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Abstract

Using a novel statistical method to identify multidimensional preferences, fully random-

ized conjoint analysis, we analyze preferences for diversity in faculty hiring at two large

public universities in the U.S. Our analysis shows that preferences for gender diversity

and racial/ethnic diversity in faculty hiring are stronger among faculty than among

students. Furthermore, the differences between students and faculty tend to be larger

and more consistent than differences within students or faculty across race/ethnic, gen-

der, or socioeconomic class divisions. Our findings thus present some challenge to the

idea that preferences for diversity are associated primarily with salient social identities.

We propose two interpretations for the student-faculty differences: first, as symptoms

of a generational divide as well as the pronounced liberalism of university faculty; and

second, as a reflection of the greater demographic diversity among contingent faculty

and graduate students, with whom students most frequently interact, than among

professors on the tenure-track.

Keywords: higher education; diversity; race and ethnicity; gender; conjoint analysis
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1 Introduction

Since the civil rights movement of the 1950s and 1960s, major public and private institutions

in the United States have attempted to promote diversity in education, in employment,

and in positions of leadership. Universities introduced affirmative action in admissions and

hiring, corporations created equal opportunity programs, and the federal government gave

preferential treatment to women–owned or minority–owned contractors (Bowen and Bok,

1998; Dobbin, 2009; Skrentny, 2002). As a result of these affirmative action and other

programs, diversity values and discourse permeate across major institutions, which have far

more women and minorities today than in the mid–20th century. Nevertheless, women and

minorities continue to be underrepresented.

The 2016 presidential election and its aftermath have only heightened this debate. Clashes

over free speech on college campuses, allegations that elite students are “snowflakes” who

melt in the face of ideological adversity, and conflicts over whether race or class is the princi-

pal cleavage of American society have raised questions about what diversity means and who

is promoting it. What sectors of society value diversity and how much? Are people who iden-

tify as members of historically underrepresented groups—namely, women and racial/ethnic

minorities—especially supportive of diversity? Alternatively, is diversity a preoccupation of

white, educated, liberals? Are preferences for diversity inherent, or an acquired taste?

This paper explores these questions by analyzing preferences about diversity in faculty

hiring at universities. Previous studies have examined students’ views toward diversity and

affirmative action (Terenzini et al., 1996; Smith, 1998; Sax and Arredondo, 1999; Rankin

and Reason, 2005; Worthington et al., 2008; Park, 2009; Park, Denson, and Bowman, 2013).

Examinations of faculty attitudes toward affirmative action are less common (Park and

Denson, 2009). To our knowledge, ours is the first study to directly compare student and

faculty attitudes toward diversity using the same instrument.

Students and faculty are two of the largest and most visible groups at any university,
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but also groups whose roles in determining the composition of the faculty could differ dra-

matically. Students are the faculty’s main constituents. They attend faculty lectures, study

readings assigned by faculty, are subject to faculty evaluations of their work, and are guided

by faculty mentors. They have every reason to care deeply about faculty recruitment, but

they generally do not participate in the recruitment process. Faculty, by contrast, collaborate

with other faculty in developing curricula, in administering departments, and in producing

new research. And it is faculty who conduct the recruitment of faculty. This study explores

the extent to which student and faculty preferences coincide on what characteristics ought to

drive the recruitment of new faculty. In particular, we explore whether students and faculty

share the same views with respect to demographic diversity in faculty recruitment and the

relative weight of race, ethnicity, and gender versus other characteristics among candidates

for faculty positions.

We present new data from survey experiments conducted at two large public universities—

the University of New Mexico (UNM) and the University of Nevada, Reno (UNR). Employing

a novel statistical method to identify multidimensional preferences called conjoint analysis,

which was originally used in marketing research but recently refined by Hainmueller, Hop-

kins, and Yamamoto (2014), we compare undergraduate students’ and faculty members’

preferences with regard to diversity in faculty recruitment.

Our analysis shows that preferences for gender diversity and racial/ethnic diversity in

faculty hiring are stronger among faculty than among students. Furthermore, the differences

between students and faculty tend to be larger and more consistent than differences within

students or faculty across race/ethnic, gender, or socioeconomic class divisions. Our findings

thus present some challenge to the idea that preferences for diversity are associated primarily

wtih salient social identities. We propose two interpretations for the student–faculty differ-

ences: first, as symptoms of a generational divide as well as the pronounced liberalism of

university faculty; and second, as a reflection of the greater demographic diversity among

contingent faculty and graduate students, with whom students most frequently interact, than
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among professors on the tenure-track.

2 Demographics of Cases

Before introducing the results of our conjoint analysis, we present some demographic statis-

tics of our cases. Figure 1 shows the demographic breakdown by race/ethnicity of the pop-

ulations of New Mexico and Nevada (United States Census Bureau, 2015), and the campus

populations of students and faculty at UNM (Office of Institutional Analytics, 2017a,b) and

UNR (University of Nevada, Reno, 2016).1

The demographic composition of New Mexico and Nevada differs. In New Mexico, the

Hispanic and Native American shares of the population are much larger, while in Nevada, the

shares of the population who are white, black, and Asian are greater. At both universities, the

racial/ethnic composition of the student body bears a close resemblance to the composition

of the state. Consistent with this, the points in the top two scatter plots, which illustrate

the correspondence between student populations and statewide populations, are close to the

45-degree line. We observe more notable deviations from the 45-degree line in the bottom

two scatter plots, which show the composition of faculty. In particular, non-Hispanic whites

are over-represented among the faculty at both UNM and UNR. Relative to state population

shares, Hispanics and Native Americans are substantially under-represented among faculty

at UNM, and Hispanics and blacks are under-represented among faculty at UNR. This lack

of racial/ethnic diversity in faculty vis-à-vis diversity in students has been one of the most

important drivers of recent student protests across U.S. universities (WeTheProtesters, 2017).

Gender distributions across states are, of course, much more uniform than race/ethnicity

distributions.2 Nationwide, women narrowly outnumber men, 51% to 49%, but in both

1For a comparison of these demographics between the states and the entire nation, see Figure A.1 in

Supplementary Materials.

2See Figure A.2 in Supplementary Materials.
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Figure 1: State vs. campus race/ethnicity demographics

states examined here, the splits are 50-50. At both universities, however, women outnumber

men among students—56%–44% at UNM and 53%–47% at UNR—whereas men outnumber

women among faculty—53%–47% at UNM and 58%–42% at UNR.

Thus, at both institutions, the under-representation of minority groups is more pro-

nounced among faculty than among students, and women are under-represented among

faculty while they are over-represented among students. It is worth noting, however, that at

neither of these universities is the over-representation of whites among faculty as pronounced

as it is at the national level, where 73% of faculty are white (Snyder, de Brey, and Dillow,

2016). The over-representation of men among faculty is roughly equivalent to the national

average of 55% (Snyder, de Brey, and Dillow, 2016).
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Given the discrepancies in the presence of minorities among students and faculty at both

universities, and the salience of campus diversity initiatives in general, it is important to

discern students’ and faculty members’ priorities in recruiting candidates for faculty po-

sitions. Specifically, we are interested in whether and how these preferences differ across

demographic sub-groups (for example, by race/ethnicity and by gender), whether and how

they differ between students and faculty, and what the implications of our findings are for

the issue of diversity more broadly. To examine attitudes towards diversity in faculty hiring,

we designed and administered conjoint survey experiments, which we introduce next.

3 Research Design

3.1 Conjoint Surveys

Studies addressing campus diversity often face methodological challenges that would make it

difficult to elicit honest, unbiased, and representative opinions among students and faculty.

For example, traditional student body and faculty surveys tend to suffer from selection bias,

priming effects, or social desirability bias, especially when it comes to the issue of race. To

mitigate these concerns, we took an alternative approach: fully randomized conjoint analysis

(Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto, 2014). Conjoint analysis was used originally in

marketing research to explore multidimensional preferences, but has since been developed

and applied by political scientists to analyze attitudes toward politicians from different ethnic

groups (Carlson, 2015), views on men and women political candidates (Teele, Kalla, and

Rosenbluth, 2017; Kage, Rosenbluth, and Tanaka, 2017), policies (Bechtel and Scheve, 2013),

and politicized or sensitive issues such as immigration (Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2015) and

discrimination (Caruso, Rahnev, and Banaji, 2009).

We presented survey respondents with two profiles of hypothetical candidates to be hired

as faculty members at UNM or UNR. Each profile included several attributes relevant to the

hiring decision, the order of which was randomized across study participants (but constant
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Figure 2: Sample conjoint table evaluated by survey respondents (UNR version)

for each participant to reduce cognitive strain). Each of these attributes was randomly

selected from a set of possible levels (e.g., attribute is “Race/Ethnicity,” level is “Asian”).

Respondents were shown a series of paired profiles and, in each case, were asked to choose

which candidate they would prefer to be hired at their university.

Figure 2 shows a sample conjoint table from UNR. An analogous table from the UNM

conjoint can be found in the Supplementary Materials, Figure A.3. The table includes

all attributes used in the UNR surveys, and one randomly selected level per attribute for
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each candidate. With regard to demographic diversity, our main attributes of interest were

race/ethnicity and gender, but respondents also weighed the importance of teaching record,

research record, where a candidate received her or his undergraduate and graduate degrees,

the candidate’s academic discipline and the rank of the faculty appointment, and whether

the candidate’s spouse/partner was a current or potential faculty member.

There were some minor differences between the UNM and UNR surveys, driven by the

characteristics and particular interests of each institution. UNM included an attribute for

origin (New Mexican, U.S. citizen, or non-U.S. citizen) and one for community engagement

and service record (Fair, Good, or Excellent). UNR’s attributes for where a candidate

received her or his undergraduate degree, for faculty rank, and for department or program,

were not included on the UNM survey.

Faculty recruitment decisions are multi-dimensional, and the conjoint survey format al-

lows each respondent to select candidates according to her or his preferred combination of

attributes. Importantly, the order of attributes in the profiles is randomized across respon-

dents, so the position of the attributes (i.e., higher or lower in the table) does not affect the

relative salience of attributes among respondents. The conjoint format also avoids asking

respondents directly about potentially sensitive issues of race/ethnicity and gender. It is

worth noting that diversity was never mentioned in the recruitment materials for the survey,

nor in the conjoint tables and question wordings. Respondents were invited to participate

in a survey on faculty recruitment, but were not primed to consider any particular attribute

above others.

After indicating preferences on ten paired profiles, respondents answered a series of ques-

tions about themselves. Students reported their expected year of graduation, main area of

academic study, extracurricular interests, SAT score, high school class rank, gender iden-

tity, race/ethnicity, partisanship, legacy status/college status of their parents, and family

income. Faculty reported their gender identity, race/ethnicity, the school or department to

which they belonged, and their faculty position or rank. We use these variables to compare
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whether the preferences for faculty diversity are different between different sub-groups of

study participants.

3.2 Samples

Our UNM surveys were distributed to faculty from October 11 to October 31, 2016, and

to undergraduate students from December 1, 2016 to February 1, 2017. We had a total

of 870 faculty respondents and 1,387 student respondents, for response rates of 24% and

8%, respectively. At UNR, undergraduate students and faculty took surveys simultaneously,

from February 15 to March 14, 2017. A total of 203 faculty and 622 students completed the

survey, and our response rates were 19% for faculty and 7% for students.3

Figure 3 shows the demographic breakdown of survey respondents and university popu-

lations (faculty and students) at UNM and UNR by race/ethnicity and gender. Both schools

provide population data that are binary with respect to sex, but the share of survey re-

spondents self-identifying as non-binary is small (i.e., 1–3%). The bottom panel of Figure 3

show that at both schools, among both faculty and students, women responded at a slightly

higher rate than men did.

On race/ethnicity, the survey populations match the student and faculty populations

well, with one exception: non-Hispanic whites are over-represented and Hispanics are under-

represented. The imbalance is particularly pronounced at UNM, where the Hispanic pop-

ulation is larger. This apparent discrepancy, however, is due largely to a difference in how

race/ethnic identity is tallied in the university’s population statistics as compared to our

survey. According to UNM’s official enrollment report, individuals may self-identify as His-

panic or Not Hispanic, and also as one or more race, but “anyone who selects Hispanic is

reported as Hispanic regardless of any other races selected” (Office of Institutional Analyt-

3The survey experiments were reviewed and approved by Internal Review Boards at the University of

New Mexico (Project ID 923657-2), the University of Nevada (Project ID 969598-1), and Dartmouth College

(Study 00029822).
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Figure 3: Demographic Attributes of Student and Faculty Samples

ics, 2017b). By contrast, our survey instrument asked respondents about the race/ethnicity

category with which they most identify. The university population statistics thus over-count

Hispanics relative to our survey responses.

11



3.3 Analysis

The differences in counting methods make it difficult to say exactly how well our survey

samples match populations on race/ethnicity. In the interest of caution, we undertook

all analyses both with and without post-stratified sampling weights estimated via entropy

balancing (Hainmueller, 2012). Whether to use the sampling weights shifts the statistical

significance of a handful of coefficients on the margin, but not in a consistent direction, and

it does not affect any substantive results. The results shown in this paper reflect the analyses

that included the entropy balancing.

We interpret the results from our conjoint analysis by estimating the average marginal

component effects, or AMCEs (Hainmueller, Hopkins, and Yamamoto, 2014). The AMCE

tells us how much a respondent is more or less likely to choose a hypothetical candidate when

a particular attribute-level is presented, compared to a baseline category. By estimating

the AMCE, we can discern how much more (or less) likely a respondent is to choose, for

example, a Hispanic candidate over a white candidate (if white is the baseline) when all

other characteristics are held equal. We used the R package developed by Strezhnev et al.

(2016).

We first show and compare the overall results at UNM and UNR.4 We then drill down to

the within-institution comparisons across different groups of respondents by race/ethnicity

and gender.

4Because of minor differences in the structures of the conjoint tables used at each institution, we are

unable to pool the data from UNM and UNR. We cannot determine whether, for example, the AMCE for

a black faculty candidate, relative to a white candidate, among UNM student respondents is statistically

discernible from that among students at UNR.
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4 Results

Figures 4 and 5 show the results for student respondents (Figure 4) or faculty respondents

(Figure 5) at UNM and UNR, focusing on key attributes of candidates.5 For each level of each

attribute, the AMCE estimates the difference in likelihood that a respondent would choose

a candidate with that attribute-level, relative to a candidate with the baseline attribute-

level, holding all other attribute-levels constant. A positive (negative) AMCE indicates that

respondents are more (less) likely to prefer candidates with the given attribute-level relative

to the baseline. The horizontal lines intersecting the dots show the 95% confidence interval

for each estimate. If a confidence interval intersects the vertical line on each figure, then the

estimate is not discernible from zero at the 0.05 level.

Figure 4 shows that at both universities, students show moderate positive preferences for

faculty diversity. Specifically, students prefer a woman or a minority faculty candidate to a

man or white one, but the magnitudes of these differences are less than 10% points. Their

preference for a non-binary candidate is not significantly different from their preferences for

a man candidate. Students’ strongest preferences are for candidates with strong teaching

records. In particular, at both institutions, students value excellent teaching over all other

attributes. Students were 40% points more likely to prefer a candidate with an excellent

teaching record over a candidate with a fair teaching record, all else equal.

By contrast, faculty at both universities register stronger preferences for faculty diversity.

Figure 5 shows that faculty at both institutions are between 10–20% points more likely to

prefer a Native American, Hispanic, or black candidate than a white one. UNM faculty are

more than 10% points more likely to favor a woman candidate than a man, all else equal, and

5% points more likely to favor a gender non-binary candidate. At UNR, these preferences are

slightly smaller, but are still positive and statistically significant (or close to significant at

5Estimates for preferences across the full set of attributes and levels at each institution are included in the

Supplementary Materials. See Figure A.4 for student respondents, and Figure A.5 for faculty respondents.
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Figure 4: Student preferences at UNM and UNR

the 0.05 level). Faculty also valued strong scholarly records, with the relative weight of their

preferences for excellence in research and teaching nearly equivalent, in contrast to students

who weighed teaching more heavily.

Next, we turn to comparisons across groups of respondents within each institution. To

simplify the presentation of our results, which are based on the estimations with all at-

tributes, we continue to present figures that only focus on the AMCEs for the attributes

reflecting diversity on race/ethnicity and gender.

Figure 6 contrasts the preferences of white and non-white students at UNM and UNR.

The left panels show AMCEs for white respondents with respect to faculty candidates from

each race/ethnicity category (against the baseline level, white) and from each gender cate-

gory (against the baseline level, man). The middle panels show the corresponding AMCEs

calculated for all non-white respondents. The right panels show estimates for the differences
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between the estimates from white and non-white respondents. To highlight the results where

group preferences differ, those that are statistically significant at the 0.05 level are shown in

black; otherwise, they are shown in grey.

Within each institution, there are moderate differences across student preferences by race.

The AMCE estimates for candidates from every traditionally underrepresented category

are positive for both white and non-white students, although they fall short of statistical

significance for whites in many instances. Non-white students at UNM are slightly more

favorable toward Hispanic and Native American candidates than are white students, and non-

white UNR students are more favorable than whites toward black and Hispanic candidates.

Given that Hispanics are the largest non-white group at both universities, we also esti-

mated the preferences of Hispanic students relative to whites (Figure A.6 in Supplementary

Materials). Consistent with the white vs. non-white results, Hispanic students at both uni-
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versities demonstrate stronger preferences than whites for Hispanic faculty candidates, but

no measurably different preferences with respect to any other attributes.

Figure 7 breaks out student preferences by gender, and again we see some differences

across groups. With respect to the race/ethnicity of faculty candidates, there are no mea-

surable differences between man and woman respondents at UNM; both groups express

preferences for candidates from traditionally underrepresented groups. At UNR, by con-

trast, men are, on average, indifferent to race/ethnicity, neither favoring nor disfavoring

candidates from any non-white category relative to whites, whereas women favor candidates

from all non-white categories. The differences between men’s and women’s preferences at
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Figure 7: Student preferences, man vs. woman

UNR were statistically discernible for black and Native American candidates.

At UNR, men are indifferent between man and woman faculty candidates, whereas at

UNM men favor woman candidates just slightly. Woman respondents at both universities, by

contrast, prefer both woman and non-binary candidates to a man candidate, with statistically

measurable differences on both levels.

It is with respect to gender non-binary candidates that we observe our only instances

of polarization in preferences across respondent groups; that is, a statistically discernible

negative preference among one group and a positive preference among another. At both

UNM and UNR, man respondents are about 10% points less likely to favor a non-binary
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candidate than a candidate who is a man, whereas woman respondents favor a non-binary

candidate by about 5% points relative to a candidate who is a man. This is consistent with a

substantial body of research indicating that men are, on the whole, more hostile than women

toward gender non-conformity (Blashill and Powlishta, 2009; Glick, Wilkerson, and Cuffe,

2015; Glotfelter and Anderson, 2017; Herek, 2002).

When we break our student respondents out by social class, we find few significant dif-

ferences in preferences. Figure A.7 in Supplementary Materials compares the preferences

of first-generation college students with those of students with at least one parent who is

a college graduate.6 Differences between first-generation students and students with par-

ent(s) who attended college were negligible at both schools, and the differences we find (i.e.,

UNM first-generation students being slightly more favorable toward a woman candidate;

UNR first-generation students being slightly less favorable toward a Hispanic candidate) are

inconsistent in direction.

To further probe whether socio-economic class affects preferences for diversity, Figures

A.8 and A.9 in Supplementary Materials compare the preferences for racial/ethnic or gender

diversity of students from families with incomes below $50K per year with those from fam-

ilies above $50K per year (Figure A.8) or above $150K per year (Figure A.9), respectively.

Here again, we find scarce differences between students from low-income and high-income

families—only that lower-income students at UNR have stronger preferences than higher-

income students for Asian faculty candidates. On the whole, across both specifications of

social class, and across both the UNM and UNR samples, it appears that class has little

systematic impact on whether students are supportive of racial/ethnic or gender diversity in

the faculty recruitment process.

Importantly, faculty of all sub-groups—whites and non-whites, men and women—express

6We use whether or not a respondent came from a family of college graduates or not as a measure of

social class. As Putnam (2015) shows, this measurement of class predicts a range of outcomes and life

circumstances.
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statistically discernible preferences for candidates from traditionally underrepresented groups

in almost every instance (Figures A.10 and A.11 in Supplementary Materials).7 We find

a handful of statistically discernible differences in preferences across groups of faculty. At

UNM, non-white faculty express stronger preferences for black and Hispanic candidates than

do white faculty (Figures A.10). Woman faculty at UNM express stronger preferences for

black, Native American, and woman candidates than men do (Figure A.11). At UNR, we

find no significant preference differences across race/ethnicity or gender groups. Overall,

then, cross-group differences among faculty are patchy and irregular.

Turning to the student-faculty comparison, at both institutions we find pronounced dif-

ferences in preferences. Figure 8 shows the comparisons at UNM and UNR, respectively.

At both institutions, faculty members’ preferences for black, Hispanic, and Native American

candidates are substantially larger than students’ (also favorable) preferences for the same

groups. Among faculty, shifting a candidate from white to black, Hispanic, or Native Amer-

ican increases the probability that that candidate will be selected by about 13–22% points,

all other attributes held equal. Among students, the analogous shifts are below 10% points.

There are also significant differences between student and faculty preferences when it

comes to gender. UNM faculty are more favorable toward woman and non-binary candidates

than are UNM students, who favor woman candidates moderately and are indifferent, on

average, to non-binary candidates. At UNR, student and faculty preferences with regard

to women are not statistically distinguishable, although for non-binary candidates, faculty

preference is measurably more positive.

Finally, note that although these figures show AMCEs for demographic characteristics

only, at both institutions, there are clear differences between student and faculty priority for

teaching and research, with students prioritizing teaching excellence more than faculty, and

7We do not present comparisons across groups of faculty respondents within each institution here, both

in the interest of space and because the lower numbers of faculty responses at each institution limit our

statistical leverage.
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Figure 8: Preferences between students and faculty respondents

faculty prizing research excellence more than students (see full results in Figures A.12 and

A.13 in Supplementary Materials.)

In sum, our research finds that faculty preferences for racial/ethnic and gender diver-

sity in faculty recruitment are stronger than those among students. The differences are

consistent across two large universities in different states. Non-white students express mod-

erately greater preferences for a racially/ethnically diverse faculty than do white students,

and women express moderately greater preferences for women, and substantially stronger

preferences for non-binary candidates, than do men. But differences in preferences between

faculty and students in the aggregate are greater than differences among subgroups of faculty
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and students defined by race/ethnicity, gender, and class.

5 Discussion

Much of the scholarly literature on representation and diversity maintains that women and

minorities have shared interests in seeing members of their group in prominent positions.

Their interests in greater presence in power derive, not necessarily from a common identity

or policy position, but from the shared experience of decades, or even centuries, of exclusion

and discrimination (Baldez, 2002; Htun, 2016; Young and Allen, 2011). These perspectives

imply that group membership would correspond to preferences for diversity in faculty hiring,

affirmative action in admissions, and possibly also to other policies such as quotas in politics.

Our results, by contrast, showed that membership in a social group defined by race, ethnicity,

or gender was not the strongest or most consistent predictor of preferences for diversity in

faculty hiring.8

Our findings are more consistent with intersectional approaches that challenge the simple

association between social identities and policy preferences by calling attention to heterogene-

ity within social groups. According to some intersectional perspectives, women and minority

groups are not single categories, but collections of categories bisected by other salient so-

cial differences (Hancock, 2016; Htun and Ossa, 2013; Weldon, 2008, 2011). Women who

employ nannies and maids for child care and housework, for example, have an interest in

the existence of a low-wage informal labor market, while women who work as maids and

nannies share the opposite interest in the formalization of, and higher wages for, domestic

8An alternative, though related, perspective stresses the benefits of diversity in leadership to good decision

making and the quality of deliberative democracy (Mansbridge, 1999; Phillips, 1995; Young, 1990). In this

view, everyone, not just women and minority groups, has an interest in group representation. There is

evidence, for example, to support the proposition that gender diversity improves performance of financial

firms (Gompers and Wang, 2017) and that measures to increase gender diversity among politicians increases

the overall competence of elected officials (Besley et al., N.d.).
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work (Ehrenreich and Hochschild, 2003). Our results affirm that social and occupational

status—in this case, whether one is a student or a faculty member—is a more consistent and

robust predictor of diversity preferences than race/ethnicity, gender, or class.

To be sure, students and faculty differ on more than social and occupational status. They

also differ by age, education level, political beliefs, and generational cohort. Some faculty are

old enough to remember the civil rights movement, the emergence of Second Wave feminism,

protests against the Vietnam War, and other major historical events that pushed values of

gender and racial/ethnic diversity into public prominence. Students, by contrast, came of

age in the 9/11 era, when diversity discourse ran into the challenges posed by perceived

threats of religious fundamentalism, terrorism, immigration, and globalization.9 Though

young people in general tend to have more liberal views than older people, many students’

political views are consistent with skepticism toward diversity preferences in faculty hiring.

What is more, faculty are less politically diverse than students. Recent studies confirm that

conservative views are rare among faculty members (Abrams, 2016a,b; Shields and Dunn Sr.,

2016).

There is another interpretation of our results that warrants further exploration. Large

public research universities, many of which face significant budget constraints, tend to rely

more heavily on Ph.D. students, adjunct instructors, and lecturers on contract than do

private universities. This reliance on instruction by non-tenure-track faculty is often most

pronounced in the largest courses, whereas more specialized courses are more likely to be

taught by tenure-track faculty. As a result, there may be a disjuncture between the faculty

that most students interact with on a daily basis and the tenure-track faculty that are the

main targets of diversity hiring initiatives.

9In addition, recent studies find that the millennial generation has a different understanding of the

concepts of “diversity” and “inclusion” than baby boomers and Gen Xers. They are less inclined to think

of the diversity of visible social groups and more inclined to think of ideas, unique personal identities, and

experiences (Smith and Turner, 2015).
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Across the natural sciences and engineering, as well as most of the social sciences, the pres-

ence of women and minorities tends to be greater among these teaching faculty—including

contract and part-time instructors, as well as graduate students—than it is among tenure–

track faculty (Flaherty, 2016; Harper et al., 2001; Bettinger and Long, 2005; West and Curtis,

2006; Ginther and Kahn, 2012; Trower and Chait, 2002). As a result, the “faculty” that un-

dergraduates get to know in their classes may be more diverse than the ranks of tenure track

faculty. If so, students may regard the under-representation of women, non-binary, and

non-white faculty as less pronounced than do the faculty themselves, which could translate

into the less emphatic preferences for woman and minority candidates among students than

among faculty that we observed in our conjoint experiments.

In sum, our findings are amenable to two distinct interpretations. First, to the extent

that we are comparing “likes” with “likes”, meaning that students and faculty conceptu-

alize diversity in faculty hiring in the same way, a combination of education, socialization,

generational age, and political liberalism likely accounts for the gap between student and

faculty preferences on diversity. An alternative interpretation rests on the idea that stu-

dents and faculty have different conceptions of faculty diversity. It could be that students

form their diversity preferences with respect to the composition of the faculty they actually

interact with, who at large research universities are more diverse than the ranks of tenure

track faculty. When they think of diversity in hiring, students’ reference point may be this

group of contingent instructors and graduate students, not tenure-track faculty. This sug-

gests a testable proposition: at colleges and universities where teaching is done primarily by

a non-diverse tenure-track faculty, the differences between student and faculty preferences

should be less pronounced than at larger public universities where the tenure-track ranks

may be just as homogeneous, but where the teaching ranks of adjuncts, contract lecturers,

and graduate students are more diverse.

These two interpretations are not mutually exclusive. Both could account for parts of the

difference between student and faculty preferences for diversity. We need more data beyond
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those we collected in our survey experiments at UNM and UNR to parse the relative validity

of each. Whatever the exact explanation, the main take away from our findings is that,

when it comes to preferences for diversity in faculty hiring, differences between students and

faculty are more prominent than those across racial, ethnic, gender, or class groups.

6 Conclusion

Gender, racial, and ethnic diversity among university students and faculty has long been a

matter of public controversy and concern, as has the question of whether campus climates

adequately nourish diverse points of view. The gap between the diversity of the student

body and diversity among faculty on many campuses has received growing media attention

(see, e.g., Matthew, 2016; Gasman, 2016; Arnett, 2015). The number one demand of the

most prominent consortium of student groups advocating for campus diversity is for schools

to increase representation of racial and ethnic minority faculty (WeTheProtesters, 2017).

Our findings suggest that across the student population more broadly, diversity preferences

are present but less pronounced. We find consistent student preferences for increasing rep-

resentation of racial/ethnic minorities and of women among faculty. However, we find even

more marked student preferences for faculty candidates with strong teaching and research

records.

The campus group that most favors prioritizing diversity in faculty recruitment is the fac-

ulty itself. The differences in faculty versus student preferences on racial/ethnic and gender

diversity are more consistent and larger than the differences across these groups among both

faculty and students. This gap in student-faculty preferences reflects differences in experi-

ences and socialization, and possibly in the understanding of what diversity is. Moreover,

this divergence presents a potential obstacle to consensus on diversity initiatives. Faculty

recruitment is a slow, labor-intensive, and highly deliberative process, particularly in the

tenured and tenure-track ranks where universities weigh lifetime commitments. Assembling
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faculties that excel in scholarship, teaching, and mentoring is one of the biggest challenges

universities confront. Understanding how faculty value diversity—and how the faculty’s core

constituency, students, do—is essential to determining how universities should approach that

challenge.
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Figure A.3: Sample conjoint table evaluated by survey respondents (UNM version)
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Figure A.5: Faculty preferences at UNM and UNR (all attributes)
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Figure A.6: Student preferences, Hispanic vs. white
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Figure A.7: Student preferences, first-generation vs. not-first-generation
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Figure A.8: Student preferences, low-income (<50K) vs. high-income (>50K) family
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Figure A.9: Student preferences, low-income (<50K) vs. high-income (>150K) family
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Figure A.10: Faculty preferences, white vs. non-white
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Figure A.11: Faculty preferences, man vs. woman
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Figure A.12: Preferences between students and faculty respondents, UNM

A12



●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

●

Faculty, All (N = 203) Students, All (N = 622) Difference

−.3 −.2 −.1 0 .1 .2 .3 .4 −.3 −.2 −.1 0 .1 .2 .3 .4 −.3 −.2 −.1 0 .1 .2 .3 .4

   Psychology
   Political Science
   Journalism
   Gender, Race, and Identity
   Environmental Studies
   English
   Computer Science
   Biology
   Economics (Baseline)
Department Program:
   Tenured Professor
   Tenure−Track Assistant Professor
   Untenured Visiting Instructor (Baseline)
Position:
   University of Nevada, Las Vegas
   University of Mississippi
   University of California, Berkeley
   Columbia University
   University of Nevada, Reno (Baseline)
Undergrad Degree:
   Yes
   No (Baseline)
Spouse Partner:
   University of Georgia
   Oxford University
   University of Michigan
   Yale University (Baseline)
PhD:
   Excellent
   Good
   Fair (Baseline)
Teaching Record:
   Excellent
   Good
   Fair (Baseline)
Research Record:
   Non−binary
   Woman
   Man (Baseline)
Gender:
   Native American
   Hispanic
   Black
   Asian
   White (Baseline)
Race Ethnicity:

Average Marginal Component Effect (and Difference between Two Estimates)

UNR

Figure A.13: Preferences between students and faculty respondents, UNR
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