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IEA’s comprehensive data provide an unparalleled longitudinal resource for
researchers, and this series of in-depth peer-reviewed thematic reports can be used
to shed light on critical questions concerning educational policies and educational
research. The goal is to encourage international dialogue focusing on policy matters
and technical evaluation procedures. The resulting debate integrates powerful
conceptual frameworks, comprehensive datasets and rigorous analysis, thus
enhancing understanding of diverse education systems worldwide.
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Foreword

IEA’s mission is to enhance knowledge about education systems worldwide and
to provide high-quality data that will support education reform and lead to better
teaching and learning in schools. In pursuit of this aim, it conducts, and reports on,
major studies of student achievement in literacy, mathematics, science, citizenship,
and digital literacy. These studies, most notably TIMSS, PIRLS, ICILS, and ICCS,
are well established and have set the benchmark for international comparative studies
in education.

The studies have generated vast datasets encompassing student achievement,
disaggregated in a variety of ways, along with a wealth of contextual information
which contains considerable explanatory power. The numerous reports that have
emerged from them are a valuable contribution to the corpus of educational research.

Valuable though these detailed reports are, IEA’s goal of supporting education
reform needs something more: a deep understanding of education systems and the
many factors that bear on student learning advances through in-depth analysis of
the global datasets. IEA has long championed such analysis and facilitates scholars
and policymakers in conducting secondary analysis of our datasets. So, we provide
software such as the International Database Analyzer to encourage the analysis of
our datasets, support numerous publications including a peer-reviewed journal—
Large-scale Assessment in Education—dedicated to the science of large-scale assess-
ment and publishing articles that draw on large-scale assessment databases. We also
organize a biennial international research conference to nurture exchanges between
researchers working with IEA data (https://www.iea.nl/our-conference).

The IEA Research for Education series represents a further effort by IEA to
capitalize on our unique datasets, so as to provide powerful information for policy-
makers and researchers. Each report focuses on a specific topic and is produced by
a dedicated team of leading scholars on the theme in question. Teams are selected
on the basis of an open call for tenders; there are two such calls a year. Tenders are
subject to a thorough review process, as are the reports produced. (Full details are
available on the IEA website.)


https://www.iea.nl/our-conference

vi Foreword

This volume focuses on citizenship and, specifically, on what it means to be a
good citizen around the world in 2021. It is clear that traditional notions of citizen-
ship, mostly developed in cultural, economic, and historical settings with limited
contemporary relevance, will no longer serve.

The authors are well aware that many people do not live in stable, liberal democra-
cies, which are themselves fraying, and that civic engagement is necessarily shaped
by powerful new forces—social media, climate change and environmental degra-
dation, global health challenges, growing populism, and so on. Any meaningful
contribution to the debates around global citizenship must take account of these new
realities.

The authors have drawn on data from the International Civic and Citizenship
Education Study (ICCS) 2016 to do precisely that. Starting from a high-level critique
of the literature on citizenship, they interrogate ICCS data to uncover the prevailing
patterns within teenagers’ citizenship profiles. Five distinct profiles emerge from this,
which provide a powerful tool for understanding the political, economic, and cultural
factors that are associated with variations in young people’s attitudes and behavior
in the citizenship domain. It also permits a school-level analysis to identify the
relationships between the characteristics of schools and students’ citizenship profiles,
revealing, for instance, which school practices are associated with a participatory
orientation on the part of students.

Some of the most provocative elements of the book derive from the country-level
analyses. Successive chapters delve into issues of specific interest in different parts of
the world, for instance, tolerance for authoritarian regimes in Latin America, attitudes
toward immigrants in Europe, and protest cultures in Asia. These present illuminating
and challenging findings. Given too that they are grounded on robust data and careful
analyses, they provide a salutary corrective to the many evidence-free assertions in
widespread circulation.

In summary, the volume makes a significant contribution to the literature on
global citizenship from a school perspective. It moves discourse on, theoretically
and methodologically, and is replete with pointers for how schools can improve their
offer in respect of citizenship education.

An upcoming publication in this series will provide an in-depth examination
of TIMSS participation in the Dinaric region (including Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Kosovo, Montenegro, North Macedonia, and Serbia) over time, the
approaches of involved countries to implementing TIMSS 2019 at the primary level,
and the wider educational contexts of the various systems, including demographic
and cultural factors.

Seamus Hegarty
University of Warwick
Coventry, UK

Leslie Rutkowski
Indiana University
Bloomington, Indiana, USA



Preface: A Timely Book to Examine How
Democracy Lives in the Minds of the Young

While schools’ role in preparing students for civic participation is the cornerstone
of the creation of the public school, in practice, attention to this goal has varied over
time and across countries. As democracy is always a work in progress, it entails a
continuous reinvention process to expand the definition of membership, rights, and
responsibilities. Likewise, the question of how schools are preparing students for
civic participation should also be periodically revisited to assess whether the young
are up to the task of making democracy live in their actions as ordinary citizens.

It is of course not just the self-renewing quality of democracy that calls for such
examination of how the young are prepared to sustain it, but also its fragility that
requires a critical and frequent review of the state of democracy in the minds and
the hearts of the citizens. It is arguably in the apathy of citizens that democracy dies
first, when ordinary people no longer care about whether freedoms and rights exist
for all, when they become bystanders to the gradual or rapid process through which
such freedoms are lost, or when they partake in breaking the norms that form the
restraints that set us free.

Schools are a special place in which to examine the health of a democracy; it is
there that democracy is reinvented, rejuvenated, recreated, or left to die. In the words
of the preeminent scholar of education and democracy, John Dewey (1916):

“Itis no accident that all democracies have put a high estimate upon education; that schooling
has been their first care and enduring charge. Only through education can equality of oppor-
tunity be anything more than a phrase. Accidental inequalities of birth, wealth, and learning
are always tending to restrict the opportunities of some as compared with those of others.
Only free and continued education can counteract those forces which are always at work to
restore, in however changed a form, feudal oligarchy. Democracy has to be born anew every
generation, and education is its midwife.”

The time for such examination of the state of democracy in the minds of the
young around the world could not be better, for democracy is wounded and at risk.
The last few years have seen the most severe global democratic setback since the rise
of fascism in the 1930s (Inglehart 2018). This setback includes the rise of populism,
authoritarianism, and xenophobic movements in France, Germany, the Netherlands,
Sweden, and the United Kingdom (Inglehart 2018). Inglehart’s analysis of the global

vii
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democratic decline attributes it to a reaction against immigration and increasing
racial equality, and declining job security. “If the developed world continues on its
current course, democracy could wither away. If there is nothing inevitable about
democratic decline, there is also nothing inevitable about democratic resurgence”
(Inglehart 2018, p. 20).

A recent Freedom House survey on the state of democracy around the world
concludes that democracy faces its most serious crisis in decades as its core tenets—
free and fair elections, rights of minorities, freedom of the press, and the rule of
law—are under attack around the world. In 2017, 71 countries suffered declines in
political rights and civil liberties, while only 35 experienced gains. This makes 2017
the 12th consecutive year in decline in global freedom. The report indicates that
the United States retreated from its traditional role as a champion and exemplar of
democracy as political rights and civil liberties decline in the United States (Freedom
House 2018).

Similar decline in democratic values is documented in comparative surveys of
political attitudes such as the World Values Survey, a series of polls surveying adults
on political views and cultural values: “After 1980...support for authoritarian parties
surged. By 2015, they were drawing an average of more than 12% of the vote across
[the 32 western democracies that contained at least one such party]. In Denmark,
the Netherlands, and Switzerland, authoritarian parties became the largest or second
largest political bloc. In Hungary and Poland, they won control of government. Since
then, they have grown even stronger in some countries. In the 2016 U.S. presidential
election, the Republican candidate Donald Trump campaigned on a platform of
xenophobia and sympathy toward authoritarianism” (Inglehart 2018, pp. 22-24).

In this book, Ernesto Trevifio, Diego Carrasco, Ellen Claes, Kerry Kennedy, and
their collaborators examine the civic knowledge and skills of secondary school
students around the world. In particular, the book explores how these students
conceive of democratic civic engagement and examines how their views of what
it means to participate relate to their experiences in school, to the country they are
in, and to other family and background characteristics.

The book offers a well-crafted example of the value of comparative analysis,
combining cross-national analyses with regional analyses addressing questions of
specific interest in three different regional contexts.

Relying on original and methodologically sophisticated analyses of data from the
International Civic and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS) of 2016 conducted by
the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA),
the book demonstrates the expectations that the youth have for their future civic
engagement: those who both participate in democratic processes, such as voting in
elections and participating in political campaigns and engaging in political parties,
as well as participating in peaceful demonstrations or actively in campaigns for the
environment or human rights and in community and grassroots initiatives (the authors
term this form of civic engagement comprehensive); those who expect to participate
predominantly in one of those two ways but not the other (socially engaged or duty-
based); those who engage moderately in either (monitorial); and those who don’t
plan.to participate (anomic).
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The study shows cross-national variations in the percentage of students who fall
into each of these groups, with the first three forms including most of the students in all
countries, and with European countries exhibiting the greater percentage of students
reflecting a comprehensive view of civic engagement. Various chapters reveal fasci-
nating patterns of relationships between these forms of expected civic engagement
and characteristics of students or of their educational opportunities. Of note is the
consistent predictive value of civic knowledge, opportunities to be in classrooms
that promote open discussions and collegial relations between students and teachers
with comprehensive, socially engaged, and duty-based forms of civic engagement.
Equally interesting is the strong relationship between embracing a comprehensive
view of civic participation and interest in politics. Socioeconomic segregation is
shown to relate to various preferences for civic engagement, with schools concen-
trating on students of higher socioeconomic background including more students who
reflect a socially engaged or duty-based approach but not a comprehensive approach
to engagement. Bridging educational inequalities requires efforts to provide learning
opportunities for all students. Students need to participate in schools that promote
civic knowledge and experience open discussion in their classrooms while receiving
explicit education for democracy. Leveling the playing field at school, for students
who have different opportunities at home, is necessary. The school effects discov-
ered in the book suggest that schools often serve as engines to reproduce social
inequalities. On the contrary, in democratic societies, the schools’ role is to serve as
equalizers of opportunities.

Surprising findings are the relatively high levels of support for authoritarian prac-
tices and high tolerance for corruption among students in Latin America, and the
limited support for equal rights for women and immigrants in Europe; such support
is higher among students who embrace a comprehensive approach to expected civic
engagement. Of note also is the absence of differences between immigrant and non-
immigrant youth in Europe in terms of their civic knowledge and dispositions to
participate.

The book contributes a careful review of research on “good citizenship”, identi-
fying variations in definitions across disciplines and the dominance of the literature
reflecting research conducted in affluent countries in the English-speaking world.
This review is used to support the typology of forms of civic engagement, which is
used throughout the book, as well as to introduce key themes which are subsequently
examined in the various chapters.

The chapters focusing on Asia reveal the important strengths and limitations of
school-based civic education. Underscoring the importance of explicitly examining
the understanding of democracy—a significant gap in much research focusing on
civic engagement—the authors reveal that while civic education in school predicts
understanding of rights and opportunities, it is engagement in discussions about
politics outside of schools that best predicts the capacity of students to identify
threats to democracy.

The book is a timely and significant contribution to the scholarship on civic
education. It both reassures and gives cause for concern, it shows that democracy is
alive in the minds of the young around the world, and that schools do matter when
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they intentionally set out to prepare them to engage civically. It also shows that while
there are youth everywhere who embrace comprehensive views of civic participation,
who understand the importance of participating in political processes and engaging
with political processes, as well as the importance of social participation to advance
human rights or environmental issues, there is still a long way to go to normalize
such comprehensive democratic engagement. Do young people understand the risks
to democracy of not knowing the basic tenets of democracy, of not engaging with
political institutions?

Perhaps as important for the future of democracy as the questions this book asks
and helps answer, with the value of careful scrutiny of empirical evidence, is the
question of whether educators, policymakers, and the public appreciate the likely
consequences when education for democracy fails to thrive in schools and in the
minds of the young, as the world experiences a major democratic setback...

Fernando M. Reimers
Harvard University
Cambridge, US
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Good Citizenship and Youth: )
Understanding Global, Contextual, oo
and Conceptual Tensions

Ernesto Trevifio and Diego Carrasco

Abstract The current political times offer a complex global context to understand
youth political attitudes and dispositions. This chapter describes both the interna-
tional environment and the conceptual framework that justifies the need to better
understand citizenship among youth in different countries of Asia, Europe, and Latin
America. Traditional perspectives used to define citizenship fall short to the chal-
lenges of what is needed from a citizen in the 21st century, which has already brought
the display of protests towards institutions, dissatisfaction with liberal democracies,
the rise of authoritarianism and populism, concern about the climate crisis, and an
increase of immigration. So, how can we understand and describe citizenship today?
What is expected of the ideal citizen? The present book has three objectives. First, it
aims to study good citizenship from both a theoretical and an empirical perspective.
It finds that there are five configurations, presenting more complex interpretations
that show how youth endorse different citizenship norms into distinct profiles that are
internationally comparable. Second, across the different chapters, the book describes
and discusses how these different configurations are distributed between countries
and schools, and what is similar and what is distinctive between these profiles when
compared against arange of citizenship outcomes. Third, the book focuses on specific
challenges facing countries in Asia, Europe, and Latin America, and provides locally
informed research questions and interpretations of findings. We use IEA’s Interna-
tional Civic and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS) 2016 data to explore these
objectives. We briefly describe the content of each chapter in the following sections
and the methodological approach used in each chapter.

Keywords Citizenship - Youth - Global citizenship -+ International Civic and
Citizenship Education Study (ICCS)
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2 E. Treviiio and D. Carrasco

1 Introduction

Recent developments have brought into question some of the long-held assump-
tions regarding the role of citizens and notions of democracy. The fall of communist
regimes, the rise of post-industrialization, and the technological developments that
allowed the expansion of social media have radically changed notions of good citi-
zenship, how people participate in politics, and the ways in which the political system
responds to these changes in society.

The argument that liberal democracy and capitalism have become the dominant
paradigms for the future political organization of societies (Fukuyama 1992b) has
been called into question by reality. The promises of liberal democracies to increase
well-being and opportunities have not always been achieved and, in recent years,
authoritarian and populist politicians have been elected in different democracies. In
this context, young people seem less and less interested in participating in elections
and party politics (Wattenberg 2002).

The spread of social media, once thought of as a tool for enhancing citizen partic-
ipation, has shown to be a double-edged sword. On the one hand, social media has
facilitated the connection and organization of social and political movements. On
the other hand, it has facilitated message manipulation and misinformation, which
has become a real threat in terms of biasing public opinion with misleading infor-
mation on topics subject to political debate. In the same regard, global challenges
have brought new complexities when thinking about citizenship. The climate crisis,
which has become a source of global unrest for younger generations, is a challenge
to which economic and political systems have not yet responded. An increase in
migration between countries has been used by some politicians to establish intol-
erant and xenophobic political discourses. Finally, along with these challenges, some
authors have advanced essentialist interpretations suggesting that some cultures are
less democratic than Western societies (Booth and Seligson 1984; Fukuyama 1992a;
Lagos 2003; Seligson and Booth 1993). This stance promotes simplistic interpreta-
tions of citizenship that ignore historical, political, economic, and societal features
that can provide a more nuanced understanding of citizenship around the world. This
global scenario calls for a better understanding of citizenship and the urgent need
for implementation of evidence-based policy measures for the citizenship devel-
opment of current generations of students in order to better prepare them for the
unprecedented local and global challenges they will face.

The purpose of this book is twofold. First, it aims to study good citizenship from
a theoretical and empirical perspective, advancing more complex interpretations that
show how different citizenship attributes may have counterintuitive interactions with
different profiles of citizenship of young people. Second, the book focuses on specific
challenges facing countries from Asia, Europe, and Latin America, providing locally-
driven research questions and interpretations of findings. Through this approach, the
authors seek to inform the reader about essential citizenship issues in different parts
of the world. At the same time, the book draws attention to the scientific community
of often ignored relations between citizenship norms and other civic outcomes. The
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dominant notions of citizenship—mainly from United States scholars—have implic-
itly imposed theoretical definitions, defined the focus, and generated interpretations
of results that may not take into account the specific historical, economic, cultural,
and political characteristics of different contexts.

The authors used data from the International Association for the Evaluation of
Educational Achievement (IEA) International Civic and Citizenship Education Study
(ICCS) 2016 to answer their research questions and perform empirical analyses. In
the following sections, we briefly provide an overview of the book and summary of
each chapter and its key ideas.

2 Understanding Citizenship From a Multidimensional
Perspective

Citizenship is a polysemic term and a multidimensional concept. First, citizenship
is polysemic because it does not carry a single unified meaning. Its meaning varies
due to the contextual characteristics of societies, in particular their value systems.
What are the requirements to be a citizen, especially to be a good citizen? Different
political systems are organized in different forms, including via elite-driven forms,
like liberal democracy, communitarian forms, or welfare state systems, among others.
These forms of organization must be consistent with the prevalent value system of
the societies in which they are enacted, which are dynamic and the result of historical
processes (Conover et al. 1991; Denters et al. 2007). When the organizational form
of a political system shows a mismatch with the values of the people, the system may
face tensions with its citizens (Lipset 1959; van Deth 2017). Therefore, in different
countries and regions, definitions of good citizenship vary regarding the expectations
of how citizens should contribute to society.

Second, citizenship is a multidimensional concept because we require different
attributes and constructs to cover all its aspects. These aspects include critical dimen-
sions of citizenship like civic knowledge, political participation, beliefs about democ-
racy, understanding of democracy, and attitudes towards different population groups,
among others (Schulz et al. 2016; Stokke 2017; van Deth 2007). However, these
attributes of citizenship are not consistently correlated (Isac et al. 2014). For example,
some attributes of citizenship might be especially convenient for democratic systems,
such as a positive inclination towards electoral participation. However, high political
participation may also present negative attitudes towards the equal rights of minori-
ties among some groups. Therefore, simplistic definitions that assume that certain
dimensions of citizenship are beneficial for democracy under all circumstances may
be misleading. The present gap is relevant for both the understanding of citizenship
as aresearch topic, and the proposal of policy measures for citizenship development.

The study of the multifaceted nature of the definitions of citizenship may benefit
from an in-depth theoretical understanding, sophisticated methodologies, and contex-
tual interpretations that can illuminate specific situations in different countries. The
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chapters of this book aim to combine these three elements to research citizenship.
The book includes a systematic review of the literature that provides a conceptual
framework for the analysis of good citizenship. It uses a person-centered approach
to develop theoretically informed citizenship profiles of the students that partici-
pated in ICCS 2016, based on their responses to different citizenship norms. Finally,
based on these profiles, the book offers two types of analysis. First, it studies the
general trends of citizenship and their relationship with school variables in the partic-
ipating countries. Second, it offers specific research questions and answers related to
pressing issues in Asia, Europe, and Latin America, dwelling on citizenship norms
endorsement profiles from students, different dimensions of citizenship, and relevant
contextual variables from each region.

3 Substantive Overview

The book consists of 12 chapters, including this introduction. Chapters 2—5 provide a
general overview of good citizenship and establish the basis for more in-depth anal-
yses in the rest of the book. Chapter 2, through a systematic literature review, answers
the question: “What is a good citizen?” In doing so, it analyzes 120 academic arti-
cles that deal with the concept of good citizenship in the period from 1950 to 2019.
The chapter shows that the concept of good citizenship has been an essential part
of the discussion in many academic fields, including political science, education,
sociology, anthropology, evolution, and history, among others. Within these disci-
plines, the concept of good citizenship is broadly defined, incorporating notions from
multiple fields. Moreover, most of the work of this literature has been produced in
Western countries with comparatively high-income levels. Despite this feature of the
literature, there is no single notion of good citizenship, and, on the contrary, the idea
of what a good citizen is seems to be a mutating concept related to both new global
challenges and local contextual characteristics. Finally, the chapter concludes that
the literature has produced empirical evidence, based on the existing norms of good
citizenship, which focus on a citizen’s ideal attributes.

Chapter 3 is the empirical backbone of the book, which provides the primary
variable of discussion of the book. This section uses a multigroup latent class to
produce comparable realizations of citizenship norms profiles, across the 24 partici-
pating countries from ICCS 2016. Following the literature on this matter, the profiles
are developed using 12 items of citizenship norms selected from ICCS 2016. These
items cover a wide range of citizenship norms, including “always obeying the law,”
“voting in every national election,” “promoting human rights,” and “engaging in polit-
ical discussions.” The chapter presents a structurally homogenous model that allows
the classification of students in interpretable and comparable groups of citizenship
norms profiles across countries. The selected model used to represent the different
forms of endorsement to citizenship norms consists of five different classes. These are
comprehensive, duty-based, socially-engaged, monitorial, and anomic profiles. The
first profile encompasses.students who.endorse all citizenship norms. In contrast, the
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anomic profile consists of students who do not highly endorse any of the presented
citizenship norms. Duty-based students highly endorse formal participation in poli-
tics. However, these students disregard participation in protests, demonstrations, and
participation in the local community. Conversely, socially-engaged students highly
endorse active participation in protests, demonstrations, and participation in the local
community, but disregard participation in elections and party politics. Finally, the
monitorial profile endorses the relevance of voting and participating in protests and
the promotion of human rights, yet to a lesser degree than the previous group. These
profiles are used in the other chapters either as an outcome or predictor variable to
study specific issues of good citizenship around the globe.

Chapter 4 presents a general comparative analysis of good citizenship in the 21st
century to address the question of how countries’ characteristics relate to the distribu-
tion of profiles across countries. In order to understand notions of good citizenship,
this chapter uses a comparative policy approach to uncover the relations between the
citizenship norms profiles and political, economic, and cultural attributes of countries
and regions included in ICCS 2016. This section argues that, although civic norms
profiles are a set of common patterns across countries, there are also large differences
in the distribution of these profiles among countries. General results include the low
proportion of students endorsing citizenship norms with an anomic profile and a
higher proportion of comprehensive and socially-engaged profiles. Complementary,
national income and the use of social media for political and social issues are the two
variables that most consistently explain differences in notions of good citizenship
across countries.

Chapter 5 uses a school effectiveness approach to analyze students’ citizenship
configurations in the sample of countries included in ICCS 2016. This chapter uses
a multinomial multilevel model to analyze the relationship between students’ citi-
zenship norms profiles and the characteristics of their schools. The results show that
schools with higher opportunities for civic learning seem to promote a comprehen-
sive profile of citizenship norms endorsement, in comparison to other profiles of
citizenship norms. Likewise, schools with higher levels of open classroom discus-
sion are positively related to students displaying a comprehensive profile, in contrast
to anomic and monitorial profiles. These findings suggest that school practices from
civic education are critical variables in developing more participatory citizenship
profiles. In terms of civic background, it is clear that being interested in political
and social issues and discussing these topics outside the school increase the odds of
the comprehensive profile. A similar result was found regarding students’ engage-
ment with social media for political purposes. Across schools, students who post
and read political and social issues in social media environments are more likely
to present a comprehensive profile of citizenship norms endorsement, in contrast
to other profiles. Finally, in terms of socioeconomic variables, schools with higher
socioeconomic status students are more likely to have socially-engaged or duty-based
profile students instead of comprehensive profile students.

Chapter 6 investigates the political culture and citizenship norms in the five Latin
American countries that participated in ICCS 2016. It stresses that the history of the
region.is.plagued by political unrest, civil war, human rights abuses, and military
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dictatorships, which have interrupted the development of democracies. Over the last
decades, several attempts have been made to consolidate representative regimes in
the region, especially in post-dictatorship periods, but scholars have questioned the
quality of these democracies (e.g., Haynes 2003; O’Donell 1994). The chapter aims
to answer the question: To what extent do democratic ideals coexist with authoritarian
ideas? To this end, the study uses regression models, with robust standard errors, and
different predictors to explain students’ support for authoritarian government prac-
tices. The results indicate that, in Latin America, there is a significant level of support
for authoritarian ideas among students, which is consistent with previous research
focused on the adult population. Additionally, students from the duty-based and
comprehensive profiles show higher levels of support for authoritarian practices. In
contrast, students with monitorial and anomic profiles are less likely to support these
types of practices. Finally, civic knowledge protects young people from authoritarian
ideas and moderates the effect of different citizenship norms endorsement.

Chapter 7 examines tolerance of corruption among students in Latin America.
Specifically, this chapter investigates the relationship of tolerance of corruption with
citizenship attributes (e.g., authoritarian beliefs, civic knowledge, and endorsement
of citizenship norms), levels of open classroom discussion that students experience
in the school, and parental education (as a student background variable). Govern-
ments in this region have promoted reforms to increase transparency in governmental
practices, assuming that citizens can identify, condemn, and denounce corrupt acts.
Such efforts may be futile if citizens hold high levels of tolerance for corruption.
This chapter studies which students are at higher risk of tolerance of corruption
and addresses how schools may promote the endorsement of anti-corruption norms.
Civic knowledge and authoritarianism are the main predictors of tolerance of corrup-
tion, accounting for 49% of the variance at the population level. In a multilevel
model, open classroom discussion is a negative predictor of tolerance of corruption.
However, when civic knowledge is included, open classroom discussion diminishes
its effects, thus displaying indirect effects. Citizenship norms are related to tolerance
of corruption in complex ways: anomic students are less tolerant of corruption than
their classmates. In contrast, monitorial students have higher levels of tolerance to
corruption. Finally, schools with a concentration of duty-based students are more
tolerant of corruption than the rest of the schools.

Chapter 8 focuses on citizenship norms among native and immigrant students
from a European perspective. It first considers the unprecedented diversity in student
populations in Europe resulting from the recent rapid influx of migrants, refugees,
and asylum seekers. Additionally, it considers European education policy frame-
works, which stress that citizenship education needs to promote common attitudes
and values in the student population while respecting cultural diversity. Based on
these two elements, the chapter focuses on understanding attitudinal differences
between immigrant and European-born students in nine European countries partic-
ipating in ICCS 2016. While holding constant other background characteristics,
immigrant students are less likely to be socially engaged and endorse more compre-
hensive norms in four out of the nine European countries and regions participating
in.the study; this includes Denmark, Sweden, Malta, and Belgium (Flemish). For
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all other groups, immigrant students were less likely to be duty-based in countries
such as Sweden and Belgium (Flemish) than the comprehensive profiles. In Malta,
in particular, immigrant students were less likely to present a monitorial profile than
a comprehensive profile. Overall, the authors found that native-born and immigrant
students tend to endorse similar configurations of norms in most European countries.
When differences in citizenship norms adherence exist, the most common finding
indicates that immigrant students are more likely to hold comprehensive citizen-
ship norms (e.g., Denmark, Sweden, Malta, Belgium). The authors conclude that
further research is needed to understand students’ motivations to endorse different
citizenship norms among European countries.

Chapter 9 studies European citizenship norms and tolerance in adolescence. The
chapter considers both the sudden influx of immigrants and the provisions in the
Treaty on European Union regarding “respect for human dignity, freedom, democ-
racy, equality, the rule of law and respect for human rights, including the rights of
persons belonging to minorities” (Article 2) as part of the challenge to understand
citizenship. Specifically, it investigates how existing norms-based citizenship profiles
relate to the concept of political tolerance, analyzing the relationship between the
profiles and the support of students for equal rights of others (immigrants and women)
in society. The study reveals two clear patterns. First, students in the comprehensive
profile deal well with the ambivalence present in the definition of tolerance, especially
regarding equal rights for immigrants. This group scores high on all the indicators of
good citizenship. It seems to be able to disagree with others, and hence also to work
with immigrant groups towards higher social cohesion in Europe. Second, the other
citizenship norms profiles seem to have issues giving equal rights to other groups.
The duty-based, monitorial, anomic, and even the socially-engaged students, show
significantly lower support for equal rights for immigrants, in comparison to the
comprehensive students. This latter result can imply a very narrow interpretation of
the rights of non-Europeans in Europe.

Chapter 10 studies the predictors of democratic and traditional values in Hong
Kong SAR (hereafter Hong Kong, for ease of reading), the Republic of Korea (here-
after Korea), and Chinese Taipei. This chapter uses structural equation modeling to
analyze Asian students’ understanding of democracy, distinguishing between threats
to democracy and rights in democracies, while challenging essentialist assumptions
proposing that Asian cultures may be inclined to organize themselves around “soft
authoritarian regimes” (Fukuyama 1992a; Tu 1996). Furthermore, by focusing on
understandings of democracy, the chapter challenges several of the definitions of
citizenship posed by Western scholars, which focus mainly on participation. Results
show that Asian students have a reasonably sound grasp of threats to democracy.
Similarly, students also present a fair understanding of the rights and opportuni-
ties democracy provides. Altogether, these results reflect on the fact that, in all
of these societies, democracy, local tradition, and authoritarianism have all been
present as part of their social and political history. Concerning the citizenship norms,
the study finds that only for the case of Chinese Taipei, duty-based students scored
lower than the comprehensive group on Threats to Democracy, and engaged students
scored_lower on Rights_and Opportunities. School-based civic learning programs
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and political discussion outside schools emerged as the most robust variables to
enhance students’ understanding of democracy in terms of rights. However, these
same variables are not necessarily related to understanding threats to democracy.

Finally, Chap. 11 analyzes protest cultures as preferred forms of future civic
engagement for Asian students. Hong Kong, Korea, and Chinese Taipei have been
recent sites of both legal and illegal protests, many of which have involved young
people. The study explores the extent to which illegal protest is considered as a
form of future civic engagement by students using a person-centered approach that
yielded five latent classes: Radicals, Radical Activists, Conservatives, Pragmatic
Activists, and Reluctant Participators. These profiles were compared to conven-
tional citizenship norms to understand Asian students’ citizenship values and their
proposed civic actions. The chapter observes that the Pragmatic Activists, the
Radicals, and the Radical Activists all considered participating in protests as a form
of civic engagement. These groups are not only willing to take part in illegal forms
of protest, but also legal forms, including electoral participation. Thus, it seems that
these groups are more politically engaged than other profiles.

4 Methodological Overview of Empirical Chapters

The empirical analyses presented in Chaps. 3—11 use different methodological
perspectives, described below (see Table 1). Before describing the methods of each
chapter, it is important to stress that the empirical analyses carried out in Chaps. 4—10
use the citizenship norms profiles produced in Chap. 3 either as an outcome or as an
independent variable.

Chapter 3 uses a structurally homogeneous latent class model to generate citizen-
ship norms profiles across countries. The realizations of this fitted model are then
used in the rest of the book as manifest variables. Chapter 4 presents a series of
descriptive analyses at the country level in which profiles of good citizenship are
treated as outcome variables and related to different social, economic, and institu-
tional characteristics of the countries. Chapter 5, following a school effectiveness
approach, uses a multilevel multinomial logistic model specifying citizenship norms
profiles as outcomes, while students and school attributes are included as covariates.
Chapter 6 studies the relationship between the citizenship profiles and characteristics
of the Latin American political culture collected through the Latin American module
in the ICCS survey. It fits a series of regression models in which the citizenship norms
profiles were included as covariates to predict students’ support of authoritarian
government practices, along with other students’ attributes, including civic knowl-
edge and socio-demographic factors. Chapter 7 fits a series of multilevel models
to study the tolerance of corruption among students in Latin America, using the
citizenship profiles as predictors. Chapter 8 studies citizenship norms among native
and immigrant students from a European perspective, it fits multigroup multino-
mial logistic models in which citizenship norms profiles were specified as outcomes.
Chapter 9 studies the relationship.between citizenship norms and attitudes towards
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Table 1 Summary of inferential models proposed in each chapter

Chapter | Title Model Citizenship norms
profiles
Profiles of good citizenship | Mixture models Latent variables
4 A comparative approach to | Descriptive analysis Outcomes
notions of good citizenship
5 A school effectiveness Multilevel multinomial Outcomes
approach to good logistic regression
citizenship
6 Latin american political Regression analysis Predictor
culture and citizenship
norms
7 Tolerance of corruption Multilevel models Predictor
among students in Latin
America
8 Citizenship norms among | Multiple group multinomial | Outcomes
native and immigrant logistic regression models
students from a european
perspective
9 Citizenship norms and Multiple group multinomial | Outcomes
tolerance in european logistic regression models
adolescents
10 Predictors of asian Confirmatory factor Predictors
adolescents’ understanding | analysis and structural
of democracy equation modeling
11 Asian students’ preferred | Latent profile analysis and | Alternative measure of
forms of future civic multinomial/logistic student political
engagement: beyond regression models participation preferences

conventional participation

equity for women and immigrant groups. It fits multigroup multinomial logistic
regression models in which attitudes towards these groups are predictors of the citi-
zenship norms profiles. Chapter 10 uses structural equation models to test how the
understanding of democracy is explained by the profiles of good citizenship and other
variables. Finally, Chap. 11 uses a latent profile analysis and generates three profiles
to classify Asian students according to their preferred forms of civic engagement.
A multigroup mean comparison was used to enhance confidence in the selected
solution, comparing students’ attitudes towards civic learning, civic values, civic
participation experiences, student-teacher relation, and other variables of interest.
Finally, multinomial logistic regression analysis is used in this chapter to study the
relative weight of predictor variables on the profiles for civic engagement.

All estimates present in this book include the survey design of the ICCS 2016
study. Students’ responses in this study are obtained via a stratified two-stage prob-
ability sampling design, where schools are selected systematically with probability
proportional to size within each stratum. Within each school, an intact classroom is
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randomly selected, and all its students respond to the different instruments included
in the ICCS 2016 study (for more details, see Schulz et al. 2018). Because students’
responses from the same schools and classrooms are not independent observations,
this can lead to underestimating standard errors of estimates of fitted statistical models
(Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2012; Snijders and Bosker 2012). To avoid Type I error
inflation due to its design, fitted models in the present book used corrections for vari-
ance estimations. Population average models (McNeish 2014) used in Chaps. 3, 6,
8,9, 10, and 11 rely on Taylor Series Linearization (Asparouhov and Muthén 2010;
Stapleton 2008) to get correct standards errors. In all these chapters, survey weights
were equally weighted, so all countries contributed equally to the point estimates
(Gonzalez 2012). Additionally, multilevel models included in Chaps. 5 and 7 rely on
the pseudo maximum likelihood method. In these chapters, survey weights were re-
scaled, so all countries contributed equally. Moreover, within each country, survey
weights were scaled for multilevel models to the effective sample size (Stapleton
2013). In summary, the presented estimates take advantage of the ICCS 2016 study
design to provide inferences to their respective sampling frame of reference.
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Cristébal Villalobos, Maria Jesus Morel, and Ernesto Trevifio

Abstract The concept of “good citizenship” has long been part of discussions in
various academic fields. Good citizenship involves multiple components, including
values, norms, ethical ideals, behaviors, and expectations of participation. This
chapter seeks to discuss the idea of good citizenship by surveying the academic
literature on the subject. To map the scientific discussion on the notion of good
citizenship, a systematic review of 120 academic articles published between 1950
and 2019 is carried out. The review of the literature shows that good citizenship is
broadly defined, incorporating notions from multiple fields, although these are mainly
produced in Western countries with comparatively higher income levels. Addition-
ally, although there is no single definition of good citizenship, the academic literature
focuses on three components: the normative, active, and personal dimensions. This
systematic review informs the estimation of citizenship profiles of Chap. 3 using the
IEA International Civic and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS) 2016.
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1 Introduction

The concept of “good citizenship” is part of a long-standing discussion in various
academic fields, such as political science, education, sociology, anthropology, evolu-
tion, and history, among others. In addition, good citizenship involves various compo-
nents, including values, norms, ethical ideals, behaviors, and expectations of partici-
pation. Finally, the idea of good citizenship is related to diverse contemporary issues,
such as patterns of political participation, the meaning of democracy and human
rights, the notion of civic culture, equal rights, and the role of technology in the
digital era (Bolzendahl and Coffé 2009; Dalton 2008; Hung 2012; Noula 2019).

In this regard, the notion of good citizenship can be considered as a concept
with three basic characteristics: multidisciplinary, multidimensional, and polysemic.
Therefore, the definition of good citizenship is a topic of constant debate and
academic discussion. This chapter seeks to discuss the idea of good citizenship, with
the aim of contributing to the understanding of this phenomenon and its social, polit-
ical, and educational implications. In this way, this chapter aims to map the academic
discussion and literature regarding the notion of good citizenship, presenting the
key debates about the limits and possibilities of this concept in the framework of
the International Association for the Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA)
International Civic and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS) 2016.

In order to organize this complex debate, we start from the premise that any notion
of good citizenship is composed of the interaction of two definitions. On the one hand,
it involves a certain notion of membership, that is, of belonging to a community. As
Stokke (2017) shows, the definition of who is (and who is not) a citizen is, in itself, a
subject of debate, since the definition of citizenship implies political, social, cultural,
and legal components. On the other hand, the definition of good citizenship always
implies a conceptual position regarding how citizens are expected to act and what
they are expected to believe (the “public good” component). In this sense, the debate
focuses on the types of behaviors that should be promoted and their ethical-political
basis, which is highly dynamic depending on the cultural and historical context (Park
and Shin 2006). Finally, in order to answer the question about the meaning of good
citizenship, it is necessary to first decide who qualifies as a citizen, and how they are
expected to behave.

Considering these objectives, the chapter is structured into five sections, including
this introduction. The second section describes the systematic review methodology
used to select the literature and analyze the discussion regarding the concept of
good citizenship. The third and fourth sections describe the results of the analysis,
mapping the main trends and characteristics of the academic discussion on good
citizenship and exploring its different meanings. Finally, the fifth section presents the
conclusions, focusing on the conceptual challenges and methodological limitations
to be considered in future research.



What Is a “Good Citizen”? a Systematic Literature Review 15

2 Methodology

2.1 The Systematic Review

We conducted a systematic review to map the academic discussion on good citizen-
ship. This review seeks to identify, evaluate, and analyze the publications in relevant
fields of study, in order to determine what has already been written on this topic,
what works and what does not, and where new studies are needed (Petticrew and
Roberts 2006). Through the definition of eligibility criteria, the systematic review
is an explicit and reproducible methodology that allows for both an evaluation of
the validity of the results of the selected studies (Higgins and Green 2011) and
the objective valuation of evidence by summarizing and systematically describing
the characteristics and results of scientific research (Egger 1997). In this regard,
the systematic review, unlike other forms of literature review, allows for recognizing
“gray” spaces in the literature, describing trends in academic research, and analyzing
conceptual and methodological aspects of studies.

2.2 Procedure

The systematic review was conducted using five academic databases, including
the main journals in the fields of education, social science, and the humanities.
These databases are: (i) Journal Storage, JSTOR (https://www.jstor.org); (ii) Educa-
tional Resource Information Center, ERIC (https://eric.ed.gov); (iii) Springerlink
(https://link.springer.com); (iv) WorldWideScience (https://worldwidescience.org);
and (v) Taylor & Francis Group (https://www.tandfonline.com). For each search
engine, the keywords used were: “good citizen” and “good citizenship.” Addition-
ally, each search engine was tested with other related concepts, such as “citizenship
norms,” “citizenship identities,” or “citizen norms.” The results showed that articles
containing these latter concepts represented no more than 10% of new articles. For
this reason, we decided to concentrate on the two keywords described above.

Considering the importance of these key concepts, the search was limited to those
articles that contain these terms in the title, abstract, and/or full text. Of the five
search engines, only two had the full-text option in the advanced search and only one
allowed searching by keywords, then all results were filtered manually. The search
was conducted from May to July 2019, obtaining 693 academic articles.

The search was restricted to those academic articles written in English and
published between 1950 and 2019, as a way to study contemporary conceptual-
izations of good citizenship. We discarded letters to the editor, responses to articles,
and book reviews. As a result, we obtained 693 articles to which, based on a full-
text review, we applied an additional criterion, excluding those articles about other
subjects or from other disciplines. Included in the first search exclusively for having
the word “citizenship” in the abstract, there is a wide range of articles including
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studies on biology, entomology, and film studies. Similarly, with this search strategy
weretrieved articles on arelated topic but not specifically about citizenship (e.g., lead-
ership, public participation, social values, and immigration), articles on the concept
of corporate or organizational citizenship, and articles on social studies in the school
curriculum and its contribution to the education of citizens.

After applying the abovementioned selection criteria, we analyzed the abstracts of
the articles to verify that they were related to the general objective of the study. As a
result, all articles were selected that sought (directly or indirectly) to answer the ques-
tion, “what is a good citizen?” Specifically, this involved incorporating studies that:
(1) study or analyze citizen norms in conceptual, historical, political, educational,
or social terms; (ii) generate models or analytic frameworks that define variables or
dimensions that should make up the concept of a good citizen; (iii) explore factors
on how good citizenship occurs, studying the educational, institutional, and cultural
factors that would explain this phenomenon; (iv) relate the expectations (or defini-
tions) of a good citizen with other dimensions or aspects of the political or social
behavior of the subjects. The research team, which was comprised of two reviewers,
held a weekly discussion (six sessions in total) during which the selection criteria
were discussed and refined. This analysis resulted in the selection of a total of 120
articles (see list in Appendix A).

2.3 Analytical Strategy

The data collected in a systematic review may allow for a wide variety of studies,
but the analysis depends on the purpose and nature of the data. Given that the review
included quantitative and qualitative studies, as well as both theoretical and demon-
strative essays, such heterogeneous literature does not allow for statistical analysis.
As a result, the recommended methodology is to carry out a narrative synthesis and
an analysis that focuses on relationships between different characteristics and the
identification of gaps (Grant and Booth 2009; Petticrew and Roberts 2006).

The narrative synthesis is a process that allows for extracting and grouping the
characteristics and results of each article included in the review (Popay et al. 2006),
and can be divided into three steps: (i) categorization of articles; (ii) analysis of
the findings within each category; and (iii) synthesis of the findings in the selected
studies (Petticrew and Roberts 2006). The first step towards the narrative synthesis
consisted of reading, coding, and tabulating the selected documents in order to
describe their main characteristics. A set of categories was designed to classify docu-
ments according to four dimensions: general characteristics, purpose, methodology,
and results.

To analyze these categories, we transformed data into a common numeric rubric
and organized it for thematic analysis, using the techniques proposed by Popay
et al. (2006). The first category was used to summarize the quantity and characteris-
tics of the published studies, while the thematic analysis focused on systematically
identifying the main, recurrent, and/or.most important concepts of good citizenship.
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3 The Concept of Good Citizenship in Academia

Despite being a topic of interest for several decades, academic production on good
citizenship tends to be concentrated in the second decade of the 21st century. Since
2009, there has been an explosive increase in the number of scientific papers published
on this topic (Fig. 1). Although an important part of this growth may be due to the
global pressures of academic capitalism to publish in academic journals (Slaughter
and Rhoades 2009), it could also be the case that academic communities have
cultivated a growing interest in studying this issue.

Although few in number, the earliest articles published represent a landmark for
the discussion. Thus, for example, the text of Almond and Verba (1963), which
analyzes through interviews the perceptions of individuals in communities in five
countries (United States, United Kingdom, Italy, Germany, and Mexico) and high-
lights their different participation profiles, has been repeatedly cited in the discus-
sion with 263 references (as of August 2019), according to Google Scholar. Another
classic text is Ichilov and Nave (1981), which aims at understanding the different
dimensions of citizenship by surveying young Israelis. To this end, it generates the
following five criteria, which have been widely used in academic discussions: (i)
citizenship orientation (affective, cognitive, or evaluative); (ii) nature of citizenship
(passive or active); (iii) object of citizenship (political or non-political); (iv) source

Number of p

Year of public

Fig. 1 Academic papers by year of publication
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of demand (mandatory or voluntary); and (v) type of guidance (support principles or
behavior).

The selected articles are geographically concentrated in two aspects: by institu-
tional affiliation and by the location of their studies. Considering the institutional
affiliation of the authors, 32.77% of the articles were produced in the United States,
a figure that rises to more than 60% when the countries of Western Europe and
Australia are included. This bias is maintained, although to a lesser extent, when
analyzing the countries where the studies were carried out. Moreover, more than
50% of the studies were carried out in the United States, England, and the democra-
cies of Western Europe. Africa (4.24%) and Latin America (2.54%) were the regions
least represented in the studies. These characteristics, which tend to be representative
of global academic production in the social sciences (Connell 2007), may encourage
certain notions of good citizenship that are anchored in Anglo-Saxon traditions, such
as the liberal conception of citizenship studied by Peled (1992), or more recently,
the conception of active citizenship (Ke and Starkey 2014), both of which have had
an important influence on academic discussion about good citizenship.

Finally, the third characteristic of academic production is related to the multiple
research fields and diverse purposes of the studies that deal with the concept of good
citizenship. Research on good citizenship is published in multiple disciplines. Of
the articles included in the review, 82.29% are concentrated in three disciplines:
education, political science, and sociology. However, there are also articles associ-
ated with journals of history, philosophy, anthropology, and law. Additionally, we
identified six main objectives from the articles reviewed (Table 1). The most common
objectives are related to bottom-up research, which seeks to gather information on
how diverse populations understand good citizenship, and top-down research, which
seeks to conceptualize and/or define the idea of good citizens based on conceptual,
historical, or political analysis. In addition, there are a wide variety of studies that

Table 1 Distribution of papers by main objective

Main objective Number | Percent (%)
To study citizen norms in conceptual, historical, political, 26 21.67
educational, or social terms

To generate models or analytical proposals on what variables should 12 10.00
make up the concept of good citizenship

To explore factors on how good citizenship occurs, investigating the 18 15.00
educational, institutional, and cultural factors

To associate good citizenship with other dimensions or aspects of 9 7.50
political or social behavior

To study the perceptions of the population regarding the concept of 26 21.67
good citizenship

To study education programs or policies that promote citizenship 27 22.50
Other 2 1.67

Total 120 100
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seek to explain good citizenship, as well as studies that use the idea of a good citizen
to explain other behaviors, skills, or knowledge. In other words, in addition to being
multidisciplinary, research on good citizenship has multiple purposes.

In sum, although the academic discussion on good citizenship has been mainly
developed during the last two decades in the most industrialized Western countries,
the academic research is a field of ongoing and open debate.

4 Understanding the Meaning of “Good Citizenship”

As an academic field with a lively ongoing discussion, the notion of good citizenship
is associated with different sets of ideas or concepts. Some keywords were repeated
at least three times in the articles reviewed (Table 2). Only those articles that used a
keyword format were included. The most frequent concepts are related to education,
norms, social studies, political participation, and democracy.

Table 2 Frequency of

Keyword Number of times Frequency (%)

keywords
appeared as keyword

Citizenship 25 7.35

Citizenship 15 441

education

Good citizen 9 2.65

Good 9 2.65

citizenship

Social studies 8 2.35

Citizenship 7 2.06

norms

Civic education | 7 2.06

Democracy 5 1.47

Active 4 1.18

citizenship

Engaged 4 1.18

citizenship

Citizens 3 0.88

Duty-based 3 0.88

citizenship

Civic 3 0.88

engagement

Political 3 0.88

participation

Education 3 0.88

ol LElUMN Zyl_i.lbl
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This indicates that, first, studies tend to associate good citizenship with civic
norms and citizen learning, highlighting the formative nature of the concept. Second,
studies that associate good citizenship with other dimensions of citizenship (such as
knowledge or civic attitudes) or contemporary global problems (such as migration)
are comparatively scarcer.

Another way to approach the concept of good citizenship is by analyzing the defi-
nitions proposed by the authors in the articles studied. Most of the articles propose
characteristics or aspects of good citizenship (in 43.8% of the cases) that, instead of
creating new definitions, are often based on existing political, non-political, liberal, or
philosophical concepts. In this regard, many papers define good citizenship based on
specific behaviors. In contrast, other authors (18.6%) refer to citizenship rules when it
comes to voting or participating in politics, thereby seeking to relate the concept of the
good citizen with a specific civic attitude—participation in elections. Finally, a large
group of studies define good citizenship in terms of the values, virtues, or qualities
of a good citizen (22.6%). Within the group of studies that propose new definitions,
it is possible to identify two main categories: studies that propose types of citizen-
ship, such as Dalton (2008), distinguishing between “duty” and “engaged” citizen-
ship, and works, such as Westheimer and Kahne (2004), which differentiate between
“personal responsible citizenship,” “justice-oriented citizenship,” and “participatory
citizenship.”

Finally, the meaning of good citizenship can be analyzed by studying the variables
used in the studies. Among the quantitative studies included in the review, only 28.3%
use international surveys such as ICCS, the Center for Democracy and Civil Society
(CDACS), the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP), the United Citizen-
ship, Involvement, Democracy (CID) Survey, and the European Social Survey (ESS).
Each of these surveys contained a slightly different definition of good citizenship
and the variables used to measure the concept (Table 3).

In general, the indicators used to measure citizenship in the different surveys
share certain similarities. Variables associated with rules (such as obeying the law or
paying taxes) are present in all surveys. Additionally, variables related to participation
also have an important presence, especially (although not only) related to voting in
national elections. To a lesser extent, surveys include variables related to solidarity
(supporting people who are worse off than yourself) as well as attitudes related
to critical thinking and civic culture (knowing the history of the country, thinking
critically).

5 Discussion and Conclusions

The concept of good citizenship can be considered an umbrella term, which includes
ethical, political, sociological, and educational aspects and discussions about who
qualifies as a citizen and how they should act. The systematic review has shown
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Table 3 Dimensions and variables of good citizenship in international surveys

Survey

Dimension

Variables

Citizenship, involvement,
democracy (CID) survey
2000-2001

Patterns of good citizenship

(i) Form own opinion; (ii) Be
self-critical; (iii) Obey laws;
(iv) Not evade taxes; (v) Think
of others; (vi) Show solidarity

European social survey 2002

Good citizen

a

=

Active in politics; (ii) Active
in voluntary associations; (iii)
Forming independent
opinions; (iv) Obeying laws
and regulations; (v)
Supporting people worse off
than yourself; (vi) Voting in
elections

International social survey
program 2004

Citizenship norms: Civil,
political, and social
responsibilities

(i) Never try to evade taxes; (ii)
Always obey laws; (iii)
Always vote in elections; (iv)
Active in social and political
associations; (v) Keep a watch
on the actions of government;
(vi) Try to understand the
reasoning of people with other
opinions; (vii) Choose
products for political, ethical,
or environmental reasons;
(viii) Help people in your
country who are worse off
than yourself; (ix) Help
people in the world who are
worse off than yourself

International civic and
citizenship education study
(ICCS) 2009

Good citizenship behaviors

(i) Voting in every national
election; (ii) Joining a
political party; (iii) Learning
about the country’s history;
(iv) Following political issues
in the newspaper, on the radio,
on TV, or on the internet; (v)
Showing respect for
government representatives;
(vi) Engaging in political
discussions; (vii) Participating
in peaceful protests against
laws believed to be unjust;
(viii) Participating in activities
to benefit people in the local
community; (ix) Taking part
in activities promoting human
rights; (x) Taking part in
activities to protect the
environment; (xi) Working
hard; (xii) Always obeying the
law

(continued)
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Table 3 (continued)

Survey Dimension Variables
ICCS 2009 asian regional Student perceptions of good | (i) A person who obeys the law is
module citizenship a good citizen; (ii) A person

who obeys the law but does
not behave morally is not a
good citizen; (iii) One can
only be a good citizen if one is
a good moral person; (iv)
Having good morality is more
important than having good
knowledge for one to be a
good citizen; (v)
Self-cultivation is an
important process of
becoming a good citizen; (vi)
For one to become a good
citizen one must have a high
quality of spirituality; (vii)
Even if a person behaves
properly they cannot be a
good citizen without a high
quality of spirituality

that good citizenship is broadly defined, although these notions are mainly valued in
Western countries with comparatively higher income levels.

For this reason, the definition of good citizenship used is, in large part, highly
dependent on the research objective of the academic endeavor. In our case, the anal-
ysis is based on ICCS 2016, which defines good citizenship in relation to notions
such as conventional citizenship, social movement citizenship, and personal respon-
sibility citizenship (Kohler et al. 2018). The variables included in ICCS 2016 are
related to the three main dimensions of good citizenship: normative, active, and
personal. These three components of good citizenship have been essential in the
academic discussion in the last seven decades, constituting the central corpus of the
concept, although this definition does not incorporate current discussions on good
citizenship, which focus, for example, on the notion of global citizenship (Altikulag
2016) or the idea of digital citizenship (Bennett et al. 2009). These latter concepts are
part of the ongoing debate on good citizenship, although it seems that more work is
needed to better understand how these notions of citizenship are related to the ways
in which individuals or groups in society relate to power and exercise it to shape the
public sphere.

This systematic review has mapped the academic discussion to date on good
citizenship. However, despite its usefulness, this review has a number of limita-
tions. Firstly, it summarizes and analyzes the academic discussion, ignoring the gap
between the scientific debate on good citizenship and the social discussion related to
this subject. Secondly, it focuses on English-language literature, which may result
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in a bias towards publications produced in Western countries. In spite of these limi-
tations, the review allows us to study the process of defining the concept of good
citizenship, and to identify the main debates related to this notion, which is the central
focus of this book.
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Profiles of Good Citizenship )
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David Torres Irribarra and Diego Carrasco

Abstract Latent class analysis has been used in previous research to compare the
configuration of citizenship norms endorsement among students in different coun-
tries. This study fits a different model specification, a homogenous model, in order
to produce interpretable and comparable unobserved profiles of citizenship norms in
different countries. This analysis was conducted using data from IEA’s International
Civic and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS) 2016, which includes responses from
students in 24 countries in Europe, Latin America, and Asia. The five-class citizen-
ship norms profiles results and the trade-offs in model specifications are discussed in
this chapter. The five-class solution presented here is comparable to previous studies
assessing citizenship concepts in various settings.

Keywords Citizenship norms * Duty-based citizenship - Engaged citizenship -
Latent class analysis - International Civic and Citizenship Education Study (ICCS)

1 Introduction

Large-scale international studies like the International Civic and Citizenship Educa-
tion Study (ICCS) 2016, coordinated by the International Association for the Eval-
uation of Educational Achievement (IEA), collect responses from participants in
different countries, and generate composite indicators using these responses. The
availability of responses from participants across countries is advantageous for
making comparisons between different contexts. However, a key problem for large-
scale studies is to guarantee comparability across generated indicators. For compar-
isons across countries to be meaningful, the indicators used to capture the variability
of an attribute of interest must present invariant properties. That is, studies assuming
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measurement equivalence between countries need to provide evidence of this equiv-
alence. When comparisons across countries are the goal, it is necessary to provide
evidence of the extent to which a certain indicator is comparable between the different
groups. Once equivalence is supported by evidence, then claims regarding the differ-
ence (or similarities) between countries, or relationships between covariates (or lack
thereof) are interpretable. Without equivalence, differences between countries may
be due to unobserved sources of variance other than the attribute being studied,
including translation differences in indicators (Byrne and Watkins 2003) and cultural
differences involved in the response process (Nagengast and Marsh 2013), among
other possible sources.

International large-scale studies rely on complex sample survey designs to support
population inferences. This entails the presence of sampling weights and stratifi-
cation factors, which are additional study design components that should not be
ignored. Based on the framework presented in Chap. 2, we propose to address the
issue of invariance, while including the sampling design in the computation of our
estimates. We investigate whether the endorsement patterns for different norma-
tive citizenry indicators are comparable between countries. In particular, we assess
whether a comparable model fits the data reasonably well, in contrast with other
alternative models. To this end, we use a typological latent class analysis (Hagenaars
and McCutcheon 2002; Lazarsfeld and Henry 1968).

A latent class analysis is pertinent for this task as it identifies unobserved groups
of respondents, with each group characterized by a specific pattern of response prob-
abilities. Previous findings have found diverse configurations of endorsement of citi-
zenship norms (Hooghe et al. 2016; Reichert 2017), and latent groups that resemble
Dalton’s distinction (Dalton 2008) between duty-based and engaged citizenship.
Based on the work of Hooghe and colleagues (Hooghe and Oser 2015; Oser and
Hooghe 2013) in modeling citizenship norms, and the literature of latent class models
for multiple groups (Eid et al. 2003; Finch 2015; Kankara$ and Vermunt 2015; Masyn
2017) we discuss the trade-offs between model fit and the possibility of invariant
interpretations based on the analysis of a latent class structure by contrasting solu-
tions under structural homogeneity across countries versus a partially homogeneous
solution.

2  Conceptual Background

2.1 Endorsement of Citizenship Norms by Different Citizens

Citizenship norms express what is required from citizens in a given nation. According
to previous research, the behavior expected from citizens to be considered “good
citizens” includes a varied set of duties, such as obeying the law, voting in elections,
and helping others (Mcbeth et al. 2010). However, the pattern of adherence to these
sets of norms varies in form, and different citizenship profiles have been developed
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to fit this pluralism of civic norms. Several authors have studied how adherence to
citizenship norms depends on the object of the norm (Dalton 2008), the participation
required (Westheimer and Kahne 20044, b), and the core norms expressed by each
profile (Denters et al. 2007). Dalton (2008) divides norms between those that express
allegiance to the state, such as obeying the law, and those that express allegiance to
the proximal group, such as the support of others, leading to the distinction between
duty-based citizenship and engaged citizenship. Westheimer and Kahne (2004a, b),
on the other hand, differentiate between levels of involvement, including those who
carry out their duties (personally responsible), those who organize actions in the
community (participatory citizens), and those who critically assess society (justice-
oriented citizens). Denters et al. (2007) differentiate among citizenship models based
on core norms: a traditional elitist model (Iaw abiding), a liberal model (deliberation),
and a communitarian model (solidarity). In general, it is difficult to model citizenship
norms adherence as a single unidimensional construct, as the participant responses
often display response patterns that cannot be limited to a single distribution.

To account for the complexity of adherence to citizenship norms, other authors
have relied on latent class analysis (Hooghe and Oser 2015; Hooghe et al. 2016;
Reichert 2016a, b, 2017). This approach, unlike principal component analysis and
factor analysis used in previous research (e.g., Dalton 2008; Denters et al. 2007),
allows us to distinguish a set of unobserved groups from a set of observed measures
(Masyn 2013). As such, instead of distinguishing dimensions that describe the
proclivity of participants to give a higher category response, it identifies the most
likely patterns of responses by participants. In this regard, participants are classified
as high or low in more than one dimension simultaneously, thus expressing a typology
of norms endorsement. With this approach, Hooghe and colleagues (Hooghe and Oser
2015; Hooghe et al. 2016) have consistently identified five patterns: all-around, duty-
based, engaged, mainstream, and subject, using data from IEA’s 1999 Civic Educa-
tion Study (CIVED) and 2009 ICCS, including more than 21 countries. Reichert
(2017) found four similar groups, excluding the mainstream group, using data from
Australian youth (ages 19-24 years). These later approaches echo the distinction
identified by Dalton (2008) between duty-based and engaged citizenship, while also
identifying other configurations of citizenship norms endorsement.

2.2 The Present Study

We followed the approach of Hooghe and colleagues (Hooghe and Oser 2015;
Hooghe et al. 2016), and fit a series of latent class models to students’ answers on
the citizenship norm survey included in ICCS 2016. These items resemble injunctive
norms (Cialdini et al. 1991). Each item represents something considered desirable,
sanctioned, or expected. In other words, the items describe what people ought to
do in contrast to descriptive norms (what people tend to do) (Cialdini and Gold-
stein 2004). As such, students’ responses do not imply engaging in each action.
However,_social_norms_predict_the likelihood of students to vote, participate in
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protests, and obey the law (Gerber and Rogers 2009; Kobis et al. 2015; Rees and
Bamberg 2014; Wenzel 2005). Thus, from a normative perspective, identifying how
students adhere to different citizenship norms is relevant to understand how endorse-
ment of different norms is configured within the student population, and how these
profiles of adherence vary in different contexts.

Unlike previous research, which has relied on partially homogenous model speci-
fications (Hooghe and Oser 2015; Hooghe et al. 2016) to compare citizenship norms
adherence between countries, we use a structurally homogenous model. Partially
homogenous models include interactions between indicators and country member-
ship, thus allowing item intercepts to vary freely between countries. This model
specification is akin to a differential item functioning model (Masyn 2017), where
the pattern of response probabilities are allowed to vary across countries, and in
that way making them inconsistent with a unified interpretation of the latent group
across all countries. As such, partially homogenous models consist of multigroup
descriptive models, where only the structure of the latent model is preserved between
the compared countries (Kankara$ and Vermunt 2015), while the response pattern
of each latent class is not preserved. In contrast, structurally homogenous models
imply the same response pattern for each latent class, and only the rates of the latent
classes may vary between countries. This allows us to interpret a specific latent class
based on the same response pattern in different countries.

3 Method

Data Sources. We used students’ responses from IEA’s ICCS 2016 (Schulz et al.
2018a). This study obtained responses from a representative sample of grade 8
students (average 14 years), using a two-stage probabilistic design with schools as
the primary sampling unit, selecting a classroom of students in each school (Schulz
et al. 2018b). In 2016, 24 countries participated in the study from Europe (Belgium
(Flemish), Bulgaria, Croatia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta,
the Netherlands, Norway, Russian Federation, Slovenia, Sweden, North Rhine-
Westphalia (Germany)), Latin America (Chile, Colombia, the Dominican Republic,
Mexico, and Peru), and Asia (Chinese Taipei, Hong Kong, and Korea).

Variables. The indicators selected in the analysis are those used by Hooghe and
colleagues in previous studies (Hooghe and Oser 2015; Hooghe et al. 2016). In ICCS
2016, students had to evaluate the importance of different behaviours in terms of being
a good adult citizen, using a four-point Likert-type scale, with the response options
of “very important,” “quite important,” “not very important,” and “not important at
all.” These indicators, presented in Question 23, are listed in Table 1.

Although the original survey format included the four previously described
options, in this study we worked with a binary recoding of the response data. We
re-categorized responses as either important (including “very important” and “quite
important”) or not important (including “not very important” and “not important at
all”). This recoding scheme presents.two. advantages. It guarantees comparability
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Table 1 Indicators included in the analysis

Items Item text

Obey Always obeying the law

Envir Taking part in activities to protect the environment

Rights Taking part in activities promoting human rights

Vote Voting in every national election

Work Working hard

Local Participating in activities to benefit people in the < local community>
History Learning about the country’s history

Respect Showing respect for government representatives

News Following political issues through the newspaper, radio, TV, or internet
Protest Participating in peaceful protests against laws believed to be unjust
Discuss Engaging in political discussions

Party Joining a political party

Source ICCS 2016 student questionnaire (Kohler et al. 2018)

with previous research on the same items (Hooghe and Oser 2015; Hooghe et al.
2016), and also diminishes cells sparseness (Eid et al. 2003), when there are many
indicators and groups.

3.1 Analysis

Our analysis focused on the use of a (structurally) homogeneous model to analyze
profiles of good citizenship across countries in order to prioritize the interpretability
of international comparisons (Kankaras and Vermunt 2015). A homogeneous model
assumes that it is possible to identify a set of qualitatively distinct classes in the
population being studied, each with a characteristic response pattern, which is stable
across all countries (i.e., the probability of agreeing to each item within each class
remains invariant across countries), while allowing the proportion of people that
belong to each class to be country specific (i.e., the probability of observing each
class can vary from country to country). In other words, while the model assumes that
each class has the same response pattern in each country—thus ensuring comparable
interpretations across them—the prevalence of each class can vary from one country
to another.

In order to identify the most appropriate model, we relied on a two-step strategy,
with a first stage of exploratory analysis focused on the identification of the number of
classes, and a second validation stage focused on the replication of the results using
the selected model. Accordingly, the full dataset was divided into two randomly
selected groups within the primary sampling unit (i.e., the schools).
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The selection of the number of latent classes was conducted in the exploratory
stage by examining the empirical results from models that considered between 1 and
10 latent classes. However, the interpretation of the results was not solely empirical, as
it was also informed by the existing results in the literature by Hooghe and colleagues
(Hooghe and Oser 2015; Hooghe et al. 2016).

In accordance with previous studies, we use multiple criteria to determine the
final number of classes, including the meaningful interpretation of patterns, as well as
statistical indices, such as Akaike information criterion (AIC) and Bayesian informa-
tion criterion (BIC), the percentage change in the likelihood ratio chi-square statistic,
and the level of classification error.

Once the number of classes was selected, we examined the stability of the solution
by replicating the same analysis on the validation sample, and, based on these results,
we proceeded to examine the response patterns within each class and their similarity
to the classes previously reported in the literature (Hooghe and Oser 2015; Hooghe
et al. 2016).

We then contrasted the selected solution under the homogeneous measurement
model with the more flexible solution offered by a partially homogenous model
specification in order to illustrate the costs in terms of interpretability that are asso-
ciated to the adoption of a model that allows the variation of the patterns of response
probabilities within each country and conclude illustrating the characteristics of the
classification of individuals across countries.

All estimates were produced using Latent Gold 4.5 software (Vermunt and
Magidson 2013), including scaled survey weights (up to a 1000), so each country
contributed equally to the estimates (Gonzalez 2012). For standard error estimation,
we use Taylor Series Linearization specifying schools as primary sampling unit, and
jackzones as their pseudo strata (Asparouhov and Muthén 2010; Stapleton 2013).

4 Results

4.1 Model Selection

We conducted analysis for models considering from 1 latent class to 10 latent classes.
We inspected the summary of fit statistics for all these models (see Table 2), to select
the most appropriate and interpretable model. The information criteria pointed to
models with a larger number of classes than the theoretical expectation of a five-class
solution, with the BIC pointing towards a nine-class solution, and the AIC pointing
towards the solution with 10 classes. However, when examining the percentage
change in the L? values (likelihood ratio chi-square statistic), it is possible to see
that the fit improvement is marginal, varying only around 6% (0.52-0.46) between
the models with six and ten classes, while at the same time increasing by about 5%
the classification error rate (0.27-0.22). As a result, we focused more closely on the
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Table 2 Summary of fit results for the exploratory latent class models

Classes BIC AIC Param. L? % change L? Class. Err.
1 141606 141517 12 37882 - 0.00
2 130423 130068 48 26361 0.30 0.09
3 128057 127436 84 23656 0.38 0.15
4 127011 126124 120 22272 0.41 0.18
5 126388 125235 156 21312 0.44 0.20
6 125846 124426 192 20431 0.46 0.22
7 125469 123784 228 19716 0.48 0.21
8 125146 123194 264 19055 0.50 0.23
9 125009 122791 300 18580 0.51 0.25
10 125037 122553 336 18269 0.52 0.27

Notes BIC = Bayesian information criteria; AIC = Akaike’s information criterion; Param. =
Number of parameters estimated in the model; L? = Likelihood ratio chi-square statistic; % change
L? = Percentage of change of L? between k—1 and k class model; Class. Err. = Classification error.
Fit indexes obtained with the exploratory sample

solutions between four and six classes, where we could still observe a larger reduc-
tion in the percentage change in the likelihood ratio chi-square statistic, while at the
same time maintaining a comparable rate of classification errors (between 0.18 and
0.22 for the four-class and six-class solutions, respectively).

Among these three models, the four and five-class solutions presented classes with
markedly different patterns of response probabilities, while the additional pattern
added in the six-class model differs mostly in terms of a single indicator related to
the history of the country. We inspected the response profile of the five-class model to
compare it to previous studies (Fig. 1). The response profile expresses the expected
response on each item for each latent class. The expected response were indeed
consistent, though not identical, with the classes previously described by Hooghe
and colleagues (Hooghe and Oser 2015; Hooghe et al. 2016). In light of these trade-
offs, and considering both the theoretical and statistical criteria, we decided to adopt
the five-class solution as the basis for the remaining analysis.

4.2 Stability of the Five-Class Solution

In order to confirm the stability of the chosen solution, we fit the five-class model
using the validation sample and produced its profile plot (Fig. 2). The results from
the exploratory and validation samples are very similar. Their expected probability of
responses, presented in the profile plots (Figs. 1 and 2), display an average difference
of 0.02 and maximum difference of 0.06. The difference in prevalence of each class
between these two samples is also very low, ranging between 0.01 and 0.02 in the
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Fig. 1 Patterns of response probabilities for the five-class solution in the exploratory sample
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