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Public release of field scores (CECT) by field of study

Education is perhaps the most generally used independent variable in contemporary public
opinion research. The level of a person’s education plays directly into the socio-cultural divide,
which tends to distinguish those with socio-liberal views from those with conservative views in
most western societies. Most socio-liberal (or GAL) voters have college degrees; most
conservative (or TAN) voters have only secondary education.

Yet the extent to which a person is educated is just one way in which education affects political
beliefs and behavior; the substantive field of education has an independent role to play over and
above level of education. Recent research finds that a person’s field of education actually has a
causal effect and is not merely a proxy for prior influences that lead a person to study arts or
engineering (Goldstein and Kolerman Shemer 2025; Hooghe, Marks, Kamphorst 2025;
Kamphorst, Hooghe, Marks, Wang 2026; Martin et al. 2025).

Unfortunately, information on field of education is less often collected than information on
educational level, and it has proven difficult to conceptualize and operationalize fields of
education. When it is, educational field is often available as a list of nominal categories, such as
arts, history, economics, engineering, mathematics, or it is aggregated using the STEM (science,
technology, engineering, math) categorization. The former approach requires at least a dozen
dummy variables. The latter approach is parsimonious but throws out a lot of information.

This is where this new resource comes in. CECT is a unique approach to conceptualizing and
measuring the content of field of education. It starts from the observation that academic fields
cultivate distinct repertoires for understanding human behavior and social outcomes and it
develops a unified continuous measure of these distinct repertoires.

CECT is a shorthand for the range of skills, cognitive frames, or ways of knowing that
students are exposed to when studying a particular field. Education sociologists synthesized
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this into 16 skills encompassing Cultural, Economic, Communicative, Technical abilities. Each
field of study can then be understood as offering a distinct mix of these skills.

Communicative and cultural skills emphasize the situational and structural conditions of human
behavior. Students in some fields of study routinely encounter concepts that underline historical
context, social influence, inequality, and constraint on human-behavior. Technical skills are
concerned with the physical world; economic skills are concerned with the material or
instrumental incentives underlying human behavior. Students in those fields rarely encounter
approaches that problematize human behavior, or where they do, human behavior is explained
as dispositional reasoning and individual responsibility.

To the extent that the study of human behavior and its structural and situational conditions
predominate over the study of physical things or materialincentives, we define that field of study
as human-centered. In operational terms, human-centeredness is the ratio of cultural and
communicative skills over the four skill sets. To make interpretation easier this is rescaled from 0
to 1, whereby Low values express low human-centeredness (or high material- or technical
centeredness) and high values express high human-centeredness.

communicative;j+cultural;j

Human — centered field; =1/n}L,( , —— ,
cultural;j+economic;j+communicative;j+technical;j

In 2024, we estimated skills content for each of 80 fields of study through original survey
research in the United States and the Netherlands. We use this information to build field
scores, or CECT scores, for each field of study. This website releases these scores and shows how
toincorporate them in third-party surveys that collect information on field of education. Click here
to learn more about the measure.

Reference for using field score (or CECT) data:

Liesbet Hooghe, Gary Marks, Jonne Kamphorst, and Julia-Schulte-Cloos 2026. Field of education
and political attitudes: The power and limits of field theory. Perspectives on Politics. Also: SSRN
#6802344
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Construction of a measure of human-centeredness in education

Origins. We build on work by Dutch sociologists from the early 2000s (Kalmijn and van der
Lippe 1997; Kraaykamp et al. 2013; van de Werfhorst 2001), who developed a schema of 16
skills broken down into cultural, communicative, economic, and technical dimensions. This
extends Bourdieu's (1984) argument that education is a chief producer of social status and
worldviews. The famous French sociologist Pierre Bourdeau (1984) highlighted the role of
education in transmitting cultural and economic “capital,” but Kalmijn et al. argue thatin a
knowledge economy communicative and technical skills become also critical (Kalmijn and
van der Lippe 1997; van de Werfhorst 2001).

In an important empirical move, van de Werfhorst and Kraajkamp (2001) operationalize
these types of capital by disaggregating them into skill sets, four skills for each type. Ina 1998
Family Survey of the Dutch Population (N=1,960), they asked respondents to assess how
much each skill was emphasized in their education on a five-point scale from 1 (“to a very
limited extent”) to 5 (“to a very large extent”). Responses were then averaged for 11 fields of
study (Table 1).

Update and reliability analysis. We replicate this exercise for the United States and
the Netherlands, adopting the same list of sixteen skills (in randomized order) as in the
original Dutch study but extending the number of fields of study to 80 (Table 2). We use for
this a list developed in 2013 by UNESCO (ISCED) (Table 3).

e The US survey was fielded in Spring 2024 (6,200 respondents overall, of whom 3,541
college-educated). While respondents were drawn from an online opt-in panel, the
survey employs a population-representative quota for gender, age, level of education,
urban-rural location, and region. The estimation of skill scores is restricted to college-
educated respondents because in the late-track US educational system field
specialization is most meaningful after high school.

e The survey in the Netherlands was fielded in Fall 2024 (N=1000); respondents have a
postsecondary degree, are employed and are younger than 65 years at the time of the
interview.’

The purpose is to assess to what extent educational content is evaluated differently in the
US, a general education system, and in Europe, where earlier-track educational systems
such as in the Netherlands are common. PCA analysis reveals a nearly identical latent
structure underlying skills assessment in both surveys.

Analyses show that these cultural, economic, communicative, and technical dimensions
are measured reliably: each scale has a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.76 or higher; principal
components (varimax) produces the same four factors (Tables 4 & 5); and this structure is
robust by gender and age.

"The US survey was approved by the IRB Board at the University of North Carolina in Chapel Hill; the Dutch
survey was approved by the Ethical Board at the European University Institute in Florence.



From theory to CECT measure. Field theory connects the relative preponderance of
human-centered education to political attitudes and behavior. It draws attention to the
prominence of cultural and communicative skills for understanding human co-existence
relative to economic and technical skills for mastering the material world (Hooghe, Marks,
Kamphorst 2025; Kamphorst, Hooghe, Marks, Wang 2026; Hooghe, Marks, Kamphorst,
Schulte-Cloos 2026). This provides the conceptual foundation for combining these four sets
of skills into a single continuous measure.

The theory underlying the measure is developed here:

e Liesbet Hooghe, Gary Marks, Jonne Kamphorst, and Julia-Schulte-Cloos 2026. Field of
education and political attitudes: The power and limits of field theory. Perspectives on
Politics. Also: SSRN #6802820.

e LiesbetHooghe, Gary Marks and Jonne Kamphorst. 2025. Field of education and political
behavior: Predicting GAL/TAN voting. American Political Science Review 119(2): 794-811.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055424000583. Also SSRN #6802558.

e Jonne Kamphorst, Liesbet Hooghe, Gary Marks, Ye Wang. 2026. Why men and women
vote differently on the transnational divide, with Jonne Kamphorst, Gary Marks, and Ye
Wang. SSRN #6802344.

The human-centeredness of a field of study is estimated as the ratio of communicative plus
cultural skills to the sum of the four skill categories, rescaled from 0 to 1, which in shorthand
we refer to as CECT (Cultural-Economic-Communicative-Technical):

communicative;j+cultural;j

Human — centered field; =1/n}L; : —— ,
culturaljj+economic;j+communicative;j+technical;;

Application. We release field scores for 80 fields of study that we estimate from the skills
assessments reported by respondents in the US field survey and the Dutch field survey.
These can be crosswalked to any survey that probes respondents’ field of study or major. We
recommend using the US data for surveys conducted in the US or other Anglo-Saxon
educational systems (USfield); the Dutch data or the US data for post-2010 surveys in
European countries (NLfield); data collected by van de Werfhorst for pre-2010 surveys in
European countries (Table 1).

In addition, we report field scores for four crosswalks:

a) European Social Survey (2004, 2006, 2008): 14 fields of study. Crosswalk source: van
de Werfhorst and Kraaijkamp (2001).

b) General Social Survey (GSS) (2012-2022): 81 majors. Crosswalk source: US field
survey.

c) European YouGov survey (2023): 21 fields of study. Crosswalk sources: (a) US field
survey and (b) Dutch survey.

d) LISS survey (2001-2022): 15 fields of study. Crosswalk source: Dutch survey.


https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055424000583

)

Modern survey technology has made it feasible to collect valid information on respondents
substantive field of education (alongside level of education). We recommend using a tiered
drop-down menu that follows the ISCED classification or that uses a simplified version. This
could be complemented with an open-ended question that asks respondents to describe
their most important field of study and subsequently code these responses with Al-
assistance. In our own research we have found that such complementary approach works
best.



Table 1: Dutch survey (1998) on skills by field of study

g Table 1. Average Scores on 16 Types of Knowledge and Skills, by Field of Study
~m
Field of Study
Teacher  Humanities/ Agriculture  Technical Medical Economics/ Social- Social/ Police/
General Education Arts Administration Law Cultural  Personal Care Military Total
Knowledge of arts/literature 2.50 3.18 3.78 1.3 1.30 1.24 1.37 1.26 1.94 1.39 1.06 1.79
General knowledge/historical
knowledge 3.39 3.83 3.68 2.26 2.22 2.08 216 2.74 3.01 2.44 3.44 2.66
Creativity/artistic expression 2.32 3.59 316 218 2.02 1.88 1.58 1.74 2.69 3.15 1.44 2.29
Writing/reading skills 3.57 3.82 3.33 2.67 2.50 2.26 3.02 3.03 3.00 2.61 3.69 2.94
Mean cultural items 2.94 3.60 3.49 2.10 2.01 1.87 2.03 2.19 2.66 2.40 2.41 242
Knowledge of conduct of
business/bookkeeping 2.72 1.34 1.49 3.65 2n 1.42 3.89 3.08 1.67 1.81 1.69 2.38
Knowledge of Dutch law/
procedures 2.8 1.76 1.65 2.26 1.87 2.00 312 4.62 2.64 1.86 4.63 2.25
Business/commercial thinking 2.01 1.66 1.80 3.04 2,52 1.78 3.67 3.00 1.97 1.87 2.56 2.39
Management skills 1.51 2.1 1.91 2.57 2.08 2.09 2.98 2.56 2.70 1.75 2.50 218
Mean economic items 2.11 1.87 .71 2.88 2,14 1.82 3.41 3.31 2.24 1.82 2.84 2.30
Knowledge of communication/
instruction 2.08 3.08 2.58 2,35 2.3 36 297 2.56 3.40 217 3.38 2.57
Q Knowledge of social psychology/
e teaching methods 1.44 4.47 2.81 1.40 1.43 3.09 1.78 2.10 4.21 2.34 2.81 2.6
s Discussion technique/group
g conversation 217 3.35 273 2.01 1.96 297 2.57 2.95 3.99 2.36 319 249
=3 Presentation skills/
—_— public speaking 2.34 3.67 3.00 2.10 2.10 2.67 2.85 2.82 3.46 2.16 3.3 2.56
g Mean communicative items 2.01 3.64 2.78 1.97 1.95 2.97 2.54 2.61 3.76 2.26 317 2.44
'«é Knowledge of mechanization/
o automation 1.46 1.45 1.52 2,90 2,95 .71 2.58 2.00 1.46 1.22 2.38 2.06
=1 Knowledge of techniques/
E production processes 1.65 1.59 1.65 3.49 3.93 215 1.82 1.62 1.40 .21 219 232
Making technical/mathematical
g calculations 2.77 2.04 1.59 3.06 3.89 2.23 2.38 2.03 1.62 1.57 1.69 2.62
S Conducting tests/experiments 2.28 202 1.68 2.78 2.90 2.45 1.45 1.33 1.67 1.58 1.81 215
& Mean technical items 2.04 1.77 1.61 3.06 342 2.14 2.06 1.74 1.54 1.52 2.02 2.29
% Source: Survey of the Dutch Population 1998 (N = 1,960).
el Note: General, N = 355; Teacher Education, N = 131; Humanities/Arts, N = 85; Agriculture, N = 72; Technical, N = 454; Medical, N = 196; Economics/Administration,
5 N = 318; Law, N = 39; Social-Cultural, N = 87; Social/Personal Care, N = 207; Police/Military, N = 16; Total, N = 1,960.
©
[

Note: This table reports the average score in attention paid to each of sixteen skills in a field of study, on a scale from 1 (“to a very
limited extent”) to 5 (“to a very large extent”). This is an average of the assessments by respondents who completed a degree in
that field (van de Werfhorst & Kraaykamp, 2001: Table 1 on p. 303; also van de Werfhorst 2001: 61-73).



Table 2. Estimating the skill content of field of education in 2024

US field ‘l am interested in the sort of skills that you learned with your highest degree.
survey Canyou tell me to what extent your education paid attention to these? [Very
limited extent --- Very large extent, 1-5 (randomize order)]

Dutch field Now think back to your time at college. What skills did you learn with this
survey degree? Give your best estimate of the extent to which your education focused
on...[To averylimited extent --- To a very large extent, 1-5 (randomize order)]

Cultural 1 Arts and literature

Cultural 2 General knowledge or history
Cultural 3 Creativity, artistic expression
Cultural 4 Writing and reading

Economic 1 Business, bookkeeping

Economic 2 Law and regulations

Economic 3 Business and commercial thinking
Economic 4 Management skills

Communicative 1 | Instruction, teaching methods

Communicative 2 | Social psychology

Communicative 3 | Group conversation, discussion techniques

Communicative 4 | Presentation skills, public speaking

Technical 1 Automation, computing
Technical 2 Learning to use tools, technical instruments, production processes
Technical 3 Calculus (technical or mathematical)

Technical 4 How to conduct experiments, testing




Table 3: Field of study options (ISCED)

ier 1

Tier 2

Tier 3

v

iGeneric programs and i ion:

Basic & qualit i

Basic programs & quali (!

2

Literacy and numeracy

Literacy and numeracy

P I skills & d

P | skills and t

111

Education scien

112

‘Training for pre-scheol teachers

113

‘Teacher training without subject ializati

114

Teacher training with subject ializati

2

WArts and humanities

21

211

t and media pi

212

Fashion, interior and

Audio-visual b it
design

213

Fine arts

214

Handicrafts

215

Music and per arts

22

Hum

221

Religion and theology

(except languages)

22

History and archaeclogy

223

Philosophy and ethics

23

Languages

231

232

Literature and linguistics

3

‘Social sciences, journalism, information

31;

‘Social and behavioral sciencas

311

Economics

312

Political science and civics

313

Psychology

31

iology and cultural studies

32

Journalism and information

321;

Journalism and reporting

322

Library, informaticn, archival studies

r

Business, administration, law

41

Business and administration

411,

A ting and

412

41

Finance, banking and insurance
¥ t and ;

41

and advertising

41

and office work

415

Wholesale and retail sales

417,

Work skills

Law

421,

Law

. math,

and related science:

511

Biclogy

512

Biochemistry

52

Environment

5241

Ernvil tal sciences

522

Matural and wildlife

53

Physical sciences

831

Chermistry

532

Earth sciences

533

Physics

Matt and

541,

Mathe

542

‘Statistics

B

Information & Communication

51;

ICTs

611

Computer use

Technology {(ICTs)

612

Datab and network design and admini ion

613

Scftware and applicati and y

Engineering, manufacturing,

T

Engineering and

711

Chemical engineering and processes

construction

engineering trades

71

= P ay.

713

Electricity and energy

714

Electronics and

71

and metal trades

716

Motor vehicles, ships and aircraft

72

Manufacturing and processing

721;

Food processing

722

Materials (glass, paper, plastic and wood)

723

Textiles foot and leather)

724

Mining and extraction

T3

Architecture and construction

731

Architecture and town planning

732

Building and civil engineering

, forestry, fisheries, veterinary

811

Crop and livestock production

81

82

Forestry

821,

Forestry

83

Fisheries

831

Fisheries

Veterinary

841

Veterinary

Health and welfare

o1

Health

911!

Dental studies

91

913

Nursing and midwifery

91

diagnostic and freatment gy

915

‘Therapy and rehabilitati

918

Pharmacy

917

Traditional and yr and therapy

a2

Welfare

921;

Care of the elderly and of disabled adults

922

‘Child care and youth services

g

work and g

10

[Services

101;

Personal services

1011

Domestic services

1012

Hair and beauty services

1013

Hotel, restaurants and catering

1014Sporis
1015Trawvel, tourism and leisure
102Hygiene and ticnal 1021, Community sanitation
heaslth services 10220ccL i health and safety
103Security services 1031 Military and defense
1032Protection of persons and property

104

Transport services

1041

Transpert services




Table 4. 2024 US field survey: Principal Components Analysis (rotated) of 16 skills

Communicative Economic Technical Cultural
Arts and literature 0.000 -0.006 -0.050 0.664
General knowledge or history 0.192 0.053 -0.019 0.308
Creativity, artistic expression -0.032 0.027 0.057 0.619
Writing and reading 0.349 -0.013 -0.080 0.155
Business, bookkeeping -0.075 0.567 -0.018 0.051
Law and regulations 0.298 0.267 0.001 -0.167
Business and commercial thinking -0.008 0.547 -0.017 0.027
Management skills 0.170 0.417 -0.006 -0.090
Instruction, teaching methods 0.309 -0.121 0.209 0.068
Social psychology 0.425 -0.092 0.024 0.036
Group conversation, discussion 0.491 -0.031 0.027 -0.087
Presentation skills, public speaking 0.402 0.102 -0.054 -0.010
Automation, computing -0.109 0.230 0.395 0.037
Learning to use tools, instruments -0.009 0.026 0.478 0.005
Calculus -0.111 0.108 0.483 0.032
Experiments, testing 0.118 -0.179 0.568 -0.050
Eigenvalue 3.114 2.651 2.366 1.893

Note: N=3,508 college-educated American citizens. Orthogonal varimax (Kaiser), Rho=0.627.

Table 5. 2024 NL field survey: Principal Components Analysis (rotated) of 16 skills

Economic Communicative Technical Cultural
Arts and literature 0.005 -0.046 0.022 0.569
General knowledge or history 0.064 0.004 -0.045 0.540
Creativity, artistic expression -0.064 0.001 0.058 0.525
Writing and reading 0.102 0.165 -0.081 0.238
Business, bookkeeping 0.513 -0.092 -0.007 0.074
Law and regulations 0.412 0.043 -0.026 0.007
Business and commercial thinking 0.522 -0.010 0.018 -0.031
Management skills 0.456 0.110 0.010 -0.032
Instruction, teaching methods 0.103 0.453 -0.078 -0.019
Social psychology -0.149 0.432 -0.028 0.140
Group conversation, discussion -0.009 0.514 0.053 -0.016
Presentation skills, public speaking 0.012 0.515 0.033 -0.096
Automation, computing 0.116 -0.013 0.428 -0.001
Learning to use tools, instruments -0.016 -0.094 0.542 0.060
Calculus 0.081 0.014 0.496 -0.095
Experiments, testing -0.123 0.134 0.503 0.049
Eigenvalue 3.010 2.737 2477 2.373

Note: N=1000 post-secondary educated Dutch citizens. Orthogonal varimax (Kaiser), Rho=0.662.



Table 6: Crosswalk of human-centered field scores from the 1998 Dutch

survey to the European Social Survey (2004, 2006, 2008)

ESS Educational field in ESS (edutype) Field score Size of the field
value
1 General/no specific field 0.531 17.8
2 Arts, fine/applied 0.952 2.3
3 Humanities 0.952 4.0
4 Technical and engineering 0.036 19.7
9 Agriculture/forestry 0.000 3.1
6 Teacher training/education 1.000 7.04
7 Science/mathematics/computing etc. 0.614 4.8
8 Medical/health services/nursing etc. 0.554 10.6
9 Economics/commerce/business administration 0.188 15.3
10 Social studies/administration/media/culture 0.861 5.3
1" Law and legal services 0.312 1.5
12 Personal care services 0.680 5.8
13 Public order and safety 0.494 1.1
14 Transport & telecommunications 0.036 15
Mean / Total 0.450 100

Note: N=35198 respondents who indicated a field of study (not including respondents with only primary education), pooled for
15 West-European countries. ESS data are freely available on https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/ . Further information

and replication: Hooghe, Marks, Kamphorst (2025).
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Table 7: Crosswalk of human-centered CECT scores from the 2024 USfield

survey to college majors in the General Social Survey

College majors in GSS Matched with USfield categories CECT score
1 Accounting/bookkeeping 411 0.015
2 Advertising 414 0.235
3 Agriculture/horticulture 821 0.226
4 Allied health 914, 915, 917 0.354
5 Anthropology 314 0.614
6 Architecture 731 0.285
7 Art 211,212, 213, 214, 215 0.624
8 Biology 511,512 0.324
9 Business administration 411,412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417 0.150
10 Chemistry 531 0.203
11 Communications/speech 321, 322 0.643
12 Communication disorders 915 0.458
13 Computer science 611, 612,613 0.203
14 Dentistry 911 0.320
15 Education 111, 112, 113, 114, 115 0.562
16 Economics 311 0.352
17 Engineering 711, 713,714,715, 716 0.073
18 English 231 1.000
19 Finance 412 0.157
20 Foreign language 231 1.000
21 Forestry 821 0.226
22 Geography 532 0.198
23 Geology 532 0.198
24 History 222 0.737
25 Home economics 1011 0.214
26 Industry & technology 721,722,723, 724 0.139
27 Journalism 321 0.679
28 Law 421 0.335
29 Law enforcement 1032 0.360
30 Library science 322 0.354
31 Marketing 414 0.235
32 Mathematics 541 0.128
33 Medicine 912 0.328
34 Music 215 0.737
35 Nursing 913 0.373
36 Optometry 914 0.306
37 Pharmacy 916 0.199
38 Philosophy 223 0.721
39 Physical education 1014 0.333
40 Physics 533 0.182
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41 Psychology 313 0.611
42 Political sciencefinternational relations 312 0.489
43  Sociology 314 0.614
44 Special education 114 0.606
45 Theater arts 215 0.737
46 Theology 221 0.573
47 Veterinary medicine 841 0.330
48 Liberal arts 22,31,53,54 0.431
49 Other 11, 21, 31 0.350
50 General sciences 51,61, 313 0.285
51 Social work 922,923 0.600
52 General studies 22,31, 53, 54 0.410
53 Other vocational 721,722,723, 724 0.139
54 Health 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917 0.356
55 Industrial relations 314 0.614
56  Child/numan/family development 313 0.614
57 Food science/nutrition/culinary arts 1013 0.251
58 Environmental science/ecology 521,522,712 0.214
59 Social sciences 312,313, 314 0.586
60 Human services/human resources 417 0.176
Visual arts/graphic design/design&
61 development 211 0.586
62 Fine arts 213 0.614
63 Humanities 221,222, 223 0.708
64 Ethnic studies 314 0.614
65 Educational administration 111, 112,113, 114 0.562
66 Television/film 21 0.586
67 Aviation/aeronautics 716 0.000
68 Statistics/biostatistics 542 0.116
69 Criminology/criminal justice 1031, 1032 0.347
70 Administrative science/public administration 312 0.489
71 Electronics 714 0.068
72 Urban and regional planning 731,732 0.190
73 Mechanics/machine trade 715 0.090
74 Dance 215 0.737
75 Gerontology 921 0.713
76 Public relations 414 0.235
77 Textiles/cloth 723 0.337
78 Parks and recreation 1015 0.308
79 Information technology 611,612,613 0.203
80 Fashion 212 0.548
81 Counseling 313 0.614

Note: US field scores estimated on 3,541 college-educated in 2024 US field survey. The General Social Survey data are publicly

available on https:/gssdataexplorer.norc.org/ ((Davern et al. 2024). Further information and replication: Hooghe, Marks,

Kamphorst, Schulte-Cloos (2026) forthcoming in Perspectives on Polltics.
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Table 8: Crosswalk of human-centered field scores from the 2024 US field

survey into the 2023 YouGov Survey

CECT

Fields of study in YouGov Matched US field categories score

1 Agricultural studies 821, 831, 841 0.232
2 Arts (fine or applied) 211,212, 213, 214, 215 0.815
3 Computing, IT, ICT 611,612,613 0.188
4 Economics, business administration, accountancy 311,411, 412, 413, 414, 415, 416, 417 0.131
5 Engineering 711,713,714, 715,716 0.000
6 Environmental studies, marine studies 511,512, 521, 522, 712 0.263
7 Food and catering 1013 0.207
8 Humanities - e.g., languages, history, philosophy, theology 221,222, 223, 231, 232, 322 1.000
9 Law and legal services 421 0.393
10 Medical, health, nursing 911, 912, 913, 914, 915, 916, 917 0.393
11 Personal care—e.g., catering, domestic science, hair styling 1011, 1012 0.269
12 Planning -- including architecture, urban planning 731,732 0.183
13 Public administration, public policy, journalism 321 0.884
14 Public order and safety — police, military, fire prevention, etc. 1021, 1022, 1031, 1032 0.376
15  Science, mathematics, physics, efc. 531,532, 533, 541, 542 0.151
16  Social & behavioral studies (e.g., social work, sociology, psychology, pedagogy) 921, 922, 923, 312, 313, 314 0.709
17 Sports & leisure studies 1014, 1015 0.371
18 Teacher training or education 111, 112, 113, 114 0.715
19  Technical -- crafts, building trades, industry, etc. 721,722,723,724 0.110
20 Transport, telecommunications 1041 0.090
21 General education, or no specific field 11,21, 31 0.406

Note: US field scores estimated for 3,541 college-educated in 2024 US field survey. The YouGov Solidarity dataset is publicly

available on https://cadmus.eui.eu/entities/publication/dabbc4ad-a002-55e9-83cf-a09f5356969f (Hemerijck et al. 2023). Further
information and replication: Hooghe, Marks, Kamphorst, Schulte-Cloos (2026) forthcoming in Perspectives on Politics.
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Table 9: Crosswalk of human-centered field scores from the 2024 NL field survey
into the Dutch LISS panel data

brandweer, etc.)

LISS | LISS field categories Translation Matched
value NLfield CECT
categories score

12 Lerarenopleiding of onderwijs Teacher training, education 11 0.57

13 Kunst Arts 21 0.44

14 Humaniora (talen, geschiedenis, theologie |Humanities 22,23 0.76
etc.)

15 Sociale & gedragswetenschappelijke Social & Behavioral Sciences 44,23, 92 0.48
studies (inclusief bestuur, media, cultuur,
spot & vrijetijdsstudies, etc)

16 Economie, management, administratie Economics, business, marketing | 41 (not417), 414 0.16

17 Juridisch, bestuurlijk Law, HR 42,417 0.23

18 Wiskunde, natuurwetenschap, IT Mathematics, physics, IT 51,53 0.18

19 Techniek (inclusief architectuur, industrie,  [Technology 71,72,73 0.09
ambacht, bouw etc.)

20 Agrarisch, milieu Agriculture, environment 81, 84 0.18

21 Geneeskunde, gezondheidszorg, Medical, health, nursing 91 0.32
verpleging, etc.

22 Sociale dienstverlening en verzorging Personal care (e.g. hairstyling) 1010, 1011, 1012 0.24
(huishoudkunde, kappersopleiding, etc.)

23 Horeca, recreatie Catering, recreation 1013, 1015 0.25

24 Transport, logistiek Transport, logistics 104 0.18

25 Telecommunicatie Telecommunications 611,612,613 0.16

26 Openbare orde en veiligheid (politie, leger, |Public order 103 0.30

Note: NL field scores estimated for 1,000 Dutch respondents with a postsecondary degree in 2024 NL field survey. The LISS
panel data is publicly available on https://www.lissdata.nl/. Further information and replication: Hooghe, Marks, Kamphorst,
Schulte-Cloos (2026) forthcoming in Perspectives on Politics, and Kamphorst, Hooghe, Marks, and Ye (2026) SSRN #

14


https://www.lissdata.nl/

References

Davern, Michael, Rene Bautista, Jeremy Freese, Pamela Herd, and Stephen L. Morgan. 2024. General Social
Survey 1972-2024. [Machine-readable data file]. Sponsored by National Science Foundation. NORC ed.
Chicago: NORC, 2024: NORC at the University of Chicago [producer and distributor]. Data accessed
from the GSS Data Explorer website at https://gssdataexplorer.norc.org.

European Social Survey European Research Infrastructure (ESS ERIC) (2023) ESS4 - integrated file, edition
4.6 (Austria and Lithuania not included) [Data set]. Sikt - Norwegian Agency for Shared Services in
Education and Research. https://doi.org/10.21338/ess4e04_6.

European Social Survey European Research Infrastructure (ESS ERIC) (2018) ESS3 - integrated file, edition
3.7 (Latvia and Romania not included) [Data set]. Sikt - Norwegian Agency for Shared Services in
Education and Research. https://doi.org/10.21338/ess3e03_7.

European Social Survey European Research Infrastructure (ESS ERIC) (2012) ESS2 - integrated file, edition
3.6 (Italy not included) [Data set]. Sikt - Norwegian Agency for Shared Services in Education and
Research. https://doi.org/10.21338/ess2e03_6.

Goldstein, Yoav, and Matan Kolerman- Shemer. 2025. “Changing Minds: How Academic Fields Shape
Political Attitudes.” Working paper, updated December 2, 2025. SSRN. DOI: 10.2139/ssrn.5196889.

Hemerijck, Anton, Philipp Genschel, Dietlind Stolle, Lorenzo Cicchi, Luis Russo, Mohamed Nasr, Waltraud
Schelkle, Hanspeter Kriesi, loana-Elena Oana, Alexandru Daniel Moise, Daniel Kovarek, Zbigniew
Truchlewski. 2023. EUI-YouGov SiE Survey on Solidarity in Europe: Trendfile and yearly datasets, EUI
Research Data, 2023, Robert Schuman Centre for Advanced Studies -
https://hdl.handle.net/1814/72778

Hooghe, Liesbet and Gary Marks. 2022. The social roots of the transnational cleavage: Education,
occupation, and sex. Florence: European University Institute, RSC Working Paper 2022/57.

Hooghe, Liesbet, Gary Marks, Jonne Kamphorst. 2025. Field of education and political behavior: Predicting
GAL/TAN voting. American Political Science Review 119(2): 794-811.

Hooghe, Liesbet, Gary Marks, Jonne Kamphorst, Julia-Schulte-Cloos. 2026. Education and Political
Attitudes: The Power and Limits of Field Theory. Perspectives on Politics (in print).

Kalmijn, Matthijs and Tanja van der Lippe. 1997. “Type of Schooling and Sex Differences in Earnings in the
Netherlands.” European Sociological Review 13(1): 1-15.

Kamphorst, Jonne, Liesbet Hooghe, Gary Marks, and Ye Wang. 2025. “The Gender Gap on the Socio-
Cultural Cleavage.” SSRN #6802344.

Kraaykamp, Gerbert, Jochem Tolsma, and Maarten H.J. Wolters. 2013. “Educational Expansion and Field of
Study: Trends in the Intergenerational Transmission of Educational Inequality in the Netherlands. British
Journal of Sociology of Education 34(5-6): 888-906.

Martin, Nicole S., Ralph Scott, and Roland Kappe. 2025. “School Subject Choices in Adolescence Affect
Political Party  Support.” West  European Politics 49 (3): 697-725. DOI:
10.1080/01402382.2025.2521582.

van de Werfhorst, Herman G. 2001. Fields of Study and Social Inequality. Four types of Educational
Resources in the Process of Stratification in the Netherlands. PhD Dissertation. Katholieke Universiteit
Nijmegen.

15


https://gssdataexplorer.norc.org/
https://hdl.handle.net/1814/72778

van de Werfhorst, Herman G. 2010. “Cultural Capital: Strengths, Weaknesses and Two Advancements.”
British Journal of Sociology of Education 31(2): 157-169.

van de Werfhorst, Herman G. and Gerbert Kraaykamp. 2001. “Four Field-Related Educational Resources
and Their Impact on Labor, Consumption, and Sociopolitical Orientation.” Sociology of Education 74(4):
296-317.

16



