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The relations between multiple contexts of influence and adolescents’ civic
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The purpose of the study was to understand how contexts interact to produce positive
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examined a nationally representative sample of 2,729 14-year-olds from 119 schools in
the United States. Access to the zip-codes for each school that participatestudyhe
enabled the connection between neighborhood characteristics and schoalslanis st
within schools.
Given the multifaceted nature of civic engagement, the current study cexlsider

context effects on four different aspects of civic engagement: civic knowledgertsuppo

for the rights of ethnic minorities, anticipated voting behavior, and anticipated



community participation. Predictors pertain to adolescents’ demographactstics,
political discourse with parents and peers, civic experiences in school, and the
demographic composition of the neighborhood.

Political discourse with parents was positively related to civic knowledge,
attitudes, and anticipated behavior, indicating the consistency with whichzatcoal
occurs in the home. Across the contexts examined, student measures of civenegper
in school (or civic learning opportunities) had the most consistently positiveonslaips
with students’ civic outcomes. Civic experiences in school include student confidence i
the effectiveness of school participation, perception of a classroom climais bpen
for discussion, and learning about ideal civic practices.

Interactions between the school and neighborhood contexts indicate that higher
levels of civic learning opportunities particularly make a differdocstudents attending
schools in impoverished neighborhoods, sometimes substantially improving their civic
outcomes. Schools, although implicated in the existence of a civic engagementgap, ha
the potential to narrow the gaps. Civic experiences in schools contribute to the
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civic engagement gaps between students of different demographic groups.



A MULTILEVEL ANALYSIS OF CONTEXT EFFECTS ON ADOLESCENT CIN
ENGAGEMENT: THE ROLE OF FAMILY, PEERS, SCHOOL, AND
NEIGHBORHOOD

By

Britt Wilkenfeld

Dissertation submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate School of the
University of Maryland, College Park, in partial fulfillment
of the requirements for the degree of
Doctor of Philosophy
2009

Advisory Committee:

Professor Judith Torney-Purta, Chair
Associate Professor Natasha Cabrera
Associate Professor Robert Croninger
Professor Daniel Hart

Professor Kathryn Wentzel



© Copyright by
Britt Skeens Wilkenfeld
2009



DEDICATION

To Gilad, for everything.



il
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

First and foremost | need to express my gratitude to Judith Torney-Purta, an
advisor, mentor, and incredible asset throughout my doctoral work. Judith provided
invaluable guidance, consistent encouragement, insightful advice, moral andhfinanc
support, and exposure to diverse people, situations, and ideas. Her intellect chedmat
and her kindness and generosity know no bounds.

| also want to thank the members of my dissertation committee for shaging t
extensive knowledge and demanding high standards. Natasha Cabrera encouraged
precision in conceptual and operational definitions. Bob Croninger pushed for technical
clarity, provided statistical guidance, and always ensured that | thonsehat was
meaningful. Dan Hart contributed his passion for at-risk adolescents and pushed me to
challenge the status quo, and Kathy Wentzel challenged me with difficutiannses
pertaining to theoretical foundations and assumptions.

| am also thankful for fellow graduate students and other members of thenHuma
Development faculty. My peers supported me in various ways, particulatty @eher,
Alaina Brenick, Niki Denmark, Carolyn Barber, Gary Homana, and Cam Richardson.
Melanie Killen and Allan Wigfield had confidence in my academic aéditind
supported my application for a graduate school fellowship, and Ann Battle fwaisch
and resource in more ways than can be recounted here.

Finally, thank you to my family and friends for their constant support throughout
this agonizing process. In particular | need to thank my husband Giladifay tare of
me, always exercising tolerance and understanding, and of course for his stdstanti

contributions to the final product.



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Y = 1S 3 2 ¥ X O U PPRR [
DEDICATION L.ttt bbbttt ettt e e e e e e aeeaeee e e e e e s s e nsabbbbbbeseeeeees ii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ..ottt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s nannnneeennees iii
LIST OF TABLES ... .ot e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e naa viii
LIST OF FIGURES ... .ottt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e sttt e e e e e e aaaaaaaeaeaaeassannnnnns iX
CHAPTER 1: INTFOQUCTION ...eeveiiiiiiiiiiie ettt e e e e e e e e e e e 1
P U DO S ... e e e e e e aaans 4
Adolescent CIVIC ENQAgEMENT.........uuuuuiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeee ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeaeneannn s 8
Outcomes Related to Civic ENQagement .........coooeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicee e 9
Demographic CharacCteriStiCS ..........uuuuuuiiiiiiiiee e eeee e e e e e e e e e e e eeees 10
(7o) 4|1 TSP PP UPPPPPRPN 12
Contexts Pertaining to Social Relationships............ccoovvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiee e, 13
FamMIlY .. 13
P IS .. 13
SCROOI CONLEXL..... e e e e eeeraanees 14
Neighborhood CONteXL..........ccoiiiiiiieeec e e e e 16
Interactions Between CONEEXES .......cooeiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 17
Theoretical Perspectives on Context Effects ..........cccceeeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiiiis 20
SUMIMBIY <.ttt e ettt e e e et ettt et e e et ettt e e e e e e et a e e e e eeeeba e e e eeeesbnn e aeeeensnnnneeas 21
RESEAICH QUESTIONS ... ..t e e e e e e e e e e e e ee b e 23
CHAPTER 2:Theoretical Framework and Review of the Literature...............cccccevvvvnenee 26
TheoretiCal FramMEWOTIK ............uuiiiiiiiiiiiieiiii e 26
ProXimal PrOCESSES ....vuuuiiiiiiiiie et e e e e 31
Processes Inherent in SChOOIS ... 31
Processes Inherent in Neighborhoods.............eceiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiieeeeiiiis 34
Comprehensive Model of Context EffectS..........cccevvviiiiiiiiiciiiie e, 36
(@4} ol = gTo =T [=T 0 0 T=T o | U URUPPPPPRTRTPPPRPI 38
Definition of CiVIC ENQAgEMENT .......cooiii i e e e e e e eeeaeeannees 38
Civic Engagement and Other Aspects of Positive Development.................... 39
CiVIC KNOWIEAQJE ...t e e e e e e e e e e e eeaaannnnes 40
Participation in CiViC ACHIVILIES ........cooiiiiiiiieiiiiiee e 40
0] 0] o= 1 o] 1SRRI 44
Demographic Characteristics Associated with Civic Engagement................. 45
Group Differences in Civic Knowledge ........cccceeveeiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeiiiiiinn, 45
Group Differences in Civic Behavior ... 46
1] ] o= 1 o] 1SRRI 51
CoNEXES Of INFIUBNCE .....ueeieei e 53
Role of Family @nd PEEIS .........uuuuueiiiiiii ettt e e e e e e e e e e eeeaenenees 53

FamMIlY .. 54



P IS e 61
The Role Of SCNOOIS........cooviiiii 65
Formal and Informal Aspects of the School Environment ................. 66
Inequalities in the School Environment.............ccccceeiiiiiiiiieiiiiiceeieiinns 70
School Demographic CharacteristiCS.........oouevveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 71
SUMMIAIY ..ttt e e e e et e e et e e e e e e e ean s 73
The Role of Neighborhoods...........coooo i 75
Neighborhood Social and Economic Characteristics...........cccccccvvvuee. 76
Neighborhood Racial Composition..............eeeiiiiiiiniiie s 78
SUMMIAIY ..ttt e et e et e et e e e e e e e e e e ean s 80
Interactions Between CONEEXES .......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 80
Multiple Contextual Influences on Civic Engagement....................... 80
Multiple Contextual Influences on Educational Outcomes................. 84
SUMMIAIY ¢ttt e et e e et e e et e e e e e e e en s 85
State of the Literature and Contribution of the Current Study.............ccoevviiiiiviininnnn. 86
Strengths of the Current LIterature ..o 87
Weaknesses of the Current Literature ...........oooovveeiiiiiiiiiiiiinneee e 88
Contribution of the Current Study ...........coooiiiiiiiiic e 89
CHAPTER 3: MethOdOIOQY ......cceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiei ettt e e e e e e e e e s 92
IEA Civic EQUCALION STUAY ......cccoe e e e e e e e e e e e eeees 92
[ FoT0d (o [ £ 11 T PRSPPI 92
RESEAICN DESIQN....iiiiiiiiiciee et e e e e e e e e e e e e aeaees 93
SAMPIING DESIGN ..t e e e e e e e e e e eeeearnee 95
Weighting ProCEeAUIE ........coeveiiiiiiiiiiee et a e 97
Instrument AdMINISIFAION .......cooiiiiii e 98
IMBASUIES ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e e e ennnn e e e e ennne 99
Outcome Variables for the Current Study ..o 100
CiVIC KNOWIEAQJE ...t e e e e 100
Support for Ethnic Minorities’ RIghtS ..., 102
Anticipated Voting BEhavior ..........cccooviiiiiiiiiiiiieees e 103
Anticipated Community Participation ..............ccceeeiiiniininiiiiiiiiieiiiinns 103
Predictor Variables for the Current Study ...........ccoovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 104
Student Demographic CharacteristiCS..........cceveveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienn 105
(€120 0 = SRR PPPPPPRRPPRPTPPPR 105
RACE. ... 105
IMMIGrant StAtUS..........ooevviiiiiiiieie e 106
SOCIOECONOMIC SEALUS .....ceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 106
Social Relationship MEaSUIES ...........uuueeiiiiiiiiieie e 107
Discuss political topics with parents. ...........cccceeevievveiiiinnnnnes 108
Discuss political topics with peers. ..........ccccevvvvvveeveviivincnnnn. 108
Time spent with peers in the evening ..........cccceeeeeiiiiiiiiininns 108
SCROOI MEASUIES ....ceviiiiiiieeeee ettt 109
Confidence in effectiveness of school participation............. 109
Openness of classroom climate for discussion ..................... 110
CIVIC CUITICUIUM L. 111

(€1=ToTo [ r=10] o] (ol {=To [[o] o TR 112



Vi

O T 01T 0 {1 L PSPPI 113
Conceptual and Operational Definitions of Neighborhoods.............c........... 114
U.S. Census Design and Instrument Administration ..............cccceevvvvvevinnn. 116
Census Measures for the Current Study.............ouvvviiiiiiiieei e 117
ANAIYEIC TECANIQUES ... e e e e e e e eeeeaenes 120
Preliminary ANAIYSES .......cooviiiiieeeeeicis st e e e e e e e e e 120
Univariate and Bivariate AnalySes. ... 120
FaCIOr ANAIYSES....ueeeeiiie e 121
Missing Data ANAIYSIS ......coevuuuiiiiiiiiee e 124
Multilevel Regression ANAIYSIS ........coovviiiiieeeeecere e 127
ANAIYEIC SrategY ....coeeiiieeiiieiier e 130
EffECT SIZES oo 137
SUMIMBIY <.ttt oottt e oo e ettt e e e e ettt s e e e eeeeba e e e eeeesaa e e eeaeesnnn e aeeeennnnnns 138
CHAPTER 4: RESUILS ..ottt e e e e e e e e e as 139
(@)Y Tl = gTo FoTo (=10 g =T o | A T o LR 139
HLM RESUIES ...ttt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e s beaeees 144
CIVIC KNOWIBAQGE ...t 144
Within-school Model ............cuuiiiiiiiiiiii e 144
Between-School MOdEl ..........ueeiiiiii e 149
FUITMOAEL ... 150
Interactions Between PrediCtors ...........ouuuuviviiiiiiinieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiieee 152
SUMMAIY «. ettt e e e e e e et e e e et e e e e e e eannns 155
Support for the Rights of Ethnic MINOIties ...........cooviiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 156
Within-school Model ...........c.cuuiiiiiiiiiiii e 159
Between-school MOdel ..........ueeiiiiii e 160
FUITMOAEL ... 161
Interactions Between PrediCtors ...........ouuuuvviiiiiiiinieee e 162
SUMMAIY «. ettt e e et e e e e e e e et e e e e e eennns 167
F N gL (o] o T=1e=To ANV o] (] o [P 167
Within-school Model ............uuiiiiiiiiiiii e 168
Between-school MOdel ..........ueeiiiii e 171
FUITIMOAEL ... 172
Interactions Between PrediCtors ............uuuuviviiiiiiinieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiiees 173
SUMMIATY «. ettt e e et e e et e e e et e e e e e eannns 180
Anticipated Community Participation ...............uuuuieiiiiniineeee e 180
Within-school Model ...........c.ccuuiiiiiiiiii e 183
Between-school MOdel ..........ueeiiii e 184
FUITIMOAEL ...t 185
Interactions Between PrediCtors ............uuuuviiiiiiiiinieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeiiiiees 186
Anticipated Community Participation with Latino as a Randomly-
VarYING SIOPE ..o 190
SUMMIAIY ettt e e e e e e e et e e e st e e e e e e eannns 194
SYNthesis Of HLM r@SUILS........cooooiiiiiiieee e 194

Variance EXPIaiNE .........oooo oo e e e e e e ———— 199



vii

CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION.....uttttiiiiaiiaaeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeetetttias s s s e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeesasssnaaaaaaeeeeaaaeaas 201
IMTAIN POINTS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeaesssaaa e e e eaeeeaeaaeeeeeeeenssnnnnes 202
Summary and Interpretation of FINAINGS .......uuueiiiiiiii e 203

Student Characteristics Associated with Civic OUICOMES .........ccceevvviieeeeeennn. 203
StUAENES’ GENUET ... 205
Y100 [T o £ ¥ Vo = SRR 209
American INdian............eeeiiiiii 210
11 = o = 210
ASIAN Lo 211
2] = o 211
LatiNO ..o 212
Patterns based on student race ...........ccccceeeeevvieeveeeiiiiiieenn 216
Students’ Immigrant StatusS............ooviiviiiiiiiiiiiii e 217
Students’ SOCIOECONOMIC StAtUS .........ccevevvviiiiiiiiiier e e e e e e ee e 218
Patterns Based on Student Demographic Characteristics ................. 219
Relation Between the Family Context and Civic Outcomes ............ccccce...... 220
Relation Between the Peer Context and Civic OUtCOMES...........ccceevvieereeeennn. 222
Relation Between the School Context and Civic Outcomes...............ccc....... 224
Civic Experiences in SChool ... 225
Student confidence in participation ..............cccceevvvevveviiinnnnnns 225
Open climate for diSCUSSION..........cccevviiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e 229
CIVIC CUTICUIUM e 231
Civic and Demographic Environment in School ..............cccceeennnes 233
Patterns of Findings in the School Context...........ccccceeiviiiiiieeeeennen.. 235
Relation Between the Neighborhood Context and Civic Outcomes............. 236
Neighborhood POVerty ... 236
Neighborhood Racial DIVEISItY ... 238
Neighborhood Foreign-born Residents..............uvviiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee, 239
SOUthErN REQION......ccoiiiiiiie e 242
Patterns of Findings in the Neighborhood Context........................... 243
Implications for Theory, Research, and PractiCe ............cccooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 244
Theoretical IMPlICALIONS .......vvieiiiieie e e e 244
Methodological IMPlCAtiONS ..........cooiiiiiiiiiei e 247
Application of the RESUILS............cuvueiiiiiiiiie e 249
Limitations Of the StUAY..........ooriiiii e 251
FULUIE RESEAICH ...eeeiii ittt e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeaeanannes 254
(@] o Tod 181570 o RO UPPPUPPPUPPPPPTTR 256
AP PENDIX A ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e an e 258
APPENDIX B ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e ettt ittt e e aaaaaaaaas 259
REFERENCES



viii

LIST OF TABLES
Table 1. Descriptive statistics of CIVED and Census variables 101
Table 2. Factor loadings of neighborhood measures 119
Table 3. Correlations among level-1 predictor and outcome variables 122
Table 4. Correlations among level-2 predictor variables 123
Table 5. Summary of procedure and decision rules for variables entered and 132
included in the multilevel models
Table 6. Mean scores on civic outcomes based on adolescents’ demographic 141
characteristics
Table 7. Multilevel model of students’ civic knowledge 145
Table 8. Multilevel model of students’ support of minority rights 157
Table 9. Multilevel model of students’ anticipated voting 169
Table 10. Multilevel model of students’ anticipated community participation 181
Table 11. Multilevel model of students’ anticipated community participation 191
with a random Latino slope
Table 12. Summary of multilevel models of context effects on adolescents’ 196
civic outcomes
Table Al. Descriptive statistics of original CIVED and Census variables 258
Table B1. Correlations among original CIVED variables 260

Table B2. Correlations among original Census variables 261



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure 1. Conceptual model for individual and context effects on adolescent 37
civic outcomes

Figure 2. Analytic model for level-1 and level-2 effects on adolescert civi 131
outcomes

Figure 3. Interaction between neighborhood poverty and school confidence in 153
participation on students’ civic knowledge

Figure 4. Interaction between neighborhood diversity and school climate on 154

students’ civic knowledge

Figure 5. Interaction between school SES and student confidence in participdi@

on students’ support of minority rights

Figure 6. Interaction between neighborhood poverty and student confidence in 164
participation on students’ support of minority rights

Figure 7. Interaction between neighborhood poverty and school SES on student 165
confidence-support minority rights slope

Figure 8. Interaction between neighborhood diversity and school SES on student 166
confidence-support minority rights slope

Figure 9. Interaction between neighborhood poverty and school civic curriculum 174
on students’ anticipated voting

Figure 10. Interaction between neighborhood foreign-born population and school 175
climate on students’ anticipated voting

Figure 11. Interaction between neighborhood foreign-born population and 176
student experience of an open climate on students’ anticipated voting

Figure 12. Interaction between neighborhood foreign-born population and school 178
climate on student experience of an open climate-anticipated voting slope

Figure 13. Interaction between Northeast region and peer discourse on studehit§
anticipated voting

Figure 14. Interaction between neighborhood poverty and school curriculum on 186
students’ anticipated community participation

Figure 15. Interaction between school SES and student gender on students’ 188
anticipated community participation
Figure 16. Interaction between school open climate and student gender on 188

students’ anticipated community participation

Figure 17. Interaction between Southern region and student civic curriculum on 189
students’ anticipated community participation

Figure 18. Interaction between neighborhood foreign-born population and student 190
civic curriculum on students’ anticipated community participation

Figure 19. Interaction between neighborhood racial diversity and Latino eghnit®3

on students’ anticipated community participation



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In a recent report on the 2006 National Civic and Political Health Survey,
researchers revealed that 58 percent of young people (15- to 25-yagey afe
disengaged from civic life and the majority cannot correctly answer bastangeabout
politics or current events (Lopez et al., 2006). Another repongrica’s Civic Health
Index: Broken Engagememtescribed the fractured state of the nation as evidenced by
lower participation in voluntary associations than in the past, decreasinm teash
other and in the government, and an increasing civic engagement gap based on
educational background. The few optimistic findings in the report pertain to thg stead
increase in youth volunteering since 1975 and the recent increase in politicaéact
such as voting and making political donations (National Conference on Citizenship,
2006). The message of the report is that most of the progress in recent years has bee
made by young people (18- to 25-years of age) and that a failure to convedrntisto
long lasting habits of civic engagement would be a missed opportunity. Successful
democracies require an engaged citizenry and American young people, thdugh stil
highly engaged, are becoming increasingly active participants.

Competencies for civic participation are important for all young people in the
same manner that competent citizens are important for successful deaso@adofi
Annan, former Secretary-General of the United Nations and Nobel Peacédrnieate,
stated, “No one is born a good citizen; no nation is born a democracy. Rather, both are
processes that continue to evolve over a lifetime.” If good citizens and derasdrath

evolve over time, then each requires considerable input and opportunity for improvement.



Such inputs include learning the rights and responsibilities of citizens, having ear
exposure to civic experiences, and understanding how to contribute to democratic
processes in society as a whole. Recognizing that preparedness for fagction
citizenship necessitates these inputs leads to the question of how well youngapeople
being prepared for informed and active civic participation. Additionally, what
environments or contexts are facilitating this preparation for sociakaess and civic
life?

The development of competencies, such as civic knowledge, democratic attitudes,
and participation in civic activities, requires educational and out-of-sckpetiences
that foster development. Multiple contexts can provide these experiences, including
families and peer groups, with whom most social interactions take placeshaadissand
neighborhoods where different kinds of civic activities take place. Parents caseprovi
models of civic behavior for adolescents by participating in organizations @dblnt
Hart, & Youniss, 2007), and peer groups can maintain norms that support participation
(Harell, Stolle, & Quintelier, 2008). Although research indicates that formahéomwinal
aspects of the school context are related to youth civic engagement (Nlemn&
1998), inequalities in civic learning opportunities in schools prevent youth from
disadvantaged backgrounds from being adequately prepared for citizenship gKahne
Middaugh, 2008). Likewise, insufficient civic opportunities and experiences in
disadvantaged neighborhoods are associated with inadequate preparation for civic
engagement (Atkins & Hart, 2003).

The irony is that it is the students in disadvantaged schools, and adolescents in

disadvantaged neighborhoods, who would benefit from being part of a more engaged



citizenry. Active citizens volunteer to improve their community, donate moneyraad t
to social and political causes, and vote for candidates who stand for policieswbahse
interests of particular groups of people. The interests of disadvantaged grelgss
likely to be met if group members are not active participants in civic anecpblit
processes. It is not clear whether different sections of the citizengaaing the
knowledge and experience necessary for civic engagement and empowermedt. Indee
groups that are the most socially and economically disadvantaged @aj.nvaorities
and those of low-socioeconomic status [SES]) have the lowest levelsokmowledge
and therefore are also politically disadvantaged (Delli Carpini & Keet8f;1tkus &
Weiss, 2007; Spring, Dietz, & Grimm, 2007).

In the current study | examine potential explanations for the disparities in
adolescent civic engagement. Specifically, with a comprehensive examiagtamily,
peer, school, and neighborhood contexts | assess the mechanisms by which caytexts m
facilitate or impede civic engagement. My explicit focus is on the rolehofods and
neighborhoods because schools are the context most amenable to change in policy and
practice. Yet schools do not operate free of outside influence. The literaturatertc
effects on adolescent civic engagement has failed to incorporate the school and
neighborhood context in a comprehensive investigation of youth civic engagement, even
though it is understood that characteristics of neighborhoods influence the schools within
their boundaries. Therefore, the current study evaluates how schools calizeapit
positive neighborhood influences, or protect against negative neighborhood influences

facilitate the development of civic competencies for all young people.



Purpose

The primary purpose of this study is to understand how multiple contexts of
influence interact to produce positive outcomes for adolescents in order foritioksgsf
to be applied for all young people, especially those deemed at risk for poor civic
outcomes. Not only is the engagement of citizens necessary for the sustgiafaili
democratic nation, but participation in civic activities is a key indicator ofipesi
development for the individual as well. A recent report issued by economists and
educational scientists stated that one of the eight goals of schools and youtp-ser
organizations should be readiness for citizenship and community responsibility
(Rothstein, Jacobsen, & Wilder, 2008). If citizenship and civic responsibility are
principal indicators of positive development then it is important to understand what
contexts and experiences are contributing to this aspect of development.

A necessary first step in this study was to describe the extent of the civi
engagement gap between adolescents of different demographic backgroundsigncludi
comparisons by gender, race, immigrant status, and socioeconomic stadusgsearch
has demonstrated that a range of demographic characteristics areedsathecivic
outcomes (Davila & Mora, 2007a; Lopez, 2003; Lopez et al., 2006; Lutkus & Weiss,
2007; Spring et al., 2007). However, most studies do not simultaneously examine key
demographic characteristics, which may contribute to misleading rdswitgh an
omitted variable bias. Including a comprehensive set of demographic chatiastalsn
enables an examination of which characteristics are related to whichcspatsbmes.

Additionally, research on engagement gaps often employs combined samples of

adolescents and young adults (e.g., Lopez, 2003; Lopez et al., 2006), thereby grouping



participants who are in distinctly separate developmental periods. Tleatcstudy
solely examines the civic engagement of adolescents, specifically tdtglsaso as to
avoid issues with age-related changes in the outcomes.

Research on the influence of demographic characteristics associdteivigit
outcomes has not considered other factors that could be related to the civic eamjagem
gap. For instance, the racial minority civic engagement gap found by ssegachers
may be evidence that minority youth have fewer opportunities to participeitdda
activities and that schools and neighborhoods are failing to provide such experiences
(Rothstein et al., 2008). For this reason, it is essential to examine the opportanities f
learning provided by different contexts to see if these factors are respdosittie civic
engagement gap. Therefore, the second step in this study involved an examination of the
role of four salient contexts of influence in the lives of adolescents. | examiriatl soc
interactions within close relationships with parents and peers, civiedetaperiences
and the overall civic environment in schools, and neighborhood structural chatiasteris
Prior research indicates that each of the investigated contexts isatesde@dih at least
one aspect of civic engagement (Andolina, Jenkins, Zukin, & Keeter, 2003; Atkins &
Hart, 2003; Baldi et al., 2001; Campbell, 2007; Da Silva, Sanson, Smart, & Toumbourou,
2004; Flanagan, Bowes, Jonsson, Csapo, & Sheblanova, 1998; Harell & Stolle, 2008;
Harell et al., 2008; Hart, Atkins, Markey, & Youniss, 2004; Hart & Fletcher, 2008;
Kahne & Sporte, 2008; Lay, 2006, 2007; Mclintosh et al., 2007; Niemi & Junn, 1998;
Theokas & Lerner, 2006; Torney-Purta, Barber, & Wilkenfeld, 2007; Vieno, Perkins,
Smith, & Santinello, 2005; Zaff, Malanchuk, Michelsen, & Eccles, 2003). However, prior

research has generally focused on one or two of the contexts, instead of examining



comprehensive model of youth civic engagement that includes predictorsliffoor a
contexts.

The third step in my investigation, and the primary purpose of the study, involved
examining interactions between adolescents and their environment, as widtagtions
between school and neighborhood contexts. Examining how youth are differentially
responsive to environmental influences can provide evidence for how adolescents
actively contribute to their own civic development. In the current state ateheguire,
studies usually do not distinguish whether there are aspects of the environmaré that
more beneficial for students of different demographic characteristicdu$trate, female
gender is generally related to higher instances of volunteerism. Howbeaeacteristics
or experiences provided by an environment (e.g., a school civics curriculuradirse:$
on teaching topics that relate to making societal contributions) may infltieatgpical
relationship between gender and volunteering, to the point where male volunteerism
surpasses females in schools with these specific civic experiencesniagawhether
the effects of adolescent demographic characteristics are constahgtbemthey vary
as a result of interactions with the environment (including school and neighborhood)
provides findings that are more informative and more meaningful for subgroups of
adolescents.

For examining interactions between contexts | focus on the contexts of school and
neighborhood. Both contexts have been found to be significantly related to adolescents’
civic engagement (Andolina et al., 2003; Atkins & Hart, 2003; Baldi et al., 2001;
Campbell, 2007; Flanagan et al., 1998; Harell & Stolle, 2008; Hart et al., 2004; Hart &

Fletcher, 2008; Lay, 2007; Mcintosh et al., 2007; Niemi & Junn, 1998; Theokas &



Lerner, 2006; Torney-Purta et al., 2007; Vieno et al., 2005), but the relations adlsociate
with each context rarely have been examined with respect to the other (with the
exceptions of Kahne & Sporte, 2008, and Lay, 2006). Studies that focus on neighborhood
effects on youth development disregard the importance of schools, just as studies that
focus on school effects disregard the importance of neighborhoods. Given the existence
of multiple systems of influence on young people (Bronfenbrenner, 1979), understanding
the complex interaction between these systems is essential for understamgsmme
adolescents experience better outcomes than others. Learning the spacécteristics,
practices, and processes of schools and neighborhoods that help or hinder diverse groups
of adolescents can inform as to best practices for enhancing civic eregadenyoung

people of a particular demographic background. Additionally, the use of a dat&sat wit
nationally representative sample will enable findings pertaining to scaodls

neighborhoods to be readily generalized to a range of locations in the United States.

In this study the relationships between individual, family, peer, school, and
neighborhood predictors and adolescent civic engagement are analyzed using data from
the U.S. sample of the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational
Achievement (IEA) Civic Education Study (Torney-Purta, Lehmann, @sWaSchulz,

2001). The Civic Education Study (CIVED) is a survey and test of 14-year-olds who
were in ninth grade in 1999, focusing on their civic knowledge, attitudes, and behavior.
Utilizing a large dataset with a sample that is nationally representaiables findings to

be generalized to the national population of ninth graders, and using advanced btatistica
techniques enables the proper examination of students within schools and students

between schools. The following sections provide the conceptualization of civic



engagement used in the current study, including its contribution to positive development,
association with characteristics of individuals, and susceptibility to theendéuof
different contexts.
Adolescent Civic Engagement

For the purpose of the current study, civic engagement is a broad term that
encompasses civic knowledge, skills, attitudes, and participation. Civic knowledge ofte
refers to the comprehension of facts pertaining to domestic and internatico/ asl
government (Rubin, 2007), as well as fundamental democratic principles (Tornay-Purt
2002). Civic skills involve monitoring news and current events as well as intagpreti
public and political communication (Mcintosh et al., 2007; Torney-Purta, 2002). Civic
attitudes pertain to beliefs about democratic societies, including the nghts a
responsibilities of the government and members of society. Finally, civicipation or
civic behavior refers to formal and informal involvement in political and civic
institutions, including activities such as voting, volunteering, and attendingtiagdoli
rally. Although each is a distinct aspect of civic engagement, they ardraéeelated.
For instance, higher civic knowledge is associated with more democratidestand
more active participation (Galston, 2001). Individually, aspects of civiagargent are
seen as indicators of positive development because each is reflective oinaal atta
competency; for instance participation in civic activities reflects amast in and
capability of being a functioning member of society. Additionally, aspeatwiof

engagement are related to positive outcomes in other areas of development.



Outcomes Related to Civic Engagement

Civic engagement is related to positive outcomes in multiple domains, including:
academic achievement in multiple subjects, obtaining a college d&greiéa(& Mora,
2007Db), higher intrinsic work values, higher value placed on the importance of
community participation (Johnson, Beebe, Mortimer, & Snyder, 1998), more democratic
attitudes, including supporting the rights of immigrants (Torney-Purta, Wélaér&

Barber, 2008), voting in elections (Hart, Donnelly, Youniss, & Atkins, 2007), and lower
instances of bullying, fighting, and substance use (Vieno, Nation, Perkins, & Santinel
2007).

Most of the research on the effects of civic engagement has looked at outcomes
related to adolescent participation in volunteer work (primarily becauséé mast
accessible form of participation for youth). Volunteerism in adolescencated¢o
more socially responsible attitudes and fewer problem behaviors (Zaff & ahel
2002). Longitudinal studies show that adolescents who participate in community service
during high school have relatively larger gains in academic achievemen élkaly
to earn a college degree (Davila & Mora, 2007b), and have higher rates of voting and
volunteering in their adult life (Hart et al., 2007). In a longitudinal study, Reinddrs a
Youniss (2006) found that community service in which youth interacted directly with
people in need was related to higher intentions to vote, work on a political campaign, and
boycott a product. Service also was indirectly related to increases intsfugdf-
awareness and helping behavior. Lastly, volunteering students have highecintoirks
values (such as autonomy, responsibility, and skill acquisition) and higher vatad pla

on the importance of career (Johnson et al., 1998).
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These studies illustrate that civic engagement is associated with positoenes
in several domains. The main limitation of this line of research is thahalfesf the
studies employ city- or region-specific samples, which limits the gkzegvgity of the
findings. However, the connections found between civic engagement and positive
outcomes in other aspects of development have important implications. The implicati
is that youth who are not civically engaged may also be at a disadvantagas of
developing these other positive outcomes. In the subsequent section | will describe
characteristics of civically engaged and disengaged youth in orderettaasevhich
youth are receiving such benefits, and which youth are not.

Demographic Characteristics

Characteristics of adolescents are related to civic outcomes thatendicat
preparedness for functioning citizenship and are positively related todetelopmental
outcomes. According to National Assessment of Education Progress (NAEEY, scor
white and Asian students score higher on tests of civic knowledge than black, Latino, and
American Indian students. Although no gender differences are evident in BRAEES,
higher parental education and family income are both associated with higher ci
knowledge (Lutkus & Weiss, 2007). Mclintosh et al. (2007) confirmed that students from
high-income families have higher civic knowledge, and also found that malessurpa
females in civic knowledge. Considering immigrant status, in comparison to Latino
native-born youth, Latino immigrants have higher civic content knowledge but lower
civic skills (Torney-Purta, Barber, & Wilkenfeld, 2006).

Similar findings exist for youth participation in civic behavior. Adolescents from

disadvantaged circumstances (i.e., living at or below 200 percent of the poverty line)
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report lower levels of current volunteerism, as well as lower intentionstioipate in
future volunteer work and to vote once eligible (Spring et al., 2007). Other work finds
that Latino youth are least likely to think that voting is an important actwid that they
can solve problems in their community (Lopez, 2003).

More recent findinggndicate that racial disparities in the civic engagement of
adolescents and young adults have become inverted, and that it is white young people
who are not active participants (Lopez et al., 2006). Based on a sample of 15- to 25-year-
olds, black young people are most likely to vote on a regular basis, belong tolpolitica
groups, donate money to political parties, and outwardly display political buttons or
signs. Asian young people are most likely to volunteer on a regular basis, work to solve
community problems, sign petitions, contact officials, and participate in boycditsod a
are most likely to protest while white young people have the highest intentions to be
active members of a group and to participate in a charity-walk (Lozdz 2006).

These studies and others indicate differential rates of civic knowledge and
participation based on demographic characteristics, though the findings basedaoe race
inconsistent. The most recent study found that the engagement gap has reversed and
white young people are now less engaged. The divergent findings masitheeadtto
differences in the current political context in comparison to earlier stuégglitionally,
the sample includes young adults (compared to other studies that contain samples
consisting solely of adolescents), and it is possible that age-related £ivange
participation are involved in the racial differences.

Identifying group differences is the first step in addressing inequalitieivic

engagement. However, most of the research described here merely indicatesténee
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of group differences in civic engagement without looking at characteristics a
experiences beyond demographics that could explain the engagement gap. Irettie curr
study | examine group differences in civic outcomes, paying particulatiatte¢o

gender, race, socioeconomic status, and immigrant status. After lookimyat gr
differences in adolescent civic engagement | consider additional chisstecgeand
experiences that could explain the existence of an engagement gap.

Another contribution of my study is the age group of interest. Some of the studies
reviewed here have focused on older adolescents or young adults, or have grouped them
together as if age was not an independent predictor of outcomes. Given that development
is cumulative and experiences build on each other, group differences in civic engageme
at 14 years of age would be indicative of early inequities in civic engagemesé The
differences would likely be exacerbated over time. In the current sexgntine the
civic engagement of 14-year-olds, which may provide more insight as to the initial
appearance of an engagement gap.

Context

Individual demographic characteristics are related to civic engagetnengh
the direction and magnitude of the relationship varies between studies, and youth who are
not civically engaged are at a disadvantage for developing positive outcomesmemult
domains. The next reasonable line of inquiry is to examine contexts that aed telat
civic engagement in order to assess whether specific experiences within, and
characteristics of, different contexts are related to the civic engageap. The four
contexts of interest in the current study are the family, the peer grouphta, smd the

neighborhood. Research examining how these four contexts are related to adolescent
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civic engagement is briefly summarized here, a detailed description oftadghss
presented in Chapter 2.

Contexts Pertaining to Social Relationships
Family

Parent characteristics and practices may influence adolescemtsiuicomes
through the modeling of civic behaviors and discussion of current events, socis| issue
and political topics. Youth with parents who volunteer are more likely to volunteer
themselves (Hart et al., 2004) as well as be active in a group, vote, followspoliti
boycott products, and sign a petition (Andolina et al., 2003). The association between
parental behavior and youth civic participation is also evident over time (Zff e
2003).

Young people from homes with frequent political discussion have higher levels of
civic involvement (Andolina et al., 2003) and civic knowledge. Not only does more
frequent youth-parent discourse relate to increases in youth civic knowleddes but t
relationship is enhanced if parents have higher civic knowledge (Mclintosh et al., 2007)
Knowledge seems to be conveyed from parent to child, with higher parental knowledge
predicting higher youth knowledge (Hart et al., 2004; Mcintosh et al., 2007).

Peers

Social practices within peer groups, and specific social interactiongneinds,
predict many aspects of adolescent development including civic engageiaeng
friends who participate in volunteer or political activities is related todnigtientions to
participate in community-related and politically-related activitierencouragement to

participate in such activities is an especially strong predictor of agolssbehavioral
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intentions (Da Silva et al., 2004). Having peers that are supportive and commungcative i
related to civic activism and volunteering (Zaff et al., 2003) and more freqsenssdion

of politics or public issues with friends predicts higher participation in civicites

(Harell et al., 2008).

Studies on the role of social relationships provide some indication as to how
parents and peers are related to civic engagement. Mechanisms includegnodiel
attitudes and behaviors, providing support and encouragement, and providing
opportunities to discuss political topics. Youth-parent discourse and youth-peerskscour
seem to be particularly beneficial, probably because of the adolescenes act
participation and construction of knowledge. Unfortunately, these studies fadriore
whether the family and peer contexts interact with other contexts to inélyeunth
engagement. These studies also have weaknesses pertaining to measwseagnt is
which will be discussed in Chapter 2.

School Context

Schools play an important role in contributing to the civic knowledge and
engagement of young people. Studying political topics in the classroom andipgreei
classroom climate that is open for discussion predict higher civic knowledge and voting
intentions (Torney-Purta et al., 2007). As expected, taking civics cousseis atlated to
higher civic knowledge (Lay, 2006; Niemi & Junn, 1998).

However, opportunities to learn through formal curriculum and the informal civic
environment are not available for all students in all schools. Grave discrepaxstan
the availability of such opportunities for diverse groups of students, with vihdergs

and students from high-SES backgrounds receiving more civic learning oppestumit
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formal and informal settings (Kahne & Middaugh, 2008). One line of researchteslic
that the gap in civic behavior between Latino and non-Latino students is reduced
significantly when differences in school civic opportunities, such as stuggirgal

topics, are taken into account (Torney-Purta et al., 2007). Findings on schoglsaune
provision of opportunities for the civic development of all American youth indicate that
schools are contributing to the civic engagement gap. However, the more important
implication is that schools have the potential to reduce the civic engagempdmetgveen
different groups of students.

In addition to the civic learning opportunities and environment in schools, there
are other contextual factors that relate to civic engagement, such as schogiagdmae
characteristics. School characteristics that predict lower civic laumeglinclude
exceptionally small or exceptionally large school size and higher proportichsdeints
eligible for free lunch (Baldi et al., 2001). Within the normal range of school, sizesd|
school size has been found to relate to higher youth participation in community,service
while large school size predicts lower participation in school-relatedtesgisuch as
sports and clubs (Lay, 2007).

Although research on adolescent civic engagement has examined the influence of
distal contexts such as the school district, state, and nation (e.g., Campbell, 20@T; H
al., 2004; Torney-Purta et al., 2008), there has been limited examination of the next
proximal context—the neighborhood in which the school is located. According to Jencks
and Mayer (1990), the neighborhood in which the school is located may have a
considerable influence on all aspects of schooling. Oxley (2000) contends that schools

are complex social systems that are influenced by occurrences and cinaasmstehin
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and outside their walls. Just as individual students should be considered within the
contexts of schools, schools should be considered within the contexts of their own
systems of influence. In the current study | examine the person-in-cantéxte school
within the context of its surrounding neighborhood.
Neighborhood Context

Research indicates that social and economic characteristics of neighdsorhoo
relate to adolescents’ civic outcomes. In neighborhoods with college-educatisohts,
employed males, and adult mentors, adolescents have a stronger orientation toward
service (Theokas & Lerner, 2006). Neighborhoods with a disproportionately large
population of young people contain adolescents with lower civic knowledge but higher
participation in volunteer work (Hart et al., 2004). The proportion of young people in a
neighborhood and the poverty rate interact to further influence youth voluntearing. |
low-poverty neighborhoods, a high proportion of youth predicts higher instances of
volunteerism, while in high-poverty neighborhoods a high-youth population predicts
lower adolescent volunteering (Hart et al., 2004). Other research confirngsuitain
high-poverty urban neighborhoods report lower participation in community service
(Atkins & Hart, 2003).

Neighborhood racial diversity also is related to youth volunteering, but theé effec
differs. In racially diverse neighborhoods characterized by a black oroL@ajority,
higher diversity predicts higher youth volunteering. Conversely, in predonyirvainite
neighborhoods, youth volunteer less as diversity increases (Hart & Fletcher, B8

findings provide evidence that neighborhood racial diversity is related to negsitve c
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outcomes only under some conditions, and also indicates the importance of considering
multiple aspects of the neighborhood context.

Several studies that examine neighborhood effects do not use appropriate
statistical techniques to account for the nested nature of the data (thessaeneccurs
with the research on school effects). The current study utilizes multiyrelssion
techniques that control for issues associated with single-levelisatisthniques.

The observed association between neighborhood characteristics and civic
knowledge and participation may be indicative of a contextual influence on schools’
ability to recruit qualified educators (Connell & Halpern-Felsher, 1997 k3eadlayer,
1990), staff turnover, and the diversion of resources from educational programs to
security measures (Elliott et al., 2006). However, the neighborhood context nay affe
other experiences, including interactions with teachers and opportunities tgppptatic
stimulating out-of-class activities. Schools in disadvantaged commungigsvorsen the
existing social inequities for their students; underqualified teacherggoatk
instructional materials, and insufficient academic and social experieraesontribute
to civic alienation (Fine, Burns, Payne, & Torre, 2004). Instead, schools coutdaser
locations for youth to organize, collaborate with peers and adults, and develop civically
(Balsano, 2005). These examples are just a few of the ways in which the school and
neighborhood contexts may interact to influence adolescent development.

Interactions Between Contexts

As mentioned previously, and indicated in this brief review, there are multiple

systems of influence on the civic engagement of adolescents. However, feag studi

examine multiple contexts, and even fewer examine the interaction between those
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contexts. The most notable limitation of the literature on context effectsubin gwic
engagement is the failure of nearly all of the studies to examine multipltspraed to
examine how the contexts interact for a compounded influence on youth. There are two
notable exceptions, discussed further below.

Kahne and Sporte (2008) examined how multiple contexts were related to
adolescents’ commitment to civic participation in a Chicago-based sampés et
graders. Students who discussed current events and politics with their parents, whose
peers supported their academic achievement, and who reported higher instaocie$ of s
capital in their neighborhood had higher civic commitments. Feeling a senserdibgl
in the school and access to civic learning opportunities were both related tora highe
commitment to civic participation. The school context variables attenuated theepos
influence of the family and neighborhood context variables. Although this study
appropriately considered the role of multiple contexts, the findings are ardyadjieable
to high-minority, low-income settings.

The second study examined the role of multiple contexts, and more specifically
the interaction between variables from multiple contexts, in a sample oftstdiasm
Maryland and Virginia. Lay (2006) considered how political knowledge was influenced
by student characteristics, the frequency of political discussion withyfand friends,
number of civics courses taken, and the population density and poverty level in the
neighborhood surrounding the school.

Lay (2006) found two interactions. In the first interaction, low-SES students
generally had lower political knowledge, but neighborhood urbanicity moderated the

relationship. In comparison to low-SES youth in non-urban areas, low-SES youth in
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urban areas had lower civic knowledge. However, adding the predictor of political
discussion reduced the cross-level interaction to non-significance. Low-&dentst still
had lower political knowledge, but the relation was not affected by the neighborhood
characteristic.

In the second interaction, Lay (2006) reported that more frequent political
discussion with family and friends was related to higher levels of polkicakledge.

This relationship was not as strong in urban areas, but was particularlyistfogiy-

poverty neighborhoods, indicating that political discussions with others had an enhanced
benefit on knowledge in impoverished neighborhoods. Note that this study is the only
study to examine the school’s neighborhood rather than the neighborhood of the
adolescent’'s home residence.

While this study provides evidence for the importance of including multiple
contexts to further understand the relation between demographic variables and civic
outcomes, the measures are not very strong and the sample is restrictadi¢alarpa
geographic area. In the current study, more process-related measuegamined and
the sample is not limited to a specific city or region.

In this section | have presented the emerging literature on the influence of
multiple contexts on adolescent civic engagement. Only two studies includedrall f
contexts considered to be important for civic outcomes, and only one of those studies
deliberately examined interactions between contexts. When examining adblesc
development it is important to consider several contexts of influence, including the
manner in which those contexts are related to each other. Adolescent development is

simultaneously influenced by individual cognition and characteristics, assiblka
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support systems of families, peers, schools, and neighborhoods (Feinstein & Peck, 2008).
Including multiple contexts in an investigation of adolescent developmentjalpt®e
interaction between those contexts, can provide very rich and informative findings.
Theoretical Perspectives on Context Effects

It is apparent from the research discussed here that there are numerousasfluenc
on the civic engagement of adolescents, including characteristics of tescais
themselves, their civic experiences in school, at home, and with peers, and okaicacte
of the school and neighborhood contexts. To explain the nature of these contextual
influences, | utilize Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theanyi
examination of context effects on youth civic engagement. According to thisttbalore
perspective, it is the interactions between multiple systems of influenm@ximal and
distal environments, that affect adolescent outcomes. Not only do these systems (al
termed contexts) interact with each other, but the individual has a bidirectional
relationship with each system, meaning that individuals play a significanhrible
effect their environment has on them. It is the relationships between adoleswknts
contexts of civic influence that | am investigating in the current st@ye of the assets
of using an ecological approach is that it does not merely involve examiningesguatiti
characteristics of individuals or systems. Rather, the interaction betmdteidluials and
systems is the most important focus (Kelly, Ryan, Altman, & Stelzner, 2000).

Although ecological systems theory is inclusive of all contexts of influence, by

nature it also contains a lack of specificity about the processes that are itdsgonghe

! To be precise, | am not examining the bidirectiorure of relations between adolescents and their
environment. | am examining whether the relatioetsvieen adolescent demographic characteristicshend t
outcomes are at all influenced by measures ofdibéeacent’s environment. An interaction existhd tole

of context varies depending upon aspects of thigithuhl adolescent.
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contextual influences. Therefore, | employ concepts from relatedekeo order to
identify specific processes by which contexts of influence are deflatadolescents’ civic
outcomes. | draw from Lave and Wenger’'s (2002) model of situated learning to
understand the manner in which schools and the environment within schools may affect
individual students. To further understand the processes involved in neighborhood
effects, including the social influence of parents and peers, | incorporagpt®nc
proposed by Jencks and Mayer (1990). The incorporation of concepts from these theories
contributes to a more comprehensive model on the nature of context effects.
Summary

It is well-established that civic engagement, including its cognitive,
psychological, and behavioral components, is an indicator of positive development for
adolescents. Additionally, civic engagement is related to the development of other
positive outcomes during adolescence and continuing into adulthood. What is less evident
is the nature of contextual influences, especially of school and neighborhood, including
how characteristics of these contexts may differentially benefit (or)hzarticular
groups of students. This study is not only an investigation into the influence of multiple
contexts, but it also speaks to the broader issue of inequality in preparation for civic
engagement. Indeed, if a civic engagement gap exists in the United &atesposed by
other researchers, it is essential to first understand the nature of thedyapcand to
develop strategies and policies to narrow the gap. Any gap in civic engagsm@ad¢htaat
to the ideals on which a democracy is based (Levinson, 2007), including representation

for all members of a society and equal opportunities for success and achievement
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In the current study | examine contextual influences on four outcomes pertaining
to adolescents’ civic knowledge, attitudes, and anticipated behaviors. The reasons f
selecting a range of civic outcomes are twofold. First, civic engageisia multifaceted
construct including civic knowledge and understanding, democratic values, andantent f
active participation. Given that certain aspects of engagement may hes/eatience for
particular groups of people, it is important to examine multiple ways in wiiechgy
people may be civically engaged. Second, each context may affecsaspaeic
engagement differently (e.g., school practices having a stronger retaknowledge
than behavior), therefore it is more useful in deriving policy and practicecaipins to
consider multiple civic outcomes. The outcomes examined include: civic knowledge,
support for the rights of ethnic minorities, anticipated voting behavior, and atddtipa
participation in community and service activities. In order to understand theecompl
interplay of multiple contexts | include predictors that pertain to the individual
adolescent, the family, peers, the school, and the neighborhood in which the school is
located.

| am incorporating a range of predictors and civic outcomes in an effort to
delineate the specific role that schools and neighborhoods have in preparing young
people for different aspects of civic life. The primary goal is to understandd¢ioool
and neighborhood characteristics interact with each other (and with individual
characteristics) in order to make informed recommendations for how schoatgsaid
curricula can facilitate the development of positive civic outcomes forsdivgroups of
students. Contextual influences on youth civic engagement will be addressed ad outline

by the research questions that follow.
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Research Questions

1. How are individual demographic characteristics and civic-relevant erpese

(with parents and peers and in school) related to adolescents’ civic knowledge,

attitudes, and behavior?

a. To what extent are student gender, race, socioeconomic status, and

immigrant status related to each civic outcome? Is the relation between
each demographic characteristic and the civic outcome constant or does it
vary between schools?

To what extent are student confidence in school participation, perception
of open classroom climate, experiences learning civic topics, experiences
discussing politics with their parents, experiences discussing politics wit
their peers, and time spent with peers related to each civic outcome? Is the
relation between each civic-relevant experience and the civic outcome

constant or does it vary between schools?

2. How are the demographic characteristics and civic environments of schools

related to adolescents’ civic knowledge, attitudes, and behavior?

a. To what extent are school demographics, such as average student

b.

socioeconomic status, related to each civic outcome?

To what extent is the civic environment of schools, including average
level of confidence in school participation, average perception of open
classroom climate, and average reports of school curriculum, related to

each civic outcome?
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c. To what extent are the demographic characteristics and civic environments
of schools associated with the strength of the relationship between
individual demographic characteristics and each civic outcome?

d. To what extent are the demographic characteristics and civic environments
of schools associated with the strength of the relationship between
individuals’ civic-relevant experiences and each civic outcome?

3. How are structural characteristics of neighborhoods related to adotsueiat
knowledge, attitudes, and behavior?

a. To what extent are neighborhood characteristics, including affluence,
poverty, racial diversity, and immigrant population, related to each civic
outcome?

b. To what extent are neighborhood characteristics associated with the
strength of the relationship between individual demographic
characteristics and each civic outcome?

c. To what extent are neighborhood characteristics associated with the
strength of the relationship between individuals’ civic-relevant
experiences and each civic outcome?

d. To what extent do neighborhood characteristics interact with the
demographic characteristics and civic environment of schools for a
moderated relation with each civic outcome?

These questions are addressed using a series of hierarchical linear mioidals, w
allow for a precise estimate of individual-level and school-level “effeart adolescent

civic engagement. Separate analyses are conducted for civic knowledget grppor
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ethnic minorities’ rights, anticipated voting, and anticipated communitycpaation.

The predictor variables in these analyses include adolescent gendesE&cand
immigrant status; adolescents’ political discourse with parents andgektsne spent
with peers; adolescents’ civic experiences in school and civic topicedeachool
composition related to average SES, and average civic environment and cutricula i
schools; and neighborhood affluence, poverty, and composition based on race and
foreign-born residents. Further discussion of this study’s methodology isae se

Chapter 3.
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CHAPTER 2

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

In the current study | examine contextual influences on the civic engagement of
14-year-olds. | am interested in the association between social relatiomstigrsilies
and peer groups), social environments in which young people spend much of their time
(schools and neighborhoods), and adolescent civic engagement. The other subject of
interest is whether these influences are uniform for different groups of subheatder
to formulate the study it is important first to discuss theories that explainhese t
contexts can have an influence and second, to review research that examinestghe effe
of each context.

This chapter starts with an introduction of a theoretical framework that will be
used to justify and interpret context effects. Next, | define civic emgagieand describe
specific aspects of this construct. Then | describe how civic engagemelates! to
other positive outcomes and report demographic characteristics typicaityadsd with
engagement. | will then summarize research on the association beanekest peers,
schools, neighborhoods, and youth civic outcomes, including brief mention of research
on other youth outcomes that considers the interaction between contexts. | conttiude wi
a summary and critique of the reviewed literature and a statement of thbudmnirto
be made by this study.

Theoretical Framework

The idea that human development is dynamic and influenced by processes and

mechanisms in multiple contexts is consistent with many theoreticalopssiin

particular, ecological systems theory posits that individuals leargramdas a result of
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multiple interacting systems of influence (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 2005). Inb&rscti
between persons, processes, and institutions occur in the individual’s proximal dnd dista
environments. A specific aspect of this theoretical perspective is Bronfemiie (1989)
person-process-context model. According to this model, “developmental outaodnes a
processes vary as a joint function of the characteristics of the person and of the
environment” (Bronfenbrenner, 1989, p. 200). Otherwise stated, outcomes vary as a
function of characteristics of the person as well as their family, peer grcupgl, and
neighborhood. In addition to aspects of the developing person and systems of influence,
the proximal processes inherent in these systems affect the personigpderdl

In addition to the ongoing interaction between the individual and the systems (or
contexts) of influence, the systems also are interdependent. Indeed, develgspment
affected by the direct influence of each context, as well as the indiresnoés of distal
systems operating through more proximal systems. The nested systems ofdgeac
model include the individual’s microsystem, mesosystem, exosystem, and rsgarosy

The system that is most proximal to the adolescent isittr®systemThe
microsystem includes individuals and societal institutions that directhactteith youth
through interpersonal relationships and patterns of activity (Bronfenbrenner, 1989).
Because of their proximity to the individual, components of the microsystentlylirec
affect development. Different aspects of the microsystem environmenbeagesalient
depending on the age of the individual. For young children, the family and home have the
largest influence, but as children age and explore their surroundings they experienc

additional influences, including school, peers, and the surrounding community. The
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influence of each context may change over time, especially given addedtiotes with
other contexts.

In the current study, all four contexts are deemed part of the adolescent’s
microsystem. Bronfenbrenner (1986) originally posited that the neighborhood was a
distal environment that only had an effect through proximal people and institutions.
Therefore, the neighborhood was placed in the exosystem and deemed to influence the
adolescent primarily through the influence on the family. However, exterrsiganch on
neighborhood effects on adolescent development indicates that the neighborhood directly
influences development in multiple domains (as reviewed in Wilkenfeld, 2007). Just as
characteristics of parents and family processes influence develophemaiteristics of
neighborhoods and patterns of activity influence adolescents. Consistent with current
research, the neighborhood will be examined as a microsystem component in the
adolescent’s ecological environment. Whether this assumption is approplidie wi
revealed by findings of direct and indirect effects (direct effecisating a microsystem
setting, indirect effects indicating an exosystem setting) and withbsited at the
conclusion of the study.

The interactions between individuals and settings of the microsystem make up the
adolescent’snesosysterfBronfenbrenner, 1989). In the mesosystem, relationships
between multiple settings have the potential for an additional influence on devetopme
For example, the connection between school and neighborhood contexts can contribute to
adolescent development, in addition to each context’s individual contribution.
Relationships in the mesosystem can foster development through increased support and

interaction among relevant individuals and settings, therefore problems aawlaeis
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these connections are not forged. Insufficient connections between micrasgatem

lead to an impoverished mesosystem, in which the potential positive contributions of
microsystem relationships to development are essentially lost (Muuss, 1996). For
example, a strong connection between the school and neighborhood benefits students
because community members may volunteer at the school or monitor adolescents as the
leave school each day. Likewise, schools that are connected to the local neighborhood
may coordinate service-learning programs to increase student involventaat in t
community, or work-study programs that allow students to earn school credit for part
time employment. The linkage between the two contexts benefits students because
increases their access to resources and exposure to adult role models. Goaviadel

of connection between school and neighborhood might discourage community members
from helping out at the school and make it harder for students to work or volunteer in the
community. An additional potential problem in the mesosystem occurs when
microsystems endorse values or behavior that conflict either with each ottién thre

larger macrosystem (Muuss, 1996).

Theexosystemlso involves the interaction between individuals and settings,
however only one component of the relationship is from the adolescent’s micrasystem
Since a necessary requirement for being contained in the exosystenoisetiohthe
aspects is not in a person’s microsystem, the influence of relationships arssesdce
the exosystem on development is indirect (Bronfenbrenner, 1989). One frequently
mentioned exosystem is the connection between an adolescent’s parents andt$ie pare
workplace. Although young people would not directly interact with their parent® plac

of work, it is likely that parents’ participation in or interaction with their jakxfsas the
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amount of time spent at work and the physical and psychological effort expenddxd wil
relevant to their child’s development. Also included in the exosystem are local school
boards, community groups, and any institution that indirectly affects adotes@ublic
policies that affect youth, often through their school and families, can be found in the
exosystem. Policy examples include local policies on the proportion of tax revenue
allocated to schools and state policies regarding the maximum income levetitats

to receive free lunch at school.

The most remote system of influence on adolescent development is the
macrosystemTlhe macrosystem includes the overarching patterns of beliefs and pgractice
that characterize the broader social context and frame other systemseafaafl
Although the effect is indirect, these larger societal processes peraflestages and
domains of development because they are by definition a “societal blueprint”
(Bronfenbrenner, 1989, p. 228).

Bronfenbrenner’s (1979, 1986, 1989, 2005) ecological systems theory has
influenced research and theory in human development and has served as the foundation
for social policies that benefit children and adolescents (Weisner, 2008). The principl
that people develop within the context of multiple influences enhances our understanding
of human development. However, the theory is almost too inclusive in that it
encompasses each and every system of influence and any possible interaggen bet
those systems. Every single influence and every single interaction cannblyposs
tested at the same time, therefore, the theory can never really be dispomrast,
research can examine a few characteristics or processes from g¢aoh@mfluence to

get an estimate of how they collectively contribute to development.
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Another limitation of a theory that is inclusive of all influential contegthat, by
nature, the theory contains a lack of specificity. Although theories that éocthe
dynamic interactions between multiple systems of influence are more compénced,
and balanced than developmental theories that are unidimensional in their exptaofti
development (Lerner, Wertlieb, & Jacobs, 2005), it is important to examine specific
processes within those systems. It is the processes that more fulindagolv multiple
systems influence development.

Although proximal processes are a key concept in ecological systems theory
Bronfenbrenner was not always explicit in his description of such processedoidere
to enhance understanding of the mechanisms by which persons and institutions in
multiple settings influence development, | incorporate concepts proposecdthychess
who examine processes within specific contexts. Concepts from Lave angéN¥eng
(2002) model of situated learning can be used to explain the manner in which schools,
especially the environment within schools, affect individual students. | alee uti
concepts from Jencks and Mayer (1990), who examined mechanisms for neighborhood
effects, including aspects of interactions with family members and peé¢he following
section | describe these concepts, including how their incorporation in the curdgnt st
can inform our understanding of how contexts, and processes inherent in the contexts,
influence development.

Proximal Processes

Processes Inherent in Schools

Lave and Wenger (2002) proposed a model of situated learning in which learning

is discussed in terms of social participation rather than the more common comoépti
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academic learning. Specifically, children and adolescents are agtivelyed in the
practices and processes of social communities that have common goals. Through
involvement in these social communities, terrmethmunities of practi¢ce/outh
construct individual identities, find meaning, and learn skills as they relate $pehiic
communities (Kirkup, 2002; Wenger, 1998).

Participation in communities of practice involves learning through social
participation, rather than isolated learning in classrooms. In this model, coti@muni
refer to relationships and practices within groups of people rather than geographi
location. The school is a community of practice that is particularly relévantic
engagement. Schools, through their curricula, teaching practices, and espleeially
environment, communicate and exemplify the value of civic knowledge and engagement.
Wenger asserted that in schools, “in spite of curriculum, discipline, and extrorthg
learning that is most personally transformative turns out to be the learnimgvitiaes
membership in these communities of practice” (Wenger, 1998, p. 6). A discussion of the
four components of the situated learning model will clarify which specificgsses in
the school community may facilitate civic development.

There are four components that characterize social practices andspsoces
learning: community, identity, meaning, and pract@emmunityinvolves “learning as
belonging,” through being part of a specific school, family, or peer group (Kirkup, 2002;
Wenger, 1998). Through processes involved in belonging to a school community, youth
learn that participation in the school itself is worthwhile and that process&s lae

valued and maintained. Adolescents may translate this sense of belongingijoapiart
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in civic life and an understanding that belonging to larger groups, such as a nation’s
citizenry, also is important and worthwhile.

Identity pertains to “learning as becoming;” both becoming an individual and
becoming part of the group. One develops his or her own identity in the context of a
community of practice through common ideals and experiences (Kirkup, 2002; Wenger,
1998). The acquisition of shared histories and goals facilitates the development of a
social and personal identity. If adolescents are to create civic idernltitough learning
they must learn about group members’ perspectives on civic topics, relate toupg’ g
goals, and identify with the civic culture and practices of the group.

Meaninginvolves “learning as experience;” or developing individual and
collective skills and knowledge through discourse and experiences (Kirkup, 2002;
Wenger, 1998). Communities of practice convey the meaning of various experiences,
which relates to the manner in which schools can make meaning out of civic engageme
Within schools, students, teachers, and administrators construct experiences. Such
experiences include practices labeled as “democratic,” the communicbétiituales
toward social and political issues, and the discussion of the impact that individuals can
have on society. Discourse and actual experience are vital to civic devetppnse
often the informal aspects of school-based citizenship education that contribaesto m
meaningful civic understanding.

Practiceenables students, through “learning as doing,” to make the transition
from observation to action. This involves actual engagement with community astivitie
and processes (Kirkup, 2002; Wenger, 1998). In terms of civic engagement, pragtice ma

be the most important component. Youth need to participate in school processes and
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activities that pertain to civic engagement, such as participation in student gexsernm

and other school-sponsored activities (e.g., newspaper, sports, and clubs). Threeigh the
activities, students contribute to the maintenance of the school community and hopefully
infer how they can contribute to the maintenance of the larger society.

The model of situated learning complements ecological systems theansbetf
the focus on learning as group-based processes and experiences. It is sproce
inherent in schools and neighborhoods in which | am particularly interested.

Processes Inherent in Neighborhoods

Researchers have proposed that there are processes within neighborhoods that
promote positive outcomes for community members, such as cohesion, integration, social
control, and shared community values (Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997; Sampson
& Groves, 1989). Of course, there are also processes proposed to impede positive
outcomes, such as social disorganization (Shaw & McKay, 1942), isolation, fiveffec
social resources, and constraints in job opportunities (Wilson, 1987).

Jencks and Mayer (1990) proposed five possible mechanisms by which
neighborhoods influence development, two of which are particularly relevant to the
current studyCollective socializatiompertains to social control in the neighborhood and
the home with adults serving as role models for positive and negative behavior. Adults
serve as role models by modeling attitudes and behaviors for young peopléither
intent or implicitly. Positive attitudes and behaviors modeled by adults include bghavi
in accordance with conventional values and being employed, while negativesmodel
include social deviance, unemployment, and crime (Wilson, 1987). In a similarheein, t

contagionmechanism refers to the transmittable and self-reinforcing naturerof pee
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norms and behaviors within groups. Just as adults model attitudes and behavior that are
prevalent in the neighborhood, peers serve as models for positive and negative attitudes
and behavior.

The other mechanisms by which neighborhoods may have an influence pertain to
resources in the neighborhood: the accessibilitpgiftutional resourcesnay affect
development though youth interactions with community structure and organizations,
including the availability of opportunities (e.g., high quality schools) versks fe.g.,
abandoned buildingsgpompetitionover limited resources, and feelinggelative
deprivationwhen comparing oneself to other residents of the neighborhood (Jencks &
Mayer, 1990).

The collective socialization and contagion processes are most relevant to the
current study because of the implication that neighborhood effects on adolesents’
engagement operate through interpersonal influences. In neighborhoods widerdges
are politically aware, participate in organized community groups, and viesv Civi
participation as a right and a responsibility, youth will be exposed to the kinds of
experiences that enhance civic development. This exposure, and the modeling of civic
attitudes and behavior, occurs throughout the neighborhood, in the home with family
members, and through interactions with peers.

Torney-Purta (1995) described how socialization processes, particularly in
relation to political socialization, occur through interactions with parentpees.
Adolescents start with cognitive structures (based on prior experience, tablogi
development, and several other factors), but cognition is changed through exposure to

new ideas or perspectives, reading about political topics, and discussion ofliidica
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social issues. Through social relationships, adolescents participate olldhem@tive
construction of knowledge; meaning that cognitive structures are createdasnd
when young people interact with others. Of course, some will not change and will
continue to serve as the lens through which new information is interpreted. Téerefor
political socialization processes are not imposed onto young people, butymattieare
active participants in the construction of their political knowledge, ideadsyalues.

The mechanisms proposed by Jencks and Mayer (1990) provide specific
processes that may account for the different ways in which neighborhood etistiast
relate to civic engagement. The concepts | have taken from this model, antddrom t
model of situated learning, provide more specific explanations for contexfiuehces
on adolescent development.

Comprehensive Model of Context Effects

Utilizing ecological systems theory as the broad foundation for my stadhg |
draw concepts from related theories to inform as to the specific natcoatektual
influences. The model | have developed for the complex interactions betweertakslies
and multiple systems of influence is depicted in Figure 1 (note that this fepnesents
a conceptual model and an analytic model is depicted in Chapter 3). As indicated by the
model, the demographic characteristics of individuals and their experiencbsatssare
expected to be directly related to their civic outcomes. Additionally, thextsrde
relationships with others, the school, and the neighborhood are hypothesized to have
direct effects on youth civic outcomes. However, the school and neighborhood
environments are expected to interact with each other, and to interact withetsties

of individual students, for additional effects on youth civic engagement.



Figure 1.Conceptual model for individual and context effects on adolescent civic outcomes

(direct effects are indicated by solid paths, interactive effects amaiadiby dashed colored paths)
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Civic Engagement
Definition of Civic Engagement
Youniss et al. (2002) propose that a broad definition of civic competence allows
for an investigation into the continuum of formal and informal engagement and
knowledge. Additionally, a broad definition is supported by empirical data in that
different aspects are often found to be interrelated. Different forms agengent are
highly correlated when examined concurrently (Galston, 2001; Torney-Purta et al,, 2001)
and early civic engagement predicts continued engagement later in litee{ldar 2007).
Civic competence includes “an understanding of how government functions, and the
acquisition of behaviors that allow citizens to participate in government and perm
individuals to meet, discuss, and collaborate to promote their interests within a
framework of democratic principles” (Youniss et al., 2002, p. 124).
In the current study, adolescents’ civic engagement signifies thir ci
competence (terms used interchangeably by other researchers) andaabdity
functioning members of society. Civic engagement includes civic knowledge skills,
civic attitudes, and civic participation. Civic knowledge involves the comprehension of
facts pertaining to domestic and international history and government (Rubin, 2007), as
well as fundamental democratic principles (Torney-Purta, 2002). Civic knowbdtdge
is assessed by asking students to complete a series of test items onyésdustury, the
functioning of the government, and current political figures. Related to civicledge;
and sometimes even a subcategory of knowledge, is civic skills. In comparison to
knowledge of specific content, civic skills represent an ability to apply knowledge. Fo

instance, civic skills can be used to interpret political communication (T &aeg;
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2002) and public communication (Mcintosh et al., 2007). In most cases civic knowledge
would enhance the effectiveness of civic skills, and the exercise of civicvsaillsl
increase knowledge.

Civic knowledge is related to civic attitudes and civic participation in thathighe
knowledge is associated with more democratic attitudes and more activeoptatici
(Galston, 2001). Civic attitudes pertain to beliefs about democratic societladjngc
the rights and responsibilities of the government and members of society. Civic
participation, or civic behavior, is often what researchers are interested us&décs the
most obvious civic outcome for a citizen, especially for adults. Civic beha¥us ite
formal and informal involvement in political and civic institutions, including atiisi
such as voting, volunteering, and attending a political rally.

| have described how there are distinct aspects of civic engagement, but also how
they are interrelated. Often, the components of civic engagement areceitieéated or
predictive of each other (though this is not always the case, partly depending upon the
analysis). Individually, each is seen as an indicator of positive developnoawniskeat is
reflective of the successful acquisition of knowledge and skills, as welleseshin and
capability of being a functioning member of society. In addition, aspectsiof
engagement are related to positive outcomes in other developmental domains.

Civic Engagement and Other Aspects of Positive Development

Many studies have examined how adolescents’ civic engagement id telate
other aspects of positive development, including social-justice oriented attindles
behaviors, psychological functioning, and educational achievement and attainment. Thi

research provides evidence that civic engagement, in addition to being a positive
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outcome, is related to the development of other positive outcomes (controlling for
confounding factors such as family income and education). Specific exaanples
illustrated throughout the review.
Civic Knowledge

The IEA Civic Education Study, conducted in 1999 in 28 countries, tested and
surveyed 90,000 14-year-olds for measures of civic knowledge, attitudes, and behavior.
In every participating country, student civic knowledge (based on a 38-ismssasent)
predicted their expectations of future voting behavior (Torney-Purta et al., A001)er
analyses of the international dataset (limited to 27 of the participating iesyntigher
civic knowledge was linked to more positive attitudes toward the rights of irantggr
and stronger support for the importance of social-justice related citizgyastippation
(Torney-Purta et al., 2008).
Participation in Civic Activities

Most of the research on the association between civic engagement and other
positive outcomes has focused on youth participation in volunteer work. This aspect of
civic participation seems an appropriate focus given that communityipatitn is the
most accessible form of civic engagement for young people, and youth volunteasism
been steadily increasing (Lopez et al., 2006; National Conference on Citize2G06).
The constant increase in youth volunteering may be attributed to the nature of voluntee
work, which is that it inherently provides models for positive behavior. Young people
also could be frustrated with other aspects of civic participation that do not provide

immediate feedback or reinforcement (such as sending letters toghdditiders).
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Regardless of the reason, volunteering is a common activity for younge @eapl
therefore is the outcome of interest for many studies.

Utilizing a representative community sample in St. Paul, Minnesota, Johnson et
al. (1998) examined the precursors and long-term effects of volunteering for In@60 ni
grade students. Students with higher grades, educational plans and aspirations, and
intrinsic motivation in the ninth grade were more likely to volunteer later im $tbool.

For students who volunteered at any point throughout high school, by senior year they
had higher intrinsic work values (such as autonomy, responsibility, and skilseicon)j
higher value placed on the importance of, and higher value placed on participation as a
citizen in the community. This study’s contribution is that it looks at the development
nature of civic engagement, indicating how volunteering is related to positive @stcom
years later. However, the findings must be interpreted in light of the location ofidlye s
and only can be generalized to that particular city.

In another longitudinal study in one geographic location, Reinders and Youniss
(2006) examined how the community service experiences of 600 eleventh graders
predicted their civic engagement one year later. Note that the sarhiplgad to
students attending two affluent Catholic high schools in the Washington, DC suburbs.
Students were mandated to participate in community service, but could selettpehat
of service (e.g., coaching or mentoring, environmental work, or physical labor).
Community service in which youth directly interacted with people in need wasdéta
subsequent intentions to vote, participate in volunteer work, work on a political
campaign, and boycott a product. Participating in service in which adolescentbydir

interacted with persons in need also was associated with increases in saelents’
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awareness and helping behavior. The finding that the context in which service occur
predicts what students gain from the experience illustrates how aspects of the
environment may influence cognition and behavior.

Other longitudinal studies have employed large-scale datasets to exenwine
civic engagement in high school is related to positive outcomes later inHeéestrength
of these studies is that, unless the analytic sample differs from the fipllesam
important characteristics (e.g., gender or race), the findings can bralgeukto the U.S.
population. Davila and Mora (2007b) utilized data from the National Educational
Longitudinal Study (NELS) to examine whether participation in communityceori
student government was related to the academic outcomes of over 15,000 students. NELS
is a five-wave longitudinal study, occurring from 1988 to 2000. In 1988 the students were
in eighth grade (n = 25,000) and by 2000 most had been out of high school for eight
years. Indeed, participation in community service and high school student government
both predicted academic achievement in three of four subjects (mathentatiose sand
history, but not reading). Although mandatory and voluntary community service both
predicted academic progress, the relation between voluntary service arespnugs
slightly larger. In terms of long-term associations with youth civgagement,
participation in mandatory community service, voluntary community serviceheight
grade student government, and high school student government all were relatedrto highe
odds of graduating from college (all of these findings are controlling for student
demographics including SES).

Also using NELS data, Hart et al. (2007) examined the enduring (or long-term)

relations between civic knowledge, community service participation, and partinipa
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extracurricular activities in adolescence with civic participation rtyealulthood.
Examining how civic engagement and knowledge in twelfth grade (wave three of the
study; 1992) predicted civic outcomes eight years later (wave five; 2000), brbeght t
sample to over 12,000 cases with available data. The analyses revealed lasiong rela
for four outcomes pertaining to voting and volunteering behavior.

Civic knowledge in twelfth grade and participation in any kind of community
service (voluntary, required, or a mix of the two) predicted later voting behavior In loca
and national elections. Voting in national elections also was predicted by high school
involvement in any kind of youth activity, including student government, sports, and
clubs (Hart et al., 2007).

Twelfth grade participation in any kind of activity, but especially agddein an
instrumental activity (such as student government or newspaper), pangipaa mix
of voluntary and required service, and frequency of service all were positivetpredif
volunteering in a civic or community service organization as an adult. Additionally,
almost all twelfth grade civic predictors were positively related to venetbmeone
volunteered in a youth organization eight years later. Although small in magrdivde
knowledge was a negative predictor (Hart et al., 2007). It is interesting\tat ci
knowledge was a positive predictor of voting in local and national elections, did not
predict volunteering in a community service organization, and was a negativeqredi
volunteering in a youth organization. At some point, knowledgeable high-school students
become more interested in formal civic participation (voting) than informat&spe

participation (volunteering).
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Not only do civically-participative students have higher rates of positive
outcomes, but they also exhibit lower levels of negative outcomes. A study on over 7,000
sixth-, eighth-, and tenth-grade students in Italy examined the manner in wwinich c
participation was associated with youth problem behavior (Vieno et al., 2007). Civic
participation was defined as participating in an organization; however in thysistuas
more accurately described as participation in a religious organizatiorssfage groups,
students who were involved with an organization one to four days a week reported
significantly lower instances of bullying, getting into fights, and substase¢han
students who were involved less than one day a week. The fact that these students wer
primarily participating in a religious organization is one explanation for ine levels
of problem behavior. However, the findings also suggest that organizationalpgadici
is somehow related to the suppression of negative behaviors. As with many of the studies
conducted in the U.S., this particular study is limited to one region in Italy (and the
authors note the affluence of the region).

Across these studies, civic knowledge and civic participation predict positive
outcomes in several domains (as well as lower levels of negative outcome®)atiba r
is not always constant, meaning that every aspect of civic engagemenmecessarily
associated with every positive outcome, which provides support for the proposition that
civic engagement is by nature multidimensional.
Implications

The connection between civic engagement and positive outcomes in other aspects
of development indicates that youth who are not civically engaged atbsaidyantage

in terms of developing these other positive outcomes. Of course it can be argued tha
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youth who are already expected to have more positive outcomes (such as youth wit
highly-educated parents) may self select into civic activities. Mewas these studies
indicate (by holding the effect of demographic characteristics congpanticipation in a
range of civic activities predicts positive outcomes across all typesuafypeople.
Though fewer than half of the studies reviewed are nationally representative, the
implication of the findings is that those who do not participate are less likelgtior@c
the same benefits as the actively engaged youth. In the subsequent seititideskcribe
characteristics of civically engaged and disengaged youth in orderettaasevhich
youth are receiving such benefits, and which youth are not. These findings sii@e as
basis for a later discussion on contexts that may be accountable for thesackter
Demographic Characteristics Associated with Civic Engagement

As previously discussed, different aspects of civic engagement indicate
preparedness for functioning citizenship and are related to other measwesesks
Here | provide evidence that adolescents display different levels of cizicras, based
on their demographic characteristics, indicating disparate preparednesgfbiec
Group Differences in Civic Knowledge

One outcome that is particularly important (for reasons already discissadg
knowledge. The U.S. Department of Education recently tested the civic knowledge of
fourth, eighth, and twelfth graders through the 2006 National Assessment of Education
Progress. The NAEP is a measure of the achievement of children and adolescents
multiple subject domains, and findings based on the assessment scores can beeggenerali

to the U.S. population.
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NAEP civics scores for eighth-grade students indicate that white aad Asi
students score higher on tests of civic knowledge (average scores of 161 and 154,
respectively) than black, Latino, and American Indian students (averags s€di33,

131, and 127, respectively), though it should be noted that scores have increased since
1998 for all racial groups. Higher parental education and family income were both
associated with higher civic knowledge, but there were no gender differentiess(&
Weiss, 2007).

Although not the main focus of the research, many studies utilizing large-scal
datasets find group differences in civic knowledge (these studies and thsuragare
detailed in a later section). Researchers have found that students fremcoigie
families have higher civic knowledge (MclIntosh et al., 2007), while femadsds, and
black youth have lower civic knowledge (Atkins & Hart, 2003). However, in another
study the racial gaps in civic knowledge were not significant when phoanta
knowledge was taken into account (Hart et al., 2004). Considering immigrant status,
Torney-Purta et al. (2006) reported that, in comparison to Latino native-born youth,
Latino immigrants had higher civic content knowledge but lower civic skills.

Group Differences in Civic Behavior

In accordance with the literature on group differences in civic knowledge, gaps
are prevalent in youth participation in civic behavior. The Corporation for National and
Community Service (CNCS) conducted a large study on the civic attitudes and behavior
of approximately 3,200 12- to 18-year-olds nationwide. Results from the 2005 Youth
Volunteering and Civic Engagement Survey indicate the existence obhdass-

related engagement gap. Civic outcomes differed for youth from disadvantaged
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circumstances (youth were considered disadvantaged if they lived at or below 200
percent of the poverty line) and non-disadvantaged youth. Black, Latino, and immigra
youth were overrepresented in the disadvantaged group, as were young people whose
parents had a high school education or less. Disadvantaged, or low-income, youth
reported lower levels of current volunteerism, as well as lower intentionsti@pzde in
future volunteer work and to vote once eligible (Spring et al., 2007). It is unclgaheh
researchers only reported differences based on whether youth lived below tttg pove
line when additional demographic characteristics could have been examined. Althoug
there is brief mention of the proportion of students in each group, based on race,
immigrant status, and parental education, these characteristics were stgated
specifically for a relation to civic outcomes.

Certainly a portion of the disparities in civic outcomes between low-income and
other youth is related to opportunity structures. In their families, low-iecgyath
essentially do not have as many models for civic engagement. According to@& CN
data, while 44 percent of other young people had a parent who volunteers, only 27
percent of low-income youth had a volunteering parent. Pertaining to the school, 31
percent of low-income youth had participated in school-based community service or
service-learning and 35 percent participated in school clubs or youth gnogpsitiast,
among other young people, 40 percent had participated in service and 53 percent
participated in clubs or groups (Spring et al., 2007). Of course, low-income parents als
have insufficient opportunity structures, which is described by Delli Carpini apteK

(1996).
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Davila and Mora (2007a) examined group differences in adolescents’ civic
participation with a focus on the demographic characteristics of gender and race
Utilizing data from the 1988-1992 NELS (with a sample of 15,340 high-school students
the researchers found that female adolescents had higher participasan caemunity
service and student government than males. Considering race, Asian students had the
highest rates of both types of civic participation, followed by white, black, ambLat
students. Since this sample is nationally representative the findings havemport
implications regarding the groups of students who should be targeted for programs
aiming to increase student activity involvement. Therefore, it is uncleathehy
examined characteristics were limited to gender and race. Gender anfieacae
predictors of adolescent outcomes, but so are parental income and education,sas well a
immigrant status. Including a comprehensive set of demographic chatadexsiould
enable an examination of which characteristics were most important fdr aditicomes.

Utilizing data from the 2002 CIRCLE Council for Excellence in Government
National Youth Survey and the 1972-2000 Current Population Survey (CPS), Lopez
(2003) focused on the civic behavior of Latino youth and adults. The CIRCLE survey
involved 1,500 15- to 25-year olds, while the Current Population Survey is a national
survey of adults of all ages. In the CIRCLE data, Latino youth were ledsttlikieelieve
that voting is an important activity and to think they could solve problems in their
community. Unfortunately, numbers were not given for different age groups,ingveal
the researcher’s assumption that 15-year-olds and 25-year-olds have lidetieta

about voting because of their Latino ethnicity.
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The finding that Latino young people tended to devalue the importance of voting
is mirrored by CPS statistics depicting that Latino young people 18ye&8 of age
have shown a steady decline in voter turnout. However, voter turnout is different for
subgroups of Latinos. Lopez (2003) reported that, in the 2000 national election, black 18-
to 30-year-olds had the highest voter turnout (50.4 percent), followed closely by Cuba
Americans (50.1 percent). White young people had the next highest voter turnout (48.7
percent) and then the figures drop off drastically for Latinos of other origingdingl
Central Americans (39.2 percent), Mexicans (32.7 percent), and Puerto Ricans (31.7
percent).

In a more recent study, Lopez et al. (2006) found that the racial disparity in the
civic engagement of adolescents and young adults has reversed that thatygtesentl
white young people who are civically inactive. The researchers hie&D06 National
Civic and Political Health Survey (CPHS), which contains a nationallgseptative
sample of 1,700 15- to 25-year-olds. Again, only race was examined and alppatfci
were grouped together regardless of age. In accordance with Lopez’s (8A0®/)s,
black young people were the most active participants. They were the mostdikelg
on a regular basis (for those 20 years and older), belong to political groups, donate m
to political parties, and outwardly display political buttons or signs. Asian 15-ye&5
olds were most likely to volunteer on a regular basis, work to solve community problems,
sign petitions, contact officials, and participate in boycotts. Latinos wese likely to
protest and whites reported the highest intentions to be active members of a graup and t

participate in a charity-walk (Lopez et al., 2006).
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The studies reviewed here indicate differential rates of civic knowledge and
participation based on demographic characteristics, though the findings basesl ane rac
inconsistent. The more recent studies found that the engagement gap has reversed and
white young people are now less engaged. However, these samples incingeagults
(compared to other studies that contain samples consisting solely of adolescehitsis
possible that age-related changes in participation are involved in the reianties.

The latest figures also may be indicative of researchers inquiring abenge of
activities, rather than limiting surveys to questions about volunteering and voting.
Finally, the change in civic participation by racial group may be attdietsocial and
political factors, such as increasing visibility of black leaders in the gguortthe rise in
immigration and therefore immigration reform.

Regardless of the apparent or attenuated group differences in civieeregagit
is reassuring to know that successful interventions can improve civic outcomkis for a
young people. Indeed, there is a completely separate line of research @aodtigted
by political science academics and educators) on intervening to enhance civic
engagement. For instance, McDevitt and Chaffee (2000) conducted an intervention that
involved an interactive civics curriculum with approximately 450 fifth- througgifth-
grade students in San Jose, California. The intervention increased studentsil politic
communication behaviors, including increased attention to television news and
newspapers, and increased levels of parent-student political discourse. The iotervent
had enhanced benefits for low-SES youth, serving to reduce the gap in political
communication behaviors. Literature on civic engagement interventions will lsgedvi

at the conclusion of this study.
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Implications

A final note on the disparate civic engagement outcomes for demographic
subgroups. In their 1989 Survey of Political Knowledge, Delli Carpini and Ke€186)
found that in the U.S. adult population, men were more knowledgeable than women,
whites more knowledgeable than blacks, high-SES more knowledgeable than mid- and
low-SES, and the old more knowledgeable than the young. The group with the highest
political knowledge was affluent white males, while poor black women had the lowest
knowledge levels. The distributions of scores for these two subgroups did not even
overlap. The implication of these findings, and others already discussed, is itinzlpol
knowledge is lower in the very people who, in many ways, would benefit the most from
effective political participation (Delli Carpini & Keeter, 1996). Incsed knowledge and
understanding enhance people’s ability to advocate for policies that would tieewefit
Relevant issues and policies include racial- and gender-based discrimination in the
workplace, social services such as welfare and food stamps, and housing policies i
impoverished communities.

And let us not forget the importance of a knowledgeable and engaged citizenry
for the success of the nation. Galston (2001) reviewed some of the main reasons why
civic knowledge is fundamentally important to democracy. Knowledge enhances
understanding of how policies affect us and how to promote our interests, contributes to
ideological consistency, increases trust of others through understanding af eodte
events, promotes support for democratic principles, and promotes civic participation.
Assertions made by Galston (2001) and others reinforce the need to examine whether

subgroups of the American population are prepared for active citizenship.
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The research on civic engagement and demographic subgroups summarized here
has many strengths, including the use of large datasets and national samptes
examination of a range of important civic outcomes. Most studies find a civic
engagement gap based on demographic characteristics, though findings varyngependi
upon the dataset used, the demographic characteristics of interest, and fhbeage o
sample. Examining these group differences is the first step in addressing@saqui
civic participation.

However, for the most part the description of group differences is where the
research stops. Whether their purpose was merely to be descriptive, or to provide
incentive for further investigation, few of the studies look at characterestid
experiences beyond demographics that could explain the engagement gap. Thepnext s
is possibly more important than the first, and in the current study | include bothk stage
investigation. | begin by examining group differences in multiple civic outsppagying
particular attention to gender, race, SES, and immigrant status. It isamiporconsider
multiple demographic characteristics in order to understand which chiestacteare
most important for which outcomes. After looking at group differences in adolescent
civic engagement | progress to the exploration of additional characteastic
experiences that could explain the existence of any engagement gap. | exaimine
experiences within the contexts of social relationships and the school, followed by
school-wide processes and demographic characteristics and neighborhoo@csiaract

Another contribution of my study, which | believe is lacking in much of the
literature reviewed here, is the age group of interest. Many of the studestobased on

older adolescents or young adults, or have grouped them together as if age was not an
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independent predictor of outcomes. Given that development is cumulative and
experiences build on each other (as posited by many developmental theorists), group
differences in civic engagement at 14 years of age would be indicative of iieguial
civic engagement relatively early in the lifespan. These diffesenould likely be
exacerbated over time. In the current study | examine the civic engagefil4-year-
olds, which may provide more insight as to the initial appearance of an enghgampe
Contexts of Influence

In the previous section | discussed the association between civic ergageT
other aspects of development and described characteristics of adolescewotsnand
adults who are active participants. Now | will report on literature thastakstep back to
investigate the people, situations, and institutions that may contribute to yaath ci
engagement. | start with studies that examine the possible influence of socia
relationships, specifically relationships with family members and pelesn@xt context
discussed is the school, followed by research on the neighborhood context. | conclude
with a brief review of research on adolescent educational outcomes in ordetttatélus
the methods of studies that specifically investigate the interaction beteetxts. The
exploration of context interactions is not prevalent in research on civic outcomes.
However, in line with ecological systems theory, | maintain that interechetween
contexts would have meaningful effects on adolescents’ civic outcomes.

Role of Family and Peers

Although not the main focus of the current study, it is important to include the

influence of social relationships on youth outcomes because of their satighedives

of adolescents. During adolescence, friends and peer groups become increasingly
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important while parents continue to have an influence on the lives of their children
(Collins & Laursen, 2004). These two social contexts, family and peers, piégyia the
civic development of youth.

Family

Research indicates that many aspects of family life are reatstbtescents’
outcomes. Authoritative parenting is consistently associated with mora/@osit
psychological and behavioral outcomes (Baumrind, 1991; Jackson, Pratt, Hunsberger, &
Pancer, 2005), parental involvement is related to higher academic achieveayéimedS
& Chung, 2002), and higher levels of parental monitoring are associated with fewer
problem behaviors (Jacobson & Crockett, 2000). Likewise, parent charadearsdic
practices are related to adolescents’ civic outcomes. Parents canciamdegéhaviors
and also can discuss current events, social issues, and political topics withittesn.
Research on parent effects on civic engagement often includes parent civiedgewl
and behaviors and political discourse as key prediétors.

Using data from the 1996 National Household Education Survey (NHES), Hart et
al. (2004) examined how parental civic qualities related to the civic outcomes of
approximately 5,600 sixth- through twelfth-grade students. Parental civitepialere
related to adolescents’ civic outcomes (including civic knowledge, voluntearidg

tolerance) in the expected direction. Higher parental knowledge predicted yogitie

2 Note that many of the studies reviewed here aistuile predictors from other contexts. Although
recognizing the importance of multiple contextg tasearchers fail to examine interactions between
contexts. Unless otherwise stated, given thattildiess consider each context separately, | wilbrepn
each context separately (i.e., results pertairongarent variables will be addressed in the cuiseation,
while results pertaining to school variables wil tiscussed in the section on the school context).
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knowledge, higher parental tolerance predicted higher youth tolerance, and &igbker r
of parental volunteering predicted higher youth volunteering. These findingatmthat
civic knowledge, attitudes, and behavior are modeled in the home, reflecting the
existence of collective socialization processes.

Other research has examined whether parents are related to adolssreaatf
civic responsibility. In Australia, Da Silva et al. (2004) used data from thealas
Temperament Project to examine parental influences on the community arglpoliti
civic responsibility of 500 15- to 17-year-olds. Community civic responsibilgyded
items such as supporting charitable organizations and being active in school
organizations or organizations for social change. Political civic responsibdityded
involvement in political activity (e.g., writing letters) and following pio&l news. Youth
who reported that their family encouraged them to volunteer and participateafiglit
had higher levels of community and political civic responsibility. Likewyseth whose
parents reported that it was important for their adolescent to be involved in cognmunit
service and political activity (placed a higher value on participation) gher on both
civic responsibility outcomes. Whether or not other family members partidipate
volunteer and political activities was not a significant predictor, which is cootigve
given the opportunity for observational learning, and is also inconsistent with other
research. Other aspects of family life, such as maternal warmth and nmgyitoere not
significant predictors of the civic responsibility outcomes.

Zaff et al. (2003) used a longitudinal survey of youth, the Maryland Adolescent
Development in Context Study, to examine how social relationships promoted civic

engagement throughout adolescence and into early adulthood. The researchers followed
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1,000 adolescents from eighth grade to eleventh grade to one year post-high school.
Considering only the first two time points, youth with parents who participatedlyvic
had higher rates of civic engagement (including activism and volunteerise)ythars
later. However, parent engagement in eighth grade was not directgdredatouth civic
engagement five years later. This study’s findings must be interpretesjpiect to the
sample, which is from one county in the state of Maryland.

In their study on ecological assets, Theokas and Lerner (2006) examined 646 11-
year-olds that were a subsample of the 4-H Study of Positive Youth Developtent. T
researchers selected a sample that was diverse, lived in a diversef reomgenanities,
and represented different regions of the country. The study included data from multiple
informants, including youth and their parents, and datasets that contain statistic
other official data (for instance, data from the U.S. Census). One of the outcomes
considered (and the only outcome pertinent to the current study) was contribution, an
eight-item composite of giving-oriented attitudes (e.g., giving back tavdiniel) and
participation in service activities. Hereafter this behavioral ani@ittal composite will
be referred to as an orientation towards service. The only family variabje¢décted
youth orientation toward service was the number of nights the family ate tiige¢ner
in any given week. The researchers considered this item to be a measutaadf m
engagement or collective activity. Although this study has many stremgthgd{ng the
examination of multiple contexts and use of multiple informants), | question the
operationalization of many of their concepts. Saying that the frequency of shared dinne

is a measure of collective activity seems like an overstatement.rewsit the issue of
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this study’s measures in later sections (when school and neighborhood contexts are
discussed).

Recognizing the importance of parent-youth discourse, Mcintosh et al. (2007)
investigated the civic knowledge, attitudes, skills, and behaviors of parents| as thel
frequency of discourse. Utilizing a sub-sample of the NHES, containing 3,662
adolescents and their parents, researchers were able to examinectseg&ffarent civic
gualities and parent-youth discourse on youth political knowledge and participation in
community service. Parental membership in a community or professional otgamiza
and adolescent participation in community service were related, whiletgdarierc
knowledge and donation to a political cause were linked to youth civic knowledge.
Parental discourse with their child was related to higher levels of both cicanoes.
Parental political knowledge actually interacted with the frequency ofgabldiscourse
for a combined positive influence on adolescents’ knowledge. More frequent youth-
parent political discussion was related to increases in youth political knowledgee but
relationship was enhanced if parents had higher political knowledge. Essefielly, t
more knowledgeable a parent is, and the more frequently the parent discussss politi
with the adolescent, the better off the adolescent will be in terms of pdiiicalledge.
The significant interaction between the two parent variables illustrateshiedimdings
become even more informative with the inclusion of interactions. Unfortundtely, t
researchers did not look at the interaction between contexts (school varialdes wer
included in the model but not discussed), missing an opportunity to assess mesosystem
influences. Perhaps the role of youth-parent political discussion changeslidgpgoon

characteristics of the school attended or the topics discussed in the classroom.



58

Of course, discourse that occurs between parents and adolescents is bidirectional
meaning that parents influence youth but youth also influence parents. Indeed,
adolescent-parent discussion about political topics is related to incregsesnts’
political knowledge as well (McDevitt & Chaffee, 2000). McDevitt and Chaffee (2002, p.
282) propose that the home is a “powerful incubator of citizenship” and that adolescents
actively contribute to family communication. Young family members canftrans
patterns of political communication (through increased attention to news and ddscours
about current events) in such a way that their own civic competencies are devsloped a
well as those of their parents.

Other studies have looked at a range of experiences in the home to see how
parents act as role models for civic engagement. Andolina et al. (2003) utilized two
datasets, the first containing 1,001 15- to 25-year olds, the second containing 1,166
young people aged 15 to 25 years (neither dataset is nationally represgntaung
people from homes with frequent political discussion had higher levels of involvement in
volunteering, voting (only those of voting age), following politics, boycotting products
and signing petitions. For example, 44 percent of young people who grew up in homes
with frequent political discussion regularly followed politics, compared to 18 meote
young people who never heard politics discussed in their home. Civic behaviors also
were modeled in the home. Young people who were raised in a home where someone
volunteered (either a parent or sibling) were more likely to volunteer themdatves
active in a group, vote, follow politics, boycott products, and sign petitions.

The study conducted by Andolina et al. (2003) indicates that the entire family

system is related to youth civic engagement. However, the findings are basedpbess
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of 15- to 25-year-olds. For the 15- to 18-year-olds in the sample, when they answer
guestions about political discourse at home or whether their parents volunteer they are
responding based on their current living situation, and recent instances of parant-yout
interaction. For the 19- to 25-year-olds, the questions ask about the home in which they
grew up, and therefore their responses are necessarily retrospl@ctiomparison to the
adolescents in the sample, young adults are more likely to have subjectedvbenose
purposeful cognitive assessment of their parents’ behavior in an attempt toamtlerst
their own behavior. This reflection, by nature, would change their interpretati@mwof

civic engagement was modeled in their parents’ home.

In a final study on the role of parents, Pancer, Pratt, Hunsberger, and Alisat
(2007) examined how patterns of youth activity involvement were related tongatter
youth-parent interaction for 880 students in Canada. The researchers conducted a clust
analysis to group students based on the types of activities in which they were
participating. Students were involved in political activities (e.g., workingfo
campaign), community activities (e.g., participation in school and communitytiestjyi
helping activities (e.g., helping people at school or in the community), and passive
activities where students responded to requests for involvement but did not initiate the
participation (e.g., donating money). The cluster analysis (in which theetliffgpes of
activities were entered) revealed four clusters of students based on teeir pht
participation: uninvolved, responders, helpers, and activists.

The largest group, the Responders (n = 302), were high on passive involvement
meaning they responded when asked to participate but did not initiate involvement in

civic activities. The second largest group was Uninvolved (n = 276) because thely score
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low on all types of activities. Helpers (n = 229) were the third largest group, and they
were very high on passive and helping activities. The most active group alsoedntali
the fewest members; the Activists (n = 72) were high (the highest) @mualiypes of

civic involvement (Pancer et al., 2007).

Looking at other characteristics of students within these clusters, Hatpgers
Activists were the highest on self-esteem, optimism, social support, anltiysocia
responsible attitudes (a 29-item scale assessing youth agreenmesttw@tnents about
helping others in need or knowing what is happening in the world). Uninvolved youth
scored the lowest on all of these measures. Cluster classification alselatad to youth
interactions with their parents. A measure of parental interaction and irdlwesc
constructed from students’ responses regarding how often they discussed, how much they
enjoyed discussing, and how much influence their parents had on them for sixtiffere
topics (for a total 18-item scale). The means on parental interaction anddeflwere
significantly different for all four groups of students. Activists reportedhighest
amount of (and comfort with) parent interaction and discourse, followed by Helpers,
Responders, and the Uninvolved. Students in the Uninvolved group also reported
experiencing the lowest levels of parental warmth, parental strictmesppaitive family
functioning (Pancer et al., 2007). This study showed that discourse with parelsted re
to youth participation in civic and other activities in Canada, a country with acpbliti
culture which is similar but not identical to the United States. Although the fmdirgg
not generalizable, they do provide insight as to the processes inherent in tige famil
component of the microsystem and how the family context is related to youth behavior

outside the home.
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The family, a particularly important aspect of the microsystem, is adndigu
investigated context for adolescent development across domains becausesofmtxas
(and proven) significant role in development. The studies described here provide some
indication as to why or how families, specifically parents, may influgoa¢h civic
engagement. Parents model civic attitudes and behaviors, and as a result of&leliberat
interactions such as discourse, adolescents tend to exhibit similar attituteshaviors.
Youth-parent discourse about political and social topics may be particularfycane
because it means that the adolescent is active in his or her own civic development.

Although these studies provide great insight as to the role of the family context i
adolescent civic development, they all neglect to examine whether thg ifateriacts
with other contexts to influence engagement. Many of studies actuallyreegmultiple
contexts (although those results are discussed in subsequent sections), regtgnizi
importance of multiple settings within the microsystem. However, thangsss
overlook possible interactions between the contexts and therefore cannot make any
conclusions about possible mesosystem influences. Additionally, the studies must be
interpreted with regard to their measures and samples (including whoudesi stnd
whether they were representative of the nation). | address some of sueseimsthe
current study by examining interactions between contexts and by utilizingpaatigt
representative sample. One of the other contexts | examine for a possibleticonoe
youth civic engagement is the adolescent peer group.

Peers
Associations with different kinds of peers may be responsible for the trarmmissi

of attitudes, values, and behavior; therefore peers can have both positive and negative
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influences on each other. Having friends can be positively related to prdsetwaadior

and academic performance (Barber, 2007; Wentzel, McNamara, & Caldwell, 2004), but
peers also are directly related to the development of delinquency and violent behavior
(Dishion, Andrews, & Crosbhy, 1995). Social practices within peer groups and specifi
social interactions with friends influence many aspects of adolescembpieeat.

Campbell (2007) theorized that discussion about social and political issues is an
important activity for all engaged citizens, but might be especially imtddayoung

people as they form their political ideology.

In an examination of two kinds of civic responsibility, Da Silva et al. (2004)
found that peers played an important part in youth orientation toward civic responsibili
For Australian adolescents (15 to 17 years of age), having friends who ptatigipa
volunteer or political activities was related to higher levels of both commcirity
responsibility (e.g., participation in school organizations) and political @eansibility
(e.g., writing letters). Peer encouragement to participate in suchiastivds an even
stronger predictor, indicating that peers model civic behavior but also have norhes for t
acceptance of civic participation. Other aspects of friendships also pdettheteivic
outcomes. Friendship quality predicted higher civic responsibility, while peer
communication and peer alienation predicted lower levels of the civic outcomes.
Unfortunately, these items are not adequately described, which hinders the tiaierpre
of their influence.

In an additional international study, researchers found that interactions with
friends and characteristics of friends related to adolescents’ potiidatipation (Harell

et al., 2008). Researchers utilized data from the Comparative Youth Study, which



63

includes a sample of approximately 3,300 tenth and eleventh graders residingée Queb
and Ontario, Canada, and a nationally representative sample of 6,300 tenth graders in
Belgium. Researchers examined the association between friendship networks and
political participation, a composite of fifteen political activities in whyclith could
have participated in the previous year. The use of this composite outcome hat inhere
strengths and weaknesses. Combining a range of activities makes for an outcasne that
inclusive of many types of political participation and gives each an equgitwkems
that are particularly relevant to high-school students are included, suclwasdiog an
email with political content, boycotting certain products, and wearing iat tfaha
political or social cause. However, the disadvantage is that the compositeasiay m
group differences in the kinds of activities in which youth participate. As prdyious
discussed, youth demographics are related to their participation in civici@stiwiith
certain groups tending to participate in certain activities. Using an outit@ineombines
a large range of civic activities may limit the predictive value ofatgraphic
characteristics on the civic outcome. Additionally, and of relevance to the cuuent s
the nature and magnitude of peer influences also might differ depending upon the
outcome.

Using the 15-item composite of political participation, Harell et al. (2008)d
that more frequent discussion of politics or public issues with friends predicted highe
political participation in Belgium and Canada. Having a group of friends and
acquaintances characterized by economic diversity (i.e., group mendrerdifierent
SES backgrounds) also was related to higher participation in both countrieggilmBel

being part of a network characterized by racial and religious diversiyelaas political
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diversity, predicted higher levels of political participation. These findingisate that
communication with peers as well as characteristics of the peer groumepqotaof this
microsystemic influence on civic engagement.

Pancer et al. (2007) examined how peer interaction was related to youth activity
involvement utilizing the person-centered method of cluster analysis (akbanithe
previous section). The measure of peer interaction and influence was constarted fr
students’ responses pertaining to six different topics: how often they discussegiche
how much they enjoyed discussing the topic, and how much influence their peers had on
them pertaining to the topic (for a total 18-item scale). For the cluste@mnaiizin
students, the Activists, Helpers, Responders, and Uninvolved, different patterns of peer
interaction were revealed. Activists and Helpers reported the highest aofh @eer
interaction and influence, while Responders and Uninvolved were equally low.

In a final study of peer influence, Zaff et al. (2003) found that peer support and
communication were associated with concurrent and future civic engagg@mikeir
sample of Maryland youth). In eleventh grade, having peers that were supportive and
communicative was related to current civic activism and volunteering. Peer sapgort
communication also predicted a more extensive measure of civic engagey@mg
adulthood (a nine-item measure of civic engagement including items such asimgscuss
social issues with friends, donating money to a charity, and working for aatiharit
organization).

The findings described here are related to other research on positive youth
outcomes, such as Wentzel and McNamara’s (1999) finding that aspects of social

relationships with peers (peer acceptance in particular) related to ahdgegrosocial
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behavior. Unfortunately, much research on peer influence looks at negative @itcome
such as behavioral problems. The few studies of peers and civic outcomes ihdicate t
peer modeling of civic behaviors, discussion of political topics, and support and
encouragement indicate aspects of contagion processes that may berefteadsl

civic engagement. Peers, like parents, are an important aspect of the neonay has
particular salience in the lives of adolescents.

The main weakness of the peer effects literature is the use of compasite ¢
outcomes that may mask group differences in specific types of participat@mns€ of
composites is appropriate, but having one composite that is inclusive of nearlyypeery t
of civic behavior is not particularly informative (though statistically igimimake for a
strong outcome). In the current study | examine four outcomes that cover tefang
civic engagement, including student knowledge, an attitudinal measure, and tnendiffe
types of civic behavior. In addition to examining if different groups of studeafsrane
to different types of engagement, | also examine if the relation betweempasures
and youth civic engagement differs depending upon the outcome. The effects of other
contexts, including parents, school, and neighborhood, are also examined for differentia
associations with the four civic outcomes.

The Role of Schools

Schools are a context in which adolescents spend much of their day, interacting
with peers and teachers, and hopefully constructing knowledge. There are certai
characteristics and conditions within schools that facilitate knowledgéraciien,
democratic attitudes, and intentions to participate in civic behavior. Torney{R20@2)

proposed three avenues through which schools can enhance civic education and therefore
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contribute to civic engagement. Schools can be most effective when they havala form
civic curriculum that involves teaching civic content as well as skills, #ssi@om

culture is one that encourages open and respectful discussion, and the school culture
mimics that of the class and provides opportunities for students to activelygaaetici a
civic manner (such as through student government). Many of the studies reviewed here
examine these aspects of the formal and informal curricula and environment.

Formal and Informal Aspects of the School Environment

Niemi and Junn (1998) examined multiple aspects of schooling using data from
the 1988 NAEP civics assessment. Their purpose was to determine what aspects of
school and the civics curriculum predicted the civic knowledge of 4,275 twelftle-grad
students. The NAEP findings revealed ways in which schools may contribunecto c
development, including through specific educational practices (e.g., engatjvities
such as mock elections) and the nature of the curriculum. Civic knowledge was gredicte
by the amount and recency of civics coursework, the variety of civics tpresed, the
incorporation of current events into the curriculum and class discussion, and pasticipa
in mock elections (independent of influential demographic and home characteriistics
general, these positive relations were more robust for white students than black and
Latino students, and also stronger for males than females.

Other studies confirm that, though the effect is small, taking civics courses
predicts higher civic knowledge (Lay, 2006). Using NHES data, Mcintosh et al. (2007)
found that the number of civics courses taken and participation in youth activities
(including student government, in-school, and out-of-school activities) weredredate

higher levels of political knowledge. Participation in activities was a gtpoedictor of
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community service participation, providing support for the notion that schools contribute
to the development of civic skills by creating communities of practice inhvdticdents
learn through participation in civic-related activities.

Utilizing data from the nationally representative IEA Civic Education Study
Torney Purta et al. (2007) examined 2,811 Latino and non-Latino adolescents to see how
they differed on three civic outcomes, and what aspects of the school contextlatece re
to such differences. Non-Latino students were found to have higher levels of civic
knowledge and intended civic participation, but less positive attitudes toward tlseofight
immigrants. But there were experiences within the school that predicted the civi
outcomes of all students (controlling for student ethnicity). Students who studiedgboliti
topics in the classroom and perceived a class climate that was open for drssassed
higher on all three civic outcomes. Indeed, adding these variables to thesregmodel
reduced the gap between Latino and non-Latino students to non-significance. This
study’s findings have important implications pertaining to school practicesaha
effectively reduce civic engagement gaps. However the gap in thisraugtbe
interpreted with caution; the Latino/non-Latino gap is not equivalent to the Latine/whi
gap and should not be interpreted as such. The non-Latino group includes students who
are white, black, Asian, and American Indian, and although white students are the
majority, 27 percent of the group consists of non-white students. Therefore, the findings
provide information on school effects for Latino students, but not in comparison to white
students.

Andolina et al. (2003) also examined a myriad of ways in which schools can

socialize adolescents for civic engagement. Young people (aged 15 to 25 years) who
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debated issues in class in high school reported higher instances of taking part in non-
school organizations, attending community meetings, participating in a walk or run for
charity, signing a petition, participating in a boycott, and following politieavs on a
regular basis. Likewise, having participated in a political group during bigbos
predicted higher civic engagement across a range of activities (althuad¥veiment in

high school organizations in general was not related to higher political activity).

In an international study of the role of schools in civic development, Flanagan et
al. (1998) examined the civic outcomes of over 5,500 12- to 18-year-olds in seven
countries. The outcome, civic commitment, was based on student responses to two
guestions regarding the importance placed on contributing to the country and doing
something to improve society. The school predictors examined include: democratic
climate (essentially a measure of open climate for discussion) andeact@nsmbership
in the school (e.g., the extent to which they identify with the school or feel like a
member).

Looking first at country differences in youth civic commitment, Bulgayauth
reported the highest levels of commitment, followed by adolescents in thie Czec
Republic, Russia, the U.S., Australia, Hungary, and Sweden. Although not mentioned by
the researchers, there must be features of the macrosystem thattacetoethe country
differences in adolescents’ civic commitments. In the United Statealdsnsense of
membership as part of the school predicted civic commitment. For males, paoticipa
volunteer work and perception that the school has democratic practices predicted civi
commitment (Flanagan et al., 1998). The gender differences in the U.Seagsting

and can be interpreted with the concepts pertaining to the model of situated learning
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(community, identity, meaning, and practice). Female adolescents’ fe¢loejonging

to the school community and their shared social and personal identity make them want t
contribute to society. For males, the meaning behind school experiences and tbe practi
of volunteer work are what influence their civic commitment. These findings provide
more evidence that informal aspects of schooling (in particular, socialipatiton) are
connected to students’ civic outcomes, but also indicate that certain components may b
more salient for subgroups of students.

In a study examining concepts similar to Flanagan et al. (1998), Vieno et al.
(2005) examined the role of individual students’ perception of school climate and the
aggregated school climate on students’ psychological sense of community and lgelongin
within the school. Using a sample of over 4,000 10- to 18-year-olds in 134 schools (in a
particular region in Italy), the researchers found that individual perceptsonsll as the
overall school climate were important predictors. Students who perceived a dgenocr
school climate (for instance that students are encouraged to expresaniears active
in making school rules) had a higher sense of community in the school (e.g., feel they
belong and other students are accepting). Schools with a higher proportion of students
perceiving a democratic school climate also predicted a higher sensarmtiogy for
individual students. These findings confirm that social aspects of learning are
interrelated, as posited by the situated learning model. Students’ senserafranin
the school, identification with the school and its practices, and negotiated meaning
through the expression and understanding of different viewpoints were all conmected f

these Italian students.
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Inequalities in the School Environment

| have described some of the experiences of students and practices within schools
that are related to higher levels of civic engagement and civic knowledge atndegts.
However, environments that facilitate civic competence by providing opportuiaities
learn civic topics and experience hands-on civic participation are not equeilbbde for
all students. In a series of analyses, Kahne and Middaugh (2008) concluded that diverse
groups of students, in particular minority and low-SES students, had fewer opportunities
available for the development of civic competencies. In the first anéiiysiesearchers
examined a California sample of 2,366 twelfth-grade students to see how demographic
characteristics were related to opportunities for civic development. In ceop&p
white students, black students were less likely to have taken civics and gemernm
courses, to discuss social problems and current events, and to have a classhainsate
open for discussion. Latino students also reported fewer experiences of an open class
climate, as well as fewer opportunities to participate in community seawvid service-
learning activities. Conversely, youth who had expectations of post-secondaayi@uuc
reported more opportunities and access to civic development across all eight civic
learning opportunities examined (instruction in civics and government, discussion of
events and problems, community service, extra-curricular activitiesnstumiee, open
class climate, simulations of civic processes, and other opportunities togaaiic
skills). Of course, the data are cross-sectional so it is possible thattstwii® intend to
attend college are more likely to seek out civic opportunities. Regardless, these

experiences seem to be more available to them, and more available to whitesstudent
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The second analysis was limited to 371 seniors in California high schools who
were identified based on the researchers’ ability to determine whikéhgovernment
course students in which students were enrolled was part of a standard pregpackor
or an advanced placement (AP) track. As the name implies, the advanced pldacackent
is more difficult, as well as more prestigious. Students in AP government courses
reported experiencing higher levels of 11 out of 12 civic learning opportunitiasgimg!
experience with role models, exposure to diversity, and other opportunities mentioned
above (Kahne & Middaugh, 2008).

These findings indicate that minority students and students who are not in
advanced academic tracks receive fewer opportunities for socially coedtleatning.
Unfortunately the sample prohibits the generalization of these important Sndingas
an exploratory study the indication of disparate opportunities for learning is very
troublesome. In the current study | examine differences in opportunity sasiatur
schools with a nationally representative sample.

School Demographic Characteristics

| have discussed aspects of schools’ formal and informal civic curricutdicesa
and opportunities that predict students’ civic engagement, but demographic
characteristics of schools also relate to student outcomes. Looking at ovadaiac
achievement (across multiple domains), Caldas and Bankston (1997) found that students
attending schools with high-SES student populations had higher test scores ngntrolli
for their own SES. Attending a school with a higher proportion of minority students
predicted lower assessment scores. Baldi et al. (2001) reported that schobighat

proportions of students eligible for free lunch contained students with lower civic
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knowledge. School size also predicted civic knowledge, with exceptionally small and
exceptionally large schools predicting lower civic knowledge (Baldi et al., 2001).
another study a composite measure of school size and student-teacher ratlatecsa
youth orientation toward service (Theokas & Lerner, 2006). School size and student-
teacher ratio were deemed to be related to each other because each measured
accessibility, or youth exposure to adults. A higher value on the standardized ¢emposi
(i.e., larger school size and more teachers per student) predicted higheoscres
measure of students’ orientation toward service. These studies (and othersdeview
below) indicate that compositional features of schools are involved in this nstaosy
setting’s role in adolescent development.

In an investigation into school-related factors, Lay (2007) examined 3,010 ninth-
through twelfth-grade students attending public schools who participated in teé NHE
(note that the data are from a greatly reduced sample). Although largelssafiered
more opportunities for students to participate in student government and service
activities, students seemed to take advantage of such opportunities more often in small
schools. In comparison to larger schools, adolescents who attended schools with fewer
than 300 students were more likely to participate in community service astivitie
Participation in other school-related activities was suppressed in lahgals, with
schools having 1,500-1,800 students showing lower participation in sports and clubs
(though no significant effect on volunteering). The negative relation betweerstdngel
size and activity participation was even stronger for poor students. Perhaps smalle
schools facilitate a sense of community, encouraging students to participadee

group activities.



73

Campbell (2007) also examined how school characteristics related to civic
outcomes, with a focus on racial composition. A sub-sample from the CIVED (n = 1,408)
was utilized in an investigation into the influence of school racial diversity oriioe
environment experienced by adolescents, as well as their intended civic behelhawl
racial diversity (measured with the fractionalization equation) relatexiver [perception
of an open classroom climate and lower intentions to vote. Essentially, in schbods wit
more racially diverse population, adolescents felt less comfortable coimigilbmt
discussion and had fewer experiences discussing social and political issuegeiitvee
race of individual students interacted with the racial composition of the school.
Specifically, if there were more black students in the school, then black students
perceived a more open classroom climate. If there were more white sturdiras i
school, white students perceived a more open classroom climate. Black students in
majority-black schools, and white students in majority-white schools, also reported
higher voting intentions. However, this interaction was reduced to non-sagraéovhen
student experiences pertaining to classroom climate were added to the madsiudii
supports the position that adolescents interact with their environment to influeioce ¢
outcomes.

Summary

It is apparent from this review of school effects on civic outcomes that fondal a
informal civic learning opportunities, the perceived climate in classroaohschools,
and demographic factors all relate to adolescents’ civic outcomesnidésstood that
schools influence formal learning (though curricula and assessments), hoinesee

findings indicate that schools also provide an environment in which socially caedtruc
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learning can occur. The school is an aspect of adolescents’ microsysé¢msarts an
influence through compositional features, group processes, and social pradteéew
studies that examined the interaction between the adolescent (focusing omsdnalper
characteristics of race and gender) and the microsystem illusteaiteportance of
considering the individual-microsystem interaction. In the current stedgmine similar
interactions based on students’ gender, race, socioeconomic status, and immaigiant s
Recognizing that these are not particularly refined categories ohstudienaintain the
position that the specific investigation of demographic characteristitsding how
those characteristics vary in their effects, will provide more informétidengs.
Combined with the use of a nationally representative dataset, | am able tonorake
meaningful generalizations about the interactions between adolescents artohtte s
context, as well as between adolescents and the neighborhood context.

Although the findings on the influence of the school context are important, none
of the studies mention a context which, according to Jencks and Mayer (1990), may have
a considerable influence on all aspects of schooling—the neighborhood in which the
school is located. Neighborhoods that are impoverished or characterized by
disorganization (such as high rates of violence and unemployment) are further
disadvantaged by their inability to provide safe, high-quality schooling. Scheasar
of the neighborhood’s primary institutional resources and are of particular anpetfor
adolescents (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2003).

School funding generally is based on local tax revenue, including taxes from
individuals and businesses. In impoverished neighborhoods the residents have lower

incomes and lower house values. Additionally, because of social and physical conditions,
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commercial enterprises often are not attracted to impoverished neighborhooddl(&onne
Halpern-Felsher, 1997), which further reduces revenue in the area. Defigientdaue
leads to inadequate school funding, which leads to the inadequate provision of materials
that facilitate learning and development. Scare funds affect the avajlabibooks,
maps, lab equipment, musical instruments, and sports equipment, as well as opportunities
for field trips and extracurricular activities. A school’s financialowces also determine
its human resources (Gershoff & Aber, 2006). Schools in low-income communities have
less money to hire teachers, which affects the quality of the educatorsamesailts in
high student-teacher ratios. Additionally, negative perceptions of neighbotisooidd
and physical conditions may make the school less desirable for qualified edacators
staff members (Connell & Halpern-Felsher, 1997). In this kind of setting, less-
experienced teachers cannot be effective and ill-prepared students camot lear

In accordance with the previous discussion, Oxley (2000) contends that schools
are complex social systems that are influenced by occurrences and cinasmstéhin
and outside their walls. Just as individual students should be considered within the
contexts of schools, schools should be considered within the contexts of their own
systems of influence (e.g., neighborhood, district, and state). In the currgnt stud
examine the person-in-context and the school within its own context—the surrounding
neighborhood.

The Role of Neighborhoods

In recent years there has been an increase in research on the relatien betwe

neighborhood characteristics and youth civic outcomes, probably because of the general

surge in neighborhood effects research and special concern for youth growing up in
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poverty. Researchers have found neighborhoods to be directly and indirectly related to
psychological, behavioral, educational, and now, civic outcomes.
Neighborhood Social and Economic Characteristics

In the final context examined by Theokas and Lerner (2006), with data from the
4-H Study of Positive Youth Development, the neighborhood was found to relate to 11-
year-olds’ orientation toward service. A composite of college-educateleémnés
employed males (both Census measures), and youth experience with an adul{asentor
reported by adolescents) predicted a higher orientation toward serviog gmgh. In
line with the collective socialization model, adult role models impart this pedsoc
attitude. Recall (from previous sections) that this study also included aigpdae
family and school contexts. Although the study provides evidence that differeatsaspe
of the microsystem can influence youth civic orientation, the study misses the
opportunity to examine mesosystem influences by looking at the combined effect of
multiple contexts.

In another study that considered microsystem but not mesosystem influences,
Hart et al. (2004) used NHES data to examine whether neighborhood poverty and the
age-breakdown of a neighborhood were related to the civic knowledge, volunteering, and
tolerance of 5,616 youth in sixth through twelfth grade. The researchers found that
neighborhoods with a disproportionately large population of young people (aged 16- to
25-years-old) contained adolescents with lower civic knowledge but higheipstitn
in volunteer work, supporting the idea that contagion processes occur within
neighborhoods. In this case, higher proportions of young people may be associated with

norms that encourage volunteering behavior. However, there was an interactiombetwee
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the proportion of young people and the poverty rate in the effect on youth volunteering.

In low-poverty neighborhoods, a high youth population predicted higher instances of
volunteerism. The opposite was true for high-poverty neighborhoods, where a high youth
population predicted lower adolescent volunteering. The researchers also found that
youth in high-poverty neighborhoods displayed lower levels of tolerance, supporting the
proposition that impoverished neighborhoods may involve the socialization of less
tolerance and support of others’ rights and opinions. The examination of the interaction
between neighborhood measures contributes to an enhanced understanding of the nature
of neighborhood effects on youth. Unfortunately, there are no cross-context ioteyact
considered (e.g., parent-neighborhood interactions).

In a related study, Atkins and Hart (2003) confirmed that neighborhoods are
relevant to the civic engagement of young people. Also using data from the 198 NHE
the researchers found additional interactions between neighborhood chaiestan
the subsequent effect on youth civic outcomes. For the outcome of volunteerism, youth in
high-poverty neighborhoods actually volunteered more (Atkins and Hart, 2003, used a
dichotomous predictor of high-poverty in contrast to the previous study which used a
continuous predictor). However, youth in high-poverty urban neighborhoods had lower
levels of community participation than youth residing in high-poverty neighborhoods
located outside an urban area. Perhaps the urban environment provided different
opportunities for collective socialization (i.e., the behaviors modeled by acudts) a
contagion (i.e., the norms and behaviors modeled by peers) processes. Regardless of
urbanicity, high-poverty neighborhoods predicted lower civic knowledge and less

political tolerance. In this study and others (e.g., Hart & Atkins, 2002), resealehes
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concluded that impoverished urban environments do not support the development of civic
competencies for adolescents. These conclusions are consistent withhreseaatalts
which indicates that urban settings foster social, economic, and politicsldsqi@ohen
& Dawson, 1993; Wilson, 1987).
Neighborhood Racial Composition

There is some debate as to the nature of the effects of neighborhood structural
characteristics, especially neighborhood racial diversity. For instdreckterature
indicates that neighborhood racial diversity is negatively related to aduits’ ¢
engagement (Costa & Kahn, 2003) and social trust (Putnam, 2007). Costa and Kahn
(2003) utilized data from the American National Election Survey to find that higher
levels of racial diversity in a metropolitan area predicted lower levelggah@ation
membership. Utilizing another large-scale dataset, the Social C@pitanunity
Benchmark Survey, Putnam (2007) found that racial diversity was related to many
negative civic outcomes, including lower levels of social trust, voter retgpstrand
intentions to donate and volunteer. Perhaps neighborhood racial diversity has a negative
influence on adult civic attitudes and behavior because of initial issues withndust a
cooperation and the tendency of untrusting citizens to “hunker down” (Putnam, 2007, p.
149). However, Putnam also found that in neighborhoods characterized by more
diversity, residents reported higher interest in political and nationalsaffaare
participation in protests and groups that take action for social or politicaimedod
higher knowledge of their representation in Congress. Therefore, despite dhteareta
for neighborhood racial diversity and civic engagement to be inversely relatedvire

ways in which diversity and adults’ civic outcomes were positively associated.
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Other researchers have found results that challenge the perception that
neighborhood diversity is inherently a negative feature. Utilizing data from the ©896 a
1999 NHES, Hart and Fletcher (2008) examined whether other characteristies of t
neighborhood context interacted with neighborhood diversity to influence 12- to 16-year-
olds’ volunteerism. Indeed, the effect of neighborhood diversity was influenced by
whether the neighborhood had a black or Latino majority in comparison to a white
majority. In black/Latino majority neighborhoods (defined as 50 percent or mdre of t
population identified as black or Latino), higher levels of racial diversity geztiiagher
instances of youth volunteering. Conversely, in predominantly white neighborhoods,
youth volunteered less as diversity increased. These findings provide evidence that
neighborhood racial diversity contributes to negative civic outcomes only under some
conditions, and also indicate the importance of considering multiple aspects of the
neighborhood context.

A study conducted in Canada found similar results with data from the 2003
Canadian General Social Survey (with a sample of 24,951 Canadian adolescents and
adults, aged 15 years and older). Upon initial investigation, the proportion of minorities
in a neighborhood (as well as the proportion of low-income families) predicted lower
levels of a generalized trust measure. However, further investigationtedlibes
finding only applied for members of the racial majority group. For minorgigleats, the
effect of neighborhood racial diversity was not statistically sigamii¢Harell & Stolle,
2008). As with other studies, the findings described here illustrate how specific
interactions can lead to more informative findings. Additionally, this is one oéthe f

studies that looked at the interaction between individuals (based on their race)and thei
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microsystem (neighborhood racial diversity) for a combined influence on a civic
outcome.
Summary

Most of the research on neighborhood effects on civic engagement indicates that
processes related to collective socialization and contagion explain how neighborhoods
influence youth. However, it must be noted that these are merely inferences and the
variables do not explicitly measure neighborhood mechanisms. These stuulies als
illustrate that neighborhoods, as a component of the microsystem, are dilabtig te
adolescent development.

Consistent with research on family, peer, and school effects on civic engageme
neighborhood effects research neglects possible interactions with othextsofvge
stated previously, the current study specifically examines such itb&sovhile
employing a multilevel regression technique that controls for errorsiatesbwith
single-level models. There are other benefits of using such a technique, wehich a
discussed further in Chapter 3.

Interactions Between Contexts

As indicated in this review, there are multiple systems of influence on the civic
engagement of adolescents. However, few studies examine multiple conmteéxésea
fewer examine the interaction between those contexts. There are two eatzp&ons,
discussed further below.
Multiple Contextual Influences on Civic Engagement

Kahne and Sporte (2008) employed a sample of 4,057 eleventh graders in

Chicago in their investigation of context effects on youth civic commitmehes. T
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outcome, commitment to civic participation, was measured by combining behavioral
intentions and feelings of responsibility to participate civically (theasure is discussed
further below). Students who discussed current events and politics with their parents,
whose peers supported their academic achievement (e.g., help each other witbrkomew
and think it is important to do well in school), and who reported higher instances of social
capital in their neighborhood had higher civic commitments. Supporting the notion of a
community of practice, feeling a sense of belonging in the school was relatéugher
commitment to civic participation. A seven-item composite of civic learning
opportunities and participation in service-learning were the strongest preditthe

civic outcome. Additionally, although not mentioned by the researchers, adding school
context variables to the model attenuated the positive influence of the family and
neighborhood context variables (though all variables were still statigtsoghificant).

This study illustrates the utility of including variables from multiple egts; otherwise

the effects of the included context(s) may be overestimated.

Although the findings are important, this study has a couple limitations worthy of
note. First, the findings are only generalizable to high-minority, low-incortiagse{as
indicated by the sample’s demographic characteristics, which are nabddduere).
Second, there are concerns about the construction of some of the measures. Thee outcom
civic commitment, is a five-item scale measuring students’ agreemitbnthe following
statements: in the next three years | am likely to work on a communitgtiropghich a
government agency is involved, in the next three years | am likely to be involved in
improving the community, being involved in community issues is my responsibility,

being concerned about local and state issues is everybody’s responsibilithaaed |
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good ideas for programs and projects to help solve community problems. Although the
researchers report this scale had a reliability of .73, its combination of betiand
attitudinal measures is disconcerting. Prior research has found that ciageement
items are often highly-related, which explains the scale’s reliabilitythiatitdoes not
necessarily mean that they measure the same construct. Additionally, thecectiexi
predictor of classroom civic learning opportunities contains four measuresleht
learning and class requirements (e.qg., | learned about things in societgeddo be
changed) and three measures of teacher practices (e.g., teachergyerstodents to
make up their own minds). Again, the scale was reliable but | have doubts about the
theoretical basis for combining these measures. Nevertheless, thehresefound that
multiple contexts predicted the civic commitment outcome, including civic fegarni
opportunities in school.

The second study that examined the interaction between variables from multiple
contexts included the contexts of family and friends (these contexts webeneal),
school, and neighborhood. Lay (2006) utilized data from the Metro Civic Values Study, a
study of approximately 3,000 high-school students in Maryland and Virginia. The
outcome, political knowledge, was measured as a seven-item test of politicalrsts,
political history, and prominent political figures. Lay (2006) consideredallesof
student demographic characteristics; frequency of political discusgiofewwily and
friends (combined number of days a week); number of civics courses taken; and the
population density (number of people per square mile) and poverty level (proportion of

residents earning less than $15,000) in the neighborhood surrounding the school.
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Initially, students with lower parental income had lower political knowledge, but
one of the neighborhood characteristics moderated the relationship. In comparison to
low-SES youth in non-urban areas (characterized by lower population desw§HS
youth in urban areas had lower civic knowledge. In general, low-SES students had lowe
political knowledge, but the urban context exacerbated the relationship. However, adding
the predictor of political discussion reduced the cross-level interaction to non-
significance. Low-SES students still had lower political knowledge, but thtarelwas
not affected by the neighborhood characteristic (Lay, 2006).

In the final model, Lay (2006) reported that more frequent political discussion
with family and friends was related to higher levels of political knowle@bes
relationship was not as strong in urban areas, but was particularly strong-poligyty
neighborhoods. Political discussions with others had an enhanced beneficial influence on
knowledge in impoverished neighborhoods. The influence of this interaction is the first
piece of evidence (in this review) of mesosystem influences on civic outcomes

While this study provides evidence for the importance of including multiple
contexts to further understand the relation between demographic variables and
developmental outcomes, the measures from each context are not particularly
informative. With the exception of discourse with family and friends, the studydies!
no measures of processes and therefore few conclusions can be madegégardi
mechanisms by which the contexts are related to development. Additiohalsarmple
is restricted to a particular geographic area and therefore cannot baligeddo the

national population of adolescents.
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| have reviewed the emerging literature on the relations between mudiigkxts
and adolescent civic engagement. Only two studies included all four contexts cahsidere
to be important for civic outcomes, and only one of those studies deliberatelynegami
interactions between contexts. When examining the development and outcomes of youth
it is important to consider multiple contexts of influence, including the manndriahw
the contexts are related to each other. Adolescent development is simultaneously
influenced by individual cognition and characteristics, as well as the suppernsysf
families, peers, schools, and neighborhoods (Feinstein & Peck, 2008). In order to give an
idea of the richness of findings that can come from including multiple conteats i
investigation of adolescent development, | briefly review two studies that doarotrex
civic outcomes, but do specifically examine the ways in which contexts interact t
influence youth outcomes.
Multiple Contextual Influences on Educational Outcomes

One of the most salient developmental tasks in adolescence is to succeed
academically and therefore to find environments that facilitate achexntetdsing a
nationally representative sample of over 17,000 adolescents who participated in the
National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health (Add Health), Pong and Hao (2007)
examined how school and neighborhood conditions were related to the achievement gap
between immigrant and native-born students. Using an outcome of self-reported grad
point average (GPA), the researchers found that neighborhood characteastics w
associated with the school performance of all students, such that high-neighborBood SE
was associated with higher student GPAs, and a higher amount of foreign-born rseighbor

was associated with lower student GPAs. However, when school charactesisticas
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school climate and class size, were added to the model the relation betwiggnldora
neighbors and native students’ GPA reduced to non-significance. Addition of these
factors did not impact the relationship between foreign-born neighbors and lower
academic performance for immigrant children.

In a study in inner-city Chicago (involving 630 11- to 16-year-olds) adolescent
prosocial competence (a composite of educational and positive functioning es¢asur
was directly and indirectly predicted by aspects of multiple cont®askin & Quane,
2002). Having friends who are positively oriented toward academic successgaredict
higher prosocial competency. The outcome also was predicted by matesteahimte
for deviant behavior, maternal value placed on conventional goals and behavior, family
rules, parental monitoring, and parental involvement. Neighborhood collective efficacy
was not directly related to prosocial competence, but it did moderate thensabi
between parental monitoring and the youth outcome. Overall, parental monitoring was
associated with higher levels of prosocial competence. However, thismelsts
stronger for youth in neighborhoods characterized by low collective efficacy. This
finding indicates that the role of parental monitoring in contributing to youth prbsocia
competence is even more effective in neighborhoods with low collective efficacy,
indicating that in these communities parental monitoring serves as a ipeotactor.
Summary

In this section | reviewed research that included multiple contexts when
examining adolescents’ civic and educational outcomes. These findings indatatest
important to include a range of variables from different contexts to avoid both #admi

variable bias and an omitted context bias. Family members, peers, schools, and
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neighborhoods have all been shown to be directly and indirectly related to adolescent
development. The direction and magnitude of the associations vary depending upon the
outcome examined, as well as the inclusion of other contexts. The current studysinclude
measures from all four contexts, and examines a range of outcomes to see homt differe
contexts relate to different measures of youth civic engagement.

Although there have been advancements in neighborhood studies to make them
more broadly generalizable, there is still an overrepresentation ahagbaps of young
people (particularly minority youth). The use of national datasets is one attempt t
alleviate issues with sampling, but many studies still involve city- eomegpecific
samples. Therefore, findings from those studies must be interpreted withontbgtof
the specific geographic location. The current study contains a nticgalesentative
sample of 14-year-olds in the U.S.; therefore findings can be generalitedrational
population of 14-year-olds.

State of the Literature and Contribution of the Current Study

The studies reviewed here contribute to an understanding of what constitutes civic
engagement, how civic engagement is related to other positive outcomes, clsticacteri
of adolescents who are actively engaged, and how multiple contexts in the ettdesc
microsystem are associated with differences in civic engageimehe current study |
draw from this literature in my conceptualization of context effects on aswoies civic
engagement. In this section | use my theoretical framework to interpicilibetive
findings, describe the strengths and weaknesses inherent in the currenttsate of
literature, and identify the specific contributions of my study in consideratitreof

current literature.



87

In line with my theoretical framework, many different contexts areewelist
adolescents’ civic outcomes. Parents and peers model civic behavior and encourage
adolescents’ construction of knowledge through discussion. Schools serve as
communities of practice in which civic curricula and group processes enhance student
learning. The school community enables students to belong to a group with common
experiences, and the civic experiences and discourse allow students to tamesdning
(including acquiring knowledge and skills) and eventually display their own civic
practices. Lastly, neighborhood characteristics relate to adolescemsiutcomes
through processes related to the collective socialization of civic behadaoatagion
of peer norms about civic engagement.

Strengths of the Current Literature

One strength of the research reviewed here involves the use of longitudinal
studies to better explain the development of civic engagement. Such studies cae exam
the characteristics or conditions that relate to concurrent civic engageand also can
be used to predict future levels of engagement. The use of national datasetisas a
important advancement because findings can be generalized to the national population of
adolescents. However, when the analytic sample is greatly reduced from thal orig
sample, the sample may lose its representativeness.

Overall, there are some very important findings pertaining to the demographic
characteristics of engaged and disengaged youth. Although rarely edamihe same
study, the findings on contextual factors that relate to civic engagementbocaepr
insight as to why there are engagement gaps for youth of different gender, rac

immigrant, and SES background.
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Weaknesses of the Current Literature

There has been much advancement in studies on context effects on civic
engagement, in particular the use of large-scale national datasets to e fio be
generalized to the larger population. However, the majority of studies do not utilize
multilevel statistical techniques to account for the nested nature of theotiddaned in
these datasets. | did not even mention this particular weakness throughout the review
because it was so prevalent. The prevalence is concerning because selgitadistical
models used on multilevel data are incredibly problematic and can produce mggleadi
results. This issue is discussed further in Chapter 3.

Although many studies employ large-scale datasets, city- and statkespe
samples also are common. Findings from these studies, with their overrepi@senftat
urban and minority youth, must be interpreted within the context of the specificatites
demographic groups examined. For researchers who do not want to employ national
datasets, they could target multiple cities or towns, or (if the research nustcheted
in one location) at least sample the larger metropolitan area rathehé¢haribén core.

Considering measurement issues, there were a few instances of questionable
operationalization of constructs and formation of composite measures. In s@s¢heas
operationalization of measures did not make sense for the construct beingdassess
which might have occurred when researchers employed items or scalesrhabtv
designed with an investigation of civic engagement in mind. Therefore, resesahad
to stretch to make a conceptual connection. There were also occasions in which very
large composites were constructed (either as predictors or as outcomeg\thetve

overlooked the nuanced nature of the constructs within the comprehensive itemr In othe
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instances, composites included behavioral and attitudinal items, often to serve as a
measure of orientation or commitment. Although most of the measures critiquecdiere h
adequate psychometric properties, | question whether they were concegualty

As | mentioned throughout the review, the main weakness of the literature
reviewed here is the failure of nearly every study to consider interabitwesen
contexts even though most of the large-scale datasets allow for the cdimsidefra
multiple contexts of influence. It is imperative that research includetssfpem multiple
contexts or the findings might suffer from an omitted variable bias. Such a bias occ
when a context is deemed to have an important influence, but the conclusion is based on
the exclusion of variables from other contexts. While studies infrequently focus on
multiple contexts, it is even more uncommon to examine interactions betweernsontex
Research on other aspects of adolescent development indicates that adaescents
influenced by these interactions. Therefore it is a weakness to excludeigngs=aat
and informative predictors of adolescents’ outcomes.

Contribution of the Current Study

In the current study | utilize data from the Civic Education Study and the U.S.
Census to examine the associations between the family, peer, school, and neighborhood
contexts and a range of adolescent civic outcomes. Findings from the study have the
potential to be generalized more readily to a range of contexts in the Unitesl Stat
Additionally, the use of hierarchical linear modeling properly accounts for gteche
nature of the data and will give more accurate estimates of contectseBeveral
studies have utilized nationally representative samples, but few have uséevelulti

modeling to analyze the data.
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Using data from multiple datasets allows for the examination of the four
microsystem settings discussed throughout this chapter. In my studydenmledictors
pertaining to the adolescent, as well as families, peers, schools (from BB And
neighborhoods (from the U.S. Census). Several studies have examined a mix of these
contexts, usually focusing on one or two contexts, but few consider all four sydtems
influence. In addition to including all of the contexts | will specificallpm@ine cross-
context interactions (e.g., school-neighborhood effects) and cross-levatiiaes (e.qg.,
student-neighborhood effects).

To enable the examination of cross-level interactions | include the daphogr
characteristics of gender, race, SES, and immigrant status. The studtescehiere
often include demographic characteristics but generally use them ad eanables. In
order to further understand the nature of the interaction between the individual and the
microsystem settings | allow demographic characteristics toindheir effects (a
statistical technique that is described in Chapter 3).

In addition to including a comprehensive set of individual demographic
characteristics, | consider a range of civic outcomes. This approacke£aabl
examination of how adolescent demographic characteristics and eactiafrtbentexts
relate to different outcomes. Other studies have considered multiple outcomes, but do not
also consider multiple contexts. Including multiple outcomes enables the cotisidefa
civic knowledge, attitudes, and behavior without combining them into a composite where
the nuances of the types of engagement would be lost.

In summary, research on adolescent civic engagement indicates that tlésconte

of family, peer, school, and neighborhood all play a part in the civic development of
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young people. | am interested in continuing this line of research by examining the
influence of multiple contexts for independent and combined effects. The findings have
the potential to be relevant to subgroups of adolescents and to anyone interested in

manipulating contexts to enhance adolescents’ civic outcomes.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

The current study examines context effects on adolescent civic engageme
utilizing two existing datasets. The first dataset is the Internatiossddation for the
Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA) Civic Education Study of 1999, and the
second source of existing data is the 2000 U.S. Census. When merged, the two datasets
provide demographic and process measures pertaining to individual adolescels, fam
peers, schools, and neighborhoods.

In this chapter | provide an overview of the Civic Education Study and the 2000
Census including relevant information pertaining to design, sampling, and procedures.
Next, | describe the measures from each dataset used in the current studygrwow
the measures are used to operationalize conceptual constructs. The chaptdesoncl
with a description of the statistical methods used to analyze the CIVED asd<Csata.

IEA Civic Education Study
Background

The International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievemant is
consortium of governmental agencies and research institutions founded for the purpose of
conducting comparative studies on education. IEA conducted its first study on civic
education in 1971 (Torney, Oppenheim, & Farnen, 1975), and its second study in 1999
(Torney-Purta et al., 2001). The 1999 Civic Education Study is a cross-national study of
approximately 90,000 adolescents in 28 countries, including 2,811 14-year-olds in the

United States. The U.S. sample of the CIVED is the focus of the current study.



93

Research Design

The 1999 CIVED is a two-phased cross-sectional study of 14-year-olds (deéscribe
by Baldi et al., 2001, and Torney-Purta et al., 2001). This particular age group was
selected because in some participating countries compulsory schooling eadéd aft
years of age (or rather, after the grade in which 14-year-olds would be.féoted@fore,
each country would sample the modal grade for 14-year-olds; in the U.S. the modal grade
was ninth grade.

The first phase (1994-1998) involved an in-depth investigation into the nature of
civic education in different countries, including national case studies and intgemwiéh
national experts and leaders in education. Based on qualitative data collectednikiring t
phase it was determined that there were universal principles that wereddieebe
essential for 14-year-olds to obtain and understand across the participatng.ndiese
principles fell into three content domains: the meaning of democracy and démocra
institutions, national identity and international relations, and experiencessitbs of
social cohesion and diversity. The CIVED instruments were designed to covertconte
within each of these domains.

The two instruments used in the study, an assessment and a survey, were
developed during Phase 2 (1997-2000). The assessment measures students’ knowledge of
fundamental democratic principles and skills in applying civic knowledge to iatergr
political materials (such as a political cartoon). It is worth notingtthatwas not a test
of country-specific history or government, as is often the case with testscof ¢
knowledge including NAEP, but was a test of democratic concepts, principles, asd skill

Researchers ensured that test items measured knowledge within eadhi&elhkey
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content domains. After items were vetted through pre-piloting and pilotinggses;ehe
final assessment contains a total of 38 items, 25 assessing civic contenidgeoarid
13 items assessing civic skills. This process conforms to prescriptions for degelopi
psychological instruments and measures (McCartney, Burchinal, & Bub, 2006).

The second instrument is a survey of students’ attitudes toward civic issues (70
items), conceptions of democracy and citizenship (52 items), and expected civic
participation (24 items), with items reflecting all three content domahesélitems were
piloted the year before the study was conducted. The questionnaire also inclades ite
pertaining to demographic characteristics, participation in activitiesartions with
peers, and school experiences. The administration of the assessment and quedtionnair
a representative sample of 14-year-olds occurred in all 28 countries in 1999-2000. The
administration procedure is discussed further in a later section.

It is quite remarkable that social scientists and national education expéds c
reach consensus on assessment and survey items that would be interpreted ia the sam
manner by youth in 28 countries. Although consensus is always necessary in cross-
national studies, reaching consensus on the wording of math or science problems would
be less complicated. The rigorous consensus-building process that the CI\Na&ent
ensured the legitimacy of using the instruments in all participating caurResearchers
have expressed concern over using assessments in different cultureSréenfield,

1997) or with different racial and socioeconomic groups (e.g., Price, Dake, &
Kucharewski, 2002). However, the manner in which the IEA instruments were developed
meant that the voices of all national groups were heard. The process enhanagd conte

validity and verifications of translations and adaptations to items ensurelddlins
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would mean the same thing to 14-year-olds in all participating countries. Theahs. te
of experts (an educational research specialist in social studies artitatatgecialists
from the U.S. National Center for Education Statistics [NCES]) vettetdads from a
U.S. perspective. Therefore, | will assume consistency in interpretatiossagmoups of
students in the United States.
Sampling Design

The study involved a three-stage, stratified, clustered sample (deduyiBeaddi
et al., 2001, and Schulz & Sibberns, 2004). Stratified and clustered sampling procedures
lose some of the precision associated with true random sampling. However, both
procedures are probability-based and therefore are subject to less samplitigan
theoretical, purposive, or convenience sampling (Mertens, 2005).

In the first stage, researchers identified geographic primary samyplits
(PSUs). PSUs were groups of adjacent counties (though sometimes a sgegt®iaty
could serve as its own PSU). The 1,027 PSUs were classified into differeabsisatl
on their size, region, and type of community (metropolitan or non-metropolitan). From
the entire group, 52 PSUs were selected with probability proportional to their
representation in the population. Stratification in the first stage ensuredftardi
regions of the U.S. were represented in the study, as well as communitie®o$ gare
and type.

In the second stage of sampling, within each of the 52 PSUs, public and private
schools were selected separately. In both groups, schools were selected using
probability proportional to their size. The proportional stratified sampling in stage

ensured that there would be enough private schools in the sample to be analyzed, and that
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a diversity of public and private schools would be selected. The participagdiomrat
schools was 65 percent before replacement and 83 percent after replacement

The third stage involved the random selection of an intact civics-related
classroom within each school. It had to be a ninth-grade classroom, and preferably a
tracked civic-related course (e.g., history, civics, or government). Whthiolass, all
students were invited to participate with only a few exceptions due to severétgisabi
limited English proficiency. The participation rate for students was 93 percent

The decision to specifically sample civics classes, rather than sgmaply class
in the ninth grade regardless of the course subject, might be deemed a limitation.
However, this procedure is equivalent to other large-scale studies in which-subject
specific courses are selected because of the studies’ subjects of.ift@rasttance,
mathematics courses are specifically sampled in the Trends in Irdeaidflathematics
and Science Study (TIMSS; Kastberg, Roey, & Williams, 2005).

Additionally, students seem to be equally likely to take civics courses. Data fr
the 2000 NAEP High School Transcript Study indicate that, on average, students take
four years of social studies courses in high school (Perkins, Kleiner, Roey, & Brow
2004), or at least they did in 1999 before the current focus on math, science, and reading
achievement. Specifically, high school graduates in 2000 earned an average of B.9 socia
studies credits (the total credits earned across all school subjects wa3126.#yjure
indicates that, in the year 2000, the average high school graduate took four yeaed of soc

studies while in high school. Of course, these figures do not include the number af credit

% The participation rates met |IEA standards. Repiao#, or substitute, schools were assigned by key
sorting variables. For public schools, the replaeeinad to be located in the same PSU, of a sisiiay,
and of the same minority enrollment category. Rorgbe schools, the replacement had to be in theesa
PSU, of a similar size, and the same religious denation.
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earned by students who did not complete high school, and it is possible that such students
did not take social studies courses to the same extent. But it seems that, on average

1999 students would have taken some kind of civics course every year, and therefore
sampling a ninth-grade civics or social studies course is a reasonablechpprgatting

a nationally representative sample of students.

Weighting Procedure

Given that the study does not involve a simple random sample, in which all
students have an equal chance of selection, it is appropriate to apply samplintg teeig
account for different probabilities of selection. In the CIVED datasetplgagnveights
account for differential selection at each stage (PSU, school, and clasarabarg
provided for each student. Applying the sample weight for the U.S. sample (variable
name = HOUSEWGT) ensures that the students are representative of nintstgdaés
and therefore findings are generalizable to the national population.

This complex survey design produced a nationally representative sample of 2,811
ninth-grade students in 124 schools nationwide (assuming appropriate weights are
applied). In the current study the analytic sample is slightly smbHlerthe original
CIVED sample. In the original sample there were five instances wiherschools
shared the same zip-code. Given that | am aggregating student variables hoohe sc
and including school and neighborhood variables at the same level, it would not be
appropriate to keep both schools in these instances. Therefore, | randortbdsahel
dropped one school in each zip-code in which two schools were contained in one
neighborhood. Therefore, my analytic sample contains 2,729 (weighted) students in 119

schools (the average number of students per school is 23 with a range of 6 to 61). To
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ensure that the sample maintains its internal validity | utilize a wéighis normalized
for the reduced sample. The normalized weight is based on the original CIVER: weig
for the U.S. sample (HOUSEWGT).

Instrument Administration

As mandated by IEA, each school had a school coordinator (appointed by the
school principal) who made arrangements for the test and survey administratiaily U
the coordinator was a teacher in the school, but if that was not possible outside test
administrators were made available. School coordinators were respdosible
maintaining contact with the study researchers, identifying civictetktdasses from
which the sample was drawn, planning the instrument administration dates, obtaining
permission from parents, administering the assessment and survey to students (or
assigning another school representative to administer the instruments) séehmigithe
survey to teachers and principals, and returning all completed materiad¢sraséarch
coordinators at Westat (the research organization that supervised fiedtiaypefor the
study).

In the United States, the data were collected in October, 1999. Students were
given two hours during class to complete the assessment and questionnaire. School
administrators and teachers were also given surveys to provide supplementadtinfarm

The administrator survey (completed by school principals) asked questions
pertaining to characteristics, policies, and the social and civic environméiet srool.
Teachers were asked to give specific information about topics taught ircthtse
value they placed on civic education (as well as demographic information). It should be

noted that data from the teacher questionnaire are not nationally represesftaivics
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teachers in the U.S., but rather are a sample of teachers teaching a samphegradant
students that is representative (Sibberns, 2004).

With the exception of one demographic measure (school region), data from the
administrator and teacher surveys are not used in the current study. In addition to the
extensive amount of missing data, there is minimal variability in respongemothat
would be of interest (for example, which civics topics were taught). Although itvibeul
beneficial for the purpose of convergent validity, the measures simply do not have
sufficiently strong psychometric properties to be included.

Measures

CIVED researchers utilized advanced or “modern” statistical techniques,
including confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and item response theoiy) (tiodels, to
construct scales that would facilitate cross-national comparisons ohsexgeriences
and outcomes. CFA confirms the internal cohesiveness and structure of the intgrume
items and provides evidence that the measures have construct validity. IRT scale
effectively account for missing data and provide common scales on which students from
different countries can be compared, or for which groups of students (by racer, @end
other characteristic) within countries can be compared.

As for the specific IRT models employed, the civic knowledge scale was
developed with the one-parameter Rasch model because the assessmeatitebes ¢
scored as correct or incorrect. The model accounts for the difficultynas éd specifies
the probability of correct responses. The attitudinal scales were develiped
different type of IRT model; the generalized partial credit model washessdise the

responses were ordered categories (e.g., strongly agree to stroaghgejgather than
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dichotomous. Construction of the scales is detailed in Husfeldt, Barber, and Tortey-Pur
(2005) and Schulz and Sibberns (2004). Next | will describe the measures (including
single items, composites, and IRT scales) used in the current study. Alloé#seirres
are from the U.S. CIVED dataset, though many were originally developed for the
international dataset.
Outcome Variables for the Current Study

Because of the multifaceted nature of civic engagement, and the potential for
differential context effects depending upon the kind of engagement (for instahoel|
activity participation having a stronger influence on volunteering than knowlddge)
examine four civic engagement outcomes in the current study. The outcomes cover the
breadth of civic engagement, including knowledge, attitudes (support for the rights of
minorities), and behavior (voting and participating in community activities) T8eke 1
for descriptive statistics of each outcome.
Civic Knowledge

Civic knowledge is conceptualized as knowledge of fundamental democratic
principles. Operationalized, civic knowledge (original variable name = KNOWB)\K.
an IRT scale comprised of 25 test items measuring civic content knowtiidpgerged
throughout items BS101 to BS238). All of the original test questions are muhipiesc
with four options, but the items were recoded to indicate whether the student got the
answer correct or incorrect (the IRT scale was constructed froe tbesded items). In
the original study the knowledge scale was set to have an international meari(\) of

and standard deviation (SD) of 20 (Torney-Purta et al., 2001). For the analytic sample
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Table 1.Descriptive statistics of CIVED and Census variables (weighted)

Variable M SD Minimum Maximum
Outcomes
Civic knowledgé .00 1.00 -3.89 2.32
Support minority rights .00 1.00 -3.02 1.39
Voting® .00 1.00 -2.46 1.26
Community participatioh .00 1.00 -2.64 2.27
Level-1 variables
Student demographics
Femalé .52 .50 .00 1.00
White’ .63 48 .00 1.00
Latino® 14 .34 .00 1.00
Black A2 .33 .00 1.00
Asiarf .05 22 .00 1.00
Multiracial® .04 .20 .00 1.00
American Indiah .01 .09 .00 1.00
Immigrant A1 31 .00 1.00
SES .00 1.00 -3.09 1.46
Social relationships
Discuss politics with parents 2.48 .90 1.00 4.00
Discuss politics with peers 1.90 .80 1.00 4.00
Time spent with peers at night 291 .92 1.00 4.00
School civic experiences
Confidence in participatidn .00 1.00 -3.07 1.85
Open climate for discussidn .00 1.00 -3.55 2.24
Civic curriculun? .00  1.00 -4.01 2.15
Level-2 variables
School demographics
School SES -.10 .49 -1.28 1.17
Northeast regich 21 41 .00 1.00
Southern regich 24 43 .00 1.00
Midwest regiofi .25 A4 .00 1.00
West regioft 29 46 .00 1.00
School civic environment
School confidence in participation -.04 .32 -.87 .83
School open climate for discussion -.04 .33 -.59 .97
School civic curriculum -.01 .29 -.82 75
Neighborhood characteristics
Affluence’ .00 1.00 -2.09 3.11
Poverty .00 1.00 -1.45 4.43
Racial diversit§ .00 1.00 -1.49 2.58
Foreign-born residerfts A1 A2 .00 54

4Variable is an IRT scale that was standardizedhferanalytic sample.

®Variable is standardized for the analytic sample.

“Dichotomous variable where the mean indicates thpgution represented in the sample of 2,729

students.

4Dichotomous variable where the mean indicates thpgation represented in the sample of 119 schools.
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the current study the scale has been re-standardized to have a mean of 0 artd standar
deviation of 1. Reliability for the scale (Cronbach’s alpha) is equal to .90.
Support for Ethnic Minorities’ Rights
Expressing support for the rights of minorities is an attitude that reftexts
internalization of democratic principles (i.e., belief in the rights of all beesof a
society) and an understanding of issues related to diversity. This constnezsared
with a four-item IRT scale (MINORMLE) assessing the extent to kvhatolescents
support different kinds of rights. Students responded to the following statements (the
response options for the items are 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 =rabdee, a
strongly agree):
1. All ethnic groups should have equal chances to get a good education in this
country (original item = BS4G2)
2. All ethnic groups should have equal chances to get good jobs in this country
(BS4G5)
3. Schools should teach students to respect members of all ethnic groups (BS4G8)
4. Members of all ethnic groups should be encouraged to run in elections for
political office (BS4G12)
In the original study this scale had an international M of 10 and SD of 2 (TorneyePur
al., 2001). In the current study it is standardized to have a M of 0 and SDrol.

reliability for the four-item scale is .80.

* Note that the same conversion is made for alleyisnt IRT scales, meaning that the original véeib
from the international dataset (M = 10, SD = 2) stemdardized for the U.S. analytic sample (M SD,=
1). The reliabilities given also are for the U.8alytic sample.
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Anticipated Voting Behavior

Civic behavior involves participation in formal and informal activities that
promote democracy and the maintenance of the polity. Based on the assumption that
different kinds of participation will be appealing to different groups of adolesdent
examine two aspects of civic participation. The first behavioral outcome afshisr
youth expectations for formal civic participation, specifically as arvétlthough one
might question the validity of 14-year-olds’ reports of voting behavior, Campbell (2007)
found that among high-school students who reported that they would vote, 84 percent
reported doing so 10 years later.

Anticipated voting is measured with a two-item IRT scale (VOTEMISE)dents
reported whether they anticipated doing the following once they are adultsafll = |
certainly not do this, 2 = | will probably not do this, 3 = | will probably do this, 4 =1 will
certainly do this):

1. Vote in national elections (BS5M1)

2. Get information about candidates before voting in an election (BS5M2)
The scale has a M of 0, SD of 1, and reliability equal to .79.
Anticipated Community Participation

The second behavioral outcome is a measure of adolescents’ anticipated
community participation, which is a more informal aspect of civic partiapatn this
three-item IRT scale (COMMMLE) adolescents reported whether titegated
participating in the following activities over the next few years (WallIcertainly not do
this, 2 = | will probably not do this, 3 = | will probably do this, 4 = I will certainly do

this):
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1. Volunteer time to help people in the community (BS5M6)

2. Collect money for a social cause (BS5M7)

3. Collect signatures for a petition (BS5M8)
The scale has a M of 0, SD of 1, and reliability equal to .75.

Predictor Variables for the Current Study
Given my interest in multiple contexts of influence, and the interaction between
those contexts and the individual, it is necessary to include a comprehensive set of
variables. | include variables that pertain to the adolescent, sociadmslaps with
parents and peers, the school, and the neighborhood. The variables pertaining to the
family, peer, and school contexts can be interpreted as measures of progedsel b
contexts relate to adolescents’ civic outcomes, while the variables pegttorthe
neighborhood context are merely representative of demographic and economic
conditions. Each variable, and any conversion made from the original CIVED vasable, i
described below. Unless otherwise stated, the predictors are include@alyss at
level 1 (levels of analysis are discussed in greater detail in the sectitatistical
analyses). Descriptive statistics for the predictors are illustrat€dhble 1 (descriptive
statistics for the single items used to create composite measueaesiable in
Appendix A).
The first set of predictors are demographic characteristics of studehidjngc

gender, race, immigrant status, and socioeconomic status. It is important teahote t
adolescents’ demographic characteristics are not considered merehtra$\cariables,

but rather are specifically examined for interactions with context vasabl
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Student Demographic Characteristics

Gender.Gender is a dichotomous indicator of whether a student is male or
female. | recoded the original variable (BSGGEND, where 1 = female andaf¥im
order for 1 to indicate that a student is female and O to indicate that a studelet iEhaa
sample is 52 percent female.

Race.Race and ethnicity are multidimensional constructs that involve socially
constructed meanings that vary within and between groups of people. The complicated
processes that are captured within group labels are beyond the scope of thisestudy
Phinney, 1996, for an in-depth discussion), but | do recognize their psychological
importance. Here, the concept of race (and any physical differences that may not
be associated with it) refers to the group of people with which adolescent$yidstiier
because of their skin color, their personal or family history, or the group’aatbastics
or identity.

Students originally responded to one question on race and a separate question on
Latino ethnicity. The race item (BSENT3A) asked students to respond which race bes
described them and allowed them to check multiple options (A = American Indian, B =
Asian, C = black or African American, D = Native Hawaiian or Pacifignder, E =
white). The Latino ethnicity item (BSENTO03) was separate, enablingrgtitterespond
that they were Hispanic or Latino (value of 1) or not Hispanic or Latino (valRg of

To create a comprehensive race variable | combined students’ responsdgefrom t
two questions, giving priority to their identification as Latino. If a studenvered that
they identified as Latino and any other race, they were classifiegtia®. If a student

answered that they identified as non-Latino they were coded as the radedothey
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identified. This composite variable is how race has been operationalized. Tle sam
consists of 1,704 white students, 373 Latino students, 330 black students, 142 Asian
students (combining the response categories of Asian and Native Hawaigxifar P
Islander), 114 Multiracial students, and 20 American Indian students (45 students did not
report their race or ethnicity). For the analyses | created dichotomoablearfor each

racial group, and white is used as the reference group.

Immigrant statusilmmigrant status is a dichotomous indicator of whether or not
the student was born in the U.S. The original item (BSGBRNL1) asked students if they
were born in the country (1 = no, 2 = yes). | recoded the item to be a dummy variible tha
indicates students’ immigrant status (1 = immigrant, O = non-immigraeye&lpercent
of students in the analytic sample are immigrants.

Socioeconomic statu§heoretically, socioeconomic status involves youth
exposure and access to intellectual and material resources. To measigediniect |
utilize three variables from the CIVED dataset: maternal educat®GEDUM),
paternal education (BSGEDUF), and books in the home (BSGBOOK). | utilize these
measures of SES because of the assumption that adolescents have better knowledge of
their parents’ education than income, and because books in the home is widely used in
educational research as a measure of SES (Campbell, 2007).

For parental education, students were asked to respond to the questions “How far
in school did your mother/father go?” (1 = did not finish elementary school, 2 = finished
elementary school, 3 = finished some high school, 4 = finished high school, 5 = some
vocational or technical education after high school, 6 = some community colleggecolle

or university courses, 7 = completed a bachelor’s degree at a college or w)iversit
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averaged students’ responses for maternal and paternal education (and converted the
average to a six-point scale) for one mean score that serves as an indicadieofual
resources.

The amount of books students have in their home is the item that represents
material resources (1 = 0 books, 2 = 1-10 books, 3 = 11-50 books, 4 = 51-100 books, 5 =
101-200 books, 6 = more than 200 books). | averaged the books in the home item with
the parental education average for an SES composite that measures stadesssca
resources. In cases where students were missing one or two of the components, thei
values were based on any of the three variables that were availablenTpesde is
standardized for the analytic sample (M =0, SD = 1) and has a reliability. of .66

For all of the individual demographic variables, | aggregated them to the school
level to see if context effects existed beyond the effects of individualotbastics. For
instance, the aggregate of the gender variable is the proportion of females in the school
(given that the students are representative of the school). The aggregate dfiat@ES
is the average school SES. It is particularly important to include aggregatdulesin
the multilevel model if the corresponding individual variables vary randomlyeitle
(Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). All characteristics of individuals are examined asllevel
predictors and their aggregates are considered as level-2 predictocsiigeehool
demographics).

Social Relationship Measures
The CIVED dataset contains few items that pertain to adolescents’ social

interactions or other aspects of social relationships. Therefore, the bcoadept of
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social interactions is narrowed to the more specific concepts of discourse ngitkspa
and peers and time spent with peers in the evening.
Discuss political topics with parent®iscourse with parents, particularly
pertaining to political topics, is assessed with items asking students how often, w
parents or other adult family members, they (1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes
often):
1. Have discussions of what is happening in national politics (BS5L2)
2. Have discussions of what is happening in international politics (BS5L5)
| created a composite measure by summing and averaging student resptmsss tivo
items. The final predictor, a measure of overall political discourse with panasta M
of 2.48, SD of .90, and reliability equal to .68.
Discuss political topics with peershe same variables are available for
measuring discourse with peers. Two items inquire as to how often, with people of their
own age, students (1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3 = sometimes, 4 = often):
1. Have discussions of what is happening in national politics (BS5L1)
2. Have discussions of what is happening in international politics (BS5L4)
To construct an overall measure of political discourse with peers | createdvameble
that is an average of the two individual items. The composite measure has a M of 1.90,
SD of .80, and reliability equal to .65.
Time spent with peers in the evenihglso include a measure of adolescents’
time spent with peers in the evening outside the home. Students were asked ‘@#ow oft
do you spend time during the evening after dinner outside your home with your friends?”

(BSGOUTS; 1 = almost every day [4 or more days a week], 2 = several days [1 ®© 3 day
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a week], 3 = a few times each month, and 4 = never or almost never). In contrast to a
separate item that inquired as to the amount of time spent with friends direatly af
school, this item measures time spent with peers in the evening, which ikdgs®lbe
related to school or supervised by adults since it is outside the home. The assumption is
that time spent with friends in the evening is not necessarily constructivéeaatbte
would not be positively related to civic engagement. | reverse-coded the meastderi
for a higher value to indicate more time spent with peers in the evening. Theisngl
predictor has a mean of 2.91 and standard deviation of .92.
School Measures
Confidence in effectiveness of school participatidre next group of predictors

pertains to the construct of civic experiences in school. Civic experiencetorefal-
world experiences of democratic processes, opportunities to express and nddersta
different sides of social issues, and exposure to the importance of democritepra
and ideals. The first component of this conceptual definition, real-world exper@hces
democratic processes, is operationalized as adolescents’ perceived cenfidbec
effectiveness of school participation. The four items in this IRT scale (GONME)
assess the extent to which adolescents agree with the statements (1ly disagoee, 2
= disagree, 3 = agree, and 4 = strongly agree):

1. Electing student representatives to suggest changes in how the school is run

makes schools better (BS4J1)
2. Lots of positive changes happen in this school when students work together

(BS4J2)
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3. Organizing groups of students to state their opinions could help solve problems in
this school (BS4J3)
4. Students acting together can have more influence on what happens in this school
than students acting alone (BS4J5)
The scale has a M of 0, SD of 1, and reliability equal to .79. At level 2, | examine the
average level of confidence in school participatisvhich is the mean aggregate of
individual students’ confidence in school participation within each school. The variable is
not re-standardized at level 2, enabling the examination of school contextuts’effec
Openness of classroom climate for discussighether students have had
opportunities to express and understand different sides of social issues is the@buse
scale of classroom climate. Perception of a classroom climate tyansor discussion
(CCLIMMLE) is a six-item IRT scale assessing how often the falhgveonditions exist
in history, civics, and/or social studies classrooms (1 = never, 2 = rarely, 3etiraes)
4 = often):
1. Students feel free to disagree openly with teachers about political and social
issues during class (BS4N1)
2. Students are encouraged to make up their own minds about issues (BS4N2)
3. Teachers respect our opinions and encourage us to express them during class
(BS4N3)
4. Students feel free to express opinions in class even when their opinions are

different from most of the other students (BS4N5)

® “Contextual effect” is a statistical term thaeigplained in the section on statistical analyses.
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5. Teachers encourage us to discuss political or social issues about which people

have different opinions (BS4N7)

6. Teachers present several sides of an issue when explaining it in Gd$¢3)B
The scale has a M of 0, SD of 1, and reliability equal toTB2.mean aggregate of
individual students’ reports of classroom climate within each scheetage perception
of open classroom climates considered at level 2. The variable is not re-standardized at
level 2.

Civic curriculum.Student exposure to learning about the importance of
democratic practices and ideals is measured by student reports oéegeercurriculum.
The civic curriculum is measured as it is experienced by students, in comtiesther
reports of what is taught in class. In the original questionnaire seven indivetaal i
assessed the extent to which adolescents agree that, in school, they hade(lear
strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree):

1. To understand people who have different ideas (BS4K1)

2. To cooperate in groups with other students (BS4K2)

3. To contribute to solving problems in the community (BS4K3)

4. To be a patriotic and loyal citizen of my country (BS4K4)

5. To be concerned about what happens in other countries (BS4K6)

6. The importance of voting in national and local elections (BS4K7)

After a correlation analysis revealed that these six items wereratelyerelated,
and also that correlations with the outcome variables followed similar pattesa#g of
the correlation analysis are available in Appendix B, Table B1), | conducteda fact

analysis to determine whether the items measured any underlyingictsgtactor
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analysis of the six variables identified one underlying measure of civicawm, with

factor loadings ranging from .64 to .72 and an eigenvalue of 2.86 (47.67 percent of
variance accounted for by this factor). The reliability of the itenke measure is .81

and the constructed factor has a mean of O and standard deviation of 1. This scale also is
aggregated to the school level for a measure adtbeage report of school civic

curriculum.

Geographic regionThe final measure pertaining to the school is the region in
which the school is located. School administrators reported whether their schaols wer
located in the Northeast, Southeast, Central, or Western region of the Unie=d Stat
(NAEPREG). In the sample of 119 schools, 21 percent are located in the Northeast, 24
percent in the Southeast, 25 percent in the Central, and 29 percent in the Westd | creat
dichotomous variables for each region and renamed the variables Northeast, South,
Midwest, and West (for accordance with common nomenclature). West is used as the
reference group in the multilevel regression analyses because it igytst moup and |
have no theoretical reason for choosing a particular region with which the dtbeld s
be compared. Note that the region measures were included at the school vl wi
aggregated school variables and the neighborhood variables) and were classified as
neighborhood measures because of their distal relation.

| am using many of the scales from previous CIVED research becausae¢hey
psychometrically strong, indicating widespread content validity anabiky. To ensure
that all salient contexts are considered | also examine single itemerapdsites
pertaining to interactions with parents and peers. In the next section | deseabeares

of the neighborhood context.
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U. S. Census

Through the U.S. National Center for Education Statistics | have acquired a
restricted data license that allows access to the zip-codes for the shabphsrticipated
in the Civic Education Study. Most research on neighborhood effects employs residence
zip-codes (from adolescents’ homes), which is sensible given that such sttehes of
examine interactions between family and the neighborhood. However, the current study
focuses on school-neighborhood interactions. It is certainly possible thatstioeerlap
in home and school neighborhoods (either in their geographical location or demographic
gualities). Gershoff and Aber (2006) reported that most children and adolescards att
neighborhood public schools. | do not have information on the correlation between
students’ home neighborhoods and the neighborhoods of their schools (because home
zip-codes are not available in the CIVED dataset), but there is likelyadniggn
correlation between the sociodemographic characteristics of a school’s neaitand
the sociodemographic characteristics in the school’s attendance zone gkgr§ow
Komi, 2008), meaning the neighborhoods in which students reside.

It is relevant to examine characteristics of schools’ neighborhoods because
schools and neighborhoods are proposed to be inextricably linked. In an extension of
Wilson’s (1987) theory on the concentration effects of poverty, Stewart, Stewart, and
Simons (2007) propose that for young people who live in disadvantaged neighborhoods,
schools may be their only exposure to a positive mainstream environment (though this
specific relationship was not investigated in their study on neighborhood effects on
adolescents’ college aspirations). Unfortunately, “it is possible thabiin

neighborhoods characterized by concentrated disadvantage, social disorganization, a
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racial isolation reflect the social ills found within their neighborhood environment”
(Stewart et al., 2007, p. 900). Additionally, just as neighborhoods influence the schools
located within their boundaries, schools influence their surrounding neighborhood by
attracting families and providing employment opportunities (Gershoff & AH¥)6).
Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn (2003) specifically identify schools as an institutional
neighborhood resource that is important to adolescent development. Therefore, it is
important to examine the ways in which schools interact with the neighborhoods in which
they are located, and how this interaction affects the outcomes of studemtdsnatthe
school.
Conceptual and Operational Definitions of Neighborhoods

When defining neighborhoods one can describe structural characteristics or
processes. Neighborhood structural characteristics pertain to easilyigbémntif
characteristics that are often obtained through census data, such as demographic
characteristics of community members, poverty rates, and unemployment. @ynvers
neighborhood experiential characteristics, or processes, refer tocoumalkctions
between people and institutions, positive and negative interpersonal relations, and the
overall solidarity in a community. For the current study | borrow from Samall
Supple’s (2001) conceptual definition of a neighborhood: the physical place and
characteristics of the population within that place.

Just as there are multiple ways to conceptualize neighborhoods, there are multiple
ways to operationalize neighborhoods. Objective neighborhood measures, taken from
U.S. Census data, are distal but standard in that they are measured conamtesgly

neighborhoods. Frequently used objective characteristics include the proportion of
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residents living below the poverty line, female-headed homes, and males who are
unemployed; median income or education levels; distributions of demographic
characteristics of community members (such as race, gender, and aminsigitus); and
crime rates. Census data from zip-codes and tracts vary as to theaflaggregation in
that census tracts offer more precise geographic information (Kowdlasés, 2000).
Many researchers prefer tracts because they are more proximalinalividual and have
been established based on the advice of local communities (Duncan & Aber, 1997;
Haynie, Silver, & Teasdale, 2006). However, according to Sampson (1998, cited by
Ainsworth, 2002), the stratification in neighborhoods is so strong and pervasive that the
associated outcomes are consistently evident regardless of the unit oarsdygsto
define neighborhoods.

In comparison to objective measures, subjective neighborhood measuresytypicall
involve the experience of the neighborhood environment, through youth, parent,
community member, or researcher perceptions of neighborhood boundaries, features, and
processes (Pratt, Turner, & Piquero, 2004). Data can be collected through photographs
and windshield surveys in which researchers conduct a systematic observation of
neighborhood and record aspects of physical conditions and resources that are more
specific than what is available through census data (Nicotera, 2007). Although these
measures are closer to the daily lives of adolescents (and more indidgireeesses
within neighborhoods), these proximal neighborhood measures are not available in the
CIVED dataset.

In the current study | use neighborhood compositional characteristics é&sgocia

with Census zip-codes as measures of the population within a particular place.
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Neighborhood compositional characteristics are not used as proxies for neighborhood
processes, rather they are indications of the demographic, social, and economic
conditions in schools’ surrounding neighborhoods. The assumption is that aggregated
neighborhood demographic characteristics, from Census measures, are af index
conditions that influence people within the neighborhood (Shinn & Toohey, 2003).
U.S. Census Design and Instrument Administration

The first U.S. Census was administered in 1790 in the 13 original states (the
information described in this section is detailed in U.S. Census Bureau, 2002).
Historically and currently, the primary purpose of the Census is to provide d@rcexat
of the U.S. population to be used in allotting the appropriate number of representatives to
the U.S. House of Representatives. States with higher populations are allotted more
representatives, while the opposite occurs in states with lower populations. ionatddit
collecting population indicators (e.qg., total population, age groups, and racial groups), the
Census now includes items pertaining to social, economic, and housing chaieterist
that can be used for research and policy purposes.

Data are collected decennially, with the most recent data collectiorriagaar
2000. There are two questionnaires distributed: a short form and a long form. The short
form contains seven questions for each member of the household, including his or her
name, sex, age, race, Latino origin, relationship status, and housing status. The short form
is sent to every single household in the United States, which enabled a population count
of 281,421,906 people in the year 2000.

There is also a long form that is sent (in addition to the short form) to 17 percent

of households. This sub-sample is considered to be representative of the entire U.S.
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population. The long form contains additional questions about nation of origin, school
enrollment and educational attainment, duration of residence, labor force status and
industry, income, and a series of housing characteristics.

The Census forms were delivered between March 13 and 15, 2000. Follow-up
phone calls (and/or letters) were made to residents who failed to complet@ehgirs
form. The final response rate for the 2000 U.S. Census was 67 percent.

Census Measures for the Current Study

The 2000 U.S. Census Supplemental Files 1 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000a) and 3
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2000b) contain information on the demographic composition of
every zip-code in the United States. In the current study, these datamaeeted to the
CIVED schools as measures of the schools’ neighborhood context. As previowsly stat
neighborhood is defined as a physical place (indicated by the assigned zip-code) and th
collective characteristics of the population within the physical spagé&aceed the
following measures of the collective characteristics of the neighborhoodagtiopul

1. Proportion of white residents

2. Proportion of Latino residents

3. Proportion of black residents

4. Proportion of Asian residents

5. Proportion of multiracial residents

6. Proportion of American Indian residents

7. Proportion of foreign-born residents

8. Proportion of residents 25 and older with a high school or college education

9. Proportion of residents 16 and older in managerial or professional occupations
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10. Proportion of residents 16 and older unemployed

11.Proportion of households with annual incomes $75,000 and greater
12.Proportion of residents living below the poverty line

13.Proportion of households receiving public assistance

14.Proportion of female-headed households

A correlation analysis revealed very strong relations between these esriabl
(results available in Appendix B, Table B2); the average strength of thiemskap
between two neighborhood variables was .62, regardless of direction. Therefore, | used
these measures to form composites that represented different neighborhoadisonst
Descriptive statistics for the composite measures are availabéble T.

For a measure of neighborhood racial diversity, | combined items 1 through 6
utilizing the racial fractionalization equation (as used by Campbell, 2007,astd &
Kahn, 2003). Racial fractionalization is computed by combining the proportion of
residents from each racial group (fractionalizatioh- [X §°], where s represents each
racial groups’ proportion of the population). This measure is considered algedera
heterogeneity measure (Moody, 2001) and can be interpreted as the protietitityo
randomly selected residents in a neighborhood are members of different raape. g\
higher score on the measure indicates more diversity in a neighborhood. | standardized
the racial diversity measure to have a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1.

| entered the remainder of the variables in a series of factor analyizasgut
principal components analysis and varimax rotation, results of the indtal fanalysis
are depicted in Table 2. Consistent with prior research, two factors emergedsare of

neighborhood affluence and a measure of neighborhood poverty.
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Table 2.Factor loadings of neighborhood measures (rotated solution)

Neighborhood

Neighborhood  Neighborhood immigrant
Measure affluence poverty population
High school or college education 74
Professional occupation 91
High income .89
Unemployed .89
Below poverty line .70
Public assistance a7
Female-headed household .80
Foreign-born residents .97
Eigenvalue 2.79 2.87 1.20
Variance (%) 34.81 35.85 14.97
Cronbach .89 .80

Note.The extraction method is principal components thedotation method is varimax.

| conducted a second analysis separately for each factor including ortigntise i
that had loaded onto that factor in the initial factor analysis. The analysis of the
neighborhood affluence items revealed factor loadings in the range of .86 to .95 and an
eigenvalue of 2.45 (82.90 percent of variance in the items explained). For the
neighborhood poverty analysis the factor loadings ranged from .83 to .92 and the
eigenvalue was 3.06 (explaining 76.53 percent of variance in the items). The faaer scor
from the separate analyses are used in the multilevel regressions (@sttntrsing the
scores from the initial factor analysis which technically incorporaeotdings of items
not included in the construct). Both factors have a mean of 0 and standard deviation of 1.
It is noted that the proportion of foreign-born residents did not load onto the
affluence or the poverty factor and therefore will be considered as aisamyléM = .11,
SD =.12). All variables from the U.S. Census are examined as level-2 preditt

adolescents’ civic outcomes.
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Analytic Techniques

In the current study | employed a series of analytic techniques in ordevelop
adequate measures and investigate my research questions. Preliminedya®c
involved examining psychometric properties of individual and composite measures,
correlation analyses, factor analyses, and the examination and treatméstiog hata
(some of these analyses were discussed in the previous section). | deseebaltb®f
these preliminary analyses in this chapter because they all pertairctmtteiction of
measures and the preparation of the dataset for the primary analysks ¢febe
primary analyses are reported in Chapter 4). | also describe tisticththethod used in
the study, a multilevel regression procedure, and give a summary of the pecaedur
decision rules for entering variables into the statistical models.

Preliminary Analyses

Univariate and Bivariate Analyses

In order to gain an understanding of the characteristics of the measungbdro
1999 Civic Education Study and the 2000 Census it was necessary to conduct preliminary
univariate and bivariate analyses. The univariate analyses involved examsungtie
statistics of predictors and outcomes (including the mean, standard deviatiomga)d ra
most of which are illustrated in Table 1 and Table Al. Table 1 contains descriptive
statistics for the final predictor and outcome variables, while Table Allglaleain
Appendix A) contains statistics for the original items used to construct thedimnables.

The IRT scales and other standardized measures from the CIVED datalgener
have normal distributions. Two of the outcomes (support for minority rights and

anticipated voting) are slightly skewed, but not enough to significantly affectsihkste
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Skewness is also evident in some of the Census measures. However, thasesraeas
indicators of the U.S. population, so any irregularities are merely iefisaf non-
normal distributions in the population. A more significant issue with some of the items
(in particular, the proportion of foreign-born residents) is their truncatee fzecause
this will influence the interpretation of coefficients in the multilevel esgron analyses.
To address some of the issues with the original neighborhood variables | cedstruct
composites through factor analysis and computation with the fractionalizatioroaequat
(discussed in the previous section).

Prior to conducting the factor analysis | performed a correlation anafyalisthe
original CIVED and Census variables to help assess which items would steveabe
composites because of the strength and nature of their assotiBtierinitial correlation
analyses for level-1 and level-2 variables indicated instances in which datkareduc
techniques were appropriate because the variables were highly-assanttegether
would make stronger predictors (results of the initial analyses aralaleaih Appendix
B, Tables B1 and B2). After developing composite measures and factors | teshaduc
correlation analysis that involved the final level-1 and level-2 variablel@aes 3 and
4, respectively). As expected, measures within each context are modeeriglyly
related, but because of conceptual distinctions it is not appropriate to comisme the
measures any further.

Factor Analyses
Given the high correlations between the original civic curriculum variabolds

among the neighborhood variables it was appropriate to utilize factor analgseate

® The guidelines used for interpreting correlatioefticients and creating composite variables agglavle
in Appendix B.



Table 3.Correlations among level-1 predictor and outcome variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

1. Female - .01 .00 .00 -.01 .01 -.02 -.02.02 .04* -03 -10** .13** 12%* 13**

2. White - -51% - 48% - 30* -27* -11* -25% 30** .07* -01 .04* .06** .08** .01

3. Latino - -15%* -09** -08** -.04 A8* - 24* .03 .01 .00 -.05** -06** -.03

4. Black - -09** -.08** -.03 .02 -11** -10** -.02 .02 -03 -04* -01

5. Asian - -.05* -.02 9% -.06** .03 .02 -11** .05* .00 .06**

6. Multiracial - -.01 -.02 .00 .01 .00 .01 -.07**-.02 -.03

7. Am. Indian - -01 -.03 .00 .01 .00 .00 -.01 .00

8. Immigrant - =17 .03 07+ -09* -.01 -.03 .02

9. SES - .20** .08** -.03 A1k 14% 06**

10. Discuss with - 56 - 11 20%*  24%* 27
parents

11. Discuss with - -06**  12% 19%  21%
peers

12. Evening with - -.06** -01 -.06**
peers

13. Confidence in - 32*%*  B2x*
participation

14. Open climate - A40%*

15. Civic -
curriculum

Outcomes

Civic knowledge .01 28% - 17 - 21%* -01 .00  -.05* -12*% 39**  21* Q7* -14* |13* 18**  08**

Support minority .24** .02 -.01 -.05* .06 .00 -.02 -04*  14*  16** .06** -.11** 40**  27**  33**

rights

Vote A3 13 - 10  -.08** -.01 -.01 .01 -09** 27* 37 21% - Q9% 34%  3ZI¥*  I7**

Community 25%* 05 -01 .03 .04* .03 .02 .03 .05* 30** 23*05**  20%*  24%x  34**

participation

*p< .05, *p< .01

7



Table 4.Correlations among level-2 predictor variables

Variable 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. School confidence in part. A9** 58+ 32** .06 .04 -.10 .00 A7 -09 -.04 -.02
2. School open climate - AL5* 35x 28% - 06 -.06 -.13 27 -22* -.03 .07
3. School civic curriculum - .10 .05 .10 -.03 -11 -.01 .01-.08 .01
4. School SES - A7 -12 A1 -14 B5* LBk _26% - 21%
5. Northeast region - -29% - 30**  -33** | 33* -15 .04 .18*
6. South region - =33 .37 -15 .06 .07 -.19*
7. Midwest region - -.38**  -02 -.06 -.33* - 3b**
8. West region - -.14 14 22*%  35*
9. Neighborhood affluence - - 70** -.09 .02
10. Neighborhood poverty - .28** |16
11. Neighborhood diversity - A5**

12. Neighborhood foreign-born

*p<.05 *p<.01

XA
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composite level-1 and level-2 measures. The additional benefit of this procedure is that
factors enhance the construct validity of measures. For all analysesrhpsdfa
principal components analysis with a varimax rotation.

For the civic curriculum factor analysis (discussed previously in theoaemti
CIVED measures), all six items cohered as one underlying constructiiAdterst
analysis | attempted to force a two-factor solution because some oftisesgemed
more relational in nature (e.g., communicate with others) while othersmageeapplied
(e.g., learning to vote). The eigenvalues were not high enough to warrant a wvo-fact
solution, therefore | used the one factor solution for a single measure of civatikcuni

| also conducted factor analyses for the neighborhood variables, the dktails
which were described in the section on Census measures. The neighborhood
characteristics cohered in a manner that is consistent with prior fesessealing a
measure of neighborhood affluence (a 3-item factor) and a measure of neighborhood
poverty (a 4-item factor).

Missing Data Analysis

The final step in the preliminary analyses was to conduct a missing dbisisana
for all level-1 predictor and outcome measures (note that there are no rdessirigr
level-2 variables because the school measures are aggregates and thehogighbor
measures are from the U.S. Census). Because of the use of IRT scalihgaedoignts
for missing data when estimating students’ scale scores, the exteissofgwata in the
CIVED dataset is minimal. However, it was still important to determine p@ientage
of students were missing scores on specific measures, and whether thesshusleing

data differed in their demographic characteristics from students with etegalta.
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On average, the demographic measures were missing data for 2 perceaspf ca
parent and peer measures were missing data for 5 percent of casesasune snef
school civic experiences were missing 5 percent of data. None of the prediussisg
data exceeded 10 percent, a number that is recommended as a cut-off forynecessa
imputation or deletion (Hair, Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). Students who
failed to answer items pertaining to social relationships and civic expesienschool
were slightly more likely to be male, a race other than white, low-SES, antk@®e a
extent) born outside the U.S. The cell sizes for the groups of students missing data wer
generally quite small.

There were somewhat divergent amounts of data missing in the four outcomes,
ranging from 1 to 10.6 percent of data missing. For civic knowledge, only 1 percent of
data were missing, and students missing data were more likely to be Aiaa, &ad
multiracial. Students who failed to answer items pertaining to anticipate) (6t
percent of data missing) were likely to be non-white and low-SES. On the outcomes of
support for minority rights (4 percent of data missing) and anticipated conymunit
participation (10.6 percent of data missing), students missing data were katyréolibe
male, non-white, and low-SES. As with the predictor variables, although thexe wer
differences in the amount of missing data based on demographic groups, thecdifferen
were minor (and cell sizes small) and should not pose a serious threat to thal exter
validity of the findings. Therefore, | determined that the extent of ngs$ata was not
high enough to warrant any modifications.

This conclusion was supported by Hair et al. (2006) who argued that when the

amount of missing data is below 10 percent the adjustment of scores is not required
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because the extent of missing data is not likely to affect the results. itéi®orwas

met by all predictor and outcome measures except anticipated commundypaton,

which is discussed further below. Additionally, because the amount of missing data is
small and the sample is large, utilizing different imputation and deletion tecemdgjlie
make little difference, in that the techniques will provide similar re¢Gltsninger &
Douglas, 2005; Hair et al., 2006). Therefore, | determined that the proportion of missing
data was not high enough to warrant either the complex imputation of datdistviise
deletion of cases. In the current study I utilize pairwise deletion of basasise this
approach allows me to preserve the sample and maximizes the data uthized. T
drawback of using pairwise deletion is that the number of students used in eacis analys
will vary slightly (Hair et al., 2006).

The common solution when there are data missing on an outcome variable is to
delete all students who are missing data on the variable (Hair et al., 2006), but this
strategy is not particularly useful here because | have four outcomesstaorce, if |
delete all of the students who are missing data on the community paricipatcome
(i.e., employ listwise deletion) then | will inevitably delete students whe kialues for
the knowledge outcome. My analysis for civic knowledge would then have an
unnecessarily reduced sample. By employing pairwise deletion, the studssitgyrdata
on an outcome will automatically be excluded from that variable’s asdysiwill be
retained for the analyses of other outcomes. Therefore, the samplellsiaywslightly
for each outcome: civic knowledge has a sample of 2,704 students, support of minority

rights has a sample of 2,625 students, the anticipated voting sample is 2,482 students, and



127

the anticipated community participation sample is 2,439 students. In conclusion, | am
employing pairwise deletion for missing data on all predictor and outcomsuresa

It was necessary to complete this series of preliminary analyses pedaeeding
to investigate the relationship between the predictor variables and the coomest
through multilevel regression analyses. It also was necessary to exanpnestrece and
extent of demographic-based gaps in the four civic outcomes. | provide the oéshée
civic engagement gap analysis in Chapter 4, including a description oéddés in
civic outcomes based on students’ demographic characteristics.

Multilevel Regression Analysis

In order to examine the influence of multiple contexts on civic outcomes, while
also accounting for the nested nature of the data, | employed a multilgre=isien
procedure. Multilevel regression techniques have only recently become utilized in
psychological research on neighborhood effects (e.g., Beyers, Batds&Hatidge,

2003; Wight, Botticello, & Aneshensel, 2006), but have been used extensively in
educational research on large-scale datasets (e.g., Lee & Bryk, 1989, Rahdenbus
Bryk, 1986).

Indeed, the nested nature of students in schools necessitates using a multilevel
approach, such as hierarchical linear modeling (HLM; Raudenbush, Bryk, Cheong, &
Congdon, 2004), to provide more accurate estimations of relationships between
predictors and the outcome. When multilevel data are analyzed with single-level
statistical procedures problems occur that pertain to aggregation biasimatesbt
standard errors, and heterogeneity of regression, all of which can contribusdeiadmig

results (Lee & Bryk, 1989). An aggregation bias occurs when characteasschools
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or neighborhoods are assumed to have the same influence on student outcomes as
characteristics of individuals. For example, the influence of school SES on an
individual’'s academic achievement may not be equivalent to the effect aidhadual
student’'s SES. Single-level models take what should be level-2 variables ame ass
their meaning is the same at level 1 (also allowing level-2 measuresit@alyeed with
inflated degrees of freedom).

Another issue with single-level models is that they inaccurately assume
independence and therefore do not take into account the groupness of the data. Students
that attend the same school inherently share more similar experientstutfents who
attend different schools. HLM accounts for this lack of independence within scrubl
therefore gives more accurately estimated standard errors. AdditidhaM/provides
an intraclass correlation coefficient (IC@hich specifies the amount of total variance in
the outcome that is attributed to differences that occur between schools.

Finally, and perhaps most relevant to the current study, is the likelihood that the
regression slopes between certain predictors and outcomes vary for dstdreals. For
instance, student SES and student achievement are often related, but the sttbagth of
relationship may not be the same across all schools. Multilevel models camexiaisi
heterogeneity of regression slopes, while single-level models cannot.

In addition to addressing the issues associated with single-level modeling,
multilevel modeling enables all level-1 predictors to be outcomes at levelesdrr
three mathematical equations for the modeling done at each level that dltis¢rat

modeling of level-1 outcomes and predictors.
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The level-1 model is expressed as:
Q
Yii = Po+ 2 fig Xaiy Ty [1]

whereY; is the civic outcome of interest (civic knowledge, for example) of student
schoolj, fo; is the intercept (mean civic knowledge of students in sghgg) arelevel-1
coefficients associated with tiXg; student variables (such as race), gyid the random
effect of studentin a schoo].

There are two equations for the level-2 model, one that depicts the modeling of

the level-1 intercept and another that depicts the modeling of level-1 predictors:

S

Boj = yoo"'sgllVoS Ws; + Ug;, [2]
S

Baj = YqO"'SEqus W + Ugj, [3]

These equations signify that the level-2 model incorporates the level-1 ptt@geand
each coefficientf) as additional outcome measures. The level-2 equations include
coefficients for school and neighborhood variabl¥)(as well as the random effect of
schoolgug; for the intercept andy; for the predictorns

Level-2 predictors include measures of the demographic and civic environment of
schools, as well as neighborhood characteristics. The reasons for includingaschool
neighborhood measures at the same level are twofold. First, the neighborhood is directly
surrounding the school and therefore the school environment and the neighborhood
environment are interrelated (as discussed previously). Many of the adtdesitending

the school will live within a short distance of the school (possibly within the sigme z
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code), and will therefore have high levels of interaction with the neighborhood and its
residents.

The second reason is statistical and pertains to the fact that in this sangis ther
only one school per neighborhood (rather than multiple schools in each neighborhood). It
would not be possible to consider neighborhood characteristics at a third level because
there would be no variance in school variables within neighborhoods. Therefore, students
are assumed to be nested simultaneously within schools and neighborhoods. Student
experiences and characteristics were considered at level 1 while aodamighborhood
characteristic were analyzed at level 2. Utilizing this approach tsetiné estimate of
direct and indirect school and neighborhood effects on adolescent civic outcomes. The
analytic model, illustrating the anticipated relations between level-leapt2
measures, is depicted in Figure 2 (statistical methods employedninexaese effects
are discussed further below).

Analytic Strategy

| conclude this section with an explicit description of the steps involved in the
statistical analysis including the procedure, decision rules, and manner in vilNtisH
used to answer each research question. Given that | am interested in trensiouglt
influence of multiple contexts, the models actually allow for all of the resapiestions
to be considered simultaneously (for each of the four outcomes). Refer to Chapter 1 for
specific research questions (RQ) and see Table 5 for a summary of theupecoad
decision rules.

The first step when conducting a multilevel analysis is to create a fully

unconditional model in which the dependent variable is entered with no predictors in the
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Figure 2.Analytic model for level-1 and level-2 effects on adolescent civic outcomes

(direct effects are indicated by solid lines, indirect effects are itediday dashed lines)

L evel-2 School M easures L evel-2 Neighbor hood
(Demographic composition, Measures
civic environment) (Demographic composition)

Civic
Outcomes

Level-1 Measures
(Adolescent demographicy
social relationships,
civic experiences in school)

model. The unconditional model partitions the variance in the outcome variable between
level 1 (within schools) and level 2 (between schools). The level-1 variance component
(6°) and the level-2 variance componentdan then be used to compute the intraclass
correlation coefficient (ICC = / [t + 6°]). The ICC specifies the amount of total

variance in the outcome that is attributed to differences between groups. Throhghout t
analysis | compared each model'ands? with the corresponding variance components
from the unconditional model and computed the reduction in variance. Computing the

proportion reduction in variance, or determining how much of the initial variance in the
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Table 5.Summary of procedure and decision rules for variables entered and included in

the multilevel models

Step  Procedure

1. Create an unconditional model in order to determine the proportion of \eaitetie
outcome that is attributed to within- and between-group differences.
2. Test each level-1 predictor for significant random effectmiReandom effect is

variable meets all criteria:
a. Chi-square test for the variance component is statistically signtfat p <.10.
b. Tau correlations with the intercept and other random predictors dacesd
.70.
c. Reliability exceeds .05.
3. Introduce variables related to student demographic characteristics.
a. All demographic variables are retained regardless of stalisiignificance.
4, Introduce variables related to social relationships.
a. All relationship variables are retained regardless of statistignificance.
5. Introduce variables related to civic experiences in school.
a. All school experience variables are retained regardless ististt
significance.
6. Remove all level-1 predictors from the model (returning to an uncamaliticodel).
Introduce school environment variables.
a. All school civic environment variables and school SES arenexdaiegardless
of statistical significance.
b. School racial composition variables are removed if not statistisigihificant.
7. Remove school environment variables. Introduce neighborhood environmahbtegar
a. The neighborhood environment variables from the U.S. Census are retained
regardless of statistical significance.
b. Geographic region variables are removed if not statistically &ggnif
Create a full model including variables retained from steps 3 through 7.
Introduce cross-level interactions and level-2 interactions.

© ©

outcome is explained by the model’s predictors, can be interpreted in a sieniaemnto

an R statistic utilized in traditional multiple regression (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002)
The next step (for each civic outcome) was to examine whether the influence of

student characteristics, measures of social relationships, or civicesqas in school

varied between schools. In order to assess whether the relation between therpaalic

the outcome were constant or whether they varied between schools | firgdatioav

“effect” of each predictor to vary randomly (with the exception of Asian, raalal, and

American Indian because the degrees of freedom were too greatlydddueach of
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these predictors). Allowing predictors to vary is the means by which HLM igaéssi
the heterogeneity of regression slopes.

There are a few criteria that a predictor must meet in order to be gertoittary
randomly throughout the analysis. The first criterion is that a predictor muesaha
statistically significant random effect, which is determined wightest of the variance
component. The interpretation of this statistical significance is that the effieitte
predictor on the outcome (or more accurately, the relationship between théopraaic
the outcome) varies between schools. The second criterion is that the correlations
between the variance components for the predictor, the intercept, and any other
randomly-varying variables do not exceed .70. High correlations indicate aficiestif
amount of independent variation in that variable. The third criterion is that the pridict
reliability, which is an indicator of whether the coefficient is a gestimate of the
population parameter, exceeds .05 (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). When a predictor has a
low reliability it is an indication that a substantial proportion of the observeabiigs
in the regression coefficient is merely sampling variance (Lee &,B:989). In terms of
decision making, | allowed a maximum of two predictors to vary randomly for each
outcome to avoid overspecification of the models. Note that the intercept (or th@mea
the civic outcome of students in schpolvas always set to vary randomly between
schools. A random intercept enables the examination of group differences in the mean

level of the outcome.

" Note that a p-value of .10 is the criterion fotadmining statistical significance of fixed and dam
effects, rather than the .05 p-value commonly weidu single-level regression analyses. In the fieid
education and psychology, studies employing muiilstatistical procedures often utilize .10 asghe
value for determining significance (e.g., Anderm2@02; Chung & Steinberg, 2006; Kahne & Sporte,
2008).
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The predictors that did not meet this set of criteria were designatedetdixed
effects, meaning that the predictors’ effects were constant ackesb@bls. As the
analysis proceeded and additional predictors were added, randomly varying sdhable
did not continue to meet the aforementioned criteria were changed to have a Bxed eff

Variables with fixed effects were centered on their grand mean and variathles w
random effects were centered on their group mean. Grand-mean centering involves
subtracting the overall mean of the variable from the observed values in orther for
mean of the variable to be equal to zero. Grand-mean centering makes the inereept
meaningful (e.g., the score for a student who is average on all of the predictors) and
makes it possible to examine level-2 effects on all students. In comparisonngeate
variable on its group mean involves subtracting the school mean from each value.
Variables that are set to have random effects are group-mean centengseltbe
purpose is to look at group differences in the relation between that variable and the
outcome.

The procedure described for determining whether level-1 predictors have random
effects directly tests Research Question (RQ) 1. RQ1 inquires as tduhe afahe
relationship between student-level variables and the civic outcome, includatigevthe
relationship is constant and the strength of the relation. Whether the relaomstisnt is
determined by the tests of random effects. The extent of the relationshiprbetvebe
student-level predictor and the outcome is determined by the size anccatatisti
significance of the variable’s regression coefficieft §ince each outcome is
standardized to have a mean of zero and standard deviation of one, the predictors’

coefficients can be interpreted as effect sizes.



135

Level-1 predictors were entered in hierarchical blocks, with student demazgaphi
entered first, followed by social relationship measures, followed bg-mated
experiences in school. Each time | examined the relative importance of tie set
variables as indicated by how much of the original within-school variancexptsned
in the outcome variable. | also examined the amount of variance explained birthe e
within-school model (including demographic characteristics, sociaigeshtips, and
civic experiences in school).

RQ2 and RQ3 both pertain to the influence of variables at the school/
neighborhood level. To determine the extent of the relationship between school variables
and the civic outcome, and neighborhood variables and the civic outcome, | examined the
regressiony) coefficients (and their statistical significance) for each prediéigain,
predictors’ coefficients can be interpreted as effect sizes. Thedguredictors were
entered in blocks in order to assess each context’s ability to account forristheel
variance in the outcome, however each context was examined separatehttieatie a
cumulative manner as with the level-1 variables). This approach allowed mentoex
the initial direct relations between each context and the civic outcome.

The final step in the multilevel regression for each civic outcome was tomxami
interactions between variables from multiple contexts. The interactionsdreschool
and neighborhood environment measures (when both components of the interaction are at
level 2) are considered to be purely statistical interactions. Examirigrgctions
between student-level variables and school/neighborhood-level variablese(tefeas
cross-level interactions because the components are at level 1 and leveh@sitivel

investigation of how level-2 variables are related to level-1 random effe@ddition to
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being a statistical interaction, cross-level interactions alsoge@n indication of
personal interactions because individual students’ characteristics ameespe are a
component of the interaction.

The analytic strategy described in the previous paragraphs was equivalent for all
four civic outcomes. For the sake of consistency | decided to retain néardfiyted level-
1 and level-2 predictors regardless of their statistical significambés approach enables
comparisons between outcomes and contributes to the coherence of the study. The
random level-1 predictors and interactions between predictors will not be comstast a
the four outcomes.

Finally, there are a few statistical rules to abide by when conductindtiéerrel
analysis with fixed and random effects (these standards are credited tmReidand
Bryk, 2002). First, if a level-1 variable is set to have a random effect (andotteeref
group-mean centered) then the aggregate of that variable must be modéled on t
intercept at level 2. The logic behind this rule is that if the level-1 variagl®ugp-mean
centered, then the average effect of that variable is not officially accoionte the
model. Including the aggregated variable at level 2 accounts for the avdeage ef
Second, any level-2 variable that is used to model the slope of a level-1 vanable (i
cross-level interaction) must also be included in the intercept model evenfiettase
not significant. This rule is akin to single-level regressions in which all ihaai
components of an interaction variable must also be included in the analysis. Third, given

the rule that one level-2 predictor is allowed per 10 level-2 units, | did notceiteee

8 The exception to this approach is that | did et4in the geographic region of the school if it was
statistically significant. Additionally, | did noetain the school demographics pertaining to réare (

example, the proportion of black students in a shhHzecause they were not statistically significant
predictors in any of the analyses.
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maximum amount of 12 level-2 predictors allowed in each analysis (for my safmple
nearly 120 schools).
Effect Sizes

Recall that effect sizes for individual predictors can be determined by#hefsi
the coefficient because the outcome measures are z-scored. In ém sturdy the focus
will be on effect sizes for groups of predictors. Specifically, | erarthe proportion
reduction in variance associated with the addition of each group of predictors to the
model. This strategy is analogous to examining the chang®viiitiRtraditional multiple
regression. In a discussion of effect size statistics, McCartrady(@006) stated that the
change in Rstatistics indicates the predictive power of a single measure oup gf
measures. In the current analysis | will investigate the predistiver of sets of
measures pertaining to the individual adolescent, social relationships, schowregs
the school environment, and the neighborhood environment.

Since the current study employs HLM, predictive power is indicated by the
proportion of variance in the outcome accounted for by the addition of the group of
predictors. Based on the literature reviewed in Chapter 2, adolescents’ dennogra
characteristics are expected to explain an average (across theutoames) of 3 percent
of variance in the civic outcomes, with social relationships explaining 18rgestthe
variance. School experiences and the neighborhood environment are both projected to
explain approximately 11 percent of the variance in the civic outcdifies effect sizes

for the contexts (in terms of predictive power) are expected to be small mtuokgy

° Note that these estimates are based on studiesrtipoyed hierarchical regression and for whiehfh
could be determined for predictors from differeabiexts. There is no anticipated effect size fersbhool
environment because there were no studies thatdaedlschool measures at level 2 and presented the
predictive power of the measures.
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Summary

The current study involves secondary analysis of two linked datasets for the
purpose of determining the role of multiple contexts of influence (family, petisols
and neighborhood) on adolescents’ civic outcomes. Measures of processes within the
contexts of influence (e.qg., discourse with parents) are the focus of the analysex
the largest limitations in research on youth civic engagement is thattondissSocus on
one particular context rather than the simultaneous influence of multiple mtegten
the interaction between those contexts. Through the use of the 1999 IEA Civic Education
Study and the 2000 U.S. Census | am able to examine predictors from these four
contexts, as well as predictors pertaining to the individual adolescent. The use of
multilevel regression techniques allows for the simultaneous examination aftpredi
from different contexts and at multiple levels of analysis. Finally, themalty-
representative sample enables findings to be generalized to the population af-bidge
in the United States, unlike a convenience sample or sample from a limitedjeogr

area.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS

In the previous chapter | described the statistical procedure used inrta cur
study, hierarchical linear modeling, and the steps taken in each analysesclnrent
chapter | describe the results from the analyses of context effects orcadtsesivic
outcomes. | start by first providing evidence for the existence of aamgagement gap
by gender, race, immigrant status, and socioeconomic status. | then firedébi/
results for each civic outcome of interest: civic knowledge, support for the rights of
ethnic minorities, anticipated voting behavior, and anticipated community patizi.
The chapter concludes with a brief summary of the findings because an extensive
summary and discussion is presented in Chapter 5.

Civic Engagement Gap

There is evidence, based on the current literature, that civic engageseiéig
an indicator of positive development and that it is associated with other positive
outcomes. Therefore, a civic engagement gap based on adolescents’ demographic
characteristics would imply that certain subgroups of young people wederving the
benefits associated with this positive aspect of development.

Before examining aspects of different contexts that relate to civigengnt it
was necessary to determine if students differed in civic outcomes based on their
demographic characteristics. For each civic outcome, | compared stbhdsetson
gender, race, immigrant status, and socioeconomic status. To determine &hether
significant civic engagement gap existed | tested group differentes-tests (for

dichotomous variables) and Analysis of Variance (ANOVA, for categbuariables).
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The results of these tests of statistical significance, as wekas atores on the civic
outcomes by demographic group, are depicted in Table 6. For dichotomous variables
(gender and immigrant), within each civic outcome significant differendesbe group
means are indicated by asterisks. For categorical variables (I@d&ES), multiple group
means needed to be compared (note that SES was recoded to be a categorieal variabl
only for the purpose of examining the engagement gap). Within each civic outcome, if
the group means are significantly different from each other then they waltha same
letter next to the mean (and standard deviation). No letters next to the mearesnithatt
the group’s mean level of the outcome is not significantly different fronotrgy

group’s mean.

There was not a significant gender difference in students’ civic knowledge, but
females had significantly higher scores on the other three civic outcomes.a8iof the
outcomes are z-scored, the differences can be discussed in terms of standtoth de
units. Females’ support of minority rights and anticipated community pattanpaere
half a standard deviation higher than males, while anticipated voting waser q@har
standard deviation higher. Some of these mean differences are quite large in their
magnitude.

Group differences also were evident based on immigrant status. In comparison to
immigrant students, non-immigrant students had significantly higher civic kdgel
(.40 SD higher), expressed support of minority rights (.13 SD), and anticipated voting
behavior (.28 SD). Immigrant and non-immigrant students were equally likedpdotr

expectations of community participation.
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Table 6.Mean scores on civic outcomes based on adolescents’ demographic

characteristics
Anticipated

Demographic Civic Support Anticipated community
characteristic (n) knowledge minority rights voting participation
Gendef

Female (1,388) .02 (.92) 24 (.94)*** 13 (.92)*** 24 (.91)***

Male (1,300) -.01 (1.07) -.24 (1.00) -.13 (1.06) -.26 (1.02)
Immigrant status

Immigrant (286) -.35(.95) -.11 (1.01) -.24 (1.12) .09 (1.10)

Native-born (2,400) .05 (1.00)*** .02 (1.00)* .04 (.98)*** .00 (.98)
Racé

White (1,704) .22 (1.03pc .02 (1.04) .10 (1.02p -.04 (1.00)

Latino (373) -42 (.7%9de -.03 (.93 -.27 (1.04a -.03 (1.04)

Black (330) -.57 (.6'Bfg -.14 (.93p -.24 (.83p .09 (.91)

Asian (142) -.03 (1.04F .25 (.94ab -.03 (.94) .17 (1.07)

Multiracial (114) .02 (1.0&yg .01 (.99) -.05 (1.00) 14 (1.14)

American Indian (20) -.55 (.99 -.20 (.74) .16 (1.00) .30 (.67)
Socioeconomic statbis

Low SES (455) -53 (.74) -.24 (.95 -43 (1.01a -11 (.99

Average SES (1,728) -.02 (.95p .01 (.99a .00 (.96 .02 (.98)

High SES (506) .58 (1.18) .19 (1.033 .37 (.96 .06 (1.073

Note.Under demographic characteristic, the numberugfesits in each demographic group is noted in
parentheses. Under each civic outcome, standaidtias are noted in parentheses.

&+ and *** indicate significant differences at .@Hd .001, respectively.

® Within the race and SES groups, categories wigrstime letter following the standard deviationistiat
are statistically different from each other at D5§.

Racial group differences were apparent in the civic outcomes and these
differences were most pronounced for civic knowledge. ANOVA results indicatied ra
group differences in civic knowledge (F (5, 2662) = 55.84, p < .001) and post-hoc
comparisons revealed which specific groups differed. White, Asian, and maltirac
students had knowledge levels that were significantly higher than Latindaakd b
students (all moderate to large in their magnitude). White students also h&dasigyi
higher scores than American Indian students. The largest gap in mean scores of

knowledge was the white-black gap at nearly .80 SD.



142

Racial differences also existed in students’ support for the rights of ethnic
minorities (F (5, 2568) = 3.21, p < .01). Post-hoc comparisons indicated that significant
differences occurred between Asian, Latino, and black adolescents’ meas\sithr
Asians reporting significantly higher levels of support than Latino and blacknssd@le
At approximately .40 SD, the Asian-black gap was the largest.

Racial differences in adolescents’ anticipated voting behavior alscewieent
(F (5, 2418) = 11.20, p < .001). White students were significantly higher on anticipated
voting than Latino and black students, and the largest gap occurred between white and
Latino students (.37 SD). Although an ANOVA indicated overall racial group diffesen
in anticipated community participation (F (5, 2384) = 2.29, p < .05), post-hoc
comparisons did not reveal statistically significant differences leetwpecific groups of
students.

The last demographic characteristic on which to compare group difésrenc
student socioeconomic status. It is already evident from the correlatigsiar{e¢sults
depicted in Chapter 3, Table 3) that student SES is related to all four civic outcomes
Since SES is a continuous variable, it was necessary to construct SES groupstm order
examine the actual gap between students of varying SES (note that the continuous
variable is still used in the HLM analyses). | recoded SES into a cataigeariable
using one standard deviation as a divider because this distinction is consigteny wit
approach for discussing SES differences in the HLM analyses. Students weho we
originally one standard deviation or more below the mean were recoded as lpw SES

while students who were originally one standard deviation or more above the nmiean we

12 Note the difference between Asian and Americaraimgtudents also was quite large, but the diffezen
was not statistically significance likely becau$¢he small sample of American Indian students.
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recoded as high SES. The average-SES group consists of students who were within one
standard deviation of the mean.

As indicated by the figures in Table 6, very large socioeconomic class-based
differences existed in the civic outcomes. ANOVAs indicated overall grougretiites
in civic knowledge (F (2, 2686) = 168.29, p < .001), support of minority rights (F (2,
2579) = 22.51, p <.001), anticipated voting (F (2, 2432) = 73.77, p < .001), and
anticipated community participation (F (2, 2399) = 3.46, p < .05). High-SES students had
higher mean scores than low-SES students on all four outcomes, and higher scores than
average-SES students on three of the four outcomes (community participation is the
exception). Some of these differences were very large. For instance, theévgagnbe
low- and high-SES students was greater than one standard deviation for civiedgew
and was .80 SD for anticipated voting.

In summary, there were apparent group differences in the civic outcomes of
interest, indicating gaps in civic knowledge, attitudes, and behavior based on student
demographics. The largest differences occurred in students’ civic knoweligge,
anticipated community participation had the smallest group differences. Studentare
female, white, Asian, native-born, and high-SES consistently had highes scocevic
outcomes. Most of these findings are consistent with prior research on civic megage

Having determined that a civic engagement gap existed between studedts bas
on demographic characteristics, the next step was to examine how differertohte

influence were related to the gaps.
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HLM Results
Civic Knowledge

For each outcome | started the analysis by partitioning the outcome’s total
variance into its within-schoobf) and between-schooi)(components. In the
unconditional model for civic knowledge, within-school variance was .73 and between-
school variance was .29. Using these figures to calculate the ICC (.29 /[.29 + .73]), |
determined that 28 percent of the total variance in civic knowledge occurred between
schools. In each step of the analysis | examined change in these variance components t
determine whether the family, peer, school, and neighborhood contexts explained any of
the original variance in the outcome. The results of the HLM analysiadagr#s’ civic
knowledge are depicted in Table 7.

Before examining the association of different contexts with civic knowledge |
tested the student-level predictors for random effects. For each studémiréelretor
(individually), | assessed whether the relation between the predictonanérmwledge
was constant or whether the relation varied between schools. In the initiakb¢ixpl @f
random effects on civic knowledge three variables were found to vary randoméjefe
SES, and peer discourse. However, while constructing the within-school model each
variable’s random effect either dropped to non-significance (as was theittagemale)
or was too highly correlated with the intercept’s random effect. TherefaréiltM
model of adolescent civic knowledge does not contain any randomly varying predictors
Within-school Model

Many characteristics of students predicted civic knowledge, which wastegpec

given the group differences found in the bivariate comparisons. Latino, black, and



Table 7.Multilevel model of students’ civic knowledge (n = 2,704)

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: Model 6: Model 7:
Student Social School School Neighborhood Full Full model +
characteristics relationships experiences environment environment model interactions
FIXED EFFECTS
Intercept -.04 -.02 .00 -.10** -.06 -.04 -.04
School confidence .06 -.07 -.04
School climate 35** .25* .22%
School curriculum .01 .00 -.06
School SES RS ¥ G A5¥* R Sl
Affluence A7 .02 .05
Poverty -.15** -.04 .01
Racial diversity -.06 .03 .01
Foreign-born residents -.59 -.66* -.53*
POVxSchConf .15*
DIVxSchClim -.21*
Female -.01 -07 -.09* -.09* -.09*
Latino -.20** -.20** -.20** -.08 -.09
Black ikl - 40%** - 44*rx - 34%** - 34%**
Asian .01 -.04 -.03 .02 .02
Multiracial -.02 .01 .06 .10 .09
American Indian -51** -.60* -.62** -.59* -.59*
Immigrant -.12* -.12* -.14** -11* -.12*
SES 24%xx 92 Rl 20%** IV il A7
Discuss with parents 5% N QL 4xxx QL 4xxx
Discuss with peers -.01 -.02 -.02 -.02
Evening with peers - 1 2%** - 1 2%** - 1 2%** - 1 2%**
Confidence in participation .04 .04 .04
Open climate .QQx** .08x** .08x**
Civic curriculum -.03 -.02 -.02

Note.The table contains HLM coefficients (under fixdteets) and variance components (under randomtsifegll variables have been centered on their

grand mean.

¥p<.10,*p < .05, * p < .01, ** p < .001

avT



Table 7. continued

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: Model 6: Model 7:
Student Social School School Neighborhood Full Full model +
characteristics relationships experiences environment environment model interactions
RANDOM EFFECTS
Between-school (Intercept) 0.14 *** 1 3xw* L 2%x* .Q5*** W .06*** .Q5x**
Within-school 0.69 .67 .67 73 74 .66 .66

Note.The table contains HLM coefficients (under fixdteets) and variance components (under randomtsifegll variables have been centered on theirdran
mean.
"p<.10,*p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001

WT
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American Indian students all had significantly lower levels of civic kndgde In
comparison to white adolescents (the reference group), Latino students.20d2&x
lower, black students scored .44 SD lower, and American Indian students scored .51 SD
lower (these figures are from Table 7, Model 1). The coefficients for tieeverriables
are not as large as the mean group differences examined with ANOVAs invioeipre
section (because the HLM analysis accounts for differences in immhagnd
socioeconomic status) but they are still quite sizeable. Immigrant statua negative
predictor of civic knowledge, while student SES was positively related to kngevled
levels. For a one standard deviation increase in SES, student knowledge increased by
one-quarter of a standard deviation.

The within-school variance component for this model (depicted at the bottom of
Table 7, Model 1) was .69. The reduction from the unconditional model (wherer3)
indicates that adolescents’ demographic characteristics accounted foeriteat of the
within-school variance in civic knowledge. Note that the between-school variance
component also decreased (from .29 in the unconditional model to .14 in Model 1) even
though no school-level variables were added. This reduction is actually attribube
grand-mean centering of the level-1 variables. When the variables atdengeam
centered the intercept becomes mean civic knowledge adjusted for differenaagoin gr
membership (rather than the intercept being equal to civic knowledgedenss with a
value of zero on all predictors). The centering of the variables affecisatameter
estimate but is not a true reduction of variance between schools.

The next step in constructing the within-school model involved adding predictors

pertaining to social relationships (illustrated in Table 7, Model 2). Poldisaourse with
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parents was positively related to students’ civic knowledge. Political discotts peers
was not a significant predictor, but students who spent more time with theirpéses i
evening had lower knowledge levels. It is worth noting that gender became aigfhyfic
related to the outcome when this set of variables was added to the model. Coritnolling
these aspects of social relationships, females have lower civic knowledgedles. In
terms of the proportion of variance explained, the social relationship measooesmted
for an additional 4 percent of the within-school variance in civic knowledge.

Students’ civic experiences in school also were related to civic knowledgd, whic
can be seen in Table 7, Model 3. Having confidence in the effectiveness of school
participation and perceiving an open climate for discussion both predicted tingher
knowledge, although the coefficients were quite small. Student exposure to civic
curriculum was not related to student knowledge, indicating that learning about ideal
democratic practices does not translate to knowledge of democratic camuapts
structure.

The group of variables pertaining to students’ civic experiences in school did not
explain any additional within-school variance in civic knowledge. Again, the genger ga
grew (with boys having higher knowledge levels) with the addition of the school
variables. This finding indicates that adolescent boys have higher knowdsgdgethan
girls when they have similar levels of discourse with parents and peers, egfuivadée
spent with peers, and equal civic experiences in schools. These relationstapscand
related experiences seem to create a gender gap in knowledge, igditatimales and

females differentially benefit from such experiences.
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The within-school model (including predictors pertaining to demographic
characteristics, social relationships, and civic experiences in schoolinexp8apercent
of the variance in civic knowledge that occurs within schools.

Between-school Model

| examined the school and neighborhood environments separately to see how each
related to variance between schools in students’ civic knowledge. The coeffiof
predictors at level 2 can be interpreted in the same manner as the levettbmelach
coefficient is an indicator of the relationship between that variable anchttudeic
knowledge, assuming the effects of other variables are held constant.

The average climate for discussion in school was positively relateadtenss’
civic knowledge, while school confidence in participation and civic curriculune et
significant predictors (Table 7, Model 4). School SES also was positivelgdetat
student civic knowledge. The school civic environment (measured with aggregates of
individual students’ civic experiences) and mean SES accounted for 83 percent of the
between-school variance in civic knowledge.

Considered separately, characteristics of the surrounding neighborhood &so wer
associated with adolescents’ civic knowledge (Table 7, Model 5). Neighborhood
affluence predicted higher civic knowledge among students, while neighborhood poverty
predicted lower knowledge levels. The neighborhood context accounted for 41 percent of
the variance in civic knowledge that occurs between schools. Note that the proportion of
variance that is accounted for by the neighborhood measures is not in addition to the
school environment, as was the case with the within-school model. The finding that the

school environment explained 83 percent of the between-school variance and the
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neighborhood environment explained 41 percent of the variance (which totals over 100
percent) indicates that the two contexts have shared variance in the outcome.
Full Model

The final stage of the analysis involved combining the within- and between-
school models (Table 7, Model 6) and adding interaction variables (Table 7, Model 7).
This approach enables me to determine what predictors maintain their redahen t
outcome when all four contexts are considered, and to examine how differentsontext
interact to influence the civic outcome. | will focus on findings that pettanoteworthy
changes in predictors’ coefficients (in comparison to earlier modelsaver not yet been
discussed (e.g., interactions).

Starting with the influence of student demographic characteristics, imdie fi
model, once the influence of multiple civic experiences and contexts had been
considered, Latino students no longer had significantly lower civic knowledge.
Additional analysis indicated that it was the addition of the school environmeaibiesri
that coincided with the Latino coefficient reducing to non-significanssegially, if
individual students’ civic experiences and the schools’ civic and socioeconomic
environment are equal then there is no Latino-white civic knowledge gap. Saldeol
beliefs and practices may enable Latino students to have more meaningful group
experiences and stronger feelings of belonging to the school community. Tkevbite
gap also was reduced once these aspects of the school environment wereethnsider
though the difference was still sizeable and remained statistigaiijicant.

Pertaining to the school environment, school average climate for discaasion

school SES maintained their positive associations with adolescents’ civitekigaw
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Since the level-1 corresponding measures (i.e., individual students’ experiemcepen
climate and student SES) are grand-mean centered, the level-2 aggregate sneae
considered to have statistically significant contextual effects. Hefer to the term
“contextual effect” in the statistical sense, while throughout this papeeldiasussed
“contexts” in relation to groups of people and environments in which adolescents
interact. Contextual effects involve factors at the school level that @eatéditional
effect on the outcome beyond the individual student effects.

For civic knowledge, contextual effects are found for school climate and school
SES. The personal experience of a class climate that is open for discsisslated to
civic knowledge, and attending a school with an overall open climate has an additional
positive effect over and above one’s personal experience. Additionally, atiendi
school with a high-SES population is associated with higher student knowledge over and
above the individual student's SES. The mean SES of the school seems to make quite a
difference in terms of students’ civic knowledge, probably indicating diffeseince
school facilities and academic materials as well as parental involvement
opportunities to provide meaningful activities outside the classroom.

For the neighborhood variables in the final model, in which the effects of all other
variables are taken into account, neighborhood affluence and poverty were no longer
related to student knowledge. However, the proportion of foreign-born residentsebecam
a negative predictor. The relation is not as large as it appearsy3) because the
variable has a restricted range, but higher proportions of foreign-born resiaéme
surrounding neighborhood were still associated with lower levels of civic kdge/le

among students.
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Interactions Between Predictors

Although there were no significant cross-level interactions (because hd leve
variables varied randomly while meeting the established criteriegcdwered two
interactions between school and neighborhood context variables. Neighborhood poverty
interacted with school average confidence to differentially influetuckeat knowledge,
and neighborhood diversity interacted with school average climate for an additional
effect™

Once all predictors were included in the statistical model, neither neighborhood
poverty nor school average confidence were directly related to studerkrovidedge.
However the two predictors interacted to produce a significant indirect,effieich is
illustrated with point estimates of students’ civic knowledge in FigufeX:erall, school
mean confidence in participation was not related to student civic knowledge, but the
relationship differs according to the level of neighborhood poverty. In school$igith
mean confidence in participation, the difference in civic knowledge by neighborhood
favors youth in high-poverty neighborhoods (while the opposite occurs in schools with
low mean confidence). Although the differences in student knowledge are not large, the
interaction does indicate that this aspect of the school civic context isufzahic

beneficial for students attending schools in high-poverty neighborhoods. However, this

™ Throughout the analysis neighborhood poverty aighborhood affluence often interacted with school
context variables, but only if considered sepayatebr example, the neighborhood poverty by school
confidence interaction would reduce to non-sigaifice if neighborhood affluence by school confidence
was also added as an interaction (and vice vdrdagided to focus on neighborhood poverty intéoast
rather than neighborhood affluence interactionsbse findings related to impoverished neighborhoods
seemed more meaningful and policy-relevant thadhirigs related to affluent neighborhoods.

12 Note that in Figure 3, and all subsequent figufiesy” is defined as one standard deviation or more
below the mean, “average” is within plus or minag standard deviation of the mean, and “high” is on
standard deviation or more above the mean.
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Figure 3.Interaction between neighborhood poverty and school confidence in

participation on students’ civic knowledge
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interaction should be interpreted with caution, especially as it pertains to schiools

poverty neighborhoods. In low-poverty neighborhoods, most of the schools have average
levels of mean confidence; there was 1 low-confidence school and 1 high-confidence
school located in low-poverty neighborhodds.

The other cross-context interaction occurred between neighborhood diversity and
the average climate for discussion in school. Recall that neighborhood diveasihow
significantly related to students’ civic knowledge, while school climate pesitively
associated with students’ knowledge. The interaction, which is illustrated ireEgur
indicates that neighborhood diversity moderated the effect of school climate. |
neighborhoods with low levels of racial diversity, student knowledge and school climate
were positively related; students in high-climate schools had knowledde leve

approximately one-third of a standard deviation higher than in low-climatelsch

13 Cell sizes are only mentioned for interactions/hich they are problematic.
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Figure 4.Interaction between neighborhood diversity and school climate on students’

civic knowledge
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However, the role of school climate in enhancing student knowledge was &dtvefin
high-diversity neighborhoods.

Further analyses revealed that the mean open climate for discussialatiasly
low in neighborhoods characterized by low and high racial diversity, in comparison to
neighborhoods with average diversity levels. The difference is that in neighborhittods w
low racial diversity, having a school climate in which students are encourageer&ztnt
and discuss issues openly is important for the development of knowledge. In racially
diverse neighborhoods, these experiences have neither benefit nor detriment fdr stude
knowledge.

In the final HLM model of adolescent civic knowledge (Table 7, Model 7), the
level-1 and level-2 predictors explain 10 percent of the variance within scimolo83a

percent of the variance between schools in adolescents’ civic knowledge.
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Summary

Characteristics of adolescents and measures of the family, peer, sctool, an
neighborhood context predicted students’ civic knowledge. The nature of the relation
between student demographics and the outcomes sometimes changed when variables
pertaining to other contexts were included. For instance, once the positive inflaénces
parental discourse and civic-experiences in school (and the negative influenerinfev
time spent with peers) were accounted for, boys had higher knowledge levelslthan g
Similarly, once the influence of the school environment was accounted for, Latino
students had knowledge levels comparable to white students. Methodologically, these
findings illustrate the importance of including predictors from multiple casteken
examining youth outcomes. Practically, they indicate that features efshstems of
influence are partly responsible for civic engagement gaps.

Discourse with parents was related to higher knowledge levels, discourse with
peers was not related, and time spent with peers in the evening predicted lower
knowledge. Students’ civic-related experiences in school were weak preditstudent
knowledge; confidence in participation and civic curriculum were not evenisantif
predictors. Note that civic knowledge is the only civic outcome for which a meafsure
civic experiences in school did not vary randomly. This indicates that the reldeance
rather, irrelevance) of individual students’ civic experiences in school tonssudevic
knowledge is uniform across all schools.

There were interesting interactions between contexts in theioretaticivic
knowledge. For example, in high-poverty neighborhoods the average confidence in

participation among students was a positive predictor of student knowledge while in low-
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poverty neighborhoods this school characteristic was a negative predictor (althoug
neither predictor had a significant direct effect). The significance ofoitmdioed
predictors’ indirect effect demonstrates the importance of looking at interabetween
contexts for their mutual influence on students’ outcomes and indicates that schools in
disadvantaged communities can have a larger impact on students by enhancing the
schools’ civic environments.

Support for the Rights of Ethnic Minorities

The second outcome of interest is the civic attitude of support expressed for the
rights of ethnic minorities. According to the unconditional model for this outcome, 93
percent of the variance in support of minority rights occurs within schools and Atperce
of the variance occurs between schools (ICC = .07). In an attempt to explam atti
between-school differences | considered predictors pertaining to the adgléscdly,
peers, school, and neighborhood.

Prior to constructing the within-school model | examined each level-1 pyedic
for significant random effects. Individually, whether a student was an irantjgolitical
discourse with parents, and confidence in the effectiveness of school participatiaa all
significant random effects. During the first stages of analysis thengaricomponents for
immigrant and parental discourse quickly dropped to non-significance. HowenxEmist
confidence in participation retained its statistically significamtavee component while
also meeting the other criteria for random effects. Therefore, the idatiel for support
of minority rights contained one variable that was set to vary between schools and
centered on its group mean (while all other predictors were centered on thdir gra

means). Results of this analysis are depicted in Table 8.



Table 8.Multilevel model of students’ support of minority rights (n = 2,625)

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: Model 6: Model 7:
Student Social School School Neighborhood Full Full model +
characteristics relationships experiences environment environment model interactions
FIXED EFFECTS
Intercept -.01 .00 -.01 -.04 -.03 -.03 -.03
School confidence .35** 32%* .30**
School climate .30** A2 14
School curriculum 13 -.02 -.01
School SES .16** .08 .09
South -13* - 15%* -.16**
Affluence -.02 -.04 -.02
Poverty -.15 -.09* -.07
Racial diversity .02 .03 .02
Foreign-born residents -.02 -.37 -.34
POVXSchSES .04
DIVXSchSES .02
Female 4B ABFr* 37 .36%** 36%**
Latino A2 14 14* 26%** 26%**
Black -.04 -.01 -.02 .10 .10
Asian 33** 32** 25%* .25* .25%*
Multiracial .09 A1 17 21 21
American Indian -13 -.05 -.09 -.07 -.08
Immigrant -.10 -.13 -.12* -.08 -.08
SES i I .09*** Q7*xx Q7*xx
Discuss with parents L 2%x* .04 .04 .04
Discuss with peers .00 -.03 -.02 -.02
Evening with peers -.06** -.06** -.05* -.06*

Note.The table contains HLM coefficients (under fixdteets) and variance components (under randomtsifednless otherwise stated, variables have been
centered on the grand mean.

&Variable is centered on the group mean.

*p<.10,*p<.05, *p<.01, ** p <.001

LST



Table 8. (continued)

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: Model 6: Model 7:
Student Social School School Neighborhood Full Full model +
characteristics relationships experiences environment environment model interactions
Confidence in participatidn 247+ 25%** 27
School SES i Nl
Poverty -11**
Racial diversity -.01
POVxSchSES -.13**
DIVXSchSES 19**
Open climate 10*** .09** .08**
Civic curriculum L 2%kx 1 2%** B Rl
RANDOM EFFECTS
Between-school (Intercept; .04x** L03*** L03*** .02*%* .06*** .01** .02%*
Confidence in .02%x* .02%** .01**
participation
Within-school .87 .85 71 .93 .93 .70 .70

Note.The table contains HLM coefficients (under fixdteets) and variance components (under randomtsifeldnless otherwise stated, variables have been
centered on the grand mean.

&Variable is centered on the group mean.

*p<.10,*p <.05, *p<.01, ** p <.001

3GT
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Within-school Model

Considering only student demographic characteristics as predictors of the
outcome, female gender predicted higher support for the rights of minorities (.46 SD
higher than males), and Asian students reported higher support than white guents
third of a standard deviation higher). Student SES also was positive related to support of
minority rights; a one standard deviation increase in SES predicted a .13 SBanorea
support. In comparison to the unconditional model, the demographic characteristics
explained 6 percent of the within-school variance in the outcome.

Similar to the results for civic knowledge, discussion with parents was at&sbci
with higher support for the rights of minorities while evening time spent wélspe
related to lower support levels. When these variables were introduced to the hedel, t
coefficients for Latino and immigrant became statistically §igamt. This change
indicates that holding constant the amount of discourse with parents and peers, and time
spent with peers in the evening, Latinos reported higher support than white stadents a
immigrants reported lower support than native-born students. In addition togattex
magnitude of relations between other variables and the outcome, the satiahsalp
variables accounted for an additional 2 percent of within-school variance in students’
support of minority rights.

Students’ civic experiences in school were all positively related to the ceitcom
and greatly reduced the within-school variance component. On average, student
confidence in the effectiveness of school participation related to higher supgiothat
a one standard deviation increase in confidence related to one-quarter of alstandar

deviation increase in support of minority rights. However, this relation was not constant
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across all schools as evidenced by the significant random effect in the bottobieo8;Ta
Model 3 ¢ = .02,5* = 178.94, p < .001). | will discuss this random effect further,
including moderating influences of level-2 variables, in the full model section.

The other measures of civic experiences in school (open climate and civic
curriculum) had fixed effects in which both were associated with higher supptre
rights of ethnic minorities (Table 8, Model 3). The school experience varialclesraed
for an additional 15 percent of the variance in the outcome that occurs within schools. In
total, the within-school model (including student demographics, social relationshgs
school experiences) explained 24 percent of the within-school variance in students’
support of minority rights.

Between-school Model

The school environment, measured with aggregated student variables, was related
to adolescents’ civic attitudes. School average confidence in participatioage\gren
climate for discussion, and mean SES all were associated with higher doppiost
rights of ethnic minorities. The school context variables explained 71 percent of the
original variance between schools in this civic attitude.

One of the region predictors was statistically significant in this asalysidents
attending schools in the South reported lower support of minority rights. Impoverished
neighborhoods had a similar relationship such that student support of minority rights
decreased as the level of neighborhood poverty increased. The neighborhoodsvariable
explained less variance than the school context, but in comparison to the unconditional
model the neighborhood context accounted for 14 percent of between-school variance in

the outcome.
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Full Model

In the combined model of student support of minority rights many of the level-1
predictors maintained their relation with the outcome. Females and Asian sttdents
reported higher support, although the relationships were not as strong. In contrast to
Model 1 in which only student demographics were considered, in the final model Latino
and multiracial were associated with higher support (while immigranissteturned to
being a non-significant predictor). Student SES maintained its positivaagsoeven
though it was reduced, as did students’ civic-related experiences in school.

In the full model school and neighborhood environment predictors were modeled
on the intercept (Table 8, Model 6) and on the student confidence slope (Table 8, Model
7). School average climate for discussion and mean SES were no longer significant
predictors, but school average confidence in participation maintained it¥@ositi
association. However, since this level-2 school variable is an aggregdeveka
variable that is group-mean centered it was necessary to determinengicatis
average confidence had a significant contextual effect (recall that whiavéhé
variable is grand-mean centered, statistical significance ofibke2evariable
automatically indicates a significant contextual effect). Tioeegfl ran an additional test
of significance (specifically, a hypothesis test that produgéstatistic) for school
confidence. Results from this test indicate whether effects at the schelcdieactually
significantly higher than the effects of the student-level variable. Qiteistated, |
conducted an additional hypothesis test to determine if the level-2 effect of school
confidence in participation was significantly higher than the level-1tesfandividual

students’ confidence in participation. The test revealed that this was atsacstly



162

significant contextual effect (i.e., the contextual effect was natfgigntly different than
zero) meaning that there was not an additional influence beyond individual student
confidence in participation.

Among the neighborhood variables, the negative association between
neighborhood poverty and the outcome was attenuated in the full model (Model 6) and
reduced to non-significance once interactions were introduced (Model 7). Living in the
South maintained a negative association with the support of minority rights.
Interactions Between Predictors

In contrast to the civic knowledge outcome, there were no significant school by
neighborhood influences on students’ support of minority rights. However, there were
many cross-level interactions in which level-2 school and neighborhood variables
moderated the relationship between a level-1 predictor and the outcome. Sibgcific
school SES, neighborhood poverty, and neighborhood diversity (including interactions
between these measures) influenced the student confidence in participatioh slope
present each of these interactions separately and utilize graphs fortibastra

Across all schools, student confidence in the effectiveness of participation was
related to higher support for the rights of ethnic minorities. However, thisoredatp
varied between schools and was consequently influenced by school and neighborhood
characteristics. School SES was negatively related to the student conBttgee
meaning that as school SES increased the slope (or strength of relatioenb&tivaent
confidence and the outcome) decreased. This relationship, and the effect on the outcome,

is illustrated in Figure 5.
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Figure 5.Interaction between school SES and student confidence in participation on

students’ support of minority rights
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It is evident that student confidence was related to more supportive attitudes
among all students, however this relation was particularly strong in lows8t®Is. In
low-SES schools, students with high confidence in the effectiveness of school
participation reported minority support that is three-quarters of a standardateviat
higher than students with low confidence. This interaction indicates that student
confidence in school participation confers more of a benefit on students’ civic attiude
low-SES schools. It is the second occurrence of student confidence having andnhcrease
benefit for youth deemed at a disadvantage (the first occurrence is depicigar a3y,
indicating that a feeling of empowerment can be an important protectioe flact
students who are deemed at risk because of the school and neighborhood contexts.

A similar interaction occurred between student confidence in participation and
neighborhood poverty. As neighborhood poverty increased, the relation between student

confidence and support of minority rights decreased (illustrated in Figuredd)l Bat
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Figure 6.Interaction between neighborhood poverty and student confidence in

participation on students’ support of minority rights
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neighborhood poverty initially was related to less supportive attitudes, but theaiesoci
was reduced to non-significance with the introduction of variables on the student
confidence slope (refer to Table 8 to compare the full model and the full model with
interactions). The interaction indicates that the beneficial effect of ihagineent
confidence is less pronounced in high-poverty neighborhoods. This finding appears to
contradict the preceding interaction, but perhaps the next interaction can provide
clarification.

In addition to their main effects on the student confidence slope, school SES and
neighborhood poverty interacted to further affect the slope (this interaction isedepic
Figure 7). In low-SES schools, the student confidence slope (i.e., the strength of the
relation between student confidence and the support of minority rights) was quite high,
regardless of neighborhood poverty level. In high-SES schools, the difference in the

confidence slope by neighborhood poverty is more pronounced.
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Figure 7.Interaction between neighborhood poverty and school SES on student

confidence-support minority rights slope
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The relation between student confidence and civic attitudes was strongest for
students attending low-SES schools that are also in low-poverty neighborhoods, while
there was no relation for students attending high-SES schools in high-poverty
neighborhoods (these may be private, charter, or magnet schools). This ecplamnesti
be interpreted with caution given the small number of schools that meet eithereof thes
criteria. Further analyses revealed that there was only 1 low-SES $mteteld in a low-
poverty neighborhood (in comparison to 9 low-SES schools located in high-poverty
neighborhoods) and 1 high-SES school located in a high-poverty neighborhood (while
there were 6 high-SES schools in low-poverty neighborhoods).

There is one final interaction on the slope of student confidence and student
support of minority rights. Although neighborhood racial diversity did not have a
significant main effect on the slope, it interacted with school SES toatitially

influence the relationship between student confidence and minority rights support
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(illustrated in Figure 8). Students in low-SES schools had the strongésinsta

between student confidence and minority rights support, but neighborhood diversity
decreased the strength of the relation. The opposite occurred in high-SES schaels, whe
the strength of the student confidence slope was positively influenced Iposigod
diversity. High neighborhood racial diversity serves as an equalizer in daetegrthe
relationship between school SES and the student confidence slope, meaning that the
school population socioeconomic status is not as relevant in high-diversity

neighborhoods.

Figure 8.Interaction between neighborhood diversity and school SES on student

confidence-support minority rights slope
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This interaction also needs to be interpreted with caution because of cell sizes
Among the low-SES schools, only 1 was located in a low-diversity neighborhood, while

7 of the schools were in high-diversity neighborhoods. Among the high-SES schools, 5
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were located in low-diversity neighborhoods and 1 was located in a high-diversity
neighborhood.

This group of interactions explained 50 percent of the variance in the relationship
between student confidence in participation and support for the rights of mindiiges.
entire model, including the level-1 and level-2 predictors modeled on the intercept and
the level-2 predictors modeled on the student confidence slope, accounted for 33 percent
of the within-school variance in students’ support of minority rights and 71 peirfdiuet o
between-school variance.

Summary

In comparison to the analysis of the role of context in adolescents’ civic
knowledge, the analysis on support of the rights of minorities explained more of the
variance that occurs within schools but less of the between-school varianede$-and
racial minority students reported more supportive attitudes, especially wierardies
in civic experiences and contexts were held constant. All civic-relapestiences in
school were positively related to the civic attitude. However, for one particular
experience (confidence in the effectiveness of participation), chasticteof the school
and neighborhood moderated the standard positive relation. This series of croaadevel
cross-context interactions was quite complicated, which is evidendeefooimplex
interactions that influence adolescent development. | discuss these findingater g
detail in Chapter 5.

Anticipated Voting
The remaining two outcomes pertain to adolescents’ expectations of padicipa

in civic behavior. For the first behavioral outcome, adolescents’ anticipated,vbing
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unconditional model established that 91 percent of variance in the outcome occurs withi
schools and 9 percent of the variance in students’ anticipated voting occurs between
schools (ICC =.09). Considering the level-1 predictors individually, gender, SES, peer
discourse, and open climate for discussion all varied randomly between schools in their
relation with students’ anticipated voting. Although gender and SES initialyhea
highest variance components, their random effects reduced to non-significance when
other level-1 predictors were introduced. Peer discourse and open climai@madint
their statistical significance (and met the other criteria for randteuts) so | set them to
have random effects. These two variables were group-mean centered anerall ot
variables were grand-mean centered. Results of the analysis of contetst @ffstudent
voting are depicted in Table 9.
Within-school Model

In the first model of students’ anticipated voting (see Table 9, Model 1), female
reported higher anticipated voting while Latino and black students reported lower
expectations of participation in this civic behavior. Student SES was positbgzglgiated
with anticipated voting in that a 1 SD increase in SES related to a .24 SD inarease |
voting. The demographic characteristics accounted for 7 percent of within-school
variance in the anticipated voting outcome.

Similar to the other civic outcomes, parental discourse about political and social
issues related to higher anticipated civic behavior while time spent with \pae
negatively related. Discourse with peers did not have a statisticallficagnifixed
effect, but did have a significant random effact (01,5* = 146.22, p < .05). This result

signifies that the relation between discussion with peers and anticipatedwariend)



Table 9.Multilevel model of students’ anticipated voting (n = 2,482)

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: Model 6: Model 7:
Student Social School School Neighborhood Full model  Full model +
characteristics relationships experiences environment environment interactions
FIXED EFFECTS
Intercept -.03 -.03 -.03 -.Q7** -.04 -.06** -.05**
Mean peer discourse -.05 -.01
School confidence 25** .10 .09
School climate .08 .01 A4
School curriculum A6 .23 23*
School SES AQ** 23*** 23%*
Northeast .01 .01 .04
Affluence .08 -.01 .01
Poverty -.06 .02 .04
Racial diversity -.06 -.02 -.02
Foreign-born residents .19 47 A4
POVxSchCurr 16**
FORxSchClim -1.17*
Female RS 1 9Fx* .09* .09* .09*
Latino -14 -.14* -.12* -.06 -.07
Black -.20** -.13* -17* -.08 -.09
Asian .00 -.01 -.08 -.09 -.10
Multiracial -.04 -.06 .03 .06 .05
American Indian .24 22 .16 .19 .20
Immigrant -.13 -.19* -.19* -.18* -17*
SES 24xx* .18+ 16%** 13Fx* 13
Discuss with parents L32%** 24 Fx* 23%** 23%**
Discuss with peefs .05 .02 .03 .04
Northeast -.13*

Note.The table contains HLM coefficients (under fixdteets) and variance components (under randomtsifeldnless otherwise stated, variables have been

centered on the grand mean.

@Variable is centered on the group mean.
"p<.10,*p <.05, *p <.01, ** p <.001

69T



Table 9. (continued)

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: Model 6: Model 7:
Student Social School School Neighborhood Full Full model +
characteristics relationships experiences environment environment model interactions
Evening with peers -.04 -.03 -.02 -.02
Confidence in participation L 4xe* L 2%x* 1 3xx*
Open climaté 09*** 10%** 10%**
School climate -.10
Foreign-born residents 28
FORXSchClim 94
Civic curriculum 16%** 1 5¥** L1 5%**
RANDOM EFFECTS
Between-school (Intercept; 047>+ .03+ 02%** .003 .08*** 01 .01
Discuss with peers .01* .02** .02** .02**
Open climate .01* .01* .01*
Within-school .85 .76 .64 91 91 .64 .64

Note.The table contains HLM coefficients (under fixdteets) and variance components (under randomtsifednless otherwise stated, variables have been
centered on the grand mean.

#Variable is centered on the group mean.

*p<.10,*p <.05, *p<.01, ** p <.001

LT
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between schools, a relation which is explored further in later models. Note that the
addition of the social relationship variables to the model was related to changegin som
of the demographic characteristics. Net of the influence of sociabmeaips, immigrant
status was associated with lower anticipated voting. With the sociabnslaip
predictors in the model, an additional 9 percent of the within-school variance in
anticipated voting was explained.

Individual students’ civic experiences in schools (including confidence in
participation, open climate for discussion, and civic curriculum) were positeialied
to reports of anticipated voting behavior. The fixed effect of open class cimdatates
that as experience of an open climate increased by one standard deviatigratadtic
voting increased by .09 SD. The significant random effect of open class clirrai@ly,
v* = 152.03, p < .05) signifies that the strength of this relation varied between schools.
The introduction of the school experience variables was related to a reduction in the
negative influence of evening time spent with peers and accounted for an additional 14
percent of within-school variance in the outcome. The within-school model (including
student demographics, social relationships, and school experiences) explainedr80 perce
of the variance in anticipated voting that occurs within schools.
Between-school Model

Three of the four school environment variables were highly related to the voting
outcome. Higher levels of school confidence in participation and school civicutunn
predicted higher anticipated voting among students, and a similar associatioraccurr
between school SES and average voting expectations. The large decrease in the

intercept’s variance component from .09 in the unconditional model to .003 in Model
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4, Table 9) indicates that these characteristics of the school environmem &xplai
percent of the between-school variance in adolescents’ anticipated voting.rastadahe
neighborhood context did not contain any significant predictors. However, the
neighborhood variables accounted for 11 percent of the between-school variance in the
outcome.
Full Model

When all of the contexts of influence, and characteristics of adolescents, were
considered simultaneously there were many changes in the signifidgregliotors (see
Table 9, Model 7). Females still had higher anticipated voting than males, bapthe g
narrowed as other variables were introduced. The positive relation betwigéedual
students’ SES and the outcome also was attenuated by the inclusion of the level-2
predictors. In the full model, the white-Latino and white-black gaps in civiavber
both were reduced to non-significance. Further exploration indicated that theaeddc
the Latino coefficient to non-significance coincided with the introduction ofdiecs
civic context variables, and the addition of these variables and school SES reduced the
Black coefficient to non-significance. These findings implicate ingfgslin civic
learning opportunities and the school environment in the civic engagement gapsibetwee
white students and racial minority students.

There also were some changes in the level-2 predictors. School confidence in the
effectiveness of participation was no longer significant, and school avaragsilum
and SES were attenuated though still statistically significantefdrey, school average

curriculum and school SES have an additional positive effect on students’ anticipated
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voting over and above students’ own experience of a civic curriculum and their own
socioeconomic status.

Initially, the school average climate for discussion was not a sigmifgzadictor,
however the addition of interaction terms that include this variable (in Tabled®IM)
appear to have increased the fixed effect. However, a hypothesu tibst influence of
the school average climate indicated that this effect was not sigiifitagher than the
effect of individual students’ experience of an open climate.

Finally, in the full model one of the neighborhood variables became a stronger
predictor of civic behavior. Holding the influence of all other predictors constatitea
proportion of foreign-born residents in the neighborhood increased, so did students’
anticipated voting behavior.

Interactions Between Predictors

There were numerous interactions between contexts producing differerscs eff
on adolescents’ anticipated voting. | will first present the level-2 irtteres; in which
measures of the school and neighborhood environments have interactive effects on
students’ average expectation of voting behavior. Next | will describesa-tavel
interaction between student experience of an open climate, averaged to theesehool |
and the proportion of foreign-born residents in the surrounding neighborhood. | will the
present a cross-level interaction between peer discourse and Northessbnegfudent
voting.

The first level-2 interaction, between neighborhood poverty and school civic
curriculum, is illustrated in Figure 9. In schools with low civic curriculumdsnts had

lower anticipated civic behavior regardless of the neighborhood contekerHayels of
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Figure 9.Interaction between neighborhood poverty and school civic curriculum on

students’ anticipated voting
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school civic curriculum related to increases in the civic outcome in all neighborhoods, but
the growth was most pronounced in high-poverty neighborhoods. It appears that school
civic curriculum is more beneficial to youth attending schools in high-poverty
neighborhoods than those attending schools in low-poverty neighborhoods.

The second interaction between the school and neighborhood context is illustrated
in Figure 10. In this interaction the proportion of foreign-born residents in the
neighborhood moderated the relationship between school climate and students’

anticipated voting** In the neighborhoods with a high proportion of foreign-born

14 Because of the restricted range for this variaiey” proportions of foreign-born residents areadly
indicative of no foreign-born residents in the fidigrhood. For ease of interpretation and consigteiitt
the other measures, | maintain the use of the tnm” “Average” proportions of foreign-born residts
include neighborhoods where 1 to 22 percent ofék&lents are immigrants (this is approximately + 1
SD), and “high” proportions of foreign-born residemclude neighborhoods where 23 to 54 percettieof
residents are immigrants. Since the maximum amoifureign-born residents in any neighborhood is 54
percent, “high” foreign-born population should béerpreted in relation to low and average, rathantin
reference to 100 percent of the population.



175

Figure 10.Interaction between neighborhood foreign-born population and school climate

on students’ anticipated voting
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residents, school climate was not related to students’ voting intentions, while in
neighborhoods with low immigrant populations, school climate had a beneficial@ffect
adolescents’ anticipated civic behavior. According to this interaction, sclmale is
especially important in schools with no or few immigrants in the surrounding
neighborhood? Another interpretation of this interaction is that in schools with low open
climate, the differences in adolescents’ anticipated voting by the neighborhoigd-fore
born population are quite pronounced. In contrast, a high open climate acts as an
equalizer for students’ anticipated voting behavior across different nelgidzbr

contexts.

15 All interactions involving the neighborhood propion of foreign-born residents should be interpiete
with caution because of small cell sizes with rdgarlow foreign-born neighborhoods. Only 4 schauks
located in low foreign-born neighborhoods, indingtthat the graphs include data points where 2wef
schools are represented.
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Note that of the 18 schools located in neighborhoods with high proportions of

foreign-born residents, only 2 schools were characterized as having ahlmol danate

and 2 schools were characterized as having a high school climate. In theynodjorit

schools located in high-immigrant neighborhoods (14 schools), the school climate for

discussion is considered average. Therefore, there is less variance in thescvech

climate for discussion in neighborhoods with higher proportions of immigrants.

| now describe a cross-level interaction that is related to the proceeding

interaction. The interaction pertains to the random effect of students’ peespeaence

of a class climate in which open discussion is encouraged and supported. Overall, student

experience of an open class climate was positively related to antitimteg behavior,

but this experience conferred even more of an advantage in neighborhoods with higher

proportions of foreign-born residents (illustrated in Figure 11).

Figure 11.Interaction between neighborhood foreign-born population and student

experience of an open climate on students’ anticipated voting
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This interaction is particularly interesting when compared with the sttera
illustrated in Figure 10. In Figure 10 it is apparent that the school mean opere cliasat
not important for adolescents’ voting intentions for students who attended school in high
foreign-born neighborhoods. The interaction illustrated in Figure 11 clarifiefotithis
group of students (in high-foreign born neighborhoods), it is the personal experience of
an open climate that is important. Classrooms that support students’ discussion of
political and social issues may be particularly important in schools located
neighborhoods with high proportions of foreign-born residents because studensgin the
neighborhoods have fewer models for active citizenship.

There is a further interaction between the neighborhood characteristieighfor
born residents and the school climate on the student climate slope (illustratearen Fig
12). Essentially, the difference in the open climate slope based on the neighborhood
foreign-born population is larger in high-climate schools than in low-climate schHool
neighborhoods with a high proportion of foreign-born residents, the school climate had
only a slight (although positive) influence on the relation between individual students
experience of an open climate and their anticipated voting. This finding isteonswth
the relationships depicted in Figures 10 and 11. In neighborhoods with a low foreign-born
population, as the level of open school climate increased, the student experience of an
open climate was less related to the civic outcome (indeed, the slope is zéxamois sc
with high school climate).

These level-2 predictors modeled on the open climate slope explained 5 percent of
the between-school variance in students’ experience of an open climateg(tresfas

determined by calculating the reduction in the exact variance components frotcMhe H
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Figure 12.Interaction between neighborhood foreign-born population and school climate

on student experience of an open climate-anticipated voting slope
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output rather than the rounded up figures in Table 9). In the final model, open climate
maintained its randomly varying relation with the civic outcome.

The final interaction pertains to a level-1 variable with a significant random
effect. Overall, discourse with peers was not significantly associatiedtwdents’
anticipated voting. However, the effect on anticipated voting varied between samubls
differed according to geographic region (illustrated in Figure 13hdrNibrtheast, peer
discourse was actually related to lower levels of anticipated votinige Irest of the
country, discussion with peers about political and social issues related, (albei
minimally) to increased expectations of civic behavfor.

Additional analyses revealed that the distribution of peer discourse is thénsame

the Northeast as in the rest of the country, meaning that students in the Northeast a

'8 Note that the comparison group for Northeast théd’ because it is the only region variable inelddn
the analysis. If the other dichotomous region \@eia had been included in the model, the comparison
group would be West (the intended reference group).
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Figure 13.Interaction between Northeast region and peer discourse on students’

anticipated voting
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more or less likely to have high levels of peer discourse. It appears that pearsiss
less beneficial in contributing to civic behavior in the Northeast region of thergpunt
perhaps indicating cynical attitudes among youth in that particular region.

Modeling Northeast region on the peer discourse slope explained 11 percent of
the between-school variance in the role of peer discourse (again, this sigpased on
the reduction in the precise variance components rather than the rounded variance
components). In the final HLM model of adolescents’ anticipated voting, thelleured
level-2 predictors explain 30% of the variance within schools and 89% of the variance
between schools in adolescents’ anticipated voting. So much of the between-school
variance was explained that the intercept’s random effect was reduced-t

significance in the final model.
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Summary

Female gender and SES were positively associated with adolescentpagadic
voting. Latino and black students were initially less likely than white stademeport
voting intentions, but the civic engagement gaps were reduced to non-sigeiforarec
the school environment was considered.

The discussion of political topics with parents predicted higher voting intentions,
and although discussion with peers was not directly related, the region of the country
moderated the peer discourse association. Civic-related experiendesahvgere
positively associated with anticipated voting. The role of an open classechona
discussion was complicated in that it was moderated by the school average aticha
further interaction with the proportion of foreign-born residents in the neighborhood.
There were additional interactions between the school and neighborhood contexts, some
indicating enhanced benefits for students attending schools in high-poverty and high
foreign-born neighborhoods.

Anticipated Community Participation

The last civic outcome of interest is students’ anticipated participation in
community and service activities. According to the unconditional model, the magbrit
the variance in the community participation outcome lies within schools (97 peneént) a
3 percent of the variance in the outcome lies between schools. Results of the naddeling
predictors of community participation are given in Table 10.

During initial analyses it became apparent that many of the level-1 \emrilahd
significant random effects: gender, Latino, SES, parent discourse, peer distm@se

spent with peers, confidence in participation, open climate, and civic curriculum.



Table 10 Multilevel model of students’ anticipated community participation (n = 2,439)

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: Model 6: Model 7:
Student Social School School Neighborhood Full model  Full model +
characteristics relationships experiences environment environment interactions
FIXED EFFECTS
Intercept .01 .00 .00 -.01 .01 .00 .01
School confidence A1 -.03 -.09
School climate .02 -.05 -.02
School curriculum .35** .26* 27
Mean female enrollment 43* 43* A41*
School SES -.06 -.09 -.06
South 19** .14~ 13
Affluence .03 .05 .06
Poverty .05 .05 .08
Racial diversity -.04 -.04 -.04
Foreign-born residents 41 .25 19
POVxSchCurr 14~
Femalé AT A6 .38%** .39%** 37
School SES 29*
School climate -.32*
Latino .05 .01 .02 -.01 .00
Black .08 14 A3 12 A1
Asian .20* .20* A4 A2 A1
Multiracial .16 A7 .24 24 23
American Indian .32% 31 32 34 37*
Immigrant .08 .03 .03 .02 .01
SES .07** .02 .00 .01 .01
Discuss with parents 24xx* Q7R Q7R 16%+*
Discuss with peers L 4re* i il il il

Note.The table contains HLM coefficients (under fixdteets) and variance components (under randomtsifeldnless otherwise stated, variables have been

centered on the grand mean.

@Variable is centered on the group mean.
"p<.10,*p <.05, *p <.01, ** p <.001

18T



Table 10. (continued)

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: Model 6: Model 7:
Student Social School School Neighborhood Full model  Full model +
characteristics relationships experiences environment environment interactions
Evening with peers .02 .02 .03 .03
Confidence in participatior L 3xx* L 2%k* L 2%x*
Open climate 07** .07* .07*
Civic curriculuni 15%** 15%** 16%**
South 12*
Foreign-born S7**
RANDOM EFFECTS
Between-school (Intercept) .Q3x** Q3x** Q3x** .01* Q2x** .Q2%** .Q2%**
Female 10%** .09*** .08** .08** .07**
Civic curriculum .02** .02** .02**
Within-school .87 .78 .70 .97 .97 .69 .69

Note.The table contains HLM coefficients (under fixdteets) and variance components (under randomtsifeldnless otherwise stated, variables have been

centered on the grand mean.
#Variable is centered on the group mean.
"p<.10,*p<.05, *p < .01, **p <.001

Z8T
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Based on subsequent models, the size of the variance components, and theoretical
relevance | selected gender and civic curriculum to have random effeatglucted a
completely separate analysis in which | allowed Latino to vary randonriy,ran it
separately because the degrees of freedom were greatly reduce38(cfther than 118
as with most of the other predictors). I first present findings for thedutlee model
(with gender and civic curriculum set to vary randomly), and then findings frem t
model with the reduced sample (with Latino set to vary).
Within-school Model

The demographic characteristics that were positively related to student
expectations to participate in community and service activities includedeAsan,
American Indian, and SES. Females’ anticipated community participat®almast
half a standard deviation higher than males, however this relation varied bethveels sc
(t =.10,x° = 175.14, p < .001). In comparison to white students, Asian and American
Indian students reported higher anticipated community participation (.20 and .32 SD
higher, respectively). Student SES was not as highly-related as with ietheutcomes,
but increases in SES did predict higher community participation. The demographic
characteristics explained 10 percent of the within-school variance in theauitc

The aspects of social relationships that predicted student anticipated community
participation were discourse with parents and discourse with peers. Higaksr of
discourse within each context were associated with higher communitypertin. With
the inclusion of the relationship variables the SES predictor reduced to ndicaigre
and the predictor for black students now indicated a positive relationship with community

participation. These changes indicate that high-SES and white students Ihevddvigls
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of positive civic-relevant experiences in the home, because the civic eregaggps are
reduced when these experiences are held constant. The social relationahlpssar
accounted for an additional 10 percent of within-school variance in anticipated
community participation.

Students’ civic-related experiences in school also were associdtetthavcivic
outcome of anticipated community participation. Student confidence in the\effexts
of school participation, experience of a classroom climate open for discussion, and
experience of a civic curriculum all predicted higher anticipated contynpaiticipation
among adolescents. The relation between civic curriculum and the outcome varied
between schools € .02,y? = 164.35, p < .01), which was explored further in later
models. Once the school experience variables were added to the model (i.e., their
influence was accounted for), the positive coefficients for female and Asran we
somewhat attenuated. Additionally, multiracial identification was nowcessa with
higher community participation. The school experience variables explained sdaraddi
8 percent of the variance in the outcome that occurs within schools. In total, thre withi
school model accounted for 28 percent of the within-school variance in students’
anticipated community participation.
Between-school Model

A small number of the school and neighborhood context variables were related to
students’ anticipated community participation. As the average civicalunn
experienced by students in a school increased, so did students’ anticipated civiarbehavi
Likewise, increases in the proportion of female students related to incneaseipated

community participation. The only neighborhood variable that was signifyaatéated
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was location in the South. Students reported higher community participation in the South
than in the rest of the country. There is a common perception that the South Etedsoci
with higher levels of religious affiliation and participation, which would likelkate to

higher intentions to participate in community service activities. Furtteyses revealed

that 44 percent of youth in the South reported participating in a religious orgamjzati
compared to 42 percent of youth in the rest of the country. Therefore, the assumption that
higher reports of anticipated community participation in the South are atttitautevel

of religiosity is not strongly supported.

The school environment accounted for 67 percent of the between-school variance
in anticipated community participation, while the neighborhood environment accounted
for 33 percent of the variance.

Full Model

In the full model of adolescent community participation female gender rednaine
highly related to the civic outcome. However, the positive coefficientsldok and
Asian reduced to non-significance. A systematic investigation revealeti¢hat t
introduction of neighborhood poverty to the model was attributed with the reduction of
the black coefficient, while the reduction of the Asian coefficient coincidédthe
addition of the school civic context variables. Net of the influence of the othertpredic
the positive association between being multiracial and community patibeipand
between American Indian and the outcome, increased in magnitude.

School curriculum and mean female enrollment maintained their positive
associations with anticipated community participation. However, hypothetsis tes

indicated that the contextual effects were not statistically signtfica
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Interactions Between Predictors

There was one significant school by neighborhood interaction on average student
community participation (illustrated in Figure 14). The school civic culuio was
positively related to students’ anticipated community participation acragsooehood
contexts. However, in high-poverty neighborhoods the beneficial influence of school
civic curriculum was even more apparent. In high-poverty neighborhoods, students
attending schools with high mean civic curriculum had community participati
expectations that were .24 SD higher than students attending schools with lowivicean
curriculum. In low-poverty neighborhoods, the difference based on school civic
curriculum was much smaller at .08 SD. Therefore, in terms of the relation to the civi

outcome of participation in community activities, higher levels of school aeerag

Figure 14.Interaction between neighborhood poverty and school curriculum on students’

anticipated community participation
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curriculum are beneficial for all students, but are particularly beakfai students
attending schools in high-poverty neighborhoods. It is worth mentioning that the same
interaction occurred for the anticipated voting outcome.

Recall that two level-1 predictors varied randomly between schools: student
gender and personal experience of civic curriculum. Overall, ferealdeg was
positively associated with anticipated community participation. This pesigsociation
was compounded in high-SES schools (this cross-level interaction is depictedra Fig
15). For this particular outcome, high-SES schools are affiliated witlersgsiened
gender gap in civic behavior (.51 SD difference favoring females), whil&B%/-
schools are affiliated with a smaller gender gap (.23 SD). There ndiffdrent levels of
social pressure on males and females to participate in service estantl this aspect of
the school environment may make social pressures more or less salient.

The opposite association occurred for school average open climate. As school
climate increased, the association between gender and community participeteasee
(illustrated in Figure 16). Therefore, average school climate serveduoe the gender
gap in anticipated community participation. | investigated this interactitimefubecause
of the possibility that the increase in the average experience of an opee tenafitted
males to the detriment of females; meaning that as the number of malegipgice
supportive and encouraging environment increases the number of females ngcessari
decreases. Further analyses did not support this hypothesis: the student population in high
open climate schools was, on average, 56 percent female. In comparison, the average

proportion of females in low climate schools was 48 percent. Taken together, scBool SE
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Figure 15.Interaction between school SES and student gender on students’ anticipated

community participation
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Figure 16.Interaction between school open climate and student gender on students’

anticipated community participation
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and school climate significantly moderated the female slope and explained &3t joérc

the between-school variance in the influence of gender.
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The other cross-level interactions pertain to the random effect of student

experiences of a civic curriculum in school. Student exposure to a civic cumiguas

positively associated with anticipated community participation, but thegstref the

relation was stronger in the South (Figure 17) and in neighborhoods with higher

proportions of foreign-born residents (Figure 18). These interactions intheatde

beneficial effect of exposure to a civic curriculum is more pronounced in the Bouthe

region of the country and in neighborhoods with higher proportions of immigrants.

Experiencing a civic curriculum in which students learn about cooperation and

contribution may broaden students’ perspectives and civic commitment in thesaarartic

environments.

Figure 17.Interaction between Southern region and student civic curriculum on students’

anticipated community participation
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Figure 18.Interaction between neighborhood foreign-born population and student civic

curriculum on students’ anticipated community participation
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These level-2 variables significantly moderated the civic curriculunyoaamty
participation relationship, explaining 20 percent of the between-school variance in thi
relationship (using precise figures from HLM output to estimate the reduntion i
variance). In the final model, level-1 and level-2 predictors explained 29 pefdést
variance within schools and 33 percent of the variance between schools in students’
anticipated community participation.

Anticipated Community Participation with Latino as a Randomly-varying Slope

To examine the Latino predictor as randomly varying | ran the anticipated
community participation model a second time. The only difference is that ledhang
gender and civic curriculum to only have fixed effects and changed Latino tahave
random effect. The findings of this analysis are available in Table 11, bilihbwvbe

discussing them in great detail. It is evident from the table that the sizeyaifidance



Table 11 Multilevel model of students’ anticipated community participation with a random Lsitpe

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: Model 6: Model 7:
Student Social School School Neighborhood Full model  Full model +
characteristics relationships experiences environment environment interactions
FIXED EFFECTS
Intercept .00 -.01 -.01 -.01 .01 .00 .00
School confidence .15 -.05 -.10
School climate .03 -.05 -.01
School curriculum 37** A1 A1
Mean Latino enrollment -.03 .02 .04
School SES -.08 -.07 -.05
South 19** 14 14
Affluence .03 .05 .06
Poverty .05 .06 .08
Racial diversity -.04 -.04 -.04
Foreign-born residents 41 24 .20
POVxSchCurr 13*
Female B0*** ke N e N R A0+
Latino® .06 .04 .02 .03 .01
Racial diversity 15
Black .10 .15% .15% 12 A4
Asian .20*% .19* 12 12 .13
Multiracial A7 .18 26" .26* 27
American Indian .32* .30 .35% 37* .38*
Immigrant A1 .06 .06 .04 .04
SES 07** .02 .00 .02 .02
Discuss with parents 24 Fx* .18*** .18%** .18%**
Discuss with peers A A1 A1 A1

Note.The table contains HLM coefficients (under fixdteets) and variance components (under randomtsifednless otherwise stated, variables have been

centered on the grand mean.

&Variable is centered on the group mean.
*p<.10,*p<.05, *p<.01, ** p <.001

I6T



Table 11. (continued)

Model 1: Model 2: Model 3: Model 4: Model 5: Model 6: Model 7:
Student Social School School Neighborhood Full model  Full model +
characteristics relationships experiences environment environment interactions
Evening with peers .02 .02 .02 .02
Confidence in participation L 2%x* L 2%k* L 2%x*
Open climate .06* .06* .06*
Civic curriculum 15%** 4% I el
RANDOM EFFECTS
Between-school (Intercept .02** .02** .02** .01** .02%x* .02** .02**
Latino 2% A7 .08* .08* .07*
Within-school .88 .79 73 .97 .97 73 73

Note.The table contains HLM coefficients (under fixdteets) and variance components (under randomtsifednless otherwise stated, variables have been

centered on the grand mean.
#Variable is centered on the group mean.
"p<.10,*p<.05, * p < .01, **p <.001

¢6T
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of the effects are highly-similar to models in Table 10. Therefore, | focysoarthe
relation of Latino and expected community participation

In the final model (Table 11, Model 7), the direct relation between Latino
ethnicity and adolescents’ anticipated community participation was not sagrtibut
this relation varied between schools=(.12,x* = 127.98, p < .01). Neighborhood racial
diversity moderated the relationship by enhancing the positive relation bdietam
ethnicity and anticipated community participation (this relation is rétistl in Figure
19). For Latino students, neighborhood racial diversity had a positive influence on
anticipated community participation; Latino students in highly diverse neighborhoods
reported plans for civic participation .22 SD higher than in neighborhoods with low levels
of diversity. The opposite occurred for non-Latino, or more specifically white,rggide

(since white is the reference group in the analysis). This interactionteslitat aspects

Figure 19.Interaction between neighborhood racial diversity and Latino ethnicity on

students’ anticipated community participation
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of racially diverse neighborhoods, such as community sentiment, may fatigatevic
development of Latino youth. This interaction reduced the Latino variance component by
13 percent. In the full model, 42 percent of the between-school variance in the Latino
slope was explained.
Summary

The findings for anticipated community participation were comparable to the
other civic outcomes in that many characteristics of adolescents and ldtenships
and experiences related to the outcome. Female gender was consistentiya posi
predictor of community participation, but the strength of the relation was inéddnc
characteristics of the school environment that either attenuated or adhibldigender
effect. Multiracial and American Indian students were more likely peeixto participate
in this civic activity, while black and Asians were not once neighborhood and school
environment variables were held constant. A separate analysis examigimgoneood
effects on the Latino slope found that neighborhood racial diversity benefitiad4.by
enhancing their anticipated civic participation.

Political discourse with parents and peers and civic-related experiarsmEsnls
all were directly related to higher expectations of community ppatiicin. School and
neighborhood environment variables interacted with each other, with other comexts, a
with the adolescent for a differential effect on community participation.

Synthesis of HLM results

It is apparent from these analyses that, although quite nuanced, important

connections between adolescents and their environment, and between differeatadispect

the environment, are associated with civic knowledge, attitudes, and behaviorwiere
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give a brief summary of findings across the four outcomes with a focus on patitéins w
groups of predictors. The final model for each civic outcome is depicted in Table 12,
where patterns can be seen for groups of predictors. A more extensive synttiess of
findings (including interpretations and further discussion) is presented ine€Bapt

Female gender was a positive predictor of three of the civic outcomes, but was
negatively related to civic knowledge once the influence of relationships andeaxpesr
were considered. Findings for anticipated community participation indizatt@olding
aspects of the school environment equal can attenuate or amplify gendendéfem
civic outcomes. Generally, female adolescents are reporting higleés & positive
civic-relevant experiences within the contexts of family and school.

The findings on race varied greatly based on group membership and the outcome
examined. However, there are important results indicating that inequalitesd
learning opportunities and the school environment are implicated in race-based ci
engagement gaps. For two of the civic outcomes (knowledge and anticipated voting), the
negative Latino effect reduced to non-significance once school context vavieioies
introduced to the model. There were similar findings for black students. éaktail
interpretations of these findings are explored in the discussion section of this paper
(Chapter 5), but generally the findings indicate that when Latino and blackistade
exposed to civic experiences and environments that are comparable to white students, the
race-based civic engagement gap is greatly reduced.

Immigrant students had lower civic knowledge and anticipated voting, indicating
that these students may have less exposure to democratic concepts and paimtiples

fewer models for civic participation. However, it should be noted that this analysis doe
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not control for the language spoken in the home, which may be related to immigrants’

lower civic outcomes.

Table 12.Summary of multilevel models of context effects on adolescents’ civic outcomes

Support Anticipated
Civic minority Anticipated community
knowledge rights voting participation
FIXED EFFECTS
Intercept -.04 -.03 -.05** .01
Mean peer discourse -.01
School confidence -.04 30** .09 -.09
School climate 22*% 14 A4 -.02
School curriculum -.06 -.01 .23 27
Mean female enrollment A41*
School SES A3F* .09 23** -.06
Northeast .04
South -.16** 13*
Affluence .05 -.02 .01 .06
Poverty .01 -.07 .04 .08
Racial diversity .01 .02 -.02 -.04
Foreign-born residents -.53* -.34 44 .19
POVxSchConf .15*
POVxSchCurr .16** .14~
POVXSchSES .04
DIVxSchClim -.21*
DIVXSchSES .02
FORxSchClim -1.17*
Female -.09* .36 ** .09* RCY Ak
Latino -.09 .26%** -.07 .00
Black -.34x** .10 -.09 A1
Asian .02 .25** -.10 A1
Multiracial .09 21 .05 23
American Indian -.59* -.08 .20 37*
Immigrant -.12* -.08 -17* .01
SES L7 Q7F** 13 .01
Discuss with parents L 4xe* .04 23F** 16%+*
Discuss with peers -.02 -.02 .04 A1
Evening with peers - 12%** -.06* -.02 .03
Confidence in participation .04 2 TF** S i L 2%k*
Open climate .08*** .08** 10x** .07*
Civic curriculum -.02 I R 157 .16%**
VARIANCE EXPLAINED
Between-school .83 71 .89 .33
Within-school .10 .33 .30 .29

"p<.10,*p <.05, *p <.01, ** p <.001
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Conversely, students of high socioeconomic status may have more exposure to
democratic concepts through a range of experiences, as well as more fanrocigis
participation. SES was associated with more positive scores on every ewdxoept
community participation, although the strength of its relation often was mrdyate
addition of measures representing the contexts of influence.

Political discourse with parents proved to be a very important predictor of
adolescents’ civic outcomes. Discourse was positively related to all faxonoes,
although the relation with support of minority rights was reduced to non-significance
when civic-related experiences in school were added. Controlling for a rarejevant
variables, discourse with parents was positively related to adolescentXrovitedge
and measures of anticipated civic behavior. Through discourse with parents,auslesc
are exposed to ideas and perspectives about citizenship and civic issues, whichspromote
the construction of knowledge and understanding.

In contrast, peer discourse was not highly related to the civic outcomes, though
this measure did predict higher expectations of participation in communityances
activities. In the Northeast, higher peer discourse was related todotuwepated voting.
The other measure of peer interactions, time spent with peers in the eveniag, was
negative predictor of student knowledge and support of minority rights. Interawetith
peers in which issues and ideas are discussed are positively related tautomes,
while unproductive time spent with peers relates to negative outcomes.

Students’ civic-related experiences in school may be crucial to the developme
of civic outcomes. They were highly related to the civic outcomes, and always in a

positive direction, indicating that informal aspects of schooling areeceta students’
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civic engagement. Unexpectedly, student experience of a civic curricuagicted
higher scores on all civic outcomes except for knowledge. This finding, possibly
indicating that this measure captures diverse classroom experietioast\ai focus on
content, will be explored further in the discussion section of this paper.

It seems prudent to differentiate between individual civic experiences in school
and the average civic environment of the school. Individual civic experiences were
consistently directly related to the civic outcomes while the school aivicamment
occasionally had a direct effect over and above the individual’'s experiencevétoioe
each outcome, the school environment interacted either with another context
(specifically, the neighborhood) or with adolescent demographic chasticgefor a
differential effect. These interactive effects indicate that schoasadvantaged
neighborhoods can facilitate resilience by creating an environment in vihddngs are
empowered, participate in discourse, and learn about political ideals.

The neighborhood measures typically were indirectly related to students’
outcomes, but there were a few direct relations. In schools located in higgranin
neighborhoods, students had lower civic knowledge but higher anticipated voting. In
schools located in the South, students had less supportive attitudes regarding minority
rights but higher expectations of community participation. The meaningéatedf the
neighborhood context tend to occur indirectly by moderating the influence of schools.
Specifically, schools’ provision of civic learning opportunities relatesvio outcomes
for all students, but aspects of the neighborhood context (such as the level of marerty)

make the opportunity structures in schools more or less important.
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Variance Explained

The final point of discussion involves consideration of the ability of the stakistica
models to account for within and between-school variability in the outcome. Comparing
across outcomes, the predictors accounted for more within-school variance for sfipport
minority rights, anticipated voting, and anticipated community participationdivac
knowledge. The highest proportion of within-school variance accounted for was 33
percent (for support of minority rights). Since the proportion of variancaiea by the
model is similar to Rin its assessment of model fit then .33 is satisfactory. Comparing
across contexts, civic experiences in school accounted for the most variance in the
outcomes, followed by adolescent demographic characteristics and the sataiskip
measures.

The models explained higher proportions of the between-school variance in the
outcomes, possibly because the between-school variance components started out much
lower than the within-school variance components. The models were partictriamky s
(i.e., explained more variance) for anticipated voting, civic knowledge, and s@pport
minority rights, but were not as explanatory for anticipated communitycipetion.
Considering each context, the school environment measures explained more variance in
the civic outcomes than the neighborhood environment measures.

In comparison to the anticipated effect sizes for each context (discussed in
Chapter 3), the measures in the current study exceeded expectations. Adolescents
demographic characteristics, civic experiences in school, and the neighborhood

environment had more predictive power (meaning that they explained higher jorgort
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of variance) than anticipated. However, aspects of social relationships Héed sffects

than anticipated based on prior research.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

Research on civic engagement indicates that adolescents display diffeeént
of civic engagement, which may patrtially be the result of contextual factovge\ér,
some contexts may be more salient for particular groups of young people, agldtiba r
between contextual influences and civic outcomes may vary depending upon the specif
type of engagement. The goal of this study was to understand more about the manner in
which multiple contexts of influence related to adolescents’ civiagegent (i.e., the
processes that occur within the contexts), including whether this relatieredifor
youth of particular demographic subgroups or depending upon the particular civic
outcome. This study extended previous research by simultaneously examiningasieas
from multiple contexts (family, peers, school, and neighborhood), including how contexts
are interrelated in their influence. Characteristics of adolescengésswecifically
examined rather than merely controlled for their effects. Additionallyediemploy a
dataset with a nationally-representative sample the findings can belgedei@
American 14-year-old students.

This chapter begins with a synopsis of main points from my investigation of
context effects on adolescent civic engagement. Next | give a summaigcdics
findings, placing each within the context of previous research and offequtegnetions
for particular findings and patterns of results. | present potential iniphsgpertaining
to theory, methodology, and settings in which findings might be applied, and the chapter

concludes with a discussion of limitations and suggestions for future research.
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Main Points

Before discussing specific findings it seems prudent to highlight major pbatts
have emerged from the analysis. Although this study included a large number obpredict
and outcome measures, patterns of results indicate three main points.

One, there is a civic engagement gap among adolescents in the United States
based on students’ demographic characteristics. The most disadvantagedmgroups a
males, and black, American Indian, immigrant, and low-SES youth. Civic learning
opportunities and experiences in multiple settings do suppress these gaps, bstilmany
persist. Explanations for the continuation of engagement gaps include systemic and
historic discrimination, absence of active role models, and lack of exposure to other
positive experiences. If civic engagement signifies civic competence hivenare
groups of young people who are not adequately prepared to be functioning members of
the polity and society. Additionally, there are likely to be cumulative effiectyoung
people who are represented in more than one of the disadvantaged groups (for instance,
low-SES black males).

Two, parental discourse and civic experiences in school are civic learning
opportunities that are consistently beneficial. Through discourse with padalsscents
construct knowledge and internalize civic values and beliefs. Civic-relexpatiences
in school enable adolescents to learn through social and democratic processeasc The ci
environment in school was less consistently, though positively, related to studeats’ ¢
outcomes. However, inequalities in the school environment seem to be responsible for

some of the civic engagement gaps between racial minority and white students
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Third, the neighborhood environment generally did not have a direct relation with
adolescents’ civic outcomes (although there are a few exceptions), oitvwebred in
many interactive effects. Aspects of the neighborhood context influenteseents’
civic outcomes through interactions with the school environment, students’ civic
experiences, and to a lesser extent students’ demographic charastéristinteractive
effects indicate that students who may traditionally be deemed at a disapvéither
because of poor school or neighborhood conditions) experience more benefits from
increases in civic learning opportunities than students in advantaged ¢anoess

Summary and Interpretation of Findings

To facilitate an examination of patterns of findings within each context, |
summarize findings based on groups of predictors (e.g., adolescent, familyhaol) sc
rather than based on each civic outcome. Within each sector | will address how the
research questions pertaining to that group of predictors were answerededlesari
results converge or conflict with previous research, and consider practical arefitia
explanations for the findings. Recognizing that this study was not experimeraahot
argue that particular contexts contributed to specific outcomes. Howewaerspeculate
about specific mechanisms that could explain the relations that | have found.

Student Characteristics Associated with Civic Outcomes

This study confirms that student demographic characteristics ated¢b civic
outcomes, but the relations are quite complicated. Specifically, the agstciat
particular characteristics often differ for the four civic outcomes.rélaions are further
complicated by moderating influences of civic experiences and opportunitiustsim

schools and neighborhoods. Contrary to the expectation that the associations between
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demographic characteristics and the civic outcomes would vary between schools, this
generally was not the case (with the exception of female and Latino iomdiati

community participation). An explanation for the dearth of random effects isrthibg i
CIVED dataset, there may not have been enough schools with sufficient data to find
random effects, or there was not enough variance in demographic charasteisrent

in the schools. For example, an examination of the random effects of being black on the
civic outcomes can only involve schools that have at least one black student and at least
one student of another race. Schools where all of the students are black, or all the student
are another race (specifically, white), are dropped from the analysisdeethose

schools inherently do not have any variance in the predictor. As schools drop out of the
analysis, the sample decreases (especially at level 2) and relatidessdrkely to be
statistically significant.

Alternatively, the association between demographic characteristicsvand ci
outcomes may just be constant across schools in the U.S., regardless of how many
schools were included in the dataset. The most plausible explanation is thataggritogr
characteristics are superficial measures, while cognitive or psyctalogeasures might
have had significant random effects. For instance, students’ self-efficalogtbly would
have been related to civic engagement (based on prior research such as Rbksak, Fe
Romer, & Jamieson, 2008) and might have been a stronger predictor than demographic
characteristics. The association might have varied because some strglartsrantly
more efficacious than others, some students are more reliant on theoyetffigaoduce
results or initiate change, and some students have deliberately nurturetfidasy as a

protective factor under disadvantaged circumstances. As a result, this agrect of
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adolescent’s psyche might have been more strongly related to the civic outcomes and
might have been more important for some adolescents than others.

Although there were few random effects of student characteristics, tasre w
many fixed effects. In the following subsections | discuss how each demaxgraphi
measure was related to civic engagement (across the four civic outcarlesing a
focus on plausible explanations and patterns of findings.

Students’ Gender

Gender was related to each civic outcome in a manner that typically favored
females. Adolescent females expressed higher support for the rights otiesrenmd
higher anticipated participation in formal and informal civic activitiesially there was
not a gender difference in knowledge, however, after controlling for a range of civic
experiences and contexts, civic knowledge was highest among adolescenimatieer
words, females generally had more positive civic outcomes, but disparateaming
opportunities are somewhat responsible. When these experiences are held cotetant ma
surpass females in civic knowledge.

The initial finding that no difference existed between males and fenmagavic
knowledge was consistent with recent results of adolescents’ NAEP fcotlass &
Weiss, 2007). However, in the current study males had higher knowledge levels once
inequalities in aspects of social relationships and civic experiences in sefredheld
constant. Correlation analyses at the study’s onset indicated that tmdkr was
related to higher discourse with parents, more civic experiences in schookatichke
spent in the evening with peers. Controlling for the differences in these exastie

males have higher civic knowledge than females. The finding that experaantes
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relationships create a gender gap in knowledge indicates that female akslese

having higher levels of positive civic-relevant experiences within the cenéxamily

and school. According to research in political science, discussion in the famidgdras
shown to relate positively to females’ civic engagement (Campbell & Waihr2006).
Perhaps female adolescents are not only experiencing higher levels oapadisttourse

in the home but benefit from it in a way that male adolescents do not. Conversations with
parents about political issues may help girls to familiarize and idenitifiytiae political

world, having an “increasing returns” effect on females’ interest and knowledge
(Campbell & Wolbrecht, 2006). Male adolescents’ conversations with parents about
political and social issues may be briefer or less constructive.

While females spend more time discussing with parents, male adoleseents a
involved in more idle time with peers in the evening. Although time spent with peers
itself is not a predictor of student knowledge, there may be other experiences that ar
associated with hanging out with peers that have not been captured in the current
analysis. An important distinction must be made between spending time with peers af
school and spending time with peers in the evening. After-school interactionsrare m
likely to be activity-based (e.g., sports or clubs) and to be monitored by adohsasa
coach or a stay-at-home parent). Interactions between 14-year-olds inrthigeve
outside the home, are less likely to be supervised by adults or to involve constructive
activities. These male peer groups may have norms that do not support positive
development, including the development of civic engagement, and this contagion

mechanism may be at work more for male adolescents than female adolescents.
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In contrast to the finding on civic knowledge, gender gaps in the other civic
outcomes favored females. The largest gap, still moderate in magnitude,inccurs
anticipated community participation. In the literature it is quite common tolfatd t
females participate, or expect to participate, in more community andesanticities
than males (e.g., Davila & Mora, 2007a; Keeter, Zukin, Andolina, & Jenkins, 2002). The
current study extended prior research with the discovery that the relation i geveker
and anticipated community participation varied between schools. Overall, females
reported higher anticipated community participation, but aspects of the school
environment made the gender gap either more or less pronounced. One would expect that
as the socioeconomic status of a school increased, student anticipated community
participation also would increase because of social pressure from the schooleatsl par
for youth to contribute and more discretionary time to participate in servivdiest
Although there was not a significant main effect, the interaction between steheler
and school SES indicates that these social pressures or conditions may be much stronger
for females.

Attending an affluent high school amplified the relation between gender and the
civic outcome such that the difference between females and males becamerggiite |
(depicted in Chapter 4, Figure 15). Perhaps in affluent schools there are more
opportunities to participate in service activities and females are rkehg tio take
advantage of these opportunities. There could be additional social pressure from peer
and from parents to participate in such activities, and this pressure may befdrigher

females because of traditional gender norms and social expectationtsdtpsssible



208

that in wealthy schools there is more pressure toward social action fde$entale
pressure on males may be related to academics or athletics.

A recent study examining gender gaps in adolescents’ support of wonggnss ri
found similar results (Barber & Torney-Purta, in press). The prediatorsigic
outcomes are not identical to the current study, but conceptually the resultaite si
Overall, female adolescents were more supportive of women'’s rights than males
However, the gap between males and females was larger in schoolserirradbdy
higher mean educational aspirations (an aggregate measure of studentstiexgenf
further education). Evidently school affluence, measured in terms of resources or
educational aspirations, is associated with significantly higher levelgiofetigagement
for female adolescents but not for males.

In the current study, the aspect of the school environment that made the gender
gap less pronounced was the overall climate for open discourse (depicted-enlfagu
Males were not particularly responsive to this contextual factor, but femdlastdi
benefit from a high school climate for discussion. Indeed, females’ améidipa
community participation was highest when there was an average perceptithe tha
school was not an open climate for discussion. This finding converges with othechresea
in that a supportive climate for discussion in schools related to a smaller gapder
the civic outcome (Barber & Torney-Purta, in press).

A plausible explanation is that individual female students are more likely to have
this experience in school (as indicated by the positive correlation) and thehefore
school environment pertaining to open discourse is not as beneficial. Perhaps there is

even a “threshold effect” in which higher levels of the experience, evenstttbel



209

level, are no longer beneficial. Females may benefit from the school-wittecgraf an
open climate for discussion, but only to a point. More is not necessarily better for the
students who have already acquired meaningful concepts and skills.

These findings indicate a gender-based civic engagement gap thatyypicars
females, although there are specific instances in which males are at atagdvAs
stated previously, the nature and magnitude of the gap changes depending upon the
specific outcome. There is also evidence, across the civic outcomes, eftmsad
engagement gap.

Students’ Race

The current study’s findings on race and civic engagement are comparable to
results of prior research (including Levinson, 2007, and Lutkus & Weiss, 2007). In
comparison to white students, racial minorities tended to have lower levelscof civi
knowledge, but higher support of minority rights and anticipated community parteipati
(with no significant differences in anticipated voting behavior). Accounting for
differences in social interactions, civic-related experiences, the sechommement, and
the neighborhood environment reduced some of the racial differences to non-
significance.The findings provide support for the assertion that race-based differences in
civic engagement are partially the consequence of contextual influencessni® young
people, individual experiences of democratic processes and learning civic tepics a
particularly important. For others, the overall school environment was mostiglssent
Given that five racial groups were examined, and there was much variation in the
direction and strength of the relations with the civic outcomes, | present §nding

separately for each group.



210

American IndianAmerican Indian students had very low civic knowledge,
indicating low knowledge of fundamental democratic principles and skills in applying
such knowledge. The finding is not particularly surprising given that the datiwocr
principles and institutions guiding this country historically did not benefitiscular
group of people. It is quite possible that American Indian students prefer natto lea
about or understand a country that has greatly disadvantaged their peopleolt is als
conceivable that there are salient aspects of American Indian culture noedapat
would explain their lower knowledge levels. Qualitative research indidaaesahooling
on American Indian reservations, and particularly methods for teachingedvaation,
encourages the development of a civic identity that deliberately conflictsraditidnal
American Indian identities and culture (Whitman, 2007). Therefore, in an efforhtorre
connected to the native community, American Indian adolescents may deljberate
disengage from school and from civic education.

American Indian students reported higher levels of anticipated community
participation than white adolescents. This finding may be a reflection of thelents’
desire to promote social change and improvement in a specific American Indian
community.

Multiracial. Multiracial students had higher levels of civic engagement than white
students, including more supportive attitudes of minority rights and higher argetipat
community participation. The findings indicate that multiracial studentsctetthe
internalization of democratic principles and have an understanding and commitment to
the informal civic activities that contribute to the maintenance of a denyodtas

reasonable to assume that multiracial students have had more exposure to divesse g
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of people given that their relatives, by definition, would be from differentlrgmaps.
This exposure may have contributed to increased acceptance of others and tanemtmi
to social-movement participation.

Asian.Asian students generally looked very similar to white students in their
levels of the civic outcomes, however, Asian youth expressed higher support for the
rights of minorities. Initially Asian students also reported higher antaipeommunity
participation, which is consistent with prior research that found that Asian sudeht
higher participation rates in community activities (Davila & Mora, 2000pek et al.,

2006). | have expanded on prior research by examining contextual influences, which in
this case explained the difference between Asian and white students. 3jpgcific
accounting for differences in the school environment, Asian and white students reported
equivalent expectations of participation in community activities.

Black. The relations between black racial status and the civic outcomes were quite
complicated. Black students had considerably lower civic knowledge than white students
and controlling for a range of civic experiences and contexts of influence did not
eliminate this relation. Although the knowledge gap between white and black students
was somewhat suppressed once the school environment measures were added to the
model, the gap remained moderate in size. Since | considered a range of sreasuge
range of contexts, inequalities in these civic learning opportunities and tehestars of
the surrounding context cannot be blamed for the knowledge gap. It is possible that other
aspects of civic learning opportunities in schools or in homes that were not anayzed h
would be able to explain more of the civic knowledge gap between black and white

students, such as teacher qualifications or academic tracking (Zirkel, 2088).also
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may be societal opportunity structures that are responsible (reflaatvagrosystemic
influence), such as a history of color-based discriminatory practicesrersulotle forms

of systemic racism. The most apparent explanation is that, similar tacaméndian
students, black youth are not interested in gaining knowledge of systems and levels of
government that do not benefit them or the people who have shaped their worldview.

Although considering various civic learning opportunities and environments did
not negate the knowledge gap, these same measures did account for the initiallg negati
relation between black racial status and anticipated civic behavior. iniilatk students
reported lower expectations of voting, indicating that they were not inteérestesic
activities formally aligned with government institutions. However, this tnegyeelation
was diminished by the inclusion of the school environment measures (including the civi
context and average SES). In this sense, the gap between white and black students in
anticipated voting is attributed to inequalities in civic environments in schools argl goi
to school with many students of low socioeconomic status. When these aspects of the
school are held constant, there is no civic behavior gap between black and whitesstude
Perhaps some of these inequalities in the school environment have diminished given
recent findings that black young adults now have higher voting rates tharhanyamtial
group (Lopez et al., 2006).

Latino. Many of the findings indicate that contexts enhance the civic engagement
of Latino adolescents. As with black students, Latino students initially rejdoter
anticipated voting behavior than white students, but the gap was completely suppresse
by the inclusion of measures of the civic environment in schools. Essentiallyisthere

civic participation gap if Latino students attend schools where students, agaver
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participate in democratic processes, feel comfortable having open dissussin

teachers and other students, and learn about topics that are civic in naturerdarexs
with the model of situated learning (Lave & Wenger, 2002), these school-widis belie
and practices may enable Latino students to have more meaningful grouprecgseand
stronger feelings of belonging to the school community. The same measuresiofd
environment in school, plus the school’'s mean SES, were responsible for the elimination
of the civic knowledge gap between Latino and white students. For Latino students, a
strong civic environment and the presence of students of high socioeconomic status in
their school eliminated the gap in civic engagement in a way that individual students’
civic experiences in schools could not. Otherwise stated, when inequalitiesohtot
environment, meaning the average experiences of students within the schioeld are
constant Latino students are not lacking in any aspect of civic engagémerd, in

some outcomes (e.g., support minority rights) they actually surpass white studeve
explored several explanations for these findings.

The first explanation is that the label of “Latino” ethnicity is a proxy for
differences in school environments and overall quality. When students who identify
themselves as Latino are exposed to a generally supportive school enviromment, a
environment that enables them to more fully understand and capitalize on aspects of the
educational system, their level of civic competence is as high or higher liitan w
students. It is also possible that these aspects of the school environment atigerafica
more specific practices and programs in the school. For instance, schools with more
supportive civic environments and higher affluence may offer tutoring or trianslat

programs, or more opportunities for cross-cultural student groups and other achsities t
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facilitate positive development. The parents of students of high socioeconatug ety
press for good teachers and civic-related experiences.

Although it is certainly encouraging that aspects of the school environment can
reduce the gap between Latino and white students in civic engagement, one must wonder
why individual students’ experiences do not have as strong a relation (i.e., do net reduc
the gap to non-significance). Perhaps this finding can be attributed to Latigos onl
attending schools at extreme ends of the school quality spectrum. For instangdahdi
Latino students who report having civic-related experiences in school maariprim
attend low-income segregated schools. Segregated schools are not typioalbteds
with high-quality teachers, resources, or facilities. In this scenario, indiatiidents
may have positive experiences, but they are likely to be outliers. If thegavsttalent
does not have positive experiences, then there will be an overall school climate that is
negative. Therefore, the negative school environment negates individual students’
positive experiences.

In contrast, the opposite scenario could take place in that Latino students
generally attend high-quality schools where students, teachers, and adtoirsistave
many resources at their disposal. In such an environment educators can pareide m
opportunities for civic experiences and a school environment that is supportive of these
meaningful activities. In this scenario, there may be a compounding effectvofluadi
students’ civic experiences. Latino students, having experienced open discourse and
collaboration, are more likely to associate with students with the same positive
experiences. This supportive environment creates a sense of morale that becmanes m

important to individual students’ outcomes than their own personal experience.
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There is one last finding worthy of discussion relating to Latino studertis’ ci
outcomes. A supplemental analysis indicated that Latino students were not nesie or |
likely than white students to expect to participate in community and serviceiesti
However, white and Latino students were differentially responsive to the amaactadf
diversity in their schools’ surrounding neighborhoods (Figure 19). While white
adolescents were less likely to want to participate in community asiuit diverse
neighborhoods, Latino youth thrived in this context. This discovery is similar tol Harel
and Stolle’s (2008) finding that neighborhood racial diversity predicted lower lgfvels
trust among racial majority adolescents and adults, but was not related tayminori
residents’ trust levels. Perhaps in more homogonous (and likely, more white)
neighborhoods, Latinos do not feel as comfortable participating in communitytiastivi
and would hesitate to venture out into the neighborhood. In diverse neighborhoods there
might be more of a community sentiment where Latino youth are encourageddotinter
with others and participate in activities. Neighborhood racial diversity magidited to
different types of collective socialization for white and Latino youth.

Additionally, neighborhood racial diversity was positively associated with
neighborhood poverty so there is likely a greater need for volunteerism anghéimes
social causes in highly-diverse neighborhoods. Unlike white students, Latino student
seem to respond to this need with a desire to help. These findings conflict weh earl
studies, conducted by Costa and Kahn (2003) and Putnam (2007), in which the
researchers declared that racial diversity was uniformly relatedy&tive civic
outcomes. For 14-year-old Latino students, neighborhood racial diversity is &gositi

contextual factor.
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Patterns based on student raddere are striking patterns based on student race
across the civic outcomes. Multiracial and Asian students have civic outcomasetha
comparable to, and sometimes favor, white students. Students of these racesb&seem t
incorporated into the American educational system, which has benefitted their civi
engagement (by incorporated | refer to an understanding of how the system works and an
ability to thrive). American Indian students have not adapted to the educatiopat syst
society, and their low knowledge of democratic principles reflects thiolaadaptation.

When Latino students have comparable experiences and environment as white
students, this racial minority group is civically engaged. Despite otherdinesearch
indicating that Latino students have poor outcomes in schools, it appears that equivalent
opportunity structures within the school can greatly improve these outcomes. In some
ways, black students also benefit from school-wide practices. However, th@tais s
considerable gap in civic knowledge between black and white students. The next line of
inquiry is why, in the current study, does the school context not benefit black students to
the same extent that it benefits Latino students? It is possible that toldekts do not
feel as accepted by their non-minority peers and therefore the retgi®asnd
interactions between black and white students (or between black students and white
teachers) are more strained. Perhaps even in a supportive school environment black
students are still discriminated against, or at least have the perceptisorohutiation.
Considering the lives of black students, there may be norms endemic to the black
community, resulting from generations of experienced discrimination, theiege
black students to distrust the educational system and therefore disengagerinorg lea

activities (Ogbu, 2002). It is probable that each of these explanations is reltted t
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persistence of the knowledge gap for black students, including aspects of the
macrosystem that were not captured. The current study indicates thastoldehkts have
not incorporated into the American educational system to the same extainas L
students and therefore are not being prepared for active citizenship to thexsame

To some degree, this study’s findings pertaining to student race converge with
other researchers’ reports that racial minority students receive é@pertunities for
socially constructed learning and the development of civic competenciesq€a
Middaugh, 2008). | have expanded on prior research by confirming that most racial
minority students (including Latino, multiracial, and Asian) fair quitel wélen provided
with civic learning opportunities and environments that are equivalent to those made
available to white students. It is these learning opportunities that can be ueddde
the civic engagement gap. This gap, as proposed by Levinson (2007), places too many
young people at a political disadvantage and also threatens democrat@ittetie
health of the polity.
Students’ Immigrant Status

In the current study immigrant students had lower levels of civic knowledge and
lower anticipated formal civic participation, which is consistent with paeearch (e.g.,
Lopez & Marcelo, 2008; Torney-Purta et al., 2006). Immigrant students, depending upon
the age of migration to the U.S., may not have gained enough exposure to democratic
processes and principles either through schooling, news sources, or models of civic
behavior. For instance, if the parents of immigrant students are not naturalizexisciti
immigrant youth are less likely to have role models for formal civic @pation.

Unfortunately, the dataset contains limited information pertaining to immigragénts,
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only whether the students were born outside the U.S., but not their nation of origin or any
other aspect of cultural socialization processes.

Immigrant students’ support of minority rights was no different than non-
immigrant students’ support, conflicting with the expectation that immigtadents
would report higher support for the rights of ethnic minorities given the likelihood that
the students themselves are ethnic (or racial) minorities. It is posgsablienmigrant
adolescents interpreted the questions about support for minorities as pertaioithgto “
minorities, not their particular group. Therefore, immigrant students mayréspended
based on the supposition that the questions pertained to other ethnic groups, leading to a
more negative (although not statistically different) response, whicmiksto the
unsupportive attitudes of American Indian students. Out-group prejudice occurs even
between racial minority groups (Simpson & Yinger, 1985). Perlmutter (2002) posited tha
members of racial minority groups are prejudiced against other minority giaups (
addition to the racial majority group) because of a complex array of personal
discrimination experiences, perceptions of preferential treatment, andtdistrus
Students’ Socioeconomic Status

Students’ socioeconomic status was related to civic engagement in a manner
consistent with prior research (including Lutkus & Weiss, 2007; MclIntosh et al., 2007,
and Spring et al., 2007). As expected, students who have access to more intellectual and
material resources at home have more positive civic outcomes. Affluentstadsplay
higher levels of civic knowledge, more supportive attitudes for the rights of nesorit
and higher anticipated voting behavior. Affluent students did not have higher

expectations of community participation once the influence of social relagonshi
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measures were taken into account. These findings converge with othertresehrc

support the notion of a social class-based civic engagement gap. Young people with more
access to intellectual and material resources are able to acqued&mnowledge through

the resources at their disposal, interact with educated and cultured people, amdehave r
models for civic participation. It would be difficult to ensure that all youth Haeset
experiences because many of them take place in the home.

The relations between socioeconomic status and the civic outcomes did not differ
in systematic ways between schools (i.e., did not vary randomly). Indeed, the civic
engagement gap by SES is consistent across most of the civic outcomes, bdtims smal
magnitude once multiple contexts of influence are considered.

Patterns Based on Student Demographic Characteristics

There were many instances in which demographic characteristics ofcasbées
predicted their level of civic engagement, and | have offered numerous explaf@tions
these associations. However there is one explanation that | have not yet disohgde
is that the patterns of findings may be attributed to student perception rather than
socialization processes. Specifically, the association between studagrdphic
characteristics and civic outcomes may be attributed to how adolescerisger
different types of civic engagement. | have assumed that these differexnuiraseaf civic
engagement, although more salient for some groups of students, have the same basic
meaning for every group.

To illustrate, 1 understood anticipated community participation to be a neeafsur
a social-movement related civic activity in which adolescents can contribtiteit

communities or causes that they believe to be important. Recall thatmigoded in the



220

measure ask students whether they expect to volunteer in the community,ncohegt
for a social cause, and collect signatures for a petition. As mentioned phgvieubaps
American Indian students (who were very high on this measure) interprettdmasen
reference to volunteerism in their own community and contributions to social causes
related to American Indians. Students identified with a less cohesive naxigligentity,
for instance white youth, may think of volunteering in general outside of their own
community, or volunteering to accrue service hours for high school graduation
requirements. Likewise, for females, signing a petition may be seeniatsngisocial
change through a collective effort, while males may see it as an oppottuexgress a
personal opinion (or vice versa). It is possible that students in different demographic
groups think differently about the civic engagement outcomes, especially the outcomes
pertaining to attitudes and behavior.
Relation Between the Family Context and Civic Outcomes

Although the family context was not the focus of this study, it is clear from the
results that parents play an important role in adolescents’ political sati@tizPolitical
discourse with parents was positively related to civic knowledge, attitudes, and
anticipated behavior, indicating the consistency with which socialization doctirs
home. With the exception of adolescents’ support of minority rights (a relatiowabat
suppressed by students’ civic experiences in school), discourse with parengnadint
its positive relation with the civic outcomes even after other contexts ofnofugere
considered. This finding indicates that the role of discourse with parents isteansi

even if it is small in magnitude. The relation between parental discourse and civic
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engagement did not vary between schools, rather it was constant as a positreaexper
for all students.

Although the CIVED study does not include parental civic knowledge or
attitudes, it is assumed that these cognitive and affective factors wouddseipn
through discourse (Jennings & Niemi, 1968). Unlike civic behavior which would be more
explicitly modeled, knowledge and attitudes may be modeled in the home through
discourse. The discussion of political topics and ideas, especially with moneéafor
adults, enables adolescents to construct their own knowledge through the cognitive
assessment of their parents’ values and beliefs. Therefore, parentassesleemodels
from whom adolescents can infer civic values and beliefs.

The finding that adolescents who discuss political topics with their parents have
higher knowledge levels and higher anticipated civic behavior is consistantnar
research (e.g., Andolina et al., 2003; McIntosh et al., 2007; Pancer et al., 2007). The
relation was strongest for anticipated voting, followed by anticipated conyn
participation and civic knowledge. The importance of voting may be the easiest for
parents to communicate to their children. | expected that civic attitudes @l ve
easily communicated and modeled between parents and children, similar to flmdings
Hart et al. (2004). However, parental discourse about political and socialuwsssiest
related to adolescents’ support of minority rights in the current study.

Parental discourse is one of the mechanisms by which youth learn to become
citizens, supporting the existence of collective socialization processeshorttee
(Jencks & Mayer, 1990). Through discourse with parents, adolescents are exposed to

ideas and perspectives about citizenship and civic issues, which promotes the
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construction of knowledge and understanding of these issues. Therefore, adolescents
actively construct their civic knowledge, ideals, and values, which maydtansltheir
level of civic participation.

Relation Between the Peer Context and Civic Outcomes

Although political discourse with parents was consistently related to adotsesc
civic outcomes, discourse with peers typically was not an important predictorp®erha
discourse with peers (within the domain of political issues) is not as influentiation c
outcomes because at the age of 14 years, peer discussion about politics mayddg relat
vacuous. Utilizing concepts from Jencks and Mayer (1990), perhaps collective
socialization processes that occur in the home are stronger than contagiosesrtdtats
occur within peer groups, at least for civic engagement.

Political discourse with peers was not related to students’ civic knowledge or
attitudes, however, youth expectation of participating in community and sectivéies
was higher among those who discussed politics with their peers. Adolescentseuss di
politics with each other are likely to be more aware of what is happening irotlte w
outside their school and neighborhood, which may be related to conscientiousness. It is
logical that conscientious young people would be more inclined to participate in
community activities, including volunteering, collecting money for a socisesaand
collecting signatures for a petition pertaining to an issue of interesefbherdiscourse
with peers may predict youth community participation because it actuptgsents a
measure of discourse between prosocial peers. Previous research inditastha
encouragement to participate in volunteer or political activities is more hidatgaeo

adolescents’ orientation toward civic and political responsibility than 'peersl
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participation in these activities (Da Silva et al., 2004). Therefore, thesedgmithdicate
that there are contagion processes (Jencks & Mayer, 1990) within adolescemnbpps,
but only as it pertains to social-movement related citizenship and not conventional
citizenship.

There was one random effect on civic engagement within the peer context.
Although discourse with peers was not a significant predictor of adolescentgatetic
voting behavior, the relation between peer discourse and anticipated voting varied
between schools (depicted in Figure 13). Throughout most of the country, adolescents
benefitted slightly from peer discourse in that higher levels of discoursetacttiigher
anticipated voting behavior. However, young people in the Northeast region of the
country did not benefit from peer discourse. In the Northeast region, higher levels of pee
discourse predicted lower levels of anticipated voting. The differences aresmaile
but unexpected. The Northeast is known for being the oldest and most established region
of the country, as well as the most liberal in ideology. Perhaps, in the Northeast,
discussion among young people is especially likely to lead to a cynicismtabout
country and politics. The more adolescents discuss political issues, the maragbiessi
and distrustful they are, and the less likely they are to want to partake iactvities
related to formal governmental institutions and officials. This finding manbe
additional example of the threshold effect (similar to the finding that fendadenot
benefit from a higher climate for discussion in schools) in which a specific group of
students does not benefit from higher levels of a particular experience.

As more evidence of contagion of peer norms, adolescents who spent time with

peers in the evening displayed lower civic knowledge and support of minority rigigs. T
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measure may be an indicator of time spent with antisocial peers in unconstructive
pursuits. The assumption that spending time with one’s friends in the evening is not
likely to be time spent constructively is somewhat supported. Youth knowledge of
democratic principles and support of democratic ideals pertaining to migositps was
lowest among adolescents who spent more time with their friends in the eveding a
outside the home.

Research on adolescence often examines the peer context because it is the
developmental period in which peer influence becomes highly salient. Although not the
focus of the current study, there is evidence that experiences with pesosnamehat
related to adolescents’ civic engagement. Interactions with peers in wbies and
ideas are discussed are positively related to civic outcomes, while unprvedimg
spent with peers relates to negative outcomes. These findings support the proposition of
Jencks and Mayer (1990) that there is contagion of peer norms and attitudes thet relate
adolescent development.

Relation Between the School Context and Civic Outcomes

The school context, a component of the microsystem that is of particulartinteres
IS in many respects associated with students’ civic outcomes. It is imiptarta
differentiate between the two ways in which the role of the school context in GatdkEs
civic engagement was examined. The first aspect of the school contexipartai
individual students’ civic-relevant experiences at school (level-1 meastihessecond
aspect of the school context pertains to the average environment experienced by all
students in the school, including the mean level of civic-relevant experiences and the

average SES (level-2 measures). Therefore, the school context plays tiferolading
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individual students with specific experiences and also creating an envirbimuehich
additional influences may occur. Here, | discuss the two aspects of the schet cont
separately (integrating the discussion only for interactions betwegenstcivic
experiences in school and the overall civic environment).

Civic Experiences in School

Across the contexts examined, student confidence in school participation,
perception of open classroom climate, and experiences learning civic topics hazkthe
consistently positive relationships with students’ civic outcomes. The nature of the
relations between civic-relevant experiences and the civic outcomes vaneeivet
schools on multiple occasions (for each outcome except civic knowledge). In many
instances these relations were influenced by school demographics, the awdaag
environment of schools, neighborhood demographics, and school by neighborhood
interactive effects. These findings contribute to a growing body of literéihat informal
aspects of schooling are related to students’ civic engagement (e.g., Antlalin2@03;
Flanagan et al., 1998; Vieno et al., 2005).

Student confidence in participatioRecall that student confidence in the
effectiveness of participation was a measure of students’ real-wqrdiences of
democratic processes such as student representation, the organization of stugent gr
and the experience of the collective making an appreciable difference in what$appe
school. Students who are more confident in the effectiveness of participati@sameed
to have observed or experienced these processes at work, understood their effectivenes

and felt empowered by the process. Qualitative studies indicate that studerggism
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in decision making and change efforts in schools are meaningful experiencdiewhat a
students to have a sense of ownership and belonging in school (Mitra, 2004).

In the current study, students with this civic experience in school expresked hig
support of the rights of minorities, which reflects the internalization of detnocra
principles and an understanding of issues related to diversity. These students also
reported higher expectations of participating in formal and informal acsivite
promote democracy and the maintenance of the polity. These findings support the
assertion that 14-year-olds benefit from democratic experiences in selveahl years
before the general public considers them to be full-fledged citizens. Cividenges in
school facilitate students’ civic engagement and prepare young people tovbe acti
citizens, indicating how school inputs can contribute to the development of an engaged
citizenry. The positive outcomes associated with student beliefs that thie scan
effective school community support Lave and Wenger’s (2002) assertion that student
learn through the social processes that occur within schools, in particularttlareegse
of belonging. Empirically, a sense of belonging in the school has been foundedaelat
civic participation in other studies as well (e.g., Kahne & Sporte, 2008).

Student confidence in participation was not predictive of civic knowledge, which
was counter to the expectation that applied experiences with democraticspsosesiid
be related to knowledge of democratic principles and skills in applying suchdagsvl
Admittedly, the civic knowledge test items pertain more to democratic corarapts
structure rather than processes, indicating that process-based exparnagget
directly relate. Perhaps the connection between participating in dero@eroatesses,

understanding fundamental principles, and knowledge of democratic institutions and



227

structure needs to be made more explicit in schools. This connection could be made
through discourse and reflection on how students effectively work together, because
creating meaning out of school experiences is how students acquire meaningéptEonc
(Wenger, 1998).

The school and neighborhood environments conditioned the relation between
youth confidence in participation and their support of minority rights. Student cordidenc
was related to more supportive attitudes among all students, but this civentele
experience conferred more benefit for students attending low-SES schoold,assfare
students attending schools in low-poverty neighborhoods. Although this cross-level and
cross-context interaction is quite complicated, the most basic inteipndatathat in low-
SES schools, the positive relation between this civic experience and studeats’ civi
attitudes is impervious to the level of neighborhood poverty. In high-SES schools, the
association is differentially susceptible to neighborhood poverty.

The following interpretations of this series of interactions (in Figures 5 throug
are grounded in the assumption that students who have high confidence in the
effectiveness of participation have either worked with other students, or observed
students working together, and seen results associated with their actiongisather
students would not report that student groups can make a difference and that students
should be active in their school. It is likely that exposure to these types ofesqeayi
and group processes, especially if they were positive experiences, wouldoréigteer
tolerance in general because patience and understanding are important psyathologic
components of group efforts, both of which should contribute to tolerance. Higher

general tolerance may be translated to higher support of the rights of otloensore
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specifically the rights of ethnic minorities. It is possible that in I&&Schools there are
fewer opportunities for these experiences (i.e., a smaller range of oppcstanditable)

and that the baseline level of student experiences is low. Since the baselmeaisyi
occurrence of contact with others in which students work together toward change efforts
may have more meaning because it is a rarity, and the incremental enoréaes benefit

(or the outcome) would be greater with each experience. Therefore, in low-SES school
student experiences and confidence in participation are highly related tawieeir c
attitude regardless of the degree of neighborhood poverty. Conversely, highF8BS sc
have a lot of tools at their disposal, likely offering more out-of-class andcextialar
activities where students could work together. Since they have a langerah
experiences, a little extra (e.g., the difference between an aaragmt of

empowerment activities and a high amount) is not as beneficial for students.

There was an additional interactive effect between school SES and neighborhood
racial diversity on the association between student confidence and suppottidesin
Figure 8). Student confidence in participation predicted more supportive attitudes, but
especially in low-SES schools located in neighborhoods with little racial dyéecall
that this finding pertained to one school). The positive relation between this civic
experience and students’ civic attitudes in low-SES schools is not impervitas|¢vel
of neighborhood diversity as was the case with neighborhood poverty. Again, student
confidence in participation is especially important in low-SES schools (irs tefrthe
relation to supportive attitudes), but the relation decreases with higher amounts of
neighborhood diversity. One might expect that students attending low-SES schools in

low-diversity neighborhoods might actually be the most intolerant group (based on
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inadequate experiences and insufficient exposure to diverse groups of people).ridoweve
these students may have a limited range of experiences, so when they doviiteract

other students in efforts to improve the school it is especially beneficiams tdrtheir
supportive attitudes. An interesting component of this interaction is that in vgisity
neighborhoods, the relation between student confidence in participation and support of
minority rights is uniform (and moderately positive), regardless of school SES.

Open climate for discussiohhave just discussed the findings pertaining to
students’ confidence in the effectiveness of participation in their school, whiderised
to be a measure of students’ feeling of empowerment in the school. The next measure of
students’ civic experiences is whether students have opportunities to express and
understand different sides of social issues in the classroom. While the previousemeas
(student confidence) is a reflection of experiences in the school as a whateedisisre
(open climate) pertains more to experiences in the classroom. Additicstatlgnts were
encouraged to report based on experiences in any class related to historyorcsacsl
studies, not just the class in which the testing took place.

The experience of an open climate for discussion was not as strong a predictor as
confidence in participation (or civic curriculum, to be discussed in the subsequent
section), but it was the most consistent predictor of the civic outcomes. Students who
have had this civic learning opportunity in school are higher on all four measures of civic
engagement, indicating that negotiating meaning through the expression and
understanding of different viewpoints is particularly important for the devedopof
adolescents’ civic engagement, as proposed by Wenger (1998). Student experience of an

open classroom climate was the only civic learning opportunity in school that pdedict
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students’ knowledge levels, which supports Torney-Purta’s (1995) proposition that the
exchange of ideas and perspectives about political and social issues contrithées to t
construction of knowledge. Intervention research has found that student participation in
programs that facilitate deliberative dialogue between students and tealsoeis

associated with higher levels of civic skills and a sense of belonging in thesschool
among students who patrticipated in the programs (Borgida, Worth, Lippmann, Ergun, &
Farr, 2008).

For students’ anticipated voting behavior, the relation between student experience
of an open classroom climate and the civic outcome varied between schools. Further, the
proportion of foreign-born residents in the surrounding neighborhood conditioned the
association. Specifically, individual students’ experience of an open diasdecivas
even more beneficial in high foreign-born neighborhoods (depicted in Figure 11). It is
understood that experiences with open and respectful discourse should be related to
positive outcomes for all young people, but students attending schools in neighborhoods
with more immigrants especially benefit from the experience. As with ottexactive
effects, it could be related to a restricted range of experiences pathicular
community so that any increase in positive experiences will be relategateiggains in
civic outcomes in comparison to communities where students might be exposed to a
broader range of experiences, within and outside of school. Perhaps in high-immigrant
neighborhoods students are not as aware of civic practices (because oftidveia
models that are familiar with civic participation) and therefore incceiesels of open
discourse in school enhance students’ understanding of the rights and responsibilities of

citizens, such as voting. Classrooms that support discussion of political and soesal is
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are particularly important in schools located in high foreign-born neighborhoods,
apparently because of students’ increased exposure to viewpoints thatdabiétat
acquisition of meaningful skills, which they translate to applied behavior.

The relation between individual students’ experience of an open climate for
discussion and their anticipated voting was so strong in high foreign-born neighborhoods
that the average open climate in the school did not make a difference (although, recal
that there was not as much variance in the open climate in the school in these
neighborhoods). Conversely, in neighborhoods with a low foreign-born population, as the
average open climate in the school increased, individual students’ experience of an open
climate became less important in relation to the civic behavior (Figure 12).

This interaction is particularly interesting because although the school open
climate may be high, not all students have experienced an open climate in Hseoata
interactions with teachers and peers. In neighborhoods with low proportions of foreign
born residents, perhaps students behave more as a group, or are more likely to follow the
crowd, which is why as the average school climate increases the individuatezpas
less important. In high foreign-born neighborhoods, students may think more for
themselves in that it is their own experience and their own perception thes tel#teir
anticipated voting.

Civic curriculum.The last measure of civic experiences in school is students’
experience of a civic curriculum in the school. Students who learned about the
importance of democratic practices and ideals, such as cooperation, contribution, and
patriotism, expressed higher support for the rights of minorities and highepat#tti

civic participation. Contrary to expectations, experiencing a civic clunc was not
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related to students’ civic knowledge. Civic curriculum in the current studsctefl
measures of diverse experiences without a strong content focus, and magcouoately
represent the general or informal civic curriculum. In contrast to theafaniric
curriculum (which includes specific content such as historical events omgoeet
structures), the informal curriculum pertains more to the acquisition of apkiilsd s
rather than content knowledge. That is not to say that informal aspects of the civic
curriculum cannot be important for the development of knowledge, but rather that
adolescents are not connecting these classroom experiences to an abstrsteinainal
of democratic principles and institutions.

Although this aspect of a school’s civic curriculum did not predict knowledge, it
was positively related to the other civic outcomes and the relation between civi
curriculum and anticipated community participation varied between schoolsingar
about democratic ideals such as cooperation and contribution conferred more benefit in
the South and in neighborhoods with high proportions of foreign-born residents (depicted
in Figures 17 and 18, respectively). Students in the South anticipated higher levels of
community participation (a direct relation). It is possible that student®i8duth are
more likely to contribute in reference to their own community or to people who are
similar to them either in physical appearance (such as race) oouslaffiliation.

Perhaps experiencing a civic curriculum in which students learn about other groups of
people broadens their target area of populations to serve or social issues f.conce

The interaction between students’ experience of a civic curriculum and the
neighborhood foreign-born population indicates that greater focus on civic ideals is

particularly beneficial for students attending schools in high-immigreigthborhoods.
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Just as student experiences of an open climate for discussion predicteddogieins
students’ anticipated voting, experiences of a civic curriculum predicted higressn
students’ anticipated community participation. This pattern of findings inditaae
students attending schools in neighborhoods with high proportions of foreign-born
residents are particularly responsive to civic experiences in schools.dtbmattributed
to students in these neighborhoods usually having a smaller range of actndties a
experiences, both in school and out-of-school, and their incremental gain from civic-
related experiences being greater than students who have access torarigeyef
experiences. Another possibility is that in high foreign-born neighborhoods theaéyact
are higher levels of collective socialization toward civic activitiese@st for voting in
which the foreign-born population has a significant direct effect), so studentsén the
schools seek out additional civic experiences.
Civic and Demographic Environment in School

Individual students’ civic experiences in schools were consistently and ylirectl
related to students’ civic outcomes, while the average of these student oge(ibe
civic environment in school) had relations that were less explicit. Demographic
characteristics and civic environments of schools were directly defatgudents’ civic
outcomes on a few occasions, but there were numerous interactive effectstedsaith
the strength of the relationship between student demographic charactenistibe aivic
outcomes and also between individuals’ civic-relevant experiences and the civic
outcomes (discussed previously). Measures of the school environment also ihteracte

with measures of the neighborhood environment for moderated relations with civic
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outcomes. These interactions are discussed in the subsequent section on neighborhood
influences.

The only direct relations between the school demographic environment and
students’ civic outcomes occurred for the average socioeconomic statudegits in the
school (recall that early in the analyses it became apparent that tieomeposition of
the school was not significantly related and was therefore removed fromeatlyses).

School SES was positively related to students’ civic knowledge and arddtipating
behavior. The strong relations are consistent with other research on the pofiterece

of school SES (e.g., Caldas & Bankston, 1997). School SES is presumably related to
aspects of the learning environment that were not included in this study, including
classroom resources, qualified teachers, and high-quality facilitiek wiag contribute

to the knowledge levels of all students in the school. This finding is related to Jencks and
Mayer’s (1990) concept of institutional resources in that the quality of the dshool
important for all students’ outcomes. As expected, high-SES schools predictcbhatt
outcomes, but the finding is important because the effect is over and above the effect of
individual SES. The implication is that students with socioeconomic backgrounds which
put them at risk for poor civic outcomes, as found in prior research, can have more
positive civic outcomes if they attend high-SES schools.

The direct effects of the school civic environment on students’ civic outcomes
generally were not significant when considered in addition to the effects wiuali
students’ experiences, with two notable exceptions. School climate was dietatityl to
students’ civic knowledge and school curriculum was directly related to students’

anticipated voting. Attending a school in which other students have opportunities to
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express and understand different sides of social issues in the classroatedstcel
higher knowledge levels beyond whether an individual student has experienagukthis
discourse. Likewise, a school environment in which students learn democrasc ideal
benefits students’ anticipated civic participation regardless of theireavnihg
experience. The school climate finding is consistent with Vieno et al. (2005), who found
that students’ perception of the school climate and the aggregated school cleasteen
both were positive predictors of the examined outcome.
Patterns of Findings in the School Context

The pattern of findings pertaining to the school context indicate that ensuring that
students have enhanced civic learning and engagement opportunities in school is an
effective way to advance adolescents’ civic knowledge, attitudes, and behakimylsSc
seem to act as communities of practice (Lave & Wenger, 2002) in which students’ ¢
development is enhanced through belonging to the school community and having
experiences that create meaning for abstract democratic pringimigeactices. These
findings relate to a line of research and programs involving civic engagement
interventions in school. Pasek et al. (2008) evaluated the effects of students’ exposur
a school program designed to increase student civic engagement. In thenpstgdents
learned about the political system through engagement with community problems,
deliberated with teachers and peers, and learned and practiced engagingitiaéh pol
leaders. Looking at long-term effects of the program (one year, lstdigol program
exposure was not directly related to students’ civic knowledge. Rather, it was onl
through the increase in internal efficacy that the program related to th@ateame.

This particular intervention indicates that applied experiences withagtidties do not
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directly translate to increases in knowledge and that more explicit caomsented to be
made in the classroom.
Relation Between the Neighborhood Context and Civic Outcomes

Prior research on adolescence found that neighborhoods often were directly or
indirectly related to adolescent development, indicating that this environrasrarw
important context to consider in an investigation of context effects on adolescants’ ¢
engagement. In this analysis, measures of the neighborhood, indicating théveollect
characteristics of the population within a physical space, were rarebldirelated to
students’ civic outcomes. However, the neighborhood was still an important context in
that it moderated the influence of students’ demographic characterigtosnts’ civic
experiences in school, and the overall civic environment of schools on civic outcomes.
The preponderance of indirect effects indicates that the neighborhood contkxtastre
to the lives of adolescents, particular by exerting an influence through schosde.
interactive effects, as well as the few direct relations between neigidab
characteristics and the civic outcomes, are discussed here. It is wortte that the
majority of the interactive effects indicate that students who mayitiaality be deemed
at a disadvantage because of neighborhood conditions actually experience additional
benefits from increases in civic learning opportunities in schools.
Neighborhood Poverty

Neighborhood poverty was not directly related to any of the civic outcomes, but
in three instances this contextual measure conditioned the effects of the school
environment measures. Specifically, in high-poverty neighborhoods the positivenslati

between the civic environment in school and students’ civic outcomes are evenrstronge
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The enhanced associations in impoverished neighborhoods occur for the following
relations: school confidence in participation and students’ civic knowledge (Figure 3
school civic curriculum and students’ anticipated voting (Figure 9), and school civic
curriculum and students’ anticipated community participation (Figure 14).

Throughout this discussion | have proposed explanations for the interactions
found between multiple contexts; those explanations apply to the neighborhood poverty
interactions as well. In low-poverty neighborhoods, schools may provide theintstude
with a large range of learning opportunities and activities. Therefore, wiclenss
experience a more effective student government or learn about democrasidat ioheey
not have a large benefit because the students already are exposed to sqeraCces.
Conversely, in high-poverty neighborhoods schools may not be able to provide such a
range of experiences so a higher level of a particular experience anbigdifference to
students and their civic engagement. In line with the collective socializatior, maddk
role models in high-poverty neighborhoods may not impart positive civic attitudes or
models for civic behavior (Hart & Atkins, 2002), therefore hands-on experiences withi
the school context are particularly important.

A related explanation is that schools in low-poverty neighborhoods make more
extracurricular activities available to their students, including arlaegeye of academic
clubs and sporting teams, debate team, and after-school programs that involwg tutori
learning unique academic subjects. Because these students can participatany so m
activities after school (and presumably benefit either socially or agealy) they do
not benefit as much from in-school activities and interactions that encouragenthe sa

kind of skill acquisition. Students attending schools in high-poverty neighborhoods do
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not have access to as many extracurricular or out-of-school activities, asfdrdan-

school programs are more influential on their development. Regardless of the
explanation, improvements in the civic environments in schools have a larger impact on
students in disadvantaged communities.

Schools in high-poverty neighborhoods can capitalize on these neighborhood
influences by ensuring that the student body is having experiences of democrati
processes and learning about democratic ideals and practices. It is eincptlvathese
opportunity structures have an enhanced benefit in the schools where they are most
needed. Schools in impoverished neighborhoods cannot easily provide an extensive range
of learning experiences or boost the amount of extracurricular adipitiwided because
resources affect the availability of such experiences. Schools can focyseots ad the
school environment that do not require additional financial resources but rather
commitment and ingenuity on the part of the educators.

Neighborhood Racial Diversity

There was one interaction between neighborhood racial diversity and a school
environment measure in relation to students’ civic knowledge. In neighborhoods
characterized by high racial diversity, the level of open climate for disgus the
school was not related to students’ civic knowledge, while in low-diversity
neighborhoods the relation was quite pronounced (Figure 4). Given that the mean level of
open climate for discussion was low in low-diversity and high-diversity neighborhoods
(in comparison to neighborhoods characterized by average levels of raciatygiyvtrsi
explanation that students are merely unwilling to engage in real discussi@sdpibth

extremes. Therefore, it is necessary to explore other explanations.
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Assuming that in high-diversity neighborhoods students have more exposure to
people who are different than them, students may have already heard differing opinions
on political and social issues and been exposed to the sharing of ideas. In racially-
homogenous areas, students may not have been exposed to opinions that differ greatly.
Therefore, a school environment that supports the open discussion of political and social
issues and exchange of different ideas may greatly contribute to studestsuction of
knowledge.

A less optimistic interpretation is that students attending schools in yaciall
diverse neighborhoods are exposed to but disregard other students’ opinions and
perspectives because of negative experiences with “others” in the neigbdbooh
because of inadequate teacher facilitation. Hess and Avery (2008eedased on a
review of current literature, that teachers may be less willing tugiscontentious
political and social issues in classes with more racial diversity, and in woits with
more immigrant residents. If teachers are less comfortable \aidingg and facilitating
class discussion under conditions of diversity, perhaps high levels of open discourse
actually involve negative discourse between students. Although different opinions are
shared the discourse may not beneficial. In comparison, in low-diversity neighborhoods
teachers are presumably more comfortable with encouraging discoursea@tieatious
issues. Feeling more at ease, teachers can be more skillful imfeglidiscussion and
students can benefit more from the interactions.

Neighborhood Foreign-born Residents
The only Census-based neighborhood measure that was independently related to

adolescents’ civic outcomes was the proportion of foreign-born residents chtwd's
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neighborhood. In neighborhoods with high proportions of foreign-born residents,
adolescents had lower knowledge levels but higher expectations of voting. These
neighborhoods will contain fewer role models that are knowledgeable about the untry’
institutions and democratic policies. Additionally, neighborhoods with higher proportions
of immigrants will likely contain higher numbers of individuals who are non-native
English speakers. These individuals are less likely to be able to tutor studerndts, ta

them about political and historical events, or make other contributions to the civic
knowledge of local youth.

However, students attending schools in neighborhoods with higher proportions of
foreign-born residents had higher anticipated voting levels. This finding & quit
interesting because it conflicts with the common perception that immignantsot
interested in civic participation. Immigrants generally display Idexls of civic
engagement, including voting (Bass & Casper, 1999; Lopez & Marcelo, 2008),
volunteering, and participation in community associations (Verba, Schlozmamads,Br
1995). However, citizenship status (and therefore the legal ability to vote)aaraf fe
deportation are likely explanations for the lack of civic participation. hhsdbat for
immigrants, voting may be viewed as the easiest way to assimilate ilAagrecan
political system. The finding of this direct effect indicates thatetiesomething about
communities with high immigrant populations that inspires young people to be active
citizens, regardless of their own immigrant status. It is possible that irhiglgrant
neighborhoods residents are conscious of the rights and responsibilities of citizens (
aspiring citizens) and that they inspire adolescents to take advantage of thaeropptort

vote, which is not possible in all countries.
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A less optimistic explanation is that non-immigrant students attending sahool
high-immigrant neighborhoods could have negative attitudes toward immigrants and
therefore be interested in voting specifically for candidates that endarsemigrant
policies. Whether the reason is positive or negative, in high foreign-born neighborhoods
adolescents seem to be more interested in this aspect of the political process.

Perhaps it is not that students in high foreign-born neighborhoods are particularly
interested in political participation, but rather than students in low foreign-born
neighborhoods are incredibly uninterested. Residents of all ages in these neighborhoods
may be the most comfortable with the current state of the country. In their néigbdor
of native-born Americans everything runs smoothly because of similantiasguage
and cultural practices. If people are comfortable they may also be apatigttess
inclined to vote for change. They may believe that inactive civic participet one way
to preserve the current state of the system.

In addition to the independent association between the immigrant population in
neighborhoods and students’ civic outcomes just discussed, the neighborhood proportion
of foreign-born residents moderated the relation between average perce pimoopei
climate in school and students’ anticipated voting (Figure 10). The positiviemelat
between attending a school with a high open climate for discussion and students’
anticipated voting was not as strong in high foreign-born neighborhoods. This ioteracti
is similar to the interaction between neighborhood racial diversity and sdimoalec(on
student knowledge). In high foreign-born neighborhoods there might be more interactions
with community people who are racially and nationally different who aeéylto have

different perspectives on political and social issues. For students who haweky dlael or
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at least observed these interactions in the neighborhood, having the experience in school
is not as unique. Students in low foreign-born neighborhoods do not have access to the
diversity of people and therefore benefit more from exposure to differexst hel
perspectives in school. Alternatively, because of teachers’ possible distasttfor
discussing controversial issues in diverse settings (Hess & Avery, 2008atidng
practices in schools located in neighborhoods with low proportions of foreign-born
residents may be more conducive to civic development.
Southern Region

Although not a neighborhood characteristic per se, the geographical region in
which the school (and neighborhood) was located was examined to determine iflregiona
differences were apparent in adolescents’ civic engagement. For thpartpgsegion
was not related to students’ civic outcomes. However, students attending school in the
South were less supportive of minority rights and expressed higher anticipated
community participation. The Southern region of the United States is known for #s raci
tension, which may explain why students attending school there are not as supportive of
the rights of minorities. A recent survey of adults found that 65 percent of adults in the
South would prefer to live in a community composed of a mix of different races,
indicating a slight preference for racial diversity. However, only 23 pepreferred to
live in a community with a large immigrant population (Taylor, Morin, Cohn, & Wang,
2008; note that the Midwest actually had the lowest preference for diverse coramniti
Perhaps students in the South interpreted the questions regarding ethnic masrities

referring to ethnic immigrants.
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Patterns of Findings in the Neighborhood Context

With the exception of the proportion of foreign-born residents, the neighborhood
context was not directly related to adolescents’ civic engagement. fidhisdfj which
was consistent across the four outcomes, indicates that neighborhoods are for the most
part indirectly related to adolescents’ development. Of course this st#temst be
qualified because | investigated the neighborhood in which the school is locatéd (whic
may not be the home neighborhood), so it is the school’s neighborhood that is primarily
indirectly related to students’ outcomes. The mechanisms through which neighborhoods
influence student outcomes include the availability of institutional resowespedally
the school quality) and the provision of different possibilities for collectivelsoation.

The findings that neighborhood characteristics generally are indirectgdeb
adolescents’ civic outcomes conflict with most research on neighborhood effiecty
studies have found a direct connection between the neighborhood context and students’
civic outcomes, however there are notable distinctions between the currerdaratudy
other research. First, other studies tend to examine the home neighborhood rather than th
school neighborhood (the theoretical implications of this distinction are discuseed in t
next section). Second, the studies usually do not include relevant measures from all four
contexts of influence examined in the current study (e.g., Atkins & Hart, 2003etHart
al., 2004). Third, neighborhood measures that had direct effects were either combined
composites of Census measures and adolescents’ personal experiences @heokas
Lerner, 2006) or measures of adolescent perceptions of the neighborhood (Kahne &
Sporte, 2008). These are the most feasible explanations for discrepancienbetwe

studies.
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Although there are ways in which the current findings conflict with prior resea
particularly pertaining to whether neighborhoods have direct or indirectsfteere also
are ways in which this study builds on and expands other research. Most notable is t
discovery of complex interactions between the neighborhood context and other aspects of
adolescents’ lives. It is these complex interactions that Bronfenbret@v)(believed
were the foundation of development. Findings also support the proposition that
neighborhoods relate to adolescent development through processes inherent in more
proximal contexts and relationships (Bronfenbrenner, 1986; Jencks & Mayer, 1990).

Implications for Theory, Research, and Practice
Theoretical Implications

The findings of this study have implications for the conceptual understanding of
development within context, methodological considerations, and educational prdactice
employed Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecological systems theory as the foakfewmy
study because it is one of the few theories that not only focuses on development as a
function of interactions between the person and their environment, but also proposes that
different aspects of the environment are interrelated in their influence olopiaent.
Bronfenbrenner’s (1989) person-process-context model is supported by thn stug
in that adolescents’ civic outcomes varied as a function of characteoisties person
and of multiple systems of influence. In particular, there are processesnnimethese
contexts that help to explain how contexts influence youth development. Processes tha
seem to be most important pertain to aspects of interpersonal relationghipaneints
(specifically discourse), patterns of activity within schools, institutiogsources within

neighborhoods, and the collective socialization that occurs in neighborhoods. Therefore, |
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have provided empirical evidence for processes related to human development, as
proposed by Lave and Wenger (2002) and Jencks and Mayer (1990).

Bronfenbrenner (1986) originally posited that neighborhoods were a distal
environment that belonged in the exosystem, which is a system of influencesthgititsx
influence indirectly through more proximal persons and institutions. At the begiohi
the study this assertion was challenged because many studies have fouridkirec
between neighborhood characteristics and youth development. However, the differenc
between most research on neighborhood effects and the current study is éinaihkex
the neighborhood in which the school is located, while other studies primarily examined
the neighborhood in which the child or adolescent lived. The only other study to examine
the school’s neighborhood (Lay, 2006) also only found indirect effects. Therefore, my
findings indicate that the school’s neighborhood should be considered as part of the
exosystem because the neighborhood primarily exerts its influence thheugthool.

The determination of the school’s neighborhood as a component of the individual's
exosystem enriches our ideas about the exosystem (in particular, by prowiifiiegeant
example than parents’ workplace), including how it exerts an influence on development
(by moderating the influence of other contexts). Although not explicitly measutbd i
current study, aspects of the neighborhood such as the generation of tax revenue and
social and physical conditions can influence schools through the ability to atichpay
qualified teachers, program funds, and the availability and quality of theiéscdid
learning materials (Connell & Halpern-Felsher, 1997; Gershoff & A6

The findings from the current study are consistent with the tenets of eablogic

systems theory and my identification of specific proximal processe&nmeh our
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understanding of the nature of complex interactions between people, processes, and
context. Collective socialization occurs through parents as they communicatévibe
beliefs and values (in the adolescent’s microsystem). Youth also learn cives val
through their peers (a microsystem component), where contagion procesaexfaict.
Schools (a microsystem component) act as a community of practice in whiclcadtdes
learn and develop skills through social processes and interactions (as propoaed &y L
Wenger, 2002, and Wenger, 1998). In school adolescents can have meaningful
experiences that contribute to their identity as citizens. Specificgges®dy which
students create meaning and enhance learning include: empowerment thoaypgh gr
processes, deliberative discourse, and the acquisition of democratic ideatsunatély,
the current study is not able to contribute to our understanding of mesosystemic
influences on development because there were not any significant interactvoesrbet
parent, peers, and school measures (though for the most part these interactior wer
specifically investigated).

Finally, the neighborhood context also exerts an influence on development and
because of the indirect relation it is considered a component of the exosystem. The
neighborhood influence occurs through the processes | have already disthessed:
collective socialization of attitudes toward civic participation (mostigugh parents but
also through residents), the contagion of peer norms, and the quality and availability of
institutional resources, in particular the neighborhood’s school (in accordanceevith t
mechanisms proposed by Jencks & Mayer, 1990). The neighborhood may provide other
locations for civic experiences and activities that contribute to development, but the

school appears as the most influential resource. The institutional resowtt@nnen was
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more important in the current study than in previous research, perhaps because of the
examination of the school’s neighborhood rather than the home neighborhood. Leventhal
and Brooks-Gunn (2003) proposed that schools are one of the neighborhood’s primary
institutional resources and are of particular importance for adolesceatsetion that
is supported here.
Methodological Implications

The current study provides further support for the value of not controlling for
student demographics, the existence of distinguishable types of school mogerand
the importance of examining multiple contexts of influence on development. It would
benefit researchers to refrain from unreflectively controlling for stgsddemographic
characteristics, and to investigate these characteristics foblgosgeractions with
contexts of influence. There were not as many randomly-varying chastcteas
expected, but there were interesting interactions in which students wererdiéiy
influenced based on their gender and race. Even when the characteristicsitested
fixed associations with the civic outcomes, the strength of the relations aften w
influenced by the addition of experiences in other contexts (for instance,ahens|
between Latino and the civic outcomes were reduced to non-significancéevith t
addition of other contexts). Had student demographics only been controlled for, | would
not have seen important ways in which contexts related to the civic engagement of
diverse groups of young people.

The current analyses also indicate that there are distinguishable typbsdaf s
experience that relate to civic outcomes. Confidence in the effectivenesmof s

participation concerns the experience and observation of democratic prondhses
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school, a measure that appears reflective of student empowerment. Openness of
classroom climate is a measure of the experienced discussion of samal iscluding
the expression of differing opinions and viewpoints, within a supportive classroom
environment. Exposure to a civic curriculum (or rather, an informal civic curriguguan
measure of student learning about democratic ideals in school. These expartaied
positively to students’ civic outcomes, but the strength of the associationd varie
depending on the type of school experience. For instance, students’ experience af an ope
climate for discourse was the most consistent predictor (i.e., positivdalydéteall four
outcomes), but had the weakest associations. The aggregates of the school egperienc
also interacted with aspects of the neighborhood in a different manner. School average
confidence in patrticipation and civic curriculum interacted with neighborhood pdeerty
a differential effect on students, while school average climate tended axtrath the
neighborhood racial composition and immigrant population. Recall that confidence in
participation and civic curriculum are measures of civic experiences sthio®l, while
climate was technically a measure of civic experiences in the classfbasistinction
was not particularly important in the current study, but it might be responsiblenfier s
of these patterns. The differential strength of the associations betweehdbé s
experience measures and interactions with other contexts indicatet@ispacts of civic
experiences.

The most important methodological implication is the utility of simultaneously
examining the role of multiple contexts in development, including interactiong®&etw
those contexts. In the current study | captured a great deal of informditien, (a

complicated information) about the systems of influence in which adolescents develop
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civic competencies and learn to be functioning citizens. Perhaps the inclusioreof thes
salient contexts, as well as a range of experiences within contexsponsible for this
study’s ability to explain more variance in the outcomes in comparison to pearchs
A complex picture of context effects on civic engagement has been revepietdya
that would not have been complete without the inclusion of all four contexts.
Application of the Results

The proposition that schools can enhance civic education and contribute to civic
engagement by having more effective school practices (Torney-Purta, 200a@ndsys
supported. Effective school practices, including opportunities for students tapaaetic
in democratic processes, a culture that encourages open and respectfgsictisans a
curriculum where students are exposed to democratic ideals, is especiallgimhpor
schools located in high-poverty neighborhoods. Other lines of research confirm that
increased levels of student voice and active participation in low-income schools
contribute to growth in efficacy, belonging, and competence for students who may not
have found meaning in their school experiences (Mitra, 2004). Considering other
evidence of a civic engagement gap (Levinson, 2007) and a civic learning opportunity
gap (Kahne & Middaugh, 2008), the current findings indicate that the engagement gap
narrowed when the learning opportunity gap is reduced. Schools, although implicated in
the existence of a civic engagement gap, have the potential to narrow the geges bet
different groups of students. Students acquire meaningful concepts, knowledge, and skill
through civic-related experiences, and schools could better serve studemisitiyge

that such experiences are available.
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Implementing these practices would require teachers to make adjustments to the
way they teach and discuss political and social issues and democratic idéats suc
lesson plans that involve student discourse and debate, and homework assignments that
require students to do research on a particular side of an issue. Administrators could
facilitate civic engagement by providing more opportunities for groups of stutbent
organize and work together, either to help solve problems in the school or in the
community. All of these changes may require additional time and planning, but they
would not necessarily require additional financial resources.

There are also educational implications associated with the finding diidldes
effects in which students who already have positive experiences in schoolqoat@de
levels of positive outcomes) do not benefit beyond a certain point. This threshold effect
occurred for females’ anticipated community participation in that a highdrdeepen
climate for discussion in the school was not beneficial. The threshold effectlalss to
the explanations provided for the less-pronounced benefit of civic learning oppostunitie
among youth in advantaged settings. Of course these are exploratory findings and
experimental research would provide more insight as to when and why threshokl effect
occur.

Although more specific research is needed, for instance with targetgasgor
targeted interventions, it is clear that the classroom and school environments are
important for the development of civic competencies among American youth. Specific
activities and experiences may be more beneficial for particular godypsing people,
or for students attending schools in neighborhoods with distinct characteristicatdEsluc

could capitalize on these interactions with targeted interventions based schival
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population or location. Again, this approach could make the most out of limited
resources.
Limitations of the Study

Researchers have extensively examined the role of different cootexis
engagement, but few have attempted to parse out the influence of multiple swrializi
agents and contexts. | have discovered some distinctions between the contexts and offe
how they may be differentially related to multiple aspects of civic engagemherefore
this study extends previous research by demonstrating that contextua &aetor
differentially (and interactively) related to civic engagement. Additlgngne nationally-
representative sample enables findings to be generalized to the national pomilad-
year-olds. However, there are methodological issues, specificallyregtén
measurement and omitted variables, that are important to note.

The first methodological issue pertains to the measurement of diffepattasf
civic engagement, in particular the behavioral outcomes. The two behavioral measure
(anticipated voting and anticipated community participation) are a meafsure
adolescents’ future participation in civic activities, rather than thaiabbehavior at the
time of the study. Although prior research has found that adolescents who report
intentions to vote do so years later (Campbell, 2007), it is not possible to assess the
relation between anticipated behavior and actual behavior in the current studiuetow
the anticipated voting measure at least captures 14-year-olds’ intengstrendivic
behavior, which is almost certainly related to the actualization of civic ipatin.

Like many studies on the civic engagement of young people, the current study

employs cross-sectional data and utilizes correlational analysesforaetean only
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report on relations or associations between predictors and the civic outcomes and any
inferences about causal relations (or explanations) must be speculativet&uarange
finding that peer discourse and students’ anticipated community participaticaicdeel r
may actually mean that youth who participate in community activities endkuptto
their friends about social issues to which they have been exposed. Additionally,
interactions between the school and neighborhood contexts have been discussed as if the
neighborhood moderates the school’s relation to young people’s outcomes. This
interpretation was selected based on the assumption that the neighborhood is a more
distal context than the school and therefore moderating influences would come from
further away from the individual. However, it is possible that the opposite occursaand th
it is the school that moderates the neighborhood influence (although this may be more of
a conceptual issue and not particularly relevant to the application of the)results

Although many aspects of social contexts were considered, it is not pdssibl
capture every influential factor. | measured the quantity of discourse avights and
peers, but it is likely that the quality of discourse would also be related (sggecific
topics discussed or the nature of the interaction). Aspects of the formal civetiicum
in schools and measures of teacher quality (e.g., years of teaching mogeria
subject-specific degree) might have related more strongly to the civionoese
especially civic knowledge. While processes that occur within families goeeps, and
schools were examined, the employed datasets did not enable an investigatianlef the
of processes in neighborhoods. Neighborhood measures were limited to demographic and
social characteristics which, although similar to predictors used in othéboengod

research, generally were not directly associated with students'atittomes. Measures
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such as neighborhood collective efficacy, social control mechanisms, andcapdial
might have been stronger predictors. Finally, pertaining to the adolescempgsible
that psychological factors for adolescents would have been important predietbrs (a
might have varied between schools). This includes measures of psychologigahfagct
or well-being, feelings of inclusion, and self-efficacy.

The final limitation pertaining to included variables involves the simultaneous
examination of neighborhood poverty and neighborhood affluence. Early in the analyses
it became apparent that the significant effects of poverty (includingisant
interactions) would negate the effects of affluence, and vice versa. Addliticghese
measures have a high negative correlation. If the two measures aré/stroagely
related, one must question the utility of employing both measures. In thetaiugy |
employed both predictors in order to be consistent with prior research (althdegded
to focus on poverty interactions), however it is evident from the results that neighborhood
affluence did not contribute to the analyses above the contribution made by the
neighborhood poverty measure.

While most research on neighborhood effects examines the neighborhood in
which young people reside, the current study examined the neighborhood in which
adolescents attend school. Although the home and school neighborhoods are likely to be
highly-similar in their demographic and social characteristics, no infamatas
available on the extent to which students’ homes and schools are located in the exact
same neighborhood. Therefore, interpretations were made in relation to the

neighborhoods in which schools are located, not in reference to where youth live.
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It might be considered a limitation that the CIVED data are from 1999 and
therefore are somewhat dated. Although other large-scale datasets usedfarable
purposes also were collected in the 1990s (including the NELS and NHES), it is
recognized that the data are nearly 10 years old. More recently collecadidat
reflect changes based on educational policy, especially the No ChilddleftdBAct of
2001, such as an increased emphasis on student test scores in science, math, and reading

All of the limitations | just discussed provide opportunities for future reselrc
particular, it would be beneficial to examine adolescents’ psychologatal$aprocess
variables from the neighborhood context, and interactions within contexts (for instance
the interaction between neighborhood poverty and neighborhood diversity). Additional
suggestions for future research are presented in the next section.

Future Research

The current study involved the investigation of a range of civic engagement
outcomes, including adolescents’ civic knowledge, attitudes, and behavior. However,
because of technological advances (especially the internet) and tigeepogeof new
salient social issues (e.g., renewable energy), young people at pregdrg emgaged in
a much larger array of civic activities. Young people can blog about social atchpol
issues, sign online petitions, and instantly communicate their stance on an issue by
forwarding an email to hundreds of their friends. Researchers such dsaHdre
colleagues (2008) are just beginning to examine these aspects of engagemenirand f
studies should continue to expand the definition of civic engagement in order to capture

this range of activities. As with the more traditional civic outcomes examinéd in t
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current study, different groups may be more or less engaged in modern types of civic
engagement.

Another appropriate line of research would be to examine the conditions and
processes in schools located in neighborhoods characterized by high levels of palerty a
high proportions of foreign-born residents. | discovered many interactions tasleese
neighborhood characteristics, which indicate that higher levels of civic learning
opportunities make a substantial difference for students in these schoolsisaneti
dramatically improving their civic outcomes. These findings, based on laafge-sc
datasets, are complemented by qualitative research. Mitra (2004) found that school
programs implemented to increase student voice benefitted students’ senseypf agen
belonging, and competence in a school consisting mostly of racial minadity a
immigrant students.

Findings based on large-scale datasets can be used to generate resstotis que
for programmatic and intervention research. Through intervention studieschessar
can investigate the processes found in the current study to be related toemti®lesac
outcomes. One line of inquiry for intervention research involves the examination of the
relation between student confidence in participation and civic outcomes. Specific
research questions could include: What accounts for the link between student
empowerment and civic development? Is the process similar for students reindiffe
gender or race? What role does efficacy play in the effectiveness of awempent
program? How do other students and teachers facilitate or impede empowerment? How
are interactions with adults outside of school (including parents) associétetiavi

program’s success? This mixed-methods approach can contribute to a more thorough
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understanding of how schools can facilitate adolescents’ civic engagementnigclud
how schools can capitalize on the influence of neighborhood social and demographic
characteristics.
Conclusion

This study has revealed many ways in which adolescents are being prepared for
functioning citizenship in a way that benefits their overall developmenmni3ard
peers facilitate preparation by discussing political and social ishwkerging the
construction of knowledge, and providing models of conscientious citizens. Schools
provide opportunities for hands-on experiences of democratic processes, a supportive
environment for sharing different opinions, and a learning environment in which
democratic ideals are communicated to students. Neighborhoods facilitate civi
engagement by enhancing positive experiences in other contexts, spedcifisalipols.
In some instances, youth are differentially prepared for functioningrestige, but inputs
within different contexts can reduce the disparities in adolescents’caripetencies. In
particular, civic experiences in schools contribute to the preparation of youttifcs
citizenship and equal access to these experiences reduces civic engagesibrtwgeen
students of different demographic groups.

The decade from 1999 (when students were tested) through 2008 (when a black
man was elected president) is a unique time in the social and political histbey of t
United States and a remarkable time to be an American citizen. The election of the
country’s first black president signifies a level of unprecedented aocepba
democratic ideals. The political discourse changed, the demographics of dictires c

changed, and young people especially were empowered through the success of a
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grassroots political movement. Because of the 2008 presidential election, axlislesc
gained early exposure to civic experiences and an understanding of how groups of
citizens contribute to democratic processes. Hopefully all young peaplsead these
inputs—necessary for the development of competent citizens—in order for the next

generation to be adequately and equally prepared for active citizenship.
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APPENDIX A
Table Al.Descriptive statistics of original CIVED and Census variables (used to

construct composite measures)

Variable M SD Minimum  Maximum
Level-1variables
Discuss national politics with parents 2.64 .96 1.00 4.00
Discuss international politics with parents 232 1.00 1.00 4.00
Discuss national politics with peers 2.04 .90 1.00 4.00
Discuss international politics with peers 1.75 .83 1.00 4.00
Student learned to...
Understand peogle .89 .32 .00 1.00
Cooperate with othets 91 .28 .00 1.00
Contribute to solving community probletns .73 44 .00 1.00
Be a patriotic citizeh .67 47 .00 1.00
Be concerned about other countties .75 43 .00 1.00
Importance of voting 73 .45 .00 1.00
Level-2 variables’
Educated residents .79 A1 .39 .96
Professional residents 31 A1 A2 .69
Unemployed residents .04 .02 .01 .13
High-income households .22 14 .05 74
Residents below the poverty line 14 .08 .02 .39
Households receive public assistance .04 .03 .00 .20
Female-headed households A3 .06 .03 A2

#Dichotomous variable where the mean indicates thpgution represented in the sample of 2,729
students.

PAll level-2 variables are neighborhood measuresra/tiee mean indicates the proportion represented in
the sample of 119 schools.
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APPENDIX B
Correlation Guidelines and Tables
Composites were formed based on theoretical relatedness and the streimgth of t
association between variables as indicated by correlation coefficientsngariteria for
interpreting the size of a correlation coefficient is that an absolute Vialo@é w .30 is
little and possibly circumstantial, .31 to .50 is low, .51 to .70 is moderate, .71 to .90 is
high, and .90 to 1.00 is very high (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003). However,
determining whether the relationship between two variables is meanatgpuliepends
on characteristics of the variables (e.g., the scale) and whether tionstig
conceptually makes sense. Pedhazur (1997) posits that threshold values for determining
whether the correlation between two variables indicates problematiteeoity are
inconsistent and often inadequate. Decisions to construct composite measures fr
original CIVED and Census variables were based on the magnitude of conrelati
coefficients, whether variables were conceptually related, whethectreatations with

the outcomes followed similar patterns, and accordance with prior research



Table B1.Correlations among original CIVED variables (prior to constructing composite mes)sure

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Parents discuss - .68**  50**  41** 9% 4% Q7 13 18%*  14%*  19%*  16**
national topics

2. Parents discuss - A40** 58 A7 21k Q4% 11 17 08**  17* | 15**
international topics

3. Peers discuss national - .65** A1 19%* 08** .04 A8* 2% 16%* | 14**
topics

4. Peers discuss - A1 17+ 08* .03 6% .09**  15%  13**
international topics

5. Confidence in school - 32% 30%  29%  27%  18**  .20*  .18**
participation

6. Class climate - 30% 26%*F  24%  20% . 24%*  20%*
7. Understand - ALk 27 19%  24%  20**
8. Cooperate - 22% A7+ 26%% 21
9. Contribute - 30%* 29%  26%*
10. Patriotic - 32%*%  34%*
11. Concerned - .34**
12. Voting -
Outcomes

Civic knowledge 8% 22%%  06**  .09** A3 18 17 14** .00 09** .07 .07**
Support minorities A6* 14 06**  .06** A0* 27 27%  20%  15% Q7 (19 13*
Vote 35% 33 19%*  20%* B34x 31 20%%  25%%  24%% Q4% 20*%*  .25%*
Community participation.30**  .26**  21**  2]** 29% 4% 1% 16**  23%  15¥ 0%  15**

*p< .05, *p< .01

09¢



Table B2.Correlations among original Census variables (prior to constructing composite measures)

Variable 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1. White -38** 77 .38 47 -07 -44*%  46**  26%* -49%* 17 -48**  -61** -81**
2. Latino - -.08 A2 A7 53 66** -59%* -26** 28* -11 39%  ABRx 4%+
3. Black - -13 -.05 -22%  24%% - 27 - 26%%  41%% -23* 39%*  41**  85**
4. Asian - .60**  -.02 S7+* .03 .20 -.04 23 -.06 A1 -.06
5. Multiracial - 34*  Ber* -20*  -.10 14 -01 14 3115
6. American Indian - 24% - 28% . 28%  30** -29%  20%  32% 04

7. Foreign-born - -28** .10 15 21 12 .22* .08
8. Educated - 3% -50%*  63**  -82*%* - T74** - 58**
9. Professional - =37+ 87+ -58** -56** -53**
10. Unemployed - -39**  66** .67 .61**
11. High income - -.64%* - B3** . A4**
12. Poverty line - .82%*  64**
13. Public assistance -

14. Female headed
households

A3

*p < .05, *p< .01

19¢



262

REFERENCES

Ainsworth, J. W. (2002). Why does it take a village? The mediation of neighborhood
effects on educational achieveme®cial Forces, 81), 117-152.

Anderman, E. M. (2002). School effects on psychological outcomes during adolescence.
Journal of Educational Psychology, (@4, 795-809.

Andolina, M. W., Jenkins, K., Zukin, C., & Keeter, S. (2003). Habits from home, lessons
from school: Influences on youth civic engagem@@4: Political Science &

Politics, 362), 275-280.

Atkins, R., & Hart, D. (2003). Neighborhoods, adults, and the development of civic
identity in urban youthApplied Developmental Sciencé3y, 156-164.

Baldi, S., Perie, M., Skidmore, D., Greenberg, E., Hahn, C., & Nelson, D. (2004j.
democracy means to ninth-graders: U.S. results from the international IEA Civic
Education Studywashington, DC: U.S. National Center for Education Statistics.

Balsano, A. B. (2005). Youth civic engagement in the United States: Understanding and
addressing the impact of social impediments on positive youth and community
developmentApplied Developmental Sciencé4y 188-201.

Barber, C. (2007, April)The effects of context and motivation on the identification of
talented high school studenBaper presented at the American Educational
Research Association 2007 Annual Conference, Chicago, lllinois, April 9-13,
2007.

Barber, C., & Torney-Purta, J. (in press). Gender differences in polititatias and
efficacy as influenced by national and school contexts: Analysis from the IEA

Civic Education Study. In D. Baker & A. Wiseman (Ed&gnder, equality, and



263

education from international perspectivéiternational Perspectives on
Education and Society, Volume 10). Bingley, United Kingdom: Emerald Group
Publishing.

Bass, L. E., & Casper, L. M. (1999, FebruaAme there differences in registration and
voting behavior between naturalized and native-born Americéasfulation
Division Working Paper #28). Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau.

Baumrind, D. (1991). Parenting styles and adolescent development. In R. Lerner, A. C.
Petersen, & J. Brooks Gunn (Ed&hcyclopedia of adolescenféol. 2, pp. 746-
758). New York: Garland Publishing.

Beyers, J. M., Bates, J. E., Pettit, G. S., & Dodge, K. A. (2003). Neighborhood structure,
parenting processes, and the development of youths’ externalizing behaviors: A
multilevel analysisAmerican Journal of Community Psychology(132), 35-53.

Borgida, E., Worth, K. A., Lippmann, B., Ergun, D., & Farr, J. (2008). Beliefs about
deliberation: Personal and normative dimensidoarnal of Social Issues, @),
551-569.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979]he ecology of human developmédambridge, MA:

Harvard University Press.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1986). Ecology of the family as a context for human development:
Research perspectivddevelopmental Psychology, 2223-742.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1989). Ecological systems theory. In. R. Vasta f#hdJs of child
development: Vol. 6. Six theories of child development: Revised formulations and

current issuegpp.187-249). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.



264

Bronfenbrenner, U. (2005)laking human beings human: Bioecological perspectives on
human developmenthousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Caldas, S. J., & Bankston lIll, C. (1997). Effect of school population socioeconomic status
on individual academic achievemenhe Journal of Educational Research,

90(5), 269-277.

Campbell, D. E. (2007). Sticking together: Classroom diversity and civic education.
American Politics Research, @5, 57-78.

Campbell, D. E., & Wolbrecht, C. (2006). See Jane run: Women politicians as role
models for adolescent§he Journal of Politics, §2), 233-247.

Chung, H. L., & Steinberg, L. (2006). Relations between neighborhood factors, parenting
behaviors, peer deviance, and delinquency among serious juvenile offenders.
Developmental Psychology, (22, 319-331.

Cohen, C. J., & Dawson, M. C. (1993). Neighborhood poverty and African American
politics. American Political Science Review (8Y, 286-302.

Collins, W. A., & Laursen, B. (2004). Parent-adolescent relationships and influences. In
R. M. Lerner & L. Steinberg (EdsHandbook of adolescent psycholdgynd ed.,
pp. 331-361). Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Connell, J. P., & Halpern-Felsher, B. L. (1997). How neighborhoods affect educational
outcomes in middle childhood and adolescence: Conceptual issues and an
empirical example. In J. Brooks-Gunn, G. J. Duncan, & J. L. Aber (Eds.),
Neighborhood poverty: Vol. 1. Context and consequences for ch{jojped 74-

199). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.



265

Costa, D. L., & Kahn, M. E. (2003). Civic engagement and community heterogeneity: An
economist’s perspectivlerspectives on Politics(1), 103-111.

Croninger, R. G., & Douglas, K. M. (2005). Missing data and institutional research. In P.
D. Umbach (Ed.)Survey research emerging issues: New directions for
institutional research, No.12(pp. 33-50). San Francisco: Jossey-Boss.

Da Silva, L., Sanson, A., Smart, D., & Toumbourou, J. (2004). Civic responsibility
among Australian adolescents: Testing two competing mabtelsnal of
Community Psychology, @), 229-255.

Davila, A., & Mora, M. (2007a, Januan)o gender and ethnicity affect civic
engagement and academic progre@a/drking Paper No. 53). College Park, MD:
The Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement.

Davila, A., & Mora, M. (2007b, Januangivic engagement and high school academic
progress: An analysis using NELS détdorking Paper No. 52). College Park,

MD: The Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning and
Engagement.

Delli Carpini, M. X., & Keeter, S. (1996YVhat Americans know about politics and why
it matters.New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Dishion, T. J., Andrews, D. W., & Croshy, L. (1995). Antisocial boys and their friends in
early adolescence: Relationship characteristics, quality, and imeeglgirocess.
Child Development, &), 139-151.

Duncan, G. J., & Aber, J. L. (1997). Neighborhood models and measures. In J. Brooks-
Gunn, G. J. Duncan, & J. L. Aber (Edd\gighborhood poverty: Vol. 1. Context

and consequences for childrgop. 62-78). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.



266

Elliott, D. S., Menard, S., Rankin, B., Elliott, A., Wilson, W. J., & Huizinga, D. (2006).
Good kids from bad neighborhoods: Successful development in social context.
Cambridge, NY: Cambridge University Press.

Feinstein, L., & Peck, S. C. (2008). Unexpected pathways through education: Why do
some students not succeed in school and what helps others beat th#oodais?
of Social Issues, §%), 1-20.

Fine, M., Burns, A., Payne, Y. A., & Torre, M. E. (2004). Civics lessons: The color and
class of betrayalleachers College Record, 1Q6), 2193-2223.

Flanagan, C. A., Bowes, J. M., Jonsson, B., Csapo, B., & Sheblanova, E. (1998). Ties that
bind: Correlates of adolescents’ civic commitment in seven countaasial of
Social Issues, 3), 457-475.

Galston, W. A. (2001). Political knowledge, political engagement, and civic education.
Annual Review of Political Science,4,7-234.

Gershoff, E. T., & Aber, J. L. (2006). Neighborhoods and schools: Contexts and
consequences for the mental health and risk behaviors of children and youth. In L.
Balter & C. S. Tamis-LeMonda (EdsGhild psychology: A handbook of
contemporary issug2nd ed., pp. 611-645). New York: Taylor & Francis Group.

Greenfield, P. M. (1997). You can't take it with you: Why ability assestsrdim’t cross
cultures.American Psychologist, §20), 1115-1124.

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (2006).

Multivariate data analysig6th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson.



267

Harell, A., & Stolle, D. (2008)Are the losers of social capital the winners of diverse
societies? Ethnic diversity, youth and generalized ttspublished manuscript,
McGill University, Montreal, Canada.

Harell, A., Stolle, D., & Quintelier, E. (2008, Julyyetwork diversity and political
participation: A complication or assePaper presented at the Conference on
Comparative Perspectives on Political Socialization, Bruges, Belguyn3-#,
2008.

Hart, D., & Atkins, R. (2002). Civic competence in urban yoAibplied Developmental
Science, @), 227-236.

Hart, D., Atkins, R., Markey, P., & Youniss, J. (2004). Youth bulges in communities: The
effects of age structure on adolescent civic knowledge and civic participation.
Psychological Science, (&, 591-597.

Hart, D., Donnelly, T. M., Youniss, J., & Atkins, R. (2007). High school community
service as a predictor of adult voting and volunteevmgerican Educational
Research Journal, 44), 197-219.

Hart, D., & Fletcher, N. (2008Accounting for the diverse effects of racial diversity.
Unpublished manuscript, Rutgers University, Camden, NJ.

Haynie, D. L., Silver, E., & Teasdale, B. (2006). Neighborhood characteristics, peer
networks, and adolescent violengdeurnal of Quantitative Criminology, 22),
147-169.

Hess, D., & Avery, P. G. (2008). Discussion of controversial issues as a formadmd go

democratic education. In J. Arthur, I. Davies, & C. Hahn (Ed&¢, Sage



268

handbook of education for citizenship and democ(ppy506-518). London:
Sage.

Hinkle, D. E., Wiersma, W., & Jurs, S. G. (2008pplied statistics for the behavioral
scienceg5th ed.). Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Husfeldt, V., Barber, C., & Torney-Purta, J. (2008judents’ social attitudes and
expected political participation: New scales in the enhanced database of the IEA
Civic EducationStudy.College Park, MD: Civic Education Data and Researcher
Services.

Jackson, L. M., Pratt, M. W., Hunsberger, B., & Pancer, S. M. (2005). Optimism as a
mediator of the relation between perceived parental authoritativeness and
adjustment among adolescents: Finding the sunny side of the Streket.
Development, 12), 273-304.

Jacobson, K. C., & Crockett, L. J. (2000). Parental monitoring and adolescent adjustment:
An ecological perspectivdournal of Research on Adolescencg1),065-97.

Jargowsky, P. A., & Komi, M. E. (2008Before or after the bell? School context and
neighborhood effects on student achieventeaper presented at the Malcolm
Wiener Center Inequality & Social Policy Seminar, Harvard University,
Cambridge, Massachusetts, October 6, 2008.

Jencks, C., & Mayer, S. E. (1990). The social consequences of growing up in a poor
neighborhood. In L. E. Lynn, Jr., & G. H. McGeary (Edsher-city poverty in
the United Statefp. 111-186). Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Jennings, M. K., & Niemi, R. G. (1968). The transmission of political values from parent

to child. American Political Science Review, @8%9-184.



269

Johnson, M. K., Beebe, T., Mortimer, J. T., & Snyder, M. (1998). Volunteerism in
adolescence: A process perspecthairnal of Research on Adolescend@)8
309-332.

Kahne, J., & Middaugh, E. (2008, Februaigmocracy for some: The civic opportunity
gap in high schoalWorking Paper No. 59). College Park, MDhe Center for
Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement.

Kahne, J. E., & Sporte, S. E. (2008). Developing citizens: The impact of civic learning
opportunities on students’ commitment to civic participatAmerican
Educational Research Journal, &), 738-766.

Kastberg, D., Roey, S., & Williams, T. (2003)ends in International Mathematics and
Science Study (TIMSS) 2003 data analysis user’s gildshington, DC: U.S.
National Center for Education Statistics.

Keeter, S., Zukin, C., Andolina, M., & Jenkins, K. (200R)e civic and political health
of the nation: A generational portrai€ollege Park, MD: The Center for
Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement.

Kelly, J. G., Ryan, A. M., Altman, B. E., & Stelzner, S. P. (2000). Understanding and
changing social systems: An ecological view. In J. Rappaport & E. Seidman
(Eds.),Handbook of community psychologpp. 133-159). New York: Kluwer
Academic/Plenum.

Kirkup, G. (2002). Identity, community, and distributed learning. In M. R. Lea & K.
Nicoll (Eds.),Distributed learning: Social and cultural approaches to practice

(pp. 182-195). London: Routledge Falmer.



270

Kowaleski-Jones, L. (2000). Staying out of trouble: Community resources and problem
behavior among high-risk adolescedsurnal of Marriage and the Family,
62(2), 449-464.

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (2002). Legitimate peripheral participation in communities of
practice. In M. R. Lea & K. Nicoll (Eds.Ristributed learning: Social and
cultural approaches to practioggp. 56-63). London: Routledge Falmer.

Lay, J. C. (2006). Learning about politics in low-income communifigserican Politics
Research, 38), 319-340.

Lay, J. C. (2007). Smaller isn't always better: School size and school parnticipatong
young peopleSocial Science Quarterly, 88, 790-815.

Lee, V. E., & Bryk, A. S. (1989). A multilevel model of the social distribution of high
school achievemen®ociology of Education, 62,72-192.

Lerner, R. M., Wertlieb, D., & Jacobs, F. (2005). Historical and theoretical bases of
applied developmental science. In R. M. Lerner, F. Jacobs, & D. Wertlieb (Eds.),
Applied Developmental Scienf@p. 3-29). London: Sage.

Leventhal, T., & Brooks-Gunn, J. (2003). Moving on up: Neighborhood effects on
children and families. In M. H. Bornstein & R. H. Bradley (EdSg¢cioeconomic
status, parenting, and child developméoyt. 209-230). Mahway, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Levinson, M. (2007, Januaryhhe civic achievement gg@/orking Paper No. 51).
College Park, MD:The Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning

and Engagement.



271

Lopez, M. H. (2003, MarchElectoral engagement among Latino yo(flact Sheet).
College Park, MD: The Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning
and Engagement.

Lopez, M. H., Levine, P., Both, D., Kiesa, A., Kirby, E., & Marcelo, K. (2006, October).
The 2006 Civic and Political Health of the Natighidetailed look at how youth
participate in politics and communitieSollege Park, MD: The Center for
Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement.

Lopez, M. H., & Marcelo, K. B. (2008). The civic engagement of immigrant youth: New
evidence from the 2006 Civic and Political Health of the Nation SuAaplied
Developmental Science, (2, 66-73.

Lutkus, A. D., & Weiss, A. R. (2007T.he Nation’s Report Card: Civics 2008CES
2007-476). Washington, DC: U.S. National Center for Education Statistics.

McCartney, K., Burchinal, M. R., & Bub, K. L. (2006). Best practices in quantitative
methods for developmentalistdonographs of the Society for Research in Child
Development, 4B, Serial No. 285).

McDevitt, M., & Chaffee, S. (2000). Closing gaps in political communication and
knowledge: Effects of a school interventi@ommunication Research, (37,
259-292.

McDevitt, M., & Chaffee, S. (2002). From top-down to trickle-up influence: Revisiting
assumptions about the family in political socializatiBalitical Communication,

19,281-301.



272

Mcintosh, H., Hart, D., & Youniss, J. (2007). The influence of family political discussion
on youth civic development: Which parent qualities mat&3?Political Science
& Politics, 40,495-499.

Mertens, D. M. (2005)Research and evaluation in education and psycholbggusand
Oaks, CA: SAGE.

Mitra, D. L. (2004). The significance of students: Can increasing “studesdg™vai
schools lead to gains in youth developmérgachers College Record, 1@,
651-688.

Moody, J. (2001). Race, school integration, and friendship segregation in America.
American Journal of Sociology, 1(3j, 679-716.

Muuss, R. E. (1996) heories of Adolescen¢éth ed.). New York: McGraw-Hill.

National Conference on Citizenship (2006, SeptemBangrica’s Civic Health Index:
Broken engagementVashington, DC: National Conference on Citizenship.

Nicotera, N. (2007). Measuring neighborhood: A conundrum for human services
researchers and practitionefgnerican Journal of Community Psychology, 40,
26-51.

Niemi, R., & Junn, J. (1998Civic education: What makes students ledNaw Haven,
CT: Yale University Press.

Ogbu, J. U. (2002). Cultural amplifiers of intelligence: 1Q and minority statu®gs-cr
cultural perspective. In J. M. Fish (EdRace and intelligence: Separating

science from mytfpp. 241-278). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.



273

Oxley, D. (2000). The school reform movement: Opportunities for community
psychology. In J. Rappaport & E. Seidman (Ed$andbook of community
psychology(pp. 565-590). New York: Kluwer Academic/Plenum.

Pancer, S. M., Pratt, M., Hunsberger, B., & Alisat, S. (2007). Community and political
involvement in adolescence: What distinguishes the activists from the
uninvolved?Journal of Community Psychology,(8% 741-759.

Pasek, J., Feldman, L., Romer, D., & Jamieson, K. H. (2008). Schools as incubators of
democratic participation: Building long-term political efficacywiivic
educationApplied Developmental Science (1R 26-37.

Pedhazur, E. J. (199Nultiple regression in behavioral research: Explanation and
prediction(3rd ed.). New York: Harcourt Brace College Publishers.

Perkins, R., Kleiner, B., Roey, S., & Brown, J. (2004)e High School Transcript
Study: A decade of change in curricula and achievement, 1990{RQES
2004-455). Washington, DC: U.S. National Center for Education Statistics.

Perimutter, P. (2002). Minority group prejudiGaciety, 3@8), 59-65.

Phinney, J. S. (1996). When we talk about American ethnic groups, what do we mean?
American Psychologist, §9), 918-927.

Pong, S., & Hao, L. (2007). Neighborhood and school factors in the school performance
of immigrants’ childreninternational Migration Review, 41), 206-241.

Pratt, T. C., Turner, M. G., & Piquero, A. R. (2004). Parental socialization and
community context: A longitudinal analysis of the structural sources of low self-

control.Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency(33,1219-243.



274

Price, J. H., Dake, J. A., & Kucharewski, R. (2002). Assessing assets in raciatlsedi
inner-city youths: Psychometric properties of the Search Instits&t as
guestionnaireFamily & Community Healtl2(3), 1-9.

Putnam, R. D. (2007). E pluribus unum: Diversity and community in the twenty-first
century.Scandinavian Political Studies, &), 137-174.

Rankin, B. H., & Quane, J. M. (2002). Social contexts and urban adolescent outcomes:
The interrelated effects of neighborhoods, families, and peers on African-
American youthSocial Problems, 49), 79-100.

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (1986). A hierarchical model for studying school
effects.Sociology of Educatiorg9(1), 1-17.

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (200B)ierarchical linear models: Applications and
data analysis method&nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Raudenbush, S. W., Bryk, A. S., Cheong, Y. F., & Congdon, R. (2004).6:
Hierarchical linear and nonlinear modelingtincolnwood, IL: Scientific
Software International.

Reinders, H., & Youniss, J. (2006). School-based required community service and civic
development in adolescenfsplied Developmental Science (1)) 2-12.

Rothstein, R., Jacobsen, R., & Wilder, T. (2008, FebruAryg¢port card on
comprehensive equity: Racial gaps in the nation’s youth outcafeshington,
DC: Economic Policy Institute.

Rubin, B. C. (2007). “There’s still not justice”: Youth civic identity development amid
distinct school and community contexi®achers College Record, 2%, 449-

481.



275

Sampson, R. J., & Groves, W. B. (1989). Community structure and crime: Testing social-
disorganization theoryAmerican Journal of Sociology, 9474-780.

Sampson, R. J., Raudenbush, S., & Earls, F. (1997). Neighborhoods and violent crime: A
multilevel study of collective efficacyscience, 27(6238), 918-924.

Schulz, W., & Sibberns, H. (2004EA Civic Education Study technical report.
Amsterdam: International Association for the Evaluation of Educational
Achievement.

Seyfried, S. F., & Chung, I. (2002). Parent involvement as parental monitoring aftstude
motivation and parent expectations predicting later achievement amongrAfric
American and European American middle school age studenisial of Ethnic
& Cultural Diversity in Social Work, 111,09-132.

Shaw, C., & McKay, H. D. (1942)uvenile delinquency and urban are@hicago: The
University of Chicago Press.

Shinn, M., & Toohey, S. M. (2003). Community contexts of human welfareual
Review of Psychology, 5427-4509.

Sibberns, H. (2004)EA Civic Education Study user guide for the international
databaseAmsterdam: International Association for the Evaluation of Educational
Achievement.

Simpson, G. E., & Yinger, J. M. (198%acial and cultural minorities: Aanalysis of
prejudice and discriminatio(6™ ed.). New York: Plenum.

Small, S., & Supple, A. (2001). Communities as systems: Is a community more than the

sum of its parts? In A. Booth & A. C. Crouter (EdBjes it take a village?



276

Community effects on children, adolescents, and fanggdjesl61-174). Mahwah,
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Spring, K., Dietz, N., & Grimm, R. (2007, Marcleveling the path to participation:
Volunteering and civic engagement among youth from disadvantaged
circumstancegYouth helping America series). Washington, DC: Corporation for
National and Community Service.

Stewatrt, E. B., Stewatrt, E. A., & Simons, R. L. (2007). The effect of neighborhood
context on the college aspirations of African American adolesc®mistican
Educational Research Journal, 44, 896-919.

Taylor, P., Morin, R., Cohn, D., & Wang, W. (2008, Decemb&mericans say they like
diverse communities: Election, Census trends suggest otheWwasaington,

DC: Pew Research Center. Retrieved on January 9, 2009 from
http://pewsocialtrends.org/pubs/719/diverse-political-communities

Theokas, C., & Lerner, R. M. (2006). Observed ecological assets in families, schdols, a
neighborhoods: Conceptualization, measurement, and relations with positive and
negative developmental outcom@gpplied Developmental Science(2)) 61-74.

Torney, J. V., Oppenheim, A. N., & Farnen, R. F. (19C%ic education in ten
countries: An empirical stud\New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Torney-Purta, J. (1995). Psychological theory as a basis for political zata@ii
researchPerspectives on Political Science (24 23-41.

Torney-Purta, J. (2002). The school’s role in developing civic engagement: A study of
adolescents in twenty-eight countriégplied Developmental Scienc€4f 203-

212.



277

Torney-Purta, J., Barber, C., & Wilkenfeld, B. (2006). Differences in the civic kngeled
and attitudes of adolescents in the United States by immigrant status anddispani
backgroundProspects, 3@), 343-354.

Torney-Purta, J., Barber, C., & Wilkenfeld, B. (2007). Latino adolescents’ civic
development in the United States: Research results from the IEA Civictieduca
Study.Journal of Youth and Adolescence(236111-125.

Torney-Purta, J., Lehmann, R., Oswald, H., & Schulz, W. (2@ifizenship and
education in twenty-eight countriedmsterdam: International Association for the
Evaluation of Educational Achievement.

Torney-Purta, J., Wilkenfeld, B., & Barber, C. (2008). How adolescents in twerdy-se
countries understand, support, and practice human rilghimal of Social Issues,
64(4), 857-880.

United States Census Bureau. (200@&nsus 2000 Summary FilgData file].

Available from Census 2000 website,
http://www.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.html

United States Census Bureau. (200@®nsus 2000 Summary FildBata file].

Available from Census 2000 website,
http://www.census.gov/main/www/cen2000.html

United States Census Bureau. (20@nsus 2000 basic#/ashington, DC: U.S.
Government Printing Office.

Verba, S., Schlozman, K. L., & Brady, H. (1998hice and equality: Civic volunteerism

in American politicsCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.



278

Vieno, A., Nation, M., Perkins, D. D., & Santinello, M. (2007). Civic participation and
the development of adolescent behavior probl&mstnal of Community
Psychology, 3%), 761-777.

Vieno, A., Perkins, D. D., Smith, T. M., & Santinello, M. (2005). Democratic school
climate and sense of community in school: A multilevel analysigerican
Journal of Community Psychology,(361), 327-341.

Weisner, T. S. (2008). The Urie Bronfenbrenner top 19: Looking back at his
bioecological perspective [Review of the bddkking human beings human:
Bioecological perspectives on human developmbftind, Culture, and Activity,
15,258-262.

Wenger, E. (1998 Communities of practice: Learning, meaning, and identity.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Wentzel, K. R., & McNamara, C. C. (1999). Interpersonal relationships, emotional
distress, and prosocial behavior in middle schamlrnal of Early Adolescence,
19,114-125.

Wentzel, K. R., McNamara, C., & Caldwell, K. (2004). Friendships in middle school:
Influences on motivation and school adjustm@datirnal of Educational
Psychology96(2),195-203.

Whitman, R. (2007). Civic education in two worlds: Contestation and conflict over the
civic in school and community on the Spokane Indian reservation. In E. D.
Stevick & B. Levinson (Eds.Reimagining civic education: How diverse
societies form democratic citizefp. 19-44). Lanham, MD: Rowman &

Littlefield.



279

Wight, R., Botticello, A., & Aneshensel, C. (2006). Socioeconomic context, social
support, and adolescent mental health: A multilevel investigatamnal of
Youth and Adolescence, (3% 115-126.

Wilkenfeld, B. (2007)Moving from neighborhood effects to neighborhood processes:
How neighborhoods directly and indirectly affect adolescent development.
Unpublished manuscript, University of Maryland, College Park, MD.

Wilson, W. J. (1987)The truly disadvantaged: The inner city, the underclass, and public
policy. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Youniss, J., Bales, S., Christmas-Best, V., Diversi, M., McLaughlin, M., & Siltenm,

R. (2002). Youth civic engagement in the twenty-first centloyrnal of
Research on Adolescence(1)2 121-148.

Zaff, J. F., Malanchuk, O., Michelsen, E., & Eccles, J. (2003, Marebjnoting positive
citizenship: Priming youth for actiofWorking Paper No. 05). College Park, MD:
The Center for Information and Research on Civic Learning and Engagement.

Zaff, J. F., & Michelsen, E. (2002, Octobdfncouraging civic engagement: How teens
are (or are not) becoming responsible citizéResearch Brief). Washington, DC.:
Child Trends.

Zirkel, S. (2008). Creating more effective multiethnic schddtsial Issues and Policy

Review, 1), 187-241.



