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How have your views changed over your time at Princeton? Please describe your 

original views, your new views, and what led from one to the other. 

• I attended a public high school in Long Island. In my high school, there were 

typical Long Island Republicans juxtaposed with a growing liberal immigrant 

community. In fact, most of my teachers were white  conservatives, contradicting 

the racially diverse, liberal student body. For the most part, students and teachers 

got along well. However, we never had conversations about our political identity 

with our teachers or even with each other. This was something we left at home. 

Coming to Princeton, I wasn’t sure how to have these conversations. I wasn't shy. 

I just didn’t know if I would be able to articulate myself properly.  

• Eventually, being surrounded by so many new ideas affected my opinions.  

• At Princeton, I realized that political debates can be about intellect. It’s easy to 

take up a position and defend it based on surface-level premises. However, I have 

learned there are overarching philosophies to these views, which is an concept 

I’m still exploring. 

• I don’t think I’ve become more tolerant, because I was never really intolerant of 

other views. But I do believe I have become more mindful about listening to 

actual arguments rather than seeking to attack right away. 

• In today’s political climate, anything can become a partisan debate. Democrats 

and Republicans can create a heated debate over whether Frist or Firestone is the 

best study spot. Discourse of course is essential to a functioning democracy. 

However, I don’t think people should resort to personal attacks. 

• In today’s political dialogue, there is certainly freedom to pick which party you’d 

like to affiliate with. But nuance - or departure from party positions - is strongly 

discouraged, even in some sense socially criminalized. In other words, America 

celebrates, indeed encourages, our right to align ourselves with a party of our 

choosing. But there is kind of strong, almost dictatorial tribalism within politics, 

where if you agree with some of the issues in a party, but disagree with others, 

your fellow party members and political allies will not take that well. 

• In my own experience, when I was asked what position I take on abortion I 

candidly replied to a few of my classmates that I don’t know what my position is 

yet. This shocked them. It was refreshing that they didn’t judge me for it, but their 

reaction nonetheless put me on guard about how I should articulate my views in 

public. This tug of war between wanting to complicate my own political thinking 

and “stick” to liberal political persuasions on hot topics - such as gay marriage, 

abortion, guns or healthcare - is actually very dangerous and stultifies productive 

dialogue. Views have nuances, which should not be a bad thing.  

 

How have your Princeton professors supported or undermined ideological diversity 

in your classes? What concrete tactics should they use to foster civic discourse? 

• Professors/preceptors should set the tone of a safe space and ban social media in 

the classroom. Professor should moderate and ensure all opinions are properly 



represented. A line should be drawn when someone’s opinion is harmful to 

another person’s identity. Professors should ask questions to promote the situation 

from a different angle. There is this air of agreeing with what the professor says, 

but this hampers intellectual growth. 

• I think diversity suffers from an interesting paradox at Princeton, and college 

campuses more broadly. In general, Princeton welcomes ethnic, religious, and 

other kinds of diversity. Princeton takes great pains to address diversity and has 

seen great success in this regard. Well-known alumni - such as Justice Sotomayor 

and Michelle Obama - have risen to great heights in American society.  

• Resistance to ideological diversity, on the other hand, seems to be an intractable 

problem. To address this issue head on, we need more conservative intellectuals 

on campus. That is the fastest and easiest way to start down the path of 

intellectual diversity. Talks, colloquiums, conferences, and events that garner 

student attention are effective ways to start dialogue. But many liberals, 

unfortunately, instead of attempting to engage with such individuals often end up 

protesting these events but Princeton students are apathetic so they just don’t 

come - without actually listening to what they are saying.  

• Secondly, the administration can address this by appointing administrators and 

professors who are of different persuasions. Harvard Law School, for example, 

most recently appointing John Manning as its dean. Manning has a 

libertarian/conservative track record, and I would imagine Manning will attempt 

to bring in more conservative scholars as a way to balance Harvard Law’s liberal 

slant.  

• Thirdly, offering classes that focus on conservative history, ideas, and figures 

would help students understand difference in an academic capacity. Classes 

involve a personal stake for students to actually engage with ideas they disagree 

with. To put bluntly, if they refuse to do the readings because, for example, they 

don’t like the author (because they think he or she is racist or bigoted), their grade 

will suffer. This provides an extrinsic motivation to push the conversation 

forward.  

 

How should Princeton students bolster ideological diversity on and beyond campus? 

• There isn't much animosity among those who choose to engage. By and large, I 

would describe Princeton as a campus that cares about free speech. In fact, the 

pre-read discussed the idea of free speech, raising many discussions/debates 

among students. 

• In my experience, many liberals are willing to engage - they just don’t know how. 

I actually brought up this panel at the previous College Democrats meeting. After 

we adjourned, there were four students who stayed behind to ask me how they 

could get involved with the Madison Program. 

• In my opinion, Whig-Clio debates are not good for engaging with opposing 

views. Each side is forced to take a position. Whig-Clio debates actually push 

people further apart because you’re arguing a single position and you have to be 

anti-whatever the other side is. There is no incentive to agree on anything.  

• I organized a joint College Democrats and Republican meetings. One of the most 

fascinating parts of the meeting was seeing how much we agreed with each other. 



 

I certainly don’t have all the answers and I have a long way to go in terms of learning 

about my own views. But I think if we find some boundaries for respect, it can pave the 

way going forward. 

 


