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i Measuring Citizenship
‘ Introduction
Project Notebook
Walt Whitman Center
for the Culture and Politics of Democracy
June 30, 1994

Introduction:

This notebook provides an gverview of major developments in the Walt
Whitman Cenker’s Measuring Citizenship Project from March 1892 through
June 1934.; It pulls together in one place all the documen;ts -- the conference
reports, working papers, civic skills questionnaire, and data analyses -- that
conatitute the major writien outcomes of our work on Measuring Citizenship to
date, The work collected here should: help to introduce the Measuring

Citimmi’zi;{ project to those not yet familiar with it; encourage healthy

" criticism az%wzzg the many colleagues who have worked with the Center; serve

asa t&mimiim* about how very far the project has come for our closest
associates é» with whom we have been working intimately, sometimes with too
little time fé:sr reflection.- and finally, function as a historical project
e{}m;}emﬁugt} for the Center and its supporters at the Surdna Foundation, Inc.,
the Fim,? Foundation, the Markle Foundation, Inc., and the Rutgers University
Citizenshi pi and Service Education (RUCASE) Program. The project’s
supporters !have provided essential financial resources and encouragement
which has éuabie»d the Whitman Center to institute an ambitious project
concerning :t,he theory and practice of civic education for democratic
c:itizenship.; This notebook is only a place holder, a reminder, and point of
departure f-:.;-r the continued development of the Measuring Citizenship Project,

Walt Whitman Center {1 Megsuring Citizenship Project



which, with the help of a new grant from the Ford Foundation will continue for
another two years. We hope it stimulates farther interest, fosters honest

eriticism, encourages reflection, and, above all, moves the project forward.

Project History:
Introduction:

Issuing out of the success of the Rutgers University Citizenship and
Service Education (RUCASE) program, the Walt Whitman Center and the
Surdna Foundation embarked on a project designed to explore the relationship
between community, citiﬂzenship, and service learning. The project’s primary
goal is to develop an empirical assessment tool that will capture attitudinal
and beﬁavioral outcomes of service learning and other service based
interventions in the life of democratic citizens. On the way to establishing a
feasible measurement instrument, the project has also focused on the meaning
of citizenship and the character of democracy in ways that move beyond some
of the standard approaches. (Ses Section D, "Measuring Citizenship: Who?
What? Where? When? and Why?").

Walt Whitman Center {2} Measuring Citizenship Project



Funding for the Measuring Citizenship Projert;

The i%m Center commenced the Measuring Citizenship Project
with a two Eyeaz' grant from the Surdna Foundation, Inc. From the very
beginning é}f‘ the project in March 1992, SBurdna and, in particular, its Executive
Director {(Edward Skloot} and Program Officer (Deimrah Visser} worked closely
with the Whitman Center. Surdna not only helped to bring together scholars
and practitioners in the areas of community, service, education and citizenship
for the two :working conferences that served as the cornerstones of the ongoing
research at the Center--developing powerful normative understandings of key
concepts iii;& citizenship, community and democracy. Surdna was also active
in agsisting the Center's fund raising efforts to continue with the research
beyond the jinitial grant period. During the second year of research, the Ford
Foundatienll, Markle Foundation, and RUCASE became supplementary
supporters m addition to the primary Surdna grant. The project continues into
a third and é‘eurth year with major additional support from the Ford

Foundation, and supplementary assistance from the Markle Foundation, and
i

RUCASE. |
Organizing ;tke Measuring Citizenship Project at the Whitman Center:

In M;arc’iz 1992 after receiving notification of the initial Surdna
Foundation'grant, the Center's Director, Benjamin R. Barber, asked John
Dedrick, an ABD doctoral candidate in the political science department at
Rutgers Un[iversity to work with the Center for two yenrs as the Project
Director for Measuring Citizenship. Dedrick accepted the position and began to

work cioseiyl_ with Barber to implement the ambitious plan that the Center had
!

H
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laid ont in its project proposal to Surdna. (S8ee Section H, "Proposal for a

Project on Community and Service Learning”).

Over the Summer of 1992, the Center invited Professor Jeffrey K.
Smith (Rutgers University Graduate School of Education) and Ms. Janice
Ballou (Director, New Jersey Center for Public Intéreat Polling) to work with

the Whitman Center and constitute a Rutgers University based Measurement

Team whose primary task it would be to develop a civic skills assessment
instrument that would take into consideration the discussions and suggestions
of the working group that the Center would assemble in collaboration with
Surdna. Ballou and Smith agreed to work with the Center, and the
Measurement Team began meeting on a regular basis. In addition to the
Rutgers based Measurement Team, the Center also invited Professor Brenda
Loyd (Curry School of Education, University of Virginia) to join the effort. The
Measurement Team spent much of thé summer and fall of 1992 talking
through the tough issues about how best to measure civic outcomes of service
learning programs that are not normally valnerable to measurement without
abdicating testing standards. It alsc prepared presentations for the first
working group meeting,

Daring the Fall of 1992, the Center also invited a several interested
graduate studenta from the political science department and the Craduate
School of Education to work with the Measurement Team. The project’s
regearch associates--Michael Cripps, Kimberly Downing, Wendy Gunther-
Canada, Megumi Kinoshita, Greg Vafis and Michelle Yurecko--have been
essential contributors to the project both as individuals and as a group. These

project associates have brought to the Measuring Citizenship project

Walt Whitman Center {4} Mensuring Citizenship Project
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!
theoretical insight, technical know-how, and enthusiasm that has been a vital

part of the project's success.

Assembling the Working Group:

Oveli‘ the summer of 1992, the Whitman Center invited a working group
of more Lhz;n thirty scholars, community activists, representatives from
famdaﬁon;, and government agencies to participate in the project team's first
cenference'schediﬁe& for November 22-24, 1992, (Bee Section B, 1992 Working
Group ?anf‘icipan’:, List) The Center also asked several of the participants to
prepare woérking papers for the November 22-24 meeting. Center Director
Benjamin ll?. Barber, Alan Ryan (Princeton University), and Rogers Smith
(Yale University} each prepared working papers for the conference. (Sce
Section T, ‘i‘e’crkizzg Papers). Harry Boyte (Undversity of Minnesota) and
Ernesto Coirzes {Texas Industrial Areas Foundations) also prepared
px’esentaﬁiqns.

This first working group mesting was held at Rutgers University
November 22-24. 1992, and focused on themes of clarification and
measurement of the theory and practice of community, service, and learning in
the @Qﬁ!}&xéef education-bagsed service learning programs, as well as others
forms of civfic participation. in preparation for the November 1992 meetings,
the Whitman Center sent participants two mailings that included previously
published egssays by working group members in addition to conference plans,
The workin% papers prepared by Barber, Ryan, and Smith, were given to
partici pgnt? as they arrived at the conference site. In addition to the papers

i
i
i
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and presentations noted here, highlights from the meeting included:
observation of an RUCASE class meseting led by the program’s director,
Professor Richard Battistioni; and a session concerning measurement issues
led by Professor Jeffrey K. Smith. (See Section B, "Clarifying and Meaguring
Community, Service, and Citizenghip” and attached Appendices).

Developing the Clviv Skills Assessment instrument:

The first working group meetings were an important point of entry
amidst a critical sequence of events {or the Rutpers based Measurement Team
charged with the task of developing a Civic Skills Assessment instrument. The
election of Bill Clinten to the Presidency three weeks before the meetings
bolstered grass roots support for service learning throughout the country,
During the campaign, Clinton made a commitment to youth service,
President-elect Clinton was moving guickdy to fulfill his campaign pledges. The
creation of the Commission on National and Community Service (now the
Corporation for National and Community Service) made more urgent the
availability of tools designed specifically to assess the outcomes of programs
that would be based on strengthening the ties between service and citizenship.
On Mar;;h 1, 1993, President Clinton honored Rutgers University and the Walt
Whitman Center by announcing his Administrations plan for a Summer of
Sarvice and 2 National Service Act at a packed Rutgers Univergity athletic
center, following a day long visit to Whitman Center and RUCASE service
learning projects. 1t was amidst these circumstances that the Whitman
Center set about translating the insights of the thirty-sne member working

group into an objective multiple choice, self -administerable guestionnaire.

Walt Whitman Center (6} Measuring Citizenship Praject
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The Measurement Team presented a first version of the civic gkills
assessment o the Center's staff in April 1983, Later that month, 200
students ﬁ*Lm an intraductory political science course at Rutgers volunteered
to compiet,e this first draft questionnaire. During the month of May 1993, the
ﬁeasuremént Team worked quickly to revise the quesi:wnnaxm based on
problems they encountered in the administration and analysis of the first
version, They also prepared a second version that wag administered at the
Summer of Service Program in Newark, New Jersey. Approximately 150
Summer of ?Sars’ice volunteers filled out the revised questionnaire at the
beginning of the Summer of Service in June 1993 and then again at the end of
the Summer of Service in August 1993, The Summer of Service program
offered the }éeasuremana Team an opportunity to observe patterns of stability
and chaﬁgeiin the attitudes and behaviors of citizens who partiopated in a
service proé‘ram. {Bee section E, Second version Civic Skills Assessment

Questionnaire)

The data from the Summer of Service volunteers was analyzed by the
Measurement Team. In anticipation of the second working conference that
would focus exclusively on the civic skills assessment tool, the team prepared a
workbook t}jmt provided analyses from the three administrations of the
quesi:iemai're during the Spring and Summer of 1993

The Second Working Group Meeling:

The discussions at the first working group meetings focused on the
:
theory and practice of community, service, learning, and citizenship. The

Walt Whitman Center hH Mesnsuring Citizenship Praject



Center decided that the second meetings held at Rutgers University,
November 7-8, 1993, reassembled most of the members from the first meeting
and also added additional participants from Foundations, non-profits, and
government. (See Section C, Participant List) In the year following the first
session, the Center's work moved substantially in the direction of applied
research. Consequently, the Measurement Team ‘Waﬁw{i to engage more
voices from the field to assure that its work would be useful to those actually
running service learning programs. All members of the working group received
new readings along with a copy of the revised questionnaire {an interim point

not included here} prior to the November 1993 meetings.

The year that passed betwsen the working sessions had been
particularly eventful for the conferees who met at Ruigers in Noevember 1863,
Participants spent much of the first working session of the second meeting
recounting recent develepments in their programs and raising questions about
the place of assessment in their work. Remaining sessions were devoled to an
extended critical discussion of the Measurement Team's work. The second
meeting produced important insights abeut the kind of questioning that would
be most helpful for people wha work in service learning programs, and it
resulted in a shared understanding among the participants about the
possihilities and limitations of any self-administered questionnaire, as well as
an agreement that an ideal instrument would provide anaswers not only to
“what" questions {"Do you vote?") but also te "why” questions {"If not, Why
not?") of special pertinence to education and service program leaders. (See

Section C, "Civic Skills Assessment: A Critical Examination”)

Walt Whitman Center {8} Mensuring Citizenship Project




Revision and Administration of the Civic Skills Assessment 1994
|

While the first working group meeting provided essential theoretical and
historical llaackground for the Measurement Team‘s efforts, the second
expanded Igroup presented the Measurement Team with the challenge of
making their work more relevant to the day-t,o-day. world of administering and
assessing service learning programs. The Measurement Team took the
challenge geriously and worked throughout December and January to revise
the assessrtnent tool by rewording existing questions and adding new scales, as

well as a number of open-ended questions to get at "Why?" issues.

The Measurement Team administered the newly revised questionnaires
to more than 400 Rutgers Student volunteers at the beginning of the Spring
term in 1994 and a second time during the last week of the Spring semester.
This resea'rch was conducted with support from RUCASE., (See Section F,

revised Civic Skills Assessment Questionnaire. See Section G, Data Analysis )

Next S:eps.!

|

In tlJ1e Spring of 1994, the Whitman Center was awarded a two and one-
half year grant from the Ford Foundation to continue research for two
additional years beyond the Surdna collaboration. Upon completion of this
notebook, .}ohn Dedrick will leave the directorship to become a consultant to
the project. Dr. Robert Higgins (a political scientist who has written
extensively on environmentalism) will join the Center‘s staff as the Project
Director. \!Vit.h the Ford grant, and supplementary support from Markle and
RUCASE, I1;he Whitman Center intends to conduct a norming study with the

Walt Whitman Center @ Measuring Citizenship Project



civic skills assessment questionnaire and to further improve the instrument.
This study will invelve twenty institutional sites where serviee learning
programs are being implemented. These sites will include a large public
universily, private schools, 8 group of historically black colleges supported by a
new Ford Foundation grant, several youth corps, a United States military
training unit, and other pmgmmé where service l&Mng and avic education
putatively take place. The Measurement Team hopes to present findings from
this norming study through scademic papers and conference presentations in
1995 and 19986.

Ultimately, the success of the Measuring Citizenship project depends
upon the usefulness of the Civic Skills Assessment tool. A successful
assessment instrument will add to the ongoing work of evaluating the civic
outcomes of service learning as well as other service interventions and will help
to revise our understanding of the normative meaning of central civic ferms
like citizenship, community, and democracy. The Whitman Center can do no
more than bring a tool to the held of service learning. The usefulness of that
tool will be determined in the field--through ifs contribution to the difficult work
of educating citizens for democratic life. The Measuring Citizenship project
embodies a commitment to a more relevant and civically useful from empirical
testing: a commitment to what John Dewey called a "method of intelligence.”
To meet the programmatic needs of a variety of service based educational
programs, the current version of the cvic skills assessment tosl may require
substantial change. The work in this notebook is thus tentative—~open to
criticism, medification, and revaluation. The Whitman Center welcomes
griticism and counsel from every part of the community, academic and non-

gcademic alike,

Walt Whitman Center (1 Measuring Citizenship Project
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l Walt Whitman Center and Surdna Foundation, In¢.
Participant List
C!anfymg and Measuring Community, Service, Learning,
; and Democratic Citizenship
5 Working Group Meeting
I November 22-84, 1982
|

Ms. Janice Ballou; Director, Center for Public Interest Polling, Eagleton Institute of
Politics, Rutgers University

i
Professor Qenjamm R. Barber; Director, Walt Whitman Center for the Culture and
Palitics ?f Demoeracy, Rutgers University

Professor Richard Battistoni; Director, Civie Education and Community Service
Program, Ruigers University .

Professor Tilarry Boyte; The Humphrey Center, University of Minnesota

Mr. Keith ;Canty; Director, D. C. Service Corps x

Professor Jean Cohen; Department of Palitical Seience, Columbia University

Mr, Emes}to Cortes, Jr.. Director, Texas Industrial Areas Foundation

Ma, Domtthy Cotton;, Cornell University

Mr. Davidi Crowley; Project Director of CampusServe, Council on Higher Education
Mr. John ;Deérick; Praject Director for Surdna Grant, Wali Whitman Center
Professor Lisa Disch: Department of Political Science, University of Minnesota

H

Ms. Monique Dixon; Director of Programs, Phillips Brooks House, Harvard
Umversxty

Mr. Donald J. Eberly: Executive Director, Coalition for National Service
Professor Amitai Etzioni; University Professor, George Washington University
Ms. Fraizciezza Fowler-Turner, CVA; Director, St. Ann's Volunteer Program
Professor Ricard Goma; Universitat Autdnoma de Barcelona

Professor Carol Gould; Stevens Institute of Technology

H
!
¢
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Walt Whitman Center sind Surdna Foundation, Inc.
Participant List Continued
November 22 to 24, 1992
Professor Brenda Loyd; Curry School of Education, University of Virginia
Dr. Suzanne Morse; Director, Pew Partnership for Civic Change

Mr. Keith Morton; Project Director of Integrating Service with Academic Study,
Campug Compact

Profegsor Alan Ryan; Department of Politics, Princeton University

Mas. Smita Singh; Program QOfilicer, Commission on Nationa!l and Community
Service

me;éssar Jeff Smith; Graduate School of Education, Rutgers University
Professor Rogers Smith; Department of Political Science, Yale University
Professor Manfred Stanley; The Maxwel} School, Syracuse University
Profesgor Mary Stanley; The Maxwell School, Syracuse University

Mr. Charles Supple, Vice President, Youth Engaged in Service, The Points of Light
Foundation

Mr. Edward Skicot; Executive Director, Surdna Foundation
Mr. Gerald Taylor; National Seaff, Industrial Areas Foundation
Dr. Jogsep Valles; Rector, Universitat Autdnoma de Barcelona

Ms, Deborah Visser; Program Officer for Community Revitalization, Surdaa
Foundation

Walt Whitman Center {2} Measuring Citdzenship Projest
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Walt Whitman Center and Surdna Foundation, Inc.
Participant List Continued
November 22 to 24, 1992

Participant Observers:

Professor Eleanor Brilliant; School of Social Work, Rutgers University

Mr. David Burns; Assistant Vice President for Student Services Policy, Rutgers
University
]

Dr. Martin:Friedman; New Jersey Department of Higher Education

Professor Norman Glickman; Director, Center for Urban Policy Research, Rutgers
Univers?ty

Mr. Mark Murphy; Executive Director, Fund For New Jersey

|
Professor Catherine Stimpson; University Professor, Rutgers University
Professor Jon Van Til; Department of Urban Studies, Rutgers University

Professor Linda Zerilli; Associate Director, Walt Whitman Center for the Culture
and Politics of Democracy

Dr. SusunllZivi; Director, The New Jersey Academy for Service and Service
Learning, The New Jersey Institute of Technology

Project Staff;

Michael Clripps, Lynn Davern, Wendy Gunther-Canada, D. A, Hamlin,
Megumi I‘]{inoshita, Scott McLean, Greg Vafis, Michelle Yurecko

]
I
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C}amfmng and Measuring Community, Service,
and Citizenship
A Werkmg Group Meeting Held at Rutgers Univermty
' November 22 to 24, 1992

Summary Report”

Theworking group met for the first time at Rutgers University
November22 to 24, 1992 for critical discussions of issues concerning
comxﬁurﬁty_}, service, and learning in the context of education-hased service
learning p:rograms. The working group's 31 members included
represent%{ltivea from universities, service organizations, foundations, and
comumurni t?z activists. Participants worked closely over the two days, meeting
in three d:; screet sessions dedicated specifically to the theory of community
and citize%zship, the practice of service-based learning, and--with particular
reference to service learning—-the measurement of civic outcomes.

The working sessions produced a critical foundation for an ongoing
collaborative project to develop and field test a national civic skillg
assessment instrument and a volume of papers written by working group
memb&rs!wmeming the theory and practice of service-based learning and

democratic citizenship.

|

* Thanks 1o Michael Cripps, Lynn Davern, Kim Downing, Wendy Gunther-
Canada, D. A, Hamlin, Scott Mclean, Claire Snyder, and Grag Vafis for their
extraordinary efforts in cmrdmatmg, facilitating, note taking, and, in many
other unseen ways, contributing to the working group meeting.
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The three sessions had as their respective tasks:

1. [Monday, November 23, Morning] to clarify democratic conceptions
of community, citizenship, and service;

2. [Monday, November 23, Afternoon] to explore the practical
applications of these concepts to the practice of service-based learning
for democratic citizenship; and

3. [Tuesday, November 24, Morning] to produce the conceptual
framework for a national avic gkills assessment instrument.

Each working session involved & full group discussion organized
arcund an activity intended to highlight significant clarification and
measurement gquestions, Conceptual papers by meessm'- Benjamin R. Barher
{Director of the Walt Whitman Center), Dr. Harry Boyte (Director, Project
Public Life; the Humphrey Institute, University of Minnesota), Professor
Alan Ryan (Princeton University}, and Professor Rogers Smith (Yale
University) introduced the group to a shared set of themes about community
and citizenship that framed the first session.™™ The second session was
preceded by an in-class demonstration of 2 Rutgers Community Service
course and a talk by Brian Morten, a former gang member who is currently a
student service organizer at the Rutgers Camden campus. Professor Richard
Battistoni (Director, Rutgers Civic Education and Community Service
Program) led a group of eleven students, who are serving in community

organizations as an integral part of their course requirements, threugh a

** Copies of the working papers are available from the Walt Whitman Center.

Titles of the Working papers follow:

-—-Renjamin R Barber, "Democratic Concepts: Some Preliminary Clarifications”

~Harry €. Royte, "Citizenship and the Public World"

--Alan Ryan, "Higher Educanon and Chiizenship: An Individualist Perspective"

—Rogers M. Smith, "American Conceptions of Citizenship and the Problem of
Civic Bducation™

Walt Whitmaen Center 23 Measuring Citizenship Project
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carefully géziéed discussion of service and citizenship. The third session was
introduced by a presentation from the measurement team leader, Professor
Jeff Smith (Rutgers, Department of Educational Statistics), on themes of
"validity,” "reliability,” and "believability” in psychometric measurement
design. ’l‘oi guide the digcussion further, the measurement team prepared a
citizenship skills worksheet which group members were asked to fill out as

the discussion proceeded. Summary results from fourteen worksheets are

attached i:e this report [Appendix Al

The following remarks are an attempt to draw conclusions from and
highlight e%peciﬁc moments of one and one half days of broadly gauged snd
subtle theoretical and practical discussions, Obviously, a short report cannot

do full justice to those discussions. Fuller transcripts will be available upon

request from the Walt Whitman Center.

In this session, devoted to the clarification of essential democratic
concepts, ;mpers by Professor Barber and Professor Smith provided the group
with signiiﬁcam models for better understanding contrasting vaneties of
democratic citizenship that range {rom individualistic and liberal to
partiei;sagcry and deliberative. Professor Ryan's paper on the individual and
commtztzﬁy offered essential criticisms and connections that helped the group
to mediat:e hetween the contrastil;g political visions of liberal and

communitarian democracy. Professor Ryan, Dr. Boyte, and Professor Amitai

Wait Whitman Center 3 Measuring Citizenship Project
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Etzioni (University Professor, George Washington University and
spokesperson for the Responsive Community) led a rigorously argued
discussion about the constitution of various communities, including political
communities. The project of theoretical clarification proved to be a useful
departure point for a tightly integrated conversation that brought the
theorists and practitioners together in pursuit of a series of issues, ranging
from concerns about the relationship between the individual and community
in democratic political life, to provocative considerations about the nature
and qualities of political power, to questions about the extent to which all the
communities contained within a democratic nation can, and should, be
internally democratized, and how best to understand and promote political

agency. Among the arguments advanced were the following:

* Democratic citizenship can be conceptualized in terms of several
models which stress differing ideals of the constitution of citizenship.
Rogers Smith presented three historical and legal models of citizenship
in the American context: a liberal model emphasizing individual rights;
a participatory model stressing democratic participation; and an
Americanist model ("Americanism") emphasizing the special claims of
social groups. Smith argued that all three models are active in the
political process. Benjamin R. Barber further explored the tensions
between models of democratic citizenship. He introduced character
types to capture the tensions between liberal individualism,
participatory democracy, deliberative democracy and Americanism (or
"unitary” democracy).

* The salience of the Americanist claims to citizenship made by certain
social groups, frequently based on ethnic, racial, gender, or religious
identity, was taken to be a serious and ongoing challenge by group
members. In current debates, the problem of a hegemonic
Americanism is often confronted by the couter-hegemonic claims of
multiculturalism, which tend to undermine severely any basis for

Walt Whitman Center (4) Measuring Citizenship Project
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grOulp identity. Although disempowered groups may facilitate their
ahiii}y to mobilize by making appeals to special claims derived from
group identity , the very same language of special claims can be used
by pgmer holding groups to continue to subordinate disempowered

groups.

. Comimunity has multiple levels and locations. In the contemporary
context, as Professor Jean Cohen (Columbia University) noted, we live
ina ;h.ighly differentiated social structure that contains many
communities and where local and other kinds of "sub-communities” are
nested within larger national and international communities. Citizens
participate st various levels of community including the nation-state,

* Recalling the debates between Kallen and Dewey, Smita Singh
{Commission on National and Community Service) helped focus the
converaation on problems surrounding the extent to which specific
communities can and should be intermally demoeratic. This part of the
conversation was an important reminder that the extent o which the
state should be invalved in democratizing various communities
remainsg a gignificant and unresolved problem for democratic theory, 1f
also led participants to question whether a democratic state can
encompass non-democratic communities and itself remain democratic,

« Democratic language contains competing discourses of community
and interest which appeal to different conceptions of politics and
community building. Professor Etzioni presented a communitarian
model which stressed cooperation, identily, and shared values. For
thi§ vision of communitarianism, the problem of building community is
aboézi: creating shared values; political problems are best solved by
app%eaiing to shared values instead of power. Reliance on power will
only further disadvantage subordinate groups. By contrast to &
communitarian ideal, Dr. Boyte offered a “political” model of
community that stressed conflict, power, and problem-solving. Boyle
argued that community building is about problem-solving. People
becieme eitizens “as they work at it.” This model was strongly
supported by the theory and practice of the Industrial Areas

Wals Whitman Center {5} Measaring Citizenship Pragect
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Foundation as represented by Ernesto Cortez, Ir. (Director, Texas
Industrial Areas Foundation) and Gerald Tavlor (National Staff,
Industrial Areas Foundation).

* Professor Mary Stanley (Maxwell School, Syracuse University) stressed
the importance or creating and recreating institutional spaces which
promote agency, or the capacity to act. As Ermesto Cortez, Jr. and
Gerald Taylor nated, this includes citizens’ abilities to interact with the
federal, state, and local governments as well as other institutions,
including economic markets.

s Beveral group members, including Amitai Etzioni, Harry Boyte, and
. Gerald Taylor, grappled with the question of how best to understand

power. 1t was variously defined in a relational mode as command over
resources, as a sense of efficacy in the world, and as acting together in
concert on a shared problem. Professor Lisa Disch (University of
Minnesota) mnsisted on the relational character of power, while others
noted that it permeates market relationships as well as political
associations. This raised a whole new set of questions about the
relationship between the political community [sovereignty?] , the

market {contractual relations] , and civil seciety [non-coercive but
public mediating associations].

L7110
hip:

The second working session started during lunch with welcoming remarks by
the Rutgers University Provost, Dr, Joseph Seneca, and an overview of the
Rutgers Civic Education and Community Service program by Professor
Battistani. The session was led by participants with extensive real world
community service and community mobilization experience and focused on
the practical implications of democratic theories of community, citizenship,

and service for education-based service learning programs. A class

Walt Whitman Center ) Measuring Citizenship Project
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demonstration by a Rutgers Civic Education and Community Service course

introduced|the task of exploring the practical applications for the working

group. Eiegvezz students led by Professor Battistoni sat in the middle of the
conference ?r{mm surrounded by working group members who became anxious
spectators to an actual class in session. The students were initially reticent,
but they evienmaiiy launched into a spirited zieba'ta including, among other
topics, mnﬂﬁcnituraiism, gender inequalities, and economic problems
confronting the communities where they serve as part of their civic education.
The pedag{fxgicai specificity of this class anchored the rest of the afternoon’s
discussioné While any of the remarks made by group members referred to
specific obéen'atians abaut that session, the tenor of the observations applied
generally to education-based service learning for citizenship; many of their
specific observations cmild be generalized into generic questions about service
learning.

Muc?l of the discussion focused on questions about the design and
outcomes of service programs. Service learning programs that are effective at
teaching cunc skills need to be designed for specific audiences, and special
considerations need to be taken with regards to the relationships between
sponsoring institutions and the communities where learners are placed.
Programs should help students learn how both to think and act politically;
this includtl:s teaching students how best to use the traditional political
process. An understanding of limits as well as possibilities is a critical
learning outcome. Learning civics through service integrated into other
institutionafl programs should help students better situate and sensitize

;
themselves in the full complexity of social problems and processes.

Walt Whi!.main Center {7 Measuring Citizenship Project




*» Social ethics outcomes of service-based learning were among the most
sensitive problems raised by group members. Alan Ryan contrasted
civic education for empathy or social solidarity {r.e.; Toynbee Hall) with
civic education for community and political organizing, Gerald Taylor
sugpested that two models of ¢civic education might be captured in the
1deas of "service minisiry’ and "transformational minigtry.”

*  Several discussants suggested that the projects of empathy and
organization are part of one developmental continuum. As Smita
Singh remarked, students “start with moral solidarity, empathy, and
personalizing of their experience. And given the right structure and
format, often times it takes a few years, they go to a more politicized
view of what they are doing.” Reflecting on the Southern Christian
Leadership Conference Citizenship Education Program, which she
directed, Dorothy Cotton said, "We were working from the position of
moral solidarity simultaneously as we were working from the position
of political capacity.”

*  Education-based civic education may result in a number of outcomes
that include ethical visions of the political world as well as practical
leadership skills. It is important to decide what, citizenship skills
service programs should teach. Suzanne Morse (Director, Pew
Partnership for Social Change) pulled much of the conversation
together with a list of skills and capacities for citizenship that
included: the ability to talk publicly; a sense of public interest, the
ability to imagine a different society, an ability to judge, and the
courage to act.

» Edward Skloot (Executive Director, Surdna Foundation) suggested
that service learning programs may have at least three kinds of results
that may be political: individual growth, social change, and effects on
the community. Programs need to make difficult considerations about
what kinds of results they hope to effect in the individuals,
institutions, and communities where service-based learming occurs,

Walt Whitman Canter (8 Measuring Citizenship Project
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it ig’ important W find out whether students are doing more good than
harm in the communities where they are placed. Deborah Vigser
( Program Officer for Community Revitalization, Surdna Foundation)
posed questions about the benefits and effects of service programs.
What are the effects on the communities where students are placed?
Who benefits from service learning programs? Are programs primarily
pedagogical-- of service to students and their education? Or are they
intended to solve real world problems? Can the university be a social

agency? Should it?

Service-based learning programs should be designed to begin where
the participating students are. Learners in varied institutional settings
will icertainiy bring different skills with them to the programs.
Programs need to be flexible enough tv accommedate a mixture of ¢lass
and field work in order to strengthen the skills deemed appropriate for
theizf' specific institutional contexts, As Keith Canty (Director, D.C,
Serv;if:e Corps) remarked, some learners begin service programs
without even & vague sense of citizenship: "You talk with them about
beinLrg American and they get offended.... They have disassociated
themselves from everything.”

Service-based learning for citizenship needs to emphasize the
workings of the traditional political process as well as the politics of
comizmnii;y building. Charles Supple (Vice President, Youth Engaged
Int Service, Points of Light Foundation) emphasized the importance of
students learning to address commumity problems with reference to
appropriate political institutions, Why, he asked, didn't the students
talk about the state?

Placements for service-based learning should be in a broad variety of
iecai:ians, g0 that students can be exposed to both the centers and
workings of power in America as well ag identified problem areas.
Gerald Taylor noted that this includes service placements connected to
the f)olitical process.

Walt Whitman Center 9) Measuring Cilizenship Project




* Several working group participants emphasized the importance of
students developing a sense of how limited their initial understanding
of social problems may be. Smita Singh commented, "One of the most
dangerous things we can do for the students is to have them leave
these courses, or leave the community service, feeling as if they fully
understand the other half, or they somehow have a grip on the entire
picture.”

Keith Morton, (Campus Compact) emphasized how important
community service experiences can be for helping students to develop
better understandings of the social world in which they live. This is
especially true where service is part of a broader set of relationships:
"One of the core reasons for doing community service-based learning is
that you get to know something about the lives of the people that you
work with. If it is going to be relationship driven, it is hard to do
service learning if there is not a relationship that extends beyond the
immediate service purpose of being together.”

* As Richard Battistoni observed, to best integrate service learning

programs into local communities, the originating institutions, qua
institutions, need to work at being "good citizens." Students and other
cbmmunity members will quickly perceive the hypocrisy of schools that
preach community service to them but make poor institutional citizens
themselves.

Some students expressed an interest in continuing their service work
after the course but were uncertain about their ability to continue
serving. Itis important to develop ongoing institutional support for
students who want to continue serving. Brian Morton, a Rutgers
Camden student service organizer observed how important it was to
help interested students continue their service work after the course
was completed. He urged ongoing institutional support for students

who want to continue serving and described his own efforts in Camden ‘

to do just that.

Walt Whitman Center {10) Measuring Citizenship Project




At the end of a long day's work, Gerald Taylor brought the group back
to earth with a story that made some laugh and some nearly cry and whose
moral underscored how easily the real purposes of a service project can be

lost. He rec!:ounted the true story of the "accident ministry:"
]

Therj‘e was a church at a little bend in the road. This bend in the road
was one that people couldn't see around, and there were lots of
accidents because there was no street light and what not. So they put
togei;her a service ministry called the accident ministry.

The accident ministry would stay awake and listen for the cars
to screech and crash. Then the accident ministry people would run out
and help the people, and there was lots of training for all the church on
how to do accident ministry, and they were prepared to do accident
ministry. -

Five years later they have a celebration of accident ministry. All
those on accident ministry over the years are recognized. They ask how
they can make accident ministry better? Someone says, "We need more
connections with the accident victims, so I suggest we have walkie-
ta]kles for all the people out on accldent ministry, so that we can put
the voices of the wounded on the machine, so people can hear their
voices and connect with them, and just get 911 out here faster."
Someone says that's a great 1dea and everyone claps. Another person
says we need new recruits for the accident ministry because people are
getting too old. So everyone volunteers to go recruit new members.

A little girl in the back put up her hand and said, "You know, 1
don't understand why we don't just straighten the road out, put sorue
street lights up and stop all the accidents. That means we have to go
negotiate with the public works department, but that will take care of
all the accidents.”

| Everybody got quiet, and said, "Oh my god, that's politics; the
church can't do politics.” Everyone applauded. The next person
recommended an ambulance to speed the process of getting the victims
to tllle hospital.

That is service ministry, and that is what this discussion
reminds me of. And its not bad. I'm not saying service ministry is bad.
It is helpful, but the fundamental question is, "is that what we want
these folk to do?"

Walt Whitman Center (11) Measuring Citizenship Project




3. Producing the conceptual framework for a national civic
0 ency test.

The third session began on Tuesday morning with participants well
rested after a Walt Whitman Center dinner hosted by Mrs. Leah Barber at
the Barher's home in Piscataway and a good night's sleep. This session was
led by Professor Jeff Smith and the measurement team (Janice Ballou,
Director Center Public Interest Polling; and Professor Brenda Loyd,
University of Virginia). The session focused on the question of how best to
develop measurements to assess the civic outcomes of service-based learning
and retained a concrete and technical character throughout. The specific
task was to develop a shared conceptual framework within which a battery of
indicators might be developed which together would constitute a National
Civic Skills Assessment Instrument. The session began with a presentation
by measurement team leader Professor Jeff Smith. He presented basic
problems in psychometric measurement which confront anyone hoping to
develop a "valid,"” "reliable,"” and "believable” measure. A measure is valid if
it captures the concept one is studying. A measure is reliable if it yields the
same results on repeated trials. And, a measure is believable, or has face
validity, if the results of the test make sense to most people. Smith observed
that one of the most important questions the group needed to confront was
"What have we left out of the measure?” To be useful, a citizenship measure
must include a full range of attributes and characteristics we reasonably
associate with citizenship (validity). It must be able to indicate these
important attributes across a variety of audiences (reliability). And it needs
to be both stated and interpreted in a manner that most people will actually

believe is citizenship (believability). Brenda Loyd stated the problem in
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terms of a dilemma: “Our dilemma is that we must have specific variables to
test, yet at the same tirmne maintain the richness of the ideas of citizenship we
have been talking about.”
Aﬁeri‘ the measurement team pregentation, Jeff Smith invited the

working group to assist in developing a set of indicaters, or scales, which

included;

a. knowledge;
b. skills;
¢. participation;
d. span and depth of involvement in ¢ivic affairs;
e. political/philosophical orientations;
f. social orientations and convictions,
- g. expectations and responsibilities concerning government,

A summary analysis of citizenship worksheets returned to the
Whitman Center is attached as Appendix A and indicates categorical
responses bEa each of the conceptual scales. The following remarks are meant

to highiigh£ a few of the issues raised in the measurement session.

» Bezz%}cratic citizenship is 8 normative idea. Any instrument designed
to capture fully the skills, attitudes, and behaviors of democratic
citizens will necessarily be value-laden.

* The instrument should discriminate between qualities of democratic
cii;izénship and other models of citizenship. Manfred Stanley (Maxwell
Scha?nl, Syracuse University) urged the group to develop instruments
that would not only measure citizenship per s¢, but would alse help
djf{’elrentiate models of democratic citizenship from authoritarian,
totallitarian, or other models of citizenship.

* The instrument should be sensitive to internal differences between
visions of democratic citizenship [e.g; liberal versus participatory]. It
may be used in a variety of contexts and should be designed to
facilitate measurin g the outcomes of 8 variety of educational
experiences. The instrument will be used in a broad variety of service

Wale Whiméu Canter {18 Megsuring Citizenship Project
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environments and should facilitate the measurement of the differing
kinds of civic skills that attend differing modes of service.

¢ The instrament should distinguish acquired skills from birthrights of
democratic citizenship. As Janice Ballou indicated, knowledge of
history, rights, and obligations is an important aspect of democratic
citizenship. This kind of knowledge creates the possibility for access to
politics, The instrument should be designed {o distinguish between
components of citizenship which are inherited and those which are
acquired through civic activity. Along one dimension the instrument
would examine capacity for access, and along another dimension it
wountld meagure "social stewardship.”

+ Janice Ballou encouraged the working group to consider developing
scales that range from “passive” to "active” where citizens are "active
or passive depending on various circumstances, contexts, and issue
origntations.” This kind of scale is well suited for contextualizing
citizenship skills within a framework of multiple models of democracy.

* We should anticipate teachers using the instrument as a teaching aid.
Professor Battistord urged us to consider the possibility that teachers
uging the instrument will “teach to the test.” This may mean that we
need to develop interpretative materials to help teachers beiter
understand student responses.

As noted above, this report cannot do full justice to the richness and
texture of the discussions of our working group. Much more will be
accomplished when the group has examined new and revised working papers
and meets again next year. It is alréady clear o us, however, that the goal
we have set ourselves of clarifying community, service learning, and
citizenship in the broad framework of democracy, and of developing a
technical instrument capable of assessing the civic skills associated with

community, service learning, and citizenship is both feasible and doable,

Walt Whitman Center (14) Measuring Citizenship Project

e TS . __ W O . ... .. N . .. DA DN NN . SR NN — -



| Appendix A

Following is the text from the worksheet that was used by the measurement team to gather
comments and reactions to measurement issues, Fourteen working group members returned
the completed worksheets to the Whitman Center. Responses are orgaruzed according to

a common theme under each measurament issue and pgeneraily follow the order of the
original worksheet,

Whitman Center Conference on Citizenship
Reactions 1o Measurement Issues

i Overview: The purpose of this form is to gather your thoughts and ideas concerning
our goal of trying 10 develop a measure or set of measures concerning citizenship. As the
group discussion proceeds, we would appreciate your jotting down your reactions and ideas
an this form. We will collect the forms and use them in the development of the measure,

13 Canstruets to be measured: The first agenda item 1S 10 explore what constructs (or
{raits, scales, eic.} should be included in such a measure. At the Whitman Center, we have
spent some time ‘on this topic and have generated the list below., We'd like your general
reactions to them (should or should not be included, should be expanded, concepruatization
should be different) and to find out what else you think should be on such a measure. The
constructs are deliberately left fairly broad at this point.

1. Knowledge base: What should 2 ¢itizen know?

¥

i

History of seif

History of country

History ofithis country (inclusive of all peoples).

"Texts of membership” -~ Constitution, Bill of Rights, 3 constitutional law cuses,
history.

Documents {e.g.,, Constitution) -- Supreme Court cases, key events

Rights |

Inherent rights (2)

His/her civil rights,

Awareness of rights/inherent rights

Understanding your rights

Rights and responsibilities of citizens.

Rights as citizen, history of development of this concept of righis.

Values

Basic values - meaning of freedom, justice, democracy.

Process (}f govcrnance

- A basic idea about how society works (government to people; people to people; three
branches).’

Knowledge of governmental structure {federalism) and procedures



¢

How sysiems work, how government works or is set up to work and ones place in all
of this.

Basic knowledge of government and how it works.

Basic governing institutions, how to access them

Structure of society -- nature of economy, government, law, families, with some
hisworical context and differences from other forms of sociery.

Input in the political process,

-

Citizenship
What are the basic ways people become U.S. citizens? What are the basic
criteria/expectations? '
Understand the context for their citizenship, ie.. school, family, neighborhood.
state,etc. This will vary according 1o circamstance, age, and issue.

Uaécrszandmg yezzr rcsponszbiizzzcs 10 vour cemmumty, country

Current events in community and society.

Concerns of ¢ommunity/local and national

Associational knowledge -- knowing how to organize, where 1o find information

What communities does the person belong t0? Which do they care most about and
why?

#
-

Range of obligations ~ a ¢oncept of obligations

Obligation/accountability: who is responsible for this problem/tailure of pelicy and
who gets credit.

551 1

Powerholders in one's group(s}

Who is powerful in your town? In the U.S.? Elected officials? The rich? Men?
White people? Voters? The media? The courts? The corporations?

Ability 1o Communicate/Think/Act

Ongoing capacity to articulate self to others and describe “relevant” public
environment (alsc put as “constructing narrative™), but the point is & language
capagity, a means for thinking and imteracting. It doesn’t matter, to me if we're about
a common language among us all, or if we're measuring the emerging language of
specific individuals/groups.

Relationship between people as citizens.

Knowledge of access

Access

Agency

Critical thinking skills

Arts of association

Is there ane base" Cau&i gmaple know fots of alternative things?

How do you balance a persen who {s immensely deft at focal lobbying and a person
who has some of that detailed knowledge but quite a lot of general knowledge?
Who /what is public?

—— —



Knowledge base. Detailed critique and determination of nature of scales

Basic rzghzs and respmszbﬁlt:cs

Rights !

Responsibilities

Know constitutional and civil rights (this would encompass and sense of pride).
Have a working understanding of the different "ideologies” that constitute American

political discourse and policy: "social” conservative, liberal, socialist, market
coase:’vazwe. “democratic”. '

To be able to name/identify the space that is their "public®. I think a “gang” might
be a legitimate public space. Why assume all gang members have the “skills™ of
citizenship but are inherently against the polity: isn’t the polity against them?
Have a working understanding of the "public" space {its power-structure) that is
relevant 10 them - who is in charge, how to appeal decisions.

Qther commenis

Read newspapers that are produced there, or ?7 information -- 2 newsletter, bulletin
board {see info from a variety of perspectives).

Different modcls of participation.

History of ¢ community and society.

Basic structure of society and government.

Global perspective -- understands imernational context of U.S. citizenship.
Growth

Social Service

Interaction

Logic and practical reasoning

i

Skills related to citizenship: What should a citizen be able to do?

Asgency

Exercise personal agency

Capabthzy to act. Willingness to act/ propensity to act. Where does one situate
oneself in the public sphere?

Agency and initiative and what people actually do.

Be agcmzal - develop initiative

Levei of engagement - sources of info, reading newspapers, participating in public
meetings/associations.

Courage 10 act.

Should be able to “work™ system, should have skills to actively participate and affect
change.

Strategic thinking
Fluidity



&

Strategic/Public sensibility — skills, 22?7 and judgment that enables 2?7 analysis,
action, evaluation to be practices. general skills: pubiic judgment, power-mapping,
diversity, negotiation, public evaluation.

Ability to distinguish between perceived and real barriers 1o people’s participation,
Then ability to strategically attack the real barriers.

Critical thinking

Be able to think more breoadly than their individual interess.

The capacity to imaging a different way of living together as a community {thinking
about who is not at the table who shonld bel

Be critical of direction of society

Critical thinking.

Analytical skills,

mrnupication/Deliberation
Communicate
Understand
Ability to communicate.
Public talk (and listen) deliberatively - 1alk is a political agt.
Ability to articulate ideas and problems,
Ability to negotiate, mediate.
Ability 10 listen actively.
Time - time for changes 1o occur, patience,

Planning & Organizational skills

Organizational skills (2). How to get things done.
How to make decisions -- plan and implement.
Plan

et agendas.
Be able to work with others toward common geals.

Self-Placement and Reciprocity

Ability to put yourself in place of others, take another perspective.

Have disposition to reciprocity -- understanding sttuation of pthers individuals and
groups; beiog able to come to agreement,

Where does one place oneself? This could break into fevels: can one relate
situations to "most appropriate” responses?, direct service; orgamizing @ atlizens
group; lobbying government, etc. Also where does ooe place oneself on different
levels: local, national, policy, ete.

Al‘zi 12}' w anzzcxpzie c&nsequences of pﬁisczes.

Ability to judge issues in a public way {not what I think but what we think).
Identify issues relevant 1o self as well as public.

Participate in decision-making on problems/policies that affect their life conditions.
Seek information on problems/policies that affect their lives.

Evaluate information on problems/policies that affect their lives.

Attend public meetings/hearings 1o comment on "agendas” of a decision that affects
them. :
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Do you think you can figure out ways 10 act to solve your problems? What ways are
your likely to try? List options -- see leaders, organize others, etc.
Problem wivmg
Do you think you can identify the soerces of your prablems -- e.g., your emotional
state/ abilities? Your family? Your school or job? Your town or national
government? The economic system?
Is it impartant to you to stop now and then, identify the problems in your life, and
think about what's causing them?

+

1

Other comments
Read the New York Times: distinguish fact from editorial comments.
Map social world,

Sense of pwnership over the polity.
Respect |

Tolerate |

To buy into the dream (rights, education, home, etc),
Vote (2) |

Contribute to socicty in order 10 enhance [society]

We mm 10 agz‘ee that therc are barriers 1o participation -- perceived and actual,
Have we ngered the barriers to participation?
Know how to find out what you don’t know?

Skills related to citizenship, Detailed critique and determination of nature of scales.

rsensy |
Agency/initiative

Knowing How to get things done.

Reciproci
Disposition 1o reciprocity - being able to understand the situation of others/other
groups, identify, also not differences.

Ability 1o think about a problem from various idecltogical and strategic standpoints
{disposition 1o reciprocity}.

Be crmcai zzf {iirecuon of sccwty/g{;vcmmzm/or ezizar institutions or communities.
Ability 10 pian in cooperation with others, solutions to those problems: includes
ability 1o argue about/debate those solutions.

Ability to define and explain in an articulate way the particular problem(s) s/he has.
Ability to formulate way to execute that plan, in cooperation with others,

Service.
identify shared goals for your community or institution.

* Respect the rights of others.

Voting.



Participation in citizenship: What should a citizen do?

Agency

Deliberate and act,

We must allow for alternative channels of actiom: disaffection from traditional
institutions {democratic forms of exit).

Take control of themselves {lead)

Have capacity and will 10 act on their self-interest in public.

Formulate and enact a role that transforms their "public” space -~ a school, a counury,

a nation...

Contribute to the common good/problem solving: pay taxes; obey laws; organize 10
help solve local problems.

To help community to grow

Economic {e.g. firms) and social institutions (e.g. schools) participate with 2 view
to directing them to fulfill the needs and shared goals of those belonging 1o them.
Neighborhoods, government -- participate in communities that are significant to them.
Habits of using power. .

Look for ways to improve society or whatever community one belongs to.

Veze(:s) Participation
Run for office
Comribute to/work for the candidate of his or her choice.

Be aware
Pay attention to pational and local affairs.
Read newspapers from different ideological perspectives,

b
To be productive
Respect others rights and differences.

Whazza th:: izas{ t:sponszbzitty of cztlzenshxp‘?
What would you consider agtjve citizenship?

C(}uid they éi} nazhmg if ﬁzey knew exactly how they would if they needed to, and felt
absolutely confident of success if they had 10? [! think there’s a strain even in "good
citizen” between good citizen and good gitizen; the more you load up the gapacity
side, the mote plausible that s/he could have the capacity unused.]

We need to be careful not 10 subsume the values of public mindedness 10 the skills
a citizen needs to be effective.




|
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Participation in citizenship. Detailed critique and deternunation of nature of scales.

Voting,

Accountability.

Could someone be a "good” citizen in the sense of having all the appropriate
knowledge' and skills, but be so disaffected that they didn't panicipate? Can you
distinguish people like that from people who are merely 777

Span and depth of involvement ia civic affairs: What kinds of activities should a
citizen engage in and to what exient?
!

v -

This measurement could include levels of participation.
iﬁcal szazc, and pational, Church, schaoi home and neighborhoods.

Activiti
Protecting others rights.

Vote, :

Sit on a condo board, a county board, a workplace /union committee.

Protest in parades or other actions.

Organize/participate in a study circle.

Organize a consciousness-raising group (for "social" issues, workplace or school
problems).|

E}iffercm peoplf: &avc dnffermz styles of participation. There are 2 variety of ways
of participating, depending on the person they may/will do it. [, e.g., organize
"political” things at my university, go to protest marches, cultural events, but really
don't do more than ypte in glegioral politics.

This is one of these things citizens do based on their choices. But in order 10
exercise this right they must have acted previously 10 ensure they have a choice.
Could is maybe a better word [than should].

Not "good’ and 'bad’ citizens -- active or passive.

This should not remain normartive; let’s actually find out how people are involved:
one year after intervention, three years after, 10 years after,

Prefer using case studies of public situations. Asking what could one do...? Geis a1
level of political "sophistication” in terms of ability to 'map’ environment and
understanding of agency. Another level is to ask responderus: what kinds of
activities should a citizen engage in?

People act out of their sell-interest, broadly interest as “self among others” |
therefore think this question leads us down a path which has great capacity to
mislead us. The answer here is "Zen" -« they should practice "right engagement.”
The goal, rather, i3 10 have people see their seli-interests as linked or interdependent.

E
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Span and depth of invelvement in civic affairs, Detailed critique and determination
of nature of scales.

Exposure.

Understanding your own power in the political process.
What activities do you participate in beyond your family life? What do you see as
your role in this activity?

Political /Philosophical  orientation: Which of the various models of

government/¢itizenship does this person subscribe 107

L:bertws, seif zi&%ii}pmcm.

Freedom, justice {(equal rights and equal opportunity), democracy--participation,
Commitment 10 equal opportunity.

Commitment 10 inclusion.

Tolerance of diversity.

Vision of "just’ society.

Disposition to reciprocity.

What is a gand citizen’s most tmpar:arzz respanxzisz%zzy’? To work hard and suppornt
mimself or herself and family? To vote? To pay taxes? To speak out about social
problems? Do community service? Get involved in politics?

What should the criteria be for becoming citizens?

Do individuals have obligations to their communities? Which obligations are the
most important - to family? church? neighborhood? ethnic group or race? town?
state? nation?

Should men and women play different roles in polities? If so, what are the
differences?

Are people from some cultures better suited to be American citizens than others?
If so, what cultures?

?crtmps a cambmazzan zzf aii the models. Should there be a proscription it should
be based on the individuals’ ¢hoices,

We should gauge auitudes toward public involvement -- affective notions of
“enfranchisement.”

This could be one of those indiregy measures.

Who cares, really? What they need to know w act effectively is this government,
within this polity, there is the latitude to agt on different models of citizenship {ie.
one can be more “active” or “passive”).

Do most people subscribe to @ mode! or 10 two or more that they appeal 10
selectively for different purposes? One might gugss that a strongly participant person
would be reluctant to accept the decisions of a majority vote or a representiative, but
it’s only a guess, and s/he might easily split reactions — being heavily participant
locally or at work, but "liberal” in Ben’s sense nationally,
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Political/Philosophical orientation. Detailed critigue and determination of nature
of scales.

E&awdo yf}zz think deczswzzs am ‘made in your commuunity? How shouid they be
made? Whar changes should make this happen?

Questions/S ions Raised
Here [ want 1o underscore Alan’s point that it may be very difficult to get agreement
on these gggg;_m values, visions, orientations. It is often easier 1 get agrcement on’
a rcspanse 1o a2 particular problem among peopie who do not share a “giobal”
orientation and among whom debates about larger worid philosophy would be
divisive and preclude coalitions around specific issues. Again, 1o recall Arendt -

citizens act on specific problems/events. Ideologues and totalitarians try to achieve
a war!d-h%storica% plan,

Societal arientation and cosviction: What does this person see as a desirable society
and what is his/her commitment to realizing that society?

It :
Willingness to act «- utilizing agency.

-

W;Elmgzzess to conceive of how one's personal actions will impact on mhers, aczz:zg
in a way and making decisions based on not one’s personal gains but on one’s views
of a bettcr sociery for all.

Netion of common good. How personal decisions affect others, 2 social orientation.

Justi i t

Tolerance, respect for diversiy.

Notions of justice. Whalt is your vision of a just sociery?
Notions of fairness/entitlement.

Rights .

Right 1o seek the American Dream.

fs committed to enhancing freedom for all.

indmduafs f;ght 10 cha{;se but my preference is for some kind of humanistic
compassionate society.

Societal orientation/identification vs, self-interest,

Level of enlightened seif-interest: 1} involvement/interest in "backyard” probiems:
2) to national issues that seemingly have litile ghyjous impact upon one's day-to-day
flife; 3) willingness to give up -- {(money, taxes, tire, ei¢) o achieve what one thioks
is good.

Qmﬂxﬁm

Education
Investment in the polity - what level of the polity?
Attitudes towards political life.



it

Wauid you prefer 10 see the I} S as ;zr;maniy a nation of English speakers, or many
languages?

Would you prefer 1o see the US. as primarily a naton of people of color, or
primarily white? or Don't Care?

Would you prefer to see the U5, as a society in which men and women do child-
rearing and homemaking equally, or on in which ' women can have jobs outside the
home, but are primarily mothers and homemakers?

Would you prefer 10 see U.S. as a society in which all are prosperous? In which all
paruczpaic in government?

How important Is it to vou 1o have racially and ethnically imegrated schools?
legislatures? workplaces? neighborhoods? families?

I see th:s issue a hztfc é:fferently Perhaps we should address our diversity upfrant..,
"Given a diverse society like America how do you see this society working for
citizens?” .

Irrelevant. 1 do think people need to be able to state the problems they think they
see in a society and that this skill is often informed by an ideology/philosophy of
society. but I think many people {in the U.S.) mught pot put forward a statement of
their ideology or might aot view their social orientation in those terms. | suppose
{in response 10 the points raised in the session) [ am assuming this person has a
fundamental commitment to fiberal democracy, so that Hitler does gpt end up
tooking like a good citizen,

{an you control this so that "desirable” doesn’t mean ytgpian - so that s/he could
sensibly say it's not up to him or her 10 do it?

Societal onentation/conviction. Detailed ¢ritique and determination of nature os
scales.

What responsibility do you feel that citizens have for gach other?
What are the sirengths and weaknesses for how we live?
Interaction of all cultures.

Return to the community in service -- given back.

Taking part in the political process.

Expectanons and respousibilities concerning government: What does this person see
a3 his/her respoasibility toward society and what does he/she expect to getout of it?

Rights

In order to protect the rights of citizenship. What responsibilities do citizens have?
Rights, obligations.

QOpen-ended questions -- “What rights do you have as a citizen?”

To have their rights and life siyle respected.

Respect for others {(culures, life styles, et¢).
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Dther Comments
To serve their community, state, nation.
{f}ovemmem has a role o moderate and coordinate social activities for the general

and individual good respectively.
To buy into the {American] dream.

’Z“hts would be an zrztercsung qaeszmn to put on a citizenship measure. It would help
elicit their unticrszandwg of politics, their political philosophy (so to speak). Tdo not
think zhcre is 7 porm regarding what a citizen should think about this and hence [
do not think j{ can be measured. I do, however, think the question itself is 3 useful’
measure.,

I don't know under what categories these go, but [ believe a citizen should
understand their place in the society and their ability and responsibility 10 act and
make z difference, They need 10 be prepared to do so and feel connected and a
part. They should understand how their personai/private interests interact, conflict,
impact on public interest. They should be open to others and sensitive to others and
willing 10 se¢ other options and alierngtives,

Expectations and responsibilities concerning government. Detailed critique and
determination of nature of scales,

Fairness |
To serve all people.
To assist society to understand itself.

Should ga?cmment work for everyone?

£.-12. Other Reactions to Measurement Issues.

What was g{wemmcm mzezzded to do‘? Whm does it do?

How do you decide on public issues that effect you?

When faced with an issue that affects your school or community who do you talk with
about t? |

What is your relationship as a citizen 10 others in your community?

When faced with a tough unpredictable problemn are you willing 1o take an action
toward a solution?

Do you watch the news?

What is mzssmg is some sort of personality measure, mativation to act, political
efficacy -- belief that you can make a difference.

Outcomes of actions: What did their action(s) achieve? Most of the measures you
have here address individual jearning/development. While this is important, itis alsg
important to see an guicpme. The active citizen/enfranchised ¢itizen needs 1 (o
something. |

As you develop broad and sharply defined measures, 1 believe it would indeed be
useful to meet with various groups - e.g., the mulisary, the Peace Corps, Conservation

i
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Corps, IAF -- and explore the citizenship and stewardship potentials of experiences
in such groups. The representatives of these groups will react 100 your citizenaship
measures and you will react to their descriptions of outcomes and potentials. That
1akes your measuring instrument to the next level, Then you test the instrument and
compare it with parallel instruments that emerge from other 77 interactions.
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Working Group Summary Report

i
Ci”![?ic Skills Assessment: A Critical Examination
November 7 to 9, 1993

Walt Whitman Center for the Culture
and Politics of Democracy

1

Intrcducltion:

Fmé} November 7 to 9, 1993, the Walt Whitman Center hosted the
second of t;fe working conferences convened to produce a civic skills
assesgmmt instrument,* The working group meetings are a central
compezzézzf of & collaboration by the Whitman Center and The Surdna
F{;tmdaﬁ{zzég Inc. with additional support from The Markle Foundation designed
to produce izi civie skills assessment instrument that will be useful for
Measunng %civic attitudes and behaviors within the context of & wide variety of
civie experiences including education-based service learning programs and
gervice corps. With most participants attending both meeting, the twe
conferences brought together in total 46 scholars, community activists and
representatives from foundations and government to agsist in the development
of a civic si%illﬁa assessment (Participant Lists Attached),

The members of the working group were charged with the task of
developing and clarifying empirically testable concepts of community, service,
learning, and democratic citizenship that were to be incorparated into the civic
skills ansessment. The first working group meeting held from November 22 to

24, 1992, bzf*zmghi together 31 representatives from universities, community
i

I
*Special thanks to Mark Brown, Michael Cripps, J. Crossen, Kim Downing, Doug
Emery, Erika (abrielsen, David Guiterman, Claire Snyder and Greg Valis for
the many important coniributions they made to the 1993 working group.
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organizations, and foundations o focus on this critical task. At the working
group's second meeting, several new members with special skills in the areas of
measurerment and in running community based service organizations joined

the group for two days of intensive analysis and criticism focused principally on
the first working draft of the Center's civic skills assessment.

As a result of the systematic constructive ¢riticisms voiced at the
second meeting, the Whitman Center's Measurement team is thoroughly
revising the civic gkills sssessment instrument to enhance its vsefulness for
the assesament of civie education and other service hased citizenship
experiences. The Center's Measurement team, led by Prof. Jeff Smith
{Department of Educational Paychology, Butgers University), intends to
complete the revigion process by June 1994. The Center is interested in
collaborating with other organizations to field test the civic skills assessment

in 1894 and 1885,

The Conference Process:

This collabarative project had the practical goal of producing a working
civic skills assgasment instrument and has succeeded in doing s0. The
Whitman Center's planning process for the second meeting was driven by the
results oriented character of the project. We were particularily anxious to bring
together not only theorists and skilled social science research specialists but
also the service learning and community organization leaders whose
constituenries are those who may benefit from using the civie skills
assessment, The 29 participanis who attended the second meeting engaged in
an exchange that included the theoretical and technical concerns of the
measurement specialists and political theonists as well as the pedagogical and

Walt Whitman Center {2} Measuring Citizenship Project
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civic concerns of the practitioners, allowing us to focus both on the constraints
imposed by objective measuring and the demands of the subject to be
measured -- in this case, the rich kind of citizenship associated with service

learning and other local civic practices.

In pireparatiou for the second working grouﬁ meeting, the Whitman
Center's M:easu:ement team (Janice Ballou, Director, Center for Public
Interest Polling, Eagleton Institute, Benjamin R. Barber, Director Walt
Whitman éenter John Dedrick, Project Director, Brenda Loyd, Curry School
of Educat.io]n, University of Virginia and Jeff Smith) developed and pre-tested
three versions of the civic skills assessment tool. The audiences pre-tested
included a.n introductory political science course at Rutgers University and the
volunteers enrolled in t.h-e Newark Summer of Service Program. Each of these
preliminar)lr assessments took the form of close-ended questions designed to
tap attitudles and behaviors which the team believed might constitute civic
skills for democratic citizenship of both traditional pluralist (Madisonian) and
part.icipatolry (Jeffersonian) types. The Measurement team collated findings
from the three assessments in a workbook that was given to conference

participantls. The results were helpful in assessing the usefulness of the

measures cieveloped by the team.

The conference sessions were organized around the presentation of this
working document. The aim was to encourage a constructive dialogue between
the measurllement experts and community leaders about the conceptual and
measurement strategy developed by the measurement team. Following a
technical pr"esentation of the items along with some of the assessment results

and their apparent implications for the validity and reliability (or not) of the

Walt Whitman Center (3) Measuring Citizenship Project



inst;nunent-, the floor was open to extended critieal discussion from the
theorists (including Benjamin R. Barber, Pamela Conover, Richard Battistoni,
Donald Searing, Manfred Stanley, Mary Stanley, and Linda Zerilli,} service
learning and community leaders (including Michael Brown, Keith Canty,
Ernesto Cortes, Jr., Vanessa Kirsch, Goodwin Liu, Keith Morton, Beate
Schewick Mary Strong and Tim Stanton) and repx;esentatives from
foundations and government {including Edgar Beckham, Martin Friedman,
Kirin Handa, Jim Mustaachia, Trish Thompson, Edward Skloot, and Deborah

Visser).

Monday, November 7, 1993;

Benjamin Barber chaired the meetings. He introduced the sessions by
way of a cautionary story about a8 man who after a long unsuccessful search
for his lost wallet was asked whether he was sure he had lost it where he was
looking and who replied, "No. I lost it on the other side of the streef, but the
light was better here." Barber charged the group with the difficult task of
producing a conversation that would not only enable those who might
eventually use the assessment instrument to understand the constraints
imposed by social science methodology on those designing it (who tended to
work where the light was brightest!) , but also one that would enable the
testers to understand the normative aims and pedagogical ends of those for
whom the assessment was being designed. The dilemma for the group was how
to be sure that the assessment does not represent what is a workable
methodology for the testers but one that largely is irrelevant to the concerns of

those who were looking for the wallet (the community leaders).

Walt Whitman Center {4} . Measuring Citizenship Project

e [ — T ... . D _ SN N

AR EEg e




This dilemma turned out to be defining of the first day's discussion in
which the'}aaéemhip of community and service learning organizations again
and a gainiajluded to the normative character of their work, whicﬁ challenged
conventimilal paradipms of politics, the ways in which their constituents were
likely to réject the very notion of conventional citizenship being put forward
implicitly in the instrument and generally expressing a deep disaatisfaction
with both the conceptual clarity and programmatic applicability of the

assessment as developed to that peint.

. Par!gicipants questioned the general applicability the assessment as
initially drafled to their program needs. Keith Canty, Director D. C.
Service Corps, gave voice to this thread of crificisrm when he reported to
the working group that he had shared the preliminary assessment with
his staff, Acenrding to Canty: "I took the questionnaire to my staff to
get some discussion from them and they were very angry about it. They
felt that I had wasted their time.... They felt that either the document
was jexhreme] y irrelevant or wag extremely dangerous in deing no more
thanf validating the status quo, This was because they felt that it had
no a;!zpiicatitm to what citizens did in their world and what they really
neeéed 10 be valued productive members of the community”,

* Several members (including Ernesto Cortes , Director, Texas Industrial
&rea| Foundation, and Edward Skleot Executive Director, Surdna
Foundation, Inc.) expressed concern that the assessment focused too
muc}% on attitudes and self-reports rather than on an actual account of

civic behaviors. For instance, Cortes remarked that the instrument

1
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agks people if they think of themselves as leaders rather than

demonstrates if they actually gre leaders.

o Btill athers (including Manfred Stanley, Professor of Sociology, Maxwell
School, Syracuse University and Linda Zerilli, Associate Director,
Whitman Center) q&est,im:zed the utility of the assessment on the
grounds that it did not account for the effects of the social contexts in
which it would be used.

. The afternoon session of the first day opened with & presentation by the
Whitman Center’'s Measurement team that was designed to respond to
critivisms raised in the morning. The Whitman Center Measurement team
wag sympathetic to the practitioners concerns, and regponded by trying to
more fully include the practitioners in dialogue about civic akills assessment as
it had evolved at Rutgers since the group's last meeting. Janice Ballou and
John Dedrick recounted many of the theoretical and practical issues the
Mesasurement Team encountered in their attempt to develop a civic skills
assessment tool that was conceptually inclusive enough to be valid,
maethodologically reliable, and still brief enough to be generally useful. This
presentation by the Measurement team was followed by a fruitful afternoon
session in which the group worked together to try to find ways to meet the
demands for validity, reliability, and believahility in social scientific research
with the normative and pedagogical concerns of community leaders. By the
end of the first day of critical debate, there was not a congensus within the
group about how to best accomplish this goal, but there was tangible progress.
The Measurement team understood better the insufficiencies of their pilot

instrument with respect to the needs of the communities in which it was likely

Walt Whitman Center , {6) Mensuring Citizenship Project
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to be used. The comumunity leaders understood better major constraints
operating on those who design replicable, ohjective skills assessments of any
kind. Siii@, there was no agreement on how the assessment might be
successf uifiy modified to maintain standards and at the same time meet the

impera tives outlined by the community representatives.

To conclude the first day, the Whitman Center asked a nnumber of the
community and service learning program leaders to comunent on the project.
i
Their remarks are suggestive of the progress the group made over the first

day's meetings.

. Keit:‘h Canty, Ernesto Cortes, and Goodwin Lin (Program Qfficer,
Car%orat,ion for National and Community Service) each suggested that
the l;pmject nieeds to address more explicitly an overt normative model of
gooé citizenship. As Liu and Canty argued, the use of such an
assessment drives larger congiderations about the content of good
citi:iensl'xip, Community leaders and teachers may design service
learning programs genared to the assessment. They will teach to the

i’;&si;i;

» Richgax& Battistoni (Director, Rutgers Citizenship and Service
Education) suggested that qualitative evaluation strategies provide the
best information for leaders running citizenship programs.
Nevierﬁ;eiess, he argued that quantitative assessments need to be used.
For fBatt,i stoni, this project is valuable because it is considerably more
sop}éiaticateé than the current voter registration question used to
assess civic outcomes.

Walt Whitman Center (7} Measuring Citizenship Project

|

i



« Edgar Beckham (Program Officer, Education and Culture, Ford
Foundation) told the group that there is considerable skepticism within
philanthropic foundations about the viability of quantitatively
measuring citizenship Still, he argued, this kind of project is important
because it furthers discourse about the nature and assessment of

citizenship education programs.

* Michael Brown {Co-Director, Boston City Year) discussed the problem of
recovering public space in American society. He encouraged the group
to think about developing questions that would help to capture paths to
good citizenship. He asked whether the instrument was designed

primarily to assess learners or {0 assess programs,

Tuesday, November 8, 1893:

On the morning of the second day, following an extended and relaxed evening of
informal exchange and leisurely discussions, which as sometimes happens,
were even more productive than the formal debate preceding them, the
conferees engaged in what turned out to be a breakthrough session. The nub of
the first day's debate turned on whether objective assessments could really
investigate important "why" questions: not just does someone register as
"tolerant” on a scale, but why? Not just whether someone votes or not, but
why? Apathy? Anger? A sense of Powerlessness? Not just where someone
scores on traditional alienation questions, but again why? The measurement
team was well aware of the problem. Smith pointed out that answers to many

of the important "why” questions could be answered through a more complex

Walt Whitman Center {8} Measuring Citizenship Project
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assessmeﬁt insteument, but such an instrument would be more useful for
research purposes than civic assessment. Is not the aim, he asked, to identify
a range of civic attitudes and behaviors and develop measures that capture
where an individual is at a given poini-in-time on those measures? Explaining
why an in!dividuai is where he/she is on the scales 18 angther task and
challenges the limits of a self-administered assessment. Yet, replied others, it
is answers to why questions that permit us to discriminate between different
Kinds of c}tizmship and get at the important normative characteristics of good

¢citizenship,

Towards the end of the early morning session, Dr. Jeff Smith, with his
strong ca;éaciiy to visualize methodologies, devised an ingenious solution to
help broaéien the usefulness of the civic skills agsessment for research
purposes x'ivithaut forgoing the primary task of developing a set of valid, reliable,
and believable scales which capture central civic attitudes and behaviors.
Using an ’%‘aﬁenated - integrated” spectrum to identify the "where” question, he
demcns&‘%ted by using & pictonal equivalent of formal grammatical parsing
how follow up deepening "why" questions might be folded into more

conventional "where” questions.

WHERE .
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Thus, we might still have a scale in which alienation was measured in
conventional ways, but it could also be a scale that could be parsed and thus
modified by follow-up questions which could establish whether alienation was
the result of complacency, indifference, a sense of victimhood, or rage of a kind

that might energize politics.

This in turn would make it possible to reinterpret data about alienation
in more complex ways that addressed the concerns of edﬁcators, trainers and
community organizers. For example, young people engaged in service might
well initially register as "more alienated” than they were before their service
began as a consequence of growth in their sensitivity and pelitical perception
actually a positive result of service which evaluators would hope to measure.
An assessment instrument that cannot capture the meaning of this
temporary "backslide,” which actually is a form of pedagogical progress, would
miss thgz meaning of what it was measuring, Similar] ¥, someone self-reporting
on a tolerance scale might well acquire greater honesty about seme of their
prejudices as a result of service learning and report out as "more intolerant” on
a simple tolerance scale. Again, the training would seem to have "failed” when
in fact it had succeeded in creating more self-eritical honesty -- a first step on
the way to challénging and overcoming real prejudice. Only with guestions that
parse "where” (simple scale) gquestions as more complex "why” questions, can
such "developmental” features of civic learning be captured. If Smith's
breakthrough method can be implemented, we may yet develop an instrument
that gets below the veneer of conventional definitions and in effect permits
those taking the assessment to offer their swn insights and explanations about
their ohjective behavior as determined by the assessment. This gives to the

assessment a strong normative {lavor and enables those who wish to use it to

Walt Whitman Center . {16} Measuring Citizenship Project
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chaﬂengeécnnventionalist notions of political behavior. At the same time, by
retaining the first level of conventional measures (where measures} it provides
a first stream of data fully compatible with and comparable with existing social
science data sets. All of Tuesday's participants sensed the importance of this
hreakthroiugh,

|

'I‘ue‘ssday's discussions also resulted in additional important conceptual

developmgnts that will need to be carefully considered and judiciously

integrated into the assessment.

. I)ehiorah Visser {Program Officer for Community Revitalization, Surdna
Foundation, Inc.), Erin Flannery (Evaluations, Public Allies), and Keith
Mort*ten (Campus Compact) each pushed the group to consider further

| , , . .. .
the relationship between mentoring and democratic citizenship.

* Keith Canty, Manfred Stanley, and Mary Stanley (Professor of Public
Affi%im, Maxwell School, Syracuse University) discussed the importance

of developing measures of agency.

. 381&3&{3}5.?} Barber and Donald Searing {UUniversity of North Carolina,
{
Chapel Hill) struggled with ways the assessment could include measures

of &a;iibemzi{m

Walt Whitman Center {11} Measuring Citizenship Project



Next Steps:

The Whitman Center based Measurement Team came away from this
second working conference excited, energized, and committéd to trying to
develop a revision of the civic skills assessment instrument that was
consonant with Tuesday merning's breakthrough discussion-- a discussion that
emerged from Monday's highly productive "muddle” and opened everything to
critical examination. Our aim will be to design and then to test a version of the
assessment which responds particularly to the concerns and outcomes of the
conferences. The first post-working group revision will be developed primarily
for research purposes. We hope that a second post working group revision of
the civic gkills assessment instrument designed principally for assessment
purposes will be available by June 1994. Many representatives from
community and service organizations at the conference generously offered to
test the instrument in its new form with their constituencies. Following
completion of the revision we will move to test it on learners from as many
different groups as our project budget permits. Following further revision and
testing we intend to create what we hope will be a beta version of the
assessment which will be ready in the fall of 1994 to begin a large scale

norming study.

Walt Whitman Center (12) Measuring Citizenship Project
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In preparing for our discussions on November 22-24, I
thought it might be useful to met down a few general
comments about our conceptual vosabulary. Singe part of our
task is to try to clarify how we talk about democracy,
compunity, citizenship and service, 1 offer the fpllowing
under the heading “preliminary ¢larifications" -- although I
realize that a better title might be "preliminary
obfuscations®! But sometimes, muddying the water is the
first step towards eventual clarity.

nawaaracyi comnunity, citizenship, civic responsibility,
duty and service, along with many other political concepts
in demeeracy’s lexicon, are normative rather than empirical.
That is, there is fundamental disagreement about their
meaning, which will vary in ways determined by the changing
nature of the particular theories and paradigms of politics
with which they are associated, In the language of
philosophars, they are “essentially contestable.”

Cmnsequently, there can be noe cloture on the debate gver the
meaning of democracy -- no fixed definitions, no unchanging
descriptions, no absolute consensus. Conceptual
clarification is thus very nuch 2 second order activity in
this domain. In fact, the only thing we can say with
cartainty about democracy is that is, amoeng other things, an
ongoing debate about the meaning and boundaries of
dam&&raa%z

Hevertheless, there are some approaches to the language of
denoeracy that offer more persuasive and mere coherent
understandings than others. And for those actively engaged
in the practicas of citizenship, democracy and community
service, there is a need for clarity, even though it may be
¢ansnrazned by a lack of agreement on fundamentals. Perhaps
the most important feature of the language of democracy is
the way in which related terms change in accordance with
underiving paradigms. Thus, there may be one understanding
of duty, rignt, citizenship and community that accompanies
the paradigm of representative democracy, and another
understanding appropriate to the paradigm of strong
democracy. Their differences cannct be argusd independently
of the models of democracy with which they are assccCiated.
Participation may be a "good" in a strong democoratic systen
where active citizenship defines effective denmocracy and, as
Samuel Huntington suggested in the 197078, an %evil® in a
reprasentative systenm seeking to avoid “demparatic
overload.” To speak of participation in the aﬁstraat is not
very helpful here.



Thus, the first step in clarifying the language of denocragy
{(and measuring it as well) is to try to capture several
distinctive models of democracy which are conceptually
discrete but also descriptive of obvicusly different kinds
of actual democratic systems or demouratic ideologies. In an
earlier study, Strona Democracy, I distinguished three kinds
of representative democracy, (authoritative, Juridical and
pluralist}, and two kinds of direct democracy -~ unitary
democracy and participatory or *strong democracy." The
differences are suggested in the following graph:
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Without trying to rehearse the arguments by which these
distinctions are made (if interested, please consult chapter
7 ["A Conceptual Frame®, pp. 139~162} of Strong Democracy,
University of California Press, 1984), I want here to
simplify a little. For our purpotes, I would propose
distinguishing four models: representative {without the
subtypes}, unitary, strong and =-- adding a fourth --
"deliberative.” By deliberative demccracy I have in mind a
nodel which focuses on the character of the interaction
leading to public judgment in a citizenry. Please notice
that while thege four models can be conceptually
distinguished, elements from each may be found in any
particular regime. Moreover, relationships between them are
themselves the product a various theories, For example,
Madisonian proponents of representative dencocracy may argue
that experienced elected representatives are more liksly to
render deliberative judgments than ordinary people
participating in a strong democratic referendum. Or that
strong democracy inevitably becomes demagogic and thus comes
to resemble "unitary™ democracy at its worse. Participatory
demwcr&tsrnmyazgu& that mest modern democratic systeoms
involve important elements of popular participation me
whether in jury service, state referenda, or local
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neighborhood politics -~ and may insist strong democracy is
less subject to corruption and thus more deliberative and
prudent than representative democracy.

i
In another words, our four models entail overlapping
practices, and are unlikely to be found in their pure form
anywhere. On the other hand, there are four types of citizen
ww four varieties of xitizen behavior -~ that accord with
the models. Spacifying those ¢itlizen types may help clarify
the differences between the four models, Let us imagine fouy
citizens: James M., a typical proponentof representative
democracy: Tom J., & strong democrat: Hannah A., &
deliberative citizen: and Pat B., a believer in demccracy as
a consensgal and closed rlub. Here they are:

James M.: James takes pride in his country, and votes
regularly in primaries as well as general elections. When
upset, he will write his Congressman, and has been known to
stuff envelopes for a candidate he particularly likes. He
professes a wlllingness to do jury duty, although in
practice he has had a good excuse not to s$erve every time he
has been called, and he says with real convictions that he
thinke itiis his job to elect good governors and then let
thern govern. Indeed, he worries that o0 much participation
will only impassion the political process and pravent
peliticians from doing their job. That is to say, he thinks
everyone should vote but that too much Paivie activity® may
e bad for good government. For hin, politics floats above
the “community® and helps regulate it. Communities are
outside of the political domain, the seat of inevitable
conflicts' {which he doesn’t object te} that tend to get
brokered §"Iog~rolled“ he savs) by government.

Tom J: Tom thinks that democracy has to mean more than
voting for those who govern him {(he recalls that a founder
once called that Yelective aristocracy™), and he likes to
get involved in "self-government.," which he insists means
governing himself{in concert with others.} He is & member of
his neighborhood association, chairs his daughter’s
highschool PTA, and has testified at hearings in his state
arout introducing a legisistive iniative and refersndun
process. He can sound eynical apout national politics and
failed to vote in the 1984 Presidential election, but is
genuinaiy enthusiastic about his cwn community and the
poss;bllzties of making 8 difference locally., Thus, for Tom,
pelitics is all about community -~ how women and men govern
the communities they belong to in common, how they discover
the commen ground on which theliyr comnunities are haged. Tom
doesn’t fear conflict, but thinks particvipatory politics are
# good way to both deal with and {occasionally) get beyoend
conflict.,

|
Hannah A.: Hannah refuses to respond to pollsters ("They
never asﬁ me what I think as a citizen, only what I want as
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a privste individual and they get citizens self~consciously

second-guessing themselves by constantimirroring what it is tee

supposadly thinking!") and insists on talking about
everything before voting. She drives local politicians wild
by calling and writing and arguing through every issue on
the publie agenda, and has told her teenage children that is
better not to vote at all than to vote without thinking., She
likes to say that citizens are private individuals who have
learned to think publicly, and she works hard at being a
citizen in exactly that way. For her, the political
community is the ONLY communicy worth talking sbout; it
includes only those willimgr ¢o commit ¢hemselves to
political talk and deliberation. The rest are, by choice,
followers and in a certain sense don’t belong to the
political community. Hannah has no wish ro increapse voter
turnout, which, she is certain, will only nave the effect of
decreasing deliberation,

Bat B.: Pat is a €atholic and a union man, and belives that
democracy means voting his identity. Even in the Reagan
years, he stayed with the Democrats, because it was "his®
party, and he is impatient with the new wave of Latin-
American and Asian immigrants coming ashore in the Nineties.
Although his own great grandparents were nearly barred from
coming to America by Nineteenth Century Protestant Xnow-
Nothings who thought Catholics would destroy the fragile
unitary identity of the nation, he now believes america is
an exciusive clubd of people with values just like his own.
Consequently, he thinks Latin and Asian Americans are likely
to destroy the fragile unitary identity of the nation. He
sees nimself as a demourat, by which he means that his
people. Pat doesn’t like confliict and thinks democracy ought
o ke about achieving a congensus, ang that those who don't
£it don‘tc belong in America. Democracy is less about voting
than about fundamental agreement on fundamental values like
family values.

Now If we think of these four different citizen types, we
can see that any attempt elither to stipulate a single
understanding of c¢itizenship, or assess what is o count as
a civic skill or an Yeffective’ democratic citizen, will
depend which type we have in mind. Depending on whether we
are looking for a sound representative system citizen or a
strong democrat, we can imagine very different sets of
gquestions being asked, For example, cognitive skKills, what
one needs to know £to be & citizen, differs considerably
across models. Representative democrats may need to
understand character issues, and certainly have to. know how
the forng of representative government work: strong
depocrats, on the other hand, may requires extensive
knowledge of issues and policies. The atftitudes proper to a
representative democrat {a sense of responpibility
associated with accountability but a willingness to defer to
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elented rulers) will differ from thuse proper to a strong
democrat (an insistance on taking responsibility directly
for polioy-making, a willingness to be permanently involved
in politics locally).

Finally, agy attempt to fathom other Key issues on our
agenda =~ comaunity sgervice, for éxample -- can be seen Lo
depand on how we congtrue democracy itself. The
representative democrat for whop governing is an activity of
roeprogentatives and who Beas service as an agpect of the
private sector, may emphasize charicy, halping others, and
feeling goud, whersas ths strong democrat will fococus on
service as an extension of basic responsibhility for self-
government, and give service a much more pelitical meaning.

Thaese premarks are not peant to rastrict our discussion of
key concepts and their relationships. Rather, they are
intanded to give some sense of the complexity ©f our tasks,
end the RELATIONAL nature of the Ray torms. Finally, they
are intended to invite debats and controversy, since thay
show, abova all, that there are no fixed deafinitions and
there can be no cloture Ly experts or others on the debate

about the meaning of democracy, community, citizenship and
service,



Higher Ed %:catfan gnd Citizenship: An Individualist Perspective
| Alan Ryan

Disclaimers |
Without wishing to sound too complaining a note, [ ought to say that [ write in an
"individualist" mode largely because Ben Barber suggested 1 ought. My own inclination,
faced with a topic like this, would have been to reach for T.H. Green and the young
John Dewey, to both of whom a conception of citizenship came naturally that they felt
able to promotei‘to the young men - [ say "men" advisedly, because this was a long time |
ago, and both of them taught at non-coeducational institutions - to whom they taught
philosophy and its history. Indeed, so little am I persuaded that there is any serious dif-
ference between an intelligible individualism and an intelligible communitarianism on
this issue that I shall surely end by reaching for them anyway... But [ want to begin by
playing my role in the drama scripted by Professor Barber. | have little surprising or
novel to say, but things [ take for granted may surprise my interiocutors, and even if
they are merely startled by me, I learn a good deal from them. If that's true on this occa-
sion, you will have earned my thanks, though [ am rot sure [ shall have earmed yours.

Before | start, I ought to say that [ am gloomily conscious that I say nothing at ali
about what migll“tt feature in the curriculum of programmes of civic education - as the
mention of Green and Dewey suggests, | would wish to say something, and [ hope that
iri the final paper [ shall - and if possible even less about the measurement of
citizenship. My %zzemm-y of such matters now runs back to Almond and Verba’s The
Civic Culture of 1965, and the enormous difficulties its authors encountered in assessing
such things as citizen and subject competence, pride in governmentand soon. It is
plainly of some importance to be able to assess the "value added” of whatever education
we give our students - | suspect that we rarely try to do it because it will reveal some
exceedingly alar:ming truths about how [iitle value our highest prestige institutions add
- but in this reah;n I have very little idea how one would even begin. It is surely much
harder than in any area where there are relatively uncontroversial tests of performance
to be administered.
The social contract: one more version
It is often said - at least, Professor Etzioni often says it, and Professor Barber says it in
his introduction, to take two people whose views [ respect - that we live in a culture that
goes on a great deal about rights and goes on much less about obligations. Now this
can’t literally be true. If it goes on about rights at all, it must go on about obligations at

least to the same degree: your rights are my obligations, my rights are your obligations.
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Your right to walk down the street unmolested is my obligation to leave you
unhindered as you walk down the street. What is it that they mean ? Two things rather
than one, perhaps. Partly, I think, that people reach too quickly for the language of
rights when they ought to use a less peremptory moral vocabulary. That is, [ may say
that | have a right to a job when what [ mean is that it is a waste of my talents to leave
me unemployed; nobody in particular has the sort of obligation to hire me that
everyone has to refrain from assaulting me or abusing me, and [ may not really think
that any person or institution has the sort of non-optional duty that rights impose. It .
may be that I say [ have a right only as an emphatic way of saying that I really, truly,
and importantly ought (in some sense) to have a job. But this first complaint runs in two
possible directions; one is to say that excessive use of the language of rights just debases
the currency. If we start talking of our rights whenever there is something we think
ought to happen, everyone else will start shouting about their rights in just the same
way, and there will be no way of knowing which claims should be given priority.

The moral is that we should use the word right only when we have given some
thought to the question of just who or what institution is going to meet the correspond-
ing obligations. If we can’t tell a coherent story about that, we must back off from claim-
ing a right strictly speaking. The other direction it runs in leads to the second complaint,
the one that [ think is more nearly at the heart of the view that there has been too much
talk about rights and not enough about obligations. It isn’t a complaint that can be
defeated by the retort that talk about one just is talk about the other, since it is the com-
plaint that each of us has become too willing to claim our rights, and not willing enough
~ to meet our obligations. It isn’t that | am unwilling to talk about obligations when it’s
your obligations to me, but that I am unwilling to talk about obligations when [ have to
acknowledge my obligations to you. My rights and your obligations come trippingly off
my tongue; your rights and my obligations do not.

But what is the proper relationship between my rights and my obligations ? The
relationship between your rights and my obligations is a matter of logic; to say that you
have a right just is to say that somebody or other has an obligation - the ten dollars I
owe you is what you have a right to have repaid and what I have an obligation to repay.
The refationship between my rights and my obligations is something entirely different. |
could without apparent contradiction wish to have all my rights met and wish to meet
none of my obligations - the banker would like all his debtors to pay up and all his
creditors to shut up; whether I could without contradiction propose this as a moral
principle is another kettle of fish, and one I shan’t examine closely since it has been dis-

Alan Ryan page 2/

—l -l - .- _ I I O b N . S N BN BN B e



cussed 50 oftené But if there is no logical contradiction in wishing to enjoy a large num-
ber of rights and meet a small number of obligations, it is clear that human society is
impossible if ev'eryone tries 1o live on the basis of insisting on their rights and ratting on
their obligations, and that nobody will voluntarily cooperate with persons whom they
suspect of intending to try it.

It is equally clear that one aspect of the fears that Amitai Etziond and his col-
laborators have'recently voiced is that we have inad vertently been creating a society
that is approaching the condition that I have just said is socially impossible, that we are
undermining the basis of our own social existence, | am myself not persuaded that we
are in general very far along that slippery slope. One reason for thinking that we are
not far down the slippery slope is that an awful iot of everyday obligations get meton a
taken for granted basis, are enforcei? law and public opinion without anyone giving
it a second thought, and are more ornternalized in our everyday social interactions. if
they were not, things would indeed have ground to a halt pretty swiftly, and thus far
and in general they haven’t. There are innumerable situations in which one would be
utterly foolish to rely on such thoughts: you might expert your professors to turm up to
class merely because they feit they ought ta do, but you'd be rash to think your local
drug dealer would hesitate before betraying you to the police in order to save his own
hide. 5till, as | éuggest below, one way in which an "individualist” analysis may heip us
to think about the topics we have before us, is by turning our attention to problems of
coordination, réther than only to problems of moral conscicusness. The complaint that 1 .
ascribe to Professor Etzioni and those who are persuaded by him is that demands are
made in a way that violates the conditions of reciprocity. People wanting an improve-
ment in their positions demand their "rights” and say nothing about the reasonableness
of the obligations they thus seek to impose on others, and most importantly say nothing
about what obli gations they might be willing to see imposed on themselves in return,

Now, all this is pretty familiar. But it is worth walking through the argument thus
construed, because it allows us to get to the next stage without appealing to anything
orie might call "communitarian” ideas or ideals. [ haven’t suggested, and resolutely will
not suggest, that the reason for not talking entirely in terms of demanding our rights is
that we are all members of a larger collectivity in whose life and activities we may find
self-realization or whatever else. | think in fact that unless some such view is frue, itis

hard to understand how we could have such notioris as that of moral cooperation; that
i

This is less a matter of unwillingness than to acknowledge that ever since

Kant {or pcssnb!y Hobbes, or even more contentiously, possibly Plato), this

has been hotly argued among philosophers, and nothing hangs on it here.
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is, any ethical theory must be able to answer the question "what does the moral actor
get out of behaving well 7° not because ethical claims reduce to self-interested ones, but
because we must be able to explain how people can be motivated to behave decently. |
think, again, that to do that, we must be able to show how their idea of their own well
being is not a merely self-interested one, but contains already a conception of them-
selves as something other than a Hobbesian atom. None the less, [ want, for the
moment, and not only out of a desire to play my &cript\'ed role, to talk the language of
contract, reciprocity, and exchange, and then I want to talk the language of coordina- .
tion, facilitation, and the need for salient solutions.

On this view - the irdividualist rendering of what has been thought of as a com-
munitarian politics - the thought that lies behind the complaint that there is too much
talk of rights and not enough of obligations is that society must be a system of
reciprocity; this is not just the pracical point, that you won’t cooperate with me if 1
don’t do my share in return, but a moral point. I morally can’t demand my rights and
say nothing of my willingness to recognize your rights, and meet my obligations. The
practical point is that as a matter of social prudence, any society that fails to instill a
strong ethic of reciprocity inte its members will find itself in trouble because trust,
retiance, and the sort of calm that comes from knowing that people will indeed doin the
future their share of the burdens we have assumed in the present will cease to be avail-
able. This would be banal were it not the case that advarnced societies like our own run
many institutional arrangements where contract and reciprocity pull apart from each
other. What [ mear is this: the norm of reciprocity says that if you do me a good turn, |
am bound to do you a good turn - even in the absence of a written or spoken agreement
to that effect. Contracts are a way of indudng people to do things for one another by
allowing the parties to put themselves in a position where reciprocity can be enforced.
But the moral norm of reciprocity requires us to reciprocate in the absence of an explicit
agreement. One complaint against American industrial and business practice - heard
less now that the German and Japanese economic miracles are in remission, but
probably due to be heard again quite soon - is that this norm is less respected here than
elsewhere. US managers and businessmen, it is said, {1 have no idea how fairly) operate
on the basis of "never give a sucker an even break,” or more genteelly, "pacta servanda
sunt, but if it's not in the contract, there’s no call to do it." Essentially, the idea is that
the free market, so construed, works effectively if people pursue their own self-interest
narrowly construed, to the utmost consistent with respect for legal and contractual
obligations. Anything more is a reckless waste of one’s resources. But, such an outlook
has the seeds of trouble in it; although it may be an attractive alternative to excessively
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cosy arra.ngemeints under some circumstances - widows and orphans will do better if
their inves tmen} advisers aggressively pursue good bargains instead of leaving their
money with the local thrift as a favour to an old friend - it may equally mean that many
cooperative ei&t;zrprises are forgone because nobody trusts anyona eise to share the
payoffs on a vo?nntary basis. The more worrying thought is that if many institutions
encourage such behaviour, it spreads through society, and so undermines even the
moral basis on which unpoliced perfi}rmance of contractual agreements must rest.

Reciprocity is paradigmatically an individualistic moral notion, It is when I ask
myself what ] owe to somebody else that | then consider what they have done for me,
and what is due in return. But, it won’t cover as much of the moral landscape as one
might hope; m*,§ to put it differently, if one tries to get it to cover much more of the moral
landscape, and particularly the kind of area we are thinking of here, it gets stretched out
of shape. Can our obligation to assist people who are, say, out of work, homeless, ill but
uncared for, and so on be explained in terms of reciprocity 7 Richard Titmuss once tried
to justify the weifare state in such terms, in effect by arguing that people who were
unemployed had shared the risks of a free market economy, and that their unemploy-
ment benefit was a sort of payment from the rest of us in return for that. This had a
proper polemical purpose, lifing unemployment benefit out of the category of charity
and into the category of a claim of right; but it is not clear that it’s persuasive as a piece
of logic. For one thing, the unemployed had nointention of sharing such risks, probably
had no partiz:zzifar understanding of them, and so on: for another, we do not seem to be
tempted to pay: unemployment benefit in accordance with the ex ante risks of
unemployment but only in accordance with the usual parameters of what the income
was that we are replacing, and how many people are dependent upon it.

There is ancther, different, and rather old thought that may catch more of what we
need: social arrangements such as property rights depend upon the self-restraint of
those who are least favoured by them, and thus those who benefit most owe the worst
off a return for their self-restraint. | have always found this an attractive argument, not
least because itj appears to capture at least some of the sentiments of disgruntled small
crooks who complain that they have been asked to shoulder the burdens of society
without an ade:quate return. But even this only covers the most general "contributions”
of the hard dor}e by - their willingness to secure their goals by lawful rather than law-
less means, andl s0 ory it doesn’t take one much further. Will reciprocity in any form
carry us into the regions in which this workshop is interested 7 To put it more brutally,
what can we say to the person who observes that he has  never had any favours
from the unemployed, the homeless, abused children or whomever, and therefore owes
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them nothing by way of reciprocity, whatever charitable impulses he may or may not
be able to summon up ? (Was it Eliza Doolittle’s scapegrace father or some other
Shavian hero who observed "I'm always being asked to think of the future; but when
has the future ever thought about me " ?j It is not, perhaps, a matter of his feeling
more or less willing to help in various ways, but a denial that it is one of his duties as a
citizen, a derual that the citizenship of the hard up gives them a right to his help.
Indeed, one can imagine someone who combined considerable charitable inclinations
with a fastidious wish to represent these as sentiments of fellow human feeling, who
warnted to distinguish quite sharply between what he thought he owed others as part of
a system of reciprocal rights and duties and what he thought he owed them as simply
people in need.

Before moving on, I want to make two further nods in the direction of arguments
that come close to these. The first is the conception of citizenship that underpins T.H.
Marshall’s classic work, Class and Citizenship. Here, Marshall argues that the past two
centuries have seen the development of a notion of social equality from the idea of
equality before the law, through the democratic ideal of equal voting rights, and onto
the still contested but widely accepted ideal of equal access to social and economic
advantage. (And Albert Hirschmann has interestingly argued in The Rhetoric of Reaction
that the standard conservative response has always been to obstruct each advance by
saying that the next advance will destroy the gains made by the first; so democracy
threatens the ruie of law and the welfare state threatens democracy - and who knows
what will be accused of destroying the welfare state ?) If one were to accept Marshall’s
schema not simply as history but also as morality, it would become more plausible to
say that the indigent had a right to our aid, and a right in virtue of their common
citizenship. But it seemns to me that this gets matters the wrong way round. It is not that
we have an independent conception of a common citizenship from which their rights
flow so much as that we have come to think that charity is not our favourite organizing
conception, and that the needy have a right to assistance. It may also bs, to unveil more
of what | really wish to suggest, that such a revised conception of citizenship rests on an
appeal to ideas about solidarity and a common obligation te aid one another in coping

with common hazards that we have reason to think modern societies increasingly press -

upon us. The point here is simnply to raise some doubts about the moral persuasiveness
of Marshall's account, at any rate if we think of it as translated into the terms to which |
am confining myself,
The other passing cbservation is that there is another sort of individualism here
that we might at teast look at. One concept of reciprocity is not that of “favours due for
Alan Ryan page 6/
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favours done,” but "put yourself ir their shoes and see how things look.” That is, it is an
appeal to the exéhzngeabélity of viewpoints, an appeal that seems to be individualist in
appealing to what each potentially recalcitrant spectator is feeling or thinking, but
"reciprocal” oni;,; in the sense that mathematical reciprocals are - the view of you held by
me has its complement in the view of me held by you, and a vital aid to moral thinking
is that I should ém:upy your viewpoint as [ occupy my own. [ shan’t explore the
psychological or logical difficulties of this view of ethics: it underpins R.M. Hares
moral phﬂmp}}y, and has attracted critical scrutiny for forty years. [ only observe that
it is not the same notion as that of reciprocal obligation in the quast-contractual sense.
But, | have a covert aim in bringing it into the discussion. One thing [ hope to do, but do
not even begin to do here, is link these thoughts not only (as I shall do hereina
moment) to the issue of civic education in a university setting, but to some empincal
evidence about the attitudes of students in a setting where there is a great deal of
voluriteerism, even though there is no curricular requirement. Princeton students not
only do a great deal of voluntary work - Habitat for Humanity, food drives, Big Brother
and Big Sister programmes, literacy programmes in Trenton prison. and so on - but
approach it in an organized fashion through a student volunteer coundil on which a few
facuity members sit and by way of which other faculty are drawn in to help. My
experience of students [ have talked to who do a goad deal of voluntary work in such
contexts is that their moral values are not “citizenship” values, and rot in general
utilitarian or "redprocity-based.”

Rather, they seem to belong with 18th century ideal observer theories of value;
students ask tjhemseives what sort of a person they would judge themselves to be, look-
ing at themselves from the outside. This may look like an appeal to the kind of “recipro-
cal” vision this paragraph has been discussing, but I think it is not. For there is no sug-
gestion that they should change places, mentally and morally speaking, with those
whom they may or may not be helping. Rather, it is they themselves as outsiders look-
ing at themselves in judgment. If one felt unkindly disposed, as colieagues of mine
sometimes do when they encounter these attitudes, it might be criticized as a form of
narcissisty; my own sense is that it isn't, and that the spectatorial *I" is endowed with a
coolness and far-reaching sympathy that is intended to stand in judgment on the ermo-. -
tions and self-centred anxieties of the “I" that is struggling with a moral issue. But, as |
say, all | can'offer at present is a promissory note.

Now, [ began by promising to say something about coordination and similar
problems. T’iﬁs I now do. [ imagine we all have our own private visions of "the” problem
to which society as currently constituted seems to have few answers. My own may give
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fuel to critics, but it is that many of our difficulties iie in the realm of coordination. That
conveys little unless one adds, coordination as oppuosed to lack of goodness of heart,
pure bloody-minded seifishness, and so on. On my view, many people are ready to join
in schemes for the improvement of the conditions of people worse off than themselves
so long as several conditions are met, They have to be fair in their distribution of the
burdens and benefits; the misfortunes they aim to remedy should not be (unduly and
wilfully and prolongedly) self-inflicted; and they have to be effective in alleviating the
problems they set out ta cure. The great obstacle to achieving any of this, aside from the
familiar obstacles of sloth, greed, and general unconcern, is the difficulty of coordinat-
ing our actions. Coordination needs various things, some of them in the alternative,
some of them together.

The coordination of voluntary activities can sometimes be achieved by the
existence of a salient solution. A group of tourists who lose one another and want to
meet up will either hang around their hotel lobby, or head for the main square; but the
bigger the town and the more dispersed, the less clear it may be where that salient place
is. One thing that leadership provides is saliency; we know whose decisions to follow -
the tour leader may traverse the town waving his umbrella aloft, gathering in his lost
flock. But leadership may, in conjunction with a modicum of real authority, achieve
coordination another by making it much more likely that contributions to the activity
under his or her leadership will actually do some good, while other contributions will
go to waste. And this is likely to be a cumulative process. One way in which purely
voluntary organizations are at a disadvantage vis 4 vis the state is that the state’s ability
to coerce the recalcitrant intc working with its schemes gives its schemes greater effec-
tiveness and therefore great moral attractiveness - | need hardly add "cetenis paribus.”
There may be any number of countervailing features of coercive government schemes
that sabotage this argument.

| offer this argument, however, as a small contribution to the topic before us. In
New Jersey schools, there is now a requirement for students to engage in "voluntary
work.” Many people have observed that compulsory voluntary work seems to be an
oxymoron, though those of us who recall ROTC calls for "volunteers - you, you, and

“you!" may be alittle less shocked. If you suppose that what matters is that students
should pick out for themseives what they feel morally drawn to, should think what they
will be good at, should investigate what there is, how to get to it, and 50 on and so forth,
then the compulsory element is indeed a disabling feature of it. If you think only that
students should get into the habit of expecting to do something of the sort, you are
likely to be happy so long as there is a certain amount of choice available about what

Alan Ryan page 8/

]

2 . B T

A __ .

e

&




|l N e

ks #

¢ . ] _
M W G TN ar AR G bk s e e

form the act:ivit)"r takes - that students who have asthma attacks at the {irst puff of dust
should not be dragooned into chipping plaster off walls. Salience is a great aid to over-
coming the familiar feeling that we'd like to help but don’t quite know at what and
where; and salience is likely to be taken care of by such programmes.

What are we after

But the wcrkshé:rp is not about “how to get from individualism to cooperation,” though
that is more or iess the brief | have so far set myself. It is about the civic education of
students in hxgher education, and [ want to say a bit about that. [ have two thoughts,
and they are at: least in tension with each other, perhaps in outright contradiction, But -
here they are. The first is that unless there is some civic dimension to the education stu-
dents get, it is zwt higher education at all. Having said that, I have to say that I think
most of what § zs offered in institutions of higher education really isn’t higher education,
Indeed, to trail my coat even more, | think that most of it doesn’t even purport to be,
and that machzaf what purports to be isn't. On the first count, [ merely observe that
most of what goes on in institutions of higher education is avowedly vocational training
of a fairly narrow sort, | do not know the exact figures, but something like two thirds of
all higher education students are majoring in something whose general label is "busij.
ness studies.’ 'I'helr English courses are courses in writing business letters, their
economics is book-keeping, and their politics is so far as possible an education in how
business may keep the right side of the legal system. Nor is this a matter of teachers
denying students what students want; most of the time, it seems to be an essentially
good natured mutual conspiracy. The wonder is not that so many of these students
don’t take much interest in politics, and don’t know much about the pelitical and
economic systems of their native country, let alone others, but that so many of them
come thmug}{ as public spirited, energetic and wide awake as they do.

Lest this sound like intellectual snobbery, [ must add the second point, that [ think
that much of what is taught in the most distinguished places has just about as little
tendency to widen anyone’s horizons or turn their minds towards the political and
economic issues of the day, Courses such as David Billington's in Engineering, Art, and
Politics at Princeton stand out just because they are so unusual; in my own field, which
is in principle concerned with exactly the right issues, there is constant pressure 1o turn
the subject into an examinable set of topics - which I cheerfully agree it must in part be -
without much thought about its educational value. That educational value, to my mind,
ought to be the same in just about every discipline, namely the encouragement of a self.
conscious capacity to think about why we study what we do, what good it us to us, how
we came o see the world as we have, and so almost endlessly on. What makes higher
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education higher is not that it is the rote learning of more difficult theories and more
arcane facts, but that its recipients are supposed to end with some idea of why we ever
bothered to emerge from the unthinking primeval ooze. It is that that seems to me the
first step in a civic education, and one that all higher education should meet.

But characteristically, I also think something close to the oppesite thought. That is,
it must be one part of higher education’s purpose to allow us to get away from the
everyday pressures of practical matters - not to "use” Homer or Shakespeare, but allow
them to "use” us. In my view, these are not really incompatible aims and intenticns,
sinice the ievel at which higher education can intrinsicaily do anything to make us better
citizens is that of making us aware of our own position as members of the human com-
munity, and of a particular branch of it, and of that branch at a particular point in its
history, and so on. That is, I den’t believe that higher education in and for itself can
make us good citizens in quite the sense before us here. I do believe that it can in and
for itself sensitize students to what is at stake, but that any programme of the sort des-
cribed in the papers we have seen has 1o be defended as part of a specific training in the
duties of citizens here ard now in the light of the problems that confront us here and
now - as a sort of pacific ROTC programme, not as an implication of higher education’s
own intrinsic purposes. But, [ hope what | have said suggests that this is different from
saying that it is an intrusion upen those purposes. It seems to me that it is not, and that
it would be absurd to suggest that a gicbal conception of citizenship such as | think
really is implied in the claim to offer higher education at all - [ incline to say education
at all, but wili restrain the impulse here - is at odds with or hostile to the specific inten-
tions of such programmes.

Lastly, what conception of citizenship is it that we are trying to advance when we
either institute some form of voluntary work requirement for students or put strenuous
irstitutional encouragement behind a programme for volunteers ¢ Itevidently goes
well beyond any of the ordinary elements of the right te vote, eligibility for office and so
on. 5o why does one feel tempted to reach for the concept of citizenship rather than any
other ? It is here that my efforts to rest everything on "individualist® conceptions of
political ethics really have to be abandoned. Or rather, they have to be sophisticated.
Think of }.5. Mill, whe is often thought to be the paradigmatic individualist, whose con-
viction of our essential soclability was such that he claimed in Utilitariamsm that we can
only think of ourselves cutside a social setting with a considerabie effort of imagination,
whao stressed that the libertarian doctrines of On Liberty were absclutely not to be
understood as an encouragement to selfishness and indifference to the well being of our
fellows, and who emphasized throughout his Considerations on Representative Govern-
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ment that citizenship was a trust for the benefit of others as well as for ourselves, that a
democratic goveimment could only rest on a citizenry who were self-protecting, public
spirited, and conscmus of what they owed to the social and political order on which
they depended. It is true that one would not wish at this [ate stage of the 20th century
to defend Mill’s v:ﬁws about the way that public assistance should disqualify us from
the suffrage, nor yet his advocacy of a poli tax to bring home to each citizen the fact that
each of us does afz:i must contribute to the society on which we make our claims. 54ll,
one might wazzt some of the traits of character that he thought necessary for a successful
democracy. | '

Asfaras |, zm:ierstand the formula that Saul Alinsky adopted - never do for
anyone what thigy can do for themselves - it was squarely in line with Mill’s insistence
that the educative role of democratic participation would be lost if people were not to a
large extent pn£ in command of their own well being. In the current climate this plaindy
creates one pracﬁca.l hazard of any programme such as we are discussing, which is that
it looks as if somethmg very like political organizing is almost more valuable than
something in tl}e dimension of social work, and it is only the more innocuous kind of
social work programmes that we can really expect any sort of consensus on.

This is perhaps a fuxurious anxiety, We are not facing a situation in which there is
a vast amount ?f volunteer work going on, and we wonder how to extend its reach, We
are asking, rather, what the place of such voluntary work is in the higher education of
our students. If it does not much more than extend their sympathies, their empirical
understanding of the hazards of everyday life for the less well favoured twenty percent
of the pcpuiatz{}:z - and if as a bonus it gives them the sort of easy empathy with people
who live in very different conditions that people like T.H. Green and John Dewey
hoped such w?rk would produce, and which [ must say [ feel that | have always lacked
myself - it will have done a great deal.
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{Working Paper)
Rogers M. Smith

First 1 will go over some familiar ground mapping how
American citizenship is commonly undersiood. Then I'll indicate
what I'm adding to that map.

1) The Conventional Debate. There is a standard narranve
about American citizenship, one endorsed in much popular rhetoric
and in the writings of prestigious authors ever since the nation was a
glimmer in a few colonists’ angry eyes. American law and the
American Creed hold, we are twid, that to be an American citizen, one
does not have to be of any particular race, gender, religion, ethnicity
or onginal nationality, culture, or language. A person only has
support the American constitutional system and be law-abiding,
though aliens must also give some minimal evidence that they are
willing and able to work hard and be self-supporting, Unlike most
other nationalities, then, American citizenship rests ultimately only
on consent to the political principles valorizing personal liberties and
democratic self-governance that are enshrined in America’s
Constitmtion and laws. On this view, American civic edocation is
properly centered on teaching those principles, as well as on the
skills and habits needed for effective participation in democratic
political processes, in the commercial market economy that legal
protection of economic liberties generates, and in the diverse forms
of life persons may choose to pursue.

Readers may observe that embedded in this widely shared
account are (at least}) two overlapping, often joiatly held, but
nonetheless analytically distinguishable conceptions of citizenship.
First, a more “liberal” or “thin democratic” notion presents the
American citizen as essentinlly a bearer and enjoyer of individual
rights, of economic, spiritual, intellectval, procedural, and only
secondarily political liberties. She or he is likely to be most absorbed
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in pursuing happiness in forms of “private” life, work, church, family,
and to get politically involved only sporadically, with a view to
kecgingf government accountable and making sure it does not
trample; rights.

In contrast, 4 “strong democratic,” "participatory democratic,”
or “civic republican” reading of American citizenship emphasizes not
the individual rights it bestows and protects, but participation in the
forms of democratic self-governance it makes possible. On this view
involvement in American political life is not a nuisance, the price of
perscrvihg personal liberties. It is a civic duty, part of a shared
commitéwm 1o help shape our lives in common and serve our
common interests, and a vital fulfillment of our human potential for
both freedom and moral dignity, as we bring the social constituents
of our lives under more conscious consensual conirol,

’I'lhus disentangled, more "liberal" and more “democratic® or
“repzzbiz;can" conceptions of American citizenship point to different
cmphaggg in civic education, as Richard Battistoni has argued.
Liberal” views stress development of the cognitive and economtic
skills that enable individuals 10 flourish in planning their own lives,
and in 'the marketplace. Democratic ones stress fostering the sense of
civic responsibility, and the skills of democratic participation, that
produce citizens who are more concerned about public life and
vigor ously active in politics, at least at some levels. Importantly,
democratic views tend to favor extensive governance at local levels
more accessible to democratic participanion, while liberals are happy
with national governance so long as it seems most efficient and
resmaing accountable. But American advocates of democratic civic
conceptions generally accept much national governance and wish it
to be fis democratic as possible,

Much of the current discussion of American citizenship and
¢ivie clducazi{m centers on the debate over whether more liberal or
more democratic conceptions should guide American policies. At
times, theorists and educators like Locke, Mill, Horace Mann, and
Diane Ravitch are arrayed (rightly or wrongly) on the more liberal
side: figures like Rousseau, Jefferson, and Dewey are placed on the
more c%cmocrazic side. Again, however, most Americans want the
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best of both worlds (Amy Guumann's Dg atis ation is perhaps
the most extensive recent effort 10 see how this mtght be done).

One further aspect of the conventional debate should be noted.
Both sides adhere to a shared explanation of how American
citizenship came to exist, as a combin ation of liberal and
democratic or republican elements. This explanation usuaiiy
involves appeal to Tocqueville's great work, Demogracs 8
And though his views are actoally more complicated, iize zzazzéard
story does have a Tocquevillian flavor. It holds that America was
predominantly settled by European colonists who brought with them
Enlightenment ideals of liberty, especially religious freedom, and
who were then shaped by the unusual physical, social, and political
conditions of the new country. Because land was plentiful, the
European aristocracy absent, and conwrol by home officials weak,
Americans quickly became used to relatively equal econemic and
social statuses; considerable freedom in their religious, economic, and
personal lives; and considerable political self-governance, via town
meetings, local juries, and elected representative colonial assemblies,
And because they séught to grow in numbers, Americans were from
early on eager to embrace as fellow citizens anyone willing 10
support and participate in these ways of life, regardless of their
backgrounds,

The colonists thus shaped eventually came to resent the way
British imperial authorities infringed on their personal liberties,
economic but also religious, and their long established practices of
political self-governance. Hence they came to establish a new
republican form of government, resting on popular sovereignty,
favorable to commercial pursuits, and constructed with elaborate
protections for individual rights. From at least the Revolution on,
then, American citizenship was most shaped by the liberal and
democratic commitments ideology, geography, economics, culture,
history, habits and politics had conspired to produce. Or so the
familiar story goes.

ti}. The Missing Links. This standard view of American civic
identity captures significant truths. But some crucial things are
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clearly inissing. because there is a lot that this account does not
explain.] Why have Americans so often denied access to full
American citizenship to persons and groups who were perfectly
willing to vouchsafe loyalty to American constitutional principles and
to support themselves?” Why has it been so controversial to have
American civic education at all, and especially to extend it on an
equal §§sis to all members of American society? In these regards,
the main lessons of my research on the conceptions of citizenship
Americén lawmakers and judges have written into their public laws
are thr}ee-f&id.

First, though [iberal and democratic notions have indeed been
central, Americans have also defined both civic membership and
civic education extensively through appeal to a third political and
intellectual tradition, a family of ethnocultural conceptions that |
ferm “émcricanist." "Americanism” holds that cthnicily, race,
religion, gender, language, and cultural heritage are quite relevant
for dnc}ding who should be full American citizens and what forms
their ci‘tizcnships should take, Specifically, American citizens should
posscssl' the characteristics of native-born WASP males or some none
too distant approximation thereof. Civie education should foster such
traits lll'l all those capable of possessing them, but iraditionally
Americanism has held that many could not reasonably be treated as
having !such capacities. At times these less capable persons have
included blacks, Native Americans, other ethnic minorities, and
women. Americanism suggests such disparate groups should receive
special education appropriate to their civic roles. Some may be
denicd acess to citizenship, and civic education, altogether.

Second, analysts have focused on liberal and democratic
conceplions of citizenship and underrated the importance of
Americanist notions in part because thcy have seen America through
European eyes, They have focused on the lesser presence of the
types of ascribed, hereditary hierarchical feudal political and
economic class structures that have been central 1o European politics
historically. Thus they have not attended adequately to the forms of
as&:zi;zz;ve hereditary, racial, ethnic, sexual, culwral, and religious,
that wiere in fact central, though frequently contested, constituents

i
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of American political development. American civic culture and its
development thus must be reappraised from a standpoint that sees it
as a common product shaped by all these ideological traditions and
practices.

Third, Americanist conceptions have shown the power and
tenacity they have because liberal and democratic conceptions of
American civic identity, taken alone or in tandem, often have not
scemed sufficient bases for senses of meaningful civic membership
and both national and partisan political loyalties. Many Americans
have regarded them as too demanding in terms of the individual
efforts required to earn self-respect; too disruptive in terms of their
implications for inherited, valued ways of life; and insufficiently
affirming of Americans’ inherent personal and social worth, ag
something validated by more transcendant historical, natural, and
divine standards. Some Americans have gone so far as 10 renounce
liberal conceptions of universal human rights and commitments to
demaocratic self-governance, But most have wied 1o affirm liberal
and democratic values while qualifying them by simultaneocusly
affirming Americanist accounts that shonened the roster of those
eligible to claim liberal rights and full democratic powers,

Americans, then, have generally not been pure liberals,
democrats, or Americanisis. Instead the nation’s history, political
parties and movements, and its laws, including its systems of civic
education, have displayed various blends of these clements, all with
more or less severe internal tensions and inconsistencies. For many
Americans, those tensions have been less important than the
political, economic, and psychic benefits these combinations of beliefs
and practices have provided. The tensions have, nonetheless, ofien
spurred conflict and change.

Once we see American political colture and development as
shaped not simply by the dynamics and tensions of liberal and
republican traditions, but also by the interaction of those values with
Americanist ones, several important revisions in the standard
narrative follow. On this view it appears normal, not aberrationatl,
for Americans repeatedly to reinvent nonliberal, nondemocratic,
often inegalitarian ideologies of civic identity as means of coping
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with discontents liberal and democratic values have not addressed,
and may indeed have foswered, We should therefore also not
presume such reinventions are no longer possible today. The
liberalizing and democralizing changes of the 1950s and 1960s
aircad)!f prompted resurgent forms of Americanism in the late 70s
angd 8(%)3, and the trajectory of the 90s is not yet clear. And we
should see the challenge of American civic education now as not
simpig; a choice between more liberal and democratic conceptions.
The quest for an appropriate civic education also compels us to find
better 'ways to respond to the deep longings for less voluntaristic,
more organic senses of civic identity that have so heavily, and often
s0 oppressively, shaped education and civic life in America.

With these basic points skeiched, 1 will in the remainder of this
essay point to some of the evidence that leads me to advance them,
I will; especially note ways these various political traditions have
been ;exprcsser;i in American gducational systems.

H

ji). Americanism. Civic Iden and Ajnerican vi¢ Educa
The rrl_wst frequant of many criticisms made against the claims just
sketched is thar they exaggerate the significance of noniiberal,
inegalitarian ideologies and practices in American life.! These have,
many $ay, been real, but they have been recognized by most
Ameri}cans as exceptional and marginal, and they have been slowly
but steadily eliminated from American life throughout our history.

;Perhaps so; but many facts speak powerfully the other way.
Not just in exceptional periods, but for over 8B0% of the nation's
history, U.5. laws have declared most of the world's population to be
ineligible for full American citizenship, solely and explicitly because

! The next most frequent is that these nooliberal, inegalitarian ideologies arc
at rooy expressions of liberal, democratic ideologies and arrangements., |
contend instcad that they arc distinguishablie analytically, morally, pointically
and historically. But I do not mean to present liberal and democratic traditions
as pristine, unconnected to the nation's history of ascriptive inequalities.
Instsad, [ think most Americans have combined liberal, democratic, and
ascriptive bhelicfs; that they bave donc 3o in part beocause of their
dissatisfacriens with libersl democratic precepts; and that they have used
Zihcraljaﬁd democratic srguments o reinforce Americanist ascnplive
positions whenever they could plausibly {or even implausibly) do so.




of their race, original nationality, or gender. For at least 2/3 of
American history, a majority of the domestic adult population has
also been ineligible for full citizenship for the same reasons, For
persons of the wrong color, national background, or gender, it did not
matter how “liberal," “democratic,” "republican,” or "pro-American”
their views were, or how educated or prosperous they were,

Nor is it tmae that these pattems of civie exclusion, or
assignment of second-class civic status, characterized the nation
extensively at the outser and were gradually eroded. More women
(though not many) legally had the vote in 1790 than in [820. The
civil rights of free blacks were better protected throughout the
nation in 1790 than in 1850, and the rights of blacks were much
better secured in 870 than in 1920 (though they were not fully
secured at any of these times). The legal rights of Native Americans
also had more standing in American courts in 1790 than in 1850,
The US. had no racial restrictions on immigration at all until 1882,
and 1t did not adopt a permanent, claborate, explicitly nationalisuc
guota system, designed to preserve the existing racial and ethnic
makeup of the American citizenry, until 1924, “Two sieps forward,
one step back” is probably closer to the mark than slow but steady
progress, but at times for some groups in America there have been
two or three steps back.,

The same pattern holds for civic education: for over 80% of U.S.

history, many public schools were legally segregated by race and
gender (when they existed at all), Throughout those years public
education also generally upheld the superiority of Protestant
religiosity and Anglo-8axon or northern European cultures and
peoples. Not only blacks, but many southern and eastern European
immigrant groups, were prmarily educated for blue collar jobs or
manval Iabor. Women were prepared to be mothers and housewives
of to enter a narrow range of womanly professions.

Officially at least, American public schools are much more inclusive
today; but de facto racial, ethnic, and economic segregation is again
on the rise, for reasons traceable in part to public policies assisting

white flight to the suburbs. 5
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These patterns have many roots, but they include political
problcims present since before the nation's founding., The Europeans
who came to colonial Ameria believed themselves 1o be products of a
superiior civilization and bearers of the true religion. Some, indeed,
saw themselves as people chosen by God to preserve trne religion
from %:m’mp:ion in Britain and Europe. From the outset, they gave
wiigiéﬁs and culwural, as well as economic reasons to each other and
to zha: world to explain why they were entitled to take land from the
aboriginal tribes and to use Africans as chattel slaves.

When British colonists had overwhelmed Dutch, Swedish, and
German immigrants and pushed French and Spanish populations,
along ‘with many tnbes, to the margins of what is now the U.S., they
grew increasingly restive with many restraints imposed on them by
British home authorities. Bui there was no massive groundweil for
revolution; elites favoring that cause were faced with the political
task of winning popular support for it. They could and did claim that
Britain had become a corrupl, despotic monarchy, instead of a free
mixed republic, and that it was violating their natural rights. Bt
rr:publlicanism and liberal rights theories were not widely known or
embraced among the more middling and lower classes of English
Americans. For many they did not provide a morally or politicaily
compelling case for embracing membership in 2 new American
nation: For meost, they did not provide much assurance that this
éaz‘zgeém}s cause would prevail

Hence leaders also appealed to the American colonists’ more
hmadi'y shared senses of religious and cultural idenmiity. Amenicans
were s;aid to be indeed a chosen people, destined to be a beacon of
wholesome Protestant freedom, in contrast to decadent Britain and
Eumpq[:, and also to the savage American aborigines and the barbaric,
almost subhuman Africans. Thus the forces of history, nature, and
above all divine Providence could be counted on to insure the success
of their new endeavor. By elaborating ihis sense of themselves as
possessing a religiously sanctioned, superior, and freedom-favoring
ethnoculiural identity, Americans created "Americanism.”

It included within it not only notions of the superiority of Euro-
Americt:ans and Christianity 1o all other cultures, races, and religions.
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It also endorsed beliefs that God and nature assigned women and
men different and unequal roles that a model Protestant republic
should enforce. Thus the enactments of the revolutionary and
Confederation eras created new republican governments in the states
and guaranteed individuai rights. But they also provided for
refigious education, as did the Northwest Ordinance, they deprived
women of the few voting rights they had, everywhere but in New
Jersey; and they sanctioned the exclusion of the tribes and of slaves
from access to citizenship.

Apart from its recognition of slavery and the separate
existence of the tribes, the Constitution appears ethnocuturally
"nentral.”  But in fact this "neutrality” is an artifact of the ongoing
difficulties of winning support for the new national government, and
for the new American narionality itself. The framers did not reject
"“Americanist” definitions of citizenship (though some had
reservations about such views), The Constitution was silent on many
issues of ethnocultral qualifications for citizenship because it was
politic to defer 10 state definitions of civic identities in many
respects,  The different regions disagreed too much on the proper
variety of Protestant religiosity, on slavery, as well as on other
issues, to permit any other national resolution of these ethnocultural
controversies. (Few thought women's statuses required much
attention, beyond better enforcement of the common law),

One educational conseguence of these differences over what
conceptions of national identity should prevail occurred at the outset
and wag repeated up to the Civil War: the rejection of efforts to
greate a national university. Presidents from George Washington on
promoted the idea as a means 1o foster 3 common national culture
and hence strengthen national patriotisms. It was opposed by those
with strong attachments to particular regions, and to traditions of
localistic republican self-governance, for precisely those reasons.

The new national government nonetheless acted on behalf of
"Americanist” conceptions of civic identity in other ways. It confined
nawuralization to "whites” in 1790, and in many other ways it
advanced or supported measures to maintain slavery, restrict rights
of free blacks, expel the surviving tribes, and subordinate women's
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civic status to that of their husbands and fathers. And the nation's
politiczai and intellectual leaders began elaborating doctrines of why
American nationality was special, claims usually tilted to express and
support the outlook of some leading party. Their sources were
chicﬂ:} Protestant divines of various sorts, but they were buitressed
by Et}'giish historical works and by continental Enlightenment
theorists of racial difference. These elements were combined in
varim{s versions of the "Anglo-Saxon” myziz, or what might be
termed "Anglo-Saxon Americanism”:  Americans were descended
from northern European peoples, originally Teutonic, who had been
shaped by their early history for Protestant spiritual and republican
political freedom. Hence God had placed them in the New World to
be an example to more slavish peoples, religions, and cultures,
pmpié:s they might be wise 10 avoid, could choose to assimilate, but
also (':'ouié rightly dominate. The Constitution was divinely inspired
as the vehicle for the realization of Americans' distinctive capacities.

l’?he Federalists who enacted the Alien and Sedition Acts
favaréd Anglo-Saxon origins but added an insistence on native birth
for officeholders and voters. Nativity was said to indicate an
upbringing shaped by America's spectal political culture. The
Jeffersonians resisted this restrictive Americanism, correctly seeing
it as an cffort to limit their support from European immigrants, They
were, however, the leading supporters of the restrictions on access to
full citizenship for blacks, Native Americans, and women.

'Similarly, in the antebellum era, Anglo-Saxon Americanism
was particularly visible in the Whigs' nationalistic rhetoric, which
drewespecially on British romantic poets and historians in order to
foster patriotism and respect for property rights. Tt also heavily
shaped what Carl Kaestle has termed the “Protestant Anglo-American
rcput?licazz patdea” of the early public school movement, led by
Horace Mann. Many Jacksonian leaders, who had white immigrant
and ;Catholic constituencies and who supported state powers to
u;}hcjd slavery, opposed the Protestant Anglo-Saxonism and the New
England abolitionist values they rightly saw as propagated by public
school activists. But the Jacksonians had their own forms of
Americanism bleaded in with their commitments (0 a more
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democratic franchise and tolerance of relig'ious and cultural
differences among whites. ~ They endorsed religious and scientific
doctrines of racial difference, the later spelled out in the "American
School of Ethnography,” that served to justify the south’s peculiar
institution.

The Civil War and Reconstruction were dramatic reform cras
that made the American Constitution and civic laws much more
egalitarian, liberal, and inclusive. Not incidentally, these years saw a
wremendous growth in public education, especially in the south, and
especially for newly freed blacks, but also for women of all colors.
And education was axpandad at all levels, with the creation of the
land grant universities, black collages, women's colleges.

Yet as those sxamples indicate, like other Reconstruction
reforms, this burst of public schooling never went 50 far nor was as
egalitarian as its most radical advocates wished: and much of it died
with the triumphs of the southern white Redeemers. The Democrats
found their most appealing political message, north and south, was
preservation of white supremacy over newly freed blacks.
Republicans therefore abandoned the cause of black civil rights, most
without great reluctance. Large parts of the south then went back to
having virtually no public schools at all, only private white
academies. When southern public schooling did come in the 20th
century, it was part of the vast Jim Crow system that public laws and
social customs constructed throughout southern life, especially from
the 1890s through the 19405, Education elsewhere was also racially
segregated, with most blacks receiving only “"vocational” educanon
for manual labor. When women obtained public education, it was
segregated at the higher levels, culminating at best in attendance at
women's colleges that were often essentially finishing schools, or in
special state programs designed to prepare women for careers in
teaching, nursing, or home economics.

Under Grant's Reconstruction era Peace Policy, educational
efforis for Native Americans also expanded. But the U.S. imposed an
assimilating education, demanding acceptance of Christianity, the

monogamous family, private property and self-supporting farming as

prerequisite to both graduation and full citizenship. Hence these
Hi




efforts were experiencedby most tribal members as a massive
imperialist assauit. Grant also proposed a constitutional amendment
to make public education a constitutional right, But it was
accompanied by a measure to deny all public funds to parcchial
schools, which Protestant advocates of the public schools wished to
drive jmzt of existence.

By the end of the century Republicans were even more overtly
nativistic, dividing labor movements and gaining native working
class votes via racial assaults on immigrant laborers, first the “Yellow .
Peril” of the Chinese, then southern and eastern Europeans. Many
Republicans and some Democrats also used the narrative of Anglo-
Saxon destiny to justify imperialism in the Caribbean and the Pacific
in zhe% late 1850s. The policies that resulted denied civic status to
immigrant Chinese and imposed on the nation's new colonies 2 harsh
kind §>f civic education, the apparently permanent “tutelage” their
inferior status allegedly required. Both parties buttressed their
positions by appeal to ongoing providentialist interpretations of U.S.
history and also viz the Darwinian race theories and cognate
historical theories of cultural evolution that had been embraced
throughout turn-of-the-century American intellectual life, thercby
becoming staples of the nation’s civic teachings. In sum, in 1900
American civic education exhibited racial, ethnic, religious, and
gender stratifications in both its structure and its content, along with
doctrines about liberal individual rights and democratic civie
participation.

Matters began to change in the Progressive era, but none too
rapidlly. For most Americans, the emphasis in progressive thought on
society’s evolutionary nature and the culturally shaped characier of
individuals only expressed and reinforced the concerns for civic
racial, ethnic, and religious homogeneity visible in the late 19th
century. Many progressives supported Jim Crow, ethnically based
immijgration restrictions, “protective” legislation for women that
ofteni denied them economic opportunities outside the home, and
harsh, “Americanization™ policies, including civic education, designed
to stamp out immigrants’ original cultures.
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But Jane Addams, John Dewey, Randc;iph Bourne, Horace Kallen
and a few others were different. They looked at the American
history just sketched and began reconceiving American civic identity
in ways that had direct, if varying, implications for civic education.
Apalled at nativist and racist exclusionary policies, they all argued
for minimizing the importance of American national idemtity. Not
that they minimized the importance of social identities. To the
contrary, they all thought that the individualistic strains in American
political culwere, along with its crassly materialistic elements, drove
Americans to be attracted to doctrines preaching their membership
in some large community with bigher aims, even if those docirines
were illiberal. Hence they sought a public philosophy which would
give greater weight to peoples’ aspirations to belong to social units
they saw as intrinsically meaningful. But those social units were not
to be homogenous nation-states,

They were, instead, to be smaller, more intimate, imumediate
and sustaining human communities. The U.S. should be seen, they
stressed, only as a confederation of such smaller social groups, bound
together simply by an ethic of mutual respect and tolerance for
group differences, and by the desire to achieve collectively certain
goods on which the groups all could agree, such as national peace and
prosperity.  All agreed, too, that civic education should foster this
tolerance and respect, as well as economic skills and the skills to
participate in democratic processes through which these national
common goods could be identified and pursued.

Here, however, progressive thinkers parted company. Dewey
conceived of all these smaller communities as voluntaristic, 10 be run
via internally democratic procedures. Civic education should foster
democracy in every sphere of life. Kallen saw persons’ primary
community memberships as inherited and ascribed, and as
appropriately governed by bereditary customs and traditions, even if
these were non-democratic. He did not favored common public
schools teaching pervasive demoeratic practices so much as separate
schools through which religious and ethnic communities could
maintain their identities--so long as that separation is what each
community wanted for its members., Kallen did not favor mandatory

/3




-

chrcgéiion of public schools, by race or ethnicity, against the will of
many who felt themselves subordinated by such systems, in the
manner of Jim Crow and gender segregation.

- I will not attempt to sketch further American history from the
progressive era to our own time, partly because 1 have not done the
work to support it. [ think, however, that much of the story of this
cenmrﬁf is the increased ascendancy, especially from W.W. II through
the early 197(s, of these various progressive era civic conceptions, in
pubiic‘ law and in American education, Older liberal and republican
strains have certainly not been eliminated, but they have 1o some
degree been mapped over and reinterprered in light of these views,
And restrictive Americanist conceptions have been in some
signifi;can: ways overturned. Public laws creating racially segregated
schools, and 10 a lesser degree gender segregated schools, have been
repudiated.  Protestant hegemony in the schools has also been
weakened. Public school materials now regularly invoke ideals of
tolerance, mutual respect for various cultural groups, and democratic
citizer}ship,

These changes are great and admirable in many ways. Yet
problems remain, problems that I take to be contemporary
cxprcs;sions of enduring ones. The core problem thar the history
I've been sketching reveals is that liberal and democratic civic
conceptions, by themselves, rarely seem to satisfy American leaders
and p'ublics. Broader, often religious, ethnic, or cultural senses of
civic .identity have virtually always also been present and important,
The progressive democratic reformers respended 1o this pattern,
again,i by trying to meet desires for stronger senses of community
identity not at the level of the nation but within more intimate
groupls. Although better than older nativist and racist policies, that
approach presents difficulties that the U.S. is currently exhibiting in
practice‘

One is the problem of whether Dewey or Kallen is right: should
we treat cultural groups, or even families, as voluntary associations,
o bé run democratically, or as traditional ascriptive memberships, to
be run according to varying customs? A second problem is what the
precise requirements of expressing mutual tolerance and respect are.
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Does 1olerance require compulsorily integrated, democratic, equally
funded public schools, or permission for each religious and, possibly,
ethnic, economic, or even racial group fo set up its own separate
institutions?

But perhaps most fundamental is the problem that is a
prerequisite to answering those questions. Is it really a stable
solution for a nation to tell itself that membership in the farge
political society is merely instrumental to the full communal lives
that come only within more intimate associations? Will that sense of
civic identity foster sufficient lovalty and attachment 1o the larger
society? Will it encourage genuing respect and tolerance among
quite different cultural groups, who feel themselves bound together
only contingently, especially if some are faring much better than
others economically? Or is this view of civic identity a formula for
increasing fragmeniation, balkanization, and group hostility, as critics
of compulsory integration, and compulsory mualticultural curricula, all
contend?

ivy Some Concluding Observations. I do not have answers to those

gquestions that fully satisfy me, but I am sure these issues sre cenmal
to the problem of American civic education today. And I think so
because I do not believe the progressive democratic conceptions of
civic identity, as democratic but culturally pluralistic, have ever laid
to rest the appeal of the sons of ascriptive Americanist notions of
civic identity that have so pervasively shaped American civic
development. 1 believe, for example, that not only the controversies
over integration and multiculturalism just noted, but alsc the ongoing
debates over gender, and the power of the appeals to parriotic
Americanism and the old racial order visible in the Reagan and Bush
campaigns of the 80s, all indicate the resilience of Americanist givic
conceptions. Many Americans still want to feel they share a
meaningful national identity, with common values, that is special in
some fundamental way. At the same time, older notions of that
common nationality that were hierarchical and exclusionary are
much less viable in national politics today, though far from absent.
Their decline has meant that even many formerly dominamt
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American groups now want to bhe permitted to withdraw into their
smaller ethnocultural and economic communities, since the presence
of others in that common national culture threatens to disrupt or
burden their customary ways of life and senses of social meaning,
That i% one reason why the most popular reform in public education
today is choice systems, which might well promote more ethnically,
culturalﬂy, religiously, and economically segregated schools,

Let me end, then, by summarizing the lessons | draw from the
%;iswryi sketched above, using it to flesh out the suggestions of the
sources of Americanist appeal | offered above. They must be fully
appreciated if the challenges they pose to civic education are to be
fully luzzdcrsmnd.

First, 1 think the history reviewed here coofirms that
Americanism has thrived in part because of its propagation by elites.
American political leaders have sought to win sur}por{ and lovalty to
their partisan causes, sometimes including American nationality
itself. They have therefore looked for ways to convince their core
constituencies, and occasionally all Americans, that they are indeed
part of some larger community that is specially endowed, divinely
favored, a source of their worth and success and hence deserving of
their loyalty. It is too mild to say that doctrines of racial, ethnic,
religious, cultural, gender identity and superiority have often served
these political causes. The truth is that no major American political
leader jor movement has failed o employ some such Americanist
narrative as a rallying cry.

;But political appeals must fall on receptive ears. | think
Americans have so often been receptive to Americanist arguments
bccausfc taken seriously, both liberal and democratic commitments
have élways been subvarsive of many established social forms, and
in tension with each other. Liberal notions of individual rights make
a g};’imla facie case that at least all those capable of developing
powers of rational self-guidance should be weated as bearers of such
rights.% Legal systems that automatically subordinate women, blacks,
Native Americans, and non-Christian religious perspectives therefore
appear presumptively illegitimate. Strong democratic or repubican
emphases on civic participation can also have egalitarian
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implications, and at a minimum they militate against the claims of
private religious, familial, and cultural groups, as well as individual
conscientious choices, to justify failures to contribute to common civic
endeavors. To have ever made the U.S. a purely liberal or purely
democratic society in these senses would have seriously disrupted
existing social and political hierarchies and customary ways of life.

It still would do so.

Understandably, many who have been reasonably well up in
those hierarchies, or who have found meaning in those customary
ways of life regardless of their place within them, have never been
much attracted to the far-reaching transformations liberal and
republican principles, if taken fully seriously, would have required.
Many Americans wanted to keep slavery, or at least institutionalized
white superiority; many wished to reject the legitimacy of Native
American customns; many tried to maintain only slightly modified
traditional gender roles, to uphold Protestant Christianity in public
life as true religion, etc. They have expressed and reinforced these
desires by embracing Americanist ideologies that went much beyond,
and often against, liberal democratic principles.

The content of liberalism and republicanism as civic ideologies
further fuelled these desires for more and different civic views in at
least two ways. The requirements liberal and republican ideologies
set for individuals to gain a secure sense of personal worth are
rather high. Liberalism demands that individuals show themselves
to be industrious, rational and self-reliant, uswvally via economic
productivity. In times of economic distress, especially, many
Americans have found it hard to meet that standard. Republicanism
or strong democracy calls for willingness to sacrifice to the public
good and active contributions to public life, again demands that
many have found burdensome and unrealistic, especially when they
were struggling to survive in a competitive market economy.
Neither doctrine, moreover, offers much reassurance that even most
hard-working individuals will avoid ultimately being eclipsed by
their own mortality. Good liberal individuals may be remembered
by their families and businesses, a few republican heros will be
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celebrated by the republics they helped maintain, but most will soon
be lost tec human memory.

It is thus not surprising that many Americans have often been
atzra’c@:d to accounts that designated them as intrinsically worthy
because of their social identities, as Anglo-Americans, as whites, as
Chﬂsx%ans, as men, regardless of their personal accomplishments or
econornic status. People are thus made to feel part of some larger,
more :cnduring whole that will continue to flourish after they have
perished, so that they will not have lived in vain. And according to
religious forms of Americanism, they may in fact have gained eternal
life,

If these are the core, enduring problems of liberal and republic
conceptions of civic identity as a basis for national community, it
should be clear why progressive democratic notions have not
entirely overcome the limitations of these older views. Dewey's
voluntaristic view of human associations offers the comfort of
ongoing intimate association with generally like-minded fellows, but
otherwise it reproduces all the greatest difficulties of traditional
Iibaral%and democratic views, [t provides no transcendental
reassurance, and it makes us work hard. Kallen's embrace of
hereditary cultural groups as the primary locus of social identity
fares better on these scores. It does so, however, only by endorsing
an essentialism many find false, minimizing a national identity (and
older national hierarchies) that many wish 1o treasure, embracing
particular traditions that many experience as confining if not
oppressive, and by accepting a considerable measure of separatism
that may foster all the ills of balkanization,

‘fct I would say that Kallen's vision still comes ciosest 10
dcscribing the directions toward American civie laws and civic
education have been evolving in this century, to the point where the
pmblwﬁs of this view are now being more acutely experienced in
everyday life. The reason Kallen's vision of American civic identity
has ga{n@d force may well be precisely because it provides the more
wanscendant cultural identities and affirmations people seck once
older racist and nativist forms of Americanism have been admitted
to be massively oppressive and unjust. [t may be, however, that
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today the nation’s acceptance of that vision has gone as far as it can
go, given that it has assaulted older forms of Americanism and not
replaced them with any very rich sense of why membership in the
national community is intrinsically estimable. Many cry today not
merely for mutual tolerance and respect and rich lives within
particular communities, but for a sense of common values uniting
Americans. If so, then the implications of the whole of American
history up to the present remain pertinent.. We cannot realistically
discuss civic education in terms of the contrast between liberal and
democratic or civic republican conceptions alone. Americans have

never been content to define their civic identities, or construct their -

educational institutions, without reference to the sorts of
ethnocuitural notions of membership that Americanist traditions
have conveyed from the nation’s inception up until today. It is
uﬁlikely that they will be much more willing to do so in the future.

For me, the question is how should those of us most committed to the

liberal and democratic traditions in American life respond?
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Serivice learning has become one of the most widespread forms of civic
aducatiun!in the 19908, and with the passage of legislation establishing the
Corporation for National and Community Service, it has become the basis for
one of the fCiinzan Administration’s most popular programs. Along with .
voiuatary%servic& and youth service and other forms of exi:eriential civic
education, service Jearning has provided a window on new ways of training
young peo:p}e in social responsibility and what was once called civic virtue.
Supporter;s include Donald Keanedy, President Emeritus of Stanford, Tom
Ehrlich, President of Indiana University and the carrent President of Campus
Compact, |_It.he Academy of Arts and Sciences (which is undertaking a study of
service Iea;ming), the American Association of Colleges (which is investigating
service learning as it studies many different forms of multiculturalism and
{:zzrricuimz} innovation on American campuses) as well as many Foundations
including Surnda, Amelior, Kellogg, Pew Partnership for Civie Change,
Kettering, Lilly and MscArthur -- and of course the Ford Foundation itself {in
its support for the AAC project and its new initiative with the United Negro
College Fli?zci).

These welcome developments have inaugurated a new period of
experimenltat;ion in ¢ivie education and training of the young for life in a
demﬁCl'ﬂC}iﬁ However, evaluation and assessment of programs such ag these

remains in a very underdeveloped state. Traditional indicators of civic
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education have been mainly cognitive ("Who 18 your Congressman?” or "What
are checks and halances?") ag if citizenship were little more than a matter of
knowing something. But attitudes are hard to measure (among other things,
because they involve self-reporting). Moreover, behavior (Did you vote?; Which
orgamzations do you belong to?; ete.) can be a poor indicator among young
people who are not vet establisheﬂ in cununmﬁtieé, jobs, families and
neighborhoods.

There have been s number of important projects in the past that have
been asimed at providing social indicators for citizenship. The classic voter
studies done at Michigan and elsewhere in the 1850's and 1860's {including
Lazarsfeld, Berelson, and Gaudet The Pegple's Choice, Berelson, Lazarsfeld,
and McPhee, Yoting, and Campbell, Converse, Miller and Stokes, The
American Voter) tried to gauge voter attitudes and link voling to other traits
(class background, religion, education, partisanship, ete.). These early studies
were driven by Cold War elite theories of democracy which reduced democratic

politics to elite competition for popular support in the electoral arena {e.g.,

Joseph Schumpeter's Capi

Kornhauser, The Politics of Mass Society); consequently, these studies tended
to reduce the content of citizenship to voting. This research was interested
primarily in causal links between voting and other variables rather than in the
measgurement of capacities that could be said to constitute a prudent voter. In
their classic 1963 study The Civic Culture, Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verha
associated democratic citizenship with certain cultural traits which they
compared across five nations -- an exercise which invariably pointed to the
conclusion that America was the only really democratic country and hence
raised some evebrows about its cross-cultural credibility, Sidney Verba

subsequently wrote several major studies of participation, although his aim
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was not t;} measure the civic aptitude of participants so much as to describe

the sociall conditions favorable to participation. See for example, The Changing
[ ica, both co-authored with Norman

In recent years, several studies have been undertaken that have aimed
at measu;-ing citizenship that break from a strictlir alite vision of democratic
society. Pamela Conover, Donald Searing {who attended our recent meeting)
along wnth Ivor Crewe are conducting a cross national study comparing
citézenshii: attitudes and behaviors in both urban and rural communities in
Britain azzid the United States. In addition to direct elector behavior, their work
emphasizes the role of communal participation in the formation of citizen
identities.% Benjamin Page and Robert Shapiro recently published The Rational
Public iﬁ which they examine fifty vears of American public opinion data. They
argue in dlefense of the proposition that American citizens are rational, and
conclude tfhat citizens are rational, given the information they are provided
with. (A sympathetic critique of their work by Benjamin R. Barber can be

found in Marcus and Hansen, Re ic.) Francis

Fox Piven,and Richard A, Cloward have done the more extensive work on non-
voting, and have been able to distinguish the merely satisfied and complacent
from those whose non-voting reflects alienation, anger or even a conscious

political decision. Jane Mansbridge in her Bey also

took on the measure of active civic participation by looking at certain
pazhoiogiciai or sociopathological features of participation.

Whiat most of these projects have in common however is, in centent, the
réductian é:f citizenship and participation to voting (or non-voling); and, in
method, aéconcem to ask regearch questions rather than to survey and assess

civie skills (or their absence). The historical legacy of elite theories of
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democracy has profloundly shaped the research of many of its critics. By
emphasizing voting (or non-voting) behavior, even wark that is not overtly
sympathetic to the elite interpretation of democracy--as orderly competition
between elites and democratic citizenship ag a vote in the ratification process--
has tended to focus on the approach of elite theory rather than fundamentally
contest iﬁs theoretical and empirical bases, |

The work done on evaluation and assessment has been paltry, in part
because evaluators have relied much too readily on traditional multiple-choice
cognitive tests along the lines of the 8.A.T. or G.R.E, moadel, but also because
the challenges facing anyone who hopes to meagure civic skills are extremely
daunting. Chief among them is an inability to agree on what is to be measured:
is citizenship a matter of simple behaviors like voting, or more complex
behaviors like the capacity to deliberate, to eaoperate and to find common
ground with others? Is it a matter of behavior only, or are there specific
attitudes which underge change in ways correlated with the learning of civic
skills (and a presumed growth in civic capacity)? If tests ask only survey
questions (is the test-taker alienated?) and avoid "research” questions (is it
because she is complacent? or angry?), answars will be of little use to those
engaged in civic education. But if questionnaires pose research questions of the
kind that might help civic educators evaluate civic growth in their students,
they quickly become unmnanageable in both methodological and practical terms
{too long, too complex and expensive to process, too open-ended, non-replicable,
ete.)

These problems led many to conclude, quite prudently in our view, that
measuring citizenship verged on being a hopeless enterprise. No one could fully
agree on what citizenship was, and whatever it was, it seemed that it couldn't

be easily measured, Yet this conclusion runs counter to the common sense
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evidence of everyone working in service learning, civic education and other
citizen-training programs who regularly witness profound changes in attitude
and behavior i those with whom they work. Moreover, it is clear that some
programs are more effective than others -- some trainings more likely to
produce gl{wd citizens {or at least better) than others. There have to be ways to
measure these changes, even if traditional social science and educational
testing have had a hard time doing 0. Moreover, such messurement surely is
critical to:the many programs being developed to enhance citizenship and thus
to the foundations and government agencies that are funding them. Millions of
dollars have gone into service education and community and national service in
recent years, and there is an absolute necessity to be able to offer some
reliable assessment of program outcomes.

It was this challenge that led the Whitiman Center, itself engaged ina
number 0%‘ projects devoted to enhancing citizenship and social responsibility,
chief amoz;g them its ploneering service learning program whach gave President
Clinton t}ée accasion o visit Butgers University and launch his own National
Service Plan in March of 1983, to examine assessment questions. With the
support and collaboration of the Surdna Foundation (with a supplementary
grant from the Markle Foundation), the Whitman Center embarked in 1892 on
a three yefar {plus) project designed to result in the production of an
assassrﬁez}t tool that has the specific virtue of capturing the measurable civic
outeomes of service-learning and other service interventions in the life of a
democratic citizen. The Whitman Center's Measuring Citizenship project
contributes to the assessment of the civic outcomes of service interventions in

three ways:
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* Kirst, we are producing a practical assessment tool to measure relatively
short term changes in the attitudes and behaviors of citizens who

experience a service infervention,

* Second, through a combination of working group meetings and our ongoing

measurement efforts at the Whitman Center we are contributing to the

theoretical debate about the substantive content of democratic citizenship.

* And third, the research team at the Whitman Center in combination with
the program and measurement specialists brought together through the
working groups is providing us with an opportunity to develop an
assessment tool which is both conceptually innovative and

methodologically rigorous.

1. CIVIC SKILLS ASSESSMENT TOOL:

We are producing a tool for measuring relatively short-term changesin
civic attitudes and hehaviors that occur when a citizen experiences a service
learning or other experientially based intervention. This tool takes the form of a
repeated measures, close-ended questionnaire that can be self-administered,
will be inexpensive {o analyze, and can be compared with other existing data
about democratic citizenship. Our civic skills assessment 15 designed to be one
component of a full program evaluation; it is designed to measure changes in
the civic attitudes and behaviors of individuals,

We believe that this questionnaire can make an important contribution
to the more specific and gqualitative kinds of data any solid program evaluation
will gather. For instance, our instrument does not gather data on numerous

structural issues concerning the design, history, or day-to-day operation of a
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service program that would be part of a full program evaluation. We

anticipate, howover, that our instrument will indicate the extent to which these
structural factors affect the attitudes and behaviors of citizens. Thus, our
individual level measures may have consequences for many structural
decisions program officers must make about, among other things, service
piacemen}a and the place of &méiﬁnnaj civics education in combination with
service, ‘i’lxgain, our assessment is at the individual level, evaluating
participant growth rather than programs. It contributes to other dimensions
of solid priegmm evaluation however by providing measures of some of the
ait.iz’;;;dinall and behavioral civic changes an individual undergoes as a result of a
service intervention. Consequently it offers programs a valuable method of

sel f-assess;ment and provides funders and government sponsors with a method

“for evaluation.

2. THE CONTENT OF DEMOCRATIC CITIZENSHIP;

By examining and defining several different species of democratic
citizenship, which we have dene through both formal working groups meetings
and meetings at the Center, on the way to developing measures by which
cii;izerzshi;é can be asgessed, the civic skills assessment instrument offers a
frwneworé for interpreting the attitudinal and behavioral content of
ciemocrati{:;: citizenship. (See the attached report "Clarifying and Measuring
Comunitiy, Service, Learning and Citizenship” for an overview of our
t.hetz:‘ezicaii discussions. See also atfached report "Civic 8kills Assessment: A
critical Examination” for a review of our progress on measurement questions.)
The test aiéi{ms both for survey questions and for background research
guestions that probe second levels of meaning and provide "why" explanations

to “what and where and when” answers: not only how “tolerant” someone may
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be, but whether "tolerance” represents a complacent and un-self-scrutinizing
attribute or the product of hard work (a "lower” score on a tolerance scale
might thus turn out to reflect more self-critical attitudes which actually
suggest a more developed level of citizenship!)

A preponderance of the post World War II United States citizenship
studies have been grounded in elite democratic théory and have focused on the
electoral arena. Consequently we already know a great deal about the
relationship between partisanship and voting (see studies mentioned above,
Gerald M. Pomper, The Voter's Choice, and Morris Fiorina Retrgspective
Mﬂmﬂeﬁm@, the ways people become socialized into the
political process (see David Easton, Children and the Political System, Roberta
S. Sigel, Political Learning in Adulthood and M. Kent Jennings and Richard G.

_Niemi, Generations and Polijtics), the patterns of communication between
elites and the mass electorate (Philip Converse, "The Nature of Belief Systems
in Mass Publics,” Edward Carmines and James Stimson, Issue Evolution).
While we believe that voting is an important indicator of responsible
democratic citizenship, our work is not about electoral politics. It focuses on
the attitudinal and behavioral changes in citizens who undergo service learning
and other kinds of experientially based civic interventions and thus contributes
to a richer more textured conception of democracy. Put differently, this
assessment extends our understanding of democracy. While it reflects
traditional representative conceptions, it also speaks to more participatory
conceptions. The civic assessment results permit evaluation of citizenship on
several levels then; a participant may score high on a local participation scale
but low on a traditional national electoral scale, or vice vers;a. Inevitably then,

the test not only reflects but contributes to our understanding of dernocracy.
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Our research builds upen ingights from the National Election Study, the
General E‘isocia} Survey, and surveys designed for Verba and Nie's Particination
mﬁmgﬂéa and Jennings and Niemi's Generations and |
imovaﬁv:e ideas of Janice Ballou, Director, Center for Public Interest Polling,

Prof. Jeff Smith, a nationally recognized testing expert and statistician, and
Prof. Benjamin R. Barber, Director of the Whitman Center, especially in his
work Smlmg.l.).maﬂ.

3. COMI&?I’IWET TO METHODOLOGICAL RIGOR AND
INNOVATION:

‘While it bas incorporated a number of methodologically novel features in
trying to %ﬁeei; the specific needs of those who will be most likely to use the
assessme}xt imtmment,ﬁ the approach of the research team has been to ingist
on social sistrience rigor {if not in the narrow positivistic sense). The instrument
under deigrelapment thus builds incrementally on existing citizenship survey
questions! and pays careful attention to the need for reliability, validity and
believabﬂ:it;y; yet at the same time, it responds to new concerns and the
part;zcular igsues of those who werk in civic education and the communmnity and
are trymg to effectively raise levels of citizenship in young people working in a
gervice cézzmxfﬂ

We are persuaded that the appropriateness of any method of analysis
will depend upon what it is one wants to learn, Higtorical, ethnographic,
experimental, participant-observer, and survey methods will yield distinct
kinds of knowledge that are not easily or fully translatable into other terms.
We made'a difficult decision to develop a relatively traditional repeated
measures, close-ended question style assessment tool. This decision was

difficult biec.a use we knew that we would limit sur ability to have {ull access to
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the kind of rich, textured information one gathers through participant
observation, "thick description”, or ethnography. But we made this decision
hecause our project has a practical, results-oriented focus. To be useful for
measuring the civic outcomes of service learning and other forms of
experiential interventions, we know that our assessment will have to be easy
to use, inexpensive to analyze, valid acress a variéty of audiences, and
comparable with other existing data about democratic citizenship. At the same
time, by building in innovative opportunities for “why" questions as qualifiers
for and modifiers of "what" or "where on the scale” questions, we believe our
aggessment will be more flexible and more useful to civic educators than
instruments wedded so much to rigor that they cannot pose the right

questions.

We do not pretend to have solved all the conundrums of objective
evaluation of the subjective and normative gkillg involved in citizenship. We do
think we have developed a sophisticated model of democracy and citizenship
that encompasses several competing understandings; and that our provisional
assessment instrument is a significant improvement over previous tools. It
should have special value to those working in service learning and citizenship
education programs who want a realistic and reliable measure of many of the
attitudes and skills they are trying to inculcate in their participants. In this, it
not only contributes to testing methodology and social science knowiedge about

democracy, but to the effort to nourish more democratie, civic-minded citizens.

@

Walt Whitman Center §113 Measuring Citizenship Project
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Civic Attachments and Public Life

CARD

The following questions are about citizenship and public life. Please
aunswer them to the best of your ability. This is not a test. Try not to spent
too much time on any one question. Thank you for your copperation.

§

:
|

l

1. People have different feelings about the responsibilities they owe to their families, their
jobs, the community where they live, their country, and to humanity, Some people feel
a strong personsl responsibility, and that they owe a lot. Other people feel that they
should eontribute something, but don’t feel they owe as much. And others feel that
they owe only a little. Please circle the number that best indicates the degree of
responsibility you feel that you owe next to each of the following.

& T

Owe A Little
your famzly w3 1 2 3 4 5 6
your job 108 - 2 3 4 5 6
your comimnunity et 1 2 3 4 5 6
your country pee 1 2 3 4 5 6
humanity m- 1 2 8 4 5 6

Owe a Lot

e B LS R R |

2. Please :indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the following items.

{Circle your response.)

aé

i
The public has little control over what politicians
do in office. 2 -
i .
The average person can get nowhere by talking to
public officiale. 1g -

The a;verage person has considerable influence on politics. -

The average person has much to say about running

local governument. 1¢5-
People like me have much to say about governument. o
The average person has a great deal of influence on
gt}vemmmz decisions, na-
The government is generally responsive to the public. HE .

(1)

Agree Disagree

1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2



3. De you agree or disagree with the following statements. {Circle your response.)

Agree Disagree
a. The people running the country don't really care

what happens to you. He- ] 2
b. The rich get richer the poor get poorer. FT . | 2
¢. What you think doesn't count very much anymore, e 1 2
d. You're left out of things going on around you. 13- 2
e. Most people with power will try to take advantage

of people like yourself. TELI | 2
f. The people in Washington, D.C. are out of touch

with the rest of the country. LR | 2

4. Below are several pairs of statements. Please circle the number next to the one
gtatement in each pair that is closest to your opinion.

. 1. 1 am most interested in iggues that are local and close to home,

OR
e - 2. 1 am most interested in issues that are national and intermational,

b. - 1. Democratic politics works best when a few elected, strong leaders make the
important decisions.
iZe-  OR.
2. Democratic politics works best when all citizens act as leaders.

c. 1. Elected representatives should make decisions based on whst is best for all of

their constituents.

Elected representiatives should do what the majority of their constituents tell

them, even if the representative doesn't think it is the best decision.

d. 1. ?’hen I elect someone, I am trusting them to make the best possible decisions
or me.

2. When [ elect someone, I am sending them to represent my interests.

e. 1. Rights are earned through accepting the responsibilities of citizenship.

. I am entitled to my righta because I am a citizen.

{2)



!
(Continued} I-‘:’Ieaae circle the number next to the ene statement in each pair that is closest
to your opinion.

f. 1. ﬁ political society should protect the interest of the community even if that
means sacrificing some individual interests.
i%0- OR 1
2. Political society should protect the interest of individuals, even if that means
?acriﬁcing gome interests of the community.

H
5. Here is a list of issues that may affect your community. Do you tend to think abhout
these issues as primarily technical and about the facts, or governmental and a matter
for public discussion? For each of the foﬁamg issues, pieasa circle the number under
the columrz that best represents your opinion.

Technical~ Governmental-
asbout facts a matter for public discussion
a. Recycling 13- 1 2
b. HIV/AIDS ae 1 2
¢. Prigon {iwetcrowding 83~ 1 2
d. Health icare 134 1 2
¢. Gun control 13- 1 2
f. Cancetimsearch T | 2
g. E&zxcat?ion E IS | 2
h. 1 2

Global warming  /#s-

6. The following 1s a list of some of the different pgroups in our society. Next to each
group, ¢rcle the number of people you know in that group with whom you have had a
conversation in the last six months.

none 1-8 6-10 more than 10
a. ﬁﬁica:zl-ﬁmerim Iye. i 2 3 4
b. &manls 4o 1 2 3 4
¢. Gays and lesbians 141+ 1 2 3 4
d. Latino e 1 2 3 4
e, White, Non-Latino Fg 1 2 3 4
f. People with disabilities w1 2 3 4
g. People wealthier than you = 1 2 3 4
h. People on welfare e 1 2 3 4

(3)



7. How much do you feel you know about the concerns and issues that people in the l
following groups face? (Circle your response.)

Nothing at ali Not very much Some A greatdeal

a, African-Americans F47. 1 2 3 4
b. Asians g- 1 2 3 4
¢. Gays and lesbiang 9. 1 2 3 4 '
4. Latino o~ 1 2 3 4
e. White, Non-Latino tsi- 1 2 3 4
f. People with disabiliies = 1 2 3 4
g. People wealthier than you s3- 1 4 3 4
h. People on welfare sy~ 1 2 3 4

8. Inthe last year, how often have you felt that when you tried to explain an igsue or
problem to someone they did not understand or did not "get it” because they had not
had the same ethnic, cultursl, or gender experiences you have had?

{Circle your response.)

never
ong or two times
three to five imes
§ix to ten times
more than ten times

5% -

A R A A

9. In the last year, how often have vou listened to someone explain an issue or problem
they faced, and they felt that you did not understand or did not "get it because you
had not had the same ethnic, cultural, or gender experiences that they have had?
(Circle your response.)

never

one or two times
three to five times
gix to ten times
more than ten imes

186~

S e

(4
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10. For each af the following isaues, please indicate what action you would take (or have

taken) to support each. (You may circle more than one activity.)

Do Give Write Attenda  Organize

nothing wmoney a letter meeting a group
B. education as?t- 1 aye~ 1 asx 1 e ] asd ]
b. world peace 1 1 1 1 1
¢. homelessness 1 1 1 1 1
d. women's rights 1 1 1 1 1
e. envirgnment sr- % Ay 1 ass 1 aso- 1 aes- 1
{, health care 1 1 1 1 1
g- cri::zei 1 1 1 1 1
h, mce-r?iaﬁozzs 1 1 1 1 1
i. weridihuager s ] 229- 1 PO | e | avs 1
j. child abuse 1 1 1 1 1
k. elderly care 1 1 1. 1 1

other: {(please specify)

1. 1 1 1 1 1
m. anm- 1 axa- } ERL IS | oase- 1 A¥r- 3

11. The feiiowmg are gsome things that could happen to people, After the problem is

described there is a list of different actions that could be taken. Please circle the
zmmb&rlm front of all of the possible actions you would take.

Imagine ‘that youliveina dormitory on a coliege campus and there have been five
different crimes in the past month. What would you do? (Circle oli that apply.)

Nothing--mind your own business.

Start a petition.’

Write to the President of the University.

Organize a meeting for the people in your dormitory.
Attend 8 meeling that wag organized by someone else.
7T AL

You find out that the family that you live next door to is having financial problems.
What would you do? (Circle all that apply.)
i )

Ll el o

N{}t{:ﬁng»mind your own busginess.

Send an anonymous donation.

Heig? them find a job.

Help them find a social service agency te help them,

Contact a social service agency yourself and notify it about them.

(5)
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12. Por each of the following questions, circle the number that best represents your
response. (Circle the number for your response.)

No more 2-5 6-10 More than
than once times times ten times
a year a year a year A YEar
a. How often have people asked for .
2 your advice about a issue that
concerned you? 1 2 3 4
s:3. b, How often do you arrange for
activities for you and others to do? 1 2 3 4
2¢- ¢, How often do you suggest events
or activities for other people to
participate in? 1 2 3 4

#5- d. How often do you ¢come up with
ideas that no one else has thought
of before? 1 2 3 4

2t €, How often do you persuade a person
to agree to your point of view? 1 2 3 4

s+ f. How often do you listen to someone
else's ideas and change your
point of view? 1 2 3 4

13. How much do you feel you know about how government works--n great deal, some, not
wmuch, nothing at all? (Circle the number under your response.)

8 great deal BOImME not much  nothing at all
8- 1 2 3 4

14. The following is a list of different services that people use. For each, please circle the
number that best describes how you feel,

Individuals Government Both individuals
should provide should provide and government
for themselves  forindividuals  should provide

a. Telephone system 4= 1 2 3
b. Clean tap water 10~ 1 2 3
¢. Jobs 34 1 2 3
d. Health care 333 1 2 3
¢. Higher education 323 1 2 3
f. Inoculations for disenseg 2+ 1 2 3
g. Defense 334~ 1 2 3
h E-Iausing ‘ LT 1 2 3

(6)




15. The following is a list of activities. Please indicate whether you think each activity is a
part of citizenship, and then indicate whether or not you think each of these activities
should be required by law. (Circle "1" for “yes" or "2" for “‘no.”)

| This is a part This should be
‘ of citizenship, required by law.
YES NO YES NO
a. register to vote 227 1 2 w1 2
b. register for the draft E T | 2 se2- 1 2
¢. report for jury duty R T | 2 E | b
d. pay taxes CILERS | 2 (XA | 2
e. obey the laws 320 1 2 w1 2
f. assist the police when you
see a crime ¥i- 1 2 e 1 2
g. pay attention to what goes
on in government 333- % 2 ELTN | 2
h. run for elected office gr- 1 2 e 1 2
i. volunteer for community service »s- 1 2 ase 1 2
j. give blood L | 2 e ] 2
k. pick up litter Iy 1 2 ase 2
1. car pool ! 8- 1 2 352 1 2
m, recycle i ORI | 2 s 1 2
n 2 EPN | 2

. slay mztiﬁof debt L ¢

16. The following is a list of things that people may do. For each please circle the number
under the angwer that best describes how serious an offense you feel each is.

vary somewhat notvery not
serious serious  serious serious

a. I}nmg through a yellow caution light 35 1

2 3 4
b. Unéeriage consumption of aleohol LN | 2 3 4
c. T‘ryizzg: to find ways to evade taxes LN | 2 3 4
d. Drivin:g faster than the speed limit . 1 2 3 4
e. ?ayiné a8 mechanic extra to pass your car
for ingpection even when it has failed s 1 2 a 4
f. Not tefllixxg a gtore check-out person

when they undercharge you 0. ] 2 3 4

1

% (1)



17. Do you feel most laws are: {circle ong)

Jbi-

18. For each of the following statements, please circle the number that best represents
how frequently you have done these things in the past five yvears.

Never (ccasionally Regularly

1. fair to everyone

2. Iair to most people

3. fair to some people

4. fair to only a few people

I vote in national elections. 262 -
I diseuss local paolitics on a weekly basis. ;...
I speak at meetings of the town council, 4.4
I vote in primary elections. e
1 have given serious thought to running ..
for school board, town council, or other

local office.

I volunteer time to a civic organization. -

1 write to newspapers to voice my Tee-
views on an issue,

I vote in local elections. Fnse

I contact my congressman or senator gver sew-
an issue of concern to me.

I talk about national politics with a3/
friends and relatives.

1 hold gatherings at my house (apartment) s

to support local candidates who | think
are good.

I work for political causes that I care about. |

. ] campaign for candidates for state or 3o

national office.

I participate in events in my community. 3

I collect signatures for petitions for a 3T

causes | care about.

{(8)
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(Continued) jPlease circle the number that best represents how frequently you have done
these things in the past five years.
Never Occasionally Regularly

p. I orgal]jze protests to try to change. vor- 1 2 3
a policy I think are unfair.

q. [call the mayor of my town to get action s»- 1 2 3
on issues | think are important.

!

r. [trytolearn as much as I can about voq- 1 2 3
candit‘iates before voting.

8. Imake sure ] understand bond votes and «-- 1 2 .3
referenda before voting on them.

t. Ihold (have held) office in a community +u- 1 2 3
organization,

u. I serve (have served) as a scout leader viz- 1 2 -3

or a little league coach.

v. I organize phone campaigns to make sure vws- 1 2 3
people vote.
w. I sem:e as a poll watcher at my local arvs 1 2 3

voting precinct.
x. Igo door-to-door to help candidates. as. 1 2 3

y. 1 am a member of national
organizations which support issues
which are important to me. die- ] 2 3

19. There are seven categories of activities listed below. Rank each category from 1to 7 in

order of importance to you.
|

SAMPLE: Sports
Career
__1 Personal Development
1 Friends and Acquaintances

1 = Most Important --- 7 = Least Important

a. - ___ Career

b. ys. | Family/Relatives

¢.  wa- |___ Community/Civic Activities
d !_Sports/Relaxation

e. w4 ’l_ Personal Development

f. w1 Politics and Public Life

g 4 !_Friends and Acquaintances

(9)
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Directions. Below you will find a list of six activities or ideas which you might spend time
doing. Read each concept and then provide your reaction to the concept in terms of the
pairs of adjectives listed below it. For example, imagine the first concept wag like this:

SAMPLE:
Reading a Mystery Novel
Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad
8

Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 . 7 9 Slow
Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 Unfamiliar

Let's say you enjoy mystery novels, so you mark cloger to "Good” than "Bad.” If you like to
take your time in reading them, you might think of them as semewhat slow. If you have
read a lot of them, you might think of them as very familiar. Your marks would look
somewhat like this:

SAMPLE:
Reading a Mystery Novel
Goed 1 & 3 4 5 6 T 8 9 Bad
Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 (@ 8 9 Siw
Famiiar ) 2 38 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamilier

Now read the six sets of concepts and ideas below and respond to all of the adjective pairs
in the same fashion. Some of the adjectives may seem unusual for the concept. Don't
worry about that. Do not spend teo much time on any of the adjective pairs, just mark
your first reaction,

WL,

2. Being with Family or Friends
WA, Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad
b. Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 g Slow

- ¢. Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 g 7 8 9 Unfamiliar
W d. Weak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong

“¢¢- o, Upusupal 1 2 3 4 5 . 6 7 8 9 Usual

wade o f Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8  Unfair

#30. g Active 1 2 3 4 5 B 7 § 9 Passive

AL Small 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large

(1%

|
|



2 Working on an Aspect of Personal Development
¥ g Good 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 9 Bad
B b Fast 1 2 -3 4 5 8 7 B 9 Slow
“t o Famiiar 1 2 8 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar
A d Weak 1 2 3 4 B 6 7 8 8 Strong
“ e Unuswal 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Usual
wawr g Far 1 2 8 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfar
3% g Active 1 2 3 4 & 6 7 8 g Pagpive
41 Sz%zaii 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large
_—
! Working on a Community or Civic Activity
wee g Good 1 2 3 4 B 8 7. 8 9 Bad
“w- b -Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 Slow
Wi~ ¢ Familiar 1 2 8 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamikiar
“  d W;eak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong
" e, Unusual 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 9 Usual
s f Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair
w g Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 T 8 9 Passive
w1~ h S;zzzall 1 2 8 4 5 €6 7 B 9 Large
!
23, |
Taking Part in 2 Sports Activity or Relaxation
L Y Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad
Wi h. Fagt 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Slow
“ ¢ Famiiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar
% d  Weak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong
w2 g, Um_,lisual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Usual
va3- Fgir 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair
“ g Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 Passive
AAE S;mall i1 2 38 4 5 6 7. B 9 Large
{11)



Y¥p
Y5z,

¥ -

A -

St

Hhe-

il

Y
qbs .
Llps
45l
et -
il -

HEn .

RE

T
¥¢3-
LT i
4.
5 Pl
-

Y-

24,
* Engaging in Politics or Public Life

a. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & g Bad
b. Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 Slow
¢. Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 Unfamiliar
4. Weak 1 2 3 4 5% 8 7 8 g9 Strong
e. Unusual 1 2 3 4 5 G 7 8 g  Ususl
£ Feir 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair
g Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 Passive
h. Small 1 2 3 4 5 1 7 8 9 Large

25,

Doing Something to Enhance Your Career

8. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad
b. Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 5 Slow
¢. Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & 9 Unfamiliar
4. Weak 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 g Strong
e. Unusual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 Usual
f. Fair 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 8 Unfair
g. Active 1 2 3 4 & 6 7 8 8 Passive
h. Small 1 2 8 4 5 6 7 & 9 Large

26. Below are a list of skills and activities that pecple do in various situations. Please

read each of the following and rate yourself with respect to how well you do each of
these. Use a scale of 1 = "I do not do this very well.” {6 7 = "I congider this to be
something I do very well." You can use any number from 1 to 7.

¥ do not do this 1 do this
very well very well
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Write in the number indicating your response next to each question.

Respecting the views of others.
Attentive to social issues.
Participating in comraunity affairs.
Thinking critically.
Communicating my ideas to others.
Engaging in discussion with others.
Ability to compromise.

m - ® G OB
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{continued)
1 do not do this
very well
1 2 8 4 5

Write in the number indicating your response next to each question.

Lliatening gkills.

Moral or ethical judgment.

Identiﬁcation of social issues and concerns.
Thmkmg about the future.

Ahdzty to take action.

'Ifaierant of people who are different. from me.
Ei&'ecﬁve in accomplishing goals,

Ahiiity to see consequences of actions.
Empamehc to all points of view.

Abxhty to work with others.

'.[jhmkmg about others before myself.

Ability to speak in public.

F;eeling responsible for others.

Knowing where to find information.
F;mwing who to contact in order to get things done.
?hility tolead a gmzzp

EERNRRRRRRRR
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27. In politics as of wday, do you consider yourself a Democrat, Republican, independent,

or scmetbmg else?

1. Democrat
2. Republican
3, Independent
4, Othier

28.

1. Democratm Party
2. Kﬁpubhﬁan Party
a. Gther Party

4. Nex}her

(13}
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I do this
very well
& 7

Do you? lean more toward the Democratic Party or more toward the Republican Party?
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point secale on which the political views that people might hold are arranged from
extremely liberal to extremely conservative, Where would you place yourself on this

29. We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. Here i8 a seven

scale? (Circle the number for your response)

1 2 3 4 5 & 7 '
extremely liberal slightly moderate: slightly conservative extremely
liberal liberal middle &céf consgervative conservative

the ro

30. Ethnic group: (please circle only one)

1; American Indian or Alaskan Native 4. Latino

2. Asian or Pacific Islander 8. White, Non-Latino
3. Black, Non-Hispanic 6. Other (Please Describe)

31. Do yeu:consider yourself to be Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, or Something else?

. Catholic

. Protestant

. Jewigh

. None/Atheist/Agmostic
. Other:

32. Please circle the number next to the category that best describes your total yearly

family income from all sources. (Estimate to the best of your knowledge.)

$20,000 or less

$20,001 - 30,000
$30,001 - 50,000
$50,001 - 75,000
$75,001 or more

O s L b

33. Your gender: 1. Male 2. Female

35, Please circle the number in front of the statement that best describes your education:

have not finished high school or equivalency
High School graduate (or equivalency)

some college (or junior college)

four year college degree

post-graduate studies

TR G B0

38. For research purposes we need to have a unique code on this questionnaire. Please

write in the LAST FOUR DIGITS of your telephone number:

£33 €30

(14)
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Directions: The following questions are about citizenship and public life. Please
aAnswer thelm to the best of your ability. This is not a test. Try not to spend too much
time on any one question. Thank you for your cooperation.

|

For research purposes we need to have a unique code on this
questionnaire. Please write the LAST FOUR DIGITS of your local
telephone number in the space below:

}

% 4 "
-ty
|

!

1. Please circle the response that best represents your feelings about the following
statements: i

; Strongly Strongly
E ‘ Disagree Disagree Agree Agree
a. The public has little control over
what politicians do in office. a1 2 3 4

b. The government is not generally
responsive to the public. S | 2 3 4

c. The people in Washington, D.C. are out
of touch with the rest of the country., - 1 2 3 4

d. Sometimes politics and government seem
so complicated that a person likeme
can't really understand what's going on. 1 2 3 4

e. People like me don't have any say about
what the government does. - 1 pA 3 4

f. It'snot war'th my time to pay attention
to what goes on in government. ag. 1 2 3 4

Think for 2 moment about the responses that you gave to the six statements above.
In a couple of sentences, pleasetva&osummaﬁze your reasons for giving the responses that
you did.

X (1)



2. Here is a list of issues that may affect your community. Do you tend to think about these
issues as primarily technical and about the facts, or governmental and a matter for public
discussion? For each of the following issues, please eircle the number under the column
that best represents yvour opinion.

Technical- Governmental--
about facts g maiter for public discussion
a. Recycling . 1 2
b. HIV/AIDS PO | TR
¢. Health care are 1 2
d. Cancer regearch w: 1 2
¢. KEducation YA | 2
f. Global warming ¢ 1 2

Pick one the iesues from above that you think about as governmental and
a matter for public discussion. What is this issue?

Now, write a couple of sentences explaining why you think about this issue as
primarily governmental and 2 matter for public discussion.

Pick one the issues from above that you think about as technical
and about the facts. What is this issue?

Now, write a couple of sentences explaining why you think about this issue as
technical and ahout the facts,

(2)
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3. There are always some people whose ideas or beliefs are considered offensive by others.
Sometimes these offensive ideas or beliefs that are of an extreme religious or political
nature, Other tmes offensive beliefs are about race or nationality. Consider members of
& group that advocates these extreme ideas or beliefs, and indicate which of the activities
listed below you think members of such a group should be allowed to do to advocate their
particular ideas or beliefs in the town, city, or community you call home and which
activities should not be allowed. (Please Circle Your Responge.)

a. Consider members of a group that advocates exireme political views.

Should be Should not

Allowed be Allowed

Make speeches about their cause at .

the local Community Center or Public Library 1 2

Tesch at a loeal high school PV | 2

Teach at a nearby university or college IO | 2

Host a weekly television show about their

cause an the local cable access channel wa- g : 2
. Runfora iacéi elected office vag. 1 2

H

Organize demonstrations to change

the federal government’s position

regarding their cause T p

!

|
b. Next, consider members of a group that advocates extreme religious views.
{

Should be Should not

! Allowed be Allowed
Make speeches about their cause at (are
the local Community Center or Public Library 1 2
Teach at a local high school 33e 2
Teach at a nearby university or college 133 1 2
Host a weekl y television show about their
cause on the local cable access channel ey 2
Run for a loeal elected office are 1 2
QOrganize demonstrations to change
the federal government's position
regarding their canse TR | 2

3



{Continued. Please Circle Your Response.)

¢. Finally, consider members of a group that advocates the superiority of one race
or nationality.

Should be Should not

Allowed be Allowed
- Make speeches about their cause at (1%

the local Community Center or Public Library 1 2
Teach at a local high school CA 3 2
Teach at 8 nearby university or college i- 1 2
Host a weekly television show about their cause

on the local cable access channel S | 2
Run for a local elected office P | 2

Organize demonstrations to change
the federal government's position

regarding their cause

FLFN

-

4. For each of the following issues, please indicate which of the following actions you have
taken within the last year. (Please circle gll that apply.}

Nothing Gave Wrote Attended Orpganized

money a letter  a meeting a group
8. education “i- 0 e ] an- ] Aza- SR |
b. world peace 0 1 1 1 1
¢. homelessness 0 1 1 1 1
d. women's rights 0 1 1 1 1
e, environment wi- 0 e} rise 3 sas- 1 a- ]
f. health care 0 1 1 1 1
g. crime 0 1 1 1 i
h. race relations wa- {3 who ] e ) ae. 1 LRI |
i. world hunger ¢ i ) 1 1
}. child abuse 0 1 1 1 1
k. elderly care e3- {3 T | am. 1 wa- 1 aese 1
other: (please specify)
1 0 1 1 1 1
m. ns- {1 e 1 AL | - ] art- 1
Rei-227 o,
Bau ¥ R
{4}
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5. The following is a list of some of the different groups in our society. Thinking about a
typical week, please indicate how often you have conversations with members of the
following groups. Circle your response. If you never have an opportunitly to speak with
any members of these groups, please circle the "No Opportunity” response.

Never Lessthat About 2to6  Daily No

once 8 oncea timesa Oppor-

. week week week tunity
a. African-Americans avge ] 2 3 4 5 5
b. Asians SAARI | 2 - 3 4 8 9
¢. Gays and lezsbians XTI | 2 3 4 5 9
d. Latino s 1 2 3 4 5 9
e. White, Non:Latino e 1 9 3 4 5 9
f. People with disabilities +» 1 2 3 4 5 9
g- People wealthier than you ©+ 1 2 3 4 5 9
h. People less well off than youi ™ 1 2 3 4 5 g
i. Rural young people R | P 3 4 5 g
3. Urban vounyg people asr. 1 2 3 4 5 9
k. Elderly people PYTI | 2 3 4 5 9

|

6. How much do you feel you know about the concerns and issues that people in the
following groups face? (Circle your response.)

i Nothing Not very much Some A great deal
a. African-Americans P | 2 3 4
b. Asian-Americans e 1 2 3 4
¢. Gays and lesbians ast- 1 2 3 4
d. Latino Awa- 1 2 3 4
¢. White, Non-Latino aed. 1 2 3 4
f. People with digabilities 2+ 1 2 3 4
g. People wealthier than you > 1 2 3 4
h. People less weall off than you™ 1 2 3 4
i. Rural young people 2en. 2 3 4
j. Urban young People EIVOIS | 2 3 4
k. 1 2 3 4

Elderly People Svd.

LY

i
i f



7. Thinking about a typical month, about how often does each of the following events happen
to you. {Cirele your regponse.)

No more 2-8 6-10 More than
than once times times ten times
amonth amonth amonth amonth
a. How often have people
asked for your advice

about an important issue? ase. p 3 4
b. How often do you arrange for 21
activities for you and others todo? 1 2 3 4

¢. How often do you suggest events
or activities for other people to
participate in? 27a- 1 2 3 4

d. How often do you come up with
ideas that no one else has thought
of before? arze 1 2 3 4

e. How often do you persuade a person
to agree to your point of view? ... 1 2 3 4

f. How often do you listen to someone
else's ideas and change your
point of view? 2235 ] 2 3 4

8. Imagine that you are about to join a new group of organization. How likely are you to
anticipate becoming a leader of this group. Circle the response that best represents your
expectations.,

. T know that I won't become a leader.

. T don't have any anticipation either way.
. I might become a leader,

. I fully expect to become a leader.

3 X

GO P e
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8 How frequen‘é}y do vou do each of the following? (Please circle your response.}

| Never Occasionally Regularly

a. [ vote in national elections. = a1 2 3
b. [discuss ltlscal politics on a weekly basis. se- 1 2 3
c. Ispeak at:meetings of the town council. 2. 1 2 3
d. lwvotein pﬁmary elections. a1 2 3
¢, 1 run for the governing board, school EI | 2 3
board, town council, or other local office. :
f.  1volunteer time to a civic organization. 3~ 1 2 3
g. | write to newspapers to voice my I | 2 3
views on &f’x issue.
h. lvotein iefcai glections. Fee : 2 3
i. lcontact rﬁ.y congressman or senalor over 1 2 3
an issue Ofi concern t me. 377
j. l1talk abou,tt national politics with FITT 4 3
friends and relatives.
r .
k. Ihold gatherings at my house (apartment)” 1 2 3
to support local candidates who 1 think
are good.
1. 1 work for political causes that I care about.” 1 2 3
m. I campaign for candidates for state or FET | 2 3
national office.
;
n. [ participate in events in my community, »2 1 2 3
o. 1collect si g[mw?es for petitions for zn. 1 2 3
causes | care about.
p. 1lorganize i)mwst.s to try to change 2. ] 2 3
a policy 1 think is unfair,
q. Icall the mayor of my town to get action . 1 2 3
on issues | think are important.
r. 1trytolearn as much as 1 can about
candidates before voting. 33 1 2 3
s. Imake sure | understand bond votes and wr. 1 P 3
referends before voting on them.
7



{Continued) How Freguently do you do each of the following?

Never

[

t. 1 hoid (have held) office in a community 52 1
organization.

u.- Iserve (have served) as a scout leader, s+ 1
Little league coach, or other yvouth group
leader.

v. lorganize phone campaigns to make sure ¥
people vote. :

w. [ serve as a poll watcher at my local g2 1
voting precinct.

x. I go door-to-door to help candidates. #rie 1

¥. [ ama member of national T |

10.Please circle the number that best indicates how important you feel each of the following

organizations which support issues

which are important to me,

activities is for a citizen.

- m B R

E
Y

2 B~ & oo

Not
Important

register {o vote are- ]
register for the draft LI |
report for jury duty L |
pay taxes sre- 1
abey the laws e, 1
assist the police when you
see a crime A |
pay attention to what goes v
on 1N government 1
run for elected office A 1
volunteer for community service 1
give blood POV
pick up htter 19y 1
car pool sz 1
recycle e 1

. stay out of debt yes. 1

{8}
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Occasionally Regularly

2

1 A

i b b b B B P e
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Very
Important
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11. The following is a list of different services that people use. Please circle the response that
best represents who you think should be primarily respensible for providing these

gervices.
Individuals Local Federal Private
and and State Government  Agencies
Families Government
a. Caring for the elderly ] 2 3 4
b. Providing clean tap water e ] 2 3 4
¢, Assisting the unemployed sen- 1 2 3 4
d. Financing health care P | 2 3 4
¢. Financing higher education s 1 2 3 4
. Providing inoculations for diseases” 1 2 3 4
g. Providing military defense 15e ] 2 3 4
h. Providing housing 3re 1 2 3 4

l

g

Pick the item from this list that was most difficult for you to answer and
write in the name of that item.

In a few sentences, please explain what it is about the item you selected that makes it the
most difficult for you to decide who should have the primary responsibility for providing it.

H

|
!

|
|

L))




12. Please read the four statements below and write "17 next the statement that best
represents your feelings about pelitics and a "2" next to the statement that is the
next closest to you. {Choose only_{wo statements and leave the others blank.)

EITOI This view of government emphasizes participation and involvement,
especially at the local level. If you believe that government should involve
the active participation of the governed. then select this choice.

as7- This view of governiment emphasizes the election of strang leaders who are
entrusted to make decisions. If you believe that government works best
elected representatives make the decisions, then select this choice.

yIE- This view of government emphasizes that what is best for the individual
voter is really what is best for the country. If you believe that voting for your
best interest also serves the country, then select this choice.

35% - <This view of government emphasizes particular issues that people care
deeply about. If you believe that government works best when individuals
work to support the issues they care about, then select this choice.

Please explain why the statement you picked as "1" is closest to your feelings about
politics. If none of these statements represents your feelings, try to explain how you
feel about politics.

{10)
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Directions: B&lo{v you will find a list of six activities or ideas which vou might spend time
doing. Read each concept and then provide your reaction to the concept in terms of the pairs
of adjectives listed below it. For example, imagine the first concept was Like this:

SAMPLE:
’ Reading a Mystery Novel
Good [ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 & 9 Bad

Fast il y's 3 4 & 6 7 8 5 Slow
Familiar ‘ii 2 3 4 5 & 7 B g i}nfamiﬁar,

Let’s say you ezz}c;y mystery novels, 50 you mark closer to "Good” than "Bad.” If you like to
take your time in reading them, you might think of them as somewhat slow. If you have read
a lot of them, ymz might think of them a8 very familiar. Your marks would look somewhat
like this; :

SAMPLE:
Reading a Mystery Novel

Good 1 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad
Fast ‘1 2 4 5 6 (D 8 9 Slow
Familiar @ 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 Unfamiliar

4]

oo

Sk i

FL2 &
-T2 0

Wie

Fiwede «

237

]

Now read the six sets of concepts and ideas below and respond to all of the adjective pairs in
the same fashion. Some of the adjectives may seem unusual for the concept. Don't worry
about that. Do not spend too much time on any of the adjective pairs, just mark your first
reaction.

e Being with Family or Friends

a. Good 1 2 3 4 b 6 7 8 3 Bad

b, Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Slow

¢. Familiar 1} 2 3 4 5 & 7 & 9  Unfamiliar
d. Weak ! 1 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 g Btrong

e. Unusual |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 Usual

f. Fair i.l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair

g-  Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 8 Passive

h.  Small !3 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large

{an




{Continued. Circle your Response.)

14.
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Good
Fast
Familiar
Weak
Unusual
Fair
Active
Small

Good
Fast
Familiar
Wezak
Unusual
Fair
Active
Small

Good
Fast
Familiar
Weak
Unusual
Fair
Active
Small
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Working on a Community or Civic Activity

B2 B2 BRI N B OB OB N

Taking Part in a Sports Activity or Relaxation

B N B N B2 DO ORD N

B MY OB KRG MY NN BO

(= T . SR S S - I L B VA R L VS

LR L L G O Lo

Engaging in Politics or Public Life
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Bad

Slow
Unfamiliar
Strong
Usual
Undfair
Pasgive
Liarge

Y-t if
e ——————
P o

Bad

Slow
Unfamiliar
Strong
Usual
Unfair
Passgive
Large

Bad

Slow
Unfamiliar
Strong
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Unfair
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Directions:

Below is a list of activities that an individual citizen might undertake. First, think about

. how hard each would be for anygne to accomplish, and then think about how likely_you

would be to accomplish each activity. Assume for each of these that it is an activity that
you felt was worthwhile to accomplish.

- First, how hard do you think it would be for anvone to accomplish the following
activities.

This could not Some people Almost anyone
be accomplished might be able could get
even by a very to get this done. this done.

effective citizen.

Getting a pothole in your street repaired. “*"- 1 2 3
Getting the town government to build 0.

an addition to the local Senior Citizen Center. 1 2 3
Organizing an event to benefit a charity. <5+ 1 2 3

Getting a referendum placed on the ballot
for a statewide election.
(Assume your state allows this.) wsa- 1 2 3

Starting an after-school program
for children whose parents work. wsr- 1 2 3

Organizing an annual town cleanup .
program for the city park. vewv- 1 2 3

Now think about how hard it would be for you to accomplish these same activities.

‘ I would be I might be I would not
F able to get able to get  be able to get

| this done. this done. this done.
Getting a poti.hole in your street repaired. wis- ] 2 3
Getting the 1.!own government to build -] 2 3
an addition to the local Senior Citizen Center.
Organizing an event 1o benefit a charity. “s3. 1 2 3
Getting a referendum placed on the ballot
for a statewide election.
{Assume your state allows this.) wig- 1 2 3
Starting an after-school program
for children whose parents work. asa- 1 2 3
Organizing &n annual town cleanup
program for the city park. weo- ] 2 3

(13)
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Below are a hist of skills and sctivities that people do in various situations. Please read

each of the following and rate yourself with respect to how well you do each of these as

compared to most people, Compared to most people are you not as good, about the same,

Not as

Respecting the views of others.
Attentive to social issues.
Participating in community affairs.
Thinking eritically.
Communicating my ideas to others.
Engaging in discussion with others,
Ability to compromise.

Listering skills.

Moral ar ethical judgment.

identification of social 18sues and concerns.

Thinking about the future.

Ability to take action,

Tolerant of people who

sre different from me.

Effective in accomplishing goals.
Ability to see consequences of actions,
Empathetic to all points of view.
Ability to work with others.
Thinking about others before myself.
Ability to speak in public,

Feeling responsible for others.
Knowing where to find information.
Knowing who to contact in order

to get things done.

Ability to lead a group.

Good the Same
1 2
1 2
1 p
1 2
1 2
i pA
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 P
1 p7
i 2
1 2
1 2
i 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2
1 2

{14

better, or much better at each of these? (Cirele your response.)

About
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22. In politics as iof today, do you consider yourseif a Demoerat, Republican, Independent, or
something else? (Circle your response.)

1. Democrat !
o552 Republicalil

3. Independefnt

4. Other

|
23. Do you lean more toward the Democratic Party or more toward the Republican Party?
{Circle your response.)

1. Democratic Party
2. Repzzb}icakfl Party
3. Other Party

4. Neither |

H
H

24. We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. Here is 2 seven point
scale on which the political views that people might hold are arranged from extremely
liberal to extremely conservative. Where would you place yourself on this scale?

{Circle the number for your response)

extremely  liberal inghtlg} moderate: siightly  congervative  exiremely
liberal | liberal middle of conservative conservative
% the road

25. Your ethnic g:;:oup: (please circle only one)

1. American Iﬁdian or Alaskan Native 4. Latino
isg. 2. Asian or Pacific Islander &, White, Non-Latino
3. Black, Non«éﬁispanic 6. Other (Please Describe)

;
28. Do you censic?{ler yourself to be Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, or SBomething else?

. Catholic

. Protestant |
. Jewish ;i

. None¢/Atheist/Agnostic

. Other: I

e
ol
kS
fur JF - L R S

27 How frequent,gy do you attend religious services?

1. Weekly or :zzmre often
2. Monthly
3. Less than once an month
4, Never

(15}
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28.Please circle the number next to the category that best describes your total yvearly famﬁy
income from all sources. (Estimate to the best of your knowledge.)

$20,000 or less

$20,001 - 30,000
$30,001 - 50,000
$50,001 - 75,000
£75,001 or more

Lhain

b 0 1D b

fui- 29 Your gender: 1. Male 2. Female

sez-504 30, Your age:

wi-ser 31 What is your major?

sev-sus 32, Which college are you enrolled in at Rutgers University?

s¢e- 33, How many vears have vou been a college student?

{15}
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1

DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF MEASURING CITIZENSHIP DATA
. SPRING 1994

I: Introduction:

The following section containg analyses of sBome of the acales we have developed
through téié Measuring Citizenship project. For the purposes of this working

document, we will only digcuss those items which were used as part of the work we -
did in partnlarship with the Rutgers Civic Education and Community Service

program {RUCASE) during the Spring semester of 1894 at Ruigers University.

Sample:

|
|
1

The purpose of collecting data on these measures was to examine the gquality of the
measures t}}emselves as opposed to testing hypotheses with the data. To that end,
the scales u:rem administered to undergraduate students at Rutgers University in
three cazzrséa areas: Political Science, "Nature of Politics” (n= 144}, Journalism and
Mass Communications, "Mass Media and Society™ {n=157) and three course sections
from the Rutgers Civic Education and Community Service program--RUCASE--
{n=61), Stl}denta in the Political Science course were generally in their firgt year
at the nnixirersity. The Journalism and RUCASE studenis were generally not first
year studer;ts, For all 362 students in the sample, the mean age of the respondents
was 20.4 \wéith a standard deviation of 2.46 years. Fifty-nine percent of the students
were w{;mefn and forty-one percent were men, Seventy percent of the students
were white, non-Latino, eleven percent Asian or Pacific Islander, eight percent
Black, non;’ﬁispanic, seven percent Latine and one percent American Indian or
Alaskan, and two percent reported another ethnic background.

H
i

Walt Whitman Center {1} Measuring {(itizenship Project
i



Procedures:

Subjects completed the measures during class time in February 1994 (beginning of
the semester) and again at the end of April 1994 (end of semester). Participation
was volu.ntary. The data presented here are from the second administration of the
gquestionnaire. Roughly eighty percent of the students in the classes participated in
the study. Following completion of the questionnaire, students were informed as

to the purpose of their participation.
Analyses:

All of the scales were summed into a total score and were analyzed for internal
consistency and reliability using coefficient alpha and through the examination of
item to total correlations. For each scale, the mean, standard deviation, range of
possible scores, and coefficient alpha are presented. Then, for each item, the
mean, standard deviation, and item to total correlation are presented. Several of
the scales include a fairly long list of items. For these scales, a principal
components factor analysis was performed with an orthogonal rotation of factors to
see if the scale could be broken into meaningful subscales. The number of factors
to be retained for rotation was determined by looking at a scree plot and by
examining the factors resulting from the rotation. Items were places into factors
when they had a factor loading of .50 or greater. Finally, all scales were compared
across the three courses from which the data were collected to look at course to

course differences.

Walt Whitman Center (2) Measuring Citizenship Project
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1. ALIEN%’I‘ION:

The ;!dienatien seale consists of six four-point Likert items that ask how
strongly a respondent agrees or disagrees with statements about government. Five
of the items (indicated with ™" below) are adapted from the National Election
Study conducmd by the Survey Research Center, Umvers:ty of Michigan. (Strongly
Disagree, Ifli*lsagree Agree, Strongly Agree)

.
b

' Mean Possible Std Dev. Alpha
Score Range
ALIENATION 13.81 6-24 271 T3
Mean sb it
i
1 a. The public hag litile
cozzmil over politicians 2.48 70 53
1 b, Government is not
responsive 1o the public® 2.47 63 49
1 . People'in DU are out of touch
with té‘ze rest of country® 287 64 41
2
1 d. Politics and government
geem ‘so complicated® 237 B0 34
1 &. People like me don't
have a say* 218 g1 &2
1 £ it's not worth my time o
pay attention* 1.83 B85 42
|
|
}
i
!
|'
Walt Whitx}nan Center (3) Measuring Citizenship Project



2. TECHNICAL OR GOVERNMENTAL ISSUES

This scale consists of six force choice items that ask respondents to indicate
whether they think of major issues as primarily technical and about facts or
governmental and a matter for public discussion. (Technical--about facts,

Governmental--a matter for public discussion.)

Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha

Score Range
TECHNICAL-
GOVERNMENTAL 3.81 0-6 1.62 .64
. Mean SD rit
2 a. Recycling .54 _ 47
2 b. HIV-AIDS bYi 42
2 ¢. Health Care .88 27
2 d. Cancer Research ) 43 41
2 e. Education .88 .23
2 [. Global Warming .52 48
Walt Whitman Center (4) Measuring Citizenship Project
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3. TOLERANCE
i

Thig is set of three folerance scales each composed of six forced choice items for

which respondents are asked to choose whether or not members of a group

advocating extreme political views {extreme religious views or racial views) should

be allowed 0 do a variety of activities, (Should be allowed, Should not be allowed)

Mean

POLITICAL TOLERANCE 152

dal. Speakiat a local community
center or library

Jag. ’i‘eachlat a toeal high school

Jad. ’Z’each?at a local college or
university

3a4. Host a weekly cable TV show

|

3ab. Run fé}t a local elected office

3a6. Organize demonstrations to
change government policy

li
RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE 1.81

Mean

3bl. Speait: at a local community
center or library

|
3b2. Teach at a local high school

3b3. Teach at a local eollege or
univlersity

aIbd. }"I{}Sf; a weekly cable TV show

3b%. Run for a local elected office

b8, Orgignize demonstrations to
change government policy
;

Walt Whifmazz Center

;

Possible
Scorc Range
0-8
Mean

6}-3

89

31

186

15

08

Possible
Scorc Range
-6

Mean
.18

76

.38

16

A2

(9

Std Dev. Alpha
131 A9
rjt
22

31

43

33
41

28
Std Dev Alpha

1.47 Ko
rig
28
33
A3

AG
47

41

Measuring Citizenship Projest



TOLERANCE CONTINUED
Mean Possible
Score Range
RACIAL TOLERANCE 2.87 0-6
Mean
3¢1. Bpeak at a local community
cenier or library A0
3¢2. Teach at a local high school 85

3¢d. Teach at a local college or
university 58

3ed. Host a weekly cable TV show

40

3c5. Run for a local elected office 33
3c6. Organize demonstrations to

change government policy 28

Mean Possible
Score Range

SUMMARY TOLERANCE 8.18 0-18
{POLITICAL] Mean
3dal. Speak at a local community

center or library (2
3a2. Teach at a local high school B8
3a3. Teach at a local college or

university B0
3a4. Host a weekly cable TV show 16
3ab. Run {or a local elected office 18
3a6. Organize demonstrations to

change government policy 08

Walt Whitman Center (6}

Std Dev Alpha
2.03 B2
rit
64

v 14

B3

2

66

$td Dev Alpha

4.11 86

rit
29
35

46
44

48
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TOLERANCE CONTINUED
[RELIGIOUS] Mean
3b1. Speaklat a local community

center or library 19
3b2. Teach at a local high school 76

3b3. Teach|at a local college or
univeTsity 37

3b4. Host El weekly cable TV show

.16
3b5. Run for a local elected office 21
3b6. Organize demonstrations to
change government policy 12
[RACIAL) |
3cl. SpeakI at a local community
cent,ei' or library 40
3c2, Teach|at a local high school 85
3c3. Teach at a local college or
university .58
3c4. Host a weekly cable TV show
39
3c¢5. Run for a local elected office 35
I
3cb. Orga.rl{ize demonstrations to
change government policy 28
; :

A}

Walt Whitman Center (N

rit

.36

41

52

.50

54

40

.54

47

62

.59

57

.54

Measuring Citizenship Project



3. GROUP CONTACT:

This scale consists of 11 items that ask respondents how frequently they

have conversations with a variety of demographic groups. (never, less than once a

week, about once a week, 2 to 6 times a week, daily)

Mean Possible
Score Range
GROUP CONTACT 42.60 11-55
Mean

5 a. African Americans 4.15
5 b, Asians 4.17
5 ¢. Gays and Leshians 2.82
5 d. Latinos 381
5 ¢. White, non Lating 4.76
3 [ People with

Digabilities 2.87
8. g People Wealthier

than you 4.46
5 h. People less

well off than you 453
5 1. Rural young people 366
5 j. Urban young people 4.25
5 k. Elderly people 2.20
Walt Whitman Center {8)

Std Dev
5.80
Sy
99
1.01
129
118

.7h

1.08

.78

141
1.08
110

Measuring Citizenship Project

Alpha
69
rit
40
27
.33
47

.33

33

32

43
28
40

23
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6. GROUP KNOWLEDGE:

This sf:a}e consists of 11 itemsy that ask respondents how much they feel they
know ab_ﬁut: the concerns and issues of g variety of demographie groups. The
demographic groups in the Group knowledge scale are identical with those in the
Group Contact (5) scale {above). (nothing, not very much, some, a great deal)

i Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha
GROUP ENOWLEDGE 3184 11-44 4.83 798

WS R W e W

Il am .

Mean SD 1 $31
8 a. Afriean Americans 325 83 51
!
6b. Asians 275 18 .38
|
6 ¢, Gays and Lesbiana 2.90 82 A7
8 d. Latinog 2.75 &0 41
8 ¢. White; non Latino 3.25 86 23
!
6 f. People with
Disabilities 2.78 73 A4
8g Peoﬁltl Wealthier
_ than; you 2.46 B6 A48
8 h. Peaple less
weili{}ff than you 3.12 B85 58
61 Ruml: young peopie 2.52 B A4
;
6 3. Uri}ai’z young people 2.97 80 53
2.88 78 45

8k, Kiéegﬁy people

i
£
H

Walt Whitman Center

{(9)
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7. LEADERSHIP ACTIVITY:

This scale consists of six ilems that agk respondents aboul how frequently

they engage in leadership activities. (No more than once g month, 2-5 imes a
month, 6-10 times 4 month, More than 10 times a month)

Mean Fossible
Score Range
LEADERSHIP ACTIVITY 14,88 6-24
Mean

7 a. I:’eopie ask for your advice 278
7 b. Arrange activities for others 249
7 ¢. Suggest activities for others 2.50
7 d. Come up with new ideas 2.30
7 e. Persuade a person to

agree with you 2.60
7 f. Listen to others ideas 221

9. CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY:

Std Dev

3.85

e
92
98
96
81

.92
B6

Alpha

8

rit
03
07
30

A8

54
37

SO S
— s P—— "

(. Ay

R s e

This scale congist of 25 items that ask respondenis how frequently (Never,
Occasionally, Begularly) they engage in various civic or political aclivilies.

Mean Passible Std Dev Alpha

Score Hange
CIVIC/POLITICAL ACTIVITY 38.88 2575 135 88
Mean SD rit
9 a. Vote in national slections 241 82 41
9 b. Discuss politics on a weekly
basis 2.00 B4 47
9 ¢. Speak at meetings of the
town council 110 34 40
Measuring Citizenship Project
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CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUED

; Mean sD
[
9 d. Vote m‘ primary clections 185 B2
Y ¢. Run for local office 117 AR
9 f. Volunteer time to & ,
civic organization 1.71 14
i
G g. Write to local newspaper
o express views 1.25 A8
{
3 h. Vole in local elections 2.02 82
g i. Contact my Representative or
‘Senator over an issue 1.34 63
8 i. Talk about pational politics
with friends 2.38 64
8 k. Hold gatherings at home for
local candidates 1.07 30
9 1. Work for a political cause that
I care about 1.44 B3
i
9 m. Camrlaign for candidates for
siate or national office 1.28 S
|
9 n. Participate in community events 1.96 B4
8 0. Collect signature for petitions 1.33 56
g p. Orga:réize protests to
change policy 1.19 48
|
9 ¢. Call the mayor of my town 108 31
9 r. Try to learn as much as I can
before I vote. 229 75
9 8, Makejsure ] understand
bond votes 2.02 £4
9 ¢ Hold é;ffiee in a community
organization , 1.34 BH3

Walt Whitman Center 11

i
i3

rit
42
R V7

A7

40
49

48

49

3%

B

B3

A7

38
37

58

58

40

Measuring Citizenship Project



CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUED

Mean

8 u. Serve as a scout leader, coach 1171
9 v. Organize phone campaigns o

get out the vote 1.14
g w. Serve as z poll watcher ‘ 1.09
8 x. Go door-to-door to help

candidates 1.24
9 yv. member of national organization

that supports issues 1.45

For purposes of data reduction we factor analyzed the 25 political and civie
participation items {rom the scale above {8a-8y). The first ten sigenvalues from a
principal components factor analysis are presented here. After examining several
possible solutions, we decided on a five factor solution for purposes of an

orthogonal rotation.

Factor Eigenvalue

1 8,23
2 253
3 1.56
4 1.27
5 1.22
8 1.14
7 1.64
8 53

9 B4

10 B0

Walt Whitman Center (12}

13

A2

34

50

A1

% of Var.

24.9
10.1
8.2

5.1

448

4.5

4.1

3.7

3.4

3.2

Measuring Citizenghip Preject
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CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUED

| VARIMAX Rotated Factor Matrix for Five Factor Solution

! 1 2 3 4 5
9 a. Vote in: national elections 85 «01 04 07 06
9 b. Discusg; politics on a weekly
basis A 23 21 Rizs B4
¢ ¢, Speak at meetings of the
town council 05 58 A0 00 .12
9 d. Vote in primary elections 81 {8 R ¥/ 05 -4
8 e. Run for local office -.00 30 A48 04 -31
t .
gf V{}Eumfeer timetca
givie organizaiion 02 15 30 16 21
8 g. Write to local newspaper
{0 express views 08 61 ki 37 158
:
g h, Vote ign local elections B4 04 A6 37 L3
9 i. Contact my Representative or
Senator over an issue .13 B0 05 15 26’
i
9 j. Talk about national politics
with friends A7 16 10 02 78
g k, Hold gatherings at home for
neal candidates - 04 - 05 03 RY 28
9 1. Work i{'or a political cause that
I cm;e about 12 28 32 A5 36
]
9 m. Campaign for candidates for
state or national office A2 13 16 76 22
9n Parti:cipate in community events 11 14 64 1 28
|
9o, Callefct signature for petitions 01 81 29 24 08
9 p. Orgqﬁize protests to
cha‘nge policy -.06 .55 27 A5 ~03
Walt Whitmarn Center {13} Measuring Citizenship Project
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CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUED

9 q. Call the mayor of my town

Sr. Try wolearn as much as I can
before I vote

$ 5. Make sure | understand
bond votes

§ t. Hold office in a community
organization

9 u. Serve as a scout leader, coach

9 v. Organize phone campaiguos o
get out the vote

S w. Serve as a poll watcher

9 x. Go door-to-door to help
candidates

9 y. member of national organization

that supports issues

Walh Whitman Conder

{143

1

k1]

68

J7

21

A8

U8

28
a9

03

1

Mensuring Citizenship Project

ki1

18

2 3

A1

-9

20

39

08

07

21

-7

82
63

a7

18

09

37

43

=01
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CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUED

We used a five factor solution and a criterion of B{ for factor loadings to
develop the following participation subscales, The fifth factor in the analysis had
only two items on it, both related to discussing politics, and was dropped as a
possible I;}ai?‘ticipaticn subscale,

Mean Passible 8td Dev Alpha

PARTICIPATION- Score Range
VO’?Z?;EQ BEHAVIOR 10.87 515 3.25 86
i
f Mean &D rit
5 a. Vote in national elections 240 B2 72
S d. Vote in primary elections 1.84 33 83
9 h. Vote in local elections 201 82 71

9r. Try to learn as much as I can
before 1 vote 2.29 76 69

9 5. Make s‘ure I understand
bond votes 2.02 B4 .65

|

Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha

PARTICIPATION- Score Range
LOCAL ACTIVIST
' 7.30 6-18 1.77 72
f Mean Sb rig

9 ¢ Spezak Eat- meelings
of the town council 1.11 35 A6
H
9 g. Write 30 newspaper
to voice views 1.25 A48 45

3

$1. Contact my Congress-

Senator over issue 134 B3 41
5 o. Collect signatures for
petitions 1.33 56 B2
8 p. Organize protesis to :
change policy 118 A7 A7
i
9 q. Call the mayor of my town : 1.08 32 41
|
Walt Whitn;mn Center {15) Measuring Citizenship Project
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CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUED

Mean
PARTICIPATION-
COMMUNITY FOCUS 875

8 f. Volunteer time to &
civic organization

9 n, Participate in evenis
in community

9 t. Hold office in a community
organization

8 u. Serve as Scout leader, etc.

Mean
PARTICIPATION-
CAMPAIGN ACTIVIST 4.77

9 m. Campaign for candidates
for state and national office

9 v. Organize phone campaigos
to get onut voie

9 w. Serve as 2 poll watcher

9 x. Go door-to-door to
help candidates

Wit Whitman Center

Possible Std Pev Alphs

4-12 2.08 74
Mean sD rit
172 15 2.53
1.96 65 2.80
1.34 64 2.87
1.72 76 2.52

Possible Std Dev Alpha

Seore Range
4-12 1.42 N
Mean SD rit
1.29 Bi}h) B3
1.14 A2 Rils)
1.10 35 AY
124 51 62
{18} Megasuring Citizenship Project
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10. RESPONSIBILITY:

The responsibility scale consists of 14 items that ask respondents how
important they think a variety of activities are for citizens. (Each is a five point
Likert scale with anchors "Not Important” and "Very Important.”}

_i Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha

; : Score Range
RESPONSI?ZLE’?Y 56.14 14.70 7.53 B2
Mean SD rit
10 a. Register to vote 4.71 65 A0
10 b. Register for the draft 371 1.37 26
10 ¢. Report for jury duty 4.16 .55 S8
10 d. Pay t.agxes 4.55 74 Al
10 e. Obey the laws 4,48 82 .33
10 f. Ass‘ist’jthe police when
you see a crime 4.10 1.02 A5
10 g. Pay attention to what
goes on in government 442 B0 49
10 b. Run for elected office 271 104 A4
10 i, Volunteer for community
service 3.79 1.00 .59
10 3. Give E:Iulood 3.63 1.14 58
10 k. Pick up hiter 3R 1.05 B7
10 L Car pool 3.5% .11 87
10 m. Recycle 4.30 90 49
10 n. Stay out of debt 4,15 1.04 24
?
!
g
Walt Whitman Center {17} Messuring Citizenship Project



18. AGENCY OF OTHERS:

This scale consists of 6 items that ask respondents to indicate how difficult it
would be for anyone to accomplish a variety of civic tasks. ("This could not be

accomplished by even a very effective citizen;” “Some pecple might be able to get
this done;” "Almost anyone could get this done”)

AGENCY-OTHERS

18 a. Getl a pothole in
your street repaired

18 b. Get town government
to build addition to
senior citizens center

18 ¢. Organize an event to
benefit charity

18 d. Get a referendum
placed on ballot for
statewide election

18 e. Start after schobl
program for children

18 f. Organize & town clean

up program for city park

Walt Whitman Center

Mean

1309

{18)

Possibie
Score Range

618

Meoan

2.27

1.87

2.37

1.90

2.31

2.37

8id Dev Alpha
208 66
8D rit
, 62 25
A8 27
59 .52
56 .39
.58 47
59 49

Measuring Cifizenship Project
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19. AGENCY OF RESPONDENT:

This scale uses the same six items developed for Agency of Others (Q18) and
asks respondents how likely they would be to sceomplish the same tasks. {"]
would be able to get this done;” "I might be able {o get this done;” "I would not be
able 1o get this done.” The data presenisd below hag been recoded to make the
mean scores comparable with Q18.)

Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha

Score Range
i
A.GENCY-SlELF 13.27 618 2.74 78
;
| Mean SD rit
- !
198 Get agpothoié in
your gizreet repaired 231 .64 A4
19 b. Get town government
to build addition to
senior citizens center 1.798 63 A7
19 ¢. Organize an event o
hensfit charity 2.43 B4 B4
189 4. Get 8 referendwn
placed on ballot for
é;tatevgide election 1.89 .66 B1
19 e. Start !after schonl
program for children 242 87 58
|
18 £ Organize a town clean
up program for park ) 246 64 66
%
i
]
|
Walt Whitmar Center {19} Messuring Citizenship Project
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21. LEADERSHIP COMPARED WITH OTHERS:

This acale consists of 23 items which ask respondents w compare
themselves with others with regard to a variety of leadership skills and capacities.
(not as good as, about the same, better, much better}

Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha

LEADERSHIP COMPARED Score Range
WITH OTHERS
64.2¢ 23-92 11.02 81
Mean s rig
21 a. Respecting the views
of others 2.95 V¥4 38

21 b, Attentive to social ssues 274 .81 A48

21 ¢. Participating in

eommunity affairg 2.24 b4 39
21 d. Thinking critically 3.04 8 B3
21 . Communicating my ideas

to others 293 B 81
21 f. Engaging in discussion

with others 2.98 82 BB
21 g. Ability to compromise 2.74 .B6 AZ
21 h. Listening skills 2.08 80 B1
21 1. Moral or ethical judgment 3.00 Ra 581
21 ;. Identification of social issues 281 .75 B2
21 k. Thinking about the future 2.5 82 51
211 Ability to take action 2.57 51 B0
21 m. Tolerant of people different

from me 3.04 B4 37
21 n. Effective in accomplishing

goals 2.83 T4 b7
Walt Whatman Center (20) Measuring Citizenship Project

e A . e AN P L a4 AETE— —— —-—- Lol




;
|
|
i

LEADERSHIP CONTINUED
‘ Mean SD rit
21 o. Ability to see consequences
of action 2.89 78 Bb
21 p. Empathetic to all points
of view 277 B0 47
21 q. Ability to work with others 3408 78 , .58
|
21 r. Thinking aboul others
before myself 272 B6 44
21 s. Ability to speak in public 2.39 1.06 56
21 t. Feeling responsible for
cher&; 2. B4 46
21 u Xnovéing where to find :
information 270 78 56
21 v. Knowing who o contact
to get thinps done 257 86 59
21 w. Ability to lead a group 2.67 95 61

For purposes of data reduction we factor analvzed the 23 Jeadership
compared \svith others ilems from the scale above (81a-21w). The first ten
eigenvalues from 3 principal compenents faclor analysis are presented here. Afler
examining several possible solutions, we decided on & 2 factor solution for

purpeses of an orthogenal rotation,
Factor Eigenvalue % of Var.

1 7.73 338

YA 2.80 113

3 1.38 8.0

4 1.18 B2

5 114 50

8 92 4.0

7 83 3.6

8 75 3.3

g 72 3.1

10 83 2.8
Walt Wkitﬁian Center {213 Mensuring Cilizenship Projest



LEADERSHIP CONTINUED

VARIMAX Rotated Factor Mainx for Two Factor Solution

21 a. Respecting the views
of others

21 b. Attentive 1o social wmsues

21 ¢. Participating in
community affairs

21 4. Thinking critically

21 e, Communicating my ideas
‘10 others

21 {. Engaging in discussion
with others

21 g. Ability to compromise

21 h. Listening skilis

21 i. Moral or ethical judgment
21 3. Tdentification of social issues
21 k. Thinking about the future
211 Ability to take action

21 m, Tolerant of people different
from me

21 n. Bffective in accomplishing
goals

21 o, Ability 1o see consequences
of action

21 p. Empathetic to all points
of view

21 q. Ability to work with others

Walt Whitrmian Center (22}

Factor §

02

AB

43

61

1

63
L8
29
39
58
51
8

03

i

48

A2

28

Factor 2

68
30

13
16

16

32
68
.50
43
.33
18

.04
67
A0
37

a1

66

Megsuring Citizenship Project,
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LEADERSHIP CONTINUED
| Factor 1 Factor 2

21r. Thinkling about others
before myself 14 64

21 s. Ability to speak in public 13 .04

21 t. Feeling responsible for |
others 22 56

21 u. Knowling where to find
infomllation .67 13

|
21 v. Knowling who to contact
to get |things done 1 A2

21 w. Ability to lead a group 6 07
| .

We usled a 2 factor solution and a criterion of .50 for factor loadings to develop

the following leadership subscales.

h\)

DELIBERATIVE/ Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha
OTHER ORIENTATION Score Range :
23.04 8-32 4,40 .83
Mean SD rit
21 a. Respelcting the views
of others 2.94 a7 .53
21 g. Ability to compromise 2.75 .86 Y
21h. Listen:ing skills 2.99 .80 49
21 m. Toler:ant. of people different
from me 3.04 .84 54
21 p. Empathetic to all points
of view ' 2.77 80 59
21 q. Ability to work with others 3.08 17 61
21 r. Thinking about others
before' myself 2.74 .86 55
21 t. Feeling responsible for
others 2,76 .84 53
Walt Whitman Center (23) Measuring Citizenship Project
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INITIATIVE/ Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha
ACHIEVEMENT Score Range
ORIENTATION 3043 11-44 860 50
Mean SD rit

21 d. Thinking critically 03 78 53
21 e. Communieating my ideas

to others 2.84 82 68
21 . Engaging in discussion

with others 2.98 82 65
21 j. Identification of social issues 2.81 75 .56
21 k. Thinking about the future 2.90 B2 52
211 Ability to take setion 2.57 a1 10
21 n. Effective in accomplishing

goals 2.84 74 A3
21 s. Ability to spesk in public 240 1.06 B&
21 u. Knowing where to find

information 270 N5 82
21 v. Knowing who to contact

to get things done 2.58 B8 85
21 w, Ability to lead a group 2.67 85 54

Walt Whitman Center

{24}

Measuring Cltizenship Project
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The follewing data ia a comparison of the three Rutgers Course sections for
|
the February 1994 {(beginning of the semester) and April 1994 {end of the
semastier? sdministrations of the messures discussed above.

Scale: 1
ALIENATION
L % Pol. Sci.
Mass Media
RUCABE
TECHNICAL-
GOVERNMENTAL
2 Pol. Sei.
Mass Media
RUCASE
POLITICAL TOLERANCE
3a. Pol. Sei.
Mass Media
RUCASE
RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE
3b. Pol, Sci.
Mass Media
RUCASE

Walt Whitman Center

1

PRE TEST
Mean SD
13.27 2.51
14.57 2.49
13.21 2.08
4,08 164
3.84 1.55
422 156
1.36 1.29
1.72 1.49
131 1,18
1,74 1.48
2.18 162
1.88 1.34
{25}

POST TEST
Mean 8D
13.54 2.86
1441 2.48
13.07 258
3.90 1.82
3.62 1.44
4.11 1.50
1.40 1.31
164 1.32
147 1,24
1.90 1.54
1.491 1.40
1.83 1.49

Measuring Citizenship Project



Scale: .
RACIAL TOLERANCE
- 3e. Pol. 8ci.
Mass Media
RUCASE
TOLERANCE, SUMMARY
da.- 3¢ Pol. 8ci. *
Mass Media
RUCASE
GROUP CONTACT
5. Pol. Sl
Mass Media
RUCASE
GROUP KNOWLEDGE
8. Pol. Sei.
Mass Media
RUCASE
LEADERSHIP ACTIVITY
7. Pol, Sci.
Mass Media
RUCASE
Walt Whitman Center

PRE TEST
Mean SD
3.10 2.086
3.65 1.94
8.32 191
6.14 4.03
7.58 4.06
£.45 3.35
43.20 873
41.45 545
44,00 573
3175 4.80
aL21 5.19
32.48 374
14.66 3.96
15,11 3.59
15.73 3.73
{26}

POST TEST
Moan ] B
251 197
3.17 1.92
2.95 2.29
5.58 4.21
8.70 3.92
8.26 4.27
42.06 5.01
42.28 629
44 .88 575
3170 4,78
3121 85865
32.67 4.24
1479 3.71
14.52 3.87
16,07 3.68

Measuring Citizenship Project
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Scale:
PARTICI%’&T?ON
g, % Pol. Sci.
1 Mass Media
l[ RUCASE
RESPONSIBILITY
10. E Pol. Sci.
E Mass Media
E RUCASE
AGENCY (E)F OTHERS
18. E Pol. Sci.
g Mass Medis
f RUCASE
AGENCY DF SELF
18. . Pol. Sei.
| Mass Media
RUCASE
CIVIC LEADERSHIP
21. Pol. Sc¢i,
Mass Media
RUCASE
Walt Whitinan Center

PHE TEST
Mean SD
36.78 7.35
3525 6,10 -
A0.27 7.02
5473 201
54.87 147
YN 6.71
13.27 2.14
12.87 1.87
13.59 1.ED
12.38 3m
1247 244
13.69 2.33
64.85 11.31
5042 2.05
61,77 9.78

270

POST TEST
Mean sSD
37.62 7.43
38.17 £.76
41.61 1.83
5567 7.61
55.88 7.47
5798 662
13,34 2.17
12.93 1.99
12.98 2.11
13.18 2.87
13.07 2.68
14,09 2.49
65.03 11.36
£2.86 10.87
66322 1024

Measuring Citizenship Project
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Selected Crosstabulations from Spring 1994 Rutgers Data

The following tables show in crosstabular form comparisons between the course
sections as well as sex of respondent for the scales discussed above. The first
table on each page is for the February 1994 administration of the guestionnaire,
and the second table is for the second administration at the end of the semester in
April 1994, All the variables have been recoded for these tables.

BTLARXAL IEN Overall CLASS ID Sex of Resp
Poit MEES Camm. | Male |[Femnle
sei. Medin | Serv.

siienation seale

£ Resoded

1w X 2% -2 4 24 1% k23

2.80 L3 74 55X 42% 50% 5% 312 4

3.40¢ inX Icx #5% h334 b5 4 ¥y 1

Aigh X b+ 4 8% 34 X

PERCENRT ¥ouK 180% 1454 jis::34 hit:5:1 180%
UNWE TGHTED W 453 226 159 68 h:- 4%
WETGRTED ¥ 453 22& %9 58 185 75

Civie Astachments E Public Life: Spring ¥o¥-1

$TLEedALIEN Dversli CLASS 1D Sex of Rerp
Polt nass Com, | Male  Ferale
sci. Wedin | Sery,
Aidennyion spale:
21 Regqoted
Low 4724 554 ¥ E1% 4 % 10%
Z2.08 553 8% S0 &1% 7% b5 4
308 ny 25% 40% & s 9 2
High X 34 5X i 34 £3 4 5X
PERCENRT 106X 00X WGI% 1% 150% w0k
UNWE TCRTED W 354 139 154 b3 1 2
WETGHTED N %% 139 154 b3 T4t 2
1 H

Civic Attachments L Public Life: Spring 19942

8
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sjrmxxxtcuamr Overall CLASS 1D Sex of Rexp
1 polt Hast Corm. | Mele |[female
t LTI Nedin | Sery,
T&chnicahcmm
| ontsly g2
Retoded
00 1% br g 1% 2% 1%
Technicalt 19% 18% 24% 10% 22% 17
Mixet 3K lnx 41% A1% 42X n
Goverpment sl L1% L2% 35x L% 35X A5%
PERCERY 100% 150% 109% 100% 100% 100%
SOEIGHEED K 451 2% 157 &8 18 F %
:%IGHYED [ 54 226 187 &3 164 l c&b
Sivie Attechments & Public Life:  Spring 19941
s;wmrgcww oversit CLASS 1D Sex of Resp
; Posit #ass Cormm. | maie (Fomate
i, Nedis | Serv.
2%@?;2:2:&%*%%
[ ntst: @2
| Recoded
4] k3 4 % % % 4 3 4
Yechnical e 0% Pt ] k3 4 WE 19%
nixed &% 34 LBX L334 EE 4 A0%
Soverrmentai p.25 4 A2% m £Y 4 3 E2+3 4
PRECENT )it 4 i1 6% % hisin4 1603
iummzw ] 3y 374 14¥ 5% 113 392
CWEIGHTED # b1 )14 &7 53 351 198
Civic Atcachments £ Pubilc Life: Spring 1804-7

29




SYUBwTOLIH fvarail LLASS 1D Sex of Resp
poit Eagg faws, | ¥ale Female
$ci, ¥aiin 1 Serv,

Toterarce of

exirotm
militical views
{038y

sast tolersnt s 4 x % sex b33 1 2%

1.60 by g 1 .13 b5, wm 8% Z7%

.50 23 s 4 F 354 ax 24% 25

3.80 3% 1% ki3 4 133 WL 153

£.50 5% 3% % [+ b3 A%

5.00 1% % ix 1% ror 4

Lenst Tolseant e d % » Fz 4 iz 4

PERTENT 1H0% 1044 1005 100X 100X 19%
UNWE EGRTED o W54 v 138 10 189 245
WELLHTED A W5 228 134 70 18y 265
tivic Attachments & Pubiis Life: Spring 19941
STUBSTOLPOL Overall tLass 1D Sex of Resp
polt Hass Comm. | Male |Female
Sei. vedin | Serv.
Tolerance of
oAt reme
political vieus
{3
Mast Tolerant Fi41 2% 2% 26X ZhY% 27X
1.00 Hx h.7.s 4 9% L1 2% 12x

200 5% 6% 25% £2x 24X 5%

.00 11X -1 4 1%% 10% 11X 10%

.00 % %4 7E 5% 5% A%

5.80 8 & 1% hi} 1 ™ X

Least Tolerant 1% 1% % X

PERCERYT 100% 100% 00X 100X )54 T
LRWE JORTED ¥ 350 139 152 52 140 201
VEIGHIED ¥ 350 132 152 50 H“o pih )

Civic Attachments & Public Life; Spring 19%-2
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S$TUB=TOLREL Overall CLASS 10 sex of Resp
Polt Mass Comm. | Male |Female
Sci. Media | Serv,
Tolerance of
axtreme
raligious views
(a3g)
Most Tolerant 19% 23% 13% 18% 22% 17X
1.00 24% 25% 22X 26% 2L 23%
2.00 28% 26% 27X 33% 31X 25%
3.00 17X 15% 22% 14% 13% 22%
4.00 X 5% ox X 6% x
5.00 3X 4% 2X X 1% X
Liust Tolerant X X 5% 1% A% 3x
‘ PERCENT 100% 100X 100X 100X 100% 100X
| UNWEIGHTED W 454 227 157 70 184 248
‘ WEIGHTED N 454 227 157 70 184 248
)
! Civic Attachments & Public Life: Spring 1994-1
;
)
|
|
i
STUB=TOLREL overall CLASS 1D Sex of Resp
Palt Hass Comm. Male |Female
Sci. Media | Serv.
Tolerance of
extreme
religious views
(a3a)
#Most Tolerant 19% e 16% 17X 22X 18%
1.00 29% 30X 27X 32X 30X 27X
¢.00 26% 27X 26X 2L 26X 246%
3.00 13% 10% 15% 15% 13% 13X
4.00 8X AX 12% 5X 6% X
5.00 Frd Frd X LY 1x LY
Least Tolerant 3x SX 1x Ly 1 1X 5%
PERCENT 100% 100X 100% 100% 100X 100%
UNWE 1GHTED N 350 138 153 59 141 199
WEIGHTED N 350 138 153 59 141 199
Civic Attachments & Public Life: Spring 1994-2
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SYLBTOLRAL (varail CLass b sex af Regp
Polt Mans Comm, | Maie |[Fomale
e, Medin | Serv,
Toterance of
extreme raciask
views {230}
Mot Toisrent % 13 %= 41 4% 5%
1.060 3% 13% 1 "W 5% 1%
2.05 i 18% 744 0% 3% 13%
360 Wy ¥ 13X 18% 1% 4 16%
4 .00 13 1% 18X 13% 131% 15%
$.ae 8x k4 x BY% % 0%
ieast Tolerant 24% 22% s 223 18% 29%
PERLERS 100% 0y 160% 100% 100% 168%
UNWE IGHTED N 455 228 56 e 185 248
WEIGRTED N i 435 28 156 n B3 24R
Civir Attachments & Publis Lifes Spring Y41
BEIRSTOLRAL ‘Ovsmli CLASS iD Sex of Resp
(218 4 j 7.7.1 tomn. | Male female
e Media | Serv,
taierance of
#xereme rasint
wiews 0%CY
¥nst Tolerant 1% 7% .79 154 5% 11%
4,00 1% 4% 19% 215 2% 17%
2.00 20% 3% X 5% 2% 182
1.00 12% 12X 1% e iix 113
&40 325 10% 1T b d £3% 2%
5,08 45 63 7X X % ™%
Lesnt Tolersnt b3 8% 0% ra'sd 15 4 3%
PERCENT 100X | 100% 100X | Yas% | 100% | loR
URWEIGRYEL ® 354 %1 155 58 142 203
VEIGKTED # 356 wi 155 58 142 203

Civic Attachments 3 Public tifs:
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%?HgkiTQLW verall CLASS 1D Sex ot Resp
H
: Poir MasE Comn, | Msla |Semsle
) e, Media | Sery,
f_@ierm» of
Pot-Rel -Eace:r
Recoind
¥ast wolerant % 0% L1 4 X 12% 5%
1.00 175 1.1 4 15 9% 18% 15%
.50 b7 4 b7 4 2% 28% 3% 26X
1.80 F% 4 ity 4 iy 4 30% 21% 28X
&.00 174 142 20% 7% 13% 0%
5.68 X 3% 5% 1% 1X 34
Least Tolersnt e 3 x &% e 4 3
PERCENY 00y hiri1) 4 120% 100% 100% 100%
CHVNEIGNTED R 4h% 2k 55 69 182 a1
WEIGHIED &A1 220 155 &% i82 241
: givic Attachmerits £ Public Lite: Epring 199&-1
i :
H
E
STURSXTOLSM vrealt €LA3S 1D Sex of Resp
| 2 $4 M2s5s £oryn. | Mele Femaie
sci. nedis | Serv.
fulernu‘e ot
Pt <Ret -Roce:
{ Resoded
Most tolerant e 15% bt 4 10X X 78
1.00 2% 3% 2 2% 5% hiz 4
.0 295 30% s 4 2£% 29% 29
3.00 m wE % 21X 749 1.: 4
4,00 1465 .2 4 21X 4% 6% 3%
5.00 5 4 5% 5% % 3% 8
Leant Tolersns 73 .+ 1% 3%
|
PERCEMY [113: 4 150 100% 106% 100 111534
UNMWE | GHTED W k71 1x7 151 58 1%a 197
. WEIGHTEO » 3ib 1n? 151 58 7%+ w7
Civie Attechments & Public Life: Sprimg 19%4-2
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STUB=AGRPLOKT Gregrall CLASS 10 Sex 0t Resp
Polt Mpns | Comm, | Male [female
gei, Media | Sery,

Growp contect: @5

s oded

LoWes [+ 4 % 1%

.00 ox 1%

.00 23% 15% h1% 4 21% 235 1%

4. 00 (431 "X 43X 5% &3x &%

Highest 1% 13% 4% 2% i 4 3%

PERCENT 100X 190% W0ox X {4424 g ivii:A

UNWE {GHTED N %4 129 o ¥ 187 134

WELGHTED N 254 L3N 4 &3 97 134
Civie Attachiments & Fubiic Life: Speing 198K

STUS=XGRPCONT Creerall CLASS 1B Sex of Resp
Puit L7334 Comys, | Male Femsie
&1, Media | Sery.

Group contact: &5

Recoded

2.00 F) 4 Ix ks 4 % 3x

3o Fi4 3% 243 x 22% 4%

&.00 Tk TEX &7 9% 7i% 7%

Highmst A% 3 8 &% =% 5% &X

PERCENT hivi5> 1 108X HiX n0x UL Eitiezd

WGE IGRTED ¥ 211 74 o5 3 Bi 146

VEIGHTED W Fa 3 B2 o5 3 0L 114
Civic Attachments & Public Life: Spring 1WOL-Z
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§TUB=KLE&D1 Overall CLASS 1D Sex of Resp
l Polt Mags Comm, | Wale |Female
. Sci. Media | Serv.
Leadershipl: Q7
' Recoded
Rarely ™ ™ ™ L1 ™ (Y3
2.00 50% 5&X &5% 1134 &8% 51%
3.00 8% 31X &T% 4&3% 39% 38%
Freguently 5% ™ 1% X &% &x
!
PERCENT 100% 100% 1Q0% 100% 100% 100%
UNWE IGHTED N 455 227 158 70 187 245
* WEIGHTED W &55 227 158 70 187 265
| Civic Attachments & Public Life: S5pring 1994-1
f
|
'
SjIUB=)(LElD1 Overall CLASS 1D Sex of Resp
Polt Mass Comm. | Male |Female
Sci. Media | Serv.
Llendershiph Qa7
Recoded
Rarely ™ &% ox 13 % %
2.00 5ax% S3x% &BX (1} S1% 50%
3.00 8% 3ax 8% &0% L1} &0%
Frequently 5% 3% 5% 11% ™= 3%
PERCENT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
UNWEIGHTED N 351 145 181 57 13¢ 202
WEIGHTED N 351 143 b3 57 13% 202
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STUB=XGRRENON Overall CLASS 1D Sex of Reap l
Palt 1743 Corm. | Male |Female
Sei, Medin | Serv, |
Sroup Krvwl soige: l
0 Reooed
Lonient 1% ox 14 &
2.56 th >4 3% 16% &% 1% 10% ;
X.50 X % e} $ 8% PLY S B2X
sighest % 74 . 4 (54 ™ 41
PERLERY bt - X 10X TOOX 00X % .
LNVEIGNTED &5% 24 157 7e 188 ha
VEIDHTED ¥ 455 a3 57 k£ 188 chb I

fivip Aveschments § Public Life: Sprimg 1994-1

SHIBARGRPENR treaeaii CLASS ID Sex of Resp
Palt Mags Lomm, | Male  [Female
86, Medip | Serv,
Group knowlsdge:
Gl Resote
Lowest ki 4 Fae 1 Frad
2.60 15X e § 154 1 4 8% 1%
X000 78% 74X agx 7o 4.4 83x
Highest # . 4 &X i 4 X &%
PERCENT tonx 210 1 150% 100X 198X 100%
URME I GHYED ® 35d 141 155 58 143 288
WEIGHYED W 354 14t 155 2 S8 143 208

tivie kvtachments & Public Life: “Spring 1994-2
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S%UB-XPIRTIC Overall CLASS 1D Sex of Resp
I
Polt Mess Comm. Mele |femaie
Sci. Hedis | Sery.
Participation: @9
recoded
Low 40% L1% S0% 18% L1X 40%
#edium 44X 42X 43% S6% 46X 43X
High 15% 17X 8x 25X 14X 17X
PERCENT 100% 100% 100% 00% 100% 100%
UNME IGHTEG N 454 224 15¢ 7 189 243
'WEIGHTED N 454 224 159 7 189 243

i
!
i Civic Attachments & Public Life:
|

Spring 1994-1

|
[
STUBSXPARTIL Overall CLASS ID Sex of Resp

Polt Mess Comm. Male Female

| Sci. Nedia | Serv.
Participation: Q%
recoded

Low 34X 6% L] 9% 36% 3%
Medium 4B% 4L6% 49% 49% S0% 4E6%
High 18X% 18% 12% 2% 13% 21%
{ PERCENT 100X 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
' UNWE [GHTED N L1 ] 138 154 59 143 198
, WEIGHTED N 51 138 154 5 143 198
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STUB=XRESPNS Overall CLASS 10 Sex of Resp
Polt Mags Comn, | Male |Female
Sci. Media | Serv.
Responsibility:
010 Recoded
2.00 1% 2x 1% 3x ox
3.00 20% 20% 23X 13% 28% 14%
4,00 &5% 65% 68X 63X &0% &%
Very Important 13% 1% 10% 24% % 17
PERCENT 100% 100% 100% 100X 100X 100%
UNWE I GHTED N 453 228 154 Al 187 244
WEIGHTED N 453 228 154 Al 187 244
Civic attachments & Public Life: Spring 1994-1
STUB=XRESPNS Overall CLASS 1D Sex of Resp
Polt Mass Comm. | Male |Female
Sei. Media | Serv.
Responsibility:
010 Recoded
2.00 1% 1% 1% X
.00 16X 1m 19% ™ 24X ox
4.00 &8% 8% 66X 69% 244 72X
Very lmportant 15% 13% 14X 24X ox 19%
PERCENT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100x 100%
UNWEIGHTED M 3455 138 148 59 140 195
WEIGHTED M kT4 138 148 59 140 195
Civic Attachments & Public Life: Spring 1994-2
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STUB=XLEAD3B Overal i CLASS 1D Sex of Resp
Polt Hass Comm. | Wale |Female
Scl. Hedie | Serv,
l._leadership: o2\
| Recoded
About the Same eTx 23x Xox Jx 27TL 27
Better ATX 45% 70X &6 X 3% 70%
Much Better 7X 12X 5% 10% [% 4
PERCERT 100% 100X 100% 100X | t00x 100x
URWEIGHTED N 138 &6 50 22 5¢ Fad
| WEIGHTEQ W 138 b 50 22 59 Fad
I
Civic Attachments & Public Life: Spring 1994-1
STUB=XLEAD3B Overall CLASS ID Sex of Resp
Polt Mass Comm, | Male |Female
Sci. Media | Serv,
Leedership: Q21
Recoded
About the Same 20% 26% 2n 16% 28X 2%
Berter &6% (¥ 4 &65% 74X &3X &8%
Much Better 10% 12X ax 1nx gx 1"x
PERCENT 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100Xx
UNWEIGHTED N 33 125 141 - 14 132 188
WEIGHTED N 323 125 141 57 132 188
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STUBeXALRTOY Overall CLASS 1D Sex of Resp
Folt MasE Comm. | Male |[Famake
suf, Weclis | Serv,

Agerey lithers:

418 Recoded

o orw %4 (3 4 5% SX x

Some people &7 H8% T 55% 3% 55%

srvpone 41 g f¥ix 9 35% 21X 31X

PERCENT 100X 160% 190% 100% 100% 100%

POE {GHIED N 28 5 154 59 184 240

WEIDHIED ¥ 28 205 154 9 ik 240
Livie arescromnis & Public Life: Spring 1994

STURSKAGHTDY ovaratt LLASS 1B Sex of Resp
bpit Moss Coops. | Maie Femals
Sei. Kedis | Serv,

dgeney Dthears:

G118 Recoced

Np e &% X b g% 9% 3x

Some peonte 373 &7% TiX 47% £5% 7

Amyorse 6% 29% k2% 3 233 26X 27X

PERCERT % 3100% 180X 1008 liie 8 180%
URWE IGHTED R 34 132 152 &0 139 12
| WETGHTED M 3k 132 182 6 . 139 199
| H
Civic Attachioents & Pubkie Life: Sprimg 19%&-2
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STUB=XAGNTSLF overall CLASS 1D Sex of Resp
|
| Polt Mass Comm. | Male |Female
‘ Sci. MNedia | Serv,
igency Self: @19
Recoded
Wldnt ba able 14% 18% 13% L} 4 16% 12%
Might be able 50% 56X 733 58% 58% 50%
Wld be able 27 26% 28% 9% 27 28%
| PERCENT 100X | 100% | 100% 100% | 100% | 100%
| UMWE IGHTED W 430 207 152 4| 184 241
WEIGHTED N 430 207 152 4| 186 241
|
| Civic Attachments & Public Life: Spring 1994-1
|
|
|
|
|
|
[
|
|
STUB=XAGNTSLF Overal | CLASS 1D Sex of Resp
Polt Mass Comm. Male |[Female
Sci. Medie | Serv,
Ilugeru:\w Self: Q19
Recoded
Widnt be able 10% 13% 10% 5% 13% 8x
Might ba able 53% S1% 56% 4BX 52% 54%
Wid be abla k7 3 36% 34X 4TX 35% 38%
FERCENT 100% | 100X | 100X | 100X | tOD% | 100%
UNWEIGHTED N 345 134 151 &0 140 199
WELGHTED N 345 134 151 40 140 199
Civic Attechments & public Life: Spring 1994-2
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as a Collaboration between the Walt Whitman {enter for
the Culture and Polivies of Democracy [(Bubgers
University) and the Surdna Foundation

Community has long been a central scholarly concern of
sehools and universities, byt the university alsoc 14 a
community and beglopgs to a community. It is thus an ideal
setting for a ecritical examination of the meaning and
denmocratic significance of community as_a werking construct
in modern Amsrica. For those who ¢are about comminity not
merely as a topic in sociology but as a condition of
citizenship, civic welfare and identity, the ways in which
the university {(and by implication, the educational
establishment generally) manifests or fails to manifest
commurnity in its own structure and in its relationship to
its socvial environment are of the first impoertance. How it
teaches' it students community and democcracy and how they
eéxperience them (or fail to experience them) both in the
school and in the community to which their school belongs
osught to be of concern to all Americans.

i
Within the university, sad to say, while community as a
descriptive sociclogical term receives a great deal of
gttention, the university ss.a community and ag a part of
the communities to which it belongs has been negleciad. That
is to say, while the idea of community remains central to
university life, the experience of community and its
relevance to the democratic 1ife of Rmerica {s largely
marginalized in academic curricula and liberal educaticon.

Yet traditionally colleges and universities were devoted to
training younyg people for a life of community: this was the
meaning of civic education and preparation for democracy,
which figured heavily in the mission statements of most
public and private universities (n the eighteenth and
nineteenth century. Indeed, the capacity of Americans to
understand and live effectively in their several c¢ivic
cammanxtles {local, regional and national) once was thought
to comeé as much from their schooling as from their home
environment. But, largely as a result of the
professionalization of education, schools today rarely are
able to act as experisntial brokers beetween thought and
life; instead they encourage a sharp division between
reflection and experience, between the abstract learning
environtent of school and the "real world" of community {or
work, business or commerce}. When they do focus on the
ocutside world, (t is exclusively in terms of wvocational
training, economic competrition and job preparation {"will
the United States be able to compete economically with the
Japanese and Europeans in the Twenty~First Century!? Support
your local schoolsi®)

§

t



In recent years, higher education has once again hegun to
take seripusly its mission as an explorgr and teacher of
community. The place of schools as communities of one kind
within towns and cities {as well as a nation and a world}
that are communities of another kind is increasingly being
examined. Some educators have criticized what they regard as
too. much ‘gutreach’ to the community, but usually they are
reacting to the overvocationalization and
pverprofessionalization of education {c¢orporate funding of
academic research or education as job preparation, for
example] and arg using "community” enly in the weakest sensze
(the outside world). Others insist that the particular
nature of the academic community rules Out an engagenent
with the outside community (the ‘ivory tower' model of
liberal education}. It is not clear that either set of
critics has thouwght very much about the meaning of community
or vitizenship gither within the university or outside of
it. This neglect andangeérs both education and democracy.

Neontheless, there is alst 3 new movement in academe which
has softened the sharp division between the school and its
communal environs., This movement focuses On community
gervice and the problem of community membership and identity
for young pecple. (ommunity service has long played an
extra~curricular role in university life {(Phillips Brooks
House at Harvard or service fraternities, for example), but
the new enphasis tries to treat community sarvice as an
intrinsic feature of academic education ("service
learning"), incorporating experiential service opportunities
in the community outside of the university into the active
pedagogy of students, while at the same time rtegarding the
university itself as a community as a significant mediator
of education. From thisg perspective, pathologies once
diagmosed as purely pedagogical or personal are coming to be
seen as pathologies of communities in crisig. Racism or
substance abuse or suicide, traditionally viewed as isclated
problems that reflected personal difficulties (e.9..
adolescent depression) or pedagoical failures {e.g.,
insufficient c¢ourse work in ethics), now appear as
interdependent symptoms of integral community breakdown.
Likewise, town~gown resentments once written off as
"institutionally inevitable” reappear as signs ©f a failure
of community (the university's, the town's or those of the
greater community supposedly embracing both)., The new
perspective conmpels educators to think about the meaning of
community both within theiy institutions and in terms of the
world bheyvond the ivy walls.

This new appreoach is anvthing but academic or exclusively
theoretical. A number of higher education institutions have
instituted practical programs integrating service learning
into academic curricula. Btudents in these institutions are
being asked to consider comnunity experientiaslle both as the
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setting for their education, and as the social environment
within which they will lead their lives. The guestion of
whether a community is egalitarian or hierarchical,
traditional or voluntaristic, just or unjust, damaarati& or
dominated, ceases to be an essay question on social science
exans and becomes an indispensable challenge of how students
live zhﬁgr lives.

Rutgers University has had three years of experience with
itg sducation-~based community gervice program ("CECL," see
Appendix, "status report®), and has cffered over a dozen
courseés on three campuses and in & number of different
departments and schools. With the leadership of the Whitman -
Center for the Culture and Politics of DemOcCracy., it has
developed a democratic agenda arcund the integration of
community service into liberal curricula. A number of other
institutions, including Baylor University, Stanford
University, the University of Minnescta {(the Humphrey
Ingtitute's Project Public Life}, Spelman College., the
National Service Secretariat and Campus Compact {whose chair
is Stanford’s [outgoing) President Donald Xennedy} have
gxperimented with their own programs of experiential
education aimed at the cultivation of democrati¢c community.

These programs share a gdedication to the proposition that
issues of community, <¢itizenship and democracy (the politics
of self-governing communities) are central o the business
of education, and that such issues demand real experience in
the greater community ¢¢ which schools belong. Together they
have the potential to yield a provisional model of education
for community through commenity service learning and other
forms of community integration. The model is undergoing
constant change and offers more quastions than answers, but
these questiong move well beyond the usual academic agenda
about the "nature of community"™ and the hypothetical
relationship between citizenship and community. Among the .
insues that arise from the community service learning
project ‘and that we progose to address in our project are
these: E

L
1. {To what extent are American colleges and
universities genuinely interested in the Rind of democratic
education and preparation for community life to which they
give lip servicge?

2.!Can students learn the meaning and signficance of
community in imstitutions that neglect both thelr own
internal community life and their relationship to the
communities (neighborhood, town, state and nation) which are
their natural environment?



3. Can the dual goals of research and academi¢ teaching
that define the hiring and promotion agendas of American
educational institutions offer any real incentives for a
pedagogy of service, community and democracy?

4. Do the young need to experisnce community
democratically {(that is to say., participate in self~
governing communities) in order to learn the meaning of
democracy and the skilis of democratic political
participation? Mugt they be permitted to practice what their
teachers preach? Is this possible in naturally hierarchical,
authoritative universities?

5. Does sngagement in the community outside school of
the kind made possible by community servige help or hinder
learning about community? help or hinder the nurturing of
citizenship? help or hinder students to become effective
participants in communities inside and outside the
university?

€. Do ‘town~gown' tensions reflect the collision of two
incompatible formsg of community? Is there a8 greater
raesponsibility on one side or the other? Bo community
service programs help ameliorate such tensionsg? More
generally, do education-based servicge programs contribute to
the self-understanding of the communities they serve in the
same way they {(purportedly) contribute to students' own
senge of community?

7. Do students need to be "protected” and “sheltered”
from the real communities they will eventually ijoin <~
communities often deformed Dy power, race, class, prejudice
and other real~world problems likely ¢o andanger their still
tender soculs? In other words, is it possible that community
service will actually turn the young off to the
possibilities of communi€y by giving them too strong a dose
of “reality” too soon? if ves, can the educational dimension
of service learning be employved to counter these perniciocus
effects?

&, How can experience be integrated into learning in an
envirgnment which has traditionally polarized the two?
(Preiudice rarvely appears in classroom discussions of race,
but these hardly means racism is dead on campus!) Will
students simply create twp distinct cells into which they
will put {into the first} their classroom readings, debates
and reflections on compunity and (into the second) their
experience of and real feelings about community, soc that the
two wiil never really meet, let alone marry r nurture one
ancther?

9. What is the relationship of the *service" idea, 80
crucial to service learning, t¢ the idea ¢f community angd
the lded of demacracy {(self-governing community)? Is service
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about altruism or enlightened seif-interest? About the
person served or the person serving (or some amalgumd? If
service is a way to teach students about gcommunity and
citizenship, can it be a way 1o teach others, no longer in
$0hool? How?

i0. Does community service, aspagially in wealthier
private universities, foster a noticn of "community” as a
place for the poor and disadvantaged,whyo are served by the
wealthy and advantaged =-- a '‘noblesse oblige' idea of
service and a pejorative notion of community? If community
means “problems® and service means "solving them, ® are we
realiy teaching the demoeratic lessons about community we
want to? What can be done about this?

11, iWhat is the difference dbetween Ccommunity
generically understood and a democratic community? Are
sthools supposed to be "democratic communities™? If not, are
they appropriate places to teach democratic community?

|
Proiact GQoals:

f‘: .
These and other related gquestions . ¢omMé€ - epasily and
fluently ‘to those who have worked 1in or with real service
programs and represent an important resource for all of us
who care about building and sustaining community. The
Whitman Center proposes to exploit the strong start Rutgers
and other universities and cclleges have made with community
service learning through a project which weuld have among
its goals:

a) To raise, formulate systematically and begin to try to
answar ¢oncrete guestions of the kind noted above ww-
guestionsg that come out of real experience with service
learning programs and guestions ¢f vital interest firgt of
all to those wishing to develop similar programs, but also
to educators, community organizers and policy-makérs with
community-building agendas.

b} To draw lessons from those with community service and
service learning experience that ¢an be used in consgtructing
& filexible and multifaceted model ©f servicae~iearning which
would be usable in a wide variety of school, college and
university settings: and to desseminate that model through
the educational community {(and beyond to leglslators
interested in models of ‘national service,' 'community
sarvica,i and ‘alternative service.’)

¢) To offer a working dafinition {or working definitions) of
commpunity and of democratic community which would be of use
to community organizers, educators, philanthropists, policy~
makers and others actually engaged in "community-building®,
"ecommunity organization,® and other forms of civic
education. Sought-for definitions would be practical and



action-oriented, and thus of real use to those wishing to
Puild community and nof merely to those who study it.

d) To develop an obiective measure for "givic community” and
"demgocratic citizenship® that would permit educators.
organizers and policy-makers to judge the efficacy of
specific service learning and community-building programs
{as well as other strategies aimed at enhancing community,
democracy and citizenship). At present, service learning in
the name of community-conscigusness cannot really be
measured in any usefuwl fashion. Institutions like Surdna and
the Whit¢man Center devoted to nurturing community and
GCitizenghip are hard pressed to judge (other than in the
most intuitive and impressionistic ways) which among the
programs they support are genuinely effective. Thig in turn
gives to all such efforts at transformation a 'soft’
character that makes them seem unpersuasive t0o ‘'hard~headed’
social scientists and professional politiciansg,

Proieckt Elements:

Te achieve these ends we propose the following specific
program alements;

1} A TWO~-PART NONCONVENTIONAL CONFERENCE: A carefully
selected group oI persons whe have had direct experience
with community service learning, including students,
professional stafi and clients of corganizations in the
communities served, and faculty and adminstrators who have
themsgelves participated in service learning programs, along
with a few experienced thinkers with community experience
{Donald Eberly, the director of the National Service
Secretariat, Amitai Etzioni, Director of The Responsgive
Community {(on whose board Benifamin Barber sit), Davig
Mathews of Kettering and Harry Boyte, director ¢f Project
Public Life, for example} -- no more than a manageable two
dozen in all, would be brought together twice over the
period of a year: the first time {(November, 1992) to
exchange information on program experience and raise and
dabate questions of the Kind adumbrated abhove; the sacond
time (September, 199%93), to develop a usable model of
community service learning including a video element (see
below} and alsc to examine the first stage of & "Measuring
Civic Community and Citizenship" test, to be developed in
the interim at the Whitman Center., The gatherings would be
working conferences with ample preparati¢n prior to each; by
involving the same people over eighteen months in a working
group and assuring an on-going commitment to the project, we
might hope to have some cumulative impact. The two
Conferances {(each to be held over ggveral days) would
include meetings in the community with participants in
programs as waell as their gritics -~ case workers, a mayor
or gouncilmen, school principals, parents ¢f children served
by community service programs -~ and thus gquite literally
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Lake partxcxpants out intg the comsunity that weuld be the
focus of th&ir discussion.

2} 3 PARALLEL WEITMAN CENTER RESEARCH EFFORT: With a
project director/research coordinator working uander the
guidana&lof the Center's director {Barber), the Whitman
Center would not only service the conferences, prepare their
agendas and summarize and systematize their work, and
prepare the final "model” document and accompanying video
documentary, but would also undertake its own parallel
critical ressarch effort to act as a control on and impetus
to the work of the conference group. Further, it would link
this ras&arch t0 the "Measuring Civic Community and
Citizenship Project,” tying the two closely together. This
would assure that the project leader would be much more than.
a canferenca adminstrator, and guarantee the ongoing imput
of the w?ztmaﬁ Centeyr into the process.

3} A VIDEG-RECORDING PROGEAM: A project of this kind
would benafit enormously from documentation of ¢he kind that
a Bimple but ongoing video project would afford. Service
learning: projects, involvement by students in the oputside
community, the response of xids in mentoring programs or
clients in social welfare organizations served, classroom
debates, even our two Conferences would be vzé&arecord&é,
providing hoth ample archival and demonstration materials as
wall as the basis for a documentary which would hecome part
of the “"model" the proiect hopes 0 develop. Baylor
University has made a short amateur video exploring its
program, and itg raw virtues suggest how useful the medium
can be. This part of the project would be coordinated with
the Rutgars University Office of Television and Radig, which
has caaparatad with the Whitman Center in the past and has
teahnxca; resources and eguipment {at in-house rental fees)
that aﬁu}d be used.

4) MEASURING CIVIC COMMUKNITY AND CITIZENSHIP: The
Whitman Center is already committed to developing usable
understandings of and measures for community, democracy and
citizenship defined as membership in demoeratic communities
{see appendix B). The conference working group should become
integral to this effort, which could in turn serve the
woTking group. Professor Jeffrey Smith, a measurement
specialrat and sducational psychologist in the School of
Education {Rutgers) has worked with Barber to formulate a
design for this project. We believe it would make a powerful
complement to the work of the Conference Group, which would
beneiztiin its proceedings by the development of hard and
critical definitions and measures of community, citizenship
and democracy: the working group could in turn be of
enormous help through digcussing, testing and c¢riticizing
the measuring angd definition preoject ocutput.

A Xey feature of this element is the acquisition,
testing |and usage of CONSENSUR, an electronic survey




instrument that permits complex responses from up to 100
participants, and a device which would he & great agset to
our project generally. {Note bene, much of the cost o©f
Consensur is buiit into CECL and would in effect be
available to this project for roughly 258% of its cost}.

These four program elements are o some degres
separable -~ the Conferences can be hived off and treated
independently from the other elements; we could hold a
single meeting and £y t¢ maximize resulits from it; the
measuring project ¢ould be done in stages, with or without
CONSENSUR, the Whitman Research element can be downgraded so
that we hire only a conference adminstrator, and so forth.
But I bkelieve much of the strength of the propogal liag in
its combination of forces and its concern with concrete
payoff. A conference by itself is unlikely to issue in
action. Campus Compact, C0O0L, The Reésponsive Community and
WINGESFREAD have held conferences on ¢community service in
which Whitman Staff (often the director) have participated
(we ran the Campus Compact Northeast regional confeéerence
hare at Rutgers last spring). Conferences generate useful
discussion, often sericug, sometimes of a high caliber
worthy of publication. But the conference format is by
itself an academic invention focused on TALK, and its
usefulness by itself for action programs is limited {(though
net wnimportant). The linkage proposed here between twoe
prodquct-oriented conferences, with ongeoing collaboration in
hetween and after, and the inclusion of the videy project,
an ongeing research commitment, the measuring citizenship
project and the development and desstmination of a model of
service learning, would not only congretize the work of the
Conference group but would piggyhack on {and give impetus
to} thes strongest program elements of the whitman Center as
presently constituted. It would alsg play to the strengths
of both the Center’'s director, and of Rutgers Universlty --
as a public university committed to service learning as well
as a strong presence in the larger communities of Newark,
New Brunswiok and Camden, and New Jersey.

Sunmary.

The Whitman Center is a small, highly focused
institution; it tries to integrate its work and utilize all
of its strengths on eaach of its projects. This coilaboration
with the Surdna Foundation is envisioned fo take maximum
advantage of its virtues. Surdna and the Whitman Center
share a belief that the invigoration of our community
structures is vital to the preservation 0f our demuCracy:
students who do not learn what it means to be citizens of a
community, however well educated they may be, will
ultimately fail both America and themselves. As a modest
collaboration between a public university's leading Center
onn Democracy and a foundation with profound commitments to
the nurturing of community. this project may at once
contribute to education for democracy and the building of
community in America.
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