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Skills for life: why cuts in humanities 

teaching pose a threat to democracy itself. 
-Martha Nussbaum, Edited 
extract from Not for profit: why 
democracy needs the humanities 
(forthcoming.) First published  TLS 
April 30th 2010. 

We are in the midst of a crisis of massive proportions and grave global significance. I do not 

mean the global economic crisis that began in 2008; I mean a crisis that goes largely unnoticed, 

but is likely to be, in the long run, far more damaging to the future of democratic self-

government: a worldwide crisis in education.  

Radical changes are occurring in what democratic societies teach the young, and these changes 

have not been well thought through. Thirsty for national profit, nations, and their systems of 

education, are heedlessly discarding skills that are needed to keep democracies alive. If this trend 

continues, nations all over the world will soon be producing generations of useful, docile, 

technically trained machines, rather than complete citizens who can think for themselves, criticize 

tradition, and understand the significance of another person’s sufferings and achievements.  

What are these radical changes? The humanities and the arts are being cut away, in both 

primary/secondary and college/university education, in virtually every nation of the world. Seen 

by policymakers as useless frills, at a time when nations must discard all useless things in order to 

stay competitive in the global market, they are rapidly losing their place in curricula, and also in 

the minds and hearts of parents and children. What we might call the humanistic aspects of 

science and social science – the imaginative, creative aspect, and the aspect of rigorous critical 

thought – are also losing ground as nations prefer to pursue short-term profit by the cultivation 

of the useful and highly applied skills suited to profit-making.  

We are pursuing the possessions that protect, please, and comfort us – what Rabindranath 

Tagore called our material “covering”. But we seem to be forgetting about the faculties of 

thought and imagination that make us human and make our relationships rich human ones 

rather than relationships of mere use and manipulation. When we meet in society, if we have not 

learnt to see both self and other in that way, imagining in one another inner faculties of thought 

and emotion, democracy is bound to fail, because democracy is built on respect and concern, and 

these in turn are built on the ability to see other people as human beings, not simply as objects.  
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Science and social science, particularly economics, are also crucial to the education of citizens. 

When practised at their best, though, these disciplines are infused by what we might call the 

spirit of the humanities: by searching critical thought, daring imagination, empathetic 

understanding of human experiences of many different kinds, and understanding of the 

complexity of the world we live in – a world in which people face one another across gulfs of 

geography, language, and nationality. More than at any time in the past, we all depend on people 

we have never seen, and they depend on us. The problems we need to solve – economic, 

environmental, religious, and political – are global in their scope. None of us stands outside this 

global interdependency. The global economy has tied all of us to distant lives. The world’s 

schools, colleges, and universities therefore have a large and urgent task: to cultivate in students 

the ability to see themselves as members of a heterogeneous nation (for all modern nations are 

heterogeneous), and a still more heterogeneous world, understanding something of the history 

and character of the diverse groups that inhabit it. Knowledge is no guarantee of good behaviour, 

but ignorance is a virtual guarantee of bad behaviour.  

Does global citizenship really require the humanities? It certainly requires a lot of factual 

knowledge, and students might get this without a humanistic education – for example, from 

absorbing the facts in standardized textbooks (assuming these are correct). Responsible 

citizenship, however, requires a lot more: the ability to assess historical evidence, to use and think 

critically about economic principles, to compare differing views of social justice, to speak a 

foreign language, to appreciate the complexities of the major world religions. A catalogue of facts 

without the ability to assess them, or to understand how a narrative is assembled from evidence, is 

almost as bad as ignorance. The ability to think well about a wide range of cultures, groups, and 

nations and the history of their interactions is crucial in enabling democracies to deal responsibly 

with the problems we currently face. And the ability to imagine the experience and needs of 

another – a capacity almost all human beings possess in some form – has to be greatly enhanced 

and refined if we are to have any hope of sustaining decent institutions across the many divisions 

that any modern society contains.  

Socrates proclaimed that “the unexamined life is not worth living for a human being”. In a 

democracy fond of impassioned rhetoric and sceptical of argument, he lost his life for his 

allegiance to that ideal of critical questioning. Today his example is central to the theory and 

practice of liberal education in the Western tradition, and related ideas have been central to ideas 

of liberal education in India and other non-Western cultures. One of the reasons people have 

insisted on giving all undergraduates a set of courses in philosophy and other humanities subjects 

is that they believe that such courses will stimulate students to think and argue for themselves, 

rather than simply deferring to tradition and authority – and that the ability to argue in this 
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Socratic way is, as Socrates proclaimed, important in any democratic society. It is particularly 

important in societies that need to come to grips with the presence of people who differ by 

ethnicity, caste, and religion. The idea that one will take responsibility for one’s own reasoning, 

and exchange ideas with others in an atmosphere of mutual respect for reason, is essential to the 

peaceful Socrates and his students, from “The Better Sentences and Most Precious Dictations” by  

Al-Moubacchir (thirteenth century) resolution of differences, both within a nation and in a 

world increasingly polarized by ethnic and religious conflict. T he Socratic ideal, however, is 

under severe strain because we are bent on maximizing economic growth. The ability to think 

and argue for oneself looks dispensable to many people, if what we want are marketable outputs 

of a quantifiable nature. Furthermore, it is very difficult to measure Socratic ability through 

standardized tests. To the extent that standardized tests become the norm against which schools 

must be measured, then, Socratic aspects of both curriculum and pedagogy are likely to be left 

behind. The economic growth culture has a fondness for standardized tests, and an impatience 

with teachings that are not easily assessed in this way. If personal or national wealth is the focus of 

the curriculum, then, Socratic abilities are likely to do badly.  

Why does this matter? Think about the Athenian democracy where Socrates grew up. In many 

respects its institutions were admirable, offering all citizens the chance to debate measures of 

public importance and insisting on citizen participation both in voting and in the jury system. 

Indeed, Athens went much further towards direct democracy than any modern society, in that all 

major offices, apart from the commander of the army, were filled by lot. Even though 

participation in the Assembly was to some extent limited by labour and residence, with urban and 

leisured citizens playing a disproportionate role – not to mention the exclusion of non-citizens, 

such as women, slaves, and foreigners – it was still quite thinkable for a non-elite male to join in 

and offer something to the public debate. Why did Socrates think that this thriving democracy 

was a sluggish horse that needed to be stung into greater wakefulness?  

If we look at political debate – as portrayed, for example, in Thucydides’ History of the 

Peloponnesian War – we find that people did not reason together very well. Rarely if ever did 

they examine their major policy objectives, or systematically ask how all the things they valued 

might fit together. So the first problem with lack of self-examination is that it leads to unclarity 

about goals. Socratic examination does not guarantee a good set of goals, but it at least guarantees 

that the goals pursued will be seen clearly in relation to one another, and crucial issues will not be 

missed. Another problem with people who fail to examine themselves is that they often prove all 

too easily influenced. When a talented demagogue addressed the Athenians with moving rhetoric 

but bad arguments, they were all too ready to be swayed, without examining the argument. 
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Irresolution is frequently compounded by deference to authority and peer pressure. Socratic 

critical inquiry, by contrast, is utterly unauthoritarian. Only the nature of the argument counts, 

not who is making it. Teachers of philosophy betray Socrates’ legacy if they cast themselves as 

authority figures. What Socrates brought to Athens was an example of truly democratic 

vulnerability and humility: class, fame, and prestige count for nothing.  

Nor does the peer group count: the Socratic arguer is a confirmed dissenter, because she knows 

that the numbers of people who think this or that make no difference. Someone trained to follow 

argument rather than numbers is a good person for a democracy to have, the sort of person who 

would stand up against the pressure to say something false or hasty. A further problem with 

people who lead the unexamined life is that they often treat one another disrespectfully. Socrates’ 

attitude to his interlocutors, by contrast, is exactly the same as his attitude to himself: everyone 

needs examination, and all are equal in the face of the argument.  

Socratic thinking is a social practice. Ideally it ought to shape the functioning of a wide range 

of social and political institutions. It is also a discipline that can be taught as part of a school or 

college curriculum. It demands a great deal from faculty, depending as it does on intensive 

exchange with undergraduates, but its rewards are often correspondingly high. Still relatively 

common in the United States, with its liberal arts model, it is difficult to find in many European 

and Asian countries, where students enter university to read a single subject and do not have 

liberal arts requirements in the first place, and where the normal mode of teaching involves large 

lectures, with little or no active participation by students and little or no feedback. Yet the 

aspiration to make even elementary and secondary classrooms Socratic is not utopian; it is well 

within the reach of any community that respects the minds of its children and the needs of 

democracy.  

Starting in the eighteenth century, thinkers in Europe, North America, and, prominently, India 

began to break away from the model of education as rote learning and to pursue experiments in 

which the child was an active and critical participant. European progressive reforms – those of, 

for example, Jean-Jacques Rousseau, Johann Pestalozzi and Friedrich Froebel – had a large and 

formative influence in the US through the work of Bronson Alcott and Horace Mann in the 

nineteenth century, and of John Dewey, undoubtedly the most influential and theoretically 

distinguished American practitioner of Socratic education, in the twentieth. Unlike his European 

predecessors, Dewey lived and taught in a thriving democracy, and the production of mutually 

respectful democratic citizens was his central goal. Dewey’s experiments have left a profound 

mark on early education in America, as has his emphasis on the interconnectedness of the world 

and his focus on the arts.  
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History offers us a living tradition that uses Socratic values to produce a certain type of citizen: 

critical, curious, capable of resisting authority and peer pressure. But what is happening today? In 

many nations in Europe and Asia, and in India, Socrates either never was in fashion or went out 

of fashion long ago. The US is somewhat better off, because Dewey and his Socratic experiments 

have had widespread influence. But things are rapidly changing, and we are close to the collapse 

of the Socratic ideal. Citizens cannot relate well to the complex world around them by factual 

knowledge and logic alone. The third ability of the citizen, closely related to those two, is what 

we can call the narrative imagination. This means the ability to think what it might be like to be 

in the shoes of a person different from oneself, to be an intelligent reader of that person’s story, to 

understand the emotions and wishes and desires that someone so placed might have. The 

cultivation of sympathy has been a key part of the best modern ideas of democratic education, in 

both Western and non-Western nations. Much of this cultivation must take place in the family, 

but schools, and even colleges and universities, also play an important role. If they are to play it 

well, they must give a central place in the curriculum to the humanities and the arts, which 

activate and refine the capacity to see the world through another person’s eyes – a capacity that 

children develop through imaginative play.  

According to the British paediatrician and psychoanalyst D. W. Winnicott, play takes place in 

the space between people – what Winnicott calls a “potential space”. Here, first children, then 

adults, experiment with the idea of otherness in ways that are less threatening than the direct 

encounter with another may often be. The presence of the other becomes, in play, a source of 

delight and curiosity, and this curiosity contributes towards the development of healthy attitudes 

in friendship, love and, later, political life, as Winnicott often emphasized. Democratic equality 

brings vulnerability. As one of Winnicott’s patients perceptively remarked, “The alarming thing 

about equality is that we are then both children and the question is, where is father? We know 

where we are if one of us is the father”. Play teaches people to be capable of living with others 

without control: it connects the experiences of vulnerability and surprise to curiosity and wonder, 

rather than crippling anxiety. In the adult’s sophisticated response to a complex work of art, 

Winnicott saw a continuation of the baby’s delight in games and role-playing, and he saw the 

primary function of the arts in human life as, above all, that of nourishing and extending the 

capacity for empathy.  

Progressive educators realized early on that the most important contribution of the arts to life 

after school was that of strengthening the personality’s emotional and imaginative resources, the 

ability to understand both self and others. The most elaborate development of the arts as linchpin 

of early education, however, awaited the twentieth century and the theoretically sophisticated 

experiments of Tagore in India and Dewey in the US. Dewey insisted that what is important for 
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children is not some contemplative exercise in which children learn to “appreciate” works of art 

as things cut off from the real world; nor should they be taught to believe that imagination is 

pertinent only in the domain of the unreal or imaginary. Instead, they need to see an imaginative 

dimension in all their interactions, and to see works of art as just one domain in which 

imagination is cultivated. For Tagore, the primary role played by the arts was the cultivation of 

sympathy, and he noted that this role for education had been “systematically ignored” and 

“severely repressed” by standard models. The arts, in his view, promote both inner self-cultivation 

and responsiveness to others. The two typically develop in tandem, since one can hardly cherish 

in another what one has not explored in oneself. A ll societies at all times have their particular 

blind spots, groups both within their culture and abroad that are especially likely to be dealt with 

ignorantly and obtusely. Ralph Ellison, in a later essay about his great novel  

Invisible Man, wrote that a novel such as his could be “a raft of perception, hope, and 

entertainment” on which American culture could “negotiate the snags and whirlpools” that stand 

between us and our democratic ideal. Through the imagination, he suggests, we are able to 

develop our ability to see the full humanness of people with whom our encounters in daily life are 

likely to be superficial at best, at worst infected by demeaning stereotypes – particularly when our 

world has constructed sharp separations between groups, and suspicions that make any encounter 

difficult. His novel, of course, takes the “inner eyes” of the white reader as its theme and its 

target. The hero is invisible to white society, but he tells us that this invisibility is an imaginative 

and educational failing on its part, not a biological accident on his.  

In Ellison’s America, the central challenge for the “inner eyes” was that of race, a stigmatized 

position almost impossible for the conventional white reader to inhabit. For Tagore, a particular 

cultural blind spot was the agency and intelligence of women, and he ingeniously devised ways to 

promote a fuller curiosity and respect between the sexes. Both writers claim that information 

about social stigma and inequality will not convey the full understanding a democratic citizen 

needs, without participatory experience of the stigmatized position, which theatre and literature 

both enable. Their reflections suggest that schools and colleges that omit the arts omit essential 

occasions for democratic understanding. We need to cultivate students’ “inner eyes”. In other 

words, the role of the arts in schools and colleges is twofold: they cultivate capacities for play and 

empathy in a general way, and they address particular cultural blind spots.  

The cultivation of imagination is closely linked to the Socratic capacity for criticism of dead or 

inadequate traditions, and provides essential support for that critical activity. One can hardly 

treat another person’s intellectual position respectfully unless one at least tries to understand the 

outlook on life and the life experiences that generated it. But there is something further that the 
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arts contribute. The arts, by generating pleasure in connection with acts of understanding, 

subversion and cultural reflection, produce an endurable and even attractive dialogue with the 

prejudices of the past, rather than one fraught with fear and defensiveness. That is what Ellison 

meant by calling Invisible Man “a raft of perception, hope, and entertainment”. Entertainment is 

crucial to the ability of the artist to offer perception and hope.  

The national interest of any modern democracy requires a strong economy and a flourishing 

business culture. A flourishing economy in turn requires the same skills that support citizenship, 

so the proponents of what I call “education for profit” or (to put it more comprehensively) 

“education for economic growth”, have adopted an impoverished conception of what is needed 

to meet their own goals. But, since a strong economy is a means to human ends, not an end in 

itself, this argument is less important than the argument concerning the stability of democratic 

institutions. Most of us would not choose to live in a prosperous nation that had ceased to be 

democratic. Yet what is on everyone’s lips is the need for an education that promotes national 

development in the form of economic growth. Such an education has recently been outlined by 

the Spellings Commission Report of the US Department of Education, focusing on higher 

education. It is being implemented by many European nations, as they give high marks to 

technical universities and university departments and impose increasingly draconian cuts on the 

humanities.  

The United States has never had a purely growth-directed model of education. Some distinctive 

and by now traditional features of our system positively resist being cast in those terms. Unlike 

virtually every nation in the world, we have a liberal arts model of university education. Instead of 

entering college/university to study a single subject, students are required to take a wide range of 

courses in their first two years, including courses in the humanities. This model of university and 

college education influences secondary education. Nor is the emphasis on the liberal arts a vestige 

of elitism or class distinction. From early on, leading US educators connected the liberal arts to 

the preparation of informed, independent, and sympathetic democratic citizens. The liberal arts 

model is still relatively strong, but it is under severe stress now in this time of economic hardship. 

W hat sort of education does the old model of development suggest? Education for economic 

growth needs basic skills, literacy, and numeracy. It also needs some people to have more 

advanced skills in computer science and technology. Equal access, however, is not terribly 

important; a nation can grow very nicely while the rural poor remain illiterate and without basic 

computer resources, as recent events in many Indian states show. This was always the first and 

most basic problem with the GNP/capita paradigm of development. It neglects distribution, and 

can give high marks to nations or states that contain alarming inequalities. This is very true of 

education: given the nature of the information economy, nations can increase their GNP without 
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worrying too much about the distribution of education, so long as they create a competent 

technology and business elite.  

Here we see yet another way in which the United States has traditionally diverged, at least in 

theory, from the economic growth paradigm. In the US tradition of public education, ideas of 

equal opportunity and equal access, though never robust in reality, have always been notional 

goals, defended even by the most growth-focused politicians, such as the authors of the Spellings 

Report. No system of education is doing a good job if its benefits reach only wealthy elites. It has 

long been a shameful feature of the United States, a wealthy nation, that access to quality 

primary/secondary education and especially access to college/university education is so unequally 

distributed.  

After basic skills for many, and more advanced skills for some, education for economic growth 

needs a very rudimentary familiarity with history and with economic fact – on the part of the 

people who may turn out to be a relatively small elite. But care must be taken lest the historical 

and economic narrative lead to any serious critical thinking about class, about race and gender, 

about whether foreign investment is really good for the rural poor, about whether democracy can 

survive when huge inequalities in basic life-chances obtain. So critical thinking would not be a 

very important part of education for economic growth. The student’s freedom of mind is 

dangerous if what is wanted is a group of technically trained obedient workers to carry out the 

plans of elites who are aiming at foreign investment and technological development. Thus 

educators for economic growth will not want a study of history that focuses on injustices of class, 

caste, gender, and ethno-religious membership, because this will prompt critical thinking about 

the present. Nor will such educators want any serious consideration of, say, the rise of 

nationalism, of the damages done by nationalist ideals, and of the way in which the moral 

imagination too often becomes numbed under the sway of technical mastery.  

What about the arts and literature, so often valued by democratic educators? An education for 

economic growth will, first of all, have contempt for these parts of a child’s training, because they 

do not look as if they lead to personal or national economic advancement. But educators for 

economic growth will do more than ignore the arts. They will fear them. For a cultivated and 

developed sympathy is a particularly dangerous enemy of obtuseness, and moral obtuseness is 

necessary to carry out programmes of economic development that ignore inequality. It is easier to 

treat people as objects to be manipulated if you have never learnt any other way to see them. 

Aggressive nationalism needs to blunt the moral conscience, so it needs people who do not 

recognize the individual, who speak group-speak, who behave, and see the world, like docile 

bureaucrats. Art is a great enemy of that obtuseness, and artists (unless thoroughly browbeaten 
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and corrupted) are not the reliable servants of any ideology, even a basically good one – they 

always ask the imagination to move beyond its usual confines, to see the world in new ways. So, 

education for economic growth will campaign against the humanities and arts as ingredients of 

basic education.  

Yet, as with critical thinking, so too with the arts: we discover that they are essential for the goal 

of economic growth. Leading business educators have long understood that a developed capacity 

to imagine is a keystone of a healthy business culture. Innovation requires minds that are flexible, 

open, and creative; literature and the arts cultivate these capacities. Where they are lacking, a 

business culture quickly loses steam. Again and again, liberal arts graduates are hired in preference 

to students who have had a narrower pre-professional education, precisely because they are 

believed to have the flexibility and the creativity to succeed in a dynamic business environment. If 

our only concern were national economic growth, then, we should still protect humanistic liberal 

arts education.  

The arts, it is said, are just too costly. We can’t afford them in a time of economic hardship. 

Yet the arts need not be expensive to promote. Storytelling, music and dance, drawing and 

theatre: these are powerful avenues of joy and expression for all, and it does not take much 

money to foster them. I would argue that a type of education that gets both students and teachers 

more passionately involved in thinking and imagining actually reduces costs, by reducing the 

anomie and time-wasting that typically accompany a lack of personal investment. As Harvard’s 

President, Drew Faust, put it recently, “Human beings need meaning, understanding, and 

perspective as well as jobs. The question should not be whether we can afford to believe in such 

purposes in these times, but whether we can afford not to”. H ow is education for democratic 

citizenship doing in the world today? Poorly, I fear. It is still doing reasonably well in the place 

where I first studied it, namely the liberal arts portion of US college and university curricula. This 

part of the curriculum, in institutions such as my own, still attracts generous philanthropic 

support, as rich people remember with pleasure the time when they read books that they loved, 

and pursued issues open-endedly. During the recent economic crisis, we have even seen an 

increase in commitment, as charitable donors who value the humanities dig deeper in order to 

preserve what they love.  

It is possible to argue, indeed, that the liberal arts portion of college and university education in 

the US now supports democratic citizenship better than it did fifty years ago, when students 

learnt little about the world outside Europe and North America, or about minorities in their own 

nation. New areas of study, infused into liberal arts courses for all students, have enhanced their 

understanding of non-Western nations, of the global economy, of race relations, of the dynamics 
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of gender, of the history of migration and the struggles of new groups for recognition and 

equality. Young people these days rarely leave college as ignorant about the non-Western world as 

students of my own generation routinely were. Similar changes have taken place in the teaching 

of literature and the arts: students are exposed to a far wider range of materials, and their “inner 

eyes” are cultivated by being exposed to the experiences of people of many different types, both 

within their own nation and abroad.  

We cannot be complacent, however. Despite continued support from donors, the economic 

crisis has led many universities to make deep cuts in humanities and arts programming. Other 

areas have also had to make cuts, to be sure. But the humanities are widely perceived as 

inessential, so it seems fine for them to be downsized, and for some departments to be eliminated 

completely. Even where cuts do not threaten whole departments, they threaten the health of 

departments, since they mean that vacancies are not filled, and faculty who remain become 

overworked and unable to do their job well. In Europe, with different traditions of higher 

education and no strong encouragement, through tax incentives, of humanistic philanthropy or 

private endowment, things are far worse. The pressure for economic growth has led many 

European political leaders to recast the whole of university education – both teaching and 

research – along growth-oriented lines, asking about the contribution of each discipline and each 

researcher to the economy. (Stefan Collini presented a devastating analysis of the situation in the 

United Kingdom in these pages: November 13, 2009.) In India the denigration of the 

humanities began long ago, with Nehru’s emphasis on science and economics as the linchpins of 

the nation’s future. Despite his own deep love for poetry and literature, which informs every 

corner of his political analysis, Nehru concluded that modes of emotional and imaginative 

understanding must take a back seat to science and technology, and his views prevailed.  

The abilities of citizenship are doing very poorly, in every nation, in the most crucial years of 

children’s lives, up to the age of twelve. Here the demands of the global market have made 

everyone focus on scientific and technical proficiency as the key abilities, while the humanities 

and the arts, to the extent that they are the focus of discussion, are recast as technical abilities 

themselves, to be tested by quantitative multiple choice examinations. The imaginative and 

critical abilities that lie at their core are typically left aside. Whether a nation is aspiring to a 

greater share of the market, like India, or struggling to protect jobs, like the US, these abilities 

look like useless paraphernalia. Curricular content has shifted, away from material that focuses on 

enlivening imagination and training the critical faculties, towards material that is directly relevant 

to preparation for tests. Along with the shift in content has come an even more baneful shift in 

pedagogy: away from teaching that seeks to promote questioning and individual responsibility 

towards force-feeding for good exam results. T he Obama administration has a chance to change 
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the current modus operandi, promoting a richer conception of education and a richer, more 

qualitative conception of testing. President Obama’s own personal values would seem to lead 

towards supporting such changes: he is famous for his interest in hearing and sifting the 

arguments on all sides of an issue, and he declares his great interest in “empathy” as a 

characteristic pertinent to an office as high as that of Justice of the US Supreme Court. In his 

speeches on education, the President rightly emphasizes the issue of equality, talking about the 

importance of making all Americans capable of pursuing “the American Dream”. But the pursuit 

of a dream requires dreamers: educated minds who can think critically about alternatives and 

imagine a large goal – preferably not just the goal of personal or even national enrichment, but 

goals involving human dignity and democratic debate. President Obama has so far focused, 

however, on individual income and national economic progress, arguing that the sort of 

education we need is the sort that serves those two goals. Even more problematically, he 

repeatedly praises nations of the Far East which, in his view, have advanced beyond us in 

technology and science education. And he praises such nations in an ominous manner: “They are 

spending less time teaching things that don’t matter, and more time teaching things that do”. A 

life of rich significance and respectful, attentive citizenship is nowhere mentioned among the 

goals worth spending time on. It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that those “things that don’t 

matter” include many of the things that this essay has defended as essential to the health of 

democracy. Recently the President has shown a willingness to rethink the nature and content of 

national testing. Let us hope that this rethinking continues and deepens.  

During the era in which people began to demand democratic self-governance, education all 

over the world was remodelled to produce the sort of student who could function well in this 

demanding form of government: not a cultivated gentleman, stuffed with the wisdom of the ages, 

but an active, critical, reflective, and empathetic member of a community of equals, capable of 

exchanging ideas on a basis of respect and understanding with people from many different 

backgrounds. Today we still maintain that we like democracy and self-governance, and we also 

think that we like freedom of speech, respect for difference, and understanding of others. We give 

these values lip service, but we think far too little about what we need to do in order to transmit 

them to the next generation and ensure their survival.  

 

 


