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although preparing young people for intelligent democratic 
participation is undeniably important for them and for 
the country, this goal is not addressed in a direct and 
systematic way in American higher education. To be 

sure, higher education does improve political understanding and 
engagement. Virtually every study of political knowledge, interest, 
and participation shows a positive relationship of these variables 
with educational attainment. But, despite this positive effect, 
many college graduates are not very politically knowledgeable, 
sophisticated, skilled, or engaged.

 Even though the proportion of the U.S. population attending 
college has increased dramatically in the past fifty years, according 
to some indicators, political knowledge and engagement have 
actually decreased. Delli Carpini and Keeter (1996), for example, 
found that from the 1940s to the 1990s, overall levels of political 
knowledge did not go up, while the percentage of Americans 
attending college more than doubled. As they put it, “Today’s college 
graduates are roughly equivalent [in political knowledge] to the 
high school graduates of the 1940s.” Likewise, Bennett and Bennett 
(2003) report that the statistical strength of the relationship 
between higher education and political knowledge and participation 
has weakened in recent years. They found, for example, that 
exposure to higher education had a weaker differential effect on 
news consumption in 2000 than in 1972. Research my colleagues 
and I have conducted suggests that this trend could be reversed if 
higher education would address students’ political learning more 
directly.

Defining Political engagement
The relative lack of attention to college students’ political learning 
becomes apparent only if we distinguish between political and 
apolitical civic engagement. In the past couple of decades, both 
secondary and higher education have done a remarkable job of 
encouraging and supporting young people’s involvement with 
their communities through programs of extracurricular volunteer 

work and service learning, in which volunteer service activities 
are integrally connected with the substance of academic courses. 
This community service is often a valuable resource for nonprofit 
organizations, local communities, and the disadvantaged people 
these organizations serve. Volunteer experience helps establish a 
philanthropic mindset and habit in those who take part. Properly 
scaffolded, it can widen students’ circle of identification, helping 
them see the disadvantaged as less alien than they otherwise would, 
and inspiring a desire to contribute to purposes beyond the self. But 
this kind of voluntarism is inadequate preparation for democratic 
citizenship. For that, we need explicit attention to political learning. 

What counts as “political” learning? In a study of programs 
that support students’ political development, my colleagues and I 
defined political engagement broadly enough to include the wide 
range of ways that people, especially young people, participate in 
American democracy, without making the definition so broad that 
it includes all of civic voluntarism. Political engagement, therefore, 
includes community and civic involvement that has a systemic 
dimension and various forms of engagement with public policy 
issues, as well as electoral politics at all levels. A key criterion is 
that political activities are driven by systemic-level goals, a desire to 
affect the shared values, practices, and policies that shape collective 
life.

But does this distinction between political and apolitical 
civic engagement make any real difference developmentally or 
educationally? Many educators assume that voluntarism of a 
nonpolitical kind will lead eventually to political engagement. In 
fact, civic participation can contribute to students’ political learning, 
but there is no guarantee that this will happen.

Civic engagement sometimes exposes participants to political 
knowledge or imposes political demands, thus drawing them into 
the political realm. For example, if students are stocking shelves 
in a food pantry when state funding for hunger programs is cut, 
volunteers may be drawn into efforts to raise public awareness of 
state budget issues and the community’s need for these services. But 
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this kind of thing does not often happen. 
In fact, there was a consensus among the 
undergraduates in our study that students 
are seldom helped to connect their 
volunteer work with systemic issues that 
relate to it and are unlikely to make those 
connections on their own.

Civic participation can also lead to 
the development of politically valuable 
skills—e.g., planning and running 
meetings, writing memos, various kinds 
of public persuasion, and many more. But 
not all settings or roles build these kinds of 
skills. That only happens if the role is one 
in which the person needs and therefore 
learns and practices those skills. In many 
kinds of civic engagement activities, like 
tutoring children or cleaning up a beach, 
students are not in roles where they learn 
these kinds of politically relevant skills.

We know that students are given 
many opportunities and incentives 
to do individual volunteer work. But 
they generally encounter very little 
encouragement to get involved in politics, 
even broadly defined. The result is that 
most students are unclear about how they 
might become politically engaged and what 
that would involve. For this generation 
of young people, politics is unfamiliar 
territory, whereas community service has 
become almost as familiar as going to 
school. As one student in our study put it, 
“There was always more pressure toward 
community service and more opportunities 
available. Our high schools promoted 
community service activities, but never, 
ever, promoted a political engagement 
activity. I don’t remember that happening 
even once. Community service is just so 
much more emphasized to our generation.”

the Political engagement 
Project
A study of college level moral and civic 
education that my colleagues and I 
did several years ago (Colby, Ehrlich, 
Beaumont, and Stephens 2003) confirmed 

this impression—that education for 
specifically political learning is not 
widespread on college campuses. Even 
so, we were able to find some promising 
courses and cocurricular programs that 
address this set of goals. We undertook 
a new study, the Political Engagement 
Project, in order to learn more about 
these efforts to support college students’ 
political learning. The project investigated 
the impact of a variety of efforts to educate 
for political learning, documenting the 
goals and teaching strategies of twenty-one 
courses and cocurricular programs located 
at a diverse array of institutions throughout 
the country. Our book, Educating for 
Democracy: Preparing Undergraduates for 
Responsible Political Engagement (Colby, 

Beaumont, Ehrlich, and Corngold 2007) 
presents the results of that investigation, 
along with an exploration of the goals 
of political teaching and learning and 
guidelines for how to use the central 
pedagogical strategies documented by the 
study.

The faculty who teach in these twenty-
one courses and programs treat political 
learning as importantly multifaceted. For 
them, the quality of political engagement 
is at least as important as the frequency of 
engagement. High-quality participation 
reflects wise judgment grounded in 
political knowledge and understanding, 
familiarity with and competence in a 
wide array of political skills, and a strong 
strategic sense for when and how to 
deploy these skills, along with steadfast 
motivation, including the capacity to 
withstand setbacks and disappointments 

and a commitment to basic democratic 
principles such as equal opportunity and 
majority rule. It is also important to work 
toward a sense of political participation 
that is emotionally compelling, 
intellectually interesting, exciting, 
attractive, and personally consequential. 
An undergraduate education can make 
only a start toward these goals—none 
will be fully achieved. But a clear vision of 
the multidimensional nature of the goals 
will go a long way toward ensuring that 
the endeavor will at least be headed in the 
right direction. 

Teaching for political understanding 
and engagement involves helping students 
find political issues they can be passionate 
about while also staying open to opposing 

views. It involves teaching students to 
be sensitive to others’ feelings about 
hot-button issues while also encouraging 
them to be tough and slow to take offense 
themselves. Students also need to develop 
a thoughtful, reasoned approach to politics 
without becoming immobilized by doubt. 
They need to take politics seriously but 
also see how it can be fun, at least some of 
the time.

Can this be done? The answer is 
yes, it can. This is not the place to give 
a detailed account of our research, but 
the bottom line is clear: Students show 
significant, usually substantial, increases 
along many dimensions of political 
understanding, skills, and motivation 
after participating in academic courses 
and cocurricular programs designed 
to foster that development. There are 
many different ways to accomplish these 
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outcomes. We studied a diverse array 
of courses and programs, with different 
structures, pedagogies, and content. 
They include summer institutes, a 
semester-in-Washington program, both 
summer and academic-year internships, 
academic courses in various departments, 
cocurricular programs, and multiyear 
living-learning programs. They all use 
active pedagogies, including invited 
speakers and mentors, deliberation about 
politics, internships and other placements, 
political action and research projects, and 
structured reflection on their political 
experiences. 

These active pedagogies are especially 
well suited to accomplish deep and 
enduring learning, because they engage 
students simultaneously on several different 
levels: intellectually, emotionally, socially, 
and personally. In many of the courses, 
students take key ideas learned in an 
academic setting and apply them to the 
complex and uncertain realities of policy 
implementation or political action, with 
important reciprocal impact from the realm 
of action back to the intellectual domain, 
enriching their grasp of the intellectual 
subtleties of the classroom material. 
Most of these pedagogies offer ongoing 
assessment, coaching, and feedback, often 
self-consciously instilling in students the 
capacity for self-assessment and an active 
search for multiple sources of guidance.

Furthermore, the active pedagogies we 
studied connect students not only with 
ideas but also with people. Students interact 
with faculty, program staff, and peers, with 
mentors, speakers, and staff at placement 
sites, and with clients or constituents of 
placement organizations. These people 
are often inspiring—personalizing and 
dramatizing the issues, offering solidarity 
in a common quest, and leading students 
to new identifications that change their 
sense of who they are and who they want 
to be (Colby and Damon 1992; Youniss 
and Yates 1997). 

Students chose to participate in these 
courses and programs for many different 
reasons. For some, the course just fit 
well into their schedules or fulfilled a 
requirement. Others were seeking out 
politically focused experiences. In our 
assessment of the programs’ impact on 
students, we found, first, that those who 
came into the courses and programs 
already very interested in politics and 
those who came in with very little 
political interest and experience both 
showed significant gains on just about 
every dimension, with larger and more 
consistent gains in the group that started 
with little prior interest. Second, two 
items showed no change in either of 
these groups—political ideology and 
political party affiliation. These programs 
do work to strengthen students’ political 

understanding, skills, and motivation and, 
equally important, they do so without 
pushing students toward one end of the 
political spectrum or the other. 

the imPerative of oPen inquiry
The finding of no systematic shift in 
ideology is notable because of the 
widespread fear that education for political 
learning is bound to be ideologically 
driven, imposing faculty biases on 
students. This could otherwise be a 
serious stumbling block, especially since 
conservative critics have been drawing 
public attention to the alleged liberal biases 
of higher education.

My colleagues and I share with the 
critics the conviction that education for 
political learning is legitimate only if it is 
implemented in ways that are compatible 
with the central values of academic life. 
What are these values? To reduce a very 
complicated set of issues to a simple 
list, scholarship and teaching in higher 
education need to be guided by intellectual 
integrity, mutual respect and tolerance, a 
willingness to listen to and take seriously 
the ideas of others, public consideration 
of contested issues, and a commitment to 
rational discourse and civility.

In practice, it is not easy to sort out 
exactly what it means to align efforts to 
support political development with these 
core academic values. It does not mean 

giving equal time to ideas that are 
without merit, for example. But it 
does require a real commitment to 
open-mindedness on the part of 
faculty and administrative leaders.

In the courses and programs in 
our study, we saw that it is possible 
to combine passionate concern and 
commitment with openness to views 
different from one’s own. Many 
of the students reported that they 
gained a gut-level understanding 
that those with opposing views are 
real people, not demonic caricatures. 
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They learned how to find common 
ground with people whose interests 
are quite different from their own and 
saw that both can benefit when they 
cooperate around shared goals. We were 
continually impressed by the ways these 
courses and programs were able to work 
toward political clarity and conviction 
combined with human understanding, 
tolerance, open-mindedness, and a 
sense of community that transcends 
ideological difference.

At the level of the campus as a 
whole, we have seen faculty and 
administrative leaders who are quite 
deliberate in raising the issue of open 
inquiry, fostering conversation about 
what it is, why it is important, and what 
the principle of open inquiry means 
in practice. At the level of individual 
courses, faculty support open inquiry 
by working to ensure that students 
encounter in readings, invited speakers, 
and other experiences a wide array of 
perspectives on the policy and other 
political issues addressed by their 
courses. These faculty also pay attention 
to establishing a civil atmosphere in 
their courses, and report that creating a 
sense of community early in the course 
helps students engage diversity of 
opinion without personal animosity. 

comPatibility with cognitive 
DeveloPment
Many educators acknowledge the 
importance of preparation for 
thoughtful, effective citizenship but 
don’t believe they can afford to make 
it a high priority, given the press of 
other goals. Fortunately, high-quality 
teaching for political understanding 
and engagement contributes to other 
aspects of academic learning in college, 
so these goals need not be traded off 
against each other. In a recent statement 
about pressing challenges for American 
higher education, five influential 

national education associations pointed 
to “some fundamental aspects of higher 
education” that “do not and should 
not change”1: “The most basic goals 
of an undergraduate education remain 
the ability to think, write, and speak 
clearly; to reason critically; to solve 
problems; to work collaboratively; to 
acquire field-specific knowledge; and to 
acquire the judgment, analytic capacity, 
and independence of thought to 
support continued, self-driven, lifelong 
learning and engaged citizenship” 
(American Council on Education and 
others 2006). Education for political 
development can address directly every 
one of these outcomes. 

A highly regarded instrument for 
assessing what students learn in college, 
the Collegiate Learning Assessment 
(CLA), illustrates the intersection 
of political learning with the kind of 
general intellectual development that 
is the hallmark of successful collegiate 
learning (Klein and others 2005; 
Shavelson and Huang 2006). The CLA 
assesses students’ critical thinking, 
analytic reasoning, problem solving, 
and writing abilities, using performance 
tasks of several kinds. 

To measure problem solving, the 
CLA uses tasks in which students are 
given multiple sources of information 
about a problem and are asked to 
evaluate and analyze the information 
and use it to draw and defend 
conclusions about the problem at hand. 
These problems are often questions 
of public policy, and are very similar 
to questions addressed in the courses 
and programs we studied. For example, 
students must integrate information 
from newspaper articles, federal 
investigation reports, scientific studies, 
internal memos, and other documents 
to formulate a policy recommendation 
for an organization. The CLA analytic 
writing measures are similarly consistent 

with the kinds of skills students learn in 
the programs we studied. 

comPatibility with 
Professional learning
Intellectual development is universally 
acknowledged as among the most 
important goals of higher education, 
but it is not the only goal. Preparation 
for a career is at least as salient in many 
students’ thinking about the purpose 
and value of a college education. The 
majority of respondents (73 percent of 
women and 65 percent of men) in the 
2005 freshman survey conducted by 
UCLA’s Higher Education Research 
Institute said that they are attending 
college in order to pursue training for 
a specific career. Seventy-two percent 
of both women and men said they had 
decided to attend college in order to get 
a better job (Pryor and others 2005).

In this area, as in the case of general 
intellectual development, it is clear that 
political learning makes an essential 
contribution. Every occupation affects 
and is affected by the public-policy 
contexts within which it is located. 
Issues of professional licensing and 
accreditation, the institutional settings 
of work and regulations that affect 
them, workforce and compensation 
issues, and the complex of forces that 
shape the clienteles or other publics 
the occupation serves are just a small 
sampling of topics within the political 
domain, broadly understood, that 
students preparing for a particular 
occupation can benefit from studying. 

In addition, virtually every 
occupation has the potential to serve 
the public good. A major longitudinal 
study that followed students during 
and after college found that six 
years after college, graduates’ civic 
voluntarism that is unconnected with 
their work had fallen off significantly, 
but more than half (57.7 percent) 
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report participating in volunteer service 
opportunities through their employer. 
In addition, these alumni increasingly 
believe the work itself contributes to the 
greater good: “Two thirds (66.2 percent) 
of the study participants are satisfied or 
very satisfied with the opportunities to 
contribute to society through their job,” 
(Higher Education Research Institute 
2006). A survey by Cone, Inc. also found 
that “young people are extending their 
social consciousness to the workplace. 
Of the 28 percent of young people (ages 
13–25) who are employed full time, 
79 percent said they want to work for a 
company that cares about how it affects 
or contributes to society” ( Jayson 2006). 
A strong background in thinking about 
the public purposes of one’s chosen work 
and the broader issues connected with 
the social impact of a range of institutions 
and occupations can help ensure that this 
desire for social contribution is more than 
wishful thinking or rationalization. 

A good liberal education should provide 
students with the intellectual capacity 
to make sense of their environment and 
to locate themselves within the complex 
influences of their time and place (Sullivan 
and Rosin 2008). Learning about 
political institutions, issues, contexts, and 
practices should be an integral part of 
that enterprise. College graduates cannot 
make sense of their environment and their 
place in it if they are politically ignorant, 
unskilled, and lacking in a sense of civic 
agency, the sense that they can work with 
others to solve problems that concern 
them – in their communities, workplaces, 
or elsewhere. In this sense, a basic 
understanding of the political and policy 
contexts in which people live and work is 
an essential dimension of liberal learning, 
and students are not well educated if they 
fail to develop that understanding. §
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at the end of May 2008, students, civic leaders, and 
faculty and staff in leadership studies and development 
from universities across the country came together for a 
national symposium on civic leadership education and 

democracy. These talented students were already passionate 
activists, organizers, and volunteers working to address a broad 
range of issues affecting their local communities. The group 
convened to discuss the scope and content of successful leadership 
education programs. While the group expressed some concern 
over “getting to scale” and involving more than “the usual suspects” 
on campuses, it was clear that many American colleges and 
universities have established some promising programs to educate 
the next generation of activists and organizers. 

At the same time, there was little discussion about the 
normative values driving this work and a broader understanding of 
why students pursue education and experiences in civic leadership. 
Although the term democracy was in the title of the symposium, it 
was only toward the end of the two-day meeting that one student 
questioned the relevance of democracy to this work, and when 
she did, other students in the room nodded in agreement. One 
explained: 

 I am uncomfortable with the suggestion that we are doing 
this work to strengthen democracy. To me, democracy means 
partisanship, special interests, and corruption. I am not inspired 
to do this work as a way to advance democracy. 
In some e-mail exchanges that followed, the students offered 

more explanation. Democracy is a theory and an idea that every 
person gets an equal and valued vote. In reality, elected officials 
are swayed by “money and large corporations” rather than citizen 
interests and needs. One said, “The term democracy makes me 
cringe.”

It may be troubling, but it should not be surprising, that 
students find democracy uninspiring if not ignoble. This 

generation has witnessed policymaking that is characterized by 
point-counterpoint exchanges among distant political elites. 
Matters of public interest are reduced by the media to incomplete 
or misleading information, often about the divisions between 
Americans based on political party, ideology, race, gender, class, 
geography, and religious beliefs, rather than about the issues’ 
merits. 

The net result is a divided public. Despite unprecedented levels 
of engagement during this presidential primary season, researchers 
William Galston and Piertro Nivola reported in the New York 
Times (May 11, 2008) the results of a comprehensive study of the 
nation’s polarization. They concluded that not only are ideological 
differences between the political parties growing but they have 
become “embedded in American society.” 

Nor is it clear that Americans are paying close attention. Fewer 
than half of the eligible voters actually vote. In response to a 
survey question, “Have you ever worked together informally with 
someone or some group to solve a problem in the community 
where you live?” only 20 percent of adults answered yes. In an 
annual survey that measures lifestyles, participants were asked 
whether they have worked on a community project in the 
preceding year. In 1975, 43 percent responded yes. In 2005, only 27 
percent responded yes, and the responses in between show a steady 
decline. There are other surveys that measure civic involvement, 
and they demonstrate low levels in all indicators: membership 
in at least one group (around 25 percent); volunteerism (around 
34 percent); protest (around 8 percent); contacting a newspaper 
(around 10 percent); donating to a political candidate (15 
percent); raising money for a charity (27 percent) (Levine 2007, 
58). In October 2007, the Civic Health Index, compiled by the 
National Conference on Citizenship, released its most recent 
findings. The Civic Health Index examines forty indicators of civic 
participation, such as voting, volunteering, membership in civic 
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clubs and organizations, public giving, 
attending community meetings, and 
staying informed. The index showed that 
only about 15 percent of Americans take 
on significant civic responsibilities—the 
lowest number in a thirty-year decline 
(with a brief gain between September 11, 
2001, and 2004).

When Americans do not pay attention, 
they risk supporting or challenging public 
policies based on false information. At 
the time of the 2004 election, a majority 
of Americans incorrectly believed that 
Saddam Hussein’s Iraq had supported 
al Qaeda (Levine, 54). In a 2006 poll, 
two-thirds of the respondents said that the 
American government spends more on 
foreign aid than on Social Security, when 
in fact Social Security costs at least twenty-

five times more money than foreign aid 
(Levine, 54),. Recent polls reveal that 
Approximately 15 percent of Americans 
erroneously believe that presidential 
candidate Barack Obama is Muslim.

In the meantime, while politicians 
increasingly distance themselves from the 
public by creating smokescreens, ignoring 
constitutional ideals, and abandoning 
basic civility, the nation’s problems grow. 
Consider facts reported by the U.S. Census 
Bureau in October 2007: In 2006, nearly 
10 percent of American families lived in 
poverty and 17.4 percent of all children 
under the age of eighteen lived in poverty. 
By race, these numbers change: Among 
Hispanic families, 20.6 percent live in 
poverty and among black families, 24.3 

percent live in poverty. The number of 
people without health insurance coverage 
rose one half of a percentage point from 
2005–6. The number of uninsured children 
increased from 8 million (10.9 percent) in 
2005 to 8.7 million (11.7 percent) in 2006. 
These are issues that should concern all 
citizens, not just politicians on one side of 
an imagined ideological fence. 

Yet despite ongoing challenges over 
how to achieve it, democracy is commonly 
viewed as an ideal.  All societies have 
problems. It is best to have problems 
within a democratic society. 

Each generation faces social, political, 
and economic challenges that provoke a 
reexamination of democracy—a reframing. 
This generation is facing that challenge 
now, and the task is all the more difficult, 

and urgent, because of problems of 
citizen polarization and disengagement, 
adversarial politics and partisanship, and 
government inefficiencies, abuses, and 
secrecy. But to reframe democracy, this 
generation needs to also take ownership of 
it, to reclaim it. 

Colleges and universities are uniquely 
positioned to provide students with 
opportunities to grapple with these 
challenges. It is a charge to educate in 
ways that instill in students a renewed 
commitment to core democratic ideals, to 
inspire them to become actively involved, 
and to provide them with the skills that 
they will need for meaningful engagement 
in the democratic process. 

the movement to aDvance a 
more Deliberative Democracy
This generation is experiencing and 
learning that democracy does not function 
well when citizen participation is limited 
to voting, volunteerism, and personal 
sacrifices, particularly when the levels of 
those forms of participation are relatively 
low. What is called for is a new way of 
doing democracy, one in which citizens 
are actively engaged in public affairs 
in ways that are meaningful and that 
influence policy choices, one that some 
refer to as deliberative democracy.

A deliberative democracy exhibits 
certain characteristics, including an 
educated and informed citizenry, fair 
processes, and active participation by 
citizens in policymaking at the local, 
regional, and national levels. In this 
form of democracy, ordinary citizens 
are skilled in sophisticated methods of 
democratic dialogue, deliberation, and 
public reasoning. They recognize origins 
of conflict and polarization yet commit to 
keep working together to find common 
ground and reach more acceptable 
outcomes.  They understand the notion 
of shared governance and of citizens 
working together and with policymakers 
to generate fair laws and to effectuate 
social change. They work toward a 
common vision for American society, on 
that promises justice, equity, and freedom. 
Policymakers accept the responsibility for 
being accountable to the public for their 
choices and actions. 

In a deliberative democracy, the 
responsibility for social, political, and 
economic change is shared. This is 
different from a system in which officials 
consult citizens before making decisions 
for those citizens. Instead, problems are 
considered from multiple perspectives: 
what can our policymakers or the 
government to do address a problem? 
What can others do—others such as 
nonprofit organizations, citizen groups, 

It is a charge to educate in ways that instill in students 
a renewed commitment to core democratic ideals, 
to inspire them to become actively involved, and to 
provide them with the skills that they will need for 
meaning ful engagement in the democratic process
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corporations, and faith communities? 
And what can I do as an individual? What 
changes can I make in my own habits and 
behaviors? What is my responsibility to 
address these concerns, and how do I 
live up to that responsibility? Imagine a 
society where citizens do more than vote 
or express themselves by writing a letter, 
protesting, or making a comment at a 
public meeting. Those mostly one-way 
forms of communications are frustrating 
and inadequate for what is called for 
now: a sense of shared responsibility for 
improving society.

Does it work? In recent years, 
thousands of American communities 
have been experimenting with intergroup 
and sustained dialogue programs, study 
circles, issue forums, public conversations, 
deliberative polling, electronic democracy, 
citizen juries, and other forms of 
deliberative democracy (see Gastil 
and Levine 2007). These are carefully 
designed opportunities for people with 
different perspectives and ideas to come 
together, study and talk about public 
issues, work through conflicts, deliberate, 
and act individually and collaboratively, 
with each other and public officials; to 
effect change for the common good. 

These are promising practices that 
are described on Everyday Democracy’s 
Web site (www.everyday-democracy.
org/en/index.aspx) and in Matt 
Leighninger’s The Next Form of Democracy 
and David Schoem and Sylvia Hurtado’s 
Intergroup Dialogue. Oregon undertook 
an open and deliberative process to 
change its health care system (Gutmann 
and Thompson 2004, 17–20). In 
Portsmouth, New Hampshire, citizen 
study circles have become the foundation 
for democratic decision making and 
social change (see Portsmouth Listens, 
http://portsmouthlistens.org/). These 
plus thousands of other examples provide 
educators with a unique opportunity 

to teach not just from theory but from 
experience. People who engage in these 
processes post favorable testimonials on 
the Everyday Democracy Web site, which 
receives about 7,000 hits a month.

The evidence that it works is 
compelling, but it is also clear that 
deliberative democracy would be more 
effective if American citizens already 
possessed the skills they need to engage 
in this form of democratic process. 
Those skills are: democratic dialogue, 
public reasoning and deliberation, conflict 
management, and collaborative leadership. 
Colleges and universities can advance 
deliberative democracy by being 
intentional about teaching these skills.

 Dialogue is an interpersonal 
relationship-building process that involves 
listening and talking and that has a 
purpose of gaining mutual understanding 
that then serves as the foundation for 
individual, social, and/or public policy 
change. Organizations and initiatives that 
seek to improve the way we do dialogue 
in American public life promote dialogue 
as a way to: (1) change individual 
behavior and attitudes, and particularly 
to increase intercultural understanding 
and tolerance; (2) confront and address 
historic and contemporary social and 
economic injustice; (3) increase civility 
and respect (addressing the claim that “our 
civil society is less than civil”); (4) build 
community and networks; (5) change 
institutions such as governments and 
workplaces; (6) manage and capitalize 
on the transformative nature of conflict; 
and (7) change the way laws and public 
policies are made (The Democracy 
Imperative FAQ).

Dialogue is not to be confused with 
everyday conversations and is more 
than “just talk,” which is why we usually 
characterize dialogue as “democratic.” 
Democratic dialogue adheres to certain 
principles. It is: 

inclusive, seeks broad participation and 
diverse perspectives
facilitated, guided by a trained, neutral 
individual or two
respectful and governed by ground 
rules, agreements people make about 
how they are going to work together
guided by a discussion guide, framing 
paper, choices, and other approaches
grounded in personal stake, stories, and 
perspectives
part of a larger, communitywide 
initiative 
attentive to outcomes, process, and 
relationships: personal commitment 
and action, improved intergroup 
relations, stronger communities, 
reasoned and more sustainable public 
policy decisions, political and social 
efficacy, a healthier democracy (The 
Democracy Imperative FAQ)
The term deliberation often brings to 

mind the judicial process and the role of 
juries: a small group of men and women 
charged with the responsibility of listening 
to evidence, giving that evidence careful 
consideration, weighing choices, and making 
decisions, all in ways that are intentional 
and not hurried. In a public deliberation, 
people come together to study a community, 
social, or political issue, identify possible 
solutions (choices), consider the advantages, 
disadvantages, and trade-offs for each choice, 
and make decisions about how an issue 
should be addressed. 

Some might argue that dialogue 
focuses on the dynamics of groups and 
interpersonal relationship-building 
and deliberation focuses on issues and 
decision making. Others suggest that, in a 
public setting, democratic dialogue is the 
foundation for quality deliberation and 
sustainable decisions. Either way, the two 
are symbiotic.

The quality of this form of engagement 
can be enhanced by attention from the 
academy. When people deliberate, they 
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engage in a process of collaborative 
consideration of (1) solid information, 
facts, and knowledge about the issue; (2) 
diverse viewpoints, including perspectives 
based on cultural identity, political 
ideology, beliefs, and opinions; and (3) 
multiple solutions, including individual 
and collective action. It is a process of 
public reasoning. 

Consider for example how issues are 
currently framed for public discourse. 
The debate over whether it is legitimate 
to imprison someone indefinitely and 
without a judicial hearing—to deny them 
the right to habeas corpus—is framed 
by political leaders as “whether enemies 
of the United States deserve American 
justice.” Challenges to proposals to drill 
for oil in the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge are framed as efforts “to drive 
gases prices to record levels.” Critics of 
the Iraq war are accused of being “people 
who don’t support our troops” or “soft on 
terrorists.” Legitimate concerns over the 
extent and appropriateness and extended 
exercise of executive privilege are 
characterized as efforts to compromise 
national security. These framings are 
misleading and they defy the facts. They 
also present students with ideal learning 
opportunities to study an issue, critique 
the commentators, and reframe an issue 
for more civil discourse. 

Ensuring that public discourse is 
welcoming to people of all perspectives 
is both an organizing challenge and a 
potential challenge in managing conflict. 
Students can learn not just who has a 
stake in the outcome of an issue—who 
deserves a seat at the table—but also 
how to make intergroup dialogue 
positive and productive. Respect, active 
listening, understanding, identifying 
common ground, creating ground rules 
for civil discourse, diffusing tension 
without censoring viewpoints, being 
attentive not just to outcomes but to 
process and relationships, issue framing, 

critical analysis, problem solving—these 
are critical democratic citizenship 
and leadership skills that colleges 
and universities advance. College and 
university classrooms, residence halls, 
local communities, and campuswide 
programs are ideal venues for citizens to 
practice democracy.

reframing anD reclaiming 
Democracy
Despite promising developments in 
deliberative democracy nationally, there 
remain valid questions about whether 
deliberative democracy is realistic or 
even desirable. The foundations for truly 
democratic dialogue—inclusiveness, 
open-mindedness, informed participation, 
reasonableness—seem unattainable or 
unenforceable. True inclusiveness requires 
that those with power set it aside. Is it 
realistic to expect that level of personal 
integrity? A deliberative process can be 
time-consuming and impractical. For 
some issues, our pluralistic society makes 
it nearly impossible to find common 
ground. Too many conflicts, particularly 
those stemming from moral beliefs, 
are irreconcilable. These legitimate 
concerns are not reason to abandon the 
challenge. They call for continued study, 
experimentation, and discussion (The 
Democracy Imperative FAQ ).

Reclaiming democracy requires more 
than a theoretical reframing. It is a call for 
action linked to civic duty. It is a challenge 
to citizens to examine what works in 
American democracy and to experiment 
with and study alternative processes. It 
is a reminder to this generation of the 
core principles that guide this work: 
constitutionally grounded principles of 
freedom, justice, and equal opportunity. 

The students at the leadership 
conference may be right about the state 
of American democracy. In his June 29, 
2008, opinion piece, Thomas Friedman 
of the New York Times wrote, “We are 

a country in debt and in decline—not 
terminal, not irreversible, but in decline. 
Our political system seems incapable 
of producing long-range answers to big 
problems or big opportunities. We are 
the ones in need of nation-building [at 
home.] It is our political system that is not 
working.” 

Higher education can and should be 
a critical partner in Friedman’s “nation-
building.” For the past ten or more years, 
colleges and universities have supported 
community-based student learning and 
engagement and have become more 
active partners in local community 
building. These efforts reflect a positive 
alliance of the university’s educational 
and civic missions. It is now time for 
higher education to focus directly on 
democracy both as a form of government 
and as a set of principles and practices 
that guide how people interact and work 
together every day to improve society. 
It’s time to help this generation reclaim 
democracy. §
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benjamin Franklin, in founding the University of Pennsylvania 
(then the Academy of Philadelphia), conveyed an expansive 
and highly democratic educational vision. While many 
colonial colleges were established to prepare the scions 

of wealthy families, Franklin’s vision was far more egalitarian in 
nature (Brands 2000). He was also profoundly skeptical of classical 
education. As historian John Hardin Best explains,

 Commenting in his usual pungent style, [Franklin] noted that 
Greek and Latin were the “quackery of literature.” Further, he 
wrote that they were the “chapeau bras” of learning, like the hat 
carried by an elegant European gentlemen [sic], a hat never put 
on the head for fear of disarranging the wig, but always carried 
quite uselessly under the arm (Best 1962). 
What set Franklin’s notion of education apart was his insistence 

that a college draw students of ability from all social strata and 
actively and purposefully cultivate civic values in these students 
and provide them with the practical skills necessary to address the 
pressing problems of the day. In short, a central purpose of higher 
education was service to society and to the commonwealth. 

Franklin’s blend of pragmatic civic idealism proved prescient. 
In the years immediately following the American Revolution, 

hundreds of colleges were founded with the express purpose 
of upholding the fledgling democracy (Rudolph 1962). In the 
nineteenth century, this sentiment found expression in the Morrill 
Act of 1862, which established land-grant colleges and universities. 
These institutions were intended not only to advance the 
mechanical and agricultural sciences but to expand access to higher 
education and to encourage active citizenship. For example, in 
1873 the trustees of the Ohio Agricultural and Mechanical College 
(now Ohio State) said that they intended not just to educate 
students as “farmers or mechanics, but as men, fitted by education 
and attainments for the greater usefulness and higher duties of 
citizenship.” The Wisconsin Idea, which began in earnest in 1903, 
similarly underscored the ideal that universities can and should 
take an active role in spurring societal change. When Charles Van 
Hise became president of the University of Wisconsin, he and his 
former classmate Governor Robert La Follette resolved to make 
“the boundaries of the university…the boundaries of the state.” 

Pursuing Franklin’s Democratic Vision for 
Higher Education
▶  ira harkavy, associate vice president and director, netter center for community partnerships, university of pennsylvania 

matthew hartley, associate professor, graduate school of education, university of pennsylvania

…nothing is of more importance to the public weal, than to form and train up youth in wisdom and virtue.  Wise and good 
men are, in my opinion the strength of a state: much more so than riches or arms, which, under the management of Ignorance 
and Wickedness, often draw on destruction, instead of providing for the safety of a people.

benjamin Franklin to samuel Johnson, august 23, 1��0

Democracy has been given a mission to the world, and it is of no uncertain character.  I wish to show that the university is 
the prophet of this democracy, as well as its priest and its philosopher; that in other words, the university is the Messiah of 
the democracy, its to-be-expected deliverer.

William rainey Harper, The University and Democracy (18��)

AnAlysis
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When asked what spurred the progressive 
reforms that spread across the Midwest 
in the early twentieth century, Charles 
McCarthy, the first legislative librarian of 
the United States said “a combination of 
soil and seminar”—universities dedicated 
to solving pressing, practical problems and 
to fostering enlightened civic and political 
leadership.

reviving the civic imPerative
By the 1980s, however, this proclaimed 
commitment to civic engagement had 
grown increasingly hollow. In part this was 
because American higher education had 
dramatically changed. In the twentieth 
century, colleges and universities emerged 
as central societal institutions and were 
beset with many competing demands. In 
1900, barely 4 percent of all high school 
graduates attended college.  By 1970, that 
number had grown more than tenfold (45 
percent). Fueled by grants from the federal 
government, universities expanded their 
research efforts and came to depend on 
these revenues for their financial stability. 
Undergraduate education took a back 
seat at many institutions. The reasons 
for attending college began to shift. 
Economic purposes gained ascendancy. 
Data from an annual survey of more than 
200,000 incoming freshmen by the Higher 
Education Research Institute (HERI) 
at UCLA show that in 1969, 80 percent 
of incoming freshmen believed that 
developing a meaningful philosophy of life 
was a very important goal; by 1996, that 
percentage had diminished to 42 percent. 
In 1971, half of the students (49 percent) 
said they were attending college “to be 
able to make more money”; by 1991, that 
figure had climbed to three-quarters (74.7 
percent). Increasingly, the public came 
to view a college education as a ticket to 
securing a good job—a private rather than 
a public good. 

There was also a sense that our 
common life was being eroded, a state of 

affairs powerfully illustrated by political 
scientist Robert Putnam in the image of 
Americans “Bowling Alone” (Putnam 
1995). Political engagement dramatically 
declined. Among college freshmen 
surveyed by HERI, the percentage who 
agreed that it is “important for me to 
keep up to date with political affairs” 
declined from 58 percent in 1966 to 26 
percent in 1998. Electoral turnout among 
18–24–year-olds declined from 42 percent 

in 1972 to 28 percent in 2000. In 1989, the 
American Political Science Association’s 
Task Force on Civic Education for the 21st 
Century concluded: “We take as axiomatic 
that current levels of political knowledge, 
political engagement, and political 
enthusiasm are so low as to threaten the 
vitality and stability of democratic politics 
in the United States.” 

At many institutions any pretense at 
promoting political engagement or civic 
agency had receded into the background. 
As Frank Newman, then-president 
of the Education Commission of the 
States, tellingly argued in his seminal 
Carnegie report, Higher Education and 
the American Resurgence (Newman 1985), 
“If there is a crisis in education in the 
United States today, it is less that test 
scores have declined than it is that we 

have failed to provide the education for 
citizenship that is still the most significant 
responsibility of the nation’s schools 
and colleges.” In a meeting with college 
and university presidents the following 
year, Newman observed that after having 
visited numerous campuses, he found 
faculty “remarkably resistant” to the idea 
that “they had a responsibility for more of 
their students’ education than simply the 
development of the students’ knowledge 
about their own discipline.” 

This state of affairs—the changing 
nature of the academy, concerns over our 
fraying social capital, and anxiety over 
the future of our democracy—generated 
considerable dissonance within the 
academy. People began to act. First 
dozens then hundreds and finally tens 
of thousands of faculty members and 
administrators began actively pursuing 
the revitalization of the civic purposes 
of American higher education on their 
campuses and through a number of key 
associations (Hartley and Hollander 
2005). 

emergent civic engagement 
strategies
What emerged was a broad-based civic 
engagement movement. Civic engagement 
has proven to be something of an elastic 
term. For some it denotes any activity that 
involves groups or communities external 
to the academy. Others equate it with the 
cultivation of political knowledge or of 
political processes, and perhaps even a 
sense of political agency. Still others use 
the term to describe the development of 
democratic, creative, caring, committed 
citizens who actively contribute to creating 
a democratic, just society. The conception 
of civic engagement (and practices 
intended to promote it) has evolved 
considerably over the past two decades.

In the 1980s, civic engagement 
strategies focused squarely on volunteerism 
(often referred to as public service.) The 
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idea was that if we could get students 
into the community, they would develop 
a sense of social responsibility and 
thereby become better future citizens. 
The early 1990s saw a shift in strategy 
as individuals began advocating for the 
purposeful integration of community-
based experiences and the curriculum 
(that is, service learning) (Kendall 1990). 
This approach proved immensely popular. 
The growth of Campus Compact, a 
national coalition of college and university 
presidents and a leading proponent of 
service-learning, underscores the degree 
to which this pedagogy gained currency. 
In 1985, Campus Compact was founded 
by three university presidents; today it has 
nearly 1,300 members, approximately a 
quarter of all colleges and universities in 
the United States. 

Through the mid- and late 1990s a 
number of civic engagement efforts were 
undertaken. The American Association 
for Higher Education’s annual forum 
on faculty roles and rewards sought 
to promote a broader conception of 
scholarship, especially the scholarship 
of engagement—applying disciplinary 
expertise for the betterment of society 
(Boyer 1990, 1996). Another notable effort 
was the Association of American Colleges 
and Universities’ American Commitments 
project, which was launched in 1993 and 
over the next eight years worked with more 
than 160 institutions to grapple with the 
pressing challenges of preparing students 
to live in our diverse democracy. Many 
institutions of higher learning undertook 
significant curricular change efforts during 
the 1990s (as many as three-quarters by 
some estimates) and some of these sought 
to advance a wider public purpose (Hartley 
2002). Some colleges and universities 
began experimenting with democratic 
deliberation—structuring dialogue and 
debate regarding local and national issues. 
That said, the predominant form of civic 
engagement on campuses was expressed 

programmatically through volunteerism 
and service learning. 

Service learning’s success can be 
explained in part because it proved to be a 
remarkably powerful pedagogy and a highly 
useful means of conveying disciplinary 
knowledge (Astin and Sax 1998; Eyler and 
Giles 1999; Stanton, Giles, and Cruz 1999). 
A student in an environmental science 
course not only reviews research describing 
the effects of industrialization, she helps 
measure them in her own city.  A sociology 
student not only reads about homelessness, 
he helps design and conducts a census 
of the population and develops a richer 
understanding of who these individuals are. 
Data gathered from 22,363 students who 
participated in HERI’s freshman survey 
four years later show that participation in 

service learning influences participants’ 
choice of careers in service fields, increases 
awareness of community issues, imparts 
to students a sense of personal efficacy (“I 
can make a difference.”), and fosters greater 
commitment to social activism (Astin and 
Sax 1998).  

The transformational aims that drove 
the service-learning movement in its early 
years (Stanton et al. 1999), however, were 
increasingly tempered over time. For many 
service learning practitioners, acceptance 
by disciplines became an end, rather than 
a means to realize democratic educational 
and societal ends. Similarly, a narrow focus 
on student learning outcomes replaced 
the powerful animating goal that initially 
inspired the service learning movement; 
namely, to create a truly engaged academy 
dedicated to helping to create a more 

equitable and just society.  The inclination 
to place the need for academic legitimacy 
as a primary goal of the service-learning 
movement was also reflected in debates 
regarding emergent institutional efforts 
around community and political 
engagement. While some individuals 
held that addressing pressing real-world 
problems and working in reciprocal and 
democratic partnerships with the local 
community ought to be the central work 
of the academy (Boyte and and Kari 2000; 
Harkavy 1996), others saw community 
impacts as a secondary and ultimately 
subsidiary consideration, a hoped-for 
byproduct.

 By the late 1990s, the service learning 
movement had in a real sense lost its 
way—in practice at many institutions its 

purpose had become reduced to merely 
another pedagogical technique or method. 
The ideal of working to create a more-
democratic society had become much 
less prominent (Harkavy and Benson 
1998). Recognition of this state of affairs 
is reflected in the President’s Declaration 
on the Civic Responsibility of Higher 
Education, which grew out of a conference 
cosponsored by the American Council on 
Education and Campus Compact in 1999. 
(The document was ultimately signed 
by more than 500 college and university 
presidents.) It states:

We are encouraged that more and more
 students are volunteering and 
participating in public and community 
service, and we have all encouraged 
them to do so through curricular 
and co-curricular activity. However, 

We must teach the skills and values of democracy, 
creating innumerable opportunities for our students to 
practice and reap the results of the real, hard work of 
citizenship
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this service is not leading students to 
embrace the duties of active citizenship 
and civic participation. […] We 
must teach the skills and values of 
democracy, creating innumerable 
opportunities for our students to 
practice and reap the results of the real, 
hard work of citizenship.

The implementation question is how 
specifically can a given institution (in our 
case a private research university) translate 
this broader and more-robust conception of 
democratic civic engagement into practice?

recommitting to franklin’s 
Democratic vision
Penn’s experience in many respects 
reflects the evolution of the broader civic 
engagement movement. Over the past 
two decades many individuals—senior 
administrators, faculty, staff, students, 
and community partners—have 
collaborated in an effort to better fulfill 
Franklin’s far-reaching democratic vision, 
by developing democratic, mutually 
beneficial partnerships with communities 
and schools in the Philadelphia region, 
particularly in Penn’s local ecological 
community of West Philadelphia.

To offer one recent example of a 
region-wide effort, a few years ago Mary 
Summers, senior fellow at Penn’s Fox 
Leadership Program, developed a course 
with the assistance of the Netter Center 
for Community Partnerships. Professor 
Summers and her students began with a 
simple and powerful question: Why do 
only 60 percent of Philadelphia residents 
eligible for food stamps participate in the 
program? Partnering with the Greater 
Philadelphia Coalition Against Hunger 
and the Philadelphia Higher Education 
Network for Neighborhood Development 
(PHENND), a consortium of thirty-six 
colleges and universities in the greater 
Philadelphia area, Summers became 
principal investigator of a research project 
funded by the USDA that involved faculty 

and students from fourteen area colleges 
and universities (Porter, Summers, Toton, 
and Aisenstein 2008). Ultimately, the 
campaign screened 7,463 potential clients 
and enrolled 2,123 people. The research 
not only identified bureaucratic hurdles 
that prevented greater enrollment, but 
the data also were used to exert pressure 
to change policies in order to eliminate 
those barriers. (For example, County 
Assistance Offices expanded the use of 
phone interviews rather than requiring 
face-to-face interviews to become 
enrolled.) Helping someone eligible for 
food stamps enroll is a worthwhile service 
(and Summers and her collaborators 
certainly succeeded on that count), but 
collaborating with community members 
and local agencies across the Philadelphia 

area in conducting research and using 
the resulting new knowledge to challenge 
and change public policy is exemplary 
democratic civic engagement.

Increasing numbers of faculty and 
students have joined in these efforts. In 
1991–2 three faculty members taught four 
academically based community service 
(ABCS) courses to approximately 100 
students. In the 2007–8 academic year, 
fifty-nine ABCS courses were taught by 
forty-nine faculty from eight schools and 
twenty-one departments and involved 
more than 1,500 Penn undergraduate and 
graduate students.

Efforts are also now being made to 
assess the impact of such experiences 
on Penn students. In 2004, Penn 
political scientist Henry Teune began an 

experimental seminar on undergraduate 
democratic development and civic 
engagement. The course conceptualized 
and pretested items for a survey of 
Penn undergraduates. The survey has 
been employed five additional times 
and some other universities are now 
using the instrument to gather data. 
The survey, in the tradition of political 
socialization research, focuses on 
gathering data in several key areas: 
democratic values and dispositions, 
civic literacies and understandings, 
competencies and communication, and 
action and engagement. The data, though 
preliminary, are revealing and relevant to 
our discussion. First, democratic values are 
the most robust predictors of democratic 
engagement. Students who see the value 

in democratic decision making and 
have come to accept a measure of civic 
responsibility are far more likely to act on 
these convictions than those who have 
given scant thought to such issues.

Another notable finding is the fact 
that students that have been involved in 
ABCS courses and/or other community 
service activities in West Philadelphia are 
far more likely to score well on indicators 
for committed democratic citizens (such as 
keeping up-to-date on political affairs and 
understanding how the political process 
works). This early finding suggests that 
involvement with the local community and 
democratic problem solving undertaken 
in ABCS courses has the potential to 
influence the democratic dispositions and 
future political engagement of students.

Students who see the value in democratic decision 
making and have come to accept a measure of civic 
responsibility are far more likely to act on these 
convictions than those who have given scant thought 
to such issues
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conclusion 
Amy Gutmann, Penn’s current president, 
is a distinguished political philosopher 
whose scholarly work has explored 
the role universities play in advancing 
democracy and democratic societies. In 
her inaugural address on October 15, 
2004, President Gutmann unveiled a 
comprehensive “Penn Compact” designed 
to advance the university “From Excellence 
to Eminence.” Although the compact’s 
first two principles—increased access to 
a Penn education and the integration of 
knowledge—have significant implications 
for our discussion, the third principle is 
particularly relevant:

The third principle of the Penn
 Compact is to engage locally and 
globally. No one mistakes Penn for 
an ivory tower. And no one ever will. 
Through our collaborative engagement 
with communities all over the world, 
Penn is poised to advance the central 
values of democracy: life, liberty, 
opportunity, and mutual respect. 
Effective engagement begins right here 
at home. We cherish our relationships 
with our neighbors, relationships that 
have strengthened Penn academically 
while increasing the vitality of West 
Philadelphia.
Penn as an institution is now strongly 

oriented to advancing democratic, civic 
work (Benson, Harkavy, and Puckett 
2007). Needless to say, Franklin’s original 
vision of an institution dedicated to 
preparing a moral, engaged democratic 
citizenry cannot be fulfilled with a set of 
programs, no matter how extensive. It must 
become a central organizing principal of 
the institution, embedded in its DNA. And 
that is a primary goal of Gutmann’s Penn 
Compact.

 To be true to this calling, Penn also 
needs to scrutinize the fruits of its labors: 
Can our graduates speak with a measure 
of authority on pressing policy issues, 
particularly those directly relevant to 

their majors? Are students equipped and 
encouraged to act on that knowledge 
through participatory problem solving 
learning? Penn, indeed each college and 
university, needs to examine how it goes 
about its everyday business. Mahatma 
Gandhi once famously observed that “The 
means are the ends in process.” We cannot 
foster democratic habits and dispositions 
among our students unless we model 
democratic behavior in our partnering 
with the community, in the workings 
of our deliberative bodies (the student 
government and the faculty senate), in the 
way we research, teach, and learn.

The bitter aftermath of Hurricane 
Katrina graphically revealed what Jonathan 
Kozol (2005) poignantly labeled “the 
shame of the nation”—the disasters of 
extreme poverty, persistent deprivation 
and pernicious racism that occur daily, 
and too often invisibly, across much of 
urban America. Tragically, many of these 
daily disasters occur right outside the 
ivy-trimmed walls of the nation’s foremost 
universities. Among the most significant 
and pressing challenges facing American 
higher education in the early decades 
of the twenty-first century is how can it 
powerfully and effectively contribute to 
radically reducing the pervasive, ongoing, 
seemingly intractable problems of our 
inner cities, as well as to radically reducing, 
in another poignant phrase from Kozol, 
America’s “savage inequalities.” Meeting 
that challenge would require a far more 
comprehensive and powerful form of 
civic engagement—one that is intent 
on changing higher education to help 
change society for the better.  To borrow 
a phrase from the primary source of 
Franklin’s philosophy, Francis Bacon, the 
“rightly placed” goal, in our judgment, 
for American higher education is to help 
create a genuine participatory democracy 
so that America (finally) realizes the 
democratic promise of America for all 
Americans. §
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