Interest, the International Journal of Public Opinion Research, and Academic Questions. These articles explored the impact of racial diversity on college and university campuses. Following the deaths of Ladd and Lipset, Rothman invited his former coauthor, S. Robert Lichter, president of the Center for Media and Public Affairs, to join the research project. Together, Rothman, Lichter, and Nevitte published an article in The Forum in 2005 that investigated the relationship between political views and professional advancement among college faculty. Rothman and Lichter continued this line of research with a book chapter in The Politically Correct University: Problems, Scopes, and Reforms (Maranto, Redding, and Hess 2009).


  While Rothman was successful in publishing some significant findings from the survey, the deaths of Ladd and Lipset, along with Rothman’s own illness, delayed further work on the project. Both Nevitte and Lichter, while instrumental in the earlier articles, were constrained by long-standing professional responsibilities that prevented them from devoting the time required to complete the project. As such, important findings from the NAASS remained unpublished. Renewed efforts to write a book based on the NAASS findings began in earnest in November 2007 when, at an American Enterprise Institute research conference, Professor Robert Maranto introduced Stanley Rothman and Robert Lichter to April Kelly-Woessner and Matthew Woessner. Like Rothman and Lichter, the Woessners had been charged with writing a chapter for Maranto’s edited volume, The Politically Correct University. Noting their prior work on politics in academia, Stanley Rothman invited the Woessners to join the project. By January 2008, the newly constituted research team of Rothman, Kelly-Woessner, and Woessner began work on a comprehensive examination of the NAASS data set.


  In light of Professor Rothman’s illness, the team agreed that the Woessners would take the lead in continuing the analysis of the NAASS survey data, based largely on the manuscript proposal first drawn up by the original research team of Rothman, Lipset, Ladd, and Nevitte. Matthew Woessner took the primary responsibility for organizing, analyzing, and presenting the study’s findings. April Kelly-Woessner, charged with the integration of theory and literature, wrote the majority of the book’s preliminary drafts. On completion of each draft chapter, Stanley Rothman offered detailed input on both the style and the substance of the manuscript, giving considerable attention to making the book both technically precise and accessible to a nonacademic audience.


  Undoubtedly, a book that examines public opinion on American college campuses will, first and foremost, interest academics. An analysis of the competing views of professors, students, and administrators will understandably appeal to a unique class of Americans whose professional lives are tied to university politics. Nevertheless, throughout the book, the authors took great care to avoid a highly technical presentation of the findings, showing most of the results with straightforward figures and tables. On a few occasions, where the discussion required the introduction of more sophisticated statistical modeling, the research team made every effort to explain the meaning of the results clearly and unobtrusively. The more complicated statistical models are included in the appendices for those readers who wish to delve further into the analysis. Consequently, while the results of this study may be of interest primarily to academics, the findings are designed to reach a broader audience. The topics we address in the book (educational policy, academic power, politics, diversity, academic freedom, and so on) have great societal consequence. Some of our findings challenge conventional wisdom and long-standing norms in higher education. We have no doubt that some of our conclusions will be controversial. Yet it is the authors’ hope that this research will help to facilitate thoughtful discussion on a range of controversies facing higher education in the twenty-first century.
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  Given the scope of this work and the sensitivity of the issues covered, we have no doubt that our findings will generate some controversy. While we are grateful for the assistance of those individuals and foundations listed above, our analysis may not reflect their own perspectives or understanding of these issues.


  Chapter One


  Introduction


  The American system of higher education is still widely regarded as the best educational system in the world. Americans place a great deal of confidence in their colleges and universities, viewing them as the path to success and prosperity. Foreign students flock to American colleges and universities to earn both undergraduate and advanced degrees. Overall, colleges and universities have seen increased enrollments, albeit with significant changes in the demographics and skill levels of incoming students. In many ways, higher education is in a period of growth. Yet recent news coverage reveals some deep underlying anxieties about the future of American higher education. Students and their parents express considerable concern about the rising cost of higher education, a concern that is echoed by elected officials. College professors express concern about the changing nature of their work, the decline of the tenure system, the increasing reliance on adjunct professors, the lack of student preparedness, and the declining status of the faculty. Administrators lament cuts in public funding, pressures from accreditation agencies, increased government interference, and the ineffectiveness of shared governance. Underlying many of these concerns is the question of what higher education actually produces. A growing assessment movement requires colleges and universities to demonstrate that students actually accomplish clear learning objectives in the course of four years. Students expect even more, holding colleges and universities responsible for their ability—or inability—to find desirable employment opportunities.


  While these anxieties appear to have little effect on overall enrollment rates or the general belief that college education is worthwhile, there appears to be a clear recognition from all quarters that change is on the horizon. We argue throughout the book that there are competing demands on higher education and incompatible visions of the university and its core mission. Hence, calls for education reform are bound to meet resistance from one sector or another, as academics, students, and the public disagree about the purpose of higher education, the problems facing the university, and the direction and scope of institutional reform. As a result, attempts to prescribe a course of treatment from outside the academy will continue to be met with suspicion, distrust, and resistance. This is already evident, as the higher-education community has launched a vigorous defense of its practices in light of both the Spellings Commission report and court challenges to college admissions practices. While this may suggest that the academic community is simply at odds with the demands of the public, we also find that academics themselves are divided on many of the issues facing the academy. In this sense, external pressures and demands for accountability serve to reveal and exacerbate these internal tensions, as calls for change force constituencies to grapple with incompatible goals and visions.


  PREVIOUS STUDIES OF THE ACADEMY


  Although the higher-education community is facing some new challenges, this is not the first time that it has been forced to respond to external economic, social, and political pressures. Recognizing the complex relationship between academia and the outside world, three generations of scholars have sought to understand how American higher education influences and is, in turn, influenced by society at large.


  Although the sociological examinations of higher education stretch as far back as the early twentieth century (Ladd and Lipset 1975, 17), the most ambitious systematic studies of academia were rooted in the social and political unrest of the McCarthy era. In the years following World War II, the public was relatively unconcerned with either the threat of communism or the erosion of American civil liberties (Stouffer 1992, 59). At the same time, however, some members of the academic elite were concerned with the possible erosion of civil liberties, not just in academia but in society at large. Investigations into professors’ political loyalties, especially at the nation’s elite institutions, had a measurable effect on the campus climate. Prominent academics argued that high-profile investigations into the political loyalties of university professors undermined the foundation of American higher education. Robert M. Hutchins, former president and chancellor of the University of Chicago, wrote extensively on the topic. Hutchins argued that government interference with higher education compromised the underlying purpose of the university as a center for independent thought and criticism (Hutchins 1951). In his role as president of the Fund for the Republic, Hutchins commissioned Paul Lazarsfeld to conduct the first major, systematic study of professors’ values, political beliefs, and behaviors, with the goal of investigating the impact of the McCarthy era on academic culture.


  In 1958, Paul Lazarsfeld and coauthor Wagner Thielens Jr. published their findings in The Academic Mind. Based on their surveys of over 2,400 social scientists, the researchers made some important discoveries about academic culture in the decade following World War II. While the authors demonstrate that the experiences and values of academics varied considerably in the postwar years, they also found that a significant portion of academics expressed some apprehension that their political opinions would have consequences for their academic careers. More than a third of professors expressed some fear that students would take what they said out of context or misquote them in a way that would raise questions about their political views. Yet the authors discovered that, for most professors, this apprehension did not prevent them from taking strong political positions. In fact, apprehensive professors were more likely to protest against administrative censorship of student activities. While most professors did not report substantial changes in their professional activities, Lazarsfeld and Thielens found that a sizable minority of professors did alter their behavior. For example, some professors reported that they avoided discussion of controversial topics in the classroom, while others admitted to slanting the material in a way as to make it less offensive to conservative students.


  Although professors reported some apprehension about expressing their viewpoints to their students, it is clear from Lazarsfeld and Thielens’s research that the general concern was not rooted in sensitivity to students’ beliefs. Rather, professors were concerned that students would misrepresent their views in a manner that would expose them to public scrutiny and hostile forces from outside the university. In fact, professors routinely drew a distinction between the environment of the university, which allowed them to express controversial political ideas, and the hostile political environment outside the university. Thus, the apparent contradiction between professors’ apprehension and their continued activism could be attributed to “a separation between the attitudes and behavior appropriate to the campus and those befitting the larger community” (Lazarsfeld and Thielens 1958, 99).


  This is not to say that the university environment was free of political pressure. Lazarsfeld and Thielens note that many professors faced competing pressures. Fearing a backlash from their colleagues on the one hand and the administration on the other, many professors would often avoid contentious faculty meetings by claiming that they were “called away from campus on unavoidable business” (Lazarsfeld and Thielens 1958, 104). Nevertheless, professors were more willing to take political positions if those positions remained within the protective confines of the university.


  Three decades after The Academic Mind, in response to the campus protests and upheaval of the Vietnam war years, Everett Carll Ladd Jr. and Seymour Martin Lipset published another comprehensive study of academic politics, based on a largescale survey conducted by the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education. However, the political pressures on higher education during this time assumed a different form. Ladd and Lipset explained in The Divided Academy (1975),


  The contemporary context obviously differs in many ways from that which prompted The Academic Mind. In the McCarthy era, for one thing, internal divisions in the social sciences were not prominent as they now are. It was much more simply a case of hostile intrusions from without. The one parallel between the McCarthy and the Vietnam years... is the presence in both periods of deep tensions and conflicts in the polity which necessarily made both eras particularly stressful for the political sciences. (102)


  Ladd and Lipset’s analysis demonstrates that the campus protests and student activism of the late 1960s created division and tension between various groups on campus. Yet the politicization of the university in this period did not merely split the faculty along predictable ideological lines. Rather, the professoriate was deeply divided on the issue of student activism per se. A fair number of liberal Democrats formed alliances with conservatives in order to defend the university from the disruption of campus protests and the threat of student power movements that potentially undermined the authority of the faculty. In fact, even the majority of left-leaning faculty agreed with the position that campus disruptions were a threat to academic freedom and that students who disrupted the functioning of the college should be expelled (Ladd and Lipset 1975).


  Similarly, the issue of affirmative action created strange alliances among faculty members. While some liberal Democrats favored affirmative action policies for the purpose of advancing racial equality, others saw preferential hiring for women and minorities as an attack on meritocracy. As a result, the highest-achieving liberal academics were more likely to split with their ideological brethren on issues of preferential hiring and admissions policies because of their commitment to “the competitive emphasis on originality and creativity” (Ladd and Lipset 1975, 305). This commitment to meritocracy and competitive rewards among the more elite faculty also translated into lower levels of support for faculty unionization among this group, which otherwise tended to be quite liberal on social issues.


  The divisions among faculty in the Vietnam era raised questions and provoked debate about the general purpose of the university. In this way, political pressures from within the university had similar effects as the external pressures of the McCarthy era. Our analysis in the chapters to follow examines these themes in the post-Cold War era. We argue that new external pressures have come to bear on the university, once again raising questions about the mission of higher education. While familiar political divisions continue to be a source of tension between the academy and the public, modern pressures go well beyond the social and political culture wars. New debates about higher education have taken on a more practical bent, focusing on issues of cost, accessibility, and accountability. Yet these practical considerations have important theoretical implications and, again, force the academy to consider and explain its central mission and priorities.


  Yet the university’s internal constituents often hold contrary views on these modern debates. Our analysis of these divisions expands on previous studies by extending the scope of the research. In addition to examining divisions within the faculty, we also consider the perspectives of students and administrators, both of whom play an important role in defining the mission of the university. Arguably, the role of administrators and students has grown since earlier studies of the academy, at least in particular areas.


  For example, in the period since Ladd and Lipset penned The Divided Academy, universities have seen a steady growth in administrative offices and costs (Leslie and Rhoades 1995). Some of this growth represents an extension of the role of the administration in shaping students’ college experiences. Administrative offices are now involved in a number of activities designed to produce various student outcomes, many of which have a political bent. For example, most colleges have an administrative office designed to foster an appreciation for diversity. Other administrative offices aim to advance global awareness, sustainability, citizenship, or a commitment to social justice. Some long-standing administrative offices have redefined their functions to include activities designed to foster students’ social and moral development. In fact, many of the campus programs that have been criticized for politicizing the campus in recent years have been run by administrative offices rather than the faculty.


  One of the more controversial of these programs was initiated at the University of Delaware, whose residence life program required students to undergo various forms of diversity training (Kissel 2008a). After widespread public attention and an inquiry by the Foundation for Individual Rights in Education (FIRE), the university suspended the program (Hoover 2007). Whatever one’s perspective on the value of the program, it is clear that residence life officials at the University of Delaware saw their role as an educational one. According to the revised 2008-2009 plan, “The Residence Life program encourages students to become engaged and active citizens on campus by understanding how their thoughts, values, beliefs, and actions affect the people with whom they live and by recognizing their citizenship responsibilities” (as quoted in Kissel 2008b). The proposal included a number of learning goals, including recognition of how history, background, and culture affect one’s perspectives. In this respect, the University of Delaware is not alone. Residence life officers and other campus administrators now commonly tread into educational territory in defining their missions. For this reason, any analysis on perspectives within the academy, as they relate to student learning and the educational mission of the university, would be incomplete without some consideration of the campus administrators who oversee the large web of institutional offices and programs.


  Likewise, it is important to recognize how students’ roles in the university have changed over the past several decades. Even since the Ladd and Lipset study, student organizations have grown in power and influence, participating both directly and indirectly in important university decisions. Students’ access to university decision makers has grown, in many instances, with student representatives often serving on university committees. Additionally, some institutions, such as Ohio public universities (e.g., Ohio State,1 Miami University of Ohio, and Bowling Green University), now seat gubernatorially appointed student members on the board of trustees. Even at institutions that have not recognized a formal role for students in the governance process, students’ influence over instruction and faculty practices has grown as a result of the rise in student evaluations of teaching. Student course evaluations have become an important part of the promotion and tenure process, providing some of the most tangible and heavily weighted evidence of a professor’s skills as an instructor.


  Students frequently place their own demands on the university. In his overview of the history of American higher education, John Thelin (2004) argues that student movements of the 1960s promoted a culture of student activism that extends to the current era. Whereas the activities of the late 1960s and early 1970s included student walkouts and protests over political issues like the war in Vietnam, contemporary student demonstrations often focus on more immediate and tangible concerns, such as better living conditions, enhanced student services, and, in the case of graduate students, better compensation for their service to the university. Even academic freedom itself has become a focus of student attention as some conservative student organizations petition their institutions to adopt an “Academic Bill of Rights” aimed at protecting students from political coercion by members of the faculty. While the Academic Bill of Rights has an obvious appeal to students, many faculty look on such proposals with great suspicion, believing that it places potentially problematic limitations on their freedom to run their classrooms as they see fit. The fact that many campuses give serious consideration to demands that potentially benefit students at the cost of faculty discretion provides additional evidence for the growing influence of the student body in campus affairs.


  Perhaps more important, tough competition for student tuition dollars means that universities respond to student demands simply by appealing to their basic desires. Most obviously, universities offer better dormitories, dining halls, sports facilities, and extracurricular programs to attract students. Student demands have also had some impact on curricular decisions, with many colleges responding to demands for online courses and other cost-saving measures. Taken together, this growing emphasis on student input makes their views on higher education all the more relevant to university governance.


  In short, we argue that divisions within the university are important and that shifts in power within the university require that we consider how professors, students, and administrators interact with one another to shape institutional culture. These interactions are shaped by the values, perspectives, and assumptions that each group brings to the dialogue. While there are many areas of agreement among these constituencies, they often hold opposing views that result in competing demands on the university. This disagreement may, in fact, be useful for higher education. A variety of perspectives on social and political issues, for example, is essential to the university’s mission of promoting dialogue and the search for truth. However, at times, the various groups within the university appear to be talking past one another. With different priorities and expectations of the university, students, professors, and administrators may not be able to find common ground or even agree on what is worthy of debate. External pressures on the university have also changed considerably since earlier inquiries into the politics of academics. Ideological gaps between the public and the academy remain, yet charges against the academy have changed considerably. While leftist members of the faculty found themselves under assault from both external critics and their own administrations during the height of the McCarthy investigations, liberal academics appear to be relatively safe on the contemporary campus. In fact, even the most controversial of left-wing academics have enjoyed some protection under the umbrella of academic freedom. Ward Churchill, the University of Colorado professor who referred to the victims of the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks as “little Eichmanns,” enjoyed support from colleagues, the American Civil Liberties Union, and the American Association of University Professors. While he was eventually dismissed from his position, the university did not cite his remarks as cause for his dismissal. Rather, administrators argued that serious allegations of research misconduct were sufficient to justify his removal. Of course, Churchill’s supporters will charge that his dismissal was encouraged by conservative talk show hosts and television news shows. Indeed, the controversial statements made by Professor Churchill and other fringe academics incited renewed interest in the politics of professors, with specific attention to those who espoused antiwar views. David Horowitz’s (2007a) book, The Professors: The 101 Most Dangerous Academics in America, may be seen by many liberal academics—and especially by those unfortunate souls who grace its pages—as an echo of McCarthyism. In fact, prompted by Horowitz’s charges, some state legislatures did sponsor investigations into the politics of university campuses, though they were careful to explain that they were not investigating individual people but rather university policies.


  Despite the title of Horowitz’s book, recent investigations into the politics of the academy are not prompted by concern that leftist professors are undermining our national security, at least for the most part. Rather, the more common accusations are that liberal professors are indoctrinating students and discriminating against conservatives in the academy. We explore these charges in some detail throughout the book, looking at the political values of professors, students, and administrators as well as their experiences within the university. We also contrast political perspectives within the academy with those of the general public, as measured by a number of public opinion polls.


  Yet external political pressures in the modern era are not based solely on the ideological differences between elected officials and university employees. Rather, public policymakers and a number of advocacy groups have taken aim at issues of accountability, accessibility, and affordability. Public confidence in higher education has also declined in recent years. Colleges and universities are under considerable pressure from accreditation agencies and other external reviewers to define what it is they do and demonstrate that they are doing it both competently and efficiently. As a result, contemporary studies of conflict within the university must move beyond ideological division among the faculty and issues related to academic freedom. Political pressures on the university now force those within the academy to explain and justify distributions of power, use of resources, educational initiatives, and admissions policies. On these issues, there is also considerable disagreement within the academy. This makes it difficult for the higher-education community to provide a unified vision of its purpose. The academy’s inability to articulate a coherent message leads to some public confusion about the nature of university education. We demonstrate that on some of these issues, differences in perspective also make productive dialogue difficult within the university. Some understanding of these differences, however, may allow students, professors, and administrators to seek some common ground and address one another’s concerns in a more productive manner. At the very least, an understanding of the different values and expectations of those within the academy may provide some insight into the obstacles to reform.


  THE NORTH AMERICAN ACADEMIC SURVEY STUDY


  The data used for the original analysis in this book is derived from the 1999 North American Academic Survey Study (NAASS), which was designed by Stanley Rothman, Everett Carl Ladd, and Seymour Martin Lipset. The interviews were conducted by telephone between March 4, 1999, and May 3, 1999, by The Angus Reid Group (now Ipsos-Reid). Although this study originally included a sample of academics from both the United States and Canada, our analysis focuses solely on the American sample, which includes faculty, administrators, and students at 140 universities and colleges. Institutions were chosen using a random sampling procedure. Respondents from each university were randomly selected from lists of each population provided by the institution and were sampled in proportion to the size of the institution. All full-time faculty members who were teaching at the time were included in the sampling procedure, as well as both full-time and part-time undergraduate students, as long as they were pursuing a degree and taking at least two courses at the time of the survey. Administrators chosen for the survey included college presidents, provosts, academic vice presidents, senior academic officers, and a variety of academic deans. The response rates varied slightly for each group of respondents, with 53 percent of students, 72 percent of faculty, and 70 percent of administrators completing the survey. The resulting sample is comprised of 1,607 students, 1,645 faculty, and 807 administrators, although sample sizes are smaller in some specific analyses because of question nonresponse.2


  Some of our specific analyses examine differences between types of institutions. For this purpose, we stratify these institutions by type according to their Carnegie classifications in 2000. Community colleges and two-year technical schools were not included in the survey. Our results must be interpreted accordingly. We aim to capture opinions and dynamics in four-year colleges and universities, with the appreciation for the fact that values and perspectives are likely to be different at the institutions excluded from this analysis. Even within this selective sample of institutions, we acknowledge that there is a good deal of variance. Some may question whether one can speak of a universal mission of higher education. Yet, despite differences in size, location, religious affiliation, and public or private status, we argue that the institutions involved in our analysis articulate many of the same basic objectives for their students. This is evidenced by the fact that a large and diverse number of institutions, ranging from the largest public universities to the smallest private colleges, are voluntarily members of the American Association of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U). In fact, almost all the institutions in our sample are members of the AAC&U. Thus, the AAC&U, along with other higher-education associations and accreditation agencies, helps to articulate a collective vision for higher education.


  The timing of the NAASS presents both some benefits and some challenges to the study of the contemporary American university. Taking place just before the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001, the survey provides a snapshot of values and opinions before America’s involvement in Afghanistan and Iraq would exacerbate tensions between conservative organizations and the predominantly left-leaning academics. Consequently, the views of faculty, students, and administrators were codified before the onslaught of conservative criticism placed much of the academy in a defensive posture. Seen in a positive light, the pre-September 11 survey provides a glimpse behind the academic veil in a typical moment of relatively low social tension. In a more negative light, the timing of the survey does not provide researchers with an opportunity to examine the views of the academy’s principle constituencies in a time of national crisis. In any case, given the dramatic swings of political fortune that have occurred since 2001, it is unclear whether a survey conducted just after September 11 would have been better at capturing the typical views of faculty, students, and administrators on issues of importance.


  The most important challenges in interpreting the results of the NAASS center not on its timing relative to September 11 but rather on the delay in publication of the results. The unfortunate delay, prompted in large measure by the deaths of two members of the original researcher team (Seymour Lipset and Everett Ladd), means that some findings may not precisely reflect the current state of opinion among faculty, students, and administrators. In an effort to offset the uncertainties created by the passage of time, we draw on a number of other surveys to demonstrate that, although the American university may have changed somewhat since the time of the NAASS survey, the basic opinions and divisions within the university have remained fairly stable since the survey was completed. The results, while imperfect, closely approximate the views of faculty, students, and administrators in the present. Nevertheless, there have been changes in higher education in recent years, yet we believe that the analysis contained in the following chapters reveals long-term divisions within the academy that are applicable in the decade following the original survey. With that said, we are sensitive to the fact that opinions on some issues have shifted. On these more time-sensitive questions, we make a greater effort to present the NAASS findings alongside more recent studies.


  This is especially important in the chapter on campus diversity, in which we discuss research findings from other scholars at considerable length. Additionally, although opinions may change over time, the forces that bear on these opinions have similar effects across each of the groups in our analysis, such that divisions and differences between groups would remain fairly stable. We support this assertion with data from recent surveys in higher education that reveal similar trends. Yet we cannot rely completely on these newer studies for our analysis, as they do not offer comparisons between students, administrators, and professors on many of these important issues.


  Throughout our analysis, we consider how opinions within the academy differ from those of the general public. Since the NAASS survey does not include subjects outside of higher education, we also present findings from a number of reputable public opinion surveys in order to assess public sentiment. As a result, these measures sometimes differ in question wording and response options, resulting in minor differences in frequencies of response. We are careful to discuss these issues, when they arise, and are cautious about the interpretation of relatively minor differences.


  LAYOUT OF THE BOOK


  We begin our analysis in chapter 2 by examining various perspectives on the role and mission of the university. We also demonstrate that there is considerable disagreement within the university on the major problems facing higher education and on the performance of our colleges and universities. Here, we first reveal a finding that echoes throughout the book: administrators are far more positive about higher education than either professors or students. This positive perspective means that administrators may be unresponsive to the concerns of other groups. Where administrators do express concerns about the future of higher education, these concerns differ in meaningful ways from those expressed by students and professors. In short, we conclude that students, professors, and administrators identify different sets of problems, presenting challenges for shared governance and for educational reform.


  In chapter 3, we explore perceptions of power and control within the university. The vast majority of colleges and universities operate under a system of “shared governance,” with authority divided between the faculty and the administration. Our analysis reveals that faculty and administrators differ in perceptions of their own influence. We also find that students desire greater input, favoring more direct control over their graduation requirements. Again, these differences present challenges that, while not insurmountable, must be identified in order for educational reform to be successful.


  In chapter 4, we delve more deeply into campus politics, exploring general partisan affiliations as well as specific issue positions on a range of issues. We demonstrate that there is some disagreement on issues within the university, as well as between the university and the public. We also find evidence that professors are further to the political left than their partisan identifications would suggest. The political orientations of college professors and administrators place them at odds with both their students and the general public on a number of issues. This disconnect has potential consequences for higher education and may contribute to the declining public trust in colleges and universities. Additionally, these political values have direct implications for campus governance, admissions policies, hiring procedures, and other institutional decisions. The political values of academics are especially important in that they affect perceptions of the university’s mission. However, our analysis also reveals that academics’ politics are more complicated than commonly portrayed, with a notable difference of position between social and economic issues.


  In chapter 5, we explore these divisions as they relate specifically to the issue of campus diversity. Our analysis of campus diversity relies on our own findings from the NAASS survey, yet we supplement this research with a number of more recent studies in an effort to present the reader with a broad overview of the issue. We explore the campus climate for underrepresented groups and attitudes toward diversity. Again, we find important differences in opinion and priorities. While academics express general support for the concept of diversity, many are unwilling to sacrifice meritocracy in order to achieve it. Students are far less supportive of affirmative action policies and other diversity measures, which violate their sense of fairness. These differences present challenges for higher education, as most campus initiatives to increase diversity rely on methods that challenge established norms of meritocracy. We also consider the evidence for the effect of diversity on students’ educational experience. Despite the common perception that diversity enhances students’ experiences, we find no evidence that students’ self-reported satisfaction with their college experience is enhanced by the diversity of the campus.


  In chapter 6, we examine perceptions of academic freedom on campus and people’s willingness to discuss viewpoints with others. While the university is heralded as a forum for debate, inquiry, and new ideas, we find some evidence that people self-censor their viewpoints if they believe they represent a minority on campus. Somewhat surprisingly, our evidence reveals that students feel relatively unconstrained in expression of their viewpoints, despite the fact that professors and administrators may hold political views that differ from their own. Professors report that they are more likely to self-censor if they believe that they are in the political minority. Surprisingly, administrators are most likely to avoid expressing their views out of concern for faculty reactions. However, this self-censorship appears to be unrelated to political orientation and is rooted in general disagreement with the faculty. Additionally, self-censoring on the part of administrators does not appear to diminish administrators’ perception of their own influence. Rather, administrators may simply exclude faculty from discussions and decision making in order to avoid conflict.


  The concluding chapter reflects on the consequences of our findings for educational reform. We consider the implications of our findings for campus debates on assessment, accessibility, and other contemporary issues. We argue that contradictory opinions and values within the academy come into conflict as the academy attempts to grapple with these new challenges and demands. Students, professors, and administrators differ in their concerns and priorities. At times, the goals and values of these groups are contradictory, making it difficult for institutions of higher education to address problems and adapt to new realities. On some issues, students, professors, and administrators articulate a shared vision of the university, grounded in a broad, general education. Yet the public’s expectations of higher education are more vocational in nature, forcing academics to justify and defend the value of a traditional liberal education. The assessment movement is, in many ways, such an attempt to justify the value of higher education. Yet it remains to be seen whether this value can be defined and measured in terms that are acceptable to both the academy and the public it serves.


  Much like The Academic Mind and The Divided Academy, our book offers a portrait of the American university in a moment of transition. Yet, unlike prior studies, the NAASS data set gives us the opportunity to explore some of the heretofore little-known differences between the university’s primary constituencies. While faculty play an important role in shaping the objectives and direction of academia, our multidimensional survey provides important indications that, on issues like curriculum, affirmative action, and institutional reform, campus constituencies tend to see the world quite differently. Particularly in light of growing student and administrative influence, one must take into account all these views in order to understand the dynamics of the contemporary university and its response to external pressures.


  Chapter Two


  Visions of the University


  As we begin our analysis of conflict and consensus within the American university, one of the most fundamental questions is whether the various groups charged with running the academy can actually agree on the basic goals of higher education. Disagreement and debate among intellectuals is, for the most part, useful. Ideally, the process of challenging and defending ideas contributes to our understanding of a problem and drives the search for objective truth. In this way, disagreement is essential to education insofar as education seeks to advance knowledge rather than merely transfer it from one generation to the next. However, there are a limited number of circumstances in which disagreement within the academy can undermine educational objectives. College professors, administrators, and students all share some responsibility for the governance of the university. If these internal constituencies cannot agree on the most fundamental goals of higher education, decision making will be mired by gridlock and inaction.


  Any discussion on the purpose of higher education has the potential to degenerate into whatever cliches and buzzwords are currently fashionable in academic circles. In their book on the American college presidency, Cohen and March (1986) identify ambiguity of purpose as one of the greatest challenges facing a senior administrator, yet they rightly question whether this ambiguity can be resolved or even discussed in a meaningful way:


  Almost any educated person can deliver a lecture entitled “The Goals of the University.” Almost no one will listen voluntarily. For the most part, such lectures and their companion essays are well-intentioned exercises in social rhetoric, with little operational content. Efforts to generate normative statements of the goals of a university tend to produce goals that are either meaningless or dubious. (195)


  With Cohen and March’s warning in mind and cognizant of the fact that people may also not willingly read a book chapter titled “The Goals of the University,” we attempt to avoid hollow pronouncements about what higher education is or ought to be. Instead, we set our goals on a more modest but attainable target. Using a variety of sources, we demonstrate that there is wide support among administrators, professors, and students for the basic idea of “liberal education.” However, we also demonstrate that there are significant differences of opinion about both the quality of education students receive and the major problems facing higher education. We argue that, in these areas, differences in perspective make cooperative efforts and dialogue difficult. While disagreement is often useful, it is most productive when people debate alternative solutions to a mutually recognized problem. When actors fail to agree about the presence or nature of a problem, it is difficult to have a meaningful exchange of ideas about solutions.


  GOALS OF EDUCATION


  Americans place a great deal of importance on higher education. Surveys of the American public demonstrate that the large majority of Americans agree that high school graduates should go to college and that doing so provides them with better job prospects (Immerwahr 1998). Not only do Americans believe that college is important for career success, but the majority of Americans regard higher education as a fundamental right that should be made available and affordable to all those who qualify (Immerwahr and Johnson 2007). As higher education becomes both more prized and more expensive, policymakers demand greater accountability. As a result, leaders in higher education spend a good deal of time explaining what it is the university strives to achieve and why it costs so much to achieve it. Some critics argue that our traditional system of educating students is both costly and ineffective. In an editorial in the Wall Street Journal, Charles Murray argues that a bachelor of arts degree is overvalued and that college degrees should be replaced by professional certification exams for specific professions, much like those currently required for certified public accountants (Murray 2008). Needless to say, his critique was not widely embraced by those in the academy.


  Recently, the American Association of Colleges and Universities (AAC&U) launched the Liberal Education and America’s Promise (LEAP) campaign to renew America’s commitment to liberal education, defined as a broad, general education in science, culture, and society, as opposed to vocational training for a specific occupation.1 While the AAC&U correctly asserts that this is not necessarily an either/or proposition, there is considerable debate about the appropriate balance between these two options. It is not a new debate. In fact, Richard Hofstadter wrote throughout the 1950s and 1960s about the democratization of American higher education and the resulting vocational nature of the college curriculum. Hofstadter argued that the American zeal for egalitarianism resulted in a rejection of classical learning, scholarly expertise, and anything related to class privilege. Instead, Americans favor a more practical education for the masses that is directly applicable to specific vocations (Hofstadter 1962; Hofstadter and Hardy 1952; see also Brown 2006, especially chapter 4).


  Expanding enrollments and changing demographics prompt questions about the role of America’s colleges and universities in preparing the workforce for a knowledge-based economy. In addition, other changes to the external sociopolitical environment may force a reexamination of postsecondary education. Since the 1980s, changes in U.S. education policy have placed increased focus on accountability in higher education (McClellan 2009). The resulting assessment movement has forced most colleges and universities to reconsider or at least defend their educational missions. Critics of the assessment movement argue that the broad intellectual gains often attributed to a liberal education are difficult to measure. For example, there is no universally accepted measure of students’ growth in critical thinking and analytical skills. Since it is easier to measure students’ factual knowledge and technical expertise, these critics charge that the assessment movement encourages colleges and universities to focus on developing narrow skills and areas of knowledge rather than broad intellectual growth (Jaschik 2005).


  Using the NAASS data, we examine support for several basic goals of university education among students, professors, and administrators (see table 2.1). When asked to choose between two competing visions of higher education, the vast majority of professors and administrators report that the primary role of the university is to encourage new ideas, as opposed to responding to the needs of the economy. Students, who are often accused of being overly career driven, also support the notion that the university exists to encourage new ideas. As we would expect, professors and students in professional studies programs are more likely than their social science and humanities counterparts to support the notion that higher education should respond to the needs of the economy. However, even among the professional studies, this viewpoint is expressed by a small number of respondents (see table 2.2).
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  We also find differences in faculty members’ responses based on their political affiliation. Republican professors are three times as likely as Democrats to state that the university should respond to changes in the economy. Several researchers have demonstrated that political ideology is more than a measure of policy preferences. Rather, it reflects some underlying differences in disposition. For example, in previous work, researchers find that Republicans and Democrats cite different priorities in life, with Democrats being more likely to express a desire to create original works (Woessner and Kelly-Woessner 2009b). Similarly, Carney et al. (2008) find that political ideology correlates with personality traits such that “liberals are more open-minded, creative, curious, and novelty seeking, whereas conservatives are more orderly, conventional, and better organized.” While using different measures, the results of the NAASS are consistent with the claim that Democrats are more interested in novelty and new ideas. However, it is still important to note that the majority of professors in both parties support the notion that colleges exist to explore new ideas (see table 2.3).
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  In a related survey question, professors and administrators who participated in the NAASS were asked to assign a score to a number of objectives, rating them on a seven-point scale from “not important at all” to “essential.” On each of the four objectives, we find little difference between professors and administrators. For example, 50 percent of professors and 54 percent of administrators rate the goal of providing a broad, general education as “essential” to the mission of the university (see table 2.4). Among those who did not rate the goal as “essential,” most still believe that it is very important, assigning it a score of 6 on the seven-point scale. This support for a “broad, general education” may be interpreted as shared support for the goals of liberal education. While this measure may not capture all of the goals of liberal education, it is consistent with the AAC&U position that liberal education “provides students with broad knowledge of the wider world (e.g. science, culture, and society)” and “usually includes a general education curriculum that provides broad learning in multiple disciplines and ways of knowing.”2
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  Both professors and administrators assign a much lower level of importance to preparing students for employment. It is important to note that this question does not ask respondents to prioritize between career preparation and general education. Respondents are able to conclude that both are essential to the mission of the university. However, only 19 percent of professors and 21 percent of administrators believe that preparing students for employment is “essential.” Most of them do think that this goal is somewhat important, with over 75 percent of faculty and 84 percent of administrators rating this goal at a 5 or better on a seven-point scale. Still, this goal pales in comparison to providing the broad general knowledge associated with a liberal education. According to the NAASS, this pattern holds across all institution types in the sample, as defined by the 2000 Carnegie classifications. While professors and administrators at baccalaureate colleges are most likely to rate general education as essential, we see only small differences between them and their colleagues at master’s universities and doctorategranting institutions (see table 2.5).


  In contrast, students are much more likely to identify career goals as their reason for attending college. While students are not asked the same question given to professors and administrators, the NAASS does ask them to provide their reasons for going to the university. Approximately half the student respondents make some mention of career prospects as their first reason. However, this is not to say that students are opposed to a broad, general education. Rather, they may echo the public’s view that a college education, in general, is required for a successful career.
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  While professors and administrators agree on the importance of a broad education and show less concern for students’ employment potential, it is important to ask whether this places them in opposition with the general public. According to one national survey, 58 percent of the American public believes that students should seek general skills that they can apply to multiple careers, while 41 percent believe that students should pursue a major that provides them with skills for a specific career (Immerwahr and Johnson 2007).


  While it may initially appear that the public is in support of the broad, liberal education articulated by leaders in higher education, it is important to note that the public’s focus is on broad skills rather than broad knowledge. In an earlier study, conducted around the time of the NAASS survey, Immerwahr and Foleno (2000) argue that there is some common ground between the public and higher education leaders in terms of the skills that both believe are necessary for success. However, the public is less likely to view a traditional liberal arts curriculum as the mechanism by which to achieve these skills. The authors explain,


  For supporters of the liberal arts curricula, the findings present good and bad news. Of the items on the list of expectations, the public places the least importance on “exposure to great writers and thinkers in subjects like literature and history.” The value of the “great books”—or the humanities field itself—seems to be relegated to a lower level of interest. On the other hand, the public emphasizes skills also valued by advocates of the liberal arts, such as analytical thinking and top-notch writing and speaking skills. (12)


  We conclude that professors, students, and administrators share a basic commitment to the idea that colleges and universities should provide students with a broad set of skills that may apply to a range of careers and that the majority of Americans support this goal. However, the end goal for students and for the public appears to be on improving people’s potential for employment, something that professors and administrators are less likely to see as an essential function of the university. These differences in end goals present a challenge in that they demand quite different measures of institutional success. As the assessment movement gains steam, some institutions will undoubtedly measure success in terms of employment, which may undermine those programs and courses that do not speak as directly toward this goal. At the very least, institutions that desire to maintain a traditional liberal arts curriculum may need to better justify their approach and explain how a knowledge of history and literature translates into critical thinking and analytical skills.


  It is important to note that support for the idea of liberal education may be significantly weaker at those institutions of higher education not included in our sample. Community colleges and vocational schools tailor programs more specifically to particular careers. We would expect, therefore, to find that professors, administrators, and students who choose these institutions are less supportive of liberal education.


  Additionally, there is some evidence that faculty opinions on educational goals have changed somewhat. For example, surveys conducted by the Higher Education Research Institute (HERI) show a general increase in faculty commitment to preparing students for employment after graduation since the time the NAASS was completed.3 However, this does not mean that faculty members are less committed to the goals of liberal education. In fact, HERI surveys also reveal that professors are increasingly committed to the goal of instilling a “basic appreciation of the liberal arts” (DeAngelo et al. 2009). Despite these changes, we believe that the observed differences between groups still persist, and there is some recent evidence to support this assumption. For example, one recent study finds a significant difference between faculty and students at one institution in the importance members of each group attach to career preparation (Myers 2008).


  ENCOURAGING CULTURAL UNDERSTANDING AND MINORITY PERSPECTIVES


  While we may find general agreement among professors and administrators on the principle of a broad, general education, this does not necessarily mean that campus constituencies agree on the essential components of a general education. In fact, there is considerable debate about appropriate course requirements in a common curriculum. In The Closing of the American Mind, Allan Bloom (1987) argued that America’s colleges and universities have stopped asking the important philosophical questions about life and that, in an effort to impose moral and cultural relativism, they fail to teach the classics of Western civilization. More recently, the National Association of Scholars, the American Council of Trustees and Alumni (ACTA), and other organizations devoted to educational reform have furthered Bloom’s argument that colleges and universities are neglecting to teach students about their own cultural heritage. According to a report by the ACTA, America’s college graduates lack a basic understanding of their national history, a reflection of the fact that colleges no longer require students to take history courses:


  Instead of broad courses on the full sweep of American history, many universities require courses with a narrow focus on racism and inequality. At the University of Michigan, for example, students are required to fulfill a “Race & Ethnicity Requirement” from a list of approved courses that cover “issues relating to race & ethnicity, racial and ethnic intolerance, and inequality.” Wellesley’s “Multicultural Requirement” requires one unit of coursework that focuses on “African, Asian, Caribbean, Latin American, Native American, or Pacific Island peoples, cultures or societies; and/or a minority American culture, such as those defined by race, religion, ethnicity, sexual orientation, or physical disability; and/or the processes of racism, social or ethnic discrimination, or crosscultural interaction.” Again, qualifying courses need not be grounded in history and can, in fact, be offered by a range of academic departments and programs. And while some view gains in knowledge of these topics as an essential component of undergraduate education, others contend that this is a poor substitute for an understanding of American history, which most students fail to gain in the pre-college years. (Neal and Martin 2002, 3)


  The ACTA further identifies several areas of the curriculum as threats to the classic study of Western civilization and American history. First, the authors argue that colleges are increasingly requiring students to complete courses in non-Western cultures. According to the AAC&U, these multicultural courses are actually a positive development in the college curriculum and are encouraged as part of the AAC&U’s “Shared Futures” program:


  Shared Futures is a multi-project, national initiative of The Association of American Colleges and Universities. It is based upon the assumption that we live in an interdependent but unequal world and that higher education can help prepare students not only to thrive in such a world, but to remedy its inequities. AAC&U seeks to support the academy in its vital role of expanding knowledge about the world’s peoples and problems and developing individuals who will advance equity and justice both at home and abroad.


  As Neal and Martin (2002) explain, the ACTA is not opposed to the advancement of knowledge in these areas. Rather, critics of the new curriculum appear to be concerned that these courses have replaced traditional courses on the history and philosophy of Western culture. Perhaps more important, opponents of the multicultural movement express concern that these specialized, global courses embrace the sort of absolute relativism that Bloom so vehemently opposed.


  Groups on both sides of this debate use the term “liberal education” to define their educational objectives, defining a broad background according to their own perspective on what sort of knowledge will best prepare students for life after college. Thus, our earlier finding that college professors and administrators agree on the goal of providing a general education does little to explain what that education should entail. Using the NAASS survey, we examine opinions on required course content more closely (see table 2.6).
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  Professors, students, and administrators are all highly supportive of the idea of a core curriculum, with required courses in literature, the humanities, social sciences, and natural sciences. Students are the least supportive of a core curriculum, with 23 percent opposing common, required courses (compared to 15 percent of administrators and 12 percent of professors). This again supports the conclusion that, within the academy, there is a general acceptance of broad educational goals and required exposure to different academic disciplines.


  Professors and administrators also responded to a number of questions about the importance of specific educational goals, such as learning about the classic works of Western civilization and learning about non-Western cultures. Both questions were measured on a seven-point scale, ranging from “not important at all” to “essential.” We find that professors and administrators provide nearly identical responses to these questions. A minority of members in both groups report that these are essential objectives. With that said, respondents assign slightly greater importance to learning about non-Western civilization than they do to learning about non-Western cultures. The difference is greatest among administrators, with a five-percentage-point gap between the two measures. We have reason to believe that these findings are relevant today, at least in part, with little change in importance assigned to the classic works of Western civilization.4 Although it is possible that support for non-Western education has increased, it appears that, if this is the case, the change has little negative effect on support for Western cultural education.


  In fact, although support for multicultural education is often cited as a contributing factor in the decline of the Western classics, we find that responses to these two questions are strongly correlated in a positive direction.5 That is, those who believe that learning about non-Western civilization is important are also likely to support learning about Western classics (see table 2.7). This is an important finding, as it demonstrates that the two objectives are not mutually exclusive or incompatible, at least from the perspective of professors and administrators.
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  Although students, professors, and administrators are all highly supportive of requiring core courses in science, literature, the humanities, and social sciences, we see little broad support for the type of race and ethnicity requirement that Neal and Martin (2002) identify at some institutions. Approximately 17 percent of respondents in each group state that courses on the experiences of racial minorities should be required (see table 2.8). It is important to note, however, that although respondents may not support required courses focused specifically on racial understanding, a large percentage of faculty now rate the goal of “enhancing students’ knowledge of and appreciation for other racial/ethnic groups” as an important goal for undergraduate education. In fact, support for this goal appears to be on the rise and the majority of faculty now agree that “racial and ethnic diversity should be more strongly reflected in the curriculum” (DeAngelo et al. 2009, 35).


  All three groups of respondents are even less supportive of requiring courses on the experiences of women or gays/lesbians. Although they do not believe that such courses should be required, a fair number of professors, students, and administrators believe that students should be encouraged to take these courses. However, all three groups are considerably less supportive of courses that address the experiences of gays and lesbians. In fact, 12 percent of students believe that these courses should not be offered at all. This difference is a reflection of the nature of the questions. Few individuals would question equal rights for women or racial minorities. However, the issue of gay rights is a much more controversial issue, as we will demonstrate in chapter 4.
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  In general, higher educations’ internal constituents appear to be in general agreement about the types of experiences students should have in college. With a few exceptions, these groups each support the ideal of liberal education and believe that college students should take a set of core courses in the humanities, social sciences, literature, and natural sciences. However, they also do not think that teaching Western classics is essential, nor do they believe that understanding of non-Western cultures is an essential goal of a college education. Likewise, students, professors, and administrators believe that courses should be offered on the experiences of racial minorities, women, and gays/lesbians but do not believe that these courses should be a part of the required curriculum.


  PERCEPTIONS OF EDUCATIONAL QUALITY


  The American system of higher education operates in a complex international marketplace. Colleges and universities from around the globe compete to attract the best and brightest students, both from within their own borders and from the growing pool of international students. College graduates also face the challenges of globalization as they encounter increased competition for jobs, both domestically and abroad. While the American system of higher education has been heralded as the best in the world, politicians, educators, and students express understandable concern about our relative position in the growing international marketplace. There is some debate about whether U.S. institutions continue to set the bar for educational quality. In fact, assessments of America’s relative standing in the world depend a great deal on the measures used to judge greatness.


  In reputation rankings of individual universities, select American institutions rank well among a large poll of international competitors. According to the Academic Ranking of World Universities, which ranks institutions according to research productivity and article citations, Harvard, Stanford, and the University of California, Berkley, top the list of the world’s premiere universities (Institute of Higher Education 2007). According to the QS World University Rankings (2009), which are based largely on peer evaluation and reputation, Harvard and Yale rank best, followed by Cambridge and Oxford. While America’s best universities may continue to hold the most prestigious reputations and produce the most cited scholarship, a small portion of college graduates matriculate from these highly prized institutions. As such, it is problematic to base an assessment of American higher education on the reputation of Harvard or the publications of a few distinguished scholars.


  When measures are employed to assess our colleges and universities more broadly, there is some question about America’s position of leadership. Again, rankings vary a great deal depending on the measures used to judge international standing. For example, if higher education is evaluated in terms of accessibility and affordability, the American system may fall behind some international competitors. According to a report from the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education (Wagner 2006), a number of other nations have gained on or surpassed the United States in measures of degree completion. The report also finds that on specific assessment tests, America’s college graduates rank below those of Sweden, Norway, Belgium, and the Czech Republic. The author concludes that the leadership position of the United States has eroded.


  Despite some reports about America’s educational decline, it has not yet been determined whether concerns about educational quality actually permeate academic culture. Critics of higher education frequently charge that those within the ivory tower are oblivious to criticism and unwilling to implement the types of reforms that would keep American institutions competitive. As such, we might expect college professors and administrators to be confident in the education they provide. Using the NAASS, we examine respondents’ assessments of both their own institutions and the American system as a whole. The survey demonstrates that there are significant differences of opinion within the university.


  When asked to evaluate American higher education, college administrators are overwhelmingly positive. The majority of college administrators, 58 percent, report that we have “one of the very best” systems in the world (see table 2.9). Administrators are significantly more positive about the state of American higher education than either professors or students. Among college professors, 38 percent rank the American higher-education system as one of the very best. Students are even less convinced of America’s educational superiority, with only 20 percent of respondents characterizing the United States in such positive terms.


  Divisions within the academy are not confined to occupational roles. As we demonstrated in the last chapter, differences in opinion are often rooted in core philosophical beliefs. As such, we also consider whether perceptions of American colleges and universities vary according to political orientation. We have some theoretical reason to believe this would be the case. As a general rule, Republicans tend to be less critical of U.S. institutions than Democrats. In fact, one of the explanations for the disproportionate number of liberals in academia is that liberals are prone to challenge existing orthodoxies. In theory, this questioning leads to original scholarship and the creation of new knowledge (see Ladd and Lipset 1975). A number of empirical studies provide further evidence for this relationship between political orientation and criticism of the United States. For example, Schatz, Staub, and Lavine (1999) argue that Republicans are more likely to adopt an uncritical, pro-America perspective. Other researchers have argued that American conservatives are increasingly critical of European culture, suggesting that they would rank Europe’s universities less favorably (Chamoral 2006). Surprisingly, we find that when the institution in question is higher education, those on the political left are not more critical of our national performance. In fact, based on the responses to the NAASS, there is no difference between Democrats and Republicans in their evaluation of America’s colleges and universities (see figure 2.1). This is true for administrators, professors, and students. If liberal social criticism leads to positive social change in other areas, this force for change appears to be lacking in higher education. This also raises some questions as to whether liberals are, by nature, actually more questioning than their conservative counterparts or whether their critical nature is limited to specific social institutions and policies.
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  We find that most of our survey respondents are fairly positive about American higher education, reporting that it ranks above average compared to that of other nations. However, educational quality undoubtedly varies among the nation’s colleges and universities, with some providing better educational experiences than others. It is possible that assessments of the nation’s education system are based on the reputations of the top universities. Indeed, Harvard and Yale consistently rank at the top of international rankings, no matter which measures of excellence are employed. Objectively speaking, one could argue that these institutions are among the very best in the world. However, the vast majority of college professors, administrators, and students have no personal experience with these elite institutions. As such, perceptions of one’s own college or university may prove more useful in understanding the overall state of the nation’s educational system.
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  When examining people’s perceptions of their own institutions, the NAASS reveals what we find to be a familiar trend. Administrators are far more positive in their assessment of their own institutions than are professors and students. In fact, administrators are twice as likely as faculty to report that their institution does an “excellent” job of educating students. While the majority of both groups report that their college or university does either an excellent or a good job, a nontrivial number of professors, 16 percent, report otherwise, ranking their institution as merely fair or poor. Only 3 percent of college administrators report such a negative view of their own university. Compared to administrators and professors, students’ assessments of their institutions lie somewhere in between but are more similar to the faculty than to the administration.


  There are several possible explanations for these differences in assessment. First, faculty members and students have direct firsthand knowledge of the educational program and can more easily evaluate student learning than can campus administrators. Second, what information administrators do have about the educational program is likely to be relayed to them from faculty members. Since instructors are dependent on administrators for various resources and recognition, they have a real incentive to highlight the strengths and accomplishments of their educational programs. Third, members of the faculty tend to be more deeply affiliated with their professional associations and academic disciplines than with their places of employment. Ehrenberg (2000) describes academics as campers who set up tent at an institution but easily relocate if the weather or environment is not to their liking. This lack of institutional loyalty may permit or encourage a more critical evaluation of the institution. Finally, professors and administrators are driven by different motivations and goals because of the positions they occupy. Faculty members identify as members of an individual department or school within a university. Since they are in competition with other departments for students and resources, they have some incentive to be critical of other educational programs. This negative assessment of others may impact overall evaluation of the institution. Administrators, on the other hand, are increasingly involved in fund-raising efforts, alumni relations, community outreach, and accreditation. It is their responsibility to identify institutional strengths and convey these strengths to others. In short, administrators are institutional cheerleaders and are motivated to find evidence of quality, while professors are often motivated to point to areas of institutional weakness. This is not to say that either group is insincere in their assessment of their institutions. There is considerable evidence from research in social psychology that motivations to reach particular conclusions have a powerful influence on how people evaluate the evidence before them (see, for example, Kunda 1990).
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  Whatever the cause of this disparity, these differences in assessment are likely to have consequences. While administrative optimism may be useful in some regards, the fact that so many administrators view their institutions as “excellent” presents a challenge, especially since members of the faculty perceive there to be far more room for improvement. This division in perspective has the potential to negatively impact relations between the groups. As faculty members voice concerns about current practices, administrators may appear to be unresponsive or even defensive. Administrators, who view the institution more positively, may deem critical faculty members to be disgruntled, pessimistic, or disloyal. In the end, dialogue is frustrating for members of both groups as they struggle to find common ground.


  Even among the faculty, there is a good deal of variance in assessments of educational quality. For example, compared to faculty at master’s universities and doctorate-granting institutions, those at four-year baccalaureate colleges are more likely to report that their institution does an excellent job of educating students. As a general rule, the schools with more narrow educational objectives receive higher praise from faculty. Even among four-year colleges, we see differences in assessments based on the range of programs offered, with professors at traditional liberal arts colleges rating their educational success better than their colleagues at institutions that combine the liberal arts with professional programs.6 Additionally, other institutional differences may contribute to the perception that educational quality is better at four-year undergraduate colleges. For example, baccalaureate colleges tend to have smaller class sizes and lower student-to-faculty ratios. These figures are often used by external ranking systems, such as U.S. News & World Report, as a measure of institutional quality. Additionally, there are financial differences between categories of colleges. At the time our survey was completed, the general expenditure for a baccalaureate college was $15,000 per student. However, per-student expenditures at “baccalaureate-liberal arts” colleges were nearly double those of schools defined as “baccalaureate-general,” which award fewer than half of their degrees in liberal arts fields.


  PROBLEMS FACING HIGHER EDUCATION


  The NAASS also shows that students, professors, and administrators disagree about the main problems facing higher education. When asked to identify the most pressing problems confronting American colleges and universities, students rated the cost of tuition as their most common concern (see table 2.11). This is not a surprising discovery, especially given the rising cost of tuition and the expansion of enrollment to a broader sociodemographic constituency. In the year prior to the survey, college tuition had increased by 5.24 percent, while the national rate of inflation stood at 1.56 percent (Kantrowitz 2009). A wide range of surveys demonstrate that this concern about the rising cost of college tuition is widespread among the general public. According to a series of reports conducted for the National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education, the American public thinks that higher education costs are rising quickly, that access to education is becoming more restricted, and that students have to borrow too much to pay for college (Immerwahr 2002, 2004; Immerwahr and Johnson 2007, 2009). Among parents of high school students, the majority report that they are concerned about their ability to pay for their child’s college education. However, most of them believe that they will find a way to cover the costs. Perhaps most important, the public believes that higher-education costs can be better contained. The public is of the view that colleges can spend a lot less and still deliver high-quality education (Immerwahr and Johnson 2007).
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  Despite public sentiment, administrators and professors are considerably less concerned about the cost of college, at least compared to other issues. According to the NAASS, both groups believe that a shortage of funding or lack of financial resources is the most pressing problem facing higher education. This is a clear disconnect from the public and the students. While the public believes that colleges can operate with less money, professors and administrators believe that their ability to deliver quality educational programs is directly related to financial resources. As one former administrator explains, the difference in perspective is due to the nature of higher education (Ehrenberg 2000). Success is not measured in terms of profits; rather, schools are evaluated on the basis of the quality of students they attract, the productivity and reputations of the faculty, and their place in reputational rankings. As such, college administrators have little incentive to cut costs and improve efficiency. Rather, they are engaged in an “arms race of spending” (266), trying to outpace the competition by offering smaller classes, better research facilities, more student services, and higher faculty salaries:


  As nonprofit organizations, their institutions show no profits on their accounting books. Rather, maximizing value to these administrators means making their institutions the very best that they can be in almost every area of their activities. These administrators are like cookie monsters searching for cookies. They seek out all the resources that they can get their hands on and devour them. (Ehrenberg 2000, 11)


  Other researchers have reported on this apparent disconnect between the public’s demand for affordable education and the higher-education community’s demand for more resources. Like the general public, legislative bodies are demanding greater accountability and more cost-effectiveness from colleges and universities. Yet, according a recent survey of college and university presidents, higher-education leaders believe that students continue to get good value for the money spent. Presidents express the view that efforts to control the cost of higher education will inevitably undermine quality or access to students. They also contend that students and families will need to pay even more for education because of reductions in state funding (Immerwahr, Johnson, and Gasbarra 2008). College professors appear to agree on the value of higher education. According to the 1999 American Faculty Poll, nearly 60 percent of college faculty believe that tuition and fees at their own institutions are appropriate. While approximately 24 percent believe that their college’s tuition is too high, another 16 percent report that tuition and fees are actually too low (Pena and Mitchell 2000).


  Our own analysis of the NAASS data confirms that there is a relationship between a college’s expenditures per student and professors’ assessments of educational quality (see figure 2.2). This relationship holds even when we control for the Carnegie institution type. In other words, even among doctorate-granting institutions, the more a school spends per student, the higher its internal constituents (students, faculty, and administrators) tend to rate the educational quality of the institution. While this finding might not be totally unexpected, it is somewhat surprising that, among all our available variables, per-student expenditures are the best predictor of perceived educational quality (see appendix 2).


  It is important to recognize that this relationship does not necessarily mean that educational quality is directly dependent on financial resources. It is possible that the relationship is actually reversed in that the most prestigious institutions are simply in a better position to solicit funding and demand high tuitions. It is also important to recognize that perceptions of educational quality are just that and are not objective measures of what students actually learn.
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  While professors and administrators largely agree that more funding is needed to deliver quality experiences for students, they disagree on the extent to which other challenges impact their educational objectives. Professors commonly cite the lack of student preparedness as a major problem facing American colleges and universities. In fact, they cite this problem almost as often as they cite funding issues, with 24 percent of professors mentioning it as the most pressing problem and 38 percent mentioning it as one of the most important problems. By contrast, only 4 percent of students and 16 percent of administrators make any mention of student quality when asked to identify the challenges to higher education. On the one hand, this is not surprising given that faculty members are most directly affected by students’ level of preparation for college work. College professors spend a great deal of time with students and are most satisfied with their work when students are capable of meeting their expectations. A recent survey of faculty by the HERI demonstrates that the majority report some stress from working with underprepared students. Additionally, most professors believe that faculty members are not rewarded for their efforts to help these students (Lindholm, Szelenyi, Hurtado, and Korn 2005). Still, administrators should also have reason to be concerned if student quality declines, both because student quality factors into the reputational rating of the college and because the need to provide remedial education is often cited as a factor that contributes to rising tuition costs.


  Although many professors cite lack of student preparation as a problem, it is unclear whether lack of preparation is widespread or whether it is the case that a handful of unprepared students constitute a threat to higher education. According to the NAASS, most professors have some experience with underprepared students. Only 27 percent of the professors in our sample report that “almost all” of their students are academically prepared to be in their classes. While the majority of professors, 72 percent, report that at least most of their students are prepared,7 this leaves more than a quarter who believe that most of their students are not prepared. These findings are consistent with more recent studies on the topic. For example, researchers at the HERI report that nearly a third of the professors in their survey believe that most of their students lack the necessary preparation for college work (DeAngelo et al. 2009; Lindholm et al. 2005).8


  Administrators are much less likely to cite student preparedness as a major problem for higher education. This lack of concern is due, at least in part, to their different assessment of their students’ skills. According to the NAASS, administrators are much more likely to believe that students at their institutions are academically prepared for college-level work, with approximately half of administrators reporting that nearly all their students are prepared.
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  Since administrators spend much less time in the classroom, if any time at all, it is possible that they are simply unable to assess students’ skills. Administrators may also believe that faculty expectations for students are too high and that students are prepared if courses are taught at a level appropriate for the student body. However, our finding that administrators are more positive about their students’ preparation is also consistent with our earlier observation that administrators are simply less critical of their institutions than are professors. In this case, students appear to agree more readily with campus administrators than with their professors. The majority of students in the NAASS sample report that they were academically prepared to enter college, with 36 percent reporting that they were “very prepared” and 41 percent reporting that they were “fairly prepared.” One can look at this in several ways, however, as “fairly prepared” may be an admission that one was not fully prepared (table 2.12). Additionally, 23 percent of students admit that they did not feel prepared to enter college. This is a fairly high number, especially considering that the figure does not include students at community colleges, where preparation tends to be the lowest.


  Other problems mentioned by survey respondents include issues related to quality of courses or the curriculum, problems with the administration or institutional bureaucracy, or concerns about teacher quality. However, the number of faculty, administrators, and students citing these concerns pales in comparison to the three top issues. It is also important to note that some of the problems commonly associated with higher education were simply not mentioned by the survey respondents. For example, despite a great deal of public commentary on the issue of “grade inflation,” less than 1 percent of our survey respondents cited grading issues as an area of major concern. Similarly, survey respondents did not express concern over racial discrimination or diversity issues, nor did they find a lack of student services or facilities to be a major problem. Yet campus efforts to improve in these areas are commonly cited as the impetus for hefty tuition increases. According to a recent study by the Delta Cost Project (2009), the amount of money spent on classroom instruction has actually declined at most institutions, while spending on student services, administration, and facilities has increased.


  We were also surprised to see that, despite concerns about college costs and lack of financial resources, few respondents identified a lack of accessibility to higher education as a major problem. While accessibility is sometimes used as a measure of a nation’s progress (Usher and Cervenan 2005; Wagner 2006), we see little indication that it weighs heavily on the minds of those already at home within the academy. Other researchers have noted a similar trend among the public, with a disconnect between their concerns over costs and their views about accessibility. Although people express considerable concern about the rising price of college tuition, the vast majority believe that a student who really wants to go to college can do so if he or she is willing to make sacrifices (Immerwahr and Johnson 2007).


  CONCLUSION


  The results of our analysis demonstrate that students, professors, and administrators are in general agreement about the broad goals of a university education. We find widespread support for a general education, with required courses in literature, social science, humanities, and natural science. In this way, the universities’ internal constituents appear to be rather traditional. While they believe that more contemporary courses on the experiences of minorities should be offered and even encouraged, the large majority are not yet willing to require these courses of all students. This is not to say that these types of courses are not offered within the contexts of the traditional requirements, and more recent survey evidence indicates that professors believe that these perspectives should be further integrated into the curriculum. The American Association of Trustees and Alumni has criticized the current core curriculum at most colleges and universities for the range of nontraditional courses that are allowed to fulfill various requirements (Latzer 2004). While students may not be required to take courses on minority experiences, it is possible that such courses would be among the range of options available to students to meet curriculum requirements. Thus, while professors, students, and administrators may support the traditional requirements of a liberal arts education, the courses offered within such a curriculum have become the source of some controversy, with critics charging that the academy has neglected to teach the great classics of Western civilization. There is some evidence that this is the case. Only a small number of survey respondents believe that learning about these classics is an “essential” part of the university experience. However, they are only slightly more likely to believe that the study of non-Western cultures is a necessity. Most important, we find that professors and administrators do not see these two goals as contradictory, as some of the critics of multiculturalism have charged. For the most part, those who believe students should learn about non-Western cultures also believe that they should learn the Western classics.


  While students, faculty, and administrators largely agree about the general goals of higher education, they have different perspectives on the strength of American higher education and on the ability of their own institutions to educate students. In these areas, we find what will become a common theme throughout the book. Administrators are far more positive in their assessments of the university than professors and students. We attribute this difference to a number of factors but hypothesize that, in their role as institutional spokespeople, administrators are somewhat motivated to see and emphasize the positive. This certainly serves their institutions well in a number of ways. A positive administrator is more likely to secure funding, recruit faculty and students, and encourage others to serve the institution. However, these differences in assessment between administrators and professors have the potential to complicate the relationship between these two groups, which ultimately share responsibility for the governance of the university. Because administrators are more positive, faculty may regard them us oblivious to the problems facing the institution. When faculty raise concerns or are critical of the institution, administrators may appear to be unresponsive or defensive. Additionally, faculty members who are vocal about their concerns may compromise an administrator’s ability to present the institution in a positive light. In this way, the two groups are often working at cross-purposes and may find productive dialogue to be difficult. For this reason, some administrators prefer to work with faculty through unofficial channels, bypassing faculty governance in exchange for ad hoc special committees comprised of agreeable appointees (Gumport 2001; Scott 1996). This has the potential to backfire, as committee actions may face opposition when they are brought before a more representative faculty forum.


  Finally, we find that there are some important differences of opinion within the university about the most pressing problems for higher education. All three groups of survey respondents express some concern about finances, with notable differences. Students echo concerns expressed by those outside the academy. Most notably, they are concerned about the rising price of tuition. We find that professors and administrators show little concern about tuition costs. In fact, both groups appear to believe that students get good value for their money. Professors and administrators, however, believe that higher education is underfunded. Members of these groups appear to see money and quality as undeniably linked, a concept that is not shared by the majority of Americans, who believe that colleges can still cut excess costs without jeopardizing educational quality. This difference in opinion is likely to come to a head as states continue to reduce funding for higher education and college tuition continues to climb.


  Among professors and administrators, few identify any problems within higher education itself. Rather, they tend to focus on the difficulties imposed on America’s colleges and universities by outside forces. They believe that state governments do not provide enough funding and that the lack of financial resources compromises educational objectives. Professors cite a lack of student preparation as a problem, pointing to the failings of the country’s primary education system. Yet external critics of higher education are quick to point to a variety of problems within the university system. Again, these differences in perspective make productive dialogue difficult. As Immerwahr et al. (2008) conclude, a lack of shared understanding between the different internal and external stakeholders means that cooperative efforts to improve higher education are unlikely.
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Table 212, Assessments of Student Preparedness
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Table 5.1, To What Extent Does Respondent Believe That Sexual Harassment Is a Problem
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Table 4.5, _Political Views of the Faculty by Sex
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Table 2.5, Faculty Who Rate the Following Goals as “Essential”
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Table 2.4, _Faculty/Administrators Who Rate the Following Goals as “Essential”

Educational Goal Faculty Administrators
Provide a broad, general education s0% s4%
Prepare students for employment after 19% 21%
graduation

Learn about the classic works of Westem 15% 13%
civilization

Learn about the importance of non- 18% 18%

Western cultures

n- 1,645 808
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Perceptions of Power and Importance of Collective Bargaining
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Swrongly agree
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Faculty Question: “In your view, compared to
administators, how much say do professors have in
how this iniituion is run?” (4.2]

Faculty
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3% 3% 3% 3% 4%
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“Collective Moderately agree:

bargaining is Moderately
important o protect gicyc.

the interests of the
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Swrongly agree

Strongly disagree.
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to professors, how much say do administrators have
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Table 6.9, How Oiten, if at All, Did the Faculty Respondent Avoid Expressing
Particular Points of View because of ...
Assistant Professor  Associate Professor  Full Professor  Total
A Negative Reaction from Otber Faculy
Frequently 8% % &% %
Sometimes 34% 28% 16% 24%
Rarely 2% 34% 5%
Never 26% 2% 1% 3%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
n 400 494 668 1,562
A Negative Reaction from Students
Frequently 8% % % &%
Sometimes 34% 3% 2% 26%
Rarely 32% 3% 35%
Never 26% 27% 31%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

n 402 493 666 1,561
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Table 4.6, _Political Views of the Faculty by Publishing
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Social
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agree”
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not 1o have an abortion

it is alight for a couple to live together 720, 7% 8% 6%
without intending to get martiec.

Homosexuality is as acceptable a lifestyle 630 70% 720 7o
a5 heterosexuality.
Economic

More environmental protection is needed,  a7v  so%  90% sa%
even if it raises prices or costs jobs.

The government should work to reduce the  71%  73% 71 720
income gap between rich and poor.

The government should work to ensure that 65%  68% 66% 66
everyone has a job.

The less government regulation of business 370 33% 5% 6%
the berer.

Competiion is harmiul. It brings out the 9% 17% s e
worst in people.
Race

America is a racist society. o 64 s5% 63007
No one should be given special preference 5u%  53% s5% s6%

in jobs or college admissions on the basis
of their gender or race.

Miscellaneous

With hard work and perseverance, anyone 6% 6% 74 67%
can succeed in this country.

Which do you think is more important. 350 35%  24% 330
frecdom o equality? (equality responses)

How proud are you to be American? se%  Bo%  sev Bs%
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Approximate number of respondents () 793 555 205 1643
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Table 22, There Are at Least Two Visions about What the Role of Universities Should Be
These Days. Which of These Two Broad Visions Comes Closest to Your Own?

Professional Social Science Humanities Science Total
Faculty
o encourage exploration  62% 7o% 6% 8% 7%
of new ideas
o respond to the 19% % % % 1%
changing needs of the
economy
Bothineither/depends 18% 14% 7% 7% 6%
Don't know o % % o 0%
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%  1oo
n 464 539 275 275 1,553
Students
o encourage exploration  68% 8% 7% 7% 7%
of new ideas
o respond to the 28% 17% 1% 21% 2%
changing needs of the
economy
Bothineither/depends % % 6% 8% 6%
Don't know o % o% o o%
Total 100% 100% 100%  100%  1oo
n 632 472 141 209 1,600
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Table 2.10.

Overall, How Do Respondents Rate Their Institution's Job of Educat

Students?

Admiristrators Students Faculyy
Excellent 520 34% 26%
Good 45% 54% sa%
Fair 3% e 15%
Poar 0% 19 1%
Don't know 0% 0% 0%
Total T00% T00% T00%
n 807 1,606 1,645
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Table 5.1, “In Your View, Compared to Adm
Professors/Administrators Have in How This nsii

trators/Professors, How Much Say Do
n s Run?” [Question 4.2]

Faculy: Professors’ Admiistrators: Administrat
“Say” in This Insttution “Say” in This Institution

Feld  Never Held
Teaching or Teaching or
Assistant Asociate  Full  Faculty Research  Research  Adhminisators

Professor Professor Professor Overall  Position  Position  Overall
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Table 6.1, How Secure Is Academic Freedom?

Faculy

Administrators

In General  Your Campus

In General  Your Campus

Very secure 18% 36% 38% 7%
Somewhat secure s as% 8% 27%
Somewhat insecure. 28% 16% 13% EA
Very insecure % 3% 1o

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%
n 1,640 1,638 805 807
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Table 4.3, Pol

al Views of the Students by Year

Year in School
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Pary identification

Democrat s 20%  daw 3% 3%

Independent 35 e 3% 6% 3%

Republican 26% 26w 2 20%  20%

Don't knowfother % w% s 7% 7%

Percont of students who “strongly agree” or “someshat agree” with the following statement

Social

I woman's ight o decide whether  74% 6w 76 7% 7%
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Homosexuality is as acceptable S0% S5 Se% 57 5SwT

alifestyle as heterosexuality.
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More environmental protection is needed,  80%  82%  76%  81%  80%

even it raises prices or costs jobs.

The government should work (o reduce  81%  78%  71%  72% 5%t
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America is a racist society: 2% 62% 7% 4%  6a%
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Table 6.11. How Often, if at All, Did the Administrator Respondent Avoid Expressing Any
Particular Points of View hecause of a Negative Reaction from the Faculty?

Admin

ators
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Table 6.3, 1 There Is a Threat to Academic Freedom, Where Is It Coming From?

Faculty Party identification

Administrators  Faculty ~ Democrat Independent _Republican

Government 23% 2% 21% 25% 23%
Administration 7% 35% 35% 30% a4%
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Nowhere 0% 0% 0% %
Total 100% 100 T00% 100%

n 107 527 267 170 52
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Table 6.6._Faculty Avoided Expressing Points of View because Worried about Student
Reaction (First Response)
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Table 2.9. Compared to Other Industrialized Democracies, Would You Say the American
Higher-Education System Is .
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