



c[image: Book cover for “Viewpoint Diversity: What It Is, Why We Need It, and How to Get It,” edited by John Tomasi and Bernard Schweizer with a preface by Jonathan Haidt. Blue sky background with white clouds.]








i



Praise for Viewpoint Diversity





“As a vocal proponent of viewpoint diversity in higher education and elsewhere, I find this collection to be both bracing and necessary. Viewpoint Diversity, edited by Tomasi and Schweizer, offers compelling arguments to combat ideological homogeneity. From Yascha Mounk to Nadine Strossen, from Danielle Allen to Tyler VanderWeele, the contributors demonstrate that viewpoint diversity is much more than a loaded buzzword, positioning it as a vital ingredient in the pursuit of truth and the enrichment of our collective human experience.”


—Steven Pinker, author of When Everyone Knows That Everyone Knows . . . Common Knowledge and the Mysteries of Money, Power, and Everyday Life


“Viewpoint Diversity is the handbook we’ve been missing: rigorous without being preachy, pluralistic without being naïve, and unapologetically pro–free speech. It makes the case—patiently and persuasively—that intellectual humility isn’t a vibe; it’s a practice, and institutions need rules and norms that reward truth-seeking instead of tribal applause. If you’re tired of outrage-as-a-personality and ready to trade reflexes for curiosity, this book lays out a real path back to open inquiry—and a liberal democracy that can handle disagreement again.”


—Greg Lukianoff, President of FIRE and author of The War On Words: 10 Arguments Against Free Speech—And Why They Fail


“The term viewpoint diversity gets thrown around so often lately that it’s easy to forget its literal meaning. Rather than shorthand for an exasperation with weaponized wokeness, it’s actually a long intellectual journey in an often uncomfortable seat. This volume, edited by two of our most committed free speech champions and bringing together many of today’s sharpest thinkers, is essential reading for the trip. I appreciated all of it and didn’t agree with some of it, which is precisely the point.”


—Meghan Daum, author of The Catastrophe Hour: Selected Essays


“Is viewpoint diversity a chimera? A conservative plot? Is it even really a thing? The all-star authors of this important collection put flesh on the concept and grapple with the opportunities and challenges it poses. Together, they show that viewpoint diversity—properly understood, sensibly implemented—offers a path to better teaching, sounder science, and a less polarized society.”


—Jonathan Rauch, author of Cross Purposes: Christianity’s Broken Bargain with Democracy


ii“This book on viewpoint diversity is what we need—a discussion on why this is so important to our democracy, our universities, and our society. What I like most about this book is that it promotes the very nature of pluralism—the various articles written by thought leaders show viewpoint diversity and that the reasons for it are indeed varied. This is a must read for anyone interested in open inquiry and pluralism.”


—Jeremy Haefner, Chancellor of the University of Denver


“What is viewpoint diversity? Why does it matter? What are its limits? John Tomasi and Bernard Schweizer have convened an excellent array of thought leaders and essays to work through these questions. The book is a great primer for helping stakeholders understand the meaning and value of this much-contested concept, and it’s a fantastic resource for those interested in reforming and improving institutions of knowledge and cultural production.”


—Musa al-Gharbi, author of We Have Never Been Woke: The Cultural Contradictions of a New Elite


“The liberal culture that cherishes viewpoint diversity is today severely challenged. We need to think about this problem creatively and capaciously—this collection of first-rate authors points the way.”


—Jenna Silber Storey, Co-Director of the Center for the Future of the American University, American Enterprise Institute


“We must all be grateful for this volume. Freedom of speech is the lifeblood of any college or university worth its name, but it is a pathetic and anemic institution that satisfies itself with free speech unless it is joined to a true marketplace of ideas enabled by viewpoint diversity. These essays illuminate that landscape.”


—Michael Poliakoff, President of the American Council of Trustees and Alumni
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Preface





by Jonathan Haidt


When I was a young man, I was very opinionated and confident in my opinions. On matters of politics and policy I was especially insufferable. But then I set out to write a book on the psychology of morality and politics, which became The Righteous Mind. I wanted to understand progressives, conservatives, and libertarians in their own terms, so I read their best writings and listened to their smartest thinkers. And then, something amazing happened. I discovered that there really are multiple internally coherent perspectives on complex social questions, and that each one gave me answers to questions I hadn’t even known to ask.


I had discovered the wisdom of John Stuart Mill. I would not read him for another five years, as I was co-founding Heterodox Academy, but by trying on multiple perspectives I came to grasp Mill’s famous line that “he who knows only his own side of the case knows little of that.” Some readers of this volume will know the widely quoted next sentence of that passage, about how if you don’t even know what the other side’s reasons are, then you have no reason to believe that your side is right. But fewer will know the sentence after that, which is less widely quoted:




Nor is it enough that he should hear the opinions of adversaries from his own teachers, presented as they state them, and accompanied by what they offer as refutations. viiiHe must be able to hear them from persons who actually believe them . . . he must know them in their most plausible and persuasive form.





It is this passage that best shows us the value of viewpoint diversity on campus and in course syllabi. Humans are highly social creatures who need to grasp ideas intuitively before we can process evidence and arguments about their truth. Therefore, talking face to face, or in a small group, has a special power to open minds and build new mental structures. Western philosophy began that way, with people in dialogue, and that’s what a college education does well, when it includes enough viewpoint diversity.


That’s why this book is so important: It’s the first comprehensive book on viewpoint diversity in higher education, politics, and the arts. The editors have assembled an all-star cast of well-known professors and journalists. They all agree that viewpoint diversity is valuable, but because they come from different fields and different political starting points (left, right, center, and libertarian) they’ll give you a variety of ways to think about this powerful yet understudied form of diversity.


At a time when liberal democracies are facing new challenges from the fragmenting effects of social media and AI, a book on how we benefit from interacting with each other across lines of difference could not be more timely.
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Introduction





by the Editors


This volume is an urgent exploration of the importance of viewpoint diversity across various areas—particularly in higher education, political culture, and in the literary world. In our polarized political climate, viewpoint diversity has become a political football, with partisans on the right championing the concept as an antidote to conformity while partisans on the left denounce it as a “Trojan horse” or MAGA plot to fill the university with more Republicans. By contrast, this book presents a series of nuanced and intellectually rigorous investigations into the concept of viewpoint diversity. Our authors offer serious explorations of what it is and multiple ways of understanding its utility, while also facing the challenges of how best to implement viewpoint diversity in the real world. Collectively, the essays call for a renewed commitment to the core values of free speech, intellectual humility, and societal pluralism.




Part I: Viewpoint Diversity in Higher Education


John Tomasi sets the stage by diagnosing the state of play in recent thinking about viewpoint diversity. On one side are expertise-based defenders of the status quo; on the other are critics calling for proportional ideological representation. As an alternative to these two dominant takes on viewpoint diversity—cloistered orthodoxy and societal representation—Tomasi offers a framework for xunderstanding how universities can foster genuine dialogue across differences without sacrificing academic standards. Subsequent essays delve into specific aspects: Nadine Strossen underscores the constitutional roots of viewpoint diversity in safeguarding liberty and democracy; Tyler VanderWeele discusses how to respond to the current problem of ideological homogeneity without undermining academic integrity; Jonathan Zimmerman emphasizes the importance of cultivating a culture of teaching that truly models and practices free inquiry. Others in this section explore the culture of campus debates, the role of faculty, and the vital need to resist censorship and dogmatism, especially in an era rife with political manipulation and social polarization.


Some skepticism toward the optimistic take on ubiquitous viewpoint diversity also surfaces in this section. Mark Bauerlein offers a cautionary perspective, warning that the very idea of “diversity” can sometimes be used to mask ideological conformity or superficial pluralism. Bret Stephens argues that some propositions threaten societal cohesion and moral decency, and that a commitment to diversity must be balanced with a responsibility to uphold certain moral and ethical boundaries. Together, Bauerlein and Stephens remind us that the pursuit of viewpoint diversity must be thoughtful, principled, and attentive to context. In the section’s final essay, Hollis Robbins argues that the landscape of viewpoint diversity shifts dramatically with AI. While AI tools enable unprecedented access to diverse ideas, they also threaten authenticity by providing “pseudo-diversity”—responses that lack true conviction, nuance, and human responsibility.







Part II: Viewpoint Diversity in Society and Politics


Yascha Mounk illuminates the paradox of infinite sources of viewpoints available today—through social media and AI—while societal consensus and trust in institutions decline. He argues that the stratification of society along lines of education xiand income have created a disconnect: Expert classes and ordinary citizens inhabit vastly different worlds of belief and confidence and that to make these worldviews relatable becomes one of today’s urgent imperatives. Ilana Redstone highlights the “viewpoint diversity paradox”: that genuine democratic engagement must navigate the tension between allowing free expression and avoiding harmful content—an impossible task without understanding intent and reasoning. John Inazu emphasizes that a culture of confident pluralism is essential for sustaining both civil society and democratic institutions, underscoring that, beyond merely tolerating diversity, society must actively nurture a moral and practical ethic of respectful engagement to truly bridge divides and uphold democratic ideals. Danielle Allen emphasizes the importance of cultivating confident pluralists—individuals committed to listening, humility, and civility—in order to sustain a functioning democracy. She advocates five core virtues: reflection, institutional trust, compromise, listening, and dignity, which together foster resilient social bonds amid deep disagreements.







Part III: Viewpoint Diversity in Literature and Publishing


Bernard Schweizer critically examines how the ideal of literary diversity has been undermined by the very mechanisms supposed to promote it—namely, identity-based gatekeeping, sensitivity readers, and ideological curation, particularly by Amazon. These practices, he argues, lead to a flattening of literary expression and a suppression of authentic, complex narratives. Richard North Patterson offers a compelling case against the censorship of authors based on identity, highlighting how prejudice and ideological restrictions threaten the very freedom to imagine that literature embodies. Henry Louis Gates Jr. echoes this theme, emphasizing that the “freedom to write” is essential for marginalized voices to challenge history and shape society. Together, these xiiessays reaffirm that literature must remain a space for authentic human storytelling, free from ideologically motivated bans and performative sensitivities.


Across all these essays, the common thread is an urgent need to reaffirm core values—belief in liberal democracy, the importance of moral humility, and the unbounded pursuit of truth—against a backdrop of rising censorship, ideological conformity, and technological disruption. Whether through fostering genuine debate on campuses, resisting the tendency to silo readers and writers by identity, or embracing the complex realities of a digital age, the volume advocates for a culture of bold, respectful, and open inquiry. It challenges readers—including educators, policymakers, authors, and citizens—to embody the virtues of confident pluralism: humility, perseverance, and the moral courage to engage deeply and humbly with the diversity of human experience. Only through such an ethic can society hope to sustain the democratic ideals of free speech, mutual understanding, and human dignity in a fractured and rapidly evolving world.
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I Viewpoint Diversity in Higher Education
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The Heterodox View of Viewpoint Diversity





by John Tomasi


Every scholar endorses viewpoint diversity. Disagreement is the fuel on which the academic enterprise runs. If scholars all held the same view on every topic under study in the humanities, social sciences, and STEM fields, publication and scholarship would end. Even Lisa Siraganian, a self-styled critic of viewpoint diversity, concludes a broadside against that concept by acknowledging this fact: Scholarly thinking “benefits from exposure to different ideas.”1


So, the question is not whether scholarship requires a diversity of viewpoints. The question is: How much viewpoint diversity do we need? Since most of the heat around this question concerns the appropriate range of ideological diversity, I shall focus on that issue. What degree of ideological diversity does responsible scholarship and teaching require?


Public records studies reveal that the professoriate has been steadily skewing ever more heavily left than right. Without any course-correction, that trend looks set to increase, perhaps 4dramatically. According to studies gathered by John Ellis, the ratio of left-leaning to right-leaning tenure-line professors was roughly 2:1 in 1969; 5:1 in 1999; 8:1 in 2015—and among junior professors, that ratio now stands at a whopping 49:1.2 As Sam Abrams has documented, studies showing a wide imbalance between liberal and conservative professors have been replicated across many disciplines as well across the professoriate as a whole.3 No serious scholar disputes the fact of a growing imbalance.


The increasing ideological homogeneity of the professoriate has been accompanied by a contraction in the range of ideas that students encounter in the classroom, as demonstrated by a recent national study of undergraduate syllabi.4 Most alarming, the study finds, this narrowing range of viewpoints presented to students has occurred especially on hot-button issues on which mutual understanding and bridge-building presumably are most needed: the conflict between Israel and Palestine, racial bias in the criminal justice system, and abortion.


Although no serious scholar disputes the ideological imbalance of the professoriate, people do dispute the significance of this fact. There are at present two main views about viewpoint diversity—each locked in opposition to the other.


On one side are defenders of the status quo, such as Lisa Siraganian and the American Association of University Professors (AAUP). In the face of the facts just mentioned, they reject the idea that the academy today suffers from any “viewpoint diversity problem” at all. Defenders of (their own) expertise, this side says the range of viewpoint diversity within the academy should be whatever the cohort of professors currently inhabiting the university deems fit. Since the existing ideological distribution within the academy arose through processes of scholarly decision-making (the professoriate’s own hiring and promotion decisions, the selection of research topics, the range of readings assigned in their classes, etc.), that distribution is therefore legitimate. The process 5of applied expertise sanctifies the product—whatever distribution might be produced.


On the other side are those who see the disparity between left- and right-leaning professors as a problem, while viewing that problem in explicitly political terms. This side sees the imbalance within the academy as a kind of injustice, the effective capture of a set of publicly funded institutions by one political party for its own benefit. Since the university system is entrusted with producing research that informs political decision-making, as well [as?] being tasked with educating the next generation of citizens, any ideological imbalance within the academy is a matter of public concern. As a remedy, they seek a political imposition of more balance within the political orientation of the professoriate, so that the ratio more closely (or at least less distantly) represents the political beliefs of the surrounding society.


These two views dominate debates about viewpoint diversity today. I am skeptical of both. But I also believe that we have something to learn from each. Seeing what is right (and wrong) about these two views points the way towards a third view. This view would bring intellectual humility to the claims of expertise, while reconciling the claims of ordinary politics to the special nature of the university.




1. The Scholarly Sanctification View


How wide a range of viewpoints should be welcomed on our university campuses? In the flagship publication of AAUP (American Association of University Professors), Academe, Lisa Siraganian offers a provocative answer to this question: The university should be exactly as viewpoint diverse as the professors who currently inhabit it think fit, and no more.5 She explicitly criticizes Heterodox Academy, and me, for advocating a wider range of viewpoints. I’ll return to that point. For now, notice that while I just described Siraganian’s thesis as provocative, until very recently there was nothing at all provocative about her view. 6Indeed, for decades Siraganian’s thesis served as a rarely questioned academic state of affairs.


The concept of viewpoint diversity burst on the political scene in 2002 with the publication of David Horowitz’s “Academic Bill of Rights.” Noting the increasingly one-sided political party orientation of the professoriate, Horowitz argued that universities should seek greater pluralism and diversity. Although Horowitz used the phrase “intellectual pluralism,” it was the term “viewpoint diversity” that captured the popular imagination (an n-gram of that phrase from 2002–2004, measuring popular usage, resembles the steep face of Mont Blanc).


By 2003, the AAUP’s Committee A had issued a response to Horowitz. Their conclusion was that “decisions concerning the quality of scholarship and teaching are to be made by reference to the standards of the academic profession, as interpreted and applied by the community of scholars who are qualified by expertise and training to establish such standards.”6 How wide a range of views and opinions should be studied and taught on our campuses? Siraganian in 2025 and Committee A in 2003 agree: Universities should study and teach a range of viewpoints that is as wide, and no wider, than whatever group of professors currently inhabit the university believes appropriate.


As I’ll explain in a moment, I find this approach implausible. But I share two key premises with Siraganian and the AAUP. The first is that the primary purpose of the university is the pursuit, preservation, and dissemination of knowledge. The second is that disciplinary standards are central to that purpose. Expertise matters, and any serious view of viewpoint diversity should recognize that. So far, so good.


The problem, however, is that there is a hidden third premise that Siraganian and the AAUP also rely upon to defend the status quo. This is the assumption that when people pass through the process of training and professionalization needed to enter the professoriate, they somehow leave behind the psychological 7biases and vulnerabilities to groupthink that are part of human nature. Siraganian and the AAUP believe that the process of academic professionalization sanctifies the collective decision-making of the professoriate. Thus, whatever decisions the professoriate makes about hiring and promotion, and whatever overall pattern emerges from those decisions, are ipso facto justified by the fact that the pattern arose through professors exercising their professional expertise.


As the AAUP statement put it in 2003: “The appropriate diversity of a university faculty must ultimately be conceived as a question of academic judgement”. So, if an overall pattern emerges across the academy in which conservative and libertarian scholarship and reading assignments become ever more marginalized, as has happened, this is nothing to worry about—so long as each decision leading to that pattern was made according the existing professors’ own expert judgment. There is no external standard that could be used to explain why the ideological narrowing of the academy might be anything to worry about. The opinion of the professors currently in the academy controls all: It alone defines the acceptable limits of viewpoint diversity.


As Jonathan Haidt and I have argued, this view is naïve, unhistorical, and strangely uncritical.7 Professional training does not make professors immune to ordinary human biases.8 Academics remain human still. And if the ideological boundaries and assumptions of the profession happen to align with the professors’ own ideological boundaries—as can happen when the range of viewpoints in a group shrinks—they may be especially susceptible to bias. Today’s cohort of scholarly experts remains vulnerable to the same “tyranny of public opinion” and “uncritical and intemperate partisanship” that the founders of the American Academy of University Professors in 1915 warned academia to resist.9


This idea, that professionalization does not insulate one from 8bias, is a major finding from the sociology of science. Indeed, recognition of the danger of bias can be seen in core academic practices, such as the doctrine of blind review, or the practice of selecting tenure letter writers from a diverse pool. These practices implicitly recognize that even academic experts remain subject to bias. The cohort of professors who currently inhabit the university remain human, just like every cohort before them and every cohort yet to come.







2. The Political Representation View


Since the filter of scholarly expertise will always remain flawed by human bias, one alternative would be to discard that filter altogether. Siraganian characterizes one such alternative as follows: “The more views you have, the more viewpoint diversity you have.”10 Whether the view is that the structure of DNA is a triple helix, or the claim that Maoist collective farming was an economic success, or the thesis that the earth is flat and the moon is square, this approach to viewpoint diversity says the more views the better.


The problem with this view is that if you only care about having the greatest number and variety of views, even when expert opinion has decisively shown those views to be false, one loses the connection to truth-seeking, which is the university’s purpose. Yet there is a second problem with this view: To my knowledge, no one holds it.


Because she considers and rejects an implausible alternative to the AAUP’s “simple-sanctification” view, Siraganian fails to consider a more serious alternative that stands closely adjacent to the straw man she sets up. This view, like the-more-views-the-better view that Siraganian considers, also rejects that AAUP claim to absolute sovereignty of whatever cohort of humans currently inhabit that professoriate. But it then looks to an external standard to determine when or if the decisions by the professoriate have gone astray.


9This view, widely associated with the political right, says that the range of views under active discussion within the academy should be (broadly) representative of the political views held in the wider society—say, as represented by the major political parties. I’ll call this view of viewpoint diversity the political representation view.


On the political representation view, if a society is divided roughly equally between people holding conservative and progressive political ideologies, that same range of views ought to be represented in the academy.


Like the principle that “the-more-views-the-better,” the representation view uses an “expertise-free” criterion to decide how diverse the views in the university ought to be. Only by this approach, the boundaries of viewpoint diversity within the academy are tied to political representation.


Anyone who, like me, sees the university as fundamentally committed to knowledge-seeking, must reject this view—at least in this simple version. For one thing, if we believe the telos of the university is the search for knowledge, we should expect (indeed, hope for) the occasional achievement of scholarly consensus—even, perhaps, on contested political and moral issues. Further, why would we think having a faculty with more registered Republicans, say, would improve research and teaching in engineering, mathematics, or any other fields? And even within disciplines that do address political topics, why think that representation of the dominant political parties (in any one country, at any one historical moment) should be allowed to set the parameters of scholarly investigation? If our guide is knowledge-seeking, this simple version of the representative view is unattractive.







3. A Third Way: The Heterodox View


The purely internal, expertise-based view of viewpoint diversity—the scholarly sanctification view—is psychologically naïve. And 10the purely external view—the political representation view—likewise would weaken the commitment of universities to their knowledge-seeking function, just in a different way. So, what is to be done?


At Heterodox Academy, we believe there is a world out there worth knowing, and that disciplinary methods and standards—whatever their defects in practice—are our best chance of gaining that knowledge. Yet we also believe that the rising ideological conformity of the professoriate poses a threat to effective knowledge-seeking, and to the public credibility of our universities as well. This is a threat that the self-governing professoriate, so far, has shown itself unable (or unwilling) to address. But is there a way to capture both these insights in a single account of viewpoint diversity?


I believe there is, and here is the core idea: On every scholarly topic, the tools, norms, and standards of the relevant discipline generate a range of positions that might possibly be considered and defended by experts in that field (each according to their discipline’s evidentiary standards). What is wanted is that a robust range of options on this methodologically identified “frontier” of positions be kept open in a lively way.


To achieve the good of viewpoint diversity in the sense I am proposing, it’s not necessary that every thesis on that range of possibilities is actively being defended within the academy. Many questions—the shape of the earth, the outcome of Mao’s agricultural reforms—have been decisively settled. We may have reason to teach about those questions, but the questions themselves have been settled. Expertise must be given its due.


Yet, from the other side, it is also not necessary that the defense of that (methodologically available) range of theses be politically representative of society. Universities are not essentially political institutions: They are essentially knowledge-seeking ones. Yet intellectual humility teaches us that the opinions of people outside the university can sometimes help us identify systemic biases 11and blind spots of scholars working within. Even experts sometimes need someone to tell them to check their premises.


This third view of viewpoint diversity is a kind of hybrid of the two dominant views—the scholarly sanctification view, and the political representation view. With its respect for disciplinary standards of evidence, it cares very much for “doxa,” or truth-seeking beliefs. Yet, with its sharp awareness of the vulnerability to groupthink, even of knowledge-seekers, it also has a special concern for difference, or “heteros.” I hope it will not surprise you that I call this third view the heterodox view of viewpoint diversity.


On the heterodox approach to viewpoint diversity, as I have said, what we need is that the methodologically available range of research questions be kept open in a lively way. And this, precisely, is where many of us fear the contemporary university has fallen short.


Consider a few examples. Climate science has a set of methodologies (ways of presenting evidence) that allow for the generation of a range of climate change models. Some predictive models are “hotter” and “faster”; some models are “cooler” and “slower.” To have healthy viewpoint diversity in climate science, we don’t need to have each possible predictive position being defended. Nor do we need to have an “ideological balance” across the range. Again, some degree of scientific convergence is a reasonable academic goal. But if climate science falls into a position where certain (methodologically available) positions cannot even be discussed, then we have failed on the viewpoint diversity standard.


Similarly, the field of international affairs has a set of methodologies that make available a range of positions about the proper relation of (let’s say) the United States of America to the rest of the world. If a scholarly consensus emerges around a liberal internationalist (or cosmopolitan) answer to that question, that’s fine. Again, we are searching for knowledge. But if rival methodologically possible positions (say, the doctrine of American 12exceptionalism) cannot even be discussed or taught in a serious way, then we have fallen short on viewpoint diversity in our sense.


So too with political or intellectual history. Having lots of scholars writing books that explore the wisdom of Franklin Roosevelt or John F. Kennedy or Ruth Bader Ginsburg is fine. But if scholars committed to those same historical standards of evidence cannot even consider writing a similarly positive book about, say, Calvin Coolidge or Ronald Reagan or Clarence Thomas, then something has gone seriously wrong. The scope of viewpoint diversity has been artificially narrowed, and our ability to search for knowledge has been weakened as a result.


Similarly with medicine and public health. If, during a pandemic, a public health consensus emerges and stabilizes on masking, lockdowns, and vaccines, so be it. But if heterodox positions about pandemic responses—such as the Great Barrington Declaration—cannot even be stated without attacks on the character or motives of dissenting scholars, such that arguments for those alternatives cannot even be considered according to disciplinary standards of evidence, then something has gone wrong with the discipline of public health from a viewpoint diversity perspective.


This heterodox model of viewpoint diversity could also encapsulate yet another form of viewpoint diversity that some defend: identity viewpoint diversity. Many people demand more racial or gender diversity on campus as a requirement of (their theory of) social justice. There are important moral issues here. Now, the heterodox ideal of viewpoint diversity, by contrast, would advocate greater identity diversity precisely because (and precisely when) greater racial or gender diversity opens up hidden (methodologically available) views and research programs, thus making neglected options available in a lively way.


For example, the late twentieth century saw a flowering of historical scholarship on the American Founding Period (Gordon Wood’s 1969 epic The Creation of the American Republic, 131776–1787 is an exemplar). But while historians of this era produced brilliant and illuminating works about the principles and achievements of the leading agents of America’s founding era, the historical role and experience of enslaved Black people in early America, and of other marginalized groups, was hardly mentioned at all. As university faculties and student bodies became more racially integrated in the 1980s and 1990s, historians of early America increasingly turned their attention to those neglected perspectives and experiences—thus potentially enriching historical scholarship and teaching alike. Identity diversity, in this case, had the potential to increase the breadth and power of viewpoint diversity in our sense.


So, we have considered and rejected two “pure” approaches to viewpoint diversity. One, the scholarly sanctification view, is purely internal. It asserts that the boundaries of viewpoint diversity on campus should be set entirely by whatever cohort of academics presently inhabit the academy—no matter their susceptibility to groupthink and cognitive bias. The other, the political representation view, is purely external. It asserts that the boundaries of viewpoints on campus should be set in a way this is politically representative of the wider society—no matter that some of those views and opinions (from both sides) are demonstrably false.


As we have seen, neither of these “pure” approaches can plausibly answer the question with which we started: In a university committed primarily to the search for knowledge, how diverse should viewpoint diversity be? In response, I am proposing a hybrid view of viewpoint diversity, one that seeks to pick up an insight from each of those views while avoiding their defects. On this, the heterodox view of viewpoint diversity, what is wanted is that a robust range of (methodologically available) ideas and opinions be kept open in a lively way.


Siraganian writes: “[T]hose of us who want good ideas to win and bad ideas to lose should understand that viewpoint diversity will not get us there.”11 The opposite is true. If we are to have any 14hope that good ideas will win and bad ideas will lose, we need a wider range of views to be kept open in a lively way at our universities. As the examples mentioned above demonstrate, such views often arise from real debates occurring in the surrounding society—not just from intramural scholarly discourse. Views kept open in this way do not get a free pass simply because they are different from mainstream views of the professoriate at any given moment. Nor do they have any special standing for that reason. But nor do such views get shut down without examination. Instead, for views to be kept open in a lively way means that such views are welcomed into the field of disciplinary contestation, where they will be judged, and must be defended, according to disciplinary methodologies and standards of evidence.


This is a heterodox, knowledge-tracking approach to viewpoint diversity. It recognizes that group opinions, even of experts, can sometimes go badly wrong. While firmly committed to disciplinary methods and standards of evidence, this heterodox approach also reflects a form of intellectual humility appropriate to scholars, who should be ready to recognize that, despite all their degrees and qualifications, they sometimes have things to learn from people who live and work and form opinions outside the ivory tower.





For discussion of these ideas, I am especially grateful to Micheal Regnier, Jonathan Haidt, Nicole Barbaro, Alex Arnold, Eric Torres, and Daniel Sargent. I presented drafts of this paper at Heterodox Academy’s Segal Center for Academic Pluralism and at the Peregrine Collective at UC Berkeley.
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