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Measuring Citizenship 
Introduction 


Project Notebook 

Walt Whitman Center 


for the Culture and Politics ofDemocracy 

June 30. 1994 


Introduction: ,, 

This notebook provides an overview ofm>'\jor developments in the Walt 

Whitman Center's Measuring Citizenship Project from March 1992 through 
I 

June 1994" It pulls tegether in one place all the documents -- the conference 

reports, working papers, civic skills questionnaire. and data analyses - that 

constitute the major written outcomes ofour work on Measuring Citizenship w 

date, The work collected here should: help w introduce the Measuring 

Citizenship project to those not yet familiar with it; encourage healthy 
I 

criticism among the many colleagues who have worked with the Center; serve 
I 

as a reminder about how very far the project has come for our closest 
I 

associates +with whom we have been working intimately, sometimes with too 

little time f?r reflection-- and finally, function as a hisWrical project 

compendium for the Center and its supporters at the Surdna Foundation, Inc., 

the Ford FJundation, the Markle Foundation, Inc., and the Rutgers University . ' 
Citizenshi~ and Service Education (RUCASE) Program, The project's 

I 
supportsrs have provided essential financial resources and encouragement 

which has enabled the Whitman Center w institute an ambitious project 

concerning 'the theory and practice of civic education for democratic 

citizenship, This notebook is only a place holder, a reminder, and point of 

departure for the continued development of the Measuring Citizenship Project, 
I 

Walt Whitman Center (I) Meawring Citi~nship Proje« 

I 



which, with the help of a new grant from the Ford Foundation will continue for 

another two years. We hope it stimulates further interest, fosters honest 

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

Project History: 

Introductfun: 

. Issuing out of the success of the Rutgers Uuiversity 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, citizenship, and service learning. The project's primary 

goal is to develop an empirical assessment tool that will capture attitudinal 

and behavioral outcomes of service learning and other service based 

interventions in the life of democratic citizens. On the way to establishing a 

feasible measurement instcwnent, the project has also focused on the meaning 

of citizenship and the character of democracy in ways that nlove beyond SOnle 

of the standard approaches. (See Section D, "Measuring Citizenship: VI'ho? 

What? '\\'here? '\\'hen? and '\\'hy?"). 

Wall. Whitman Center (2) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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I 
I I 

Funding for the Measuring Citizenship Prqj<'Ct:I 	 1 

i , 

I 

I 
I The ,Whitman Center commenced the Measuring Citizenship Project 

with a two ~ear grant from the Surdna Foundation. Inc. From the very 
i 

beginning "fthe project in March 1992. Surdna and. in particular, its Executive 

I Director (Edward Skloot) and Program Officer <Deborah Visser) worked closely 

with the Whitman Center. Surdua not only helped to bring together scholars 

I 	 and practitioners in the areas of community. service, education and citizenship 

for the two:working conferences that served as the cornerstones of the ongoingI 	
, 

research at the Center--deveIoping powerful normative understandings of key 

concepts like citizenship. community and democracy. Sui-dna was also active I 	
, 

in aSsistiJ the Center's fund raising efforts to continue with the research 
II 	 beyond the initial grant period. During the second year of research, the Ford 
i 

I 
Foundatiod. Markle Foundation. and RUCASE became supplementary 

supporters in addition to the primary Surdns grant. The projoet continues into 

a third and fourth year with major additional support from the Ford 'I 	
, 

FoundatioJ, and supplementary assistance from the Markle Foundation, and 

RUCASE.I 	 I 

I Organizing the Measuring Citizenship Project at the Whitman Center: 

I 
In March 1992 after reeeiving notification of the initial Surdna 

,

I Foundation'grant, the Center's Direetor. Benjamin R. Barber. asked John 

Dedrick. an,ABD doctoral candidate in the political science department at

I Rutgers University to work with the Center for two years as the Project 
I 

I 	 Director for:Measuring Citizenship. Dedrick accepted the position and began to 

work closelJ with Barber to implement the ambitious plan that the Center had 

I 	
I 

I
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I 
laid out in its project proposal to Surdna. (See Section H, "Proposal for a II 
Project on Community and Service Learning"). 

II 
Over the Su:mmer of 1992, the Center invited Professor Jeffrey K. I 

Smith (Rutgers University Graduate School of Education) and Ms. Janice IIBallou (Director, New Jersey Center for Public Interest Polling) to work with 

the Whitman Center and constitute a Rutgers University based Measurement I 
Team whose primary task it would be to develop a civic skiUs assessment I, 
instrument tbat 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 addltion to the 

Rutgen; based Measurement Team, the Center also invited Professor Brenda I 
ILoyd (Curry School of Education, University of Virginia) to join the effort. The IMeasurement Team spent much of the summer and fall of 1992 talking I 

through the tough issues about how best to measure civic outcomes of service I 
learning programs that are not nonnally vulnerable to measurement without I 
abdicating testing standards. It also prepared presentations for the first I 

Iworking group meeting. 

I 
I 

During the Fall of 1992, the Center also invited a several interested I 
graduate students from the political science department and the Graduate I 
School of Education to work with the Measurement Team. The project's I 

Iresearch associates··Michael Cripps, Kimberly Downing, Wendy Gunther­


Canada, Megumi Kinoshita, Greg Valis and Michelle Yurecko··have been I 

I 

essential contributors to the project both as indlviduals and as a group. These I 
project associates have brought to the Measuring Citizenship project I 

I 
Walt Whitman Center (4) Mensuring Citizenship Project I 

I 
I 



I 	 I, 
II theoretical insight, technical know-how, and enthusiasm that has been a vital 
i. ,

part 0 f the project s success. 

I 

I 


Assembling tlu! Working Group: 

I 	
, 

Over the summer of 1992, the Whitman Center invited a working group 
II 	 of more thBn thirty scholars, community activists, representatives from 

I 	 foundation~, and government agencies to participate in the project team's first 

COnferenCeiSCheduied for November 22-24, 1992. (See Section B, 1992 Working 

I Group Participant List) The Center al80 asked several of the participants to 

prepare working papers for the November 22-24 meeting. Center Director 
II 	 Benjamin R. Barber, Alan Ryan (Princeton University), and Rogers Smith 

(Yale U nivlrsity) each prepared working papers for the conference. (See I 	 , 
I 

Section D, Working Papers). Harry Boyte (University of Minnesota) and 

Ernesto. Cortes (Texas Industrial Areas Foundations) also prepared I 	
, 

presentati~ns, 

I 
This first working group meeting was held at Rutgers University 

I 
I 

November 22-24, 1992, and focused on themes of clarification and 

measurement of the theory and practice of community, service, and learning in 
I 

the context[of education-based service learning programs, as well as others 

forms of civic participation. In preparation for the November 1992 meetings, I 	
, 

the WhitmAn Center sent participants two mailings that included previously 
I 

I 
I published essays by working group members in addition to conference plans. 

The working papers prepared by Barber, Ryan, and Smith, were given to 

Participan~ as they arrived at the conference Bite. In addition to the papers
!,,,I 

Walt Whitman Center 	 (5) Measuring Citizenship Projeel..
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I 
and presentations notad here, highlights from the meeting included: I 
observation ofan RUCASE class meeting led by the program's director, 

Professor Richard Battistionij and a session concerning measurement issues I 
led by Professor JeffreY K. Smith, (See Sect.ion B, "Clarifying and Measuring I! 
Community, Service, and Citizenship" and attached Appendices). 

I'i
I'Deueloping the Civic Skills Assessment instrument: 

I' 
The fIrst working group meetings were an important point of entry I 

amidst a critical sequence of events for the Rutgers based Measurement Team I 
charged with the task ofdeveloping a Civic Skills Assessment instrument. The I 
election of Bill Clinton to the Presidency three weeks before the meetings I 

Ibolstered grass roots support for service learning throughout the country. 
IDuring the campaign, Clinton made a commitment to youth service, I 

President-eleet Clinton was moving quickly to fulfill his campaign pledges. Th. I 
creation of the Commission on National and Community Service (now the I 
Corporation for National and Community Service) mede more urgent the I 

Iavailability of tools designed specifically to assess the outcomes of programs 

that would be based on strengthening the ties between service and citizenship. ~ 
On March 1, 1993, President Clinton honored Rutgers University and the Walt I 
Whitman Center by announcing his Administrations plan for a Summer of I 
Service and a National Service Act at a packed Rutgers University athletic I 
center, following a day long visit to Whitman Center and RUCASE service I 
learning projects. It was amidst these circumstances that the Whitman I 

I 
Center set about translating the insights of the thirty-one membor working I 
group into an objective multiple choice, self -administerable questionnaire. I 

I 
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The Measurement Team presented a first version of the civic skills 

I assessment 
I 

to the Center's staff in April 1993. Later that month, 200 

students fr~m an introductory political science course at Rutgers volunteered I I 

to eompleui this first draft questionnaire. During the month of May 1993, the 

Measuremkt Team worked quiekly to revise the questionnaire based on I I 
problems they encountered in the administration and analysis of the first 

I version. TJey also prepared a second version that was administered at the 
I 

I Summer of,Serviee Program in Newark, New Jersey. Approximately 150 
, 

Summer o[Service volunteers filled out the revised questionnaire at the 

I 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 

I offered the Measurement Team an opportunity to observe patterns of stability 
I 

and change in the attitudes and behaviors of citizens who participated in a 
I 

, 

I 
service program. (See section E, Second version Civic Skills Assessment 

Questionnaire) 

I 

I The data from the Summer of Service volunteers was analyzed by the 

Measurement Team. In anticipation of the second working conference that

I would focus, exclUSively on the civic skills assessment tool, the team prepared a 

workbook that provided analyses from the three administrations of the, 
questionnai~e during the Spring and Summer of 1993. 

II I 
The Second Working Group Meeting: 

I 
I The discussions at the first working group meetings focused on the 

I 
theory and practice of community, service, learning, and citizenship. The 

I , 

Walt WhitmJ Center (7) Measuring Citizenship Project

I 



I 
Center decided that the second meetings held at Rutge,.,. University, 

November 7·9,1993, reassembled mOllt 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 Ii 
session, the Center's work moved substantially in the direction of applied 

research. Consequently, the Measurement Team wanted to engage more I 
voices from the field to assure that its work would be useful te those actually 

rnrming service learning programs. All members of the working group received I 
new readings along with a copy of the revised questionnaire (an interim point II 
not included here) prior to the November 1993 meetings. i 

II
The year thet passed between the working sessions had been 

particularly eventful for the conferees who met at Rutgers in November 1993. I 
Participants spent much of the first working session of the second meeting 

recounting recent developments in their programs and raising questions about •I 
the place of assessment in their work, Remaining sessions were devoted to an I 
extended critical discussion of the Measurement Team's work. The second I 
meeting produced important insights about the kind of questioning that would I 

Ibe most helpful for people who work in service learning programs, and it 

resulted in a shared understanding among the participants about the I 
I 

possibilities and limitations of any self·administered questionnaire, as well as I 
an agreement that an ideal instrument would provide auowers not only to I 
"what" questions ("Do you vote?") but also to "why" questions ("If not, Why I 
not?") of special pertinence to education and service program leaders. (See I 
Section C, "Civic Skills Assessment: A Critical Examination") I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 	 , 

I 	 Reviswn Jd Administratwn ofthe Civic Skills Assessment 199;' 

I 
II While the first working group meeting provided essential theoretical and 

I 
I . 

historical background for the Measurement Team's efforts, the second , 

expanded group presented the Measurement Team with the challenge of 

I making their work more relevant to the day-to-day world of administering and 

assessing service learning programs. The Measurement Team took the

I 	 challenge ~eriously and worked throughout December and January to revise 

I 	 the assessment tool by rewording existing questions and adding new scales, as 
, 

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

I 
The Measurement Team administered the newly revised questionnaires'

I 	 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. I 	
, 

This reseal-ch was conducted with support from RUCASE. (See Section F, 

I 
 revised ci1c Skills Assessment Questionnaire. See Section Gt Data Analysis) 


II Next Steps: 

I 

I 
iI 	 I 

In the Spring of 1994, the Whitman Center was awarded a two and one-

I 
 half year Jant from the Ford Foundation to continue research for two 


additional ~ears beyond the Surdna collaboration. Upon completion of this 
II 	 notebook, John Dedrick will leave the directorship to become a consultant to 

the projectl Dr. Robert Higgins (a political scientist who has written

I 	 extensivelJ on environmentalism) will join the Center's staff as the Project 

Director. With the Ford grant, and supplementary support from Markle andI 	
I 

I 
RUCASE, the Whitman Center intends to conduct a nonning study with the 

,

I 	
, 

Walt Whitman Center 	 (9) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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I 
civic skills assessment questionnaire and to further improve the instrument, •This study will involve twenty institutional siUls where service learning 

programs are being implement<\d, These mUls will include a large public •
university, private schools, 8 group of historically black colleges supported by a 

new Ford Foundation grant, several youth corps, a Unit<\d States military • 
training unit, and other programs where service learning and civic education •putatively take place, The Measurement Team hopes to present findings from 

this norming study through academic papers and conference presentations in •
1995 and 1996, • 

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 ci,,;'c tenns .'
I 

like citizenship, community, and democracy, The Whitman Center can do no .'
more than bring a tool to the field of service learning. The usefulness of that 

tool will be determined in the field-through its contribution to the difficult work .' 
of educating citizen. 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 "methed ofintelligence." 

To meet the programmatic needs of a variety of service hesed educational •.1
programs, the current version of the civic skills assessment tool may require 

•Isubstantial change. The work in this notebook is thus tentative-,open to 

criticism, modification, and revaluation. The Whitman Center welcomes 

•I criticism and counsel from every part of the community. academic and non­

academic alike. 

•I Wait Whitman Center (10) Mecll;uring Citiumship Project I•I 
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I 
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I
I i Wait Whitman Center and Surdna Foundation, Inc.' 
• Participant List 

I Clarifying and Measuring Community, Service, Learning, 
and Democratic Citizenship 

I 
Working Group Meeting 

November 22·24, 1992 

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

i 
Professor Benjamin R Barber; Director, Walt Whitman Center for the Culture and,I Politics of, Democracy, Rutgers University 

, 

Professor Richard Battistoni; Director, Civic Education and Community Service 
Program, Rutgers UniverSity 

i 
Professor Harry Boyte; The Humphrey Center, University of Minnesota 

I ' 
Mr. Keith ,Canty; Director j D. C. Service Corps .'. 

I 

Professor Jean Cohen; Department of Political Science. Columbia University I I 
Mr, Ernesto Cortes, Jr,; Director, Texas Industrial Areas Foundation 

, 
Ms. Dorothy Cotton; Cornell University I 

I 

Mr. David Crowley; Project Director ofCampusServe, Council on Higher EducationI ! 
Mr. John Dedrick; Prqject Director for Surdna Grant, Walt Whitman Center 

Professor Lisa Disch; Department of Political Science, University of MinnesotaI , 
I 

I Ms, Monique Dixon~ Director ofPrograms. Phillips Brooks House, Harvard 
Univemity 

Mr. Donlld J. Eberly; Executive Director, Coalition for National Service 

I Professor Amitai Etzioni; University Professor, George Washington University 

I Ms. FrJdena Fowler~Turner, eVA; Director, St. Ann's Volunteer Program 

PrOfessot Ricard Goms; Universitat AutOnoma de Barcelona 

I Profes",,~ Carol Gould; Stevens Institute ofTechnology
I 

I 

I 
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Walt Whitman Center and Surdna Foundation, Inc. 

Participant List Continued 


November 22 to 24,1992 
 :1
I 

i 
Professor Brenda Loyd; Curry School ofEducation. University ofVirginja I 
Dr. Suzanne Morse; Director, Pew Partnership for Civic Change I 
Mr, Keith Morton; Project Director of Integrating Service with Academic Study, .'Campus Compact J 
Professor Alan Ryan; Department of Politics, Princeton University 1,1 
Ms. Smita Singh; Program Officer, Commission on National and Community 

Service 1 
". 

Professor Jeff Smith; Graduate School of Education. Rutgers -University 1, 
Professor Rogers Smith; Department of Political Science. Yale University 

Professor Manfred Stanley; The MaxweB School, Syracuse University I 
Professor Mary Stanley; The MaxweJI School, Syracuse University ,.
Mr, Charles Supple; Vice PreSident, Youth Engaged in Service, The Points of Light 

Foundation ,I
Mr. Edward Sk1oot; Exeeuti ve Director. Surdna Foundation 

Mr, Gerald Taylor; National Staff, Industrial Areas Foundation ., 
Dr, Josep Valles; Rector, Universitat AutOnoma de Barcelona ilMs. Deborah Visser; Program Officer for Community Revitalization, Surdna 

Foundation 

I 

• 
I 

I 

I, 


•
Walt Whitman Center Measuring Citizenship Project 



I 
I 
I 


Walt Whitman Center and Surdna Foundation, Inc. 

Participant List Continued 


November 22 to 24, 1992 


Participarit Observers:I I 
Professor Eleanor Brilliant; School of Social Work, Rutgers University 

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

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

Professor Norman Glickman; Director, Center for Urban Policy Research, Rutgers I 
I 

University
I 

I 
 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 UniversityI 
I 
I 

I Professor Linda Zerilli; Associate Director, Walt Whitman Center for the Culture 
and Po~tics of Democracy 

I Dr. Susnn'Zivi; Director, The New Jersey Academy for Service and Service 
Learnir~g, The New Jersey Institute of Technology 

Project Staff:I I 

I 
 Michael Cripps, Lynn Davern, Wendy Gunther-Canada, D. A. Hamlin, 

I 

Megumi Kinoshita, Scott McLean, Greg Vafis, Michel1e Yurecko 
I 

I ! 

I 
I 
I 
I I 

I 
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I Clarifying and Measuring Community, Service, 

; and Citizenship . 
A Working Group Meeting Held at Rutgers University,I i November 22 to 24, 1992 

Summary Report" 
I 

I 

I 


ThejlWOrking group met for the first time at Rutgers University 

I Novemher122 to 24, 1992 for critical discussions ofisBues concerning 

I community, service, and learning in the context of education-based service 

learning programs. The working group's 31 members included 

representri.tives from urUversities. service organizations, foundations, and I , 
i 

community activists. Participants worked closely over the two days, meeting 

in three discreet sessions dedicated specifically to the theory of community I , 

I 

I and citize!,ship, the practice of service-based learning, and-with particular 

reference to service learning-the measurement of civic outcomes. 
,I i 

The working sessions produced a critical foundation for an ongoing 
II collaborative project to develop and field test a national civic skills 

assessment instrument and a volume of papers written by working group 
I membersiconceming the theory and practice of service-based learning and 

I 
 democratic citizenship. 


I 

• Thank. ~o Michael Cripps, Lynn Davern, Kim Downing, Wendy Gunther­I Canada, D. A, Hamlin, Scott Mclean, Claire Snyder. and Greg Valis for their 

I 
extraordinary efforts in coordinating, facilitating. note taking, and, in many 
other unseen ways, contributing to [he working group meeting. 

! 
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The three sessions had as their respective tasks: I 
I 

1. [Monday, November 23, Morning] to clarify democratic conceptions 

of community, citizenship, and service; ~ 

2. [Monday, November 23, Afternoon] to explore the practical I 
applications of these concepts to the practice of service-based learning I 
for democratic citizenship; and 
3. (Tuesday, November 24, Morning) to produce the conceptual I 
framework Cor a national civic skills assessment instrument. 1\ 
Each working session involved a fun group discussion organized I 

around an activity intended to highlight Significant clarification and 

measurement questions. Conceptual papers by Professor Benjamin R. Barber I 
(Director of the Walt Whitman Center), Dr. Harry Boyte (Director, Project 

Public Life; the Humphrey Institute, University arMinnesota), Professor I 
Alan Ryan (Princeton University), and Professor Rogers Smith (Yale I 
University) introduced the group to a shared set ofthemes about community 

and citizenship that framed the first session"· The second session was I 
preceded by an in-class demonstration of a Rutgers Community Service 

course and a talk by Brian Morton, a former gang member who is currently a I 
student service organizer at the Rutgers Camden campus. Professor Richard I 
Battistoni (Director, Rutgers Civic Education and Community Service 

Program) led a group of eleven students, who are serving in community I 
organizations as an integral part of their course requirements, through a 

I 
*'" Copies of the working papers are available from the Walt Whitman Center. 
Titles of the Working pape .... follow: I--Benjamin R. Barberi llDemocratlc Concepts: Some Preliminary Clarifications" 

-HaITY C. Boyle, "Citizenship and t~e: Public World" 

--Alan Ryan, "Higher Education and Citizenship: An Individualist Pcrspecliveu 

--Rogers M. Smith. "American Conceptions of Citizenship and the Problem of 
 I 

CiviC' F:ducalionH 

I 
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I 
iI carefully gUided discussion of service and citizenship, The third session was 
I 

•
r 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

­

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I (I 

introducediby 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, To' guide the discussion further, the measurement team prepared a 

citizenshipl skills worksheet which group membe~s were asked to fill out as 

the discuslion proceeded, Summary results from fourteen worksheets are 
, 

attached t6 this report [Appendix Aj, 

II. ,Sunimary Outcomes from the Workjng Groun: 

I 
The following remarks are an attempt to draw conclusions from and 

highlight JpecifiC moments of one and one half days of broadly gauged and 
I 

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,

I ' 
1, Clarification ofdemocratic conceptiQ'1~ Q[community, 

citizenship, and service: 

In this session, devoted to the clarification of essential democratic 

concepts, papers by Professor Barber and Professor Smith provided the group 

with significant models for better understanding contrasting varieties of 
I 

democratic citizenship that range from individualistic and liberal to 

participaJory and deliberative, Professor Ryan's paper on the individual and, 
, 

community offered essential criticisms and connections that helped the group 

to mediate between the contrasting political visions of liberal and 
, 

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

I 
,, 
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Etzioni (University Professor, George Washington University and 	 I 
Ispokesperson for the Responsive Community) led a rigorously argued 

discussion about the constitution of various communities, including political 	 I 
I 

communities. The project of theoretical clarification proved to be a useful I 
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 	 I 
in democratic political life, to provocative considerations about the nature .' 

I 
I 

and quaJities of political power, to questions about the extent to which a1l the I 
com~unities contained within a democratic nation can, and should, be 

interna11y democratized, and how best to understand and promote political I 
agency. Among the arguments advanced were the following: 

I 
• 	 Democratic citizenship can be conceptuaHzed in tenns of several 


models which stress differing ideals of the constitution of citizenship. 
 IRogers Smith presented three historical and legal models of citizenship 
· in the American context: a libera1 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 
 I 
political process. Benjamin R. Barber further explored the tensions 


between models of democratic citizenship. He introduced character 
 I 
types to capture the tensions between liberal individualism, 


participatory democracy, deliberative democracy and Americanism (or 
 I"unitary" democracy). 

• 	 The salience of the Americanist claims to citizenship made by certain I 
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 I 
multicultura1ism, which tend to undermine severely any basis for 

I 
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I 
group identity. Although disempowered groups may facilitate their I 	 , 

! 

ability to mobilize by making appeals to special claims derived from 

group identity. the very same language of special claims can be used I 	
, 

by pOwer holding groups ro continue to subordinate disempowered 
groups.I 	

, 

• Com'munity has multiple levels and locations. In the contemporary I 	 conJ.xt, as Professor Jean Cohen (Columbia University) noted, we live 
in a highly differentiated social structure that contains many 

I 	 , 

communities and where local and other kinds of "sub-communities" are 
nested within larger national and international communities. Citizens 

I 	 participate at various levels of community including the nation-state. 

• Relling the debates between Kallen and Dewey,Smita Singh I (Commission on National and Community Service) helped focus the 
con~ersation on problems surrounding the extent to which specific 

I 	 comh,unities can and should be internally democratic. This part of the 
conversation was an important reminder that tbe extent to which the 

I 
I state shou1d be involved in democratizing various communities 

remains a siguificant and unresolved problem for democratic theory. It 
alad led participants to question whether a democratic state can 
enc~mpaBs non~demoCTatic communities and itself remain democratic. 

I 	 I 
• Democratic language contains competing discQurses of community 

and jnterest which appeal to different conceptions of politics and

I community building. Professor Etzioni presented a communitarian 

model which stressed cooperation, identity, and shared values. For , 

I 
I this vision of comtnunitarianism, the problem of building community is 

abo~t creating shared values; political problems are best solved by 
apJealing to shared values instead of power. Reliance on power will 
onl~ further disadvantage subordinate groups. By contrast to a 
communitarian ideal, Dr. Boyte offered a "political" model of I 	 conimunity that stressed conflict, power, and problem-solving. Boyte 
argued that community building is abeut problem-selving. People 

I 	 bec6me citizens "as they work at it." This model was strongly , 
supported by the theory and practice of the lndusrnal AreasI .I 
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Foundation as represented by ErneBto Cortez. Jr. (Director. Texas I 
Industrial Areas Foundation) and Gerald Taylor (National Staff. I 
Industrial Areas Foundation). I

-I 
• 	 Professor Mary Stanley (Maxwell School, Syracuse University) stressed Ithe importance or creating and recreating institutional spaces which -I

promote agency. or the capacity to act. As Ernesto Cortez, Jr. and 
Gerald Taylor noted. this includes citizens' abilities to interact with the I 
federal, state. and local governments as well as other institutions, IIincluding economic markets. 

• 	 Several group members. including Amltai Etzioni, Harry Boyte, and II 
Gerald Taylor. grappled with the question of how best to understand 
power, )t was variously defined in a relational mode as command over 

resources, as a sense ofefficacy in the world I and as acting together in I 
concert on a shared problem, Professor Lisa Disch (University of 
Minnesota) insisted on the relational character of power, while others I 
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 relationsl. and civil society [non-coercive but I
public mediating associations]. 

I 
2. Exploring the .neact/cal OJ}J2lications of the concepts /0 the 
practice Q[service-based learning [or democratic citizenshi12: I 
The second working session started during lunch with welcoming remarks by I 
the Rutgers University Provost, Dr. Joseph Seneca. and an overview of the 

Rutgers Civic Education and Community Service program by Professor I 
Battistoni. The session was led by participants with extensive real world 

Icommunity service and community mobilization experience and focused on 

the practical implications of democratic theories of community, citizenship, I 
and service for education-based service learning programs. A class 

I 
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iI 	 demonstration by a Rutgers Civic Education and Community Service course 

introduced the task of exploring the practical applications for the working

I 	 ,group. Eleven studen!... led by Professor Battistoni sat in the middle of the 

conference Iroom surrounded by working group members who became anxiousI 	 I 
spectators to an actual class in session. The students were initially reticent, 

but they eJentually launched into a spirited debate including, among otherI 	 I 
topics, multiculturalismt gender inequalities, and economic problems 

I 	 I 
confronting the communities where they serve as part of their civic education. 

I 	 The pedagogical specificity of this class anchored the rest of the afternoon's 

discussion. While any of the remarks made by group membars referred to 

I specific observations about that session, the tenor of the observations applied 

generally to education-based service learning for citi2enship; many of their 

I 	 specific observations could be generalized into generic questions about service 

learning. ,I 	 . 
Much of the discussion focused on questions about the design and 

I 	
. . 

outcomes of service programs. Service leaming programs that are effective at 

teaching ci;';c skills need to be designed for specific audiences, and special 

I 	 considerations need to be taken with regards to the relationships between 

sponsoring institutions and the communities where learners are placed. 

I 
I Programs should help students learn how both to think and act politically; 

this incJud~s teaching students how best to use the traditional political 

process. J understandin~ of limits as well as possibilities is a critical 

I 	 learning oJreome. Learning civics through service integrated into other 
i 

institution3J programs should help students better situate and sensitize, 
II themselves: in the full complexity of social problems and processes. 

I 
I 	

I 
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• Social eUlics outcomes of service-based learning were among the most I 
sensitive problems raised by group members. Alan Ryan contrasted .I 
civic education for empathy or social solidarity (r.e.; Toynbee Hall) with I 
civic education for community and political organizing. Gerald Taylor I 
suggested that two models of civic education might be captured in the 

ideas of "service ministry" and "transfonnational ministry." 	 I 
I 

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

Imoral solidarity simultaneously as we were working from the position 
of political capacity." 	 I 

I 
• Education·based civic education may result in a number of outcomes 	 I 

that include ethical visions of the political world as well as practical I 
leadership skiUs. It is important to decide what citizenship skill. I 
service programs should teach. Suzanne Morse (Direcwr, Pew I 
Partnership for Social Change) pulled much of the conversation Iwgether with a list of skills and capacities for citizenship that 

Iincluded: the ability 00 talk publicly; a sense of public interest, the 

ability 00 imagine a different society, an ability to judge, and the I 
courage to act. 	 I 

I 
• 	 Edward Skioot (Executive Direcwr, Surdna Foundation) suggested I 

that service learning programs may have at least three kinds of results I
that may be political: individual growth, social change, and effects on I 
the community. Programs need 00 make difficult considerations about Iwhat kinds of results they hope ro effect in the individuals, 

Iinstitutions, and communities where service-based learning occurs. 

I 
I 
I 
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I • 	 It is' important to find out whether students are doing more good than 

harrh in the communities where they are placed. Deborah Visser 
(Program Officer for Community Reyitalization, Surdna Foundation)I 	

I 

posed questions about the benefits and effects of semce programs. 

What are the effects on the communities where students are placed?I Who benefits from semce learning programs? Are programs primarily 
pedagogical-- of semce to students and their education? Or are they

I inte;'ded W solve real world problems? Can the university be a social 

agency? Should it? 

I 
I 

• Semce-based learning programs should be designed to begin where 
the participating students are. Learners in varied institutional settings 
will certainly bring different skins with them to the programs. 

Programs need w be flexible enough w accommodate a mixture of class 
II~ and field work in order w strengthen the skills deemed appropriate for 

thei} specific institutional contexts, As Keith Canty (Director, D.C, 
II 	 Semce Corps) remarked, some learners begin seryice programs 
I 

I 
witliout cyen a vagne sense of citizenship: "You talk with them about 

bein~ American and they get offended .... They have disassociated 
themselves from everything," 

I • 	 Selce-based learning for citizenship needs w emphasize the 
workings of the traditional political process as well as the politiCS of 

iI 	 community building. Charles Supple (Vice President, Youth Engaged 

In Semce, Points of Light Foundation) emphasized the importance of 

I students learning to address community problems with reference w 
appropriate political institutions, Why, he asked, didn't the students 

I talk about the state? 

I 	 • Placements for semce-based learning should be in a broad variety of 
locations, so that students can be exposed w both the centers and 
workings of power in America as weJl as identified problem areas, I 	 Gerald Taylor noted that this includes service placements connected to 

the political process. 

I 	
, 

I 	 I 
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• 	 Several working group participants emphasized the importance of I 
students developing a sense of how limited their initial understanding I 
of social problems may be. Smita Singh commented, "One of the most I 
dangerous things we can do for the students is to have them leave I 
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 I 
Ipicture." 

I 
• 	 Keith Morton, (Campus Compact) emphasized how important I 

community service experiences can be for helping students to develop I 
better understandings of the social world in which they live. This is I 
especially true where service is part of a broader set of relationships: I
"One of the core reasons for doing community service-based learning is I 
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 I 
Iservice learning if there is not a relationship that extends beyond the 

immediate service purpose of being together." I 
I 

• 	 As Richard Battistoni observed, to best integrate service learning I 
programs into local communities, the originating institutions, qua I 
institutions, need to work at being "good citizens." Students and other I
community members will quickly perceive the hypocrisy of schools that I 
preach community service to them but make poor institutional citizens Ithemselves. 

,\
• 	 Some students expressed an interest in continuing their service work 

after the course but were uncertain about their ability to continue IIserving. It is 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. 


, 
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I 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

I 	 moral unde:rscored how easily the real purposes of a service project can be 

lost. He re~ounted the true story of the "accident ministry:" I I 

Th.Je was a church at a little bend in the road, This bend in the road 

I 
I 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 
toge~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 

I 
I 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. 

I Five years later they have a celebration of accident ministry. All 
those on accident ministry over the years are recognized. They ask howI they; can make accident ministry better? Someone says, "We need more 
connections with the accident victims, so I suggest we have walkie· 
talkies for all the people out on accident ministry, so that we can put

I 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 idea, and everyone claps. Another person 

I 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, I 

I 
I don't Wlderstand why we don't just straighten the road out, put some 

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.", 

i Everybody got quiet, and said, "Oh my god, that's politics; the 

I 
I church can't do politics." Everyone applauded. The next person 

recommended an ambulance to speed the process of getting the victims 
to the 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.I 	 It is helpful, but the fundamental question is, "is that what we want 
these folk to do?" 

I 

I 
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3. Producing the conceptual framework for a national civic 
competenc;y 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 Barber'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 8ssess 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 ifit 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 toI 	
I 

test, yet at the same time maintain the richness of the ideas of citizenship we

I 	 have been ~Iking about," 

AfteJ the measurement team presentation, JelT Smith invited the I I 
working group to assist in developing a set of indicators, or scales, which 

I 	 included: 

a. 	knowledge; 
b, skills; I 	 c. participation; 

I 

d. span and depth of involvement in civic affairs; 

e, politicalJphilosophical orientations; 

f. 	 social orienta tiona and convictions l 

g. expectations and responsibilities concerning government. 

I 	 A summary analysis of citizenship worksheets returned to the 

I 
 Whitman Center is attached as Appendix A and indicates categorical 

, 

responses to each of the conceptual scaJes. The following remarks are meant 
I 

to highlight a few of the issues raised in the measurement session. I 	 I 
, 

• 	 Demhcratic citizenship is a normative idea. Any instrument designedI 	 to cabture fully the skills, attitudes, and behaviors of democratic 
citiz~ns will necessarily be value-laden.

I 	 . I 
• 	 The instrument should discriminate between qualities of democratic 

citiz~nship and other models of citizenship. Manfred Stanley (Maxwell I 	 , 

I 
Seho'ol, Syracuse University) urged the group to develop instruments 

that Iwould not only measure citizenship per I!f.l, but would also help 
differentiate models of democratic citizenship from authoritarian, 
totalitarian, or other models of citizenship, 

I 
I 

I 	
I 

• 	 The instrument should be sensitive to internal differences between 
II visions ofdemocratic citizenship [e.g,; liberal Vel'llUS participatory], It 

maY,be used in a variety of contexts and should be designed to 

I facilitate measuring the outcomes of a variety of educational 

expenences, The instrument will be used in a broad variety of service 

I 
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environments and should facilitate the measurement of the differing I 
kinds of civic skills that attend differing modes of service. I 

I
• The instrument should distinguish acquired skills from birthrights of t 

democratic citizenship. As Janice Ballou indicated, knowledge of 
history, rights, and obligations is an important aspect of democratic I 

Icitizenship. This kind of knowledge creates the possibility for access to 
politics. The instrument should be designed to distinguish between I 
components of citizenship which are inherited and those which are I 
acquired through civic activity. Along one dimension the instrument I 
would examine capacity for access, and along another dimension it I 
would measure "social stewardship." I 

I
• Janice Ballou encouraged the working group to consider developing 

scales that range from "passive" to "active" where citizens are "active I 
Ior passive depending on various circumstances, contexts, and issue 

orientations." This kind of scale is well suited for contextualizing I 
citizenship skills within a framework of multiple models of democracy. I 

I 
• We should anticipate teachers using the instrument as a teaching aid. I 

Professor Battistoni urged us to consider the possibility that teachers Iusing the instrument will "teach to the test." This may mean that we I
need to develop interpretative materials to help teachers better 
understand student responses. I 

I 
As noted above, this report cannot do full justice to the richness and I 

I 
texture of the discussions of our working group. Much more will be I 
accomplished when the group has examined new and revised working papers I 
and meeta agaln next year. It is already clear to us, however, that the goal I 
we have aet ourselves of clarifying community, service learning, and I 
citizenship in the broad framework of democracy, and of developing a I 

I 
technical instrument capable of assessing the civic skills associated with I 
community, service learning, and citizenship is both feasible and doable. I 

I 
Walt. Whit.man Center (14) Measuring Citizenship Project I 

I 
I 



I 

I 


, Appendix A 

I 
I Following is the lext 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 orgartized according to 
a common theme under each measurement issue and generally follow the order of the 
original workshe~t. 

I Whitman Cenler Conferenre on Citizenship 
Reactions 10 Measurement Issues 

I L 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 

I on Ihis form. We will collect the forms and use them in the development of the measure . 

n. ConstructS to be measured: The first agenda item is to explore what constructs (or 
traits. scales. etc.) should be included in such a measure. At the Whitman Center. we have I 

. 

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, conceptuaiization 

I should be different) and 10 find out what else you think should be on such a measure. The 
conslructs are de~iberately left fairly broad at this point. 

L Knowledge base: What should a citizen know? I 
I 

I 
HistOry I 

History of,self 


I 

HiSlory oflcountry 

History o(,lhis counlry (indusive of all peoples). 

''Texts of membershiplt -- Constitution, Bill of Rights. 3 constitutional law cases, 

hiSlory. 

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


I ! 
n 

I 
Rights 

Inherent rights (2) 

His/her civil rights. 


I 
Awareness of rights/inherent rights 
Understanding your rights 
Rights and responsibilities of citizens. 
Rights as citizen, history of development of this concept of rights. 

I Values 
&.sic values ~~ meaning of freedom, justice. democracy. 

Knowledge or Understandjng of Government

I Process of governance 
A basic idea aboul how society works (governmenllo people: people to people; three 
branches).'

I Knowledge of governmenlal structure (federalism) and procedures 

I 




I 

I 
I 
I 

How systems work. how government works or is SCt up to work and ones place in all Iof this. 

Basic knowledge of government and how it works. 
 I
Basic governing institutions. how to access them IStructure of society -- nature of economy, government. law, families. with some 
historical context and differences from other forms of society. IInput in the poHticai process, I 
Citizenship IWhat are the basic ways people become U.S. citizens'! What are the basic 
criterialexpectations? I 
Understand the context for their dtizellShip, i.e.. school, family, neighborhood. 
slate,etc. This will vary according to circumstance, age, and issue. I 

I 
Knowledl!& or Understanding about community 
Understanding your responsibiHties to your community, country I 
Current eventS in community and SOCiety. I 
Concerns of community/local and national 
,A,ssociational knowledge ~~ knowing how to organize, where to find information I 
What communities does the person belong to? Which do they care most a.bout and I 
why? I 
Obligation I 
Range of obligations - a concept of obligations 
Obligation/accountability: who is responsible for this problem/failure of policy and I 
who gets credit. I 
Issues of Power I 
Powerholders in one's group(s) IWho is powerful in your town? In the U.S,'? Elected officials? The rich? Men? 

White people? Voters? The media? The courts? The corporatlons? I 


IAbility \0 CommunicatelThink/Act 
Ongoing capacity to articulate self 10 others and describe "relevant" public Ienvironment (also put as "constructing narrative"), but the point is a language 
capacity. a means for thinking and interacting. Jt doesn't matter. to me if we're about I 
a common language among us all, or 1f we're measuring the emerging language of Ispecific individuals/groups. 
Relationship between people as cItizens. I 
Knowledge of access IAccess 
Agency I 
Critical thinking skills 
Arts of association ~ 
OuestiQllS/SugestiQIIS Raised 

Is there !lW: base? Could people know lots of alternative things? 
 I 
How do you balance a person who is immensely de£! at local lobbying and a person I 

who has some of that detailed knowledge but quite a lot of general knowledge? 

Who/what is public? 
 I 

I 
I 
I 
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I 
1. Knowledge base. Detailed critique and determination of nature of scales. 

Rights and reSWllli;bilities I I 
Basic rightS and responsibilities. 

Rights i


I Responsibilities 


I 
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 
conservalive, "democratic". 

I Public Sj>ace 

To be able to name/identify the space that is !hili "public". I think a "gang" might 

be a legitimate public space. Why a~5Ume all gang members have Ihe "skills" o[ 


I citizenship 'but are Inherently against the polity: isn't the polity against them? 

Have a w~rking understanding of the "public" space (itS power-structure) that is 

relc'yant to them - who is in charge, how to appeal decisio!\S. 


I 

I Other oommeulS 


Read newspapers that are produced there, or 1'1 information -- a newsletter* bulletin 

board (see info [rom a variety o[ perspectives). 

Different models of participation. 

History of ~mmunity and society, 

Basic structure of society and government. 


I 
I Global perspective ~~ understands international context of U,S. citizenship. 

Growth I 
Social Service 
Interactionl 

Logic and practical reasoning 


I 
2. Skills rellllJd to eitizellSbip: What should a citizen be able to do? 

AgeD£),I I 
Exercise personal agency 

Capability to act. Willingness to act/ propensity to act. Where does one situate 


I oneself in the public sphere? 

Agency and initiative and what people actually do. 

Be agentiali~. develop initiative 


I Level of engagement .... sources of info. reading newspapers. participating in public 

meetings/aSsociations. 

Courage to act. 


I Should be ~ble to "work" system. should have skills to actively participate and .[rect 

change. 


I Stwellie skills 
Strategic thinking 

fluidity


I 

I 
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IStrategic/Public sensibilily -- skills. ??1 and judgment that enables 111 analysis. 
action. evaluation to be practices. general skills: public judgment, power·mapping, I 
diversity, negotiation, public evaluation. IAbility to distinguish between perceived and real barriers to people's participation. 

Then ability to strategically attack the real harriers, I 


Critical (hj nlling I 

Be able to 1b.i.ok more broadly than their individual interests. I 

The capacity to imagine a different way of living together as a community (thinking 

about who is not at the table who should be) 
 I 
Be critical of direclion of society I 

Critical thinking. . 

Analytical skills. 
 I, 
ComrnunjcationLDeliberation I 
Communicate I
Understand 

Ability to communicate. 
 I 
Public IlI!k (and listen) deliberatively •• talk is a political J!&l. I
Ability to articulate ideas and problems. 

Ability to negotiate, mediate, I

Ability to listen actively. 
 ITime •• time for ch:mges to occur, patience. 

I
fJanning 8< Qrganizalional skills IOrganizational skills (2). How to get things done. 
How to make decisions .. plan and implement. IPlan 
lkI agendas. I 
Be able to work with others toward common goals. I 
Self·Placement and ReciprocilY I 
Ability to put yourself in place of olhers, take anOlher perspective. IHave disposition to reciprocity •• understanding situation of others individuals and 
groups~ being able to come to agreement. I 
Where does one place oneself! This could break into levels: can one relate 
situations to "most appropriale" responses?~ direct service; organizing a citizens' I 
group; lobbying government. etc. Also where does one place oneself on different I 
levels: local, national. policy. etc. I 
faHcy UndcllilandjDg ;Iud !kcision-rnalliDg I 

Ability to anticipate consequences of poiicies. 

Ability to judge issues in a public way (not what I think but whatl!!l: think). 
 I 
Identify issues relevant \0 self as well as public. I 
Part1cipale in decision.making on problems/policies thal affect their life conditions. 
Seek information on problems/policies that affect their lives. I 
Evaluate information on problems/policies that affect their lives. I
Attend public meetings/hearings to comment on "agendas" of a decision that affects 
them. I 

I 
I 
I 
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Do you th,ink you can figure out ways to act to solve your problems? What ways are 
your likely to try? List options -- see leaders, organize others. etc. 
Problem ~lving. 

I 
I Do you th,ink you can identify the sources of your problems ~~ e,g., your emotional 

state/ abilities? Your family? Your school Or job? Your town or national 
governme!'1t? The economic system? 
ls it impO~tanl (0 you to stop now and then. identify the problems in your life. and 
think about what's causing them? 

, 

I 

Qtber commcnlS 

Read the New York Times; distinguish fact from editorial comments. 

Map social world. 

Sense of QwnersbiR over the polity. 


I 
, 

Respect : 
Tolerate i

I To buy into the dream (rights. education. home. etc). 
Vote (2) 1 
Contribute to society in order !o enhance [society I

I I 
QueJ>lions/Suggestigns Rai~,,1 

We seem to agree that Ihere are barriers to pa.rticipation -- perceived and actuaL 


I Have we lowered the harriers to participation? 

Know how 10 find out what you don't know? 


I 2. Skills "Jed to citizenship. Detailed critique and de.ermination of nature of scal.,. 

A&eoC)' II Agency/initiative 

Knowing how to get things done. 


I R' .1 

I 
eClprooty 

Disposition to reciprocity ~~ being able to understand the situation of others/other 
groups, iden.ify. al,o not differences. 
Ability to think about a problem from various ideological and strategic standpoints 
(disposition to reciprocity). 

I 

I Critical JiDkjnelCommuDicationfQllanizalional Skjlls 


Be critical 1of direction of society/government/or other institutions or communities. 

Ahility to plan. in cooperation with others, solutions to those problems: includes 

ability 10 argue about/debate those solutions. 


I 

Ability to define and explain in an articulal. way the panicular prablem(s) s/he has. 

Ability to formulate way to execute that plan. in cooperation with others, 


1 . 

Qlber Comments 

Service. I
I Identify shared goals for your community or institution. 

RespecI the rights of olhers. 

Vo.ing. I,
.
I 


I 




I 

I 
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I 
3. Participation in citizensmp: What should a citizen do? I 

IAgency 
Deliberate and act. I 
We must allow for alternative channels of action: disaffection from traditional 
institutions (democratic forms of exit). I 
Take control of themselves (lead) I 
Have capacity and will to act on their self-interest in public. 
Formulate and enact a role that transforms their "public" space·· a school. a COUntry. I 
a nation... I 
Contribute to the common good/problem solving: pay taxes; obey laws; organize to 

help solve local problems. 
 I 
To help community to grow I 
Economic (e.g. firms) and social institutions (e.g. schools) - participate with a view 
to directing them to fulfill the needs and shared goals of those belonging to them. I 
Neighborhoods, government -. participate in communities that are significant to them. I
Habits of using power. 
Look for ways to improve society or whatever community one belongs to. I 
el~~\lml Panigpalion 

Vote (3) 
 I,I 
Run for office I 
Contribute to/work for the candidate of his or her choice. II 
In(orme~ IAware 
Be aware I 
Pay auention 10 national and tocal affairs. 
Read newspapers from different ideological perspectives. II 

I 
Other CommcDls ITo be productive 
Respect others rights and differences. I 
MeJISlIremeDl Issue.; Questjons Suggeslj:jl I 
What is the least responsibility of citizenship? I 
What would you consider ~ citizenship? I 
QueslionsLSuggestiQUS Raised I 
Could they do nothing if they knew exactly how they !;llJ.I!Jj if they needed to. and fell 
absolutely confident of success if they had to? [I think there·s a strain even in "good I 
citizen" between ~ citizen and good citizen; the more you load up the capacity I 
side, the more plausible that s/he could have the capacity unused.) 

We need to be careful nOt to subsume the values of public mindedness to the skills 
 I 
a citizen needs fa be effective. I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

~I 
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3. partkipati~D in citizenship. Detailed critique and determination of nature of scales. 

I 	 . I
Voung. I 

Accountability.


I 	 Could someone be a "good" citizen in the sense of having all the appropriate 
knowledge: and skills. but be so disaffected that ',bey didn't participate? Can you 
diStinguish people like that from people who are merely??? 

I 
4. Span' and 	~ePth of involvement in civic affairs: What kinds of activities should a 

I 
 citizen engage in and to what extent? 

1 

!..eyel" of Particill3ljQD 
This measurement could include ~ of participation. 
Local, State, and national. Church, school, home and neighborhoods.I 	

1 

I ActjyjljesLActjQIlS 

Protecting others righlS. 

Vote. : 

Sit on a co'ndo board, a county board, a workplace/union committee. 
I Protest in parades or other actions. 

Organize/participate in a study cirele, 

Organize 4consciousness-raising group (for "social" issues, workplace or school


I problems). I 


I 
Ouestjons/S!lw;stions RaiSlld 

Differem people have different styles of participation. There are a variety of ways 

of participating, depending on the person they may jwill do it. I, e.g., organize 

"political" things at my university, go to protest marches, cultural events. but really 

don't do more than ~ in electoral politics.
I This is One of these things citizens do based on their choices, But in order to 

exercise this right they must have acted previously lO ensure they have a choice. 

Could is maybe a better word r.han should]. I 	 Not 'good' and 'bad' citizens ** active or passive. 
This should not remain normative; let's actually find out how people are involved: 
One year after intervention, three years after. 10 years after.I 	 Prefer using ease studies of public situations. Asking what could one do...? Gets at 
level of political "sophistication" in terms of ability to 'map' environment and 
understanding of agency. Aoother level is to ask respondents; what kinds ofI 	 activilies should a citizen engage in? 
People act' out of their self-interest, broadly interest as "self among others." I 
therefore think this question leads us down a path which has great capacity to I 	 mislead us.~ The answer here is "Zen" they should practice ""right engagement."u 

The goal, rather, is to have people see their self-intereslS as linked or interdependent. 

I 

I 

I 
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4. 	 Span and depth of involvement in civic affairs. Detailed critique and determination 
of nature of scales. I 

IExposure. 

Understanding your own power in the political process. 
 I
What activities do you participate in beyond your family life? What do you see as 1your role in this activity? 

I 
s. 	 Political/pbilosophical orientation: Which of {he various models of 1 

government/citizenship does this person subscribe to? I 
1l..ibeJ1Y/Freedoml1ustice/EQualilY 


Uberties, self~development. 
 IFreedom, justice (equal rights and equal opportunity), democracy--participarion. 

Commitment to equal opportunity, I 

Commitment to indusion. 
 ITolerance of diversity, 

Vision of 'just' society. 1 

Disposition to reciprocity. 
 I 
Measurement Issues; Ouestions Suggested I 
What is a good citizen's most important responsibility? To work hard and suppOrt 
himself or herself and family? To vote? To pay taxes? To speak out about social I 
problems? Do community service? Get involved in politics? I 
What shQuld the crheria be for becoming citizens? 

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

Should men and women play different roles in politics? If so. what are the 
 I 
differences? I 
rue people from some cultures better suited to be American citizens than others? 

If so, what cultures? 
 I 

IOlJestions/Sul!lleS!j!IDS Raised 

Perhaps a combination of all the models. Should there be a proscriprion il should 
 I
be based on {he individuals' choices. IWe shoutd gauge attitudes toward public involvement ~~ affective notions of 

"enfranchisement." 
 IThis could be one of those indirect measures. 

Who cares, really? What rhey nru to know to act effectively is !his. government, I 

within this polity, rhere is the latitude to W on differenr models of citizenship (ie. 
 Ione can be more "active" or "passive"). 
Do most people subscribe roO a model or 10 fWO or more that {hey appeal to I 
selectively for different purposes? One mighl gym that. strongly participant person Iwould be retuctant to accept the decisions of a majority vote or a representative. but 
it's only a guess. and sine might easily split reactions - being heavily participant I 
locally or at work, but "liberal" in Ben's sense nationally. I 

I 
I 
I 
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I 
5. PolitiatljPhilosopbical orientation. Detailed critique and determination of nature 

of scales. : 

Measurement Issues: Questions SUB&Csted 
How do you think decisions are made in your community? How shoujd they beI 	 made? What changes should make this happen? 

OuestiOOSI/SuggestiOOS RaisedI 	 Here J want to underscore Alan's point thal it may be Y.m difficult to gel agreement 
on these genend values. visions. orientations. It is o.Wm easier to get agreement on' 
a respons~ to a particular problem among people who do not share a "global" I oriemation and among whom debates about larger l!:lllli1 philosophy would be 
divisive and preclude coalitions around specific issues. Again, to recaU Arendt -. 
citizens act on specific problems/events, Ideoloeues and totaljtarians try to achieve

I a world-historical plan. 
I 

I 6. Societal orientation and conviction: What does this person see as a desirable society 
and what is his/her commitment to realizing that sociery? 

I 	 Agen!;)! 
Willingness to act 	.w uliJizing agency. 

I 	 Bedprocity 
WillingneSs to conceive of how one's personal actions will impact on others, acting 
in a way ~nd making decisions based on nO( one's personal gains but on one's views 
of a belter socielV for all.I 	 Notion of1common good. How personal decisions affect others. a social orientation. 

I 

I 	 Justi~e/Riw~s/Eqyality 
Tolerance, respect for diversiry. 

Notions of justice. What is your vision of a just sociery? 

Notions of fairness/entitlement. 


I 

I Rights ' 


Right to seek the American Dream. 

Is committed to enhancing freedom for all. 


I 
Societal Interest "'. Self InterQI 
tndividuaJs right to choose but my preference is for some kind of humanistic 
compassionate sociery. 
Societal orientation/identification vs, self-interest, 
Level of enlightened self-interest: 1) involvement/interest in "backyard" problems;

I 2) to national issues that seemingly have little obvjQl,ls impact upon one's day·to~day 
life; 3) willingness 10 give up -- (money, taxes, time, etc) to achieve what one thinks 
is good. I

I 	 I
Otber Cgmments 

Education


I Investment in the polity •• what level of the polity? 

Attitudes ;tOwardS political life. 


I 
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IMeasurementISlig..: QuestiQns Suggested 

Would you prefer 10 see the U.S. as primarily a nation of English speakers, or many Ilanguages? 

Would you prefer to see the U.S. as primarily a nation of people of color, or I 

primarily white? or Don't Care? 

Would you prefer to see the U.S. as a society in which men and women do child­ I 

rearing and homemaking equally, or On in which 'women can have jobs outside the I 

home. but are primarily mothers and homemakers? 

Would you prefer to see U.S. as a society in which all are prosperous? In which all I 

participate in government? ' I 

How important is it to you to have racia!!y and ethnically integrated schools? 

legislatures? workplaces? neighborhoods? families? 
 I 

I 
Questions/Suggestions Raised 
I see this issue a littJe differently. Perhaps we should address our diversity upfront .•• I 
"Given a diverse society like America how do you see this society working for 

citizens?" 

Irrelevant. Ill!! think people need to be able to Slate the problems they think they I' 

see in a society and that this skill is often informed hy an ideology/philosophy of 
 I 
society. but I think many people (in the U.S.) might lllll put forward a statement of 
their ideology Or might not view their social orientation in those terms. I suppose I 
(in response to the points raised in the session) I am assuming this person has a I
fundamental commitment to liberal democracy, so that Hitler does !l£ll end up 
looking like a good citizen. I 
Can you control this so that "desirable" doesn't mean utopian -- so that s/he could 
sensibiy say it's not up to him or her to do it? 1\ 

I6, 	 Societal orientation/conviction. Detailed critique and determination of nature os 
scales. I 
What responsibility do you feel that citizens have for each other? 

What are the strengthS and weak.nesses for how we live? 
 IInteraction of all cultures. 

Return to the community in service -- given back, 

Taking part in the political process. 
 I 

7. 	 Eqlectationsaod responsibilities conceminggovemment: What does this person see 
llS his/her responsibility toward society and what does he/she expect to get out of it? I 
Rights 

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

Open~ended questions -- "What rights do you have as a citizen?" 

To have their rights and life style respected. 
 I 
Respect for others (cultures. life styles, etc). 

I 

I 
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I
Olher Comments 
To serve their community, state, nation. 
Government has a role to moderate and coordinate social activities for the general I 	 and indivi~ual good respectively. 
To buy inlo lhe [American] dream. 

I 	 ,I 

I 
OuestiollStSugaestioo.:; Raised 
This would be an interesting question to put on a citizenship measure. It would help 
elicit their' understanding of politics, their political philosophy (so to speak). I do not 
think lhere is ? llllIlll regarding what a citizen should think about this and hence [ 
do not think it can be measured. [do, however, lhink the question itself is a useful 
measure. II 	 I don't k~ow under what categories these go. but I believe a citizen should 
understand their place in the society and their abiHt)' and responsibility 10 act and 
make a difference. They need to be prepared to do so and feel connected and a I 	 part They should understand how their personal/private interests interact. conflict. 
impact on public interest They should be open to Others and sensitive to olhers and 
wliling 10 ~ee other options and alternatives. 

I 
7. Expectations and responsibilities concerning govemmenL Detailed critique and 

I determination of nature of scales. 

I 
Fairness , 

To serve all people. 

To assist sOciety to understand itself. 

I 
 Should government work for everyone? 


I 
 8.-12. Other Reactions to Measurement Issues. 


was nt to does it do? I How do you decide on public issues lhat errect you? 

When face~ with an issue that affects your school or community who do you talk with 

about it? I 


I 

I What is your relationship as a citizen to others in your community? 


When faced with a tough unpredictable problem are you willing to take an aCtion 

toward a solution? 

Do you watch the news? 


, 

I OuesliQllS/SuggeSlions Raised 
What is missing is some son of personality measure, motivation 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


I have here address individuallearnine/development. While this is imponant, it is il.lSll 
important to see an outcome. The active citizen/enfranchised citizen needs to .dQ 
something. I 

I As you deVelop broad and sharply defined measures, I believe it would indeed be 
useful to m~et with various groups - e.g., the military, the Peace Corps. Conservation 

,I 	 i 
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Corps, IAF -- and explore the citizenship and stewardship potentials of experienees I
in such groups. The representatives of these groups will react too your citizenship 
measures and you will react to their descriptions of outcomes and potentials. That I

lakes your measuring instrument to the next level. Then you test the instrument and I
compare it with paralIe! instruments that emerge from other ?? interactions. 

I 

I 

I 

I 


I 

I 


I 

I 


I, 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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I CitiC Skills Assessment: A Critical Examination 
I Working Group Summary Report

I November 7 to 9, 1993 

Walt Whitman Center for the CultureI and Politics of Democracy 

I 
IntroduJtioIl! 

Frmh November 7 to 9, 1993, the Walt Whitman Center hosted theI I 

second of two working conferences convened to produce a civic skills 
I assessment instrument" The working group meetings are a central 

I 
. ,

component of a collaboration by the Whitman Center and The Surdna 

Foundatiod, Inc. with additional support from The Markle Foundation designed ,
I to produce ~ civic skills assessment instrument that will be useful for 

measuring ~civic attitudes and behaviors within the context of a wide variety of

I civic experibnces including education-based service learning programs and 

I service corps. With most participants att"nding both meeting, the two 

conferences brought together in total 46 scholars, community activists and 

I representatives from foundations and government to assist in the development 

of a civic skills assessment (Participant Lists Attached). 

I 
I 

I The members of the working group were charged with the task of 

developing and clarifying empirically testable concepts of community, service, 

I learning, and democratic citizenship that were to be incorporated into the civic 

skills assessment. The first working group meeting held from November 22 to 

I 24, 1992, b,l.,ught together 31 representatives from universities, community 
i, ,I. ·Special thanks to Mark Brown. Michael Cripps. J. Crosson, Ki!Jl Downing, Doug 

Emery. Erika Gabrielsen, David Guuerman, Claire Snyder and Greg Vafis for 

I the many i~lportanl conlributions lhey made to the 1993 working group_ 
, 

I 




I 
organizations, and foundations to focus on this critical task. At the working I 
group's second meeting, several new members with special skills in the areas of 

measurement and in running community based service organizations joined I 
the group for two days of intensive analysis and criticism focused principally on 

the first working draft of the Center's civic skills assessment. • 
I 

As a result of the systematic constructive criticisms voiced at the 

second meeting, the Whitman Center's Measurement team is thoroughly I 
revising the civic skills assessment instrument to enhance its usefulness for I
the assessment of civic education and other service based citizenship 

experiences. The Center's Measurement team, led by Prof. Jeff Smith I 
(Department of Educational Psychology, Rutgers University), intends to 

complete the revision process by June 1994. Tbe Center is interested in II 
collaborating with other organizations to field test the civic skills assessment I 
in 1994 and 1995. I; 

I 
The Conference Process: I 

This collaborative project had the practical goal ofproducing a working I 
Icivic skills assessment instrument and has succeeded in doing so. The 

Whitman Center's planning process for the second meeting was driven by the I 
I 

results oriented character of the project. We were particularly anxious to bring I 
together not only theorists and skilled social science research specialists but I 
also the service learning and community organization leaders whose I 
constituencies are those who may benefit from using the civic skills I 
assessment. The 29 participants who attended the second meeting engaged in I 

1 
an exchange that included the theoretical and technlca1 concerns of the 

measurement specialists and political theorists as well as the pedagogical and ••f 
I 

Walt WhitrnBn Center (2) Measuring Citizenship Project I 

I 



I 
I civic conceLs of the practitioners, allowing us to focus both on the constraints 

imposed b~ objective measuring .and. the demands of the subject to be

I , 

I 
measured -- in this case, the rich kind of citizenship associated with service 

learning and other local civic practices. 

I , 
; . 

In preparation for the second working group meeting, the Whitman 
, 

Center's Measurement team (Janice Ballou, Director, Center for Public 
!I Interest Polling, Eagleton Institute, Benjamin R. Barber, Director Walt 

Whitman Center John Dedrick, Project Director, Brenda Loyd, Curry SchoolI 
, 

of EducatiJn, University of Virginia and Jeff Smith) developed and pre-tested 

three versions of the civic skills assessment tool. The audiences pre-tested I 
I 

included aD. introductory political science course at Rutgers University and the 

I volunteers enrolled in the Newark Swnmer ofService Program. Each of these 

preliminary assessments took the form of close-ended questions designed to 
II 
, 

I 
tap attitudes and behaviors which the team believed might constitute civic 

skills for dJrnocratic citizenship of both traditional pluralist (Madisonian) and 

participatob (Jeffersonian) types. The Measurement team collated findings 

I from the tJree assessments in a workbook that was given to conference , 

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

I measures developed by the team. 

I 
The conference sessions were orgailized around the presentation of this 

working document. The aim was to encourage a constructive dialogue between I I 
, 

the measur~ment experts and community leaders about the conceptual and 
I 

I 
I meaBurem~nt strategy developed by the measurement team. Following a 

technical p~esentation of the items along with some of the assessment results 

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

I 
Walt WhitmWt Center (3) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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I 
instrument, the lloor was open to extended critical discussion from the I 
theorists (including Benjamin R. Barber, Pamela Conover, Richnrd Battistoni, 

Donald Searing, Manfred Stanley, Mary Stanley, and Linda 7..,rilli,l 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 representatives from I 
foundations and government (including Edgar Beckham, Martin Friedman, 

Kirin Handa, Jim :Mustaachia, Trish Thompson, Edwnrd Skioot, and Deborah I 
Visser). I 
Monday, November 7,1993: I 

Benjamin Barber chaired the meetings. He introduced the sessions by 

way of a cautionary story about a man who after a long unsuccessful search I 
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 street, but the 

light was better here." Barber charged the group with the difficult task of II
• 

preducing 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 I~ 
work where the light was brightest!) , but also one that would enable the ,Itesters to understand the normative aims and pedagogical ends of those for 

whom the assessment was being designed. The dlIemma for the group was how I 
to be sure that the assessment does not represent what is a workable I 
methodology for the testers but one that largely is irrelevant to the concerns of I 
those who were looking for the waliet (the community leaders). I 

I 

.~ 
I 
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I 
I This dilemma turned out to be defining of the first day's discussion in 

which the,leadership of community and service learning organizations again 

I 
I and again1a1luded to the normative character of their work, which cha1lenged 

conventiolal paradigms of politics, the ways in which their constituents were , , 

likely to ..eject the very notion of conventional citizenship being put forward 

I 	
. I 

,implicitly in the instrument and generally expressing a deep dissatisfaction 

with both the conceptual clarity and programmatic applicability of the 

I assessment as developed to that point. 

I 	 , 
• 	 Participants questioned the general applicability the assessment as 

initially drafuld to their program needa. Keith Canty, Director D. C.I 	
I 

I 

Se~ce Corps, gave voice to this thread of criticism when he reparted to 

I the lorking group that he had shared the preliminary assessment with 

his staff. According 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 wast.ed their time.... They felt that either the documentI 	 . , 
was ~xtremely irrelevant or was extremely dangerous in doing no mOre 

l 

I 
I than,,validating the status quo. This was because they felt that it had 

no application to what citizens did in their world and what they really 

needed to be valued productive members of the community". 

I 
• Several members (including Em.sto Cortes, Director, Texas Industria1 

I Area!FoundatiOn, and Edward Skloot Executive Director, Surdna 

Foundation, Inc.) expressed concern that the assessment focused too 

mucil on attitudes and self-reports rather than on an actual account of 

civic behaviors. For instance, Cortes remarked that the instrument 

I 
I 	

, 

I , 
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I 
asks people if they think of themselves as leaders rather than I 
demonstrates if they actually lW: leaders. 

I 
• Still others (including Manfred Stanley, Professor of Sociology, Maxwell I 

School, Syracuse University and Linda Zerilli, Associate Director, 


Whitman Center) questioned the utility of the assessment on the 
 I 
grounds that it did not account for the effects of the social contexts in 

Iwhich it would be used. 

II 
The afternoon session of the first day opened with a presentation by the 

Whitman Center's Measurement team that was designed to respond to I 
criticisms raised in the morning. The Whitman Center Measurement team 

Was sympathetic to the practitioners concerns, and responded by trying to II 
more fully include the practitioners in dialogue about civic skills assessment as 

,IIt it had evolved at Rutgers since the group's last meeting. Janice Ballou and 

John Dedrick recountod many of the theoretical and practical issues the 

Measurement Team encountered in their attempt to develop a civic skills I 
assessment tool that was conceptually inclusive enough to be valid, I 

Imethodologically reliable. and still brief enough to be generally usefuL This 

presentation by the Measurement team was followed by a frultful afternoon I ,I session in which the group worked together to try to find ways to meet the 

demands for validity, reliability. and believability in social scientific research I,
with the nonnative and pedagogical concerns of community leaders. By the 

Iend of the first day of critical debate. there was not a consensus within the ,
group about how to best accomplish this goal, but there was tangible progress. 

I 
The Measurement team understood better the insufficiencies of their pilot I 
instrument with respect to the needs of the communities in which it was likely I, 
Walt Whitman Center (6) Measuring Citizenship Proj~t I 

I 
I 



I 
I 	 w be used. The community leeders undersrood betwr major constraints . 

operating 'on those who design replicable, objective skills assessments of any 
. I I 	

. 

kind. Still, there was no agreement on how the assessment might be 

I 
I . 


successfully modified w maintain standards and at the same time meet the
, 
, 

imperatives outlined by the community representatives. 

I 
To conclude the first day, the Whitman Cenwr asked a number of the 

I communit~ and service learning program leaders w comment on the project. , 
Their remarks are suggestive of the progress the greup made over the firstI 	 I 
day's rnee~ings. 

I 
• Keith Canty, Emeaw Coms, and Goodwin Liu (Program Officer, 

I 	 CorPoration for National and Community Service) each auggeswd that 

the project needs w address more explicitly an overt normative model of 
II 	
, 

good citizenship. Ai>. Liu and Canty argued, the use of such an 

assessment drives larger considerations about the content of good I 	
I 

citizenship. Community leaders and wachers may design service 

I learning programs geared w the assessment. They will wach w the 

I 
 test\ 

! 

I 
 • Ri.Jard Battiswni (Direcwr, Rutgers Citizenship and Service 

I 

Education) suggeswd that qualitative evaluation strawgies provide the 

I best information for leaders running citizenship programs. 

Nevertheless, he argued that quantitative assessments need w be used.,,I For Battistoni. this project is valuable because it is considerably more 

I 	 soptlisticawd than the current vowr registration question used w, 
I •• to assess CIVIC ou ornes. 

I 
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• 	 Edgar Beckham (Program Officer, Education and Culture, Ford 

Foundation) told the group that there i. considerable skepticism within I 
philanthropic foundations about the viability of quantitatively I 
measuring citizenship Still, he argued, this kind of project is important 

because it furthers discourse about the nature and assessment of I 
citizenship education programs, 

I 
• 	 Micheel Brown (Co-Director, Boston City Year) discussed the problem of 

Irecovering public space in American society, He encouraged the group 

to think about developing questions that would help to capture paths to I 
good citizenship, He asked whether the instrument was designed 

primarily to assess learners or to assess programs, 	 I 
I 

Tuesday, November 8, 1998: II 
On the morning of the second day, following an extended and relaxed evening of I 
informal exchange and leisurely discussions, which as sometimes happens, 	 I 

Iwere even more productive than the formal dehaw preceding them, the 

conferees engaged in what turned out to be a breakthrough session, The nub of I 
I 

the first day's debaw turned on whether objective assessments could really I 
investigate important "Why" questions: not just lilu:a someone register as I 
"tolerant" on a scale, but w? Not just whether someone votes or not, but I 
*7 Apethy? Anger? A sense of Powerlessness? Not just where someone 	 I 
scores on traditional alienation questions, but again E.Y? The measurement 	 I 

I 
team was well aware of the problem. Smith pointed out that answers to many I 
of the important "why" questions could be answered through a more complex I 

I 
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I 
assessment instrument, but such an instrument would be more useful for I 

I 

research purposes than civic assessment. Is not the aim, he asked, to identify 
,I a range of civic attitudes and behaviors and develop measures that capture 

I where an ~ndividua1 is at a given point-in-time on those measures? Explaining 
Im an individual is where helshe is on tbe scales i. another task and 

I challengel the limits of a self-administered assessment. Yet, replied others, it 

is answeJ to m questions that permit us to discriminate between different 
II kinds of citizenship and get at the important normative characteristics of good 
I 

citizenship.

I 
I ToWards the end of the early morning session, Dr. JeffSmith, with his 

strong capacity to visualize methodologies, devised an ingenious solution to 

I help broaden the usefulness of the civic skills assessment for research 
I 

purposes l..ithout forgoing the primary task of developing a set of valid, reliable, 
!I and believable scales which capture central civic attitudes and behaviors. 
I 

I Using an ','alienated - integrated" spectrum to identify the "where" question, he ,, 
demonstrated by using a pictorial equivalent of formal grammatical parsing 

I how follo':' up deepening "why" questions might be folded into more 

conventional "where" questions. 

I 
WHERE 

I AL.I£ N;o T ION 

I 
"-­

i 

I 
I >-

31 
, 

I 
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I 
Thus, we might still have a scale in which alienation was measured in I 
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 I 
the result of complacency, indifference, a sense ofvictimhood, or rage of a kind I
that might energize politics. 

I 
This in turn would make it possible to reinterpret data about alienation 

in more complex ways that addressed the concerns of educators, trainers and I 
community orgunizers. For example. young people engaged in service might Iwell initially register as "more alienated" than they were before their service 

began as a consequence of growth in their sensitivity and political perception -­ I 
actually a positive result of service which evaluators would hope to measure. 

An assessment instrument that cannot capture the meaning of this I 
temporary "backslide," which actually is a form of pedagogical progress, would 

miss the meaning of what it was measuring. Similarly. someone self-reporting I 
on a tolerance scale might well acquire greater honesty about some of their I 
prejudices as a result of service learning and report out as "more intolerant" on 

a simple tolerance seale. Again, the training would seem to have "failed" when I 
in fact it had succeeded in creating more self-eritical honesty -- a first step on 

the way to challenging and overcoming real p~udice. Only with questions that I 
parse "where" (simple scale) questions as more complex "why" questions, can 

such "developmental" features of civic learning be captured. If Smith's II 
breakthrough method can be implemented, we may yet develop an instrument .i 
that gets below the veneer of conventional definitions and in effect permits I 
those taking the assessment to offer their own insights and explanations about I 

I 
their objective behavior as determined by the assessment. This gives to the I 
assessment a strong normative flavor and enables those who wish to use it to I 

I 
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I 
I challenge conventionalist notions of political behavior. At the same time, by 

retaining ,the first level of conventional measures (where measures) it provides 

I 
I a first stream ofdata fully compatible with and comparable with existing social 

science data sets. All of Tuesday's participants sensed the importance of this 
, 

hreakthro'ugh, 
,I 	
, 

TuJsday's discussions also resulted in additional important conceptual 

I developmlnta that will need to be carefully considered and judiciously 

I 
 integrated into the assessment. 


, 
, 

• 	 Dellorah Visser (Program Officer for Community Revitalization, SurdnaI 

I 

FoJndotion, Inc.), Erin Flannery (Evaluations, Public Allies), and Keith 

I Mohon (Campus Compact) each pushed the group to consider further 

the 'relationship between mentoring and democratic citizenship. 

I 	 • Keith Canty, Manfred Stanley, and Mary Stanley (Professor of Public 

Alfairs, Maxwell School, Syracuse University) discussed the importance 

I of developing measures of agency. 

I • 	 Benjamin Barber and Donald Searing (University of North Carolina, 

Chapel Hi]]) struggled with ways the assessment could include measures I 	
I 

of deliberation. 

I 
, 

I 
I 
I 
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Next Steps: I 
The Whitman Center based Meas'urement Team came away from this I 

second working conference excited, energized, and committed to trying to 

develop a revision of the civic skills assessment instrument that was I 
consonant with Tuesday morning's breakthrough discussion-- a discussion that 

emerged from Monday's highly productive "muddle" and opened everything to I 
critical examination. Our aim will be to design and then to test a version of the I 
assessment which responds particularly to the concerns and outcomes of the 

conferences. The first post-working group revision will be developed primarily I 
for research purposes. We hope that a second post working group revision of 

the civic skills assessment instrument designed principally for assessment I 
purposes will be available by June 1994. Many representatives from Iconununity and service organizations at the conference generously offered to 

test the instrument in its new fonn 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 pennits. 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 I 
norming study. I'

! 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 	 PEMOCRATIC CONCEPTS; SOME pRlIJKINABY CLARIFlCATIOHS 

Benjamin R. 	BArber 

I 	 In preparing for our discussions on November 22-24, I 
thought it might be USeful to set down a few general 
comments about our conceptual vocabulary. Since part of ourI task is to try to clarify how we talk about democracy, 
community. citizenship and service, I offer the following 
under the heading "preliminary clarifications" -- although I

I realize that a better title might be "preliminary 
obfuscations1t ! But sometimes, muddying the water is the 
first step towards eventual clarity. 

Democracy, community, citizenship, civic responsibility,I 	 I 
duty Bnd service f along with many other political concepts 
in democracy's lexicon, are normative rather than empirical.
That iS t there is fundamental disagreement about theirI 	 meaning I 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 
philosoph.ars, they are Itessentially contestable~ ItI 	

i
Consequently I there can be no cloture on the debate over the 
meaning of democracy -- no fixed definitions; no unchangingI 	 descriptions, no absolute consensus~ Conceptual 
clarification is thus very much a second order activity in 
this domain. In factI the only thing we can say withI 	 certainty about democracy is that is, among other things, an 
ongOing debate about the ~eaning and bOundaries of 
democracy! 

II 	 Neverthe~ess, there are SOme approaChes to the language of 
democracy that offer more persuasive and more coherent 
understandings than others~ And fOr those actively engaged
in the practices of citizenship, democracy and community I service, 'there is a need for clarity, even though it may be 
constrained by a lack of agreement on fundamentals. Perhaps
the most important feature of the language of democracy isI 	 the way in which related terms change in accordance with 
underlyinq paradigms. Thus, there may be one understanding
of duty, right, citizenship and community that accompanies
the paradigm of representative democracy, and anotherI understanding appropriate to the paradigm of strong
democracy. Their differences cannot be argued independently
of the medels of democracy with which they are associated.I 	 Participation may be a IIgood" in a ·strong democratic systelll
where active citizenship defines effective democracy and, as 
Samuel Huntinqton suggested in the 1970#01 an "evil" in a 
representative system seeking to avoid IIdemocraticI overload," To speak of participation in the abstract is not 
very hel'pful here. 

I 
, 

I 
I 
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2 I 
I 

Thus, the first step in clarifying the language of democracy 

(and measuring it as well) is to try to capture several 
 I 
distinctive models of democracy which are conceptually I
discrete but also.descriptive of obviously different kinds 
of actual democratic systems or democratic ideologies. In an Iearlier study. strong OemocraQy~ I distinguished three kinds 
of representative democracy, (authoritative, juridical and 1 
pluralist}, and two kinds of direct democracy -- unitary
democracy and participatory or "strong democracy." The I 
differences are suggested in the following graph: 
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Without trying to rehearse the arguments by which these 
distinctions are made (it interested, please consult chapter 
7 (nA Conceptual Frame", pp. 139-162J of Strong Democracy, I 
university of california Press, 1984), I want here to 
si~plify a little~ For our purposes, I would propose 
distinguishing four models: representative (without the I 
subtypes), unitary~ strong and -- adding a fourth -_ 
"deliberative. 1I By deliberative democracy I have in mind a 
model which focuses on the character of the interaction 
leading to public judgment in a citizenry. Please notice I 
that while these four models can be conceptually
distinguished, elements from each may be found in any 
particular regime. Moreover. relationships between them are I
themselves the product a various theories. For example, 
Madisonian proponents of representative democracy may argue 
that experienced elected representatives are more likely to 
render deliberative judgments than ordinary people I 
participating in a strong democratic referendum. Or. that 
strong democracy inevitably becomes demagogic and thus comes 
to resemble lIunitary" democracy at its worSe. Participatory I
democrats rnlY argue that mOst modern democratic systems
involve important elements of popular participation __ 
whether in jury service, state referenda, or local I 


I 

I 
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I 
I neighborhood politics -- and may insist strong democracy is 

less subject to corruption and thus more deliberative and 
prudent than representative democracy. 

In another: 	words l our four lQodels entail overlapping 

I 
I 

i 

practices.i and are unl ikely to be found in their pure form 
anywhere. On the other hand, there are four types of citizen 
-- four va'rieties of citizen behavior -- that accord with 
the models~ Specifying those citizen types may help clarify 
the differences between the four models. Let us imagine tour 
citizens: James M., a typical proponentof representative 
democracy; Tom J., 8 strong democrat: Hannah A., aI 	 deliberatlve citizen: and Pat B., a believer in democracy as 
a consensual and closed club. Here they are: 

James M.: !James takes pride in his countrYf and votesI 	
, 

regularly lin primaries as well as general elections~ When 
upset, he will write his Congressman, and has been known to 

I stuff envelopes for a candidate he particularly likes. He 

I 
professes a willingness to do jury dutYI although in 
practice he has had a good excuse not to serVe every time he 
has been called, and he says with real convictions that he 
thinks itjis his job to elect good governors and then let 
them govern. Indeed, he worries that too much participation 
will only'impassion the political process and prevent 
politicians from doing their job. That is to say, he thinks 

I 
I everyone should vote but that too much "civic activity" may 

be bad for good government. For him, politics floats above 
the "cO'l'nmunity" and helps regulate it. C01U1llunities are 
outside of the political domain, the seat of inevitable 
conflicts' (whiCh he doesn't object to) that tend to get 
brokered ("log-rolled" he says) 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 "elective aristocracyll), and he likes to 
get involved in "self-government,1I which he insists means 

I 
I governing himself(in concert with others.} He is a member of 

his neighborhood association, chairs his daughter's 
highschool PTA, and has testified at hearings in his state 
about introducing a legislative iniative and referendum 

I 	 I 

process. He can sound cynical about national politics and 
failed to vote in the 1984 Presidential election, but is 
genuinely enthusiastic about his own community and theI 	 possibili'ties of making a difference locally~ Thus, for Tom, 
politics 1s all about community -- how WOlDen and men govern 
the communities they belong to in common, how they discoverI the common ground on which their communities are based. TOm 
doesn't fear conflict, but thinks participatory politics are 
a good way to both deal with and (occasionally) get beyond

I conflict. 
I 

Hannah A.: Hannah refuses to respond to pollsters ("They 

I never aSK me what! think as a citizen, only what I want as 

I 
I 
I 
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• I 
I 

a private individual and they get citizens self-consciously Isecond-guessing themselves by constantl'fmirroring what it is u.t; WIt. 
supposedly thinking!"} and insists on talking about ! 
everythinq before votinq. She drives local politicians wild 
by calling and writinq and arguing through every issue on I 
the public agenda, and has told her teenaqe children that is Ibetter 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 I 
citizen in exactly that way. For her, the political I 
community is the ONLY community worth talking about; it 
includes only those willing to commit themselves to I 
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 to increase voter 
turnout, which, she is certain 1 will only have tha effect of I 
decreasing deliberation. 

Pat B#: Pat is a €atholic and a union man, and belives that I 
democracy means voting his identity. Even in the Reagan 
years, he stayed with the Democrats, because it was "his fl 

party, and he is impatient with the new wave of Latin­
American and Asian immigrants coming ashore in the Nineties. I 
Although his own great grandparents were nearly barred from 
coming to America by Nineteenth century Protestant Know­
Nothings who thoU9ht catholics would destroy the fragile I
unitary identity of the nation, he now believes America is 
an eXClusive club of people with values just like his own~ 
Consequently, he thinKS Latin and Asian Americans are likely Ito destroy the fragile unitary identity of the nation. He 
sees himself as a democrat, by which he means that h1a 
people. Pat doesn't like conflict and thinks democracy ought 
to be about achieving a consensus, and that those who don't I
fit don*t belong in America. Democracy is less about voting 
than about fundamental agreement on fundamental values like 
falllily values~ I 
Now if we think of these four different citizen types, we 
can see that any attempt either to stipulate a single I
understanding of Citizenship, or assess what is to count as 
a civic skill or an "effective" democratic citizen, will 
depend which type we have in mind. Depending on whether we 
are looking for a sound representative system citizen or a I 
strong democrat. we can imagine very different sets of 
questions being asked. For example, cognitive skills, what 
one needs to know to be a citizen, differs considerably I 
across models. Representative democrats may need to 
understand character issues, and certainly have to. know how 
the forms ot representative government work; strong 
democrats I on the other hand, may requires extensive I 
knowledge of issues and policies. The attitudes proper to a 
representative democrat (a sense of responsibility 
associated with accountability but a willingness to defer to II 

I 

I 




I 
elected rulers} will differ from those proper to a strong 
democrat (an insistence on taking responsibility directlyI for policy-making, a willingness to be permanently involved 
in politics locally). 

I 	 Finally, shy attempt to fathom other key issues on our 
agenda -- community service, for example -- can be Boon to 
depend on how we construe democracy itself. The 
representative democrat for whom governing is an activity ofI 	 representatives and who sess service as an aspect of the 
private sector may emphasize charity, helping others, and 
feeling good. whereas the strong democrat will focus on 
service as an extension of basic responsibility for self­I 	

t 

government, and give service a much more political meaning. 

These remarks are not heant to restrict our discussion of 
key concepts and their relationships. Rather, they are 
intended to give some sense of the complexity of our tasKs l 
and the RELATIONAL nature of the xey terms. Finally, theyI are intended to invite debate and controversy I since they
show; above all, that there are no fixed definitions and 
there can be no cloture by experts or others on the debateI about the meaning of democracy, community. citizenship and 

I 	 I 

service. 

I 
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Higher EduCJJtion and Citizenship: An JndividUillisl Perspective 
1 	 Alan Ryan 

DisclaimersI 	 I 
Without wishing to sound too complaining a note, I ought to say that [ write in an 


I "individualist" mode largely because Ben Barber suggested I ought. My own inclination, 


I 

faced with a topic like this, would have been to reach for I.H. Green and the young 


John Dewey, to path of whom a conception of citizenship came naturally that they fell 


able to promote, to the young men - I say "men" advisedly, because this was a long time, 

ago, and both of them taught at non-roeducational institutions - to whom they taught I 	 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 

I 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, I have little surprising or 


I novel to say, but things I take for granted may surprise my inteilocutors. and even if 


I 

they are merely startled by me, I learn a good deal from them. If that's true on this occa­


sion, you will h.ive earned my thanks, though [ am not sure I shall have earned yours. 


Before 1 stirt, I ought to say that I am gloomily conscious that I say nothing at all 
I 

about what might feature in the curriculum of programmes of civic education· as the I 	 mention of Gree,n and Dewey suggests, I would wish to say something. and I hope that 

in the final paper I shall· and if possible even less about the measurement of 

I citizenship. My inemory of such matters now runs back to Almond and Verba's The 
Civic Cuitureof 1965, and the: enonnous difficulties its authors encountered in assessing 

I such things as citizen and subject competence, pride in government/and so on. It is 

pJainly of some importance to be able to assess the I'value added" of whatever education 

I we give our students .] suspect that we rarely try to do it because it will reveal some 

exceedinglyalar1ning truths about how lillie value our highest prestige institutions add 

- but in this realm I have very little idea how one would even begin, It is surely much I harder than in';'y area where there are relatively uncontroversial tests of petfonnance , 
to be administerOd. 

I 	 , .. 
'flu: social contract: one more version 

I 	 It is often said - at least, Professor Etzioni often says it, and Professor Barber says it in 

I 
his introduction; to take two people whose views 1 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 goon about obligations at 

least to the same degree; your rights are my obligations, my rights are your obligations. I Alan Ryan' page 1/ 

I 



I 

I 
I 
IYour right to walk down the street unmolested is my obligation to leave you I

unhindered as you walk down the street. What is it that they mean? Two things rather 

than one, perhaps. Partly, [think, that people reach too quickly for the language of I 
rights when they ought to use a less peremptory moral vocabulary. That is, [ may say I 
that I have a right to a job when what I mean is that it is a waste of my talents to leave I 
me unemployed; nobody in particular has the sort of obligation to hire me that I 
everyone has to refrain from assaulting me or abusing me, and I may not really think I 
that any person or institution has the sort of non-optional duty that rights impose. It I 
may be that [say [have a right only as an emphatic way of saying that I really, truly, Iand importantly ought (in some sense) to have a job. But this first complaint runs in two I
possible directions; one is to say that excessive use of the language of rights just debases 

the currency. If we stan talking of our rights whenever there is something we think I 
ought to happen, everyone else will start shouting about their .rights in just the same I 
way, and there will be no way of knowing which claims should be given priority. I 

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

But what is the proper relationship between my rights and my obligations 1 The I
relationship between your rights and my obligations is a matter of logic; to say that you I
have a right just is to say that somebody or other has an obligation - the ten dollars [ 


owe you is what you have a right to have repaid and what [ have an obligation to repay. I 

IThe relationship 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 I 
none of my obligations - the banker would like all his debtors to pay up and all his I 
creditors to shut up; whether I could without contradiction propose this as a moral I 
principle is another kettle of fish, and one I shan't examine closely since it has been dis· I 

I
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cussed so often) But if there is no logical contradiction in wishing to enjoy a large num-I 

I 

ber of rights an1 meet a small number of obligations, it is clear that human society is 

I impossible if everyone tries to 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 intenaing to try it.I It is equally clear that one aspect of the fears that Amitai Etz.ioni and his col­

laborators have'recently voiced is that we have inadvertently been creating a society 

I that is approaching the condition that! have just said is socially impossible, that we are 
undermining the basis of our own social existence,! am myself not persuaded that we 

I 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 lot of everyday obligations get met on a 
I

taken for granted basis, are enforced by law and public opinion without anyone giving I , d th h d Itf'" _.A 'a1 ' , IfIt a seeon, oug t, an are more onntemahzed In our ev.... ,.... ay SOCi mteractions. 

they were not, things would indeed have ground to a halt pretty swiftly, and thus far I and in general they haven't. There are innumerable situations in which one would be 

utterly foolish to rely on such thoughts; you might expect your professors to tum up to

I class merely because they felt they ought to 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 

I hide. Still, as! ~uggest below, one way in which an "individualist" analysis may help us 

I 
to think about the topiCS we have before us, is by turning our attention to problems of 

coordination. rather than only to problems of moral consciousness. The complaint that I 

ascribe to ProfeSsor Etz.ioni and those who are persuaded by him is that demands are 
made in a way that violates the conditions of reciprocity. People wanting an improve­I 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 ,I about what obligations 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 

I construed, because it allows us to get to the next stage without appealing to anything 

one might call "communitarianll ideas or ideals. I haven't suggested, and resolutely will 

I not suggest, that the teason 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, I think in fact that unless some such view is true, it is I hard to understand how we couid have such notions as that of moral cooperation; that 
1 

nus is less a matter of unwillingness than to acknowledge that ever since I Kant (or possibly Hobbes, or even more contentiously, possibly Plato), this 
has been hotl y argued among philosophers, and nothing hangs on it here. 
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1is, any ethical theory must be able to answer the question "what does the moral actor I 

get out of behaving well?" 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. I 1 
Ithink. 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~ 1 
selves as something other than a Hobbesian atom. None the less, I want, for the 

moment, and not only out of a desire to play my scripted role, to talk the language of 11contract, reciprocity, and exchange, and then I want to talk the language of coordina­

tion, facilitation, and the need for salient solutions. 1On this view· the individualist rendering of what has been thought of as a com­

munitarian politics. the thought that lies behind Ihe complaint that there is 100 much 

talk of rights and not enough of obligations is that society must be a system 01 1 
reciprocity; this is not just the practical point, that you won't "?,,perate with me if I 

don't do my share in return, but a moral point. I morally can't demand my rights and 1 
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 1 
strong ethic of reciprocity into its members will find itself in trouble because trust, 

reliance, and the sort of calm that comes from knowing that people will indeed do in the 1future their share 01 the burdens we have assumed in the present will cease to be avail­

able. 1hls would be banal were it not the case that advanced societies like OUr own run 

many institutional arrangements where contract and reciprocity pull apart from each 1 
other. What I mean is this: the nann of reciprocity says that if you do me a good tum, I 

am bound to do you a good tum •even in the absence of a written or spoken agreement 1 
to thatelfect. Contracts are a way of inducing people to do things for one another by 

allowing the parties to put themselves in a position where reciprocity can be enforced. 1 
But the moral nann of reciprocity requires us to reciprocate in the absence of an explicit 

agreement. One complaint against American industrial and business practice· heard Iless now that the German and Japanese economic miracles are in remission, ~ut 
probably due to be heard again quite soon· is that this nonn is less respected here than 

elsewhere. US managers and businessmen, it is said, (l have no idea how fairly) operate I 
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 I 
the free market, so construed, works effectively il people pursue their own self-interest 

narrowly construed, to the utmost consistent with respect for legal and contractual I 
obligations. Anything more is a reckless waste of one's resources. But, such an outlook 
has the seeds of trouble in it; although il may be an attractive alternative to excessively IAlan Ryan page 4/ 
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I cosy arrangem~nts under some circumstances ~ widows and orphans will do better if 

their inveslme":t advisers aggressively pursue good bargains instead of leaving their 

I, money with th~ local thrift as a favour to an old friend· it may equally mean that many 

cooperative ent~rprises are forgone because nobody trusts anyone else to share the 

payoffs on a voluntary basis. The more worrying thought is that if many institutions 
II encourage such. behaviour. it spreads through society, and so unde:nnines even the 

moral basis on which unpoliced perfOrmance of contractual agreements must rest

I Reciprocity is paradigm.tically an individualistic moral notion, It is when I ¥k 

myself what lowe to somebody else that I then consider what they have done for me, 

I and what is due in retum. But, it won't COVer as much of the moral landscape as one 
might hope; or} to put it differently, if one tries to get it to cover much more of the moral 

I landscape, and Iparticularly the kind of area we are thinking of here, it gets stretched out 

:1 
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 welfare 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.

I ment benefit was a sort of payment from the rest of us in retum for that. This had a 

proper polemical purpose, lifting unemployment benefit out of the category of charity 

and into the category of. claim of right; but it is not clear that it's persuasive as a piece I , 
of logic. For one thing, the unemployed had no intention of sharing such risks, probably 

I had no particuiar understanding of them, and so on: for another, we do not seem to be 
• 

I 
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 

I 
was that we are replating, and how many people are dependent upon it. 

Ther. is another, different, and rather old thought that may catch more of what we 

need: social arrangements such as property rights depend upon the self·restraintof 

those who are least favoured by them, and thus those who benefit most owe the worst 

I off a return for,their self·restraint I have always found this an attractive argument, not 
I ­

least because it, appears to capture at least SOme of the sentiments of disgruntled small 


I crooks who co~plain that they have been asked to shoulder the burdens of society 


I 

without an adequate return. But even this only covers the most general "contributions" 


of the hard done by • their willingness to secure their goals by lawful rather than law. 


I 

less means, and so on; 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 s~y 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 mayor may not II 
be able to summon up 1 (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 I 
has the future ever thought about me 1" 1) It is not, perhaps, a matter of his feeling I'more or less willing to help in various ways/ but a denial that it is one of his duties as a 
citizen, a denial that the citizenship of the hard up gives them a right to rus help. I 
Inaeed, one can imagine someone who combined considerable charitable inclinations 
with a fastidious wish to represent these as sentiments of feHow human feeling. who ••." 
wanted to distinguish quite sharply between what he thought he owed others as part of I 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 I 
that come dose to these. The first is the conception of citizensrup that underpins T.H. 
Marshall's classic work,. Class and Citizenship. Here, Marshall argues that the past two I 
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 :1 
the still contested but widely accepted ideal of equal access to social and economic 

advantage. (And Albert Hirschmann has interestingly argued in The Rhetoric ofRet/clion Ithat the standard conservative response has always been to obstruct each advance by 

I 
" 

saying that the next advance will destroy the gams made by the firs~ so democracy 

threatens the rule of law and the welfare state threatens democracy - and who knows 

what will be accused of destroying the welfare state 1) If one were to accept Marshall's 

schema not simply as rugtory but also a. morality, it would become mare plausible to I 
say that the indigent had a right to our aid, and a right in virtue of their common 

citizenship. But it seems to me that this gets matters the wrong way round. It is not that I 
we have an independent conception of a common citizensrup from wruch their rights 

flow so much as that we have come to trunk that charity is not our favourite organizing Iconception, and that the needy have a right to assistance. It may also be, to unveil more 

of what 1really wish to suggest, that such a revised conception of citizensrup rests on an I,appeal to ide .. about solidarity and a common obligation to aid One another in coping 

with common hazards that we have reason to trunk modem societies increasingly press I,upon us. The point here is simply 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 wruch I 
am confining myself. I 

The other passing observation is that there i. another sort of individualism here 

that we might at least look at. One concept of reciprocity is not that of "favours due for I
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I 
I favours done,'" b~t !!put yourself in their shoes and see how things look-I> That is, it is an 

, 
appeal to the exchangeability of viewpoints, an appeal that seems to be individualist in 

appealing to what each potentially recalcitrant spectator is feeling or thinking. butI , 

.' 
"reciprocal" only in the sense that mathematical reciprocals are - the view of you held by 

me has its complemenlin the view of me held by you, and a vital aid to moral thinking 

is that I should occupy your viewpoint as I occupy my own. I shan't explore the 

I , 

, . 
psychological or logical difficulties of this view of ethics: it underpins R.M. Hare's 

moral phllosophy, and has attracted critical scrutiny for forty years. I only observe that 

it is !\Ot the sanie notion as that of reciprocal obligation in the quasi<ontractual sense. 

I But, I have a covert aim in bringing it into the discussion. One thing I hope to do, but do 
I 

not even begin to do here, is link these thoughts not only (as I shall do here in a 

moment) to the issue of civic education In a university setting.. but to some empirical I 
I 

evidence ,about the attitudes of students in a setting where there is a great deal of 

volunteerism, even though there is no curricular requirement. Princeton students not ,I 
, 

only do a great deal of voluntary worl< - Habitat for Humanity, food drives, Big Brother 

and Big Sister programmes, literacy programmes in Trenton prison. and so on .. but

I approach it in an organized fashion through a student volunteer coundl on which a few 


faculty memb~rs sit and by way of which other faculty are drawn in to help. My


! experience of students I have talked to who do a good deal of voluntary work in such 


contexts is that their moral values are not "'citizenship" values, and not in general 


I 
 utilitarian or "redprocity-based." 


Rather, they seem to belong with 18th century ideal observer theories of value; 

students ask themselves what sort of a person they would judge themselves to be, look-

I 

I 

, 


ing at themselves from the outside. 'This may look like an appeal to the kind of "redpro­


cal" vision this paragraph has been discussing, but I think it is not. For there is no sug­


gestion that they should change piaces, mentally and morally speaking, with those 


whom they mayor may not be helping. Rather, it is they themselves as outsiders 1001<­,
I ing at themselves in judgment. If one felt unkindly disposed, as colleagues of ntine 

I 
sometimes do when they encounter these attitudes, it might be criticized. as a fonn of 

narcissism; myown sense is that it isn't, and that the spectatorial "r' is endowed with a. 

I 
coolness and far-reachJng sympathy that is intended to stand in judgment on the ernD-.. 

tions and self<entred anxieties of the "I" that is struggling with a moral issue. But, as I 

I 
say, aliI can offer at present is a promissory note. 

Now, [began by promising to say something about coordination and similar , 
problems. 'This I now do. [ imagine we all have our own private visions of "the" problem 

to which soCiety as currently constituted seems to have lew answers. My own may give 
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I'fuel to critics, but it is that many of our difficulties lie in the realm of coordination. That r

conveys little unless one adds, coordination as opposed to lack of goodness or heart~ 
pure bloody-minded selfishness, and so on. On my view, many people are ready to join I 

'. 
'Iin 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 ,1\ 
problems they set out to cure. The great obstade to achieving any of this, aside from the 

familiar obstades of sloth, greed, and general unconcern, is the difficulty of coordinat­ Iing 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 
 '.
existenceot 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 dear it may be where that salient place 'i 
is. One thing that leadership provides is saliency; we know whose decisions to follow ­ I 
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 rsal 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 I 
voluntary organizations are at a disadvantage vis avis the state is that the state's ability 

to coerce the recalcitrant into working with its schemes gives its schemes greater effec­ I 
tiveness and therefore great moral attractiveness -I need hardly add "ceteris paribus." 

·There may be any number of countervailing features of coercive government schemes I 
that sabotage this argument. 


I offer this argument, however, as a small contribution to the topic before us. In 
 INew Jersey schools, there is now a requirement for srudents to engage in uvoluntary 
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 1 
. you!" may be a little less shocked. If you suppose that what matters is that students 

should pick out for themselves what they feel morally drawn to, should think what they I 
will be good at, should investigate what there is, how to get to it, and so on and so forth, 

then the compulsory element is indeed a disabling feature of it. If you think only that I 
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 IAlan Ryan page 81 
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I fonn the activit:? takes - that students who have asthma attacks al the first puff of dU;1 

should nol be dragooned inlo chipping plasler off walls. Salience is a great aid to over­

I coming the familiar feeling that we'd like to help but don't quite know a'what and 

where; and sali~nce is likely to be taken care of by such programmes. 

I Wiult are we afterI 

• 
But the workshop is not about "how to get from individualism to cooperation," though 
that is more or less the brief I have sO far set myself. It is about the c:vic education of 

I 

students in higher education, and 1want to say a bit about that 1 have two thoughts, 

and they are at:least in tension with each other, perhaps in outright contradiction. But 

I here they are. The first is that unless there is some dvic dimension to the education stu­

dents get, it is not higher education at all. Having said that,1 have to say that 1 think 
-I 
 most of what is offered in institutions of higher education really isn't higher education. 


Indeed, to trail my coat even more, 1 think that most of it doesn't even purport to be, 

I 
. I 

and that much-of what purports to be isn't. On the first count, Imerely observe that 
! 

most of what goes on in institutions of higher education is avowedly vocational training 

of a fairly ~w sort. 1 do not know the exact figures, but something like two thirds of 

I all higher edu~tion students are majOring in something whose general label is "busi­
ness studies.I' !Their English courses are courses in writing business letters, their

I economics is book-keeping, and their politics is so far as posslble an education in how 

I 
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 

I 
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 political and 

economic systems of their native country, let alone others, but that so many of them 
-, 
 come through as public spirited, energetic and wide awake.s they do. 


Lest this sound like intellectual snobbery, 1 must add the second point, that I think 


that much of what is taught in the most distinguished places has just about as lillie 


I tendency to ~iden 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 


I 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 to turn 


I 
-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 disdpline, namely the encouragement of a self· 

I consdous capacity to think about why we study what we do, what gOod it us to us, how 

we came to ~ee the world as we have, and so almost endlessly on. What makes higher ,. Alan Ryan page 9/- I 
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Ieducation higher is not that it is the rate learning of more difficult theories and more I

arcane facts, but that its recipients are supposed to end with some idea of why we ever 

bothered to emerge irom the unthinldng primeval ooze. It is that that seems to me the I 
1first step in a civic education, and one that all higher education should meet. 

But characteristically, I also think something close to the opposite thought. That is, I 
it must be one part of higher education's purpose to allow us to get away irom the IIeveryday 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 intentions, 
since the level at which higher education can intrinsically do anything to make us better Icitizens 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 don't believe that higher education in and foritself can I 
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 to be defended as part of a specific training in the • 
duties of citizens here and now in the light of the problems that coniront us here and I 
now - as a sort of pacific ROTC programme, not as an implication of higher education's 

own intrinsic purposes. But, I hope what I have said suggests that this is different irom· Isaying that it is an intrusion upon those purposes. It seems to me that it is not, and that 

it would be absurd to suggest that a global conception of citizenship such as I think 

really is implied in the claim to offer higher education at all-I incline to say education I 
at all, but wiU restrain the impulse here - is at odds with or hostile to the specific inten­

tions of such programmes. I 
Lastly, what conception of citizenship is it that we are trying to advance when we -,. 

either institute some fonn of voluntary work requirement for students or put strenuous I 
institutional encouragement behind a programme for volunteers 7 It evidently goes 

well beyond any of the ordinary elements of the right to vote, eligibility for office and so ,I 
on. So why does one feel tempted to reach for the concept of citizenship rather than any 

othar? It is here that my efforts to rest everything on "individualist" conceptions of Ipolitical ethics really have to be abandoned. Or rather, they have to be sophisticated. 

'Think of j.5. Mill, who is often thought to be the paradigmatic individualist, whose con­

viction of our essential sociability was such that he claimed in UtilitariDnism that we can I 
only think of ourselves outside a social setting with a considerable effort of imagination, 

who stressed that the libertarian doctrines of On U/terly were absolutely not to be I 
understood as an encouragement to selfishness and indifference to the well being of our 

fellows, and who emphasized throughout his C01l$ide:ratio1l$ 011 Representative Govern- I
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I ment that citizenship was a trust for the benefit of others as well as for ourselves, that a 

democratic gov~mment could only rest on a citizenry who were self-protecting, public 

spirited, and conscious of what they owed to the social and political order on whichI , 

I 
they depended. It is true that one would not wish at this late stage of the 20th century 

to defend Mill's views about the way that public assistance should disqualify us from 

I 
the suffrage, no~ yet his advocacy of a poll tax to bring home to each citizen the fact that 

each of us does and must contribute to the society On which we make our claims. Still, 

I 
one might want'some of the traits of character that he thought necessary for a successful 

democracy. 

As far as !'understand the formula that Saul Alinsky adopted. never do for 
I 

anyone what they can do for themselves - it was squarely in Un. with Mill's insistence 

that the educative role of democratic participation would be lost if people were not to aI 
I 

I 
large extent put in command of their own well being. In the current climate this plainly 

creates One pra~cal hazard of any programme such as we are discussing, which is that 

I 
it looks as if something very like political organlzing is almost more valuable than 

something in tlje dimension of social work, and it is only the more innocuous kind of 

social work programmes that ~e can really expect any sort of consensus on. 

This is perhaps a luxurious anxiety. We are not facing a situation in which there is 

a vast amount of volunteer work going on~ and we wonder how to extend its reach. We 
I 

are asking, rather, what the place of such voluntary work is in the higher education of 

I
• 
I 

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 population - and if as a bonus it gives them the sort of easy empathy with people 

who live in vefy different conditions that people like T.H. Green and lohn Dewey 

hoped such work would produce, and which I must say [feel that I have always lacked I , 
myself - it will have done a great deal. 

I 

I 


• 
I 
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IAmerican CQDcea!iQos of Citjzenshia 


and the 
 I 
Problem of Civic EducaJjon 


(Working Paper) 
 I
Rogers M. Smilh .. 1 

IFirst I will go over so~e familiar ground mapping how 
American citizenship is commonly understood. Then I'U indicate -I 
what I'm adding to that map. Ii 

i) The CODventional Debate. There is a standard narrative Iabout 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 I 
American Creed hold, we are lold, that to be an American citiz.en. one 
does not have to be of any particular race} gender, religion, ethnicity I 
or original nationality. culture, or language. A person only has to 
support the American constitutional system and be law~abiding. 

though aliens must also give some minimal evidence that they are I 
willing and able to work hard and be self-supporting. Unlike most 

I- Iother nationalities~ then. American citizenship rests ultimately only 
on consent to the political principles valorizing personal libenies and 
democratic self-governance that are enshrined in America's IConstitution and laws. On this view, American civic education is 
properly centered on teaching those principles, as wen as on the 
skills and habits needed for effective participation in democratic I 
political processes, in the commercial market economy that legal 
protection of economic Iiberues generates. and in the diverse forms I 
of life persons may choose to pursue. 

Readers may observe lhat embedded in this widely shared ~I 
account are (at least) two overlapping. often jointly held, but 
nonetheless analyticatly distinguishable conceptions of citizenship. 
First. a more "liberal" or "thin democratic" notion presents the I 
American citizen as essentially a bearer and enjoyer of individual 
rights, of economic, spiritual. inteUectual. procedural. and only I 
secondarily political liberties. She or he is likely to he most absorbed , I 


I 

I 


http:citiz.en


I 
I in pursuing happiness in forms of ·private" life, work, church, family, 

and to get politically involved only sporadically, with a view to 

I keeping j government accountable and making sure it does not 
trample: rights. 

In contrast. a "strong democratic/' "participatory democratic," I or "civic republican" reading of American citizenship emphasizes not 
the individual rights it bestows and prorects. but participation in the 

I forms of democratic self-governance it makes possible. On this view 
• 

involve~ent in American political life is not a nuisance, the price of 
perserving personal liberties, It is a civic duty, part of a shared 
commitfnent to help shape our lives in common and serve our 
common interests~ and a vital fulfillment of our human potential for

I both freedom and moral dignity, as we bring the social constituents 
of our lives under more conscious consensual control. 

Thus disentangled, more "liberal" and more' "democratic" or, 
"repubJicantt conceptions of American citizenship point to different 

I 
emphases in civic education. as Richard Battistoni has argued., 
Liberal' views stress development of the cognitive and economic 
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 I 

, 

vigor ousty active in politics. at least at seme levels. Importantly • 
• 

democratic views tend to favor extensive governance at local levelsI more accessible 10 democratic participation, while liberals are happy 
with n~tional governance so long as it seems most efficient and

I remains accountable. But American advocates of democratic civic 
concepiions generally accept much national governance and wish it 

I to be ~ democratic as possible. 

I 
Much of the current discussion of American citizenship and 

civic e1ducalion centers en the debate over whether more liberal or 

<;: 
more democratic conceptions should guide American policies. At 
times, theorists and educalors like Locke, Mill, Horace Mann, and 

I Diane Ravitch are arrayed (rightly or wrongly) on the more liberal 

I 
side; figures like Rousseau, Jefferson, and Dewey are placed on the 
more democratic side. Again, however~ most Americans want the 

I 

I 

I 




I 

I 


best of both worlds (Amy Gutmann's Democrat;c Educaliou is perhaps Ithe most extensive recent effort to see how this might be done), 
One further aspect of the conventional debate should be nOled, 

Both sides adhere to a shared ex.planation of how American I 
citizenship came to exist, as a combin alion of liberal and I 
democratic or republican elements. This explanation usually I 
involves appeal to Tocqueville's great work. Democracy in America. I 
And though his views are actually morc compJicated, the standard Istory does have a Tocquevillian flavor, It holds that America was 
predominantly settled by European colonists who brought with them I 
Enlightenment ideals of liberty, especially religious freedom, and I 
who were then shaped by the unusu.l physical. social, and political 
conditions of the new country, Because land was plentiful. the I 
EutoP'?n aristocracy absent, and control by home officials weak. 
Americans quickly became used to relatively equal economic and Isocial 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, I 
And because they sought to grow in numbers, Americans were from 
early on eager to embrace as fellow citizens anyone willing to I
support and participate in these ways of life, regardless of their 
backgrounds. 

The colonists thus shaped eventually came to resent the way I 
British imperial authorities infringed on their personal liberties. 
economic but also religious, and their long established practices of :1 
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 

J 



I 
, 

I 
I clearly missing. because there is a lot that this account does not 

explain. I Why have Americans so often denied access to full 
Ameridn citizenship to persons and groups who were perfectly 
willing to vouchsafe loyalty to American constitutional principles and 
to sup!'?rt themselves?" Why has it been so controversial to haveI American civic education at all. and especially to extend it on an 
equal basis to all members of American society? In these regards.

I 
, . 

the main lessons of my research on the conceptions of citizenship 
AmericJn lawmakers and judges have written into their public laws 
are three-fold.,I 

, 

First. though liberal and democratic notions have indeed been 
central. Americans have also defined both civic membership andI civic education extensively through appeal to a third political and 
intellectual tradition, a family of ethnocultural conceptions that I 

I term Of Americanist." "Americanism" holds that ethnicity, race, 
religion,' gender. language. and cultural heritage are quite relevant 
for deciding who should be full American citizens and what forms I their citizenships should take. Specifically, American citizens should 
possess, the characteristics of native-born WASP males or some none

I too distant approximation thereof. Civic education should foster such 
traits in, all those capable of possessing them, but traditionally

I Americanism has held that many could not reasonably be treated as 
having: such capacities. At times these less capable persons have 
included blacks, Nalive Americans, other ethnic minorities~ andI women. Americanism suggests such disparate groups should receive 
special education appropriate to their civic roles. Some may be

I denied' acess to citizenship. and civic education. altogether. 
Second. analysts have focused on liberal and democratic 

I 
 conceptions of citizenship and underrated the importance of 

Americanist notions in pan because they have seen America through 
European eyes. They have focused on the lesser presence of the I 

I 

types of ascribed. hereditary hierarchical feudal political and 
economic class structures that have been central to European politics 
historically. Thus they have not attended adequately to the forms ofI , 
ascriptive hereditary, racial, ethnic, sexual, cultural. and religious. 

I that w~re in fact central. though frequently contested, constituents 
I 

I, 
'f 

I 
, 

I 



I 

I 
I 

of American political developmenl. American CIVIC culture and its Idevelopment thus must be reappraised from a standpoint that sees it I as a common product shaped by all Ihese ideological traditions and 
prac~ices. I 

Third~ Americanist conceptions have shown the power and I 
tenacity they have because liberal and democratic conceptions of I 
American civic identity. taken alone or in tandem. often have not 
seemed sufficient bases for senses of meaningful civic membership 
and both national and partisan political loyalties. Many Americans Ii

I 

have regarded them as too demanding in terms of the individual I: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, as I
something validated by more transcendant historica]~ natura!. and 
divine standards. Some Americans have gone so ·far as to renounce 
liberal conceptions of universal human rights and commitments to I 
democratic self-governance. But most have tried to affirm liberal 
and democratic values while qualifying them by simultaneously I 
affirming Americanist accounts that shortened the roster of those 
eligible to claim liberal rights and full democratic powers. IAmericans, then, have generally not been pure liberals, 
democrats, or Americanisls. Instead the nation's history. political 
parties and movements, and its laws, including its systems of civic I 
education, have displayed various blends of these elements, all with 
more or less severe internal tensions and inconsistencies. For many I 
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. often I 
spurred conflict and change. 

Once we see American political culture and development as I 
shaped not simply by the dynamics and tensions of liberal and 
republican traditions, but also by the interaction of those values with I 
AmericaniSl ones. several important revisions in 
narrative follow. On this view it appears normal, 
for Americans repeatedly to reinvent nonliberal, 

the standard 
not aberrational. 

nondemocratic, 
often inegalitarian ideologies of civic idenlilY as means of coping .,
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I 
I with discontents liberal and democratic values have nOt addressed. 

and may indeed have fosrered, We should therefore also not 

I 	 presume such reinventions are no longer possible today_ The 
liberalizing and democratizing changes of the 1950s and 1960s 
alread~ prompted resurgent forms of Americanism in the late 70s

I and 80s. and the trajectory of the 90s is not yet clear. And we 
I 

I 
should see the challenge of American civic education now as nol 

simpI~ 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. I 	 more organic senses of civic identity that have so heavily, and often 
so oppressively, shaped education and civic life in America.

I 	 With these basic points sketched. I will in the remainder of this 

I 
essay point to some of the evidence thal leads me to advance them. 
1 will: especially note ways these various politicai traditions have 
been expressed in American educational systems. 

I 
I 
iii). Americanism. Civic Identity. and American Civic Education. 

The rAost frequent of many criticisms made against the claims just

I sketched is th.t they exaggerate the significance of nonliberal. 
inegalitarian ideologies and practices in American life'! These have. , 
many: say. been 	 real, but they have been recognized by mostI 	 Americans as exceptional and marginal. and they have been slowly

I 
but steadily eliminated from American life throughout our history.I Perhaps so; but many facts speak powerfully the other way, , 
Not just in exceptional periods. but for over 80% of the nation'S 

I history. U,S. laws have declared most of the world's population to be 
ineligible for full American citizenship, solely and explicitly because 

I
I Tb~ next most frequent is 
at rool expressions of liberal.

I contend instead that they arc 
and historically. But I do not 

lhat these nonliberat. inegalitarian ideologies are 
democratic ideologies and arrangements. 1 

distinguishable analyttcaIly. morally. politically 
mean [0 present 

as pristine, unconnected to the nation's history 
Instead: r think most Americans have combined 
ascriptive beliefs: that they have done so in part 
dissatisfactIons with liberal democratic precepts; 
liberal Iand democratIC arguments 10 reinforce 

liberal and democratic tradhions 
of ascriptive inequalities, 
liberal. democratic. and 
because of their 

and that tbey have used 
Americanist asCriptive

I positions whenever they could plausibly (or even implausibJy) do so.
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I 
of their race~ original nationality. or gender. For at least 2/3 of I,American hist.ory. 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 I 
matter how "liberal~" "democratic." "republican," Or "pro-American" 

their views were, or how educated or prosperous they were. 
Nor is it true thal these patterns of civic exclusion, or •assignment of second~class civic status, characterized the nation 

extensively at the outset and. were gradually eroded. More women I 
(though not many) legally had the vote in 1790 than in 1820. The 
civil rights of free blacks were better protected throughout the I 
nation in 1790 than in 1850. and the rights of blacks were much 
better secured in 1870 than in 1920 (though they were not fully 
secured at any of these times). The legal rights of Native Americans I 
also had more standing in American CQurts in 179.0 than in 1850. 
The U.S. had no racial restrictions on immigration at all until 1882. I 
and it did not adopt a permanent~ elaboratct explicitly nationalistic 
quota system, designed to preserve the existing faciaJ and ethnic Imakeup of the American citizenry. until 1924. "Two Sleps 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. I 
history, many public schools were legally segregated by race and 
gender (when Ihey existed at all). Throughout those years public Ieducation also generally upheld Ihe superiority of Protestant 
religiosity and Anglo-Saxon or northern European cuhures and 
peoples. Not only blackS, but many southern and eastern European I 
immigrant groups, were primarily educated for blue colJar jobs or 
manual labor. Women were prepared to be mothers and housewives 
or to enter a narrow range of womanly professions. 
Officially at least, American public schools are much more inclusive Itoday; but de facto racial. ethnic. 
on the rise, for· reasonS traceable 

white flight to the suburbs. 

and economic segregation is again 
in part to public poJicies assisting 

I 
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I 
I IThese patterns have many roots. but they include political 

problems present since before the nation's founding. The Europeans 
who dame to colonial Ameria believed themselves to be products of a I superi~r civilization and bearers of the true religion. Some. indeed. 
saw themselves as people chosen by God to preserve true religionI 

, 

from corruption in Britain and Europe. From the outset, they gave 
religi~us and cultural. as w~U as economic reasons to each other and 
to the' world to explain why they were entitled to take land from theI 	 , 

I 
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 tribes. to the margins of what is now the U.S .• theyI 	 grew increasingly restive with many restraints imposed on them by 
British home authorities. But there was no massive groundweH for 

I revolution; elites favoring that cause were faced with the political 

I 
task of winning popular support for it. They could and did claim that 
Britain had become a corrupt. despotic monarchy. inStead of a free 
mixed republic. and that it was violating their natural rights. But 
republicanism and liberal rights theories were not widely known or 

II 	 embraced among the more middling and lower classes of English , 
Americans. For many they did not provide a morally or politically 

I 	 compelling case for embracing membership in a new American 

• 	
natIon; For most, they did not provide much assurance that this , 
dangerous cause 	 would prevail.

I 

Hence leaders also appealed to the American colonists' more 
broadly shared senses of religiOUS and cultural idenlity. Americans

I were said to be indeed a chosen people. destined to be a beacon of 
whole~ome Protestant freedom, in cornrast to decadent Britain and 

I Europt and also to the savage American aborigines and the barbaric. 
almost subhuman Africans. Thus the forces of history. narure, and 
above aU divine Providence could be counted on to insure the successI of their new endeavor. By elaborating this sense of themselves as 
possessing a religiously sanctioned~ superior, and freedom*favoring

I ethnocultural identity, Americans created to Americanism," 
It included within it nOt only notions of the superiority of Euro-

Americans and Christianity [0 all other cultures, races, and religions.
II 
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I 
It also endorsed beliefs that God and nature assigned women and 

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. I 

Apart from its recognition of slavery and the separate 
existence of the tribes. the Constitution appears ethnocuturally I 
"neutraL" 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 nationality itself. The framers did not reject I 
"Americanist" definitions of citizenship (though some had 
reservations about such views). The Constitution was silent on many I 
issues of ethnocultural qualifications for citizenship because it was 
politic to defer 10 state definitions of civic identities in many I 
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 I 
controversies. (Few thought women's statuses required much 
auention, beyond beuer enforcement of the common law). I 

One educational consequence of these differences over what 
conceptions of national identity should prevail occurred at the outset Iand was repeated up to the Civil War: the rejection of efforts to 
create a national university. Presidents from George Washington on 
promoted the idea as a means to foster a common national culture I 
and hence strengthen national patriotism. It was opposed by those 

with strong attachments to particular regions~ and to traditions of I 
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 I 
naturalization to "whites" in 1790, and in many other ways it 
advanced or supported measures to maintain slavery, restrict rights I 
of free blacks~ expel the sur;viving tribes. and subordinate women's 

'I I 

I 

• 

men different and unequal 
should enforce. Thus the 
Confederation eras created 
and' guaranteed individual 
religious education. as did 

roles that a model Protestant republic I 
enactments of the revolutionary and 
new republican governments in the states I 

rights. But they also provided for 
the Northwest Ordjnance~ they deprived 



I 
I civic Status to that of their husbands and fathers. And tbe nation's 

I 
political and intellectual leaders began elaborating doctrines of wby 
Ameriban nationality was special. claims usually tilted to express and 
support tbe outlook of some leading party. Their sources were 
chiefly Protestant divines of various sorts. but they were buttressedI by English historical works and by continental Enlightenment 
lheori~ts of racial difference. These elements were combined in 

I variou's versions of the "Anglo-Saxon" myth, or what might be 
I 

lerme~ "Anglo-Saxon Americanism": Americans were descended 

I from northern European peoples, originally Teutonic, who had been 
shaped by their early history for Protes,ant spiritual and republican 
political freedom. Hence God had placed them in the New World toI be an example to more slavish peoples, religions, and cultures, 
peoples they might be wise to avoid, could choose to assimilate, but 

I also ~ouJd rightly dominate. The Constitution was divinely inspired 
as thb vehicle for the realization of Americans' distinctive capacities. 
, IThe Federalists who enacted the Alien and Sedition Acts I favored Anglo-Saxon origins but added an insistence on native birth 
for officeholders and voters. Nativity was said to indicate an,I upbringing shaped by America's special political culture. The 
Jeffersonians resisted this restrictive Americanism. correctly seeing 

I it as an effon to limit their suppon from European immigrants. They 
were., however~ the leading supporters of the re~trictions on access to 
full citizenship for blacks, Native Americans, and women. 

,I Similarly, in the antebellum era, Anglo-Saxon Americanism 
was, particularly visible in [he Whigs' nationalistic rhetoric, which

I drew j especially on British romantic poets and historians in order to 
foster patriotism and respect for property rights. 'It also heavily 

I shaped what Carl Kaestle has termed the "Protestant Anglo-American 
republican paidea" of the early public school movement, led by

I 
Horace Mann. Many Jacksonian leaders. who had white immigrantI and Catholic constituencies and who supported state powers to 
uphold slavery, opposed the Protestant Anglo-Saxonism and the New

I England abolitionist values they rightly saw as propagated by public 
scbool activists. But the Jacksonians had their own forms of 
Americanism blended in with their commitments to a moreI 

10 
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democratic franchise and tolerance of religious and cultural 
differences among whites. . They endorsed religious and scientific 
doctrines of racial difference. (he latter spelled out in the fl American 
School of Ethnography," that served to justify the south's peculiar 
institution. 

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

Yet as those examples indicate. like other Reconstruction 
r~forms. this burst of public schooling never went so far nor was as I 
egalitarian as its most radical advocates wished; and much of it died 
with the triumphs of the southern white Redeemers, The Democrats I 
found their most appealing political message. north and south. was 
preservation of white supremacy over newly freed blacks. I 
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 an, only private white I 
academies. When southern public schooling did come in the 20th 
century. it was part of the vast Jim Crow system that public laws and I 
social customs constructed throughout southern life, especially from 
the 1890s through the 1940s. Education elsewhere was also racially I
segregated, wilh most blacks receiving only "vocational" education 
for manual labor. When women obtained public education. it was 
segregated at the higher levels, culminating at best in attendance at I 
women's colleges that were often essentially finishing schools, or in 
special state programs designed to prepare women for careers in I 
teaching. nursing. or home economics. 

Under Grant's Reconstruction era Peace Policy, educational Iefforts 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 I 
prerequisite to both graduation and full citizenship. Hence these 

1/ I 
I 
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I 
I efforts were experienced by 

imperialist assault. Grant 
to make public education a 
accompanied by 	 a measure 

most tribal members as a massive 
also proposed a constitutional amendment 
constitutional right. But it was 
to deny all public funds to parochial 

schools. which Protestant advocates of the public schools wished to 
nve If'I 	 · ,d out 0 eXIstence. 

!3y the end of the century Republicans were even more overtly

I 	 nativistic. dividing labor movements and gaining native working 
cJass votes via racial assaults on immigrant laborers, first the "Yellow 

I 	 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

I in the late 1890s. The policies that resulted denied civic status to 
l 

immig-rant Chinese and imposed on the nation's new colonies a harsh 

I kind of civic education, the apparently permaneni "tutelage" their 
inferior status allegedly required. Both parties buttressed their 
positions by appeal to ongoing providentialist interpretations of U.S. I histor~ and also via the Darwinian race theories and cognate 
historical theories of cultural evolution that had been embraced

I throughout turn-of-the-century American intellectual life, thereby 
becoming staples of the nation's civic teachings. In sum. in 1900 

I 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 civicI panici pati on . 

• 
: Matters began 	 to change in the Progressive era, but none tOO

I rapidly. For most Americans. the emphasis in progressive thought on 
society's evolutionary nature and the culturally shaped character of 

I 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 basedI immi~ration restrictions. "protectiveU legislation for women that 
often! denied them economic opportunities outside the home. and

I harsh, "Americanization" policies, including civic educationt designed. 
to stamp out immigrants' original cultures. 
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But Jane Addams, John Dewey, Randolph Bourne, Horace Kallen 


and a few others were different. They looked at the American I 

history just sketched and began reconceiving American civic identity 

in ~ays that had direct, if varying~ implications for civic education. I 


I 


Apalled at nativist and racist exclusionary policies, they all argued 
for minimizing the importance of American national identity. Not I 

that they minimized the importance of social identities. To the 

contrary, they all thought that the individualistic strains in American 


political culture, a~ong with its crassly materialistic elements. drove I 

Americans to be attracted to doctrines preaching their membership 

in some large community with higher aims. even jf those doctrines I 

were illiberal. Hence they sought a public philosophy which would 

give greater weight to peoples' aspirations to belong to social units 
 I 

they saw as intrinsically meaningful. But those social units were not 
to be homogenous nation-states. 

They were, instead, to be smaller. more intimate. immediate I 

and sustaining human communities. The U.S. should be seen. they 

stressed, only as a confederation of such smaller social groups, bound I 

together simply by an e.hic of mutual respect and tolerance for 

group differences, and by the desire to achieve collectively certain 
 I

goods on which the groups all could agree, such as national peace and 

prosperity. All agreed, too, th.t civic education should foster .his 

tolerance and respect, as well as economic skills and the skills to I 

participate in democratic processes through which these national 

common goods could be identified and pursued. I 


Here~ however. progressive thinkers parted company, Dewey 

conceived of all these smaller communities as voluntaristic. to be run 

via internally democratic procedures. Civic education should foster I 

democracy in every sphere of life, Kallen saw persons' primary 

community memberships as inherited and ascribed, and as I 

appropriately governed by hereditary customs and traditions, even if 

these were non-democratic. He did not favored common public' 
 I 

schools teaching pervasive democratic practices so much as separate 

schools through which religious and ethnic communities could 


maintain their identities--so long as that separation is what each I 

community wanted for its members. Kallen did not favor mandatory 
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I 
.I 	 segregiuion of public schools, by raCe or elhnicilY, against the will of 

many ,whO fell themselves subordinated by such systems, in the 

I 
 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 I have not done theI 	 work to support it. I think, however, that much of the story of this 
century is the increased ascendancy, especially from W.W. II through

I the early 19705. of these variQUS progressive era civic conceptions. in 
PUblici law and in American education. Older liberal and republican ' 

I 	 strains have certainly not been eliminated, but they have to some 
degree been mapped over and reinterpreted in light of these views. 
And ~estrictive Americanist conceptions have been in someI significant ways overturned. Public laws creating racialJy segregaled , 
schools, and to a lesser degree gender segregaled schools, have been 

I repudiated. Prolestant hegemony in the schools has also been 
weakened. Public school materials now regularly invoke ideals of 

I tolerance. mutual respect for various cultural groups. and democratic 
citizeriship., 

!These changes are great and admirable in many ways. Yet
I 	 problems remain, problems that I , 

e.pre~sions of enduring ones. The 

I I've ~een sketching reveals is that 
conceptions, by themselves. rarely 

take to be contemporary 
core problem that the history 

liberal and democratic civic 
seem to satisfy American leaders 

and publics. Broader, often religious, ethnic, or cultural senses ofI 	 civic lidentity have virtually always also been present and important. 
The progressive democratic reformers responded to this pattern. 
again,l by trying to meet desires for stronger senses of communityI 	 , 
identity not at the level of the nation but within more intimate 

I group~. Although better than older nativist and racist policies, that 
approach presenls difficulties that the U.S. is currently ..hibiting in , 
practice.I 	 lOne is the problem of whether Dewey or Kallen is right: should 
we treat cultural 	 groups~ or even families, as voluntary associations.

I 	 to be run democratically, or as traditional ascripdve memberships, to 
be run according to varying customs? A second problem is what the 
precise requirements of expressing mutual tolerance and respect arc.I III 

I 
I 



1 
Does toJerance require compulsorily integrated. democratic. equally 
funded public schools, or permission for each religious and, possibly. I 
ethnic~ economic, or even racial group to set up its own separate 
institutions? 1 IBut perhaps most fundamental is the problem that is a 
prerequisite to answering those questions. Is it really a stable I,
solution for a nation to tell itself that membership in the large 
political society is merely instrumental to the full communal lives 
that come only within more intimate associations? Will that sense of I 
civic identity foster sufficient loyalty and attachment to the larger 
society? Will it encourage genuine respect and tolerance among 1 
quite different cultural groups. who feel themselves bound together 
only contingently, especially if some are faring much better than Ii
others economically? Or is this view of civic identity a formula for 
increasing fragmentation. balkanization. and group hostility, as critics 
of compulsory integration, and compulsory multicultural curricula, aU I 
contend? 

1 
iv) Some Concluding Observations. I do not have answers to those 
questions that fully satisfy me. but I am sure these issues are cenrral Ito 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 1 
to rest the appeaJ of the sons of ascrjptive Americanisl notions of 
civic identity that have so pervasively shaped American civic I 
development. I believe; for example, that not only the controversies 
over integration and multiculturalism just noted, but also the ongoing 
debates over gender, and the power of the appeals to patriotic I 
Americanism and the old racial order visible in the Reagan and Bush 
campaigns of the 80s, aU indicate the resilience of Americanist civic 1 
conceptions. Many Americans still want to feel they share a 
meaningful national identity I with common values, that is special in 1 
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. 1 
Their decline has meant that even many formerly dominant 
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I 
I American groups now want to be permitted to withdraw into their 

smalle~ ethnocultural and economic communities. since the presence 
of ottiers in that common national culture threatens to disrupt or 
burden their customary ways of life and senses of social meaning. 
That j~ Qne reason why the most popular reform in public education I 	 today:;' choice systems, which might well promote more ethnically, 

culturJUy. religiously, and economically segregaled schools. 
I 

I 
I Let me end, then, by summarizing the lessons I draw from the 

histo~ sketched above. using it to flesh oul the suggestions of the 
sources of Americanist appeal I offered above. They must be fully 
appreciated if the challenges they pose to civic education are to be 

I
fully understood. 

II First. I think the history reviewed here confirms that 
AmeriJanism has thrived in part because of its propagation by elites. 

I American political leaders have sought to win support and loyalty to 

I 
their partisan causes. sometimes including American nationality 
itself. They have therefore looked for ways to convince their cOre 
constituencies, and occaslonally all Americans. Ihat they are indeed 
part of some larger community that is specially endowed, divinely 

I 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. 

I retigious~ cultural, gender identity and superiority have often served 
these pQIitical causes. The truth is that no major American political 
leader i or movement has failed to employ Some such Americanist I narrative as a rallying cry. 

But political appeals must fallon receptive ears. 1 think , 

I 
I Americans have so often been receptive to Americanist arguments 

becausb taken seriously, both liberal and democratic commitments 
have always been subversive of many established social fonns. and , 

in tension with each other. Liberal notions of individual rights make 
a prinia facie case that at least all those capable of developingI powerJ of rational self-guidance should be treated as bearers of such 

rights.! Legal systems that automatically subordinate women. blacks.

I 	 Native Americans, and non~Christian religious perspectives therefore 
appear presumptively illegitimate. Strong democratic or repubican 
emphases on civic participation can also have egalitarianI 	 16 
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· 
implications. and at a mlDlmum 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 Hberal or purely I 
democratic society in these senses would have seriously disrupted 
existing social and political hierarchies and customary ways of life. I
It still would do so. 

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

The content of liberalism and republicanism as civic ideologies Ifunher 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 I 
rather high. Liberalism demands that individuals show themselves 
to be industrious, rational and self-reliant. usually via economic I 
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 I 
good and acdve contributions to public Hfe, again demands that 
many have found burdensome and unrealistic. especially when they I 
were struggling to survive in a competitive market economy. 
Neither doctrine. moreover, offers much reassurance that even most I
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 I 

17 I 
I 

I 




I 
I celebrated by the republics they helped maintain, but most will soon 

be lost to human memory.

I It is thus not surprising that many Americans have often been 

attracted to accounts that designated them as intrinsically worthy 
becaus~ of their social identities, as Angio·Americans. as whites, asI Christians, as men, regardless of their personal accomplishments or 

I 
economic status. People are thus made to feel part of some larger, 
more enduring whole that will continue to flourish after they haveI 	 , 

, 

perished, so that they will not have lived in vain. And according to 

I religiohs fonns of Americanism, they may in fact have gained eternal 
life. 

If these are the core, enduring problems of liberal and republicI 	 conceptions of civic identity as a basis for national community. it 

should be clear why progressive democratic noti~ns have n01 

entirely overcome the limitations of these older views. Dewey'sI 	 , 

I 
voluntaristic view of human associations offers the comfort of 
ongoink intimate association with generally like-minded fellows, but 
otherwise it reproduces all the greatest difficulties of traditional 
liberal! and democratic views. It provides no transcendentalI 

, 

reassurance~ and it makes us work hard. Kallen'S embrace of 
hereditary cultural groups as the primary locus of social identity 

I 
I fares hener on these scores. It does SOl however. only by endorsing 

an essentialism many find false, minimizing a national identity (and 
older national hierarchies) that many wish to treasure. embracing 

I 
particular traditions that many experience as confining if not 
oppressive, and by accepting a considerable measure of separatism 
that may foster ali the ills of balkanization . . 

Yet I would say that Kallen's vision still comes closest 10 

I 	
, 

describing the directions toward American civic laws and civic 
education have been evolving in this cemury, to the point where the 
problerris of this view are now being more acutely experienced inI everyd~y life. The reason Kallents vision of American civic identity 
has gained force may well be precisely because it provides the mOTe

I transcendam cultural . identities and affirmations people seek once 
older 

I to be 

I 

I 


racist and nativist forms of Americanism have been admitted 

massively oppressive and unjust. [t may be, however, that, 
18 
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today the nation's acceptance of that vision 'has gone as far as it can 
go, gixen that it has assaulted older forms of Americanism and not I 
replaced them with any very rich sense of why membership in the 
national community is intrinsically estimable. Many cry wday not I 
mertly for mutual tolerance and respect and rich lives within 
particular communities, but for a sense of common values uniting IAmericans. 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 I 
democratic or civic republican conceptions alone. Americans have 
never been content to define their civic identities. or construct their I 
educational institutions, without reference to the sons of 
ethnocultural notions of membership that Americanist traditions II 
have conveyed from the nation's inception up until wday. It is 
unlikely 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 
liberal and democratic traditions in American life respond? 

to the I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I Selce learning has become one of the most widespread forms of civic 

education lin the 19908, and with the passage of legislation establishing the 

Corporati~n for National and Community Service, it has become the basis forI i 
one of the .Clinton Administration's most popular programs. Along with 

I voluntary Iservice and youth service and other forms of experiential civic 

education; service learning has provided a window on new ways of training

I young people in social responsibility and what was once called civic virtue, 

I Supporters include Donald Kennedy, President Emeritus ofStanford, Tom 

Ehrlich, President of Indiana University and the CUITont President of Campus 

Compact, the Academy of Arts and Sciences (which is undertaking a study ofI I 

i 
service learning), the American Association of Colleges (which is investigating 

!I service learning as it studies many different forms of multiculturalism and 

I curricul~ innovation on American campuses) as weU as many Foundations 
1 

•including Surnda, Amelior, Kellogg, Pew Partnership for Civic Change, 

I Kettering,lLillyand MacArthur -- and of course the Ford Fmmdation itself (in 

I 

its support for the Me project and its new initiative with the United Negro 

I CoUege Fund). 

These welcome developments have inaugurated a new period of 

experimentation in civic education and training of the y01mg for nfe in a 

democracy, However, evaluation and assessment of programs such as theseI , 

, 

remains in,a very underdeveloped state. Traditional indicators of civic 

I Walt Whitman Center (1) Measuring Citi:eenship Project 
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I 
education have been mainly cognitive ("Who is your Congressman?" or "What I 
are checks and balances'l") as if citizenship were little more than a matter of 

knowing something. But attitudes are hard to measure (among other things, I 
because they involve self· reporting). Moreover, behavior (Did you vote?; Which I
organizations do you belong to?; etc.) can be a poor indicator among young 

people who are not yet established in commtmities,jobs, families and I 
neighborhoods. 

There have been a number of important projects in the past that have I 
been aimed at providing social indicators for citizenship. The classic voter I
studies done at Michigan and elsewhere in the 1950's and 1960's (including 

Lazarsfeld, Bereloon, and Gaudet The em.'. Choice, Berelson, Lazarsfeld, I 
and McPhee, Voting, and Campbell, Converse, Miller and Stekes, Tbe 

American Voter) tried to gauge voter attitudes and link voting to other traita I 
(class background, religion, education, partisanship, etc.). These early studies 

Iwere driven by Cold War elite theories of democracy which reduced democratic 

politics to elite competition for popular support in the electoral arena (e.g., I 
Joseph Schumpeter's Capitalism. Socialism, and Democracy. William 

Kornbauser, The Politics of Mass Society); consequently, these studies tended I 
te reduce the content of citizenship to voting. This research was inu>rested 

Iprimarily in causal links b<itween voting and other variables rather than in the 

measurement of capacities that could be Baid to constitute a prudent voter. In I 
their classic 1963 study The Ciyjc Culture, Gabriel Almond and Sidney Verba 

associated democratic citizenship ",ith certain cultural traits which they I 
compared across five nations -- an exercise which invariably poinu>d to the 

conclusion that America was the only really democratic country and hence I 
raised some eyebrows about its cross·cultural credibility. Sidney Verba I 
subsequently wrote several major studies of participation, although his aim 

I 

I 
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I 
I 	 was not J,

I 
measure the civic aptitude of participants so much as to describe 

the social' conditions favorable to participation. See for example, The Changing 
. 

I 
I American Voter and Partjci!)lltjon in America. beth co-authored with Norman 

Nie. 

In recent years, several studies have been undertaken that have aimed 

at measuring citizenship that break from a strictly elite vision of democratic I 	
. 

society. Pamela Conover, Donald Searing (who attended our recent meeting) 

I along with Ivor Crewe are conducting a cross national study comparing 

I 	 citizenship attitudes and behaviors in both urban and rural communities in 

Britain arid the United Stetes. In addition to direct elector behavior, their work , I 

I emphasizes the role of communal participation in the formation of citizen 

identities. Benjamin Page and Robert Shapiro recently published The Rational 

I Public in i.hich they examine fifty years of American public opinion data. They 
I 

argue in defense of the proposition that American citizens are rational, and 
I 

I 
I conclude that citizens are rational, given the information they are provided 

with. (A sl.mpathetic critique of their work by Benjamin R. Barber can be 

found in Marcus and Hansen, Reconsidering the Democratic Public.) Francis 

I Fox Pivenland Richard A. Cloward have done the more extensive work on non­

voting, and have been able to distinguish the merely satisfied and complacent

I from those whose non-voting reflects alienation, anger or even a conscious 

I 	 political decision. Jane Mansbridge in her Beyond AdY.llCS'ItY Democracy also 

wok on the measure of active civic participation by looking at certain 

I patho)ogiJal or sociopathological features of participation . 
• 

What most of these projects have in common however is, in content, the 
II reduction Of citizenship and participation to voting (or non-voting); and, in 

I 	 method, a ,concern to ask research questions rather than to survey and assess 
, 

civic skills' (or their absence). The hisroricallegacy of elite theories of 

I 	 Walt WhiJan Cente, (3) M.asuring Citizenship Po-oject 
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I!democracy has profoundly shaped the research of maoy of ita critics. By 

emphasizing voting (or non~voting) behavior, even work that is not overtly 

sympathetic to the elite interpretation of democracy--as orderly competition I 
between elites and democratic citizenship as a vote in the ratification process~~ I 
has tended to focus on the approach of elite theory rather than fundamentally 

contest its theoretical and empirical bases. I 
The work done on evaluation and assessment has been paltry, in part 

because evaluators have relied much too readily on traditional multiple-choice I 
cognitive testa along the lines of the SAT. or G.R.E. model, but also because I 
the challenges facing anyone who hopes to measure civic skills are extremely 

daunting. Chief among them is an inability to agree on woat is to be measured: I 
is citizenship a matter of simple behaviors like voting~ or more complex 

behaviors like the capacity to deliberate, to cooperate and to find common I 
ground with others? Is it a matter of behavior only, or are there specific I
attitudes which undergo change in ways correlated with the learning of civic 

sltills (and a presumed grewth in civic capacity)'! If tests ask only survey I 
questions (is the test-taker alienated?) and avoid "research" questions (is it 

because she is complacent? or angry?), answers will be of little use to those I 
engaged in civic education, But ifquestionnaires pose research questions of the 

Iltind that might help civic educators evaluate civic grewth in their students, 

they quickly become wunanageable in both methodological and practical terms I 
(too long, too complex and expensive to process, too open-ended, non-replicable. 

etc.) I 
These problems led many to conclude, quite prudently in Our view, that 

measuring ci lizenship verged on being a hopeless enterprise. No one could fully I 
agree on what citizenship was, and whatever it was, it seemed that it couldn't I 
be easily measured. Yet this conclusion runs counter to the common sense 

IWalt. Whit.man Center (4) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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I 
I evidence 6f everyone working in service learning, civic education and other 

citizen.trlining programs who regularly witness profound changes in attitude 
II and behavior in those with whom they work. Moreover, it is clear that some 

I programs' are more effective than others -- some trainings more likely to 

produce good citizens (or at least better) than others. There have to he ways to , 

I 
. . 

measure these changes, even if traditional social science and educational 

testing have had a hard time doing SQ, Moreover, such measurement surely is 

I 
I critical toth. 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 someI I 
reliable assessment of program outcomes. 

I I t las this challenge that led the Whitman Center, itself engaged in a 
I 

number ofprojeets devoted to enhancing citizenship and social responsibility, 
,I 

I 
I clrief among them its pioneering service learning program wlrich gave President 

Clinton tIle occasion to visit Rutgers University and launch Iris own National , 
Service Plan in March of 1993, to examine assessment questions. With the 

I support Jd collaboration of the Surdna Foundation (with a supplementary 

grant frol the Markle Foundation), the Wlritman Center embarked in 1992 on 
i 

I 
I a three year (Plus) project designed to result in the production of an 

assessment tool that has the specific virtue of capturing the measurable civic 

outcomes of service-learning and other service interventions in the life of a 

I democratic citizen. The Wlritman Center's Measuring Citizenslrip project 

contributes to the assessment of the civic outcomes of service interventions in 

I three ways: 

I 
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I 
• First, we are producing a practical assessment tool to measure relatively 	 I 

short tenn changes in the attitudes and behaviors of citizens who 

experience a service intervention. 	 I 
I 

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

measurement efforts at the Whitman Center we are contributing to the I 
theoretical debate about the substantive content of democratic citizenship. 

I 
• And third, the research team at the Whitman Center in combination with Ithe program and measurement specialists brought together through the 


working groups is providing us with an opportunity to develop an 
 I 
assessment tool which is both conceptually ilUlovative and 

methodologically rigoroua. 	 I 
I1. 	 CIVIC SKILLS ASSESSMENT TOOL: 

We are producing a tool for measuring relatively short-tenn changes in I 
civic attitudes and behaviors that occur when a citizen experiences a service 

learning or other experientially based intervention. This tool takes the fonn of a I 
repeated measures. close-ended questionnaire that can be self-administered, 

will be inexpensive to anal,;",e, and can be compared with other existing data I 
about democratic citizenship. Our civic skills assessment is designed to be one I 
component of a full program evaluation; it is designed to measure changes in 

the civic attitudes and behaviors of individuals. I 
We believe that this questionnaire can make an important contribution 

to the more specific and qualitative kinds of data any solid program evaluation I 
wiH gather. For instance, our instrument does not gather data on numerous I 
structural issues concerning the design, history. or day-to-day operation of a 

I 
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I 
service program that would be part ofa full program evaluation. We I , 

anticipate, however, that our instrument will indicate the extent to which these

I structural factors affect the attitudes and behaviors of citizens. Thus, our 

I individual level measures may have consequences for many structural 

decisions program officers must make about, among other things, service 

placements and the place of traditional civics education in combination withI ,I. 

service. Again, our assessment is at the individual level; evaluating 

I 
I participJt growth rather than programs. It contributes to other dimensions 

of solid p)ogram evaluation however by providing measures of some of the 
I 

attitudinall and behavioral civic changes an individual undergoes as a result of a 

I service intervention. Consequently it offers programs a valuable method of 

self-assessment and provides funders and government sponsors with a method 

.for evaluation.I I 

,I 
I 

2. THE CONTENT OF DEMOCRATIC CITIZENSIDP: 

By examining and defining several different species of democratic 

citizenship, which we have done through both formal working groups meetings 

I and meetings at the Center, on the way to developing measures by which 
I 

citizenship can be assessed, the civic skills assessment instrument offers a 

I 
, 

frameworlt for interpreting the attitudinal and bebavioral content of, 
democratic citizensbip. (See the attached report "Clarifying and MeasuringI 

, 

Community, Service, Learning and Citizenship" for an overview of our 

theoretical discussions. See also attached report "Civic Skills Assessment: AI I 

critical ExLnation" for a review of our progress on measurement questions.) 

I , 
, 

The test allows both for survey questions and for background research 

I questions that probe second levels of meaning and provide "why" explanations 

to "what and where and when" answers: not only how "tolerant" someone may 

I Walt. Whitman Center (7) Measuring Citizenship Project 

I 



I 
be, but whether "tolerance" represents a complacent and un-self-scrutinizing I 
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 I 
suggest a more developed level of citizenship!) I 

A preponderance of the post World War II United States citizenship 


studies have been grounded in elite democratic theory and have focused on the 
 I 
electoral arena. Consequently we already know a great deal about the 

relationship between partisanship and voting (see studies mentioned above, I 
Gerald M. Pomper, The Voter's Choice, and Morris Fiorina Retrospective I 
Voting in American Elections), the ways people become socialized into the 


political process (see David Easton, Children and the Political Svstem, Roberta 
 I 
S. Sigel, Political Learning in Adulthood and M. Kent Jennings and Richard G. 

. Niemi, Generations and Politics), the patterns of communication between I 
elites and the mass electorate (Philip Converse, "The Nature of Belief Systems I
in Mass Publics," Edward Cannines and James Stimson, Issue Evolution). 


While we believe that voting is an important indicator of responsible 
 I 
democratic citizenship, our work is not about electoral politics. It focuses on 

the attitudinal and behavioral changes in citizens who undergo service learning I 
and other kinds of experientially based civic interventions and thus contributes 

Ito a richer more textured conception of democracy. Put differently, this 


assessment extends our understanding of democracy, While it reflects 
 I 
traditional representative conceptions, it also speaks to more participatory 

conceptions. The civic assessment results permit evaluation of citizenship on I 
several levels then; a participant may score high on a local participation scale 

but low on a traditional national electoral scale, or vice versa. Inevitably then, I 
the test not only reflects but contributes to our understanding of democracy. I 


I
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I 
I Our research builds upon msights from the National Election Study, the 

,, 
General80cial Survey, and surveys designed for Verba and Nie's Carticilllltjoll 

iI 	 in AmeriCa and Jennings and Niemi's Genemtjons and Politics as well as the 

innovativ~ ideas of Janice Ballou, DirectQr, Center for Public Interest Polling. 
II 

Prof. JefflSmith, a nationally recognized testing expert and statistician, and 

Prof, Benjamin R. Barber, Direct<lr of the Whitman Center, especially in hisI 	 I
work Strom: Democracy. 

I 
3. COMMITMENT TO METHODOLOGICAL RIGOR A.'IDI I 

INNOVATION: 

, ~Ie it has incorporated a numbar of methodologiCally novel features inI 	 I 
trying to tneet the specific needs of those who will be most likely to use the 

,,I 	 assessment instrument, the approach of the research team has been to insist 

on social $cience rigor (if not in the narrow positivistic sense). The instrument 
,I under development thus builds incrementally on existing citizenship survey 

qUestions, and pays careful attention to the need for reliability, validity and 
,I 	
l 

believabi~ity; yet at the same time, it responds to new concerns and the 

I 	 particular issues of those who work m civic education and the community and 

are trying to effectively raise levels of citizenship in young people working in a

I i 

. i t
Servlce contex . 

wJ are persuaded that the appropriateness of any method of analysis I 
will deJd upon what it is one wants to learn, Historical, ethnographic, 

I experlmehtal, participant-observer, and survey methods will yield distinct 

kinds of J"owledge that are not easily or fully translatable mto other terms. 


I We made1a difficult decision to develop a relatively traditional repeated 


measures, close-ended question style assessment tool. This decision was 
I 
l
 

difficult bbuse we knew that we would limit our ability to have full access to 
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I 
the kind ofrich, textured information one gathers through participant I 
observation, "thick description". or ethnography. But we made this decision 

Ibecause our project has a practical, results-oriented focus. To be useful for 

measuring the civic outcomes of service learning and other forms of I
experiential interventions, we know that our assessment will have to be easy 

to use, inexpensive to analyze, valid across a variety of audiencest and I 
comparable with other existing data about democratic citizenship. At the same 

time, by building in innovative opportunities for "why" questions as qualifiers I 
for and modifiers of "what" or "where on the scale" questions, we believe our 

Iassessment vp..mbe more flexible and more useful to civic educators than 

instruments wedded so much to rigor that they cannot poSe the right I 
questions, 

I 
We do not pretend to have solved all the conundrums of objective 

Ievaluation of the subjective and normative skills involved in citizenship. We do 

think we have developed a sophisticated model of democracy and citizenship I 
that encompasses several competing understandings; and that our provisional 

assessment instrument is a significant improvement over previous tools. It I 
should have special value to those working in service learning and citizenship 

Ieducation 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 I 
not only contributes to testing methodology and social science knowledge about 

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

I 

I 

I 

I 
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I Civic Attachments and Public Life 

I 
 The following questions are about citizenship and public life. Please 
answer them to the best ofyour abllity. This is not a test. Try not to spent 
too much time on anyone question. Thank you for your cooperation. I 	

I 

I 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 personal responsibility, and that they owe a lot. Other people feel that they 


I 
I ahouId contribute something, but don't feel they owe as much. And others feel that 


they owe only a little. Please circle the number that beet indicates the degree of 

responsibility you feel that you owe next to each of the following. 


, 

I 
, 

Owe A Little Owe a Lot


I a. your family 101- 1 2 :I 4 5 6 7 

108 _ 
b. 	yourJo

.I
b 1 2 :I 4 5 6 7 
I 'tc. 	 your commuru Y I()'~ 1 2 :I 4 5 7I , 	 6 

d. 	 your cOuntry 110" 1 2 :I 4 5 6 7 

I e. humaruty HI • 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

I 2. Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with each of the following items. 
(Circle your response.) 

I Agree Disagree
I a. The public has little control over what politicians 

I\;l. • 	 2do in office. 1 

iI b. 	The average person can get nowbere by talking to 
public official •. IIl- 1 2 

I c. 	 The a,verage person bas considerable influence on politics. ",. 1 2 

d. The average person bas much to say about running 

I locnl government. 1f5· 1 2 

e. People like me have much to say about government. jl"~ 1 2

I 	 , 

f. 	 The Jverage person has a great deal of influence on 
goveirunent decisions. lU- I 2

I g. The government is generally responsive to the public. lIe~ 1 2 

I 
I 

i 
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I 
3. 	 Do you agree or disagree with the following statementa. (Circle your response.) I 

a. 	The people running the country don't really care 
what happens to you. 

b. 	The rich get richer the poor get poorer. 

c. 	 What you think doesn't count very much anymore. 

d. 	 You're left out of things going on around you. 

e. 	 Most people with power will try to take advantags 
of people like yourself. 

f. 	 The people in Washington, D.C. are out of touch 
with the rest of the country. 

Agree Disagree 

11'1· 1 	 2 I 
,w· 1 2 I 
Ill' 1 	 2 

Ill.· 1 2 I 
JU" 1 2 I 
IJ 1­ 1 	 2 I 

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

a. 	 1. I run most interested in issues that are local and close to home. 
OR •2. 	I am most interested in issues that are national and international. 

I 
b. 	 1. Democratic politics works best when a few elected, strong leaders make the 

important decisions. IOR. 
2. Democratic politics works best when all citizens act as leaders. 

I 
c. 	 1. Elected representatives should make decisions baaed on what is best for all of 

their constituents. 
OR 

2. Elected representatives should do what the majority of their constituents tell •
them. even uthe representative doesn't think it is the best decision. I 

d. 	 1. When I elect someone, I run trusting them to milks the best possible decisions ._ 
forme. 

OR 
2. When I elect someone, I am sending them to represent my intaresta. I 

e, 1. Rights are earned through accepting the responsibilities of citizenship. I 
",. OR 

2. I run entitled to my rights because I am a citizen. 

I 
(2) 	
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(Continued) 	~lea.se circle tM number next to tM one statement in each pair thot is closest 
to your opinion. 

f. 	 L A political SOciety should protect the interest of the community even if that 
means sacrificing some individual interests. 

,'/C' OR 1 

2. Political society should protect the interest of individuals, even if thst means 
sacrificing some interests of the community.
I 
1 

5. 	 Here is a list of issues that may affect your community. Do you tend to think about 
these issu~s as primarily technical and about the faets, or governmental and a matter 
for public discussion? For each of the following issues, please circle the number under 
the column thst best represents your opinion. . . 


Technical- Governmental­
&bout facts a matter for public discussion 

a. 	 Recyclicg J 11' 1 2 

b. 	 HIVIAIDS 1'-' • 1 2 

c. 	 Prison hvercrowding 11Jw 1 2 
d. 	 Health1care ,s;. 1 2

I e. 	 Gun control 131- 1 2 
I

f. 	 Cancer research IJI.- 1 2l 
g. 	 Education ,:t :j.- 1 2 

I 

b. 	 Global warming I :l8~ 1 2 

6. 	 The following is a list of some of the different groups in our society. Next to each 
group, circle the number of people you know in that group with whom you have had a 
conversation in the last six months. 

a. 
b. 
c. 

d. 

I 
African·Americans 
Asians 

I 

Gays 'and lesbians 
I 

Latino 

none 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1·11 
2 

2 

2 
2 

6 ·10 
3 
3 

3 

3 

more than 10 

4. 

4. 

4. 

4 
e. White, Non-Latino 1 2 3 4. 

f. People with disabilities 1«' 1 2 3 4. 

g. People wealthier than you ,.,. 1 2 3 4. 

h. People on welfare ".. 1 2 3 4. 

I 
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I 
7. 	 How much do you feel you know about the concerns and issues that people in the I 

following groups face? (Circl. your respom •. ) 

Nothing at aU Not very much Some A great deaJ Ia. African-Americans 	 1 2 3 4'''1~ 
b. Asians 	 I'fS - 1 2 3 4 

e. Gays and lesbians 1..'1. 1 2 3 4 	 I 
IfI/f~d. Latino 	 1 2 3 4 

e. White, Non-Latino I,,· 1 2 3 4 	 I 
f. People with disabilities IS.., 1 2 3 4 
g. People wealthier than you .". 1 2 I) 4 I 

f~~~h. People on welfare 	 1 2 3 4 

I
8. 	 III the last year, how often have you felt that when you tried to explain an issue or 

problem to someone they did not understand or did not "get it" because they had not 
had the same ethnic, cultural, or gender experiences you have had? I(Circle your response.) 

1. never I 
2. one or two times 

IU­ 3. three to five times I 
4. six to ten times 
5. more than ten times I 

9. 	 In the last year, how often have you listened to someone explain an issue or problem .• 
they faced, and they felt that ;illll 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.) 	 • 

1. never 

2. 	 ODe or two times 
J,~" . 3. three to five times • 

4. six to ten times I 
5. more than ten time. 

I 

I 

I 


(4) 	
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10. For each o!the following issues, please indicate what action you would take (or have 
taken) to support each. (You may circle more tlwn one activity.) I 	

, 

Do Give Write Attend a Organize

I nothing money a letter meeting a group 
R. education .l.l'- 1 l.'-"~ 1 J.l). 1 :;,."". 1 Hi· 1 

I b. world ""ace 	 1 1 1 1 1 
c. homelesenese 1 1 1 1 I 

I d. women's rights 1 1 I 	 1 I 
. 	 I 

;'2'1. 1 ;tJf· 1· }.So- 1 ~"J. 1e. enVlI'Onment 

f. healthl care 	 1 1 1 1 1 
• 	 II g. cnme I 	 1 1 1 1 1 

h. race relations 1 1 1 1 1 
i. world hunger ;'15- 1 ",.. 1 .'1- I ...50;. 1 ........ 1
I 	 I 

I 

j. child abuse 	 1 I 1 1 I 
k. elderly care 1 I 1 1 1
I other; (please specify) 

I. 	 1 1 I 1 1

I 	 ~j:,2. 1 ''1!._ 1 ,.$&- 1 AJI~lm. 

I 
I 11. The following are some things that could happen to people. After the problem is 


deseribtid there is a list of different actions that could be taken. Please circle the 

numbe?n front of all of the possible actions you would take. 


a, 	 Imagine 'that you live in a dormitory on a college campus and there have been five 
di.tferent' crimes in the past month. What would you do? (Circle all that apply.) 

I 	 I 
",. 1. Nothing--mind your own business. 

HJ· 1. Start a petition .. 
I 	

, 

1. Write to the President of the University. "" 
;2l'!lw 1. Organize Ii meeting for the people in your dOrmitory. I 	 "',.. 1. Attend a meeting that was organized by someone else. 

,e.OI·3D~ , 
~Co\Q~I "Pu.* 

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

I i 

3cb1'. 1. Notfung--mind your own businese. 
I 

I '''- I. Send an anonymous donation. 

1""'· 1. Help them find a job. 
I".. 1. Help them find a social service agency to help them. 

I !!I. I Contact a social service ageney yourself and notify it about them. 

(5)I 	 I 



I 
12. For each ofthe following questions. circle the number that best represents your I 

response. (Circk the number for your response.) 

No more 
than once 

2-5 
times 

6 - 10 
times 

More than 
tenUmes 

31~' 
a. How often have people asked for 

your advice about a issue that 
concerned you? 

a year 

1 

a year 

2 

a year 

3 

a year 

4 

,.,. b. Howoftendoyouarmngefor 
activities for you and others to do? 1 2 3 4 

~I'i- c. How often do you suggest events 
or activities for other people to 
participate in? 1 2 3 

,,,, d. How often do you come up with 
ideas that no one else h"" thought 
of before? 1 2 4 

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

",. C. How often do you listeo to someone 
else's idea. and change your 
point of view? 1 2 3 4 

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

a great deal some not much nothing at all 
1 2 3 4 

14. The following is a list oC different services that people use. For each. please circle the 
number that biW. describes how you Ceel. 

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

:'1'; ­a. Telephone system 1 2 3 
b. Clean tap water 3#0- 1 2 3 
c. Job.. "1- 1 2 3 

:In·d. Health care 1 2 3 
3!l.~·e. Higher education 1 2 3 

C. lnoculaUons for diseases J'" 1 2 3 

g. Defense 3~5· 1 2 3 

b. Housing 1.#;" 1 2 3 

(6) 
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I 	 i 
15. The folloJmg is a list of activities. Please indicate whether you think each activity is a

I part of citizenship, and then indicate whether or not you think each of these activities 
should bel'required by law. (Circle "1" for 'Yes" or "2" for "no.'1 

, This i. a part This should beI i of citizenship. required by law. 

YES NO YES NO
I a. register to vote 3).7 • 1 2 3'f1" 1 2 

b. register for the draft 1 2 J"/~ • 1 2


I c. report for jury duty 
"". 

1 '2 l'fJ- 1 2
~.a· 

d. pay taxes 	 HO' 1 2 ,.'<... 1 2 

I e. obey theJaws 	 3~j- 1 2 ,...' 1 2 
f. assist the police when you 

.1'3.t~see a crime 	 1 2 HI.' 1 2I g. pay attention to what goes 

on in go~ernment !lB- I 2 ''Ot. 1 2 


I h. run for elected office "". 1 2 )'18· 1 2 
i. volunteer Cor community service JJ$- 1 2 3'1'1'· 1 2 
j. give blood 	 .:14.. • 1 2 ~~. 1 2I k. pick up litter 	 J'J7 ' 1 2 !'Sl~ 1 2 

).18­I. car pool: 1 2 .J''''. 1 2
I m. recycle I ""I_ I 2 I 2
'" 
l1<'f"n. 	stay out:ofdebt "0' 1 2 1 2

I 	 I 

I 
16. The following is a list of thiogs that people may do. For each please circle the numberI under the answer that best describes how serious an offense you reel each is. 

very 80mewhat not very not
I serious serious serious serious 

a Driving through a yellow caution light .". 1 2 3 4

I 	 ......b. Underhge consumption of alcohol I 2 3 
'" I c. TryinJ

i 
to find ways to evade taxes '-" . 1 2 3 4 

d. Driving faster than the speed limit ,,,. 1 2 3 4

I 	 I 

e. 	 Paying a mechanic extra to pass your car 
for inspection even when it has failed ",. 1 2 3 4 

II 	 f. Not teIling a store check-out person 
'3k>O. 1when they undercharge you 	 2 3 4 

I 
I 	 (7) 
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17. Do you feel mostlaws are; (circle one) 

1. fair to everyone 	 I 
2. fair to most people

3'-1­
3. fair to some people 	 I 
4. fair to only a few people 

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

Never Occasionally Regularly I 
1.., .a. 	 I vote in national elections. 1 2 3 I 

b. 	 I discuss loeal politics on a weekly basi •. 1>" 1 2 3 

c. 	 I speak at meetings of the town council. 3 .. +· 1 2 3 I 
d. 	 I vote in primary elections. ' ... :1~ 1 2 3 I 
e. 	 I have given serious thought to running 1 2 3l(.:' ­

for school board, town council, or other 

local office. 
 I 

f. 	 I volunteer time to a civic organization. :/H' 1 2 3 I 
g. 	 I write to newspapers to voice my ':u.$· 1 2 3 

views on an issue. I 
';I. ~~h. 	 I vote in local elections. 1 2 3 

1. 	 I contact my congressman or senator over 37&" 1 2 3 I 
an Issue of concern to me. 

j. 	 I talk about national politics with ;HI- 1 2 3 I
friends and relatives. 

k. 	 I hold gatherings at my house (apartment) ,,,. 1 2 3 Ito support local candidates who I thiak 

are good. 


I1. 	 I work for political causes that I care about.",. 1 2 3 

m. 	 I campaign for candidates for state or 3H- I 2 3 Inational office. 

n. 	 I participate in events in my community. ;n5~ 1 2 3 I 
o. 	 I collect signatures for petitions for a 3140 ~ 1 2 3 


causes I care about. 
 I 
(8) 	
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I 
(Continued) 'Please circle the number that best represents Iww frequently you have done 

these things in the past five years. I 	 Never Occasionally Regularly 
p. 	 I orgaluze protests to try to change. ",0'1 • 1 2 3 

a policy I think are unfair.I 	 I 
q. 	 I call the mayor of my town to get action .... 1 2 3 

I 	 on issues I think are important. 
I 

.,,,~.r. 	 I try to learn as much as I can about 1 2 3 
candidates before voting. .

I 	
2

I 
s. 	 I make sure I understand bond votes and "',. . 1 3 

referenda before voting on them. 

I 	 , 

'III't. 	 I hold'(have held) office in a co=unity 1 2 3 
organization.

I u. 	 I serve (have served) as a scout leader ",1- 1 2 3 
or a little league coach. 

I v. I organize phone campaigns to make sure 'fll' 1 2 3 
people vote. 

41,., •I w. I serve as a poll watcher at my local 1 2 	 3 
voting precinct.

I x. I go door-to-door to help candidates. OilS- 1 2 	 3 

y. 	 I am a member of national I 	 organizations which support issues 
"i,,,,. 1which are important to me. 	 2 3 

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

SAMPLE: }. Sports 
4- Career 
_!_ Personal Development 

I 	 I 

I 	 ... Friends and Acauaintances 

I 	 1 = Most Important --- 7 = Least Important 

a. ~". Career 

b. '__FamilylRelativesI 	
, 

c. 11'f " Community/Civic Activities 1__ 

d. 	 SportslRelaxation",. 	 1__ 

,I e. .,,- ,..'__Personal Development 

f. • .,- :-'
I 
__Politics and Public Life 

II g. "In· ] Friends and Acquaintances 

I 	
(9) 



I 
Direction.: 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 I 
pairs of adjectives listed below it. For example, imagine the first concept was like this: 

SAMPLJ:j; I 
Reading a Mystery Novel 

Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad I 
Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6· 7 8 9 Slow 

Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar I 
Let's say you enjoy mystery novels, so you mark closer to "Good" than "Bad," If you like to I 
take your time in reading them, you might think of them as somewhat slow, If you have 
read a lot of them, you might think of them as very familiar. Your marks would look 
somewhat like this: I 
SAMELE; 

Reading a Mystery Novel 

I 
Good 1 Q) 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad 

Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 I'D 8 9 Slow I
Familiar 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 UnfamiliarCD 

I 
Now read the six seta of concepte and ideas below and respond to all of the acljective pairs I 
in the same fashion. Some of the acljectives 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. I 
20. IBeing with Family or Friends 

...,. a. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad I"". b. Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Slow 
"41If~ c. Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar 
'1H~ 3 Id. Weak 1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong 
't<l•• e. Unusual 1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 Usual 
"I~~, f. Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair 

3 

I 
"I!.o w g. Active 1 2. 3 ·4 5 6 7 8 9 Passive 
'IU~ h. Small 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large I 


I 

(10) 
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I 
21. 

I 	 Working on an Aspect of Personal De"elopment 

a. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad 
b. Fast 1 2 ·3 4 5 6 7 S 9 SlowI 	 , 
c. Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar 

I d. Weak 1 2 3 4 6 6 7 8 9 Strong 
... Unu~ual, 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Usual 

I 	 f. Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 Unfair 
I 

g. Acti".. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Passive 
h. 	 sthall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large

II 	 , 
I

22.


I Working on II Community or Civic Activity 


a. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 , B 9 Bad
I b, Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Slow 
..,. c. Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar 
'1'/3,I 	 d. ~eak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong 

e. UnuSual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 Usual-. . 
f. Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 UnfairI 

Arit;".. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Passive 

I Sinall 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large
I 
I 

23. ! ,I Taking Part in II Sports Activity or Relaxation 

I .,... 8. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad 
b. Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Slow 
c. FamUiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 UnfamiliarI 	

, 

Weak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong 

I 	 e. Unusual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 Usual, 
f. IFair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair 
g. Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Passive, 

';~5· b.I 	 Small 1 2 3 4 5 6 7, 8 9 Large 

I 	 I, 
, 

I 

I 

(11) 




I 
24. 	

IEngaging in Politics or Public Life 

"$. a. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad 
'7~ I· b. Fast 1 2 	 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Slow I 
'''' . c. Familiar 1 	 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar 
,~. d. Weak 1 2 	 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong I
"". e. Unusual 1 	 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Usual 
.."I­ f. Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair 
..,,;.-	 Ig, Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Passive 
.... 1­ h, Small 1 2 	 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large I 

25. 

Doing Something to Enhance Your Career 
 I 

'I 10". a. Good 1 2 	 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad 
~.$ • b, Fast 1 2 	 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Slow I4th, c, Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar 
"!d- d. Weak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong 
.,1!6­ ., 	 IUnusual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Usual 
,,/.,i­ f. Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair 
.. fo· g. Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Passive I 
"lJ ~ h. Small 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large 

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

read each of the following and rate yourself with respect to how weB you do each of 
these. Use a scale of 1 = "[ do not do this very welL" to 7 _ "/ consider this to be I 
something [do very well," You can use any number from 1 to 7, 

I do not do this 	 Ido tbis I 
very well very well 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 
Write in tlw number indicating your response next to each questwn. 

'tl~ " a, Respecting the views of others. 	 I-
'Iu- b. Attentive to social issues. -
'Hy- c. Participating in community a1Tairs. 	 I-
., 1!j. d, Thinking critically. ."'- e. Communicating my ideas to others . -	 I 
"1/"- f. Engaging in discussion with others, -
'ffi· g, Ability to compromise, -	 I 

(12) 
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I 

I (continued) i 

I 

I do not do this I do this 

very well very well 


1 2 3 4 5 6 7 


Write in tM.number indicating your respOll8<l ne:rt to each question. 

i 
.!So..­I h . Listening skill •. 

I 
"",. i. Moral or ethical judgment. 

• 
s~·I - j. Identification of social issues and concerns. 

I 
no· k. Thinking about the future. 
>­ I. Ability to take action. 

I 

,!I'lt-


I -
I 

I 
m. ~olerant of people who are different from me. 


$'3'- n. Effective in accomplishing goals. 
-
!i_oj • o. Ability to see consequences of: actions.- I 

$ffl. p. Empathetic to all points of view. 
I 

.511.#_I q . Ability to work with others. 
;!Ill ­ r. Thinking about others before myself. 

$19 •I s. Ability to speak in public.- I 
,< . t. ~ealing responsible for others. 

I -$.Ie­ u. Knowing where to find information. 
_ v. Knowing who to contact in order to get things done. 

I I 

. . 
_ w. Ability to lead a group. 

I 
27. In politics as of today, do you consider yourself a Democrat, Republican, Independent, I or something .I..? 

1. DemocratI I 
2. Rep6blican 

I 3. Independent 

4. Other 
I 

I 28. Do yoJ lean more toward the Democratic Party or more toward the Republican Party? 
I ,

I 1. Democratic party 

$~"~ 2. ReJuhlican Party 

3. Other PartyI I 

4. Neither 

I 
I 

I 
 (13) 
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I 
29. We hear a lot of talk these days about liberals and conservatives. Here is a Beven 

point scale on whicb the political views that people might hold are arranged from I 
extremely liberal to extremely conservative. Where would you place youraelf on this 
scale? (Circle the number far your response) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 I 
extremely liberal slightly moderate: slightly conBervative extremely 
liberal liberal middle of conservative conservative I 

the road 

30. Ethnic group: (pkose circl£ only one) 	 I 
1. American Indian or Alaskan Native 4. Latino 
2. Asian or Paci6.c Islander Ii. White, Non-Latino 	 I 
3. Black, Non-Hispanic 	 6. Other (Please Describe), ______ 

31. Do you consider yourself to be Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, or Something else? I 
1. Catholic 
2. Protestant I 
3. Jewiah 
4. None/Atheist/Agnostic
5. Other._______________ I 

32. 	 Please circle the number next to the category that best describes your total yearly I 
family income from all sources. (Estimate to the best ofyour knowladge.) 

1. 	 $20,000 or less 
2. 	 $20,001 - 30,000 I3. 	 $30,001 - 50,000 
4. $50,001 • 75,000 
5. 	 $75,001 or more I 

33. Your gender: 1, Male 2. Female 

34. Your age: _____ 	 I 
35. Please circle the number in front of the statement that best describes your education: I 

1, have not finiahad high scbool or equivalency 
2. High School graduate (or equivalency) 
3. some college (or junior college) 	 I 
4. four year college degree 
5. post-graduate studies 	 I 

~--------------------------~. 
36. 	For research purposes we need to have a unique code on this questionnaire. Please 


write in the LAST FOUR DIGITS of your telephone number: 
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I 
Civic Attachments and Public Life 

I I 

DirectionL The following questions are about citizenship and public life. Please 
answer them to the best of your ability. This is not a test. Try not to spend too much 

I time on anyone question. Thank you for your cooperation. 

I 
I 

For ~esearch purposes we need to have a unique code on this 
questionnaire. Please write the LAST FOUR DIGITS of your local 

I telephone number in the space below: 

I 
1---­I I 

1. Please circle the response that best represents your feelings about the following
Istatements:I 	
I Strongly Strongly 
I Disagree Disagree Agree AgreeI 	 I 

a. 	 The public has little control over 
what politiCians do in office, I jj. 1 2 3 4 

I 	 I 
b. 	 The governinent is not geperally 

li'I.responsive to the public. 	 1 2 3 4 

I 	
, 

c. 	 The people in Washington, D.C. are out 

I 
n~~of touch with the rest of the country. 1 2 3 4 

d. 	 Sometimes politics and government Seem 

so complicated that a person like me 


I 	
,~.

can't really understand what's going on. I 2 3 4 

I 
e. People like me don't have any say about 

what the government does. 111- 1 2 3 4 

I 
f. It's not worth my time to pay attention 

to what goes on in government. tiS· 1 2 3 4 

Think for a moment about the responses that you gave to the six statements above. 
In a couple of sentences, please~~.summarize your reasons for giving the responses that

I you did. 

(1) 
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I 
2, 	 Here is a list of issues that may all'ect your community, Do you tend to think about these I 

i••ue. as primarily technical and about the facts, or governmental and a matter for public 
discussion? For each of the following issues, please circle the number under the column 
that best represents your opinion, I 

a, Recycling 
b, HIV/AlDS 
c, Health care 
d, Cancer research 
e, Education 
f. Global warming 

Technical·· Governmental·· 

about fact. a matter for public discussion 
 I 

11'1· I 2 
!')..< I '2 II .. ,- I 	 2 

n;- I 	 2 
1%.3. I 	 2 I 
I.A oJ. I 	 2 

I 
Pick one the issues from above that you think about as governmental and 
a matter for public discussion. What is this issue? __ ._______ I 
Now, write a couple of sentences explaining why you think about this issue as 
primarily governmental and a matter for public discussion, I 

I 
I 

I 

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

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

(2) 	
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3. 	 There are allays some pe<>ple whose ideas or beliefs are considered offensive by others. 
Sometimes these offensive ideas or beliefs that are of an extreme religious or political 

I nature. Other times offensive beliefs are about race or nationality_ Consider members of 
a 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 

I particular ideas or beliefs in the town) city, or community you call home and which 
activities should not be allowed. (Please Circle Your Response.) 

I a. Consider members of a group that advocates extreme political views. 

Should be Should not 
Allowed be AllowedI Make speeches about their cause at m. 

the local Conununity Center or Public Library 1 2 

I 	 Teach at a local high school 

I Teach at a nearby university or coUege 

I 
Host a -weekly television show about their 
cause on the local cable access channel 

I 
Run for a local elected office 

;

I 	 Organize del1)onstrations to change 
the federal government's position 
regarding their causeI 	 ! 

I 

2 


2 


M'. 1 	 2 

",. 	 1 2 

fJb. 1 	 2 

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

I I Should be Should not 
I Allowed be Allowed

I Make speeches about their cause at !;})~ 
the local Community Center or Public Library 1 	 2 

I 	 Teach at a local high school 2 

Teach at a nearby university or college 2 
.I 	 Host a weekly television show about their 

cause on the local cable aCCeSS channel 1 2 

I 	 Run for a local elected office 1 2 

Organize demonstrations to changeI the federal government's position ,,..regarding their caus. 	 1 2 

I 

I 
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(Continued. Please Circle Your Response.) 

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

Should be Should not IAllowed be Allowed 

Make speeches about their cause at 
 II t· 

the local Community Center or Public Library I 	 2 I 
Teach a t a local high school '!<8· I 2 

Teach at a nearby university or college I 2 I
I;J~· 

Host a weekly television show about their cause 
on the local cable access channel ,,,,. 1 2 I 
Run for a local elected office 	 t./· 1 2 I 
Organize demonstrations to change 
the federal government's position 
regarding their CB use 	 1 2J¥.J­

4. 	 For each of the following issues, please indicate which of the following actions you have 
taken within the last year. (Pkase circle WI. that apply.) 

Nothing Gave Wrote Attended Organized 
money a letter a meeting a group 

I«J- ,,,. ~U'a. education 	 0 I'h' I 1 :.l,U· 1 1 

b. world peace 0 1 1 1 	 1 
c. homelessness 0 1 1 1 	 1 
d. women'. rights 0 1 1 1 	 1 

lo,f~·e. environment 0 ,....- 1 ~'). 1 <1'1 ... 1 .1J1- 1 
f. health care 	 0 1 1 1 1 
g. crime 	 0 1 1 1 1 

,,~. .:lIb· 	 JI~~'h. race relations 0 ," 1 1 ..:,. 1 	 1 

i. world hunger 0 1 1 1 	 1 

j. child abuse 	 0 1 1 1 1 
,,,,. ,~.k. elderly care ,e ). 0 1 lUff. 1 1 ,l~" 1 

other: (please specify) • 
L 	 0 1 1 1 1 I 

m. ,~s· 0 1108 • 1 ur~ 1 ill'l_ 1 ~>l1- 1 I 
~f>I·.w'l .. 	

I.,,~. ... 
(4) I 

I 
I 



I 
5. The following is a list of some of the different groups in our society. Thinking about aI typical week, please indicate how often you have conversations with members of the 

following groups. Circle your response. If you never have an opportunity to speak with 

I 

any members of these groups, please circle the "No Opportunity" response. 


I 
Never Les. that About 2106 Daily No 

once a Once a times a Oppor· 
week week week tunity 

a. MricanwAmericans ;;,"'e· 1 2 3 4 5 9 

I .H'1·b. Asians 1 2 ·3 4 5 9I 
lS~'c. Gays and lesbians 1 2 3 4 5 9 

I 
. I ,.s,.d. LatIno • 1 2 3 4 5 9 

J;) ,e. White, Non;Latino 1 2 3 4 5 9 , 
,. :p­f. People with,disabilities 1 2 3 4 5 9


I g. People we~thier than you ,U'f_ 1 2 3 4 5 9 


h. People less ~ell off than you" 1 2 3 4 5 9 

I J~,,"i. Rural young people 1 2 3 4 5 9 

J. Urban young people , %1. 1 2 3 4 5 9 

I k. Elderly people :;.r,F" 1 2 3 4 5 9 

I 

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

I Nothing Not very much Some A great deal 
M' Ami.a. ncan- enc:ans m· 1 2 3 4, 

b. A.sian~Ame~cang .~- 1 2 3 4 
~I c. Gays and lesbians .. ,. 1 2 3 4 

d. Latino 0110.1_ 1 2 3 4 

I e. White, Non,Latino .h). 1 2 3 4 

f. People with disabilities .;).". 1 2 3 4 

I g. People weal~er than you :H.r· 1 2 3 4 

h. People less well off than you'~- 1 2 3 4 

i. Rural young people :OH. 1 2 3 4I j. Urban youn:g People ~~&. 1 2 3 4 
k. Elderly People .,)\~. 1 2 3 4

I 

I 

I 

(5) 
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7. 	 Thinking about a typical month, about how often does each of the foUowing events happen I 
to you. (Circle your response.) 

No more 2·1\ 6 ·10 More than 
thBnonce times times ten times 
a month Bmonth smonth smonth I 

a. 	 How often have people 

asked for your advice 


,~. Iabout an important issue? 1 2 3 4 

b. 	 How often do you arrange for HI-

activities for you and otherS to do? 1 2 3 4 I 
c. 	 How often do you suggest events 

or activities for other people to I 
participate in? .n:<- 1 2 3 4 

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

I e. 	 How often do you persuade a person Ito agree to your point of view? ;jh'· 1 2 3 4 

If. 	 How often do you listen to someone 
else's ideas and change your I 
point of view? :i~ 5· 1 2 3 4 I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

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

I 
1. 	 ! know that! won't become a leader. 
2. 	 I don't have any anticipation either way. I 
3. 	 I might become a leader. I
4. 	 I fully expect to become a leader. I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

(6) I 
I 
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9, How frequently do you do each of the following? (Please circle your response.) 

I Never Occasionally Regularly 

I I 
J~.a, J vote in nktionaJ elections, 1 2 3 

b. I discuss local politics on a weekly basis. J,IJ- 1 2 3 

11" .c. I speak atmeetings of the town council. I 2 3 ,,I 
,I 

d. I vote in primary elections, 2,_ . I 2 3

I e, J run for the governing board, school 3'!· I 2 3 
hoard, tow,n council, or other local office. 

I ....,f. I volunteer time to a civic organization. I 2 3 

I g. 1write to newspapers to voice my ,,,. I 2 3 
views on an issue. 

I 

I 
• 

, 
:]11>­h, I vote in lo'cal elections. I 2 3 

L t contact my congressman or senator over 1 2 3 

I 
l ,) .an issue of concern to me, 

I 

I 
J, I talk aboJt national politics with J -s· I 2 3 

friends and relatives. 
I 

k. J hold gatlierings at my house (apartment) '", I 2 3 
to support local candidates who I thinkI are good. 

I. I work for political causes that J care about."" I 2 3
I I 

m, I campaign for candidates for state or ! ,I- I 2 3 
national offtce. , 

II n, J participa~e in events in my community. -"" 1 2 3 

I 0, I collect SiJnatures for petitions for ?~~ . 1 2 3 
causes I care about. 

JiI¥.p, I organize protests to try to change I 2 3I a policy I think is unfair, 
, 

..~s.q. I call the mayor of my town to get action I 2 3I on issues I think are important. 

r. I try to learn as much as I can aboutI candidates, before voting, 3~". 1 2 3 
I 

s. I make sure I understand bond votes and ,-", 1 2 3I referenda before voting on them. 

I 171 

I I 



I(Continued) How Frequently do you do each of the following? 

Never Occasionally Regularly I 
t. 	 1 hold (have held) office in a community ~ I 2 31:); • 

organization. I 
u. 	 ] serve (have served) as a scout leader, ".'t. I 2 3 


little league coach, or other youth group 

leader. 
 I 

v. 	 1 organize phone campaigns to make sure SJ'" I . 2 3 
people vote. I 

w. 	 I serve as a poll watcher at my local e.!, • I 2 3 

voting precinct. 
 I 

s::~ .x. 	 I go door·to·door to help candidates. I 2 3 I 
y. 	 I am a member of national .!::;" 1 2 3 


organizations which support issues 

which are important to me. 
 II 

IlO.Please circle the number that best indicates how important you feel each of the following 
activities is for a citizen, t 

Not Very I 
Important Important I 

a. register to vote .1'0/. I 2 3 4 5 	 I 
b. register for the draft U$. I 2 3 4 5 	 I 
c. report for jury duty "b. I 2 3 4 5 I 
d. pay taxes 	 .It,· 1 2 3 4 5 I 
e. obey the laws 	 JJit· 1 2 3 4 5 
f. assist the police when you I 

see a crime H1. 1 2 3 4 5 I 
g. pay attention to what goes ,,,,. 	 I 

on in government 	 1 2 3 4 5 I 
HI<h. run for elected office 	 1 2 3 4 5 

i. volunteer for community service '''i/.. 1 2 3 4 5 	 I 
Ij. give blood 	 1 2 3 4 5 

J<t</.k. pick up litter 

3¥J~ 

1 2 3 4 5 	 I 
.l'U~I. car pool 	 1 2 3 4 5 I 

m. 	recycle 1 2 3 4 5 I:1"" ' 
n. stay out of debt 	 I 2 3 4 5"'.". 	 I 

I 
(81 	 I 

I, 



iI 	 I 
11. The followin~ is a list of difTerent services that people use. Please circle the response thatI 	 best representl; who you think should be primarily responsible for providing these 

services. I 
I , Individuals Local Federal Private 

and and State Government Agencies 
Families Government

I 	 , 
a. Caring for the elderly 3"" I 	 2 3 4 

I b. Providing c,lean tap water J"". I 	 2 3 4 
H~wc. Assisting the unemployed 1 2 3 	 4 

d. Financing health care ,tl ' I 2 3 4I e. Financing higher education ,,,. 1 2 3 4 

r. Providing inoculations for diseases J'J1. 1 2 3 4

I g. Providing rjrilitary defense ",. 1 2 3 4 

h. Providing housing 	 ,f" I 2 3 4 

I 	 I 

Pick the item from this list that was most difficult for you to answer andI 	
I 

write in the name of that item. _____________ 

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

I 

I 

I 


I 
I I 

I 
(9) 
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12. 	 Please read the four statements below and write "I" next the statement that best 


represents your feelings about politics and a "2" next to the statement that is the I 

next closest to you, (Choose only..tJ.l!Q statements and leave the others blank.) 


I 

'_	This v:lew of government emphasizes participation and involvement. 


especially at the localleve!. [f you believe that government should involve 

the active partiCipation of the governed, then select this choice. I 


__ This v:lew of government emphasizes the election of strong leaders who are 

entrusted to make decisions, [f you believe that government works best I 

e[ected representatives make the decisions, then select this choice. 


J:5F ­ __ ThIs v:lew of government emphaSizes that what is best for the individual I 

voter is really what Is best for the country. If you believe that voting for your 

best interest also serves the country, then selecl this choicc. 


I 

_ 	 This v:lew 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, Ij 


I 

Please explain Why the statement you picked as "J" is closest to your feelings about I 

politics. If none of these statements represents your feelings, try to explain how you 

fccl about politics, I 

i 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

1 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

r 
I 
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I 
Directions: Below you will rmd a list of six activities or ideas which you might spend time 

I 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: 

I 
SAMPLE;. Reamng a Mystery Novel 

I 
Good il 2 a 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad 

I 	 Fast 'I 2 3 4 5 6 '7 8 9 Slow 
Familiar 	11 2 a 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar 

I Let's say you enjoy mystery novels, so you mark closer to "Good" than "Bad." If you like to 

I 
take your time in reading them, you might think of them as somewhat slow. If you have read 
a lot of them, you might think of them as very familiar. Your marks would look somewhat 
like this: ' 

SAMeLE.;

I 	 Reamng a Mystery Novel 

Good 'I @ 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad

I 	 Fast 1 2 a 4 5 6 G) 8 9 Slow 

Familiar 	(D 2 li 4 5 6 7 S 9 Unfamiliar 
II , 

Now read 	the six sets of concepts and ideas below and respond to all of the adjective pairs inI 	 I 

, 

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 tirst 

I reaction. I 

I 13. 
Being with Family or Friends 

I 3 .."" a. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 S 9 Bad 
J'.I~ b. Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Slow 

I s.. ~ . c. Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar 
:JtJ" d. Weak 11 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong 
.,,,~ . e . Unusual 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 UsualI . 	 11 3 

~.~ f. Fair I'1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair 


.f""~ g. Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Passive

I ur. h. Small '1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large

I
I 

(llJ 

I 



I 
(Continued. Circle your Response.) 

14. IWorking on .. Community or Civic Activity 

3"'6­ s. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad I 
b.' Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Slow 
c. Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar I 
rl. Weak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong 
e. Unusual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Usual If. Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair 
g. Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Passive 
h. Small 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large I 

15. I 
Taking Part in a Sports Activity or Relaxation 

Is. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad 

b. Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Slow 
c. Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar .'Id. Weak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong 
e. Unusual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Usual I 
f. Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair I 
g. Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Passive I
h. Small 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large I 

I16. [Engaging in Politics or Public Life 

w. I 
!a. Good 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Bad 

b. Fast 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Slow I,c. Familiar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfamiliar 
d. Weak 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Strong Ie. Unusual 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Usual 
f. Fair 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Unfair I 
g. Active 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Passive I,h. Small 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 Large 

I 
17. I 

I 
(12) I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

DireBctilons.: Ii 't f ... th t . eIi'd I .. . h d rt k F' t h' k b te ow IS a s 0 aclIVlties a an m V1 UB Cltizen mIg tun e a e. ITS. t In a ou 
how hard each would be for anyone to accomplish, and then think about how likely~ 
would be to accomplish each activity. Assume for each of these that it is an activity that 
you felt was worthwhile to accomplish. 

I 
18. . First, how hard do you think it would be for anypne to accomplish the following 

activities. I 

This could not 
be accomplished 
even by a very 

effective citizen. 

B. 	 Getting a pothole in your street repaired. ,,~,- 1 

b. 	 Getting the town government to build >j~O. 
an addition to the local Senior Citizen Center. 1 

c. 	 Organizing an event to benefit B charity. 1.,SI' 

d. 	 Getting a referendum placed on the ballot 
for a statewide election. 
(Assume your state allows this.) 

e. 	 Starting an after-school program 
for children whose parents work. 

f. Organizing an annual town cleanup . 
program for the city park. ,!,,- 1 

I 

Some people Almost anyone 
might be able could get 

to get this done. this done. 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

2 3 

19. Now think about how hard it would be for XQl.l..to accomplish these same activities. 

I 

a. 

I 
I 

Getting a pothole in your street repaired.
I 

b. Getting the t'own government to build 
an addition to the local Senior Citizen Center. 

c. Organizing In event to benefit a charity. 
, 

d. 

e. 

Getting a referendum placed on the ballot 
for a statewide election. 
(Assume your state allows this.) 

I 
Starting an after-school program 
for children whose parents work. 

f. Organizing ~n annual town cleanup 
program for the city park. 

(13) 

I would be 
able to get 
this done. 

1 

1 

I might be 
able to get 
this done. 

2 

2 

I would not 
be able to get 

this done. 

3 

3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 

1 2 3 
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20. 

21. 	 Below are a list of skills and activities that people do in various situations. Please read I 
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, 
better, or much better at each of these? (Circle your respoTlse.) I 

Not as 
Good 

About 
tbeSame 

Better Much 
Better I 

[31­

fl,. 

a. 

b. 
Respecting the views of others. 

Attentive to social issues. 

1 

J 

2 

2 

3 
3 

4 

4 I 
Sl~' 

!iJS· 

c. 
d. 

Participating in community affairs, 

Thinking critically. 
J 

J 

2 
2 

3 
3 

4 

4 I 
n •. e. Communicating my ideas to others. 1 2 3 4 
S,p­ f. Engaging in discussion with others. J 2 3 4 I 
SJ6· g. Ability to compromise. J 2 3 4 
$)" h. 	 Listerung skills. 1 2 3 4 I!"il_ i. Moral or ethical judgment. 	 1 2 3 4 
.J'." J. 	 Identification of social issues and concerns. I 2 3 4 
5'1';1' k. Thinking about the future. 	 I 2 3 4 II 
30' I. Ability to take action. 1 2 3 4 

S"<i· m. Tolerant of people who II 
are different from me. I 2 3 4 

s"" n. Effective in accomplishing goals. 1 2 3 4 I 
5".. • o. Ability to see consequences of actions. I 2 3 4 

s<, . p. Empathetic to all points of view. J 2 3 4 I.
f~l!- q. Ability to work with others. 	 J 2 3 4 I 
f"ii~ r. 	 Thinking ahou t others before myself. J 2 3 4 Ii
!>£.:.. S. 	 Ability to speak in public. J 2 3 4 
is j. t. 	 Feeling responsible for others. J 2 3 4 1\H':~ u. 	 Knowing where to find information. 1 2 3 4 

,1$3-	 v. Knowing who to contact in order J 2 3 4 I 
to get things done. I 

SSfO~ w. 	 Ability to lead a group. J 2 3 4 I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

(141 1" 
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I 
22. In politics as "ftoday, do you consider yourself a Democrat, Republican, Independent, or 

I something el.e? (Circle your response.) 

I 
1. Democrat II ",. 2. RepublicJ 

I
3. lndepende.nt

I 4. Other 
i 

23. Do you lean more toward the Democratic Party or more toward the Republican Party? I (Circle your response.) 
• 

I 1. DemocratJc Party 

2. Republicab Party


I
3. Other Party
I 4. Neither i 


I 24. We hear a lot of talk these days ahout liberals and conservatives. Here is a 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? I (Circle the number for your response) 

I H'f· 1 12 3 . 4 5 6 7 
extremely liberal slightly moderate: slightly conservative extremely 
liberal i liberal middle of conservative conservative 

the road

I · · 
I 

25. Your ethnic group: (please circle only one) 

I 1. American IJdian or Alaskan Native 4. Latino 
2. Asian or Pacific Islander 5. White, Non·Latino 
3. Black, Non.Hispanic 6. Other (Please Describe). ______

I I 
I 

•


26. Do you consider yourself to be Catholic, Protestant, Jewish, or Something else? 
II 1. Catholic I 

2. Protestant I 
3. Jewish ,I 4. None/AtheistJAgnostic 
5. Other,__;-'_______ 

I 27.How frequently do you attend religious services? 

1. Weekly or more often I 2. Monthly I 
I 

3. Less than once an month 

I 4. Never I 
(15) 
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• 

28.Please circle the number next to the category that best describes your totel yearly family 
income from aU sources. (Estimate to the best of your knowledge.) 

1. $20,000 or less 
2. $20,001· 30,000 
3. $30,001· 50,000 
4. $50,001 - 75,000 

5.' $75,001 or more 


"'- 29, Your gender: 1. Male 2, Female 

5..1·5",4 30. Your age: _____ 

;;v-~ss... 31. What is your major? ________________ 

.s.,.", 32. Which college are you enrolled in at Rutgers University? ___________ 

.,,_ 33. How many years have you been a college student? _____ 

(16) 
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I 
I DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF MEASURING CITIZENSHIP DATA 

SPRING 1994 

I I: Introduction: 

I The fOllOWiL section contains analyses of some of the scales we have developed 

through theI 

Measuring Citizenship project. For the purposes of this workingI 
document, we will only discuss those items which were used as part of the work we 

did in partnership with the Rutgers Civic Education and Community Senrice I 
I 

program {RUCASE) during the Spring semester of 1994 at Rutgers University. 

I 
Sample: 

I 
The purp~ of collecting data on these measures was to examine the quality of the 

I 

measures themselves as opposed to testing hypotheses with the data. 1'0 that end.I , 
the scales Yf'cre administered to undergraduate students at Rutgers University in 

I 

I 
I 

, 

three course areas: Political Science, "Nature of Politics" (n= 144); Journalism and 

Mass Communications, "Mass Media and Society'" {n:::157} and three course sections 

from the R~tgers Civic Education and Community Seniee program--RUCASE-­

I (n=61), Students in the Political Science course were generally in their first year 
, 

at the university. The .Journalism and RUCASE students were generally not first 

I i . 

I 
year students, For all 362 students in the sample) the mean age of the respondents 

was 20.4 with a standard deviation of 2.46 years, Fifty-nine percent of the students 
I 

I 
were women and forly-one pereent were men. Seventy percent of the students 

I were white, non-Latino. eleven percent Asian or Pacific Islander, eight percent 
, 

Black, non-Hispanic, seven percent Latino and one percent American Indian or 

I Alaskan, and two percent reported another ethnic background. 

I 

I 

I 

Walt 'Whitman Center (1) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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I 

Procedures: I 
I 

Subjects completed the measures during class time in February 1994 (beginning of I 
the semester) and again at the end of April 1994 (end of semester). Participation I 
was voluntary. The data presented here are from the second administration of the I
questionnaire. Roughly eighty percent of the students in the classes participated in 

the study. Following completion of the questionnaire, students were informed as I 
to the purpose of their participation. 

I 
Analyses: 

I 
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 I 
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 I 
mean, standard deviation, and item to total correlation are presented. Several of I
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 I 
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 I 
examining the factors resulting from the rotation. Items were places into factors I
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 I 
course differences. 

I 

I 

I 
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I 
1. ALIENATION: 

!
I The ~ienation scale consists of six four~point Likert items that ask how 

strongly a respondent agrees or disagrees with statements about government. Five 

I of the items, <indicated with ">Ii" below} are adapted from the National Election 

Study conducted by the Survey Research Center, University of Michigan. (Strongly 

Disagree, Disagree, Agree, Strongly Agree) I 
, 

I 

I Mean 

I ALIENATION 13.S1 

I , 
i 

I 
1 a. The public has little 

control over politicians 
I 

I 
1 h. Goverriment is not 

responsive to the public* 

I 
1 c. People;in DC aTe out of touch 

with the rest of country* 
,I 

1 d. PoHtic~ and government 
seem ,SO complicated'"

I 
1 e. People like me don't 

have a say*

I 1 f, It's not worth my time to 
payaLiention· 

II ,I 

I 

Possible Std Dev. Alpha 
Score Range 

6·24 2.71 .73 

Mean SD 

2A9 .70 .53 

2.47 .63 .49 

2.67 .64 .41 

2.37 .SO .34 

2.18 .71 .62 

1.63 .65 .42 

I 
I 
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2. TECHNICAL OR GOVERNMENTAL ISSUES I 

I
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 [or public discussion. (Technical--about facts, I 

Governmental--a matter for public discussion.> 

TECHNICAL­
GOVERNMENTAL 

2 8. Recycling 

2 b. HIV-AlDS 

2 c. Health Care 

2 d. Cancer Research 

2 e. Education 

2 f. Global Warming 

Walt Whitman Center 

I 

Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha 

Score Range I 

3.81 0-6 1.62 .64 


I 

Mean SD rit 


.54 .47 
 I 


.57 .42 


.88 .27 
 I 


.43 .41 


I
.88 .23 


.52 .48 
 I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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I 
I 	 3. TOLERANCE 

I 	 This is set of three tolerance scales each composed of six forced choice items for 

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

advocating kxtreme political views {extreme religious views or racial views} should 
I 

he allowed ~ do a variety of activlties. (Should be allowed, Should not be allowed) 

I 	 Mean 

POLITICAl, TOLERANCE 1.52 

I 
I I 

3al. Speakiat a local community 
center or library 

3all. Teachjat a loeal high school 

I 383, Teach;at a Jocal college or 
university 

3a4, Host a weekly cable TV show 

I 

I 3.5. Run for a local elected office 

I 

I 
386. Organize demonstrations to 

change government policy 

I Mean 
. I,I 

, 

RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE 1.81 

I 3bl. Speak at a local community 
center or library 

I I 
3b2. Teach at a local high school 

3b3. Teach at a local college or 
uni')ersityI 	 ,, 

3M. Hos~ a weekly cable TV show ,I 	
, 

I 	 3b5. Run' for a local elected office 

3b6, Orglnize demonstrations to 
chahge government policy,I 

Walt Whitman Center

I 	 I 
! 

Possible 
Score Range 

0-6 

Mean 

.13 

.69 

.31 

.16 

.15 

.08 

Possible 
Score Range 

0-6 

Mean 

.19 

.76 

.38 

.16 

.20 

.12 

(5) 

StdDev. Alpha 

.1.31 .59 

rjt 

.22 

.31 

.43 

.33 

,41 

.29 

StdDev Alpha 

1.41 	 .66 

rit 

.29 

.33 

.43 

.40 

.41 

.41 

Measuring Citizenship Project 
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I 
I 
I 

TOLERANCE CONTINUED I 
Mean Possible StdDev Alpha I

Score Range I 
RACIAL TOLERANCE 2.87 0·6 2.03 .82 I 

Mean rit 
3cI. Speak at a local community Icenter or library AD .64 

3e2. Teach at a local high school .85 .37 I 
3c3. Tea.ch at a local college or 

university .58 .53 I 
3c4, Host a weekly cable TV show 

.40 .68 I 
3c5. Run for a local elected office .35 .66 

3c6. Organize demonstrations to I 
change government poHcy .29 .66 

I 
Mean Possible SldDev Alpha 

Score Range 
SUMMARY TOLERANCE 6.18 0·18 4.11 .86 Ii 
{POLITICAL] Mean rit I 
Sa1. Speak at a local community 

center or library .12 .29 

I
3a2. Teach at a local high school .69 .35 

3a3. Teach at a local college or Iuniversity .30 .46 

384. Host a weekly cable TV show .16 .44 I 
3a5. Run for a local elected office .15 .48 

I3a6. Organize demonstrations to 
change government policy .OB .36 

I 

I 


Walt Whitman Center (6) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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I 

I TOLERANCE CONTINUED 

I [RELIGIOUS] Mean rit 

I 
3bl. Speak1at a local community 

center or library .19 .36 

3b2. Teach lat a local high school .76 .41 

I 3b3. Teachlat a local college or 
university .37 .52 

I 
I 
I 

3b4-. Host a weekly cable TV show 
.16 .50 

I, 3b5. Run for a local elected office .21 .54 

,I 3b6. Organize demonstrations to 
change government policy .12 .40 

[RACIAL] I 
I i

3c1. Speak at a local community 
cente~ or library .40 .54 

3c2. Teach1at a local high school .85 .47I 
, 

I 3c3. Teach at a local college or 
university .58 .62 

I 3c4. Host a weekly cable TV show 
.39 .59 

I 3c5. Run for a local elected office .35 .57 
I 

3c6. Orgariize demonstrations to 
change government policy .29 .54 ,I I 

I 

I 

I 


'" 
. I I I 

, 

I 
Walt Whitman Center (7) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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5. GROUP CONTACT: I 


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

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

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

GROUP CONTACT 

5 a. Mriean Americans 

5 b, Asians 

5 c. Gays and Lesbians 

5 d. Latinos 

5 e. White. non Latino 

5 f. People with 
Disabilities 

5. g People Wealthier 
than you 

5 h. People less 
well ofT than you 

5 L Rural young people 

5 j. Urban young people 

5 k. Elderly people 

Walt Whitman Center 

•I
Mean Possible Sid Dev Alpha 
Score Range 

42.60 11·55 5.80 . 69 ' 
Mean SD rIt I
4.15 .99 AO 

4.17 LOI .27 
 ,I 
2.82 1.29 .33 
 '" 
3.91 U8 .47 
 I 

4.76 .75 .33 
 I 

2.67 L08 .33 
 , 
4.46 .85 .32 
 I 

4.55 .76 .43 


I
3.66 !AI .29 


4.25 1.08 AO I 

3.20 1.10 .23 


I 


• 
I, 

I 

I 
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'. 
iI 6, GROUP KNOWLEDGE: 

I This seale consists of 11 items that ask respondent-.o; how much they feel they 

know about the concerns and issues of a variety of demographic 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 
, 
, 

I Mean Possible StdDev AlpbaI 
'.' 

GROUP KNOWLEDGE 31,64 11-44 4,83 ,79 

I 
Mean SD rjt 

6 a.. African Americans 3.25 ,63 .51I 
I 

I 
6 h. Asians' 2.75 ,78 .39 

I 
6 c. Guys atnd Lesbians 2,90 ,82 ,47 

I 
.. 

I 
6 d. Latinos 2,75 ,80 ,41 

'I 6 e. White, non Latino 3,25 ,86 ,23 
I 

6 f. People with 
Disabilities 2,78 ,73 ,44

I I
6 g People Wealthier 

I 
than' you 2,46 ,86 ,46 

I 

6 h, People less 
weill ofT than you 3,12 ,65 ,58 

,I ,v 6 i. Rural young people 2,52 ,87 .44 

6 j, Urban young people 2,97 .80 ,53I 
, 

6 k, Elderly people 2,88 .73 ,45 
,I I 

I . 
I I 

I 
I 

• 
Wlllt Whitman Center (9) Measuring Citizenship Project 

I I 



I 

I 
I 

7. LEADERSHIP ACTIVITY: I! 
;1,

This scale consists of six items that ask respondents about how frequently 

I 
~ 

they engage in leadership activities. (No more than once a month, 2-5 times a 

month, 6~10 times a month. More than 10 times a month) 

Mean 

LEADERSHIP ACTIVITY 14.88 

7 a. People ask for your advice 

7 b. Arrange activities for others 

7 c. Suggest activities for others 

7 d. Come up with new ideas 

7 e. Persuade a person to 
agree with you 

7 f. Listen to others ideas 

Possible Std Dev Alpha 
Seere Range 

~'.
6·24 3.85 ,78 

I 
Mean SD rjt 

~I 
2,76 ,92 ,53 

2.49 ,98 ,57 


2,50 ,96 ,70 
 i'
I' 

:1 


2,30 ,91 ,48 

2,60 ,92 ,54 


2,21 ,86 ,37 
 I 
9, CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY, 

! • 

.,
This scale consist of25 it.ems that ask respondents how frequently (Never, 

Occasionally, Regularly) they engage in various civic or political activities. 

~Iean Possible Std Dev 

CIVICIPOLITICAL ACTIVITY 38,86 

9 8. Vote in national elections 

9 b. Discuss politics on a weekly 
basis 

9 c, Speak at meetings ofthe 
town council 

Walt Whitman Center 

Seere Range 

25·75 7.65 

Mean SD 

2,41 .82 

2,()() ,64 

1,10 .34 

I
Alpha 

.88 
I 

rit j 
.41 

I 
,47 

I 
.40 

I 
(10) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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I 
I CIVIC AND POUTICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUED ,,, 

I Mean SD, 
l9 d, Vote in primary elections 1,85 ,82 .42 

I 9 e. Run for local office 1,17 ,48 ,32 

9 f. Volunteer time to a 
civic organization 1.71 ,74 ,47I , ,

• 9 g. Write to local newspaper 
to express views 1.25 ,49 .40, 

I 
9 h. Vote in local elections 2,02 ,82 .49 

I 9 L Contact my Representative or 
'Senator over an issue 1.34 .53 ,48 

'. 
I 9 j. Talk'aLut national politics 

with friends 2,38 ,64 ,49 

9 k. Hold Jatherings at home for 
local candidates 1.07 ,30 ,39 

9 I. Work for a political cause thatI \ 

• 
I care about 1.44 ,63 ,57 

i 

9 m. CamJaign for candidates for 
state'or national office 1.28 ,54 ,53 

9 n. Participate in community events 1,96 ,64 ,47I 
I 

9 0. Collect signature for petitions 1,33 ,56 ,45

I ,,

9 p. OrganIze protests to 
chan'ge policy 1,19 ,48 ,39

I i 
9 q, Call the mayor of my town 1,08 ,31 ,37 

9 r, Try to learn as much as I can I 
, 

I 
before I vote. 2,29 ,75 ,56 

9 s, Makejsure I understand 
bond votes 2,02 ,84 ,58 

9 t. Hold office in a community 
organization 1.34 ,63 ,40I , 

I 
Walt whitman Center (11) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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I 
.1 

CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUED I, 
9 u. Serve as a scout leader, coach 

9 v. Organize phone campaigns to 
get out the vote 

9 w. Serve as a poll watcher 

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

9 y, member of national organization 
that supports issues 

Mean SO rit 1\ 
.~1.71 .75 .44 

1.14 .42 .44 •
I1.09 .34 .45 

1.24 .50 .44 •
I1.45 .71 .27 

For purposes of data reduction we factor analyzed the 25 politiea1 and civic 

participation items from the seale above (9a-9y). The first ten eigenvalues from a •
Iprincipal components factor analysis are presented here, After examining several 

possible solutions, we decided on a five factor solution for purposes of an 

orthogonal rotation. I 
Factor Eigenva1ue %ofVar. 

1 6,23 24,9 •2 2.53 10.1 

3 ),56 6.2 I 
4 1.27 5,) I 
5 1.22 4.9 II
6 1.14 4,5 

7 1,04 4,1 I 
8 .93 3.7 

9 ,84 3.4 I 
10 .80 3,2 I 

I. 
Walt Whitman Center (12) Measuring Citizenship Project 

'I 



I 

I 
I 

CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUEDI 
I 

, 

I VARIMAX Rotated Factor Mattix for Five Factor Solution 

I 
1 2 3 4 5 

•
I 
I 

, 

, 
,, 

9 a. Vote in' national elections ,85 -.01 .04 .07 .05 
, 

9 h. Discus!? politics on a weekly 
basis' .24 .23 .21 .07 .64 

9 c, Speak at meetings of the 
town ~ouncil .05 .58 .10 .00 -.12 

9 d. Vote ir; primary elections ,81 ,09 .07 .05 -.04 

. 9 e. Run for local office -.00 .30 ,48 .04 -.31 

9 f. Voiunt1er time to aI I 

..! ••
CIVlC organlzatIOn .02 ,15 .70 ,16 ,21 

I 9 g. Write:to local newspaper 
to express views .08 ,61 .09 ,17 ,15 

I 
9 h, Vote tn local elections .84 ,04 .10 .17 .03I 

, 

I 

I , 

, 
9 i. Contact my Representative or 

Senator over an issue .13 .60 .05 .15 .26' 

9 j. Talk about national politics

I with'friends .17 .16 ,10 .02 .76 

I 
, 

9 k. Hold gatherin~ at home for 
local candidates -,04 -.05 ,03 .17 .28 

91. Work I(or a political cause that 
I care about .12 .28 ,32 ,45 .36I , 

I 

, 

9 m. Gampaign (or candidates for 
state or national office ,12 .13 .16 ,76 .22I , 

I 
9 n, Parti,cipate in community events ,11 .14 .64 .11 .28 

I 

I 
9 0. CoUdet signature for petitions .01 .61 ,29 .24 .09 

9 p. Organize protests to , .
change policy -.06 .55 .27 .09 -.03 

!,
I I 

Walt Whitman Center (13) Measuring Citiz.enship Project , I 
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CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUED I 

1 2 3 4 
 I,1 


9 q. Call the mayor ofrny tov."l1 .07 ,55 .07 .09 .09 .. 

9 r. Try to learn as much as I can '.before I vote .69 .09 ,19 .03 .37 


9 s. Make sure I understand 

bond votes ,56 ,21 .04 ,07 .43 
 • 

I
9 t, Hold office in a community 
organization .07 ,18 .56 ,21 -,01 

I
9 u. Serve as a scout leader, roach .11 .08 .60 -.07 .05 

9 v. Organize phone campaigns to 

get out the vole .08 ,26 .11 .62 ,09 
 I 


9 w. Serve as a po.}) watcher .11 .19 -,09 .63 -.02 I 

9 x, Go dooT-to-door to help 


candidates ,04 ,03 ,20 ,77 ,02 
 I

9 y. member of national organization 


that supports issues .17 .36 ,39 ,18 .17 
 I 

I 

I 

'J 
I 

I 

I 

I 
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I CIVIC AND POUTICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUED 

Vle used a five factor solution and a criterion of .50 for factor loadings to 

I develop the following participation subseales. The fifth factor in the analysis had 

• 
only two ite,ms on it, both related to discussing politics, and was dropped as a 

possible participation subscale. 

Mean,- I Possible Std Dev Alpha 

I PARTICIPATION- Score Range 
VOTING BEHAVIOR 10,57 5-15 3.25 ,86 

I 

Mean SD TitI 
I 

I 9 a. Vote in national elections 2.40 ,82 ,72 

9 rl. Vote in primary elections 1,84 .83 ,63 

I 9 h. Vote iri loca.l elections 2,01 ,82 ,71 

I 
9 r. Try to learn as much as I <:an

I before' I vote 2.29 ,76 ,69 

i 
, 

9 s. Make sure I understand

I bond votes 2,02 ,84 ,65 

I , Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha 
PARTICIPATION­ Score Range 

LOCAL ACTIVIST 
7,30 6·18 1.77 .72I , 

I Mean SO 
9 c, Speak bt meetingsI of the town council 1,11 .35 .46 

I 9 g. 'Write to newspaper 
" ,to VOIce VIews 1,25 .49 .45 

I 
 9 L Contact my Congress­

Senator over issue 1,34 .53 .41 

9 o. Collect signatures forI petitions 1.33 ,56 ,52 

9 p. Organize protests to 
change policy 1.19 .47 .47I 

I 
9 q, Call tl:e mayor of my town 1.08 .32 .41

I , 

I 
Walt Whitman Center (15) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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I 
I 

CIVIC AND POLITICAL ACTIVITY CONTINUED I 
Mean Possible StdDev Alpha II 

PARTICIPATION­

I 
,COMMUNITY FOCUS 6.75 4·12 2.09 .74 

Mean SD Tit 

I9 f. Volunteer time to a 

civic organization 1.72 .75 2.53 


9 n, Participate in events 

in community 1.96 
 I.65 2.80 

9 t, Hold office in a community 

organization 1.34 .64 2.87 
 I 

9 u. Serve as Scout leader, etc. 1.72 ..76 2.52 I. 
Mean Possible StdDev Alpha I

P ARTI CIP ATJON· Seore Range 
CAMPAIGN ACTlVIST 4.77 4·12 1.42 .77 I

Mean SD rit 
9 m. Campaign for candidates 

for state and national office 1.29 .55 .63 I 
9 v. Organize phone campaigns 

to get out vote 1.14 .42 .55 I 
9 w. Serve as a [X)ll watcher 1.10 .35 .49 

I9 x. Go door~t,o..door to 
help candidates 1.24 .51 .62 

I 
­

• 
I 

I 

I 
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I 
I 10. RESPONSIBILITY: 

I The re"sponsibility 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
l 
with anchors "Not Important" and "Very Important.") I I 

I Mean Possible Sid Dev Alpha 
i Score Range

I RESPONSIBILITY 56.14 14·10 7.53 .82 
I 

I Mean SD ru 

10 a. Register to vote 4.71 .65 .40 

I 10 b. Register for the draft 3.71 1.37 .26 

10 c. Report for jury duty 4.10 .99 .39I I
10 d. Pay taxes 4.55 .14 Al 

I I 
10 e. Obey the laws 4.48 .82 .33 

I 10 f. Ass'istlthe police when ,
you see a crime 4.10 1.02 .45 

I 
I 10 g. Pay attention to what 

goes on in government 4.42 .80 049 

I 10 h. Run for elected office 2.71 1.04 044 

10 L Volunteer for community 
sen.rice 3.79 1.00 .59

I , 


10 j. Give Jlood 3.63 1.14 .58 


10 k. Pick lp litter 3.89 1.05 .67I I 
10 l. Car IJf'I 3.58 1.11 .57 

I , 
10 m. Recycle 4.30 .90 .49 

I 10 n. Stay out of debt 4.15 1.04 .24 

I 

I 


i 

Walt 'Nhit~an Center (17) Measuring Citizenship Project. 
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I 
I 

18. AGENCY OF OTHERS: II 
This seale consists of 6 items that ask respondents to indicate how difficult it 

would he for anyone to acoomplish a variety of civic tasks. ("This could not be II 
accomplished by even a very effective citizen;" "Some people might be able to get 

this done;" "Almost anyone could get this done:') Ii 
Mean Possible Std De. Alpha 

Score Range 11 
AGENCY-OTHERS 13.09 6-18 2.08 .66 

11 
Mean SD 

I18 a. Get a pothole in 

your street repaired 2.27 ..62 .25 


I18 b. 	Get town government 
to build addition to 
senior citizens center 1.87 .46 .27 I 

18 c. 	Organize an event to 

benefit charity 2.37 .59 .52 
 I 

18 d. Get a referendum 
placed on ballot for 
statewide election 1.90 .56 .39 I 

18 e. Start after school 
program for chUdren 2.31 .58 .47 I 

18 f. Organize a town clean 
up program for city park 2.37 .59 .49 I 


I 


• 
I 
I_. 

I 
Walt Whitman Center 	 (18) Measuring Citiunship Project 
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I 
19. AGENCY OF RESPONDENT:I 	 I 

I 	 This scale uses the same six items developed for Agency of Others (Q18) and 

I 
asks respondents how likely they would be to accomplish the same tasks. {"I 

would be able to get this done;" "I might be able to get this done;" "} would not be 

able 	to get this done," The data: presented below has been recoded to make the 

mean scores comparable with QIB.)

I 	 • 

Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha 
Score Range

I 	 ! 
AGENCY-SELF 	 13.27 6-18 2,74 .79 

I 	
I 
• 

Mean SD 
I 

I 	 19 a. Get a,pothole in 
your street repaired 	 2.31 ,64 ,44 

19 h. 	Get tOwn government. 
to build addition to 
senior, citizens centcf 1.76 .63 .47 

I 	
! 

I 	 19 c. Organize an event to 
benefit charity 	 2.43 .64 .64 

I 19 d. Get a referendum 
placed on ballot for 
statewide election 1.89 ,66 ,51

I 	 I
19 e, 	Start after school 

program for children 2.42 .67 .59

I 	 I 
19 f. Organize a town clean 

up program for park 2.46 .64 ,66

I 	 ,! 
I 

I 	
I 

I 

I 

I i 

Walt WhltJ8.I'l Center (19) Measuring Citiun5hip Project 
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21. LEADERSHIP COMPARED WITH OTHERS: 


I 


I 

I 


I 

I 


This scale consists of 23 items which ask respondents to compare I
themsel~es with others with regard to a variety ofleadership skills and capacities. 
.1
(not as good as, about the same, better, much better) 

I
Mean Possible Std Dev Alpha I 

LEADERSHIP COMPARED Score Range 


WITH OTHERS 
 Ii• 
64.29 23·92 11.02 .91 
 I 


I
Mean SD rit 

21 a, Respecting the views 


of others 2.95 .77 .38 
 I 

21 b: Attentive to social issues 2.74 .81 .49 


II
21 c. Participating in 
community affairs 2.24 .94 .39 


21 d. Thinking critically 3.04 .78 .53 
 I' 
21 e. Communicating my ideas 


to others 2.93 .86 .61 
 I 

21 f, Engaging in discussion 


with others 2.98 .82 .65 
 I 

21 g, Ability to compromise 2.74 .86 .42 
 I

21 h. Listening skills 2.98 .80 .51 


21 L Motal or ethical judgment 3.00 .77 .51 
 I 

21 j. Identification of social issues 2.81 .75 .62 


I
21 k. Thinking about the future 2.9 .82 .51 


211 Ability to take action 2.57 .91 . 60 


21 m. Tolerant of people different 
 • 
ftom me 3.04 .84 .37 
 I 


21 n. Effective in accomplishing 

goals 2.83 .74 .57 
 I 


I 

Walt Whitman Center (20) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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I 
I 	 I 

LEADERSHIP CONTINUED 
Mean SD rit 

210. Ability to see consequences 

I of action 2,89 ,78 ,55 

21 p, Empathetic to all points 

I of vie~ 2,77 ,80 .47 

21 q, Ability to work with others 	 3,05 ,78 ..56

I 	 ! 
21 r, Thinking about others 

before myself 2,72 ,86 ,44

I 21 s, AbBitt to speak in public 	 2,39 L06 ,56 

21 t. Feelirig responsible for I 	
I 

others 2,74 ,84 ,46 
I 

I 	 21 u. Know)ng where to find 
information 	 2,70 ,79 ,56, 

I 	 21 v, Knowing who to contact 
w get things done 	 2,57 ,86 ,59 

I 21 w, Ability to lead a group 	 2,67 ,95 ,61 

I For pUIlXl'ses of data reduction we factor analyzed the 23 leadership 

compared ~ith others items from the scale above (21a·21w). The first ten 

I 	 eigenvalues from 8, prinCipal components factor analysis are presented here. After 

examinjng'several possible soluUons, we decided on a 2 factor solution for 

pUfJXlSeS of an orthogonal rotation.

I I, Factor Eigenvalue o/c of Var. 

1 7,73 33,6 

2 2,60 1L3 

3 L38 6,0 

I 	
, 

I 4 1.18 5,2 

5 1.14 5,0 

I 6 ,92 4,0 

7 	 ,83 3,6 

,75 3,3I 	 8 

9 ,72 3,1 

10 ,63 2,8

I 	 , 
Walt Whitnian Center 	 (21) Measuring Citizenship Project 

II 



I 


I 

I 


LFADERSHlP CONTI:-1JED I 

I
v ARIMAX Rotated Factor Matrix for Two Factor Solution I,


Factor 1 Factor 2 
 I 

21 a. Respecting the views 

of others .02 ,68 II 

21 b, Attentive to social issues .45 ,30 II 

21 e. Participating in -I 

community affairs ,43 .13 
 I 

21 d, Thinking critically .61 ,16 

21 e. Communicating my ideas I 

'to others ,71 ,16 

21 (, Engaging in discussion I 

with others .63 .32 


21 g. Ability to compromise ,08 ,69 
 I 

21 h, Listening skills ,29 .56 
 I

21 i. Moral or ethical judgment .39 .43 


21 j. Identification of social issues .59 .33 
 I 

21 k. Thinking about the future ,57 .19 


I
211 Ability to take action .78 .04 

21 rn, Tolerant of people different I
from me .03 .67 


21 n. Effective in accomplishing 

goals .70 .10 
 I 


21 o. Ability to see consequences 

of action .48 .37 
 I 


21 p. Empathetic to all points 

of view .12 .71 
 I 


21 q. AbiHty to work with others .28 .66 
 I 

I 
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I 
I LEADERSIDP CONTINUEDI 	

I 

i 

Factor 1 Factor 2 

21 r. 	Thinking about others ,I 	 I 

before myself 	 .14 .64 

I 21 s. Abilit} to speak in public 	 .73 .04 

21 t. Feelidg responsible for 

I others .22 .56 
I 

I 
21 u. Knowing where to find 

information .67 .13 

I 

21 v. Knowing who to contact 


I 
 to get ;things done 	 .71 .12 


I 
21 w. Ability to lead a group 	 .76 .07 

I 

I 
I We us~d a 2 factor solution and a criterion of .50 for factor loadings to develop 

the fOllowiAg leadership subscales. ' 
I 

DEUBERATIVEI Mean Possible StdDev Alpha 
OTHER ORIENTATION Score Range 

23.04 8-32 4.40 .83I 	
, 

I 
Mean SD rit

I 	 21 a. Respe~ting the views 
of oth~rs 	 2.94 .77 .53 

I 21 g. Abilitt to compromise 2.75 .86 .57 

21 h. Liste~ing skills 2.99 .80 .49 

I 	 I 

21 m. Toleiant of people different , 
from 	me 3.04 .84 .54 

I 	 I 
21 p. 	Empathetic to all points 

of view . 2.77 .80 .59 

I 	 21 q. Abilitt to work with others 3.06 .77 .61 

21 r. 	Thinking about others 
beforeI myself 	 2.74 .86 .55I 	

I 

21 t. 	Feelinlg responsible for I~ 
others 	 2.76 .84 .53 

I 
Walt Whitman Center 	 (23) Measuring Citizenship Project 
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.'1 

INITIATIVEI Mean Possible StdDev Alpha 
ACHIEVEMENT 
ORIENTATION 30.43 

21 d. Thinking criticully 

21 e. Communicating my ideas 
to others 

21 f. Engaging in discussion 
'hit.h others 

21 j. Identification of social issues 

21 k. Thinking about the future 

211 Ability to take action 

21 n. Effeetive in acoomplishing 
goals 

21 s. Ability to speak in public 

21 u. Knowing where to find 
information 


21 v. Knowing who to contact 

to get things done 


21 w. Ability to lead a group 


Score Range 
11-44 


Mean 

3.03 

2.94 

2.98 

2.81 

2.90 

2.57 

2.84 

2.40 

2.70 

2.58 

2.67 

6.60 

SD 

.78 


.82 


.82 


.75 


.82 


.91 


.74 


1.06 

.79 


.86 


.95 


.90 


Tit 
.53 


.69 


.65 


.56 


.52 


.70 


.63 


.66 


.62 


.65 


.69 


I 

I
 

J 

.'
I, 

I
•
I 

I

j

I: 


I
• 

1 

I 


I 

I 


I 


•I 
I 

1 

I 


I 

I 


1 

I 

I 

I 


~ 
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• 
i 

The fo.lIowlng data ia a comparison of the three Rutgers Course sections for 

• 
, 

the February 1994 (beginning of the semester) and April 1994 (end of the• 
semester) a~minlgt.rat.ions of the measures discussed above. 

• 
I, PRETEST POST TEST 

Scale: I Mean SD Mean SD 

I 
ALIENATIONI 

• 
1. I, Pol. Sci. 13,27 2.51 13,54 2,86 

Mass Media 14,57 2,49 14.41 2,48 

I RUCASE 13.21 2.08 13.07 2,58 

• 
TECHNICAL· 


GOVERNMENTAL 


2. Pol, Sci. 4.08 1.64 a,90 1.82 

I Mass Media 3.84 1.55 a.62 1.44 

• RUCASE 4.22 1.56 4,11 L50 

• POLl'I'ICAL TOLERANCE 

3a, PoL Sci. 1.36 1.29 1.40 1.31 

I Mass Media 1.72 1.49 1.64 1,32 

• RUCASE 1.31 1.16 1.47 1.29 

RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE 

I 
I 3b, PoL Sci. 1.74 lA8 1.70 1.54 

Mass Media 2.18 1.52 1.91 1.40 

• 
RUCASE 1.86 1.34 1.83 lA9 

I 

I 


• 
, 

Walt \\"hitman Center (25) Measuring Citiumship Project 
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i 

PRETEST POST TEST I 
Scale: Mean SD Mean SD I 
RACIAL TOLERANCE I

I I 

3<:•. Pol. Sci. 3.10 2.06 2.51 1.97 I 
Mass Media 3.65 1.94 3.17 1.92 I 

RUCASE 3.32 1.91 2.95 2.29 I 
I

TOLERANCE, SUMMARY I 
3a.- 3c. Pol. Sci .. 6.14 4.03 5.58 4.21 I 

Mass Media 7.59 4.06 . I6.70 3.92 

•IRUCASE 6.45 3.35 6.26 4.27 

GROUP CONTACT '1 
5. Pol. Set 43.20 6.73 42.06 5.01 I 

I
Mass Media 41.45 5.46 42.28 6.29 I

RUCASE 44.00 5.73 44.88 5.75 I I 

I
GROUP KNOWLEDGE 1 
6. PoI.Sei. 31.75 4.80 31.70 4.79 I 

IMass Media 31.21 5.19 31.21 5.05 I
RUCASE 32.49 3.74 32.67 4.24 I 

ILEADERSHIP ACTMTY I 
7. Pol. Sci. 14.66 3.96 14.79 3.71 I 

IM..sMedia 15.11 3.59 14.52 3.97 IRUCASE 15.73 3.73 16.07 3.68 I 
I 
! 
I 
I 

Welt Whitman Center (26) M....uring Citizenship Project I 
I 



I 

I 
 PRETEST POST TEST 

I Scale: Mean SD Mean SD 
I 

PARTICIPATION 

,9, Pol. Sci. 36,78 7,35 37.52 7.43I I 

I 

I I 
, 

Mass Media 35.25 6.10 36.17 6.76 

RUCASE 40,27 41.61I 7.02 7.83 

I RESPONSIBIUTY 

10. Pol. Sci. 54.73 8.01 55.67 7.91I Mass Media 54.87 7.07 55.86 7.47 

I RUCASE 57.79 57,986.77 6.62 

AGENCY OF OTIlERS 

I 
I 18. Pol. Sci. 13,27 2,14 13.34 2.17 

Mass Media 12,97 1.87 12,93 1.99 

RUCASE 13.59 12.98L80 2.11 

I AGENCY OF SELF 

I 19. Pol. Sci. 12,36 3.01 13.18 2.B7 

Mass Media 12.47 2.44 13.07 2.68 

I RUCASE 13.69 2.33 14,02 2.49 

CIVIC LEADERSHIP

I 2L Pol. Sci. 64.65 11.31 65.03 11.30 

I M..sMedi. 60.42 8.06 62,86 10.97 

RUCASE 61.77 68.229.78 10.24

I 

I 

I 


• Walt Whitman Center (27) Mea.uring Citizenwp Project. 
,;1' 



Selected ero••tabulations 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 

j table on each page is for the February 1994 administration of the questionnaire, 
and the second table i. for the second administration at the end of the semester in 
April 1994. All the variables have been recoded for th.setables. 
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fROPOSAJ FOR A PROJECT ON COMMUNITY AND SERVICE LEARNING 
as 'a Collaboration between the Walt Whitman Center for 

the Culture and Politics of Democracy (Rutgers 
university) and the Surdna Foundation 

Statement of General Philosophy and Ends; , 

Community has long been a central scholarly concern of 
schools and un1versitles but the university also iA al 

community and belongs to a community. It is thus an ideal 
setting;for a critical examination of the meaning and 
democratic significance of community as a working construct 
in modern America. For those who care about community 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 
community in its own structure and in its relationship to 
its social environment are of the first importance. How it 
teaches I it students community and democracy and how they 
experience them (or fail to experience them) both in the 
school and in the community to which their school belongs 
ought to be of concern to all Americans. 

I 
Within ~he university. sad to say, while community as a 
descriptive SOCiological term receives a great deal of 
attention, the university 4S-a community and as a part QL 
the communities to which it belongs has been neglected. That 
is to say, while the idea of community remains central to 
university life, the experience of community and its 
relevance to the democratiC life of America is largely 
marginalized in academic curricula and liberal education. 

I 

Yet traditionally colleges and univerSities were devoted to 
training young 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 in the eighteenth and 
nineteenth century. Indeed f the capacity of Americans to 
understand and live effectively in their several civic 
communities (local, regional and national) once was thought 
to come 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 tq act as experiential brokers beetween thought and 

I 
life; ~nstead they encourage a sharp division between 
reflection and experience, between the abstract learning 
environment of school and the Ureal world" of conununity (or 
work. business or commerce). When they do focus on the 
outside world, it is exclusively in terms of vocational 
tra1ning~ economic competition 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 schools!ft) 
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In recent years. higher education has once again begun to 
take seriously its mission as an explorer 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 'outreach' to the community, but usually they are 
reacting to the overvocat1onalization and 
overprofessionalization of education (corporate funding of 
academic research or education as job preparation. for 
example) and are using "community" only in the weakest sense 
(the outside world), Others insist that the particular 
nature of the academic community rules out an engagement I 
with the outside community (the 'ivory tower' model of 
liberal education). It is not clear that either set of 
critics has thought very much about the meaning of community Ior citizenship either within the university or outSide of 
it. This neglect endangers both education and democracy. 

INontheless, there is also a new movement in academe which 
has softened the sharp division between the school and its 
communal environs. This movement focuses on'community 
service and the problem of community membership and identity I 
for young people. Community service has long played an 
extra-curricular role in university life (Phillips Brooks 
House at Harvard or service fraternities, for example)/ but Ithe new emphasis tries to treat community service as an 
intrinsic feature of academic education ("service 
learning"), incorporating experiential service opportunities 
in the community outside of the university into the active I 
pedagogy of students. while at the same time regarding the 
university itself as a community as a significant mediator 
of education. From this perspective, pathologies once I 
diagnosed as purely pedagogical or personal are coming to be 
seen as pathologies of communities in crisis. Racism or 
substance abuse or suicide, traditionally viewed as isolated 
problems that reflected personal difficulties (e.g. t 

adolescent depression) or pedagoical failures (e.g., 
insufficient course 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 of a failure 
of community (the university!s, the town's or those of the I 
greater community supposedly embracing both). The new 
perspective compels educators to think about the meaning of 
community both within their institutions and in terms of the 
world beyond the ivy walls. I 
This new approach is anything but academic or exclusively 
theoretical. A number of higher education institutions have I 
instituted practical programs integrating service learning 
into academic curricula. Students in these institutions are 
being asked to consider community experientially both as the I 

I 

I 
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I 
setting for 	their education, and as the social environmentI within which they will lead their lives# The question of 
whether a community is egalitarian or hierarchical~ 
traditional or voluntaristic, jus~t or unjust, democratic or 

I 
I dominated, ceases to be an essay question on social science 

exams and becomes an indispensable challenge of how students 
live their lives. , 

Rutgers University has had three years of experience with 
its education-based conununity service program (!'CECL, n see 
Appendix. "status report"), and has offered over a dozenI 	 courses On three campuses and in a number of different 
departments and schools. With the leadership of the Whitman 
Center for the Culture and Politics of Democracy~ it hasI 	 developed a democratiC agenda around the integration of 
community service into liberal curricula. A number of other 
institutions, including Baylor University, StanfordI 	 University, the University of Minnesota (the Humphrey 
Institute's project Public Life), Spelman College, the 
National Service Secretariat and Campus Compact (whose chair 
is Stanford's [outgoing) President Donald Rennedy) haveI 	 experimented with their own programs of experiential 
education aimed at the cultivation of democratic community. 

I These programs share a dedication to the proposition that 
issues of community# citizenship and democracy (the pOlitics 
of self-governing communities) are central to the business

I of education~ and that such issues demand real experience in 
the greater community to which schools belong. Together they 
have the potential to yield a provisional model of education 
for community through community service learning and otherI 	 forms of community integration. The model is undergoing 
constant change and offers more questions than answers, but 
these questions move well beyond the usual academic agendaI about the -nature of community" and the hypothetical 
relationShip between citi~enship and community. Among the 
issues that arise from the community service learning

I project:and that we propose to address in our project are 
these: I 
~eading!QUestiQna;I 	 , 

1. ITO what extent are American colleges and 
universities genuinely interested in the kind of democratiCI 	 education and preparation for community life to which they 
give lip service? , 

2.!Can students learn the meaning and signficance of 

I 
I community in institutions that neglect both their own 

internai community life and their relationship to the 
communities (neighborhood. town, state and nation) which are 
their natural environment? 

I 

I 

I 




3. Can the dual goals of research and academic 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 experience community 
democratically (that is to say. participate in self ­
governing communities) in order to learn the meaning of 
democracy and the skills of democratic political 
participation? Must they be permitted to practice what their 
teachers preach? Is this possible in naturally hierarchical. 
authoritative universities? 

5. Does engagement in the community outside school of 
the kind made possible by community service 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 
universi ty? 

6. Do 'town-gown' tensions reflect the .collision of two 
incompatible forms of community? Is there a greater 
responsibility on one side or the other? Do community 
service programs help ameliorate such tensions? MOre 
generally, do education-based service programs contribute to 
the self-understanding of the communities they serve in the 
same way they (purportedly) contribute to students' own 
sense of community? 

7. Do students need to be "protected" and "sheltered" 
from the real communities they will eventually join - ­
communities often deformed by power, race, class, prejudice 
and other real-world problems likely to endanger their still 
tender souls? In other words, is it possible that community 
service will actually turn the young off to the 
possibilities of community by giving them too strong a dose 
of "reality" too soon'? If yes, can the educational dimension 
of service learning be employed to counter these pernicious 
effects? 

8. How can experience be integrated into learning in an 

environment which has traditionally polarized the two? 

(Prejudice rarely appears in classroom discussions of race, 

but these hardly means racism is dead on campus!) Will 

stUdents simply create two distinct cells into which they 

will put {into the first} their classroom readings, debates 

and reflections on community and (into the second) their 

experience of and real feelings about community. so that the 

two will never really meet. let alone marry or nurture one 

another'? 


9. What is the relationship of the "service" idea, so 
crucial to service learning, to the idea of community and 
the idea of democracy (self-governing community)? Is service I• 

• 1I 
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I 


about altruism or enlightened self-interest? About the 

I 
I person served or the person serving (or some amalgum)? If 

service is a way to teach students about community and 
citizenship, can it be a way to teach others, no longer in 
schOOl? How'? 

10. Does community service, especially in wealthier

I private Universities, foster a notion of ucommunity" as a 
place for the poor and di sadvantaged. who are served by the 
wealthy and advantaged -- a 'noblesse oblige' idea of 
service and a pejorative notion of community? If community 

I 
I means "problems!! and service means "solving them," are we 

really teaching the democratic lessons about community we 
want to? IWhat can be done about this: 

11. What is the difference between community 
generically understood and a democratic community! Are 
schools supposed to be "democratic communities lt ? If not, areI they appropriate places to teach democratic community? 

I 
. 

I 
, 

Project Goala.;. 

These and other related questions COMe.>,. easily and 
fluently:to those who have worked ln or with real serviceI 	 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 colleges have made with communityI 	 service learning through a project which would have among 
its goals: 

I 	 a) To raise, formulate systematically and begin to try to 
answer concrete questions of the kind noted above -­
questions that come out of real experience with serviceI 	 learning programs and questions of vital interest first of 
all to those wishing to develop similar programs, but also 
to educators. community organizers and policy-makers with 
community-building agendas.I 	 I 

I 
b) To draw lessons from those with community service and 
service learning experience that Can be used in constructing 
a flexible and multifaceted model of service-learning which 
would be'usable in a wide variety of sChool, college and 
university settings; and to desstminate that model through

I the edUcational community (and beyond to legislators 
interested in models of 'national service.' 'community 
service, ~ and 'alternative service,')

II 	 c) To offer a working definition (or working definitions) of 
community and of democratic community which would be of use 
to community organizers, educators, philanthropists, policy­I 	 makers and others actually engaged in ncommunity-building~. 
"community organization," and other forms of civic 
education. Sought-for definitions would be practical and

I 

I 
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I 
action-oriented, and thus of real use to those wishing to 
build community and not merely to those who study it. I 
d) To develop an objective measure for "civic community" and 
"de~ocratic citizenship" that would permit educatorsJ 
organizers and policy-makers to judge the efficacy of IspeCific 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-consciousness cannot really be I 
measured in any useful fashion. Institutions like Surdna and 
the Whitman Center devoted to nurturing community and 
citizenship are hard pressed to judge (other than in the I 
most intuitiVe and impressionistic ways) which among the 
programs they support are genuinely effective~ This in turn 
gives to all such efforts at transformation a 'soft' 
character that makes them seem unpersuasive to hard-headed I I

I 

social scientists and professional politicians. 

Project Elements; I 
To achieve these ends we propose the following specific 
program elements: I 

1) A TWO-PART NONCONVENTIONAL CONFERENCE: A carefully 
selected group of persons who have had direct e~perience 
with community service learning, including students. I 
profeSSional staff ana clients of organizations in the 
communities served, and faculty and adm1nstrators who have 
themselves participated in service learning programs, along I 
with a few experienced thinkers with community e~perience 
(Donald Eberly. the director of the National Service 
Secretariat, Amitai Etzioni. Director of The Responsive ICommunity (on whose board Benjamin Barber sit), David 
Mathews of Kettering and Harry Boyte, director of Project 
Public Life; for example} -- no more than a manageable two 
dozen in all# would be brought together twice over the I 
period of a year: the first time (November, 1992) to 
exchange information on program experience and raise and 
debate questions of the kind adumbrated above; the second I 
time (September, 1993), to develop a usable model of 
community service learning including a 'video element (see 
belOW) and also to examine the first stage of a "Measuring ICivic Community and Citiz.enship" test" to be de.veloped in 
the interim at the ~hitman Center. The gatherings would be 
working conferences with ample preparation prior to each; by 
involving the same people over eighteen months in a working I 
group and assuring an on-going commitment to the project, we 
might hope to have some cumulative impact. The two 
Conferences (each to be held over several days) would I 
include meetings in the community with participants in 
programs as well as their critics -- case workers. a mayor 
or councilmen, school principals¥ parents of children served 
by community service programs -- and thus quite literally I 

I 

I 




I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

take participants out into the community that would be the 
focus of !their' discussion. 

2) APARALLEL WHITMAN CENTER RESEARCH EFFORT: With a 
project director/research coordinator working under the 
guidance iof the Centerlg 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 ;research effort to act as a control on and impetus 
to the work of the conference group* Further, it would link 
this research to 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 conference adminstrator, and guarantee the ongoing imput 
of the Whitman Center into the process.

I 
3) A VIDEO-RECORDING PROGRAM: A project of this kind. 

would benefit enormously from documentation of the kind that 
a s:tmPle:but ongoing video project would afford. Service 
learning,projects~ involvement by students in the outside 
community~ the response of kids in mentoring programs Or 
clients in social welfare organizations served, classroom 
debates,;even our two Conferences would be video recorded , 
providing both ample archival and demonstration materials as 
well as the basis for a documentary which would become part 
of the H~odeln the project hopes to develop. Baylor 
UniverSity has made a short amateur video exploring its 
program.: and its raw virtues suggest how useful the medium 
can be. This part of the project would be coordinated with 
the Rutgers University Office of Television and Radio# which 
has cooperated with the Whitman Center in the past and has 
technica:l resources and equipment (at in-house rental fees) 
that cou'ld be used. 

I 
4) MEASURING CIVIC COMMUNITY AND CITIZENSHIP: The 

Whitman 'Center is already committed to developing usable 
understandings of and measures for community, democracy and 
citizenship defined as membership in democratiC communities 
(see appendix B). The conference working group should become 
integral; to this effort t which could in turn serve the 
working :group. Professor Jeffrey Smith, a measurement 
speciali'st and educational 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 
benefit ,in its proceedings by the development of hard and 
critical definitions and measures of cOrtUUWlity, citizenship 
and democracy: the working group could in turn be of 
enormous help through discussing, testing and criticizing 
the measuring and definition project output. 

A Key feature of this element is the acquisition, 
testing 'and usage of CONSENSUR, an electronic survey 
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instrument that permits complex responses from up to 100 
participants. and a device which would be a great asset to 
our project generally. (Note bene, much of the cost of 
Consensur is built into CECL and would in effect be 
available to this project for roughly 25% of its cost). 

These four program elements are to some degree 
separable -- the Conferences can be hived off and treated •independently from the other elements; we could hold a 
single meeting and try to maximize results from it; the 
measuring project could be done in stages~ with or without I 
CONSENSUR, the Whitman Research element can be downgraded so 
that we hire only a conference adminstrator, and so forth. 
But I believe much of the strength of the proposal lies in I 
its combination of forces and its concern with concrete 
payoff. A conference by itself is unlikely to issue in 
action, Campus Compact, COOL, The Responsive Community and IWINGSPREAD have held conferences on community service in 
which Whitman Staff (often the director) have participated 
(we ran the Campus Compact Northeast regional conference Ihere at Rutgers last spring)+ Conferences generate useful 
discussion, often serious, sometimes of a high caliber 
worthy of publication. But the conference format is by 
itself an academic invention focused on TALK, and its I 
usefulness by itself for action programs is limited (though 
not unimportant). The linkage proposed here between two 
product-oriented conferences, with ongoing collaboration in Ibetween and after. and the inclusion of the video project, 
an ongoing research commitment. the measuring citizenship 
project and the development and desstmination of a model of 
service learning, would not only concretize the work of the I 
Conference group but WOUld piggyback on (and give impetus 
to) the strongest program elements of the Whitman Center as 
presently constituted. It would also play to the strengths I
of both the Center's director, and of Rutgers University -­
as a public university committed to service learning as well 
as a strong presence in the larger communities of Newark, 
New Brunswick and Camden, and New Jersey. I 
Summary; 

The Whitman Center is a small. highly focused I 
institution; it tries to integrate its work and utilize all 
of its strengths on each of its projects. This collaboration 
with the Surdna Foundation is envisioned to take maximum I
advantage of its virtues. Surdna and the Whitman Center 
share a belief that the invigoration of our community 
structures is vital to the preservation of our democracy; Istudents who do not learn what it means to be citizens of a 
communitYI however well educated they may be, will 
ultimately fail both America and themselves. As a modest 
collaboration between a public university's leading Center I 
on 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 I
community in America. 

I 

I 
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. governing; to 'have rights we must 'be citizens. .In .the ' , 
:;"

end", only citizens can be free;:' I" I,: ( 
<,I· t, i' 

'\1,. , ,I, The roa~~to f::eedo.m':lies .then :thro:ugh~demo~tacy,' " 'J"; 	 ,:and. democracy means above all ·the "capacity of, c'ommon " 
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, " 'f .. ,1 Greeks 'call ~ that aets humankind apart ,front Ithel 
.. , .. ariimal 'kingdom a'nd Ibeetows On it the\\twin~;gi.f'ts,~ot (Je,lf-' 1 

·consciousness ,and,' othe~,;conGciousnEfss".: To , s~rong 
democrats,,, ,j:.he righ.t, ·Of. every inai.vidual to speak'to l 

others"to assert :the,.right of being:through.the act ofl 
1 c6mmunication, ~'ia' identified, ;.....ith, the' I'precioUst 


,w~ll:spring' of,.human autqho;ny an9 dignity. . . " 

; . Thus ,it, was in ancient Greece, ig~(if! . ,the 


: '\ ~univerBal' right 'to,speak,.in"the aSBembly,~,:,came t'o:'De,a.
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, in -each other's talk the consolation and; 'strength 'of,' , 
'the'ir common humanity.; '" • <' , ' 	 " 
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