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journals. Analyzing selected articles from a
journal likely to reflect ideologies and gener-
alizing the results to the entire field of psy-
chology is inappropriate. Second, forcing ar-
ticles into the extreme categories of liberal
and conservative ignores the potentially large
percentage of articles that do not fall into
either category. As a result, using these cate-
gories may present a biased representation of
the field of psychology.

To address these problems and conduct
a stronger test of Redding’s (2001) hypothe-
sis, we performed a content analysis of our
own. Following Fausto-Sterling’s (1992) ex-
ample, we would like to acknowledge that the
majority of the authors of this comment are
politically liberal. However, a minority of us
is conservative, and one of us claims to be
neither liberal nor conservative. We chose
three journals that either report empirical re-
search or review empirical research. We then
selected at random one issue from each jour-
nal from the 2000 volume, resulting in a
survey of the Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology from July 2000, Psycho-
logical Bulletin from January 2000, and Psy-
chological Review from July 2000. All 23
articles in these three journals were coded as
being liberal, conservative, or neutral (i.e., no
political views expressed). Raters were in-
structed to rate an article liberal if they be-
lieved it could be used to support a liberal
position (vice versa for a conservative rat-
ing). If an article was judged to be irrelevant
to the support of a political position or if the
raters believed it could be used to support
either a liberal or a conservative position,
then raters were instructed to assign it a neu-
tral rating. Interrater reliability was 83%.

Overall, 3 (14%) of the articles were rated
as liberal, 1 (5%) was rated as conservative,
and 19 (81%) were rated as neutral. Anecdot-
ally, the most conservative among the raters
rated 26% of the articles as liberal and 9% as
conservative, but still rated the large majority
(65%) as neutral. These ratings present a rather
different view of the field of psychology than
the one presented by Redding (2001). Al-
though the percentage of liberal articles was
higher than the percentage of conservative arti-
cles, focusing only on these two categories
ignores the large percentage of articles that are
best described as politically neutral.

In conclusion, Redding’s (2001) article
made a valuable point about the role personal
values play in psychologists’ research endeav-
ors. However, his selection of examples used
to argue for a bias against conservative view-
points served to show his own biases rather
than to reflect the true state of the field. Values
undoubtedly guide psychologists’ research
questions, but, according to the data presented
here, much of what gets reported in psycholo-
gy journals does not appear to support or
promote any particular political agenda.
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In his article, Redding (March 2001) argued
that conservatives and their views are “vastly
underrepresented in psychology” (p. 205).
He cited examples throughout his article of
“liberal bias” that have problematically influ-
enced research methods, interpretations, and
use. Although I cannot comment on every
aspect of his article because of the limitations
of my own expertise, I do have several reac-
tions to his section on gay and lesbian parent-
ing. If this section of Redding’s article is
representative of the other sections, I have
serious concerns about the conclusions he
has drawn.

Redding (2001) presented the research
supporting gay and lesbian parenting as an
example of research that has been tainted by
liberal biases. He did this first by pointing to
issues of “small sample sizes, nonrepresen-
tative and self-selected samples, reliance on
self-reports subject to social desirability bi-
ases, and lack of longitudinal data” (p. 207).
By suggesting that the entire body of re-
search examining outcomes of children raised
by gay and lesbian parents is questionable
for these reasons, he raised the bar for psy-
chological research to unrealistic levels. If
all of psychological research were held to
this standard, much of it would be discount-
ed. Imagine discarding the vast majority of
studies in the field of psychology that use
self-report measures! Consider the tiny mi-
nority of researchers who are able to obtain
longitudinal data.

Redding’s (2001) critique also failed to
consider an important issue when conducting
research with sexual minorities: Lesbian and
gay parents face social stigmatization and
may have fears of being too openly public

about their parenting statuses because of cus-
tody concerns. This stigma and these fears
can make lesbian and gay parents a more
difficult sample for researchers to obtain.
Such difficulties may result in the need for
self-selected samples. Of course, researchers
cannot be sure if such samples are represen-
tative of the entire population of lesbian and
gay parents, just as they cannot be sure that
convenience samples of freshman psycholo-
gy students are representative of all Ameri-
cans. Does this mean that such studies should
not be completed? Clearly, it means psychol-
ogists should be cautious about generalizing
from the results of just a handful of these
studies. Redding (2001) cited only 3 studies
on gay and lesbian parenting; however, 43
empirical studies exist in this area (American
Psychological Association, 2001). The
strength in the interpretation of results of
each of these studies is in considering the
findings as a whole. Patterson (2001) noted
that despite some limitations of specific stud-
ies, all of the empirical research findings are
consistent with the conclusion that lesbian
and gay individuals can be fit and effective
parents. She also provided a logical rebuttal
to each of the methodological flaws suggest-
ed by Redding.

Redding’s (2001) second point used
to challenge the validity of research on
lesbian and gay parenting suggested that
“advocates . . . often fail to consider fully
the potential importance of having both male
and female nurturance and role models for
children” (p. 207). Not only is this argument
fallacious in its disregard for the fact that
children are exposed to nurturing adults and
role models of all sexes well beyond the
scope of their nuclear families, but he backed
it up with four rather questionable citations.
Given that he has criticized the quality of
research on gay and lesbian parenting, it is
interesting that he supported his hypothesis
regarding the need for male and female influ-
ences within the nuclear family with no em-
pirical support. Rather, he cited two articles
published in legal journals, a book chapter,
and a literature review (see Redding, 2001, p.
207). Thus, after questioning the validity of a
body of research with over 40 published
studies, Redding was able to offer no empir-
ical support for his own proposition. Sur-
prisingly, in the book chapter he cited to
support his claim (Booth & Crouter, 1998),
the authors concluded that research on the
effects of fathers on children is inconclusive,
ranging from no effects and small effects to
rather large ones. This is hardly sound sup-
port for Redding’s ideological counterpoint.
Rohner’s (1998) review is equally inconclu-
sive and therefore is equally dubious as sup-
port for Redding’s parenting hypothesis.

Redding (2001) did not adequately ac-
knowledge the relativity inherent in defining
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something as liberal or conservative. Al-
though he reported having used politically
conservative, politically liberal, and political-
ly centrist raters for his content analysis of
the American Psychologist, he failed to tell
readers how he measured these political ori-
entations in his raters. Presumably, however,
it involved some form of self-report, and this
would undoubtedly raise his own stated con-
cerns about social desirability effects, partic-
ularly if his raters were students. Regardless,
it is paramount to consider a person’s relative
social position in understanding that person’s
perception of liberal or conservative topics.

For example, consider how a gay or
lesbian researcher might perceive the political
orientation of psychologists and the Ameri-
can Psychological Association in light of the
paucity of research on sexual minorities in
professional journals. Buhrke, Ben-Ezra,
Hurley, and Ruprecht (1992) conducted a
content analysis on six major journals in coun-
seling psychology to determine the percent-
age of articles that dealt with lesbian, gay, and
bisexual (LGB) issues. From 1978 to 1989,
the journal representing the greatest coverage
of LGB issues had 28 articles on LGB con-
cerns out of 1,474 total articles. The three
journals published by the American Psycho-
logical Association combined had only 8 arti-
cles on LGB issues out of 3,008 articles. One
journal had no articles on LGB issues in this
12-year period. Recently, several colleagues
and I extended this content analysis through
the 1990s and found similar results regarding
the percentage of articles on LGB issues: two
journals had 1% or less, two journals had 2%
or less, one journal had 3%, and one journal
had 5% (Rooney, Perez, Paul, & Schmidt,
2001).

Ultimately, Redding’s (2001) arguments
regarding gay and lesbian parenting as an
example of research fraught with liberal bias-
es are weak. In forwarding his arguments, he
leaned on the type of scholarship that he
criticized, namely articles that lack firm em-
pirical support. Readers might consider re-
viewing the other sections of his article with
equal scrutiny.

REFERENCES

American Psychological Association. (2001).
Empirical studies on gay and lesbian
parenting. Retrieved February 13, 2002,
from the American Psychological Associa-
tion Public Interest Web site: http://
www.apa.org/pi/l&gbib.html

Booth, A., & Crouter, A. C. (1998). Men in
families: When do they get involved and
what difference does it make? Mahwah, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Buhrke, R. A., Ben-Ezra, L. A., Hurley, M. E.,
& Ruprecht, L. J. (1992). Content analysis
and methodological critique of articles con-
cerning lesbian and gay male issues in coun-

seling journals. Journal of Counseling Psy-
chology, 39, 91–99.

Patterson, C. J. (2001). Lesbian and gay
parenting. Retrieved February 13, 2002,
from the American Psychological Associa-
tion Public Interest Web site: http://
www.apa.org/pi/parent.html

Redding, R. E. (2001). Sociopolitical diver-
sity in psychology: The case for pluralism.
American Psychologist, 56, 205–215.

Rohner, R. P. (1998). Father love and child
development: History and current evi-
dence. Current Directions in Psychologi-
cal Science, 7, 157–161.

Rooney, S. C., Perez, R. M., Paul, B. D., &
Schmidt, C. K. (2001). Coverage of les-
bian, gay, and bisexual concerns in JCP.
Unpublished manuscript.

Correspondence concerning this comment
should be addressed to S. Craig Rooney,
University of Missouri—Kansas City, 223
Education Building, Kansas City, MO 64110-
2499. E-mail: rooneys@umkc.edu

Can Pluralism Be Intolerant?
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Normally, when writing a response to an
article, I am motivated by disagreement, but I
must confess wholehearted assent with Red-
ding’s (March 2001) thesis. In fact, I would
have been willing to accept his basic proposi-
tion that the majority of psychologists are
politically liberal as well as its corollary—
that the discipline thus has a liberal bias—
without empirical verification. Although my
own political views do not map neatly onto
the overused and overly simplistic continu-
um of liberal–conservative, I have often found
myself in the abject minority on many social
policy discussions within departments of psy-
chology—both as a graduate student and lat-
er as a faculty member.

I believe taking Redding’s (2001) anal-
ysis seriously, along with addressing its im-
plications for psychological theory, research,
practice, and education, would improve the
discipline of psychology simply from the
perspective of providing students with a het-
erogeneous academic experience. Colleagues
who begin a scientific investigation with their
conclusion in mind are routinely belittled,
yet the criticism seems only to apply to polit-
ically conservative points of view. It is a
not-so-subtle irony that the methodological
corollary of psychology’s liberal bias usual-
ly reflects postmodern commitments to so-
cial construction views of reality—which
should be just as efficient at undermining a

priori epistemological commitments to polit-
ically liberal causes as they are at undermin-
ing their conservative counterparts.

However, that is precisely the rub for
the Socratic ideal of dialectic evaluation of all
things status quo: Just as there is no ether
against which to measure cosmic position
and movement for celestial bodies, there also
does not exist a fixed conceptual framework
within which to determine degree of ideolog-
ical balance or bias. Contextual knowledge
has become a redundant term among philoso-
phers of science, and rightly so. But to claim
scientific legitimacy, a discipline must as-
sume that its methods for creating or acquir-
ing new information about the natural phe-
nomena within its purview remain neutral
regarding the possible conclusions that result
from their application. Redding (2001) must
have assumed the reality of the arbitrary po-
litical continuum of liberal–conservative in
order to develop empirical evidence that psy-
chology as a discipline camps more to the left
than to the right.

Please allow me to venture momentarily
outside the discipline of psychology to devel-
op what I hope is a useful analogy. At least
among conservatives, journalists (also known
as the media) have routinely been criticized
for their liberal bias, even though they claim
to have an a priori commitment to exploring
both sides of an issue. However, this desire
to provide balanced coverage can lead them
to overrepresent minority viewpoints. Here
is a hypothetical example (with a conserva-
tive bias): Say that 25% of the population
oppose issuing concealed-weapon permits,
while 70% support such legislation, with 5%
being undecided. Most journalists covering
the story would feature a spokesperson from
both sides of the issue; such “unbiased” re-
porting leaves the impression that opposition
to concealed-weapon permits enjoys more
support than it actually does from purely
democratic considerations. In fact, in an ef-
fort to provide balanced reporting, the cover-
age has given more legitimacy to a minority
viewpoint than it would merit in any objec-
tive sense, resulting in an implicit bias. Of
course, if I were to suggest from this purely
hypothetical example that majority opinions
should define psychology’s conceptual ether,
I would be committing the naturalistic falla-
cy—an error that Redding (2001) has already
warned readers against.

Might psychology also lose its scientif-
ic legitimacy if it commits to so-called bal-
anced reporting simply in the interests of
representing both sides of every issue? Cer-
tainly accepting as a goal that the conclusions
from psychological science should reflect the
opinions of mainstream Americans—in pure-
ly actuarial or any other terms—would do a
disservice to psychology, both to science and

DOI: 10.1037//0003-066X.57.4.299


