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This project was undertaken with the general gbahproving the wellness of
disadvantaged young people. Low-income, urban ytadh a variety of ecological
barriers to their positive development. These yopegple also have the capacity to
reshape their environments in a manner more coneugiwellness. In this dissertation, |
use a mixed method approach to explore how the eivgagement of urban middle-
school students is associated with wellness batheaindividual level and at the school-
setting level. A quantitative analysis of middldisol student survey and administrative
data from an urban district shows that students areanore regularly engaged in
activities to help improve their schools and nemiimods enjoy better educational
outcomes, in terms of achievement, attendancedeipline referrals. A second
analysis of these data show that an aggregateichlly engaged students in a school
setting is associated with more positive schoothate and educational outcomes for all
students, on average, in that setting. Finallyaseestudy analysis of a student voice
program in an urban middle school elaborates theham@ésms through which civically

engaged youth can alter the culture and climatbef school. In sum, this project offers



evidence that encouraging civic engagement onadhtegp urban youth holds much
promise for improving their overall wellness. Youikic engagement may be a
strategy for simultaneously addressing multiplelswf ecology that influence youth

development.
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CHAPTER |

TOWARD A COMPREHENSIVE ECOLOGICAL THEORY OF YOUTH
DEVELOPMENT: THE ROLE OF YOUTH CIVIC ENGAGEMENT ICOMMUNITY
PSYCHOLOGY

The reciprocal influence of environment on persoarie of the defining
contributions of community psychology. Early work Rappaport (1977), Kelley (1968),
and Bronfenbrenner (1979) established this dynamrision of ecological theory at the
heart of the field. As an interdisciplinary fieldtivthe goal of understanding and
improving the settings in which people live andwyrecological theory has helped
community psychology to organize thinking about rdifferent dimensions of people’s
environments affect their development and well-géMaton, Perkins, & Saegert, 2006)
. It also offers a framework for how people areedbl, in turn, affect their environments,
and the reciprocal nature of this relationship leemvperson and environment is central
to ecological theory.

Youth occupy an important position in community @sylogy research and
practice, and ecological theory has gone far tp heinmunity psychologists develop a
comprehensive picture of how young people are sdteby their environments. The last
two decades have brought a proliferation of emgingork demonstrating how
neighborhoods, schools, families, and other ecodgipheres influence youth outcomes.
In Bronfenbrenner’s terms, community psychology helped to shed light on how
microsystems, mesosystems, exosystems, and maeosysnpact youth development.

Ecological effects research has, so to speak, faumaime in community psychology.



The record of community psychological research autly and their
environments, however, has been somewhat one-sittedoreponderance of research
has illustrated how settings affect youth. Youtbywbver, may also affect their settings,
as suggested by the person-environment recipridigrent to ecological theory.
Community psychology, of course, is no strangeh&idea of people effecting change
in their environments, having pioneered thoughtiandiry on empowerment (e.g.,
Rappaport, 1981), community organizing (e.g., Baikn 2000), and participatory
action research (e.g., Nelson, Ochocka, Griffil,&d, 1998), among other forms of
human agency. Somewhat surprisingly then, youth@gand, more specifically, youth
civic engagement have not assumed a central piabe ifield.

There is a vibrant empirical and theoretical digssewn youth civic engagement,
found mostly in the fields of developmental psyduyyl and political science.
Developmentalists have spent many pages eluciddtentactors that predict youth civic
engagement and the outcomes of it (Sherrod, ToPweta, & Flanagan, 2010). Due in
part to developmental psychology’s individualigbcus, most of its commentary on the
effects of youth civic engagement is confined @ ¢fffects on individual youth who
engage. Also from an effects standpoint, polits@aéntists have largely tried to
understand the implications of youth political deypenent on macro-political
phenomena such as national identity and the cudtadestructure of the political system
(Sears & Levy, 2003; Verba, Schlozman, & Brady,3)9%rom an ecological
perspective, one could say that the majority oéaesh on youth civic engagement has
sought to understand how youth engagement affbéetsge at the individual

(developmental psychology) level and the macroitjpal science) level.



Less is known about how youth may effect changetatmediate levels—
settings and local institutions—uvia civic engagem@&iven the preeminence of settings
and local institutions (“mediating structures” iappaport’s terms or the micro-, exo-,
and mesosystems in Bronfenbrenner’s) in commursiygipology, youth civic
engagement research at this level adds much wisbgline. A growing body of
literature on youth participation, youth organiziagd youth participatory action
research, both in and outside of community psyagloffers insight into how young
people may effect change at these levels. Thess tiiresearch, combined with insights
from developmental psychology and political sciemmeake youth civic engagement a
valuable vehicle for explicating the reciprocitytb& ecological model. Youth are
affected by their environments, and youth affeetrtenvironments. Youth civic
engagement can give community psychologists thar¢tieal and empirical substance to
bring this latter point to life.

| argue that youth civic engagement should berstdotive body of research
within ecological theory and community psychologie value of youth civic
engagement as a conceptual tool is of particulaarsz to community psychology in
exploring change in settings and local instituticars underdeveloped area of research in
youth civic engagement but one with considerabbense for growth. | examine herein
the various ways in which youth impact their ecadésghrough civic engagement using
several extant typologies. Of special intereshésdistinction between youth civic
engagement that works within existing institutimessus that which operates in
opposition to existing institutions. The distinetis not Manichean; however, within it

there are important theoretical and practical aersitions. These considerations are



addressed in a concluding agenda for youth civiiagament research and action in
community psychology. Throughout, several proposgiare clearly stated to summarize
a preceding argument.

In short, settings and local institutions affeactigg people in important ways, in
negative ways for many youth. But young peopled@something about it. Youth civic
engagement theory and research can help us unutisiav.

The Ecology of Youth Development

The idea that people’s environments influencertvell-being and development
was established well before Bronfenbrenner (19@8héalized his ecological theory of
human development. The structure versus agencyalbha long been central in the
social sciences, from Marx (2009) to Dewey (1988Bourdieu (1977). Is human
behavior more a function of people’s environmentsdesure—or of their autonomous
choices—agency? Indeed, the relationship betwemopand environment has been at
the core of community psychology since its origiBarker, 1968; Kelley, 1968).
Bronfenbrenner’s theory gave a framework for tlmecttire-agency conversation and
organized thinking around how people experiencerint elements of the social
environment. Bronfenbrenner grouped these elenetatsour general categories—the
micro-, meso-, exo-, and macrosystem—radiating atdvin concentric circles around
the individual person at the center (see Figur@ g microsystem is the pattern of
activities, interpersonal relationships, and phgisieatures that characterize a particular
setting (e.g., a young person’s school); the mesesyrefers to the interrelations
between settings (e.g., the young person’s schabhar neighborhood); the exosystem

comprises settings not directly frequented by alividual but that nonetheless affecting



what happens in directly experienced settings,(lxgal school district office); and tt
macrosystem refers to the underlying culture aedlmgy of a system (e.g., tsocietal

normthat youth should go to colleg

Figure 1. Structure and agency and the ecology obuth developmen

Each layer of ecology influences human developnad,the individua
capacities resultant of human development offeptitential for ecological chang
While ecology theory is mosommonly used as a heuristic for understanding e
environment affects individual development, Broitiemner’s(1979)definition of
development gives primacy to the idea of human @gand its potential for changit
settings. He writes: “Development is defined aspgleson’s evolving conception the
ecological environment, and his relation to itwael as the person’s growing capacity
discover, sustain, @lter its propertie” (p. 9, emphasis added). He later spe
specifically to the potential for youth to engagehis process, from ea childhood

even:



Gradually [the young child] becomes capable of &#idgphis imagination

to the constraints of objective reality and evenedéshioning the

environment so that it is more compatible with didities, needs, and

desires. It is this growing capacity to remold itgah accordance with

human requirements and aspirations that, from alogical perspective,

represents the highest expression of developmetOjp
Thus the framework is laid for a theory that expdanow settings affect youth and youth,
in turn, affect settings. This former effect wi beferred to herein as the “inward arrow”
and the latter as the “outward arrow,” in accora@awdh the arrows representing the
forces of structure and agency in Figure 1. Thie¥ahg sections examine specific
mechanisms through which these effects occur. girout, | summarize the main
propositions that | put forth at the conclusioreath section. These propositions are

rooted in extant theory and empirical work but @asingly reflect original thought as the

paper progresses.

Proposition 1: People’s, including youth’s, envimeents influence their well-being and
development.

Proposition 2: People, including youth, influenkbe tharacter of their environments.

Youth are Affected by Their Environments: The “Imaidrrow”

While Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) theory posited atadiional relationship
between individual youth and their environmentsiegicted in Figure 1, the vast
majority of theory and empirical work using Bronbeanner’s framework has elaborated
the one-way effects of environment on youth outcar®esearch in this tradition has
coalesced around the various dimensions of ecdlwagyare salient to youth
development, namely neighborhoods, schools, fasyiéiad peer groups. Even when

controlling for characteristics of individual youf@.g., motivation, resiliency,



intelligence) these environmental factors influetieway young people learn and grow.
Neighborhoods and schools, two of the most relesatting-level dimensions of youths’
ecology, are examined here in greater detail. Bnmental effects can be alternatively
good or bad for youth, and the distribution of figeiversus negative settings is not at
random. | conclude this section with a discussibtihe systematic means through which
certain subgroups experience environments lessucorelto their well-being.
Neighborhood Effects

Research that examines how neighborhoods influgoedh outcomes has been
termed “neighborhood effects.” Its origins are atislogy and can be traced to the work
of Shaw and McKay (1942), which sought to identifg characteristics of
neighborhoods that predict juvenile delinquencyls@fi’'s (1987) study on social
transformation focused attention on the role ofhkorhoods in understanding
individual outcomes. In the intervening years, hbeirhood effects research has
proliferated in the social sciences, including camity psychology (e.g., Wandersman
& Nation, 1998).

Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn (2000) reviewed this heanquiry and found that
early research on neighborhood effects showed heghhorhood structural
characteristics—such as concentrated income, mrslenobility, and housing density—
impact youth, from academic achievement to behalemmd emotional outcomes. The
assertion that neighborhoods affect youth may soomadane and self-evident; however,
it has important practical implications. Reductgirexplanations for poverty based on
personal deficiency or family dysfunction lose ®itwe subscribe to the reality of

neighborhood effects. Indeed, neighborhood effectsadditive with the characteristics



of an individual youth and her family (Shinn & Tamh 2003). For example, if a family
is poor, its children may suffer deprivation thatuences their learning and growth;
however, living in a poor neighborhood has negagiffects on youth outcomes despite
and in addition to those brought on by her uniqumilial situation. This demands that
attention be paid to neighborhoods and their strattonditions.

More recent theories of neighborhood effect hawgbbto understandow
structural characteristics affect youth outcomes/dnthal and Brooks-Gunn (2000)
outlined several mechanisms: (a) institutional veses (e.g., parks, child-care center,
libraries), (b) relationships, and (c) collectiiaacy are three potential pathways that
mediate the relationship between neighborhood imcand youth outcomes, collective
efficacy referring to the degree to which neighlomrth residents have the ability and will
to intervene to remediate negative behaviors aoohpte positive ones. Sampson,
Morenoff, and Gannon-Rowley (2002) later added tireiactivities” to this list to
suggest that how space is organized and usedemghborhood has bearing above and
beyond institutional resourcgsr se These findings imply that social organization may
be a more important transmitter of neighborhooda$ff than concentrated income, a
conclusion supported by Ranking and Quane (200&)eim research on Chicago
neighborhoods. Other studies have further showaidatibroad offering of youth-targeted
extracurricular activities may help to mitigate tiegative effects of poor social
organization (Fauth, Roth, & Brooks-Gunn, 2007; &irbLewin-Bizan, & Lerner, 2009).

This line of research has triggered a heightenteshi@n to neighborhoods among
youth development practitioners, illustrated masingly by the federal government’s

Promise Neighborhood initiative that seeks to bupdhe neighborhood assets around



schools as a means for improving youth developraedtacademic achievement

(Shelton, 2011).

Proposition 3: Characteristics of neighborhoods—elgirimstitutional resources,
relationships, and collective efficacy—have a urigqufluence on youths’ behavioral and
emotional outcomes, including academic achievement.

School Effects

Along with neighborhoods, the schools that youtbrat constitute a primary
setting in which they spend their time. Early sdheftects research typically focused on
the relationship between structural characteristicschools—such as school size, per
pupil expenditure, and teacher qualifications—amident outcomes (Fuller & Clarke,
1994). Just as the neighborhood effects literataresitioned from structural
explanations to more nuanced mediation modelss¢heol-effects literature has
elaborated similar intermediary environmental faxt®ryk and colleagues (Bryk,
Sebring, Allensworth, Luppescu, & Easton, 2010sdabon a long running project with
the Chicago Public Schools, concluded that thexesaveral important characteristics of
school environments for student engagement aneéwaament, including teacher
instructional practice and competency, administealieadership, parent-school ties, and a
student-centered climate. School environment erredl to as “school climate” by
Cohen, McCabe, Michelli, and Pickeral (2009), whicly suggest to have four
component parts: (a) safety, (b) relationshipstdaghing and learning, and (d) physical
environment.

School climate was a topic of early interest to oamity psychology, most
notably with Trickett and Moos’ (1973, 1974) pionag research and instrumentation.

In the intervening years, it has become a more str@am concept in the education

9



world. Using the above definition of school clima@ohen and colleagues (2009) have
found that climate is positively predictive of dsol’s ability to ensure academic
achievement, violence prevention, and healthy ydetrelopment. Recent research
exploring school climate has provided additionatiemce that it is an important predictor
of student achievement, attendance, and behavlman@worth & Easton, 2007; Gregory
& Weinstein, 2004; Voight, Nixon, & Nation, 2011;akg & Holcombe, 2010). The
National School Climate Center (2007) defines sthlimate as a pattern of experiences
in school that “reflects norms, goals, values,rppgesonal relationships, teaching,
learning and leadership practices, and organizaltismucture” (p. 5). As such, it may be
a mediator of the effect of school structure arsbueces on student outcomes in much
the same way that neighborhood social organizdtambeen posited as the explanatory
link between SES and youth development. Both thghberhood and school effects

literatures provide strong evidence that settingten in youth development.

Proposition 4: Characteristics of schools—namelgtgarelationships, teaching and
learning, and physical environment—have a uniqélaence on youths’ behavioral and
emotional outcomes, including academic achievement.

Neighborhoods and Schools are Not Created Equadofibs of Oppression

Most ecological thinkers would not be satisfiedhaending the conversation at
the level of neighborhoods and schools. To doeatdrthese effects as exogenous and
implies that the onus for improving youth developtnghould be put on local settings
and the people within them. Local settings, howgegdemot exist in sociopolitical
vacuums. Some types of neighborhoods and schowtsdyatematically lower levels of
things like institutional resources, collectiveiedicy, and relational climate. Within

neighborhoods and schools, some individuals expegiéess desirable outcomes than

10



others, oftentimes based on their group identity.(@ender, race, ethnicity, income,
sexual orientation). These types of systematicuakties, both between and within
settings, are referred to as “oppression” (Préledky & Gonick, 1996). Oppression is a
familiar concept to community psychology and israportant lens to bring to bear on
any discussion of ecological development with youtio may suffer from systematic
disadvantage. For example, urban youth consistenthce lower levels of educational
attainment (Dillon, 2009) and higher levels of iresgation (Hawkins, 2011) than their
suburban peers. Ecological theory helps rediréenabn to factors beyond the individual
in understanding these disparities; theories ofeggon offer a critical framewaork for
illustrating sociopolitical pathways through whitttese extraindividual forces operate.
Oppression is elusively operationalized. Young @0dtelps by breaking the
concept down into five subtypes: (a) exploitati@), marginalization, (c) powerlessness,
(d) cultural dominance, and (e) violence. The finsee types are primarily economic and
are rooted in a Marxist critique of capitalism wéigy the working class is, respectively,
used for cheap labor when it serves the goalsmtalasidelined when it does not, and
never given a say in the proceedings throughoud.last two refer to sociocultural
processes that either covertly or overtly asservlues and norms of one group over
those of another. Outwardly pernicious forms ofregpion are easily identifiable, such
as the Jim Crow laws, ethnic cleansing, and phiysiokence toward LGBT populations.
However, critical theorists argue that more sufuttens of institutionalized oppression
make some settings less conducive to positive ydewielopment and wellness than

others.
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McKnight (1995) argues that human service orgaranatare by nature
oppressive and hegemonic—there is an inherenticbaflinterest between service
professionals’ self-preservation and the wellndgsb@® populations that they purport to
serve. Service industries like hospitals, coungetenters, and social work agencies
exploit and marginalize poor people by—often umititenally—perpetuating the system
in which poor people need services and not giviregr a voice to self-determine a more
sustainable solution to their problems. Serviceigtdes, McKnight claims, are
ultimately more interested in preserving the areangnt whereby middle-class
professionals are salaried to serve the needpobiaclientele in a way that does not
address the underlying structural issues that gémsuch need in the first place. Nelson
and Prilleltensky (2005) distinguish this moderdgervention as “ameliorative” rather
than “transformational,” as root causes are lefideiiessed in pursuit of more superficial
solutions. McKnight insists that human servicesamplicit in oppression and that true
human development must be achieved through seltidid action on the part of the
oppressed.

Reproduction theorists place schools under thisesaitical lens (Althusser,
1971; Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977; Bowles & Gint&/@). According to this approach,
schools systematically reproduce the status quavbyemphasizing rote learning in
lower income and urban schools. Reproduction operéirough economics, culture, and
language, as oppressed groups are intentionaligdearious types of skills and
knowledge that may build power and help to remakasi social arrangements (Collins,
2009; Giroux, 1983). An example of reproductiompractice could be illustrated by the

need for failing urban schools to meet the demandisgh-stakes-testing policies by
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focusing more and more attention on standardizetd tend less attention on college
preparation, critical thinking, and interpersonainpetencies. Reproduction theory
argues that by denying urban youth these lattedtias they are left with little option but
to seek menial employment in the manufacturingeovise industries, to become
unemployed or underemployed and thus dependemiteonuman services critiqued
above, or to be incarcerated. In this way, schdots,are complicit in the perpetuation of
group oppression.

Reproduction theory has been subject to much ismtién recent decades, due
largely to its rigidity in emphasizing structureemagency (Collins, 2009; Giroux, 1983).
Giroux (Giroux, 1983) held that while reproductitv@ory was helpful in understanding
how sociopolitical forces affect settings and h@itiegs affect individuals, it did not
account for human agency and change. If schootsmgically reproduce the status quo,
as reproduction theory contends, why do we havaawy examples of low-income,
minority, and urban youth transcending oppressiaachieve wellness and liberation?
The answer, according to these critics, is restgtainhe counterbalance to oppression—
to neighborhoods and schools that consistently mak#icult for youth to meaningfully
grow and learn—are self-reflective youth who actli@ange their settings. As McKnight
(1995) argues, the oppressed themselves musttbe fatre of any effort to challenge
oppression. The necessity of youth involvemeneitirsg change is explored in greater
detail below.

Thinking back to the neighborhood and school e$feescribed in the above
discussion of the ecological model, theories ofrepgion would contend that certain

neighborhood and schools, namely those in urbaasaxéh large concentrations of low-
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income and racial minority residents, consisteatiynce more toxic environmental
effects. These effects are due not to some defigien the part of the people in the
settings (e.g., neighborhood residents, studdmis)o larger sociopolitical forces
rendering it extremely difficult to make the segtimore conducive to positive youth
development. Compounding this problem is that #ny bodies tasked with the
responsibility of positive youth development inghesettings—human service
organizations and schools—may have an unwittingl aperpetuating oppression and
inequality. The dilemma, thus, for those who suibgcboth to the ecological theory of
development and to the reality of oppression is @ assets necessary to overcome
ecological barriers—collective efficacy, interparabrelationships, a youth-centered
climate—are not those often targeted by profess$iotervention. That is, ameliorative
intervention is thenodus operanddf human service and education institutions when
transformational intervention may be what is tmgeded.

Theories of oppression help ecological thinker&emsense of more distal
ecological levels such as institutional policied a@source distribution. Whereas
neighborhood- and school-effects theories begmdue the explanation for youth
outcomes from the individual level to the microdanesosystem levels, an oppression
framework incorporates the sociopolitical and a@tdiorces that help shape
neighborhoods and schools. These forces are situatehat Bronfenbrenner called the
meso-, exo-, and macrosystems. They help to explayncertain youth—particularly
urban youth, youth of color, and low-income youthajeg fewer institutional resources
and lower collective efficacy in their neighborhgp@/hy they experience more tenuous

safety, less inspired teaching and learning, amagranfrastructure in their schools; and
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why the relationships in which they engage in ls#tiings are less positive. This review
of neighborhood- and school-effects research agolriths of oppression paints a holistic

picture of the ecology in which youth learn andvgro

Proposition 5: Due to various manifestations ofregpion, the negative effects of
neighborhoods and schools are suffered dispropatiety by urban youth, youth of
color, and low-income youth.

Proposition 6: Overcoming oppression requires iléctive action on the part of youtl
who suffer its negative effects.

—

Youth Affect their Environments: The “Outward” Ao

Neighborhood and school characteristics influermgly outcomes, but
neighborhoods and schools are not static entFiest, as discussed above, they change
and are maintained due to broader scale forcégwimeso-, exo-, and macrosystems.
Second, they are also affected by the acts of itdals and small groups, in a more
bottom-up fashion. This latter phenomenon is ada@$n this section.

There are myriad examples of people changing greiironments, from the
grandest level of social movements like the Americizil rights movement and the anti-
apartheid movement in South Africa to much smafistances of human agency, such as
a person cleaning up a neighborhood park or a gnbpparents fundraising to purchase
new athletic equipment for their children’s schdalse the term “civic engagement” to
describe the full range of human behavior underta&eaffect some entity larger than
oneself and one’s family. “Political” is often usedieu of “civic” in such discourses
(e.g., political participation, political socializan), but I follow Flanagan and Faison
(2001) in using “civic” to refer to a more genevarsion of a collective with which one

may be engaged that includes but goes beyonddtes #te government, and the partisan
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arena. This definition follows from that of Levi(2007), who describes civic
engagement as any action taken to affect “publittersy” which include public goods,
their distribution, and the norms that determinkawor. Public matters unfold in
settings like schools and neighborhoods and intinginal arenas like local governments
and school boards.

Why should we be interested in the civic engag¢rakpoung people, in
particular? There are a multitude of strategiesftecting environmental change, and
youth are disenfranchised and powerless in mangwRgople under 18 years of age are
unable to vote; students are often cut off fronmfak decision making powers in the
organizations in which they spend their time; ydattk life experiences that engender
the skills, knowledge, and attitudes required ferccaction. Despite these barriers to
civic engagement for young people, | argue thiat ddvantageous—for a variety of
reasons—that youth be engaged in the shaping afoemvents that are pertinent to them.
Participating in public life has been consideredraicator of wellness by some
community psychologists (e.g., Nelson & Prillelteyns2005); beyond that, as the
following sections explicate, it also has positbtecomes for individual youth, their
settings, and society at large.

WhyYouth Civic Engagement?

Community psychology, as a discipline, is ultimgteterested in people’s,
including young people’s, well-being. Community psglogists apply their tools and
values across various levels of ecology in pursiihis interest. Youth civic
engagement, too, has been studied and promotés fastential to improve young

people’s well-being at various levels of ecologythe developmental psychology
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literature, much of the research on youth civicagament has sought to understand how
being civically engaged affects outcomes for tham&h who engage. That is, the
interest is primarily in how to improve outcomes ifedividual youth. In the political
science literature, youth civic engagement has baetied mainly to determine how
larger political culture is shaped. The intereshiBow to improve macrosystem
outcomes. The growing field of youth activism amdith organizing mostly investigates
how young people, working together, can changegstand local institutions—micro-,
meso-, and exosystems.

There are various ways in which youth engage wvéir tenvironments.
Volunteering at a soup kitchen, participating mdgnt government, and organizing and
staging public protests represent very differemayeors but all constitute civic
engagement. The manner in which youth engage detesirat least in part, the
outcomes that result from engagement. For exarppléicipating in a protest is probably
more likely to effect change at the institutiorealél than volunteering at a soup kitchen.
Both acts stand to benefit the individual youth vgaoticipate and the immediate settings
in which the civic action takes place. All typesonfic engagement have the potential to
impact ecological levels beyond that of the indiad Still, it is important to remark on
the distinctions between modes of engagement.

There have been several typologies of youth @wgagement advanced in the
past decade. Westheimer and Kahne (2004) arguéheiratare three fundamental
understandings of citizenship that underlie efftatgvolve young people in civic
activities: (a) the personally responsible citizgmo volunteers and is generally helpful in

the community; (b) the participatory citizen whaigively engaged in local
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organizations and institutions; and (c) the jusbaented citizen who critically analyzes
sociopolitical forces and takes action to fighustjce. Levine and Higgins-D’Alessandro
(2010) in a recent handbook on research in yowilc engagement argue that a main
tension in the field is whether young people shdaddocialized into extant political
structures—as with Westheimer and Kahne’s perspnadiponsible citizen and, to a
degree, participatory citizen—or engaged in chaggirem. This discrepancy between
helping youth become part of systems versus chgrigem has been applied to service-
learning, as well (Diemer, Voight, & Mark, 2011)pra community psychology that
endorses theories of oppression, as described albdweEomes an important question
whether youth should challenge rather than confémmeality, the separation between
different types of engagement is rarely as starttegscted in these typologies, but they
are helpful conceptual heuristics, nonetheless.

The following review of youth civic engagement r@s# and theory is organized
around two separate axes. First, | examine theatitee based on the level of analysis of
the outcomes of youth civic engagement: individoacrosystem, and intermediate
levels (i.e., settings and local institutions). @, a distinction is drawn between youth
civic engagement that happens within extant sodiigad structures—herein referred to
as “traditional’—versus that which challenges aedks to change such structures—or
“critical.” An example of the former mode of engagent is a school-organized service-
learning program to clean up a local park, whileegample of the latter is a youth-led
organizing initiative to change school disciplir@ipies. Community psychology is
interested in wellness-related outcomes that dpaecological spectrum, and it uses

tools that would be considered within-system ag asekritical of systems (Nelson &
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Prilleltensky, 2005). Table 1 illustrates this argation. | conclude with a discussion of
how youth civic engagement may serve to improvenggst and institutions, an ecological
level that has received relatively little attentiarthe field and one that is of primary

interest to community psychologists.

Table 1. Youth civic engagement by mode of engagenieand level of outcome

Level of outcome Traditional engagement Critical engagement
Macrosystem Political socialization and Social change and
strengthening democracy emancipation
Individual level Service learning, volunteering Sociopolitical development
and youth participation and social action
Settings and local institutions Relationships and social normsYouth-led organizing and
reform

Outcomes at all ecological levels are importanioeople’s well-being. The
power of youth civic engagement as a strategyibaacing wellness is that it at once
addresses multiple levels. Further, according toesthinkers, civic engagement is an
end in and of itself; it is considered a constitetelement of wellness. Each of these
rationales is examined here.

Youth Civic Engagement: An End in Itself

Defining wellness or positive development is anmative project, one that has
occupied philosophers literally for millennia. Commnity psychology has a strong
normative element to it, openly endorsing certaittomes as good, including health,
social justice, self-determination, and participat{Nelson & Prilleltensky, 2005). One
way that the values of community psychology havenbarticulated is through a
capabilities approach (Nelson & Prilleltensky, 208&inn, 2009). The capabilities

approach is a theory of ethics forwarded priméariyeconomist Amartya Sen (2001) and
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political philosopher Martha Nussbaum (2000) theftrees wellness in terms of what
people are able to do. Sen and Nussbaum eacheateries of capabilities or freedoms
that should be enjoyed by all, and the abilityngage in the civic life of one’s society is
among them. Nussbaum contends that civic engagamantimportant vehicle for
nurturing other capabilities (e.g., health, ecormprbsperity), but a central argument of
the capabilities approach is that every capahlgiign important end in and of itself. That
is, even if being civically engaged leads to natpasoutcomes, it is still good because it
constitutesvellness. This thinking led youth participationb® included as a basic right
in the United Nations (1989) international tre&@wpnvention on the Rights of the Child,
and to more recently be featured as a key recomatiendfor successful adolescent
development in a landmark report to the Nationad@ech Council and Institute of
Medicine (Eccles & Gootman, 2002).

In terms of youth civic engagement, the capabdiipproach implies that the
participation of young people in the public sphisran unqualified good. Such
participation would require two things. First, yowtould need opportunities to become
civically engaged. As previously mentioned, youtier 18 years of age cannot vote in
public elections, and there are few built-in oppaoities for young people to participate
in organizational decision-making process. Theg®mdpnities must be either furnished
by adults or created by groups of youth who pushhem. Second, youth would need
the requisite skills to be effective civic actorse capabilities approach is not satisfied
simply with removing obstacles to wellness, bubglsoviding needed resources to help
people realize it. For youth to have the capabibtycivic engagement, then, they need

the competencies and resources to do so. Becatise cognized value of youth civic
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engagement, much research has been conductedtdyidacilitators of and barriers to
engagement (for reviews, see Hart & Gullan, 20Eyihe, 2007).

A community psychology that embraces the capadsliipproach values youth
civic engagement as an end in itself. This mayukéfjcation enough for its practice. But
youth civic engagement is alsatategyfor pursuing other wellness objectives,

including development across levels of the ecokalgitodel.

Proposition 7: Civic engagement has intrinsic vdireyoung people’s wellness. It is a
constituent of wellness.

The Ecological Benefits of Youth Civic Engagement

The intrinsic value of participation, as endorsgdhe capabilities approach,
gives good reason for community psychologists t@yel youth civic engagement.
However, youth civic engagement is a particuladgful concept for community
psychology because it has also been shown to lemseguences that support the
ecological goals of the field. As elaborated in $hbsequent section, cultures and
societies may be more conducive to wellness whengy@eople are engaged. Individual
youth participants have been shown to enjoy wedlesefits in terms of their health,
education, and social relationships. Further, dmaticary interest to the present review,
settings and institutions may be healthier wittaative youth population. Youth civic
engagement may at once forward the mission of camtsnpsychology across multiple
ecological levels.
Macro-level Outcomes of Youth Civic Engagement

The culture- and society-level outcomes of youwficengagement have been

treated mostly in theoretical rather than empiraralyses. In many cases, the
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aggregation of individual-level competencies isuassd to define the larger political
culture, and thus a change or development in canpgts among a broad enough share
of a population can alter culture in the long tefithis is a hopeful, idealistic vision of
youth civic engagement, one that Plato (2003) eodatdan his call for the political
education of young people as the key to a healthiety. Society will be better if the
next generation knows better, the argument goes.

Political socialization and the maintenance of demagy. This rationale is at the
core of scholarship on political socialization. Boholars of youth civic engagement,
political socialization may be thought of as a ttedigal forebear. The concept is often
attributed to Hyman from his 1959 publicatiBolitical Socializationin which he
defined it as the “learning of social patterns esponding to his societal positions as
mediated through various agencies of society.” hisgrmay happen through classroom-
based civic education, service learning, and aiyps of public participation (Galston,
2001; MciIntosh & Youniss, 2010). The emphasis @nrigg brought a new dimension to
scholarship on political behavior, and this intéigranecessitated an interdisciplinary
approach, drawing especially on theory and metifreas political science and
developmental psychology (McIntosh & Youniss, 20&8piro, 2004). While political
socialization research is associated more withipaliscience and civic engagement
more with psychology, the two terms are often uségfchangeably (Sherrod et al.,
2010).

In addition to understanding how young people lepatitical socialization
theory is interested in how that learning carriesronto adult political behavior and how

that behavior shapes society at large. Marsh (18xttacted a chain of assumed causal

22



relationships in the early socialization research review of the then nascent topic. The
assumed chain began with the process of politmahszation, which determines young
people’s political attitudes, which determine thmatitical behaviors in adulthood,
which—en masse—determine the face of a societyopalitical character. The
connection between youth and adult civic engagemasnsince been established
empirically by both psychologists (Youniss, McLell& Yates, 1997) and political
scientists (Verba et al., 1995), but political sdization continues to be a field of study
that is ultimately interested in making “democréloyrish” (Sapiro, 2004, p. 1). Civic
engagement is viewed as an instrumental meansit@ial.

Political scientist Robert Puthnam (1993, 1995)aghpps most recognized for
linking adult civic engagement to political cultuta his well-known study, he showed
that Italian cities and regions that had higheelgwf citizen engagement, on the
aggregate, also enjoyed higher levels of econoeveldpment and institutional
effectiveness. Precedent for this connection betveeac participation and the
effectiveness of democracy was provided by Almomdi Eerba (1963) in their classic
research on civic culture. The mediator of thisration, according to Putnam, is social
capital—the social networks in a community andgbtential they hold for collectively
addressing common goods (Putnam, 1995). Accorditigi$ theory, when people live
engaged, public lives, they build relationshipdwathers that characterized by mutual
trust, and these relationships make up the falbracresponsive, accountable political
system. Active social networks can effectively commicate needs to institutions (e.qg.,
government), which helps institutions respond ¢iety and efficiently. Critics of this

work have pointed out that structural forces, sagtthe economy and government policy,
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influence individuals’ civic participation as muoh more so than the opposite (Jackman
& Miller, 1998). Both perspectives are consisterthvihe ecological model, which
asserts a reciprocal relationship between indivgldrehaviors and their environments.
While young people’s behaviors are no doubt coodéd by their ecologies, their

behavior, on the whole, may eventually shape Igpgétical culture.

Proposition 8: Broad youth civic engagement stieeigs democracy by building
networks of relationships that communicate needsdtitutions and thus make them
function more effectively.

Social change and emancipatigcimajor criticism of political socialization
research is that it tacitly supports the status dhe very term “socialization” implies a
process of adapting to preset conditions. Thesdittons are precisely what
reproduction and oppression theorists identifyhasroot cause of inequality and
injustice. Critical civic engagement, then, musténthe potential for changing
macrosystem conditions.

The role of civic engagement in changing society iastitutions is difficult to
study empirically, and is treated mostly theordlycdreire (1970, 1973) saw critical
civic engagement (“critical consciousness,” inlarsguage) as the key to transforming
society in a way consonant with justice and ematmp. While Freire did not address
youth engagement, in particular, his theories Isvee been applied to adolescents
(Watts, Abdul-Adil, & Pratt, 2002; Watts & Flanag&007; Watts, Williams, & Jagers,
2003). The logic of the youth critical engagemeguanent is similar to that of Marsh,
described above: critically engaged youth becontiealty engaged adults who may
work together to make society more equitable. Theevidence to suggest that youth

who engage in social critique in the course ofaparticipation develop a greater sense
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of social responsibility and a stronger intentidieing civically active as adults (Metz,
McLellan, & Youniss, 2003). McAdam (1989) found,his research with former
participants in the Civil Rights movement, thatically engaged youth were committed
to activism long after their participation in th@wement. They maintained connections
with other activists into adulthood, held liberalifical orientations, and were more
likely to be involved in helping professions (McAdal989; Van Dyke, McAdam, &
Wilhelm, 2000). There is little empirical connectibetween critical adult engagement
and macro-level social change, but the assumgitimait a critical mass of socially
conscious citizens will demand a more just system.

Further, an important argument in the critical yoehgagement literature is that,
in addition to shaping future political orientatgyryouth also hold the potential to affect
broad social changes youth The study of social movements in sociology ofers
framework for how macro policy and broad publicropn can be reshaped via collective
action (for a review, see Giugni, 1998). Youth gldymportant roles in the anti-
apartheid movement in South Africa, the civil rigimtovement in the U.S, and

movements associated with the recent Arab SprorgeXample.

Proposition 9: Critical youth civic engagement tdgib mass of conscious citizens wha
fight for change in the system in line with soguatice and equity.

The potential for youth civic engagement to boterggthen democracy and to
challenge and reform it make it a hopeful tooldddressing macrosystem forces that
impinge on youth development. Community psycholdggs not typically deal directly
with political culture and social movements—theseaften the domain of political

science and sociology, respectively—but they ofteimt to root causes of problems at
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more intermediate levels that originate in broagtarctural forces. Thus, to the degree
that youth civic engagement can effect changeigtelel, it is helpful to the mission of
community psychology.
Individual-Level Outcomes of Youth Civic Engagement

Civic engagement implies action taken to impromae sort of collective, but
there are demonstrated benefits also conferrduetantlividuals who take part in the
action. In this way, youth civic engagement carctmesidered among an assortment of
social and emotional learning strategies for prangopositive youth outcomes or
preventing negative ones. Examples of positivelyoutcomes include academic
achievement, high school completion, career dinaciind occupational attainment,
social connectedness, and high self-esteem wheubasance use, teen pregnancy,
mental illness, criminal activity, and violent befa are negative outcomes. Being
engaged in the civic life of one’s community mayabgositive youth outcome in and of
itself and it may be beneficial to society at Iarget here the focus is on the relationships
between traditional and critical civic engagemard ather individual-level outcomes.

Service-learning, volunteering, and youth parti¢gipa. Service-learning,
volunteering and youth participation are discudse@ as traditional forms of youth civic
engagement. The primary emphasis of these modasgalgement—according to most
definitions—is the education and development opédicipants rather than collective
good (Billig, 2000; Conrad & Hedin, 1991). Geneyathese initiatives are organized
through schools, but participating youth often pdevservice to communities outside of
the school. Organized service activities are typicgccompanied by structured

reflection to help students consider the applicatibcurricular concepts to their work.
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A good deal of empirical evaluation has been devéd understanding the
outcomes of service learning (SL). Youth who ta&d p1 SL show gains in academic
and socioemotional outcomes. A recent meta-anabystd research among students in
K-12 settings suggests that participation in a 8ljget has a moderate to strong effect
on academic motivation and grades and a smallestigignificant effect on self-
esteem, moral development, prosocial behaviorrdntee, and disposition toward helping
others (Conway, Amel, & Gerwien, 2009). Earlieriesvs support these positive effects
of SL participation on academics and socioemotideaklopment, as well as an
association with less frequent risk behavior ammnddle and high school students
(Billig, 2000).

Similar benefits may accrue to youth who are endagel volunteer in a less
structured manner than SL. General school- and aamtyabased activity involvement
has been associated with higher rates of acaderhieveement and socioemotional
wellness (Barber, Eccles, & Stone, 2001; Maton 01 ®nith, 1999) and lower rates of
risk behavior (Allen, Philliber, Herrling, & Gabtjel997; Eccles & Barber, 1999;
Youniss, Yates, & Su, 1997). Self-efficacy beliafgl a greater sense of connection to
one’s school and community are suggested mediatdhe link between engagement
and these developmental outcomes (Scales, BlyttkaBe& Kielsmeier, 2000).

Youth participation refers to efforts to involveung people in collaborative
decision-making and problem-solving with adultsrf@zo, 2000; O'Donoghue, Kirshner,
& McLaughlin, 2002). There is smaller body of outues research on this form of
engagement, but evidence suggests that includinthyo school improvement efforts

may confer certain benefits. Students who haveppertunity to contribute to school-
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wide change efforts may enjoy better relationskifth teachers and academic
motivation as a result (Ames, 1992; Eccles, Widfi& Schiefele, 1998; Lee &
Zimmerman, 1999). Further, when students are tappptbvide input into curriculum
and instruction decisions, they may experiencenarease in achievement (Oldfather,
1995; Rudduck & Flutter, 2000). Giving young peotble opportunity to tackle issues of
importance to them, in partnership with supportdelts, appears to be an instrument of

individual growth.

Proposition 10: Engagement in service-learninguntdering, and youth-adult
partnerships improves young people’s personal acadend socioemotional well-being.

Sociopolitical development and social acti@mitical civic engagement is similar
to youth participation in that young people arduded in planning and decision making
around issues that directly affect them. It isatéint from more traditional engagement in
that it emphasizes social critique and facilitatesng people’s consciousness of
oppression (Watts & Flanagan, 2007). In this wagical engagement tends to
problematize the notion of common good; insteadsiing “how to improve the
common good?” youth askvhosecommon good?” Civic engagement is understood to
occur in a context of sometimes competing interestd thus oppositional tactics are
sometimes necessary for forwarding young peoplgendas. Youth-led organizing is
one such approach where young people use resgaltitital analysis, and direct action
to alter power relations and create change in theal settings and institutions
(Ginwright & James, 2002; Listen Inc., 2003). Effee critical engagement, then,
requires both a consciousness of social problemsetion to address them (Watts,

Diemer, & Voight, 2011). The process by which yoyuagple develop such a
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consciousness through involvement in social actias termed critical consciousness by
Freire (Freire, 1970) and has more recently befamrezl to as sociopolitical development
in the community psychology literature (Watts, @thif; & Abdul-Adil, 1999; Watts et

al., 2003) .

The value of sociopolitical development for indival youth development is
becoming clearer through recent research. Youthevigage critically have been shown
to have greater social trust, intergroup toleranod, interpersonal relationships
(Flanagan, 2004; Watkins, Larson, & Sullivan, 2Q0Rely due to the collective nature
of the approach. Critical engagement may also yalph develop self-efficacy and
motivation to be successful in their schools andm@orhoods (Kwon, 2006; Watts et al.,
2003). Further, there is evidence that criticallg&ged youth have a clearer sense of
career identity and expectations for their futukdives (Diemer & Blustein, 2006;
Diemer et al., 2010). Much of this research has lmeaducted with low-income youth of
color, and the growing body of scholarship suggtstswhen these youth engage
critically in their communities and schools, theqperience more positive relationships

and feel more efficacious and motivated.

Proposition 10: Critical engagement improves yopeagple’'s personal relationships and
their sense of agency.

There is promising evidence to suggest that yoivilc engagement facilitates
positive youth development in terms of academiasias relationships, reduced risk
behavior, and self-efficacy and motivation. Fostigason, youth civic engagement may
be considered as one of many strategies for prognaitademic achievement and

positive youth development and for preventing bskavior. The particular strength of
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youth civic engagement as a strategy for individwaith development may be in its
potential for improving youths’ relational and eficy-related outcomes. But are the
benefits of youth civic engagement limited to tloeih who actually engage? We have
already seen that youth civic engagement may sbeviinction of enhancing political
culture and effecting large-scale social changés TEst section explores the potential for
youth civic engagement to effect change in settargslocal institutions.

Setting-Level Outcomes of Youth Civic Engagement

What makes youth civic engagement any better thizer prevention or
promotion strategy that community psychologists maploy? It has been argued
elsewhere that youth civic engagement is a prefem@ition versus other approaches
such as social marketing or remediation becauseargibgss of outcomes—it is an
intrinsically good thing for young people (Levir#€11). This is in-line with the
constitutive value of youth civic engagement ddsatiabove. It has also been argued
that youth engagement is a superior strategy beaassengthens civil society in the
long-term (Lerner, Fisher, & Weinberg, 2000). Thellvbeing that youth derive from
participating and the foundation their democratmpetencies lay for future society are
both advantages of youth civic engagement vis-at¥ier strategies.

Lost in the developmental psychology literaturelomindividual outcomes of
civic engagement and the political science liteatn societal outcomes are settings and
local institutions—the primary domain of commungisychology. The advantages of
youth civic engagement may not be limited to peasgnowth for youth participants, on

the one hand, and delayed societal gratificatiarthe other. In the same manner
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witnessed in youth-fueled social movements, yowsapfpe may improve their more
immediate settings via civic engagement in thetsieom, as well.

Youth-led organizingAs described above, youth organizing is a procdsseby
young people work together using research and ddiners of analysis to inform direct
action for structural change. Youth who participaterganizing derive certain personal
benefits from their participation, but unlike s@edlearning and volunteering, the
emphasis of youth organizing is less on the indialdlevelopment of participants and
more on improving youths’ environments. It is calesed a form of critical engagement
because it is predicated on the analysis of poweércampeting interests. Youth
organizing efforts target a specific systemic isssech as school disciplinary policies or
local hand-gun access—gather information on theeisand use it to put pressure on
those who have decision-making power (Christensi&hfer, 2011; Listen Inc., 2003).

The direct effects of youth organizing on settiags evident when youth are
successful in addressing their target issue. Taier@ growing number of case studies
that document such accomplishments. In terms ofigabhool reform, youth organizing
efforts have secured additional district resoufoe$acilities improvement, college
preparatory classes, and improved high-stakesiteptactice (Shah & Mediratta, 2008)
and have demanded a district-wide response tongeléDzurinko, McCants, & Stith,
2011; Warren, Mira, & Nikundiwe, 2008), the tradfiof English-language learners
(Speer, 2008), and racial achievement gaps (ChadieKirshner, 2011). The Funders’
Collaboration on Youth Organizing has also documeiseveral youth organizing
campaigns to redress local community problems, aga@mnvironmental degradation and

police violence (Hosang, 2005; Ishihara, 2007). @ifoeving body of evidence suggests
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that young people, working in concert and usinga@ction tactics, have the ability to

effect change in their immediate settings and tunistins.

Proposition 11: Youth organizing can directly irfhce setting and institutional resour¢es
and policy.

Relationships and social norms in settingsuth participation in more traditional
adult-led efforts has also demonstrated the cap#mitsetting-level change, though the
empirical evidence is scarcer. The concept of ‘sttidoice” describes a youth civic
engagement process in schools that is similar tbhyorganizing, but that is often
solicited by adults (Mitra, 2003). Qualitative wdhat documents intentional efforts to
include students in school improvement has shoahdiich youth engagement improves
teaching and learning and teacher-student reldtipagFielding, 2001b; Mitra, 2003;
Soo0 Hoo, 1993). Further, youth-adult partnershipsommunity development
organizations have resulted in adults feeling atgresense of commitment and purpose
in the organization and in helping the organizattarify goals (Zeldin, McDaniel,
Topitzes, & Calvert, 2000). The idea that youthaaement helps build youth-adult
relationships and improves organizational effectass echoes the logic of Putham and
other political scientists who have argued thaatgedemocratic participation brings the
public policy agenda into greater focus and impsowstitutional functioning.

This logic is at home in community psychology. Tgamd Seidman (2007)
proposed a theoretical model for setting changehiich social processes are the
fundamental mediating mechanism. This model isfhkip explicating how youth civic
engagement can effect setting-level change in & imolirect fashion than the targeted

approach of an organizing campaign (Christens &Her, 2011). Social processes,
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according to Tseng and Seidman, include relati@ssmorms, and participation in
activities, and these phenomena directly influedmme people experience settings.
Indeed, these are some of the same general preaastieed in the school- and
neighborhood-effects literature, summarized abtoreynderstanding how setting
characteristics affect individual development aetdvior.

One can apply the principles of political sciena@acrosystem argument for
civic engagement to settings. When youth are erdjagpublic activities, they build
relationships with others, develop social skillsd @ain a sense of efficacy. When these
public activities happen in schools, the resultmgchool social networks may be useful
in communicating student needs to teachers andrastnaitors. That is, if students
develop prosocial relationships with their peeesshared civic engagement, then the
larger peer group may be able to clearly give faellio teachers on instruction, for
example, or to administrators on school rulestufients develop relationships with
teachers and administrators in the course of tinait engagement, then this
communication would only be more direct.

Further, an aggregation of civically engaged sttelena setting may have a
radiating effect on other members, even if studemg participation happens outside of
that setting. Maton (2008) described the radiagifigct of empowered members as a
potential pathway for setting change. Engaged yowith their improved social skills
and sense of agency and motivation, may serve dglsitor their peers. This
phenomenon has been referred to as “descriptivalsarms” in the social psychology
literature (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990) andshbeen articulated as the basis for

interventions to improve youth settings (Henry, 0@urther, it is possible that the
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relational skills that engaged youth develop amadferable from one setting to another.
For example, if youth develop prosocial relatiopshvith adults leaders in a community-
based organizing through civic activities, theillibto relate to adults may carry over to
the classroom and improve their relationships watdcthers. The potential for civic

engagement to have an indirect effect on settiagséceived little empirical attention.

Proposition 12: A preponderance of civically enghgeuth in a setting may improve its
overall climate through improved relationships aodial norms.

\°2}

Civic engagement for local setting and institutibclaange . The evidence
suggests that youth civic engagement has the pattémimprove settings in two ways:
(a) directly, through youth organizing and otheti@cprojects; and (b) indirectly,
through the transformation of relationships andaawrms. In considering the effects of
neighborhoods and schools on youth developmentifie “inward” arrow of
Bronfenbrenner’'s model, discussed and summarizéiteipreceding section), the factors
of primary significance include
relationships,
collective efficacy,
teaching and learning,
safety,

institutional resources, and
the physical environment.

oA ONE

These are the aspects of both neighborhoods (UeaeftBrooks-Gunn, 2000) and
schools (Cohen et al., 2009) that are believedte llirect effects on youth
developmental outcomes. The first four factors in@yndirectly influenced by civic
engagement. Relationships are built via sharea aefivity, and relational competencies
may translate from one setting to another. Engggeth develop a greater sense of

efficacy and motivation, and this, in conjunctioittwa larger network of relationships,
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may engender a greater sense of collective effiddoye positive relationships and a
norm of engagement and motivation may improve ¢laetiing and learning process in
schools and create a heightened sense of safety.

The last four factors may be addressed via dirgtadra Teaching and learning
practices and school safety policies have both beetargets of youth organizing
campaigns, and evidence from case studies indit@éthese campaigns have
successfully leveraged desired changes. Organtangaigns have also been successful
in pressuring decision-makers to allocate moreuess for local schools and
community centers and to actually build new faeétto provide youth with improved
educational and extracurricular opportunities (Shd¥ediratta, 2008).

The critical analysis and direct action aspectgooith organizing may make it
uniquely capable—vis-a-vis traditional engagement-adulressing ecological barriers
beyond the setting level, that is, issues of stmattoppression. Proponents of critical
engagement would contend that traditional engagemath its lack of social analysis
and oppositional tactics, is unable to truly wiastver from decision-makers whose
interests are served by a social arrangement whem@he youth have little opportunity
for positive growth (e.g., Giroux, 1980; Watts &aRhgan, 2007). This again raises the
guestion of “whose common good?” One could argaedlclassroom climate
characterized by positive teacher-student relaligssis good for all involved: teachers,
students, administrators, parents, et cetera.i$medatively uncontroversial. But what
happens if students decide that a district trackyggem discourages too many youth
from attending college, while administrators aratteers prefer such a system for

organizational convenience and budgetary considast What, in this case is the
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“common good,” and how can students find a placgdad to advocate their side? Both
traditional and critical youth civic engagement nb@yable to facilitate the indirect
setting change described here, but critical engagéaione may have the capacity to
affect resource distribution and more structuraiehsions.

One may ask, why not pursue critical youth civigagement over traditional
given this emancipatory potential? Indeed, youttanizing has the potential to
transform settings and institutions, but it is without controversy. Its critical nature has
led to defensiveness on the part of institutioke public schools. Some participants have
experience retaliation from school administratarghie form of discipline and being
barred from having meetings on school premisesi¢@ms & Kirshner, 2011; Shah &
Mediratta, 2008). Further complicating the matsethiat “students” are not a
homogenous group with homogenous needs, and aftes there is conflict and
competition between youth across gender, races,cdasual orientation and other points
of diversity in the course of action projects (Ceéddther, 2006; Fielding, 2001a). Due in
part to its contentious nature, many youth-orgagafforts are launched under the
auspices of a community-based organization (Shakeé&liratta, 2008), but even then,
there are constraints those organizations mayifettesir ability to support oppositional
action. The practical considerations for criticalth engagement require further
elaboration.

Conclusions: Youth Civic Engagement in CommunitydP®logy Research and Practice

The purpose of this review is to argue that yainic engagement has a key role
to play in community psychology research and pcactin a field guided so strongly by

the ecological model of youth development, youthcoengagement provides both the
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theoretical and practical substance to simultarlg@dtiress change at multiple levels. |
have discussed how youth civic engagement is pgiplosally consonant with the values
of community psychology—it entails giving youth tb@pability for democratic
participation. Youth civic engagement also haspbential to improve political culture
at the macrosystem level, both in terms of oilimg machinery of democracy and also in
altering oppressive aspects of the system. Atritlvidual level, there is a large body of
empirical evidence that shows that youth who engragiee civic life of their

communities enjoy developmental benefits. Finalbyth civic engagement has the
potential to change settings and local instituti@ngrimary concern of community
psychology.

It is important to note the reciprocity of theatbnship between youth civic
engagement and phenomena at each of these ecolegila. The ecological model, as
originally conceived by Bronfenbrenner (1979), pesia bidirectional relationship
between people and their environments. This is siroertainly true of youth civic
engagement, as well, as there is ample evidenossadisciplines that, while youth may
influence their ecologies, macrosystem (e.g., Jack&Miller, 1998), meso- and
microsystem (e.g., Hart & Gullan, 2010; Wilkenfek09), and individual (Flanagan,
2003) factors in turn influence civic behavior. Bwal depiction of the ecological

potential of youth civic engagement is shown inuFeg2.
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Figure 2. The outcome level—and mediators—of youth civic engagemer

There are myriad avenues for research and prdoti@@mmunity psychologist
to explore in the area of youth civic engagemerttats the relative frequency
traditional versus critical engement among youth, and for what ages is each |
appropriate or even possible? What types of yorghreore likely to engage in ea
fashion? Are there differential benefits to indivad youth participants of the vario
modes of engagement? Are thother sources of empirical support, beyond casiiest;
for the role of youth civic engagement in improvsgitings? In what contexts is critic
youth engagement possible, and with what consg2i@an it be brought to scale &
broad strategy for nghborhood and school improveme

There are many more questions that community psggkias a field can help-
address. Much is still unknown about how youtha@emgagement, in its various forr

may effect ecological change. What is known is psing—youth civic engagemel
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shows great potential to effect positive changauwdtiple ecological levels at once, and
its practice is consonant with the democratic valfethe field. For these reasons, it
merits a more central place in community psychology

This dissertation comprises three stand-alondestudach of which addresses the
relationship between youth civic engagement andvisiness of youths’ ecologies, and
each of which is designated by a chapter. Thedttaly, entitled “A Typology of Youth
Civic Engagement in Urban Middle Schools,” usegmlogical approach to measuring
youth civic engagement. It then examines the lgthips between a student’s civic type
and his or her achievement, attendance, and bahaWie second study, entitled “Youth
Civic Engagement and Educational Outcomes in UNd@idle Schools,” explores the
aggregate, setting-level effects of youth civicaggment on school climate and student
achievement, attendance, and behavior. The thidysentitled “Student Voice for
School-Climate Improvement: A Case Study,” expldrew a specific form of youth
civic engagement—student voice in school improvemédras the potential to improve

the climate of schools. A brief conclusion summesithese three studies.
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CHAPTER Il

A TYPOLOGY OF YOUTH CIVIC ENGAGEMENT IN URBAN MIDDIE SCHOOLS

Youth civic engagement has occupied an increasicgiyral space in applied
developmental science during the course of thedesade. This period has witnessed a
multitude of scholarship on the topic (see, forregke, Balsano, 2005; Lerner, Dowling,
& Anderson, 2003; Levine, 2008; Obradovic & Mast2@07), including a special issue
of Applied Developmental Sciendevoted to citizenship (Sherrod, Flanagan, & Yosinis
2002). Further, youth civic engagement has recdrgbpme a priority area for the U.S.
Department Education (2012), which has committesttengthening the civic capacities
of the next generation of Americans. With this eatrwave of attention, it becomes
especially important that we have good empiricalthoés for understanding youth civic
engagement.

There is strong support for the value of civic egegaent to the individual
development of young people. Youth who are activie civic life of their communities
and schools have been shown to less frequentlguisstances, experience teenage
pregnancy, suffer school failure and dropout, asgbgtrate violence (Allen, Philliber,
Herrling, & Gabriel, 1997; Barber, Eccles, & Sto@801; Eccles & Barber, 1999;
Janosz, LeBlanc, Boulerice, & Tremblay, 1997; Mahgr2000; Mahoney & Cairns,
1997). They also enjoy higher levels of academicea®@ment, career development, self-
esteem, and connections with others (Barber e2@0D]; Diemer & Blustein, 2006;
Gerber, 1996; Marsh, 1992; Maton, 1990). The grgvidady of evidence suggests that
youth civic engagement is a promising instrumentfalthy youth development.
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Youth civic engagement is typically understood amngrise both behavioral and
attitudinal components (Da Silva, Sanson, Smaffpo&mbourou, 2007; Flanagan &
Faison, 2001; Levine, 2007). Whereas earlier rebean youth political socialization
emphasized behavior in the formal political aremg.( voting in elections, membership
in political parties), civic behavior is now morttem discussed in a broader fashion,
including activities like volunteering, participati in local organizations, and working
for community betterment (Flanagan & Faison, 200dmey-Purta, 2002). This latter
conceptualization lends itself more readily to egsh with adolescents, who oftentimes
are not of sufficient age to participate througfotl political channels.

Civic attitudes refer to predispositions toward samderstanding of and
appreciation for a common good. Youth are saiceb & sense of “social responsibility”
or “civic commitment” when they consider the pubhterest a personal life goal
(Flanagan, Bowes, Jonsson, Csapo, & Sheblanov8).188itudes that indicate a
consciousness of and desire to remedy inequaldyirgastice are also considered a
component of youth civic engagement by some sch@W&atts & Flanagan, 2007).

Overall, the behaviors and attitudes that constititic engagement are
increasingly recognized as important developmeadséts for young people. This study
represents an original attempt to measure civiagagent as it “naturally” occurs
among young people. | first examine two traditioma&lans of operationalizing youth
civic engagement before proposing a typologicais@e-centered approach.
Approaches to Operationalizing Youth Civic Engagame

Most quantitative approaches to measuring youtit emgagement have (A)

treated it as a binary item or series of binarpngendicating whether a young person has
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engaged in a certain civic activity (see, for exlanpccles & Barber, 1999; Yates &
Youniss, 1998) or (B) as an index constructed &€Ltitype survey items that measure
the frequency of engagement in disparate civivaiets and the endorsement of certain
civic attitudes (see, for example, Bobek, Zaff,&il_erner, 2009; Diemer et al., 2010;
Torney-Purta, Lehmann, Oswald, & Schulz, 2001)Cése A, binary items can be used
as predictor or outcome variables in linear orddgiregression analyses to determine
whether participating versus not participating iehac activity is significantly associated
with some outcome. In Case B, a civic-engagemeaarestan be calculated by averaging
the rate of participation across various activibeshe strength of agreement with
different civic attitudes and then used as a cootiis predictor or outcome variable in a
regression analysis.

Both approaches have shortcomings. In Case A ,sbecation of a youth’s
involvement in a specific civic activity (i.e., abserved categorical variable) with an
outcome is assessed independent of all other sesivirhus one may show, as Eccles
and Barber (1999) did, that students who have@jpatied in student government have
significantly higher levels of academic achievemantl one may show that students
who have engaged in community service also eviigieeh academic achievement.
However, in this type of analysis, there is no waknow if the students who participate
in student government are the same students wicomaunity service, or if there are
other civic activities that cohere together. One ascertain the isolated associations of
each activity with academic achievement, but ihitsegouth may be simultaneously
engaged in a variety of activities with differeftitadinal dispositions, and this

complexity is lost in the binary-variable approach.
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In Case B, various types of civic activities antitades factor into a single civic-
engagement score (i.e., a latent continuous va)aallowing one to conclude, for
example, that youth who are highly engaged in geanf civic activities and voice a
strong civic commitment exhibit significantly highlevels of academic achievement. A
youth’s involvement in student government, commusérvice, and other civic activities
is thus reflected in a single index score. Whédss in this case is the ability to determine
whether there are certain types of engagemenatkahe primary drivers of a significant
association with an outcome such as academic aahient. If the ultimate conclusion
from a study using such an index is that more allyaengaged youth have higher
achievement, the practical implications regardmgtlype of activities in which youth
should be engaged and what attitudes should beusaged are ambiguous. Should we
try to get more students involved in student gorent? Or is mandatory community
service a better approach? This approach acknoegeaglifference in degree, but not in
kind. Both Case A and Case B represent a tradbetffeen a more detailed
understanding of the effects of specific civic atieés and a more nuanced picture of how
youth may be differentially engaged.

A New Approach: Youth Civic Engagement as a Tygyolo

Treating civic engagement as a typology (i.e. t@nfacategorical variable)
represents a compromise between these two traslitaond this is the approach explored
in the present study (see Table 2 for a summatiyesfe three approaches). A latent-
categorical approach assumes unobserved heterpgenaibehavior within a population
(B. O. Muthen, 2001)—in this case, civic engagenaenbng urban middle school

students—and that qualitatively different typesclasses, explain that heterogeneity.
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This approach allows for an organic descriptiodifferences in some characteristic
among people, or as Meehl (1995) stated more @dgtict “carves nature at its joints,
identifying categories of entities that are in s@ease nonarbitrary, not man-made [sic]”
(p. 268). By clustering young people together basegatterns of similarity, one can
uncover naturally occurring social grouping or typ€his approach has been endorsed

over traditional multivariate techniques by propatseof applied research (Luke, 2005).

Table 2. Approaches to operationalizing youth civic engageime

Treatment of civic engagement Description Example research question with
academic achievement as
outcome

Observed categorical variable Multiple civic adiag are “How does patrticipation in

binary coded (i.e., “0” or “1") student government affect

depending on whether a young academic achievement, holding

person has engaged. all other forms of engagement
constant?”

Latent continuous variable The frequency of invateat in ~ “How is a high average level of

multiple civic activities or the engagement in civic activities and
strength of endorsement of feeling of social responsibility

multiple attitudes are averaged predictive of academic
together to create a single civic achievement?”
engagement score.

Latent categorical variable Each young persomtsgorized “How does a youth’s manner of
into a civic engagement type, being civically engaged affect her
taking into consideration all of  academic achievement?”
one’s civic activities and
attitudes.

The Benefit of a Typological Approach for Youthi€eEngagement Scholarship

There is theoretical precedent in the civic engageriterature for such a
typological approach but scant empirical evidemcsupport it. Westheimer and Kahne
(2004) describe three types of citizenship prometeften implicitly—in youth civic

engagement: (a) the personally responsible citidem exemplifies good character and is
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generally helpful in her community; (b) the pam@iory citizen who is actively engaged
in clubs and organizations; and (c) the justicestted citizen who critically analyzes
sociopolitical forces and takes action to fighustjce. In a similar vein, Levine and
Higgins-D’Alessandro (2010) in a recent handbookesearch in youth civic
engagement argue that a major cleavage in youtagemgent practice is whether young
people are encouraged to engage and offer servibmextant political structures—as
with Westheimer and Kahne’s personally responsiltiizen and, to a degree,
participatory citizen—or encouraged to reflect ssuies of injustice and inequality and
engage in a way that redresses them. This digiimtietween helping youth become
prosocial parts of a system versus critics of ffsesn has been applied to service-
learning, as well (Diemer, Voight, & Mark, 2011i). traditional” service learning, youth
volunteer and seek to make their communities bptéares; in “transformational” service
learning, youth are encouraged to critique soaifjuality and actively try to reduce it.
These frameworks suggest qualitative differencésden youth in the types of civic
beings that they are encouraged to become.

The way in which youth are engaged (i.e., theiiccCitype”) may have important
implications for the benefits they confer from themgagement. There is evidence that
personally responsible or prosocial youth who vttty help others exhibit fewer
behavior problems, enjoy more positive social retethips, and have higher levels of
self-efficacy, motivation, and academic achieveneschool (see Spinrad & Eisenberg,
2009). These same types of outcomes have beenassoeith youth who are engaged
in a more participatory fashion. Young people wddcetpart in community- and school-

betterment efforts, either through structured serearning programs or through more

55



informal volunteering channels demonstrate higbeels of academic achievement,
motivation, and self-efficacy and more positiveiabmelationships compared to their
peers (Billig, 2000), although the association rhayveaker for academic versus
socioemotional outcomes (Conway, Amel, & GerwiddDP). Most of the studies on
which these findings are based have been condugtedamples of predominantly
middle-class White youth, and less is known abbesé¢ associations among youth of
color and low-income youth.

By contrast, most research on the outcomes of eritreal forms of engagement
has been conducted with low-income youth of cdfor. youth who are engaged in a
more critical fashion—one that keeps issues ofuaéty and justice at the forefront—
there is less evidence of academic gains. Howéviertype of engagement may confer
improved interpersonal and intergroup relationsipswright, 2003; Watkins, Larson,
& Sullivan, 2007), self-efficacy (Kwon, 2006; Watwilliams, & Jagers, 2003), and
identity and career development (Diemer & Blust@@Q6; Diemer et al., 2010). Some
work has found that for low-income youth of colarhigh level of consciousness of
inequality and injustice may actually resultdisengagement from school (Fine, 1991).
Youth who see schools as part of an inequitabtestguo may be unmotivated toward
success by conventional academic standards. Sdmoaschave speculated that the
academic benefits associated with less criticahgament—cited above—derive from a
more preferential status in the eyes of teachedarrs (Caprara, Barbaranelli,
Pastorelli, Bandura, & Zimbardo, 2000; Wentzel,39% is possible that prosocial,
acritical engagement leads to more compliant, #gaasirable behavior that is

rewarded by teachers and schools in terms of grieatels of achievement; a style of
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engagement that is critical of schools and sogstesns may not bring with it the same
benefit. While there are no known studies compam@nce, the outcomes of different
types of civic engagement in youth, an overviewhefbroader literature suggests that
the way in which a young person is engaged—or ngaged—has consequences for her
development.

This study addresses gaps in the youth civic ezrgagt literature in several
ways. First, it uses cluster-analytic techniquesriderstand the types of civic
engagement among a population of young people, dstmading what brands of civic
behavior and attitudes naturally cohere togethecoB8dly and to the point of the
preceding paragraph, this study explores the assoes between disparate types of
engagement and youth social, emotional, and acadamcomes. The results lend
themselves more directly to practical applicatiasthis approach to measuring youth
civic engagement captures young people where tteeymderms of their diverse
behaviors and attitudes. Lastly, this study examapopulation that has received
comparatively little attention in civic-engagemessearch: urban youth. Low-income
youth of color, who make up the bulk of the studgnple, are known to have fewer
participatory opportunities (Hart & Atkins, 2002nd understanding the landscape of
civic engagement in this population can serve laslgful starting point for intervention.

Method
Sample

The study relies on data collected in the spring0d 1 from 3,879 students in 11

public middle schools in the public metropolitamaacl district in Nashville, Tennessee.

Middle school in this district comprises grade®ftarough eight. The sample schools are
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characterized by high proportions of low-incomedstus: the mean percentage of
sample students who were eligible for free- or pedipriced lunch (FRPL) was 78%. In
terms of race, 39% of the sample was Black, 33%t&VBR% Latino/a, and 5% Asian.
Approximately 10% of sample students received sppedlucation services, and 14%
were eligible for English-language-learner serviddsge sample was split relatively
evenly across the four grade level.
Measures and Procedure

Data derived from two sources, (a) a student sgbrt survey that was
completed by all students in attendance at theafripte schools on the day of
administration in the spring of 2011 and (b) dettedministrative records from the 2010-
11 school year, access to which was granted veperative agreement between the
district and the research team. The relevant coctsticaptured on the survey were civic
behavior, measured using nine items, and civitudtis, measured with seven items. All
items are listed in full in Appendix A and were mwed from a civic engagement
instrument designed by Bobek and colleagues (2@02se with middle-school
students. Behavioral items gauged the frequenagfity involvement and were
measured using four-point Likert scales (1 = “Né&yv2r= “Once or twice”; 3 = “3-5
times”; 4 = “6 or more times”). Attitudinal itemssa used four-point Likert responses
that asked students about the importance of (16t fidportant at all”; 2 = “Somewhat
important”; 3 = “Important”; 4 = “Very importantand their agreement or disagreement
(1 = “Strongly disagree”; 2 = “Disagree”; 3 = “Ag’e 4 = “Strongly agree”) with
various sociopolitical ideals, such as “How impattes helping to make sure all people

are treated fairly.”
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Variables extracted from administrative records$ude grade level, dichotomous
variables indicating FRPL, receipt of special-ediaraservices (SPED), and eligibility
for English-language-learner services (ELL), aslaglrace, grade level, attendance,
achievement, and the number of discipline refematudent received during the course
of the year. Attendance represents the numberyd et a student was not absent from
school during the school year, with a maximum &8 p6ssible dayd = 155,SD =
18). Achievement was measured using the stataslatdized tests in matM(= 44,SD
=19) and reading = 42,SD = 20), and scores were converted to normal curve
equivalents (NCESs) to allow for interpretation eaggrade levels. NCEs are similar to
percentiles in that they range from 1 to 100 buadixed-interval scale. They are norm-
referenced relative to statewide results; thugesthe sample mean is below 50, students
in the sample score worse, on average, than theiegyrade peers statewide. Discipline
referrals M = 1.7,SD = 3.3) were measured based on schools’ respautivetoring
systems.

This study uses latent class analysis (LCA) tottceac engagement, the concept
of primary interest, as a latent categorical vdeablotivation for using a latent
categorical approach to operationalizing youthaccamgagement, as mentioned above,
grows from dissatisfaction with analyzing specdiecic activities in isolation and with
averaging the frequency of disparate types of @ets into a single continuous index of
civic engagement. Certain types of civic engagenteqgt, participating in student
government) are qualitatively different from otltygpes (e.g., informally helping
someone in the neighborhood), and forming a simglex of various types squanders the

opportunity to learn how unique types may be urigassociated with other
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developmental outcomes. For instance, the civiagament survey items employed in
this study describe such activities as helping soraeat school, being a leader in a club
or group in your neighborhood, and helping outatryplace of worship. This rationale
has motivated other studies to adopt a categdreaiment of youth civic engagement
(Eccles & Barber, 1999; Pancer, Pratt, Hunsbegddjsat, 2007), but none has
employed a LCA approach.
A Brief Description of Latent Class Analysis

LCA is a form of latent-categorical-variable moaeliin that it assumes the
existence of distinct types of individuals withipapulation based on some set of
observed characteristics (B. O. Muthen, 2001jurther assumes that one’s type
accounts for the entirety of the association betwa®racteristics in the set. For
example, if in a population of youth we observeaealation between participation in
student government and volunteering in one’s neaghiiod, LCA assumes that this
correlation is due to the presence of multiple sypkyouth: perhaps one type that
participates in student government and regularlyrnteers in the neighborhood and
another type that does neither. Once a youth’s iypeken into consideration, it is
assumed that there is no longer an associatioreleetatudent government participation
and volunteering among youth of the same type.

There are both model-based and non-model-basead tategorical approaches.
LCA is a model-based approach and represents amaoeat and typically preferred
development compared to non-model-based altersatureh as Ward's (1963) method
or k-means clustering (Hartigan & Wong, 1979). L&llows for a statistical test to

compare competing models and determine the optinmaber of “types,” something that
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non-model-based clustering techniques lack (Fr&l&aftery, 1998; Steinley & Brusco,
2011). One previous study of high-school-student @ngagement used a non-model-
based clustering approach to operationalize thetoact (Pancer et al., 2007), but a
model-based approach such as LCA has not beeredpplihe study of youth civic
engagement and is able to identify classes in @& mmpirically driven and falsifiable
fashion.

Analytic Plan

Analyses were conducted using Mplus 6 softwaré(lMuthen & Muthen,

2012), and include three phases. The first phafsieedean appropriate class structure for
urban middle school civic engagement. The secoadebredicts the likelihood of a
student’s class assignment based on their demagrelpéracteristics. The third phase
treats class membership as a predictor of achiengmiendance, and disciplinary
referrals. For all phases, full-information maximiikelihood estimators were employed
that take account of all available data on outcoar@bles. There was no missing data
for student demographics, attendance, disciplifexnas, or test scores.

Phase 1The nine civic engagement items and seven civiudé items from the
aforementioned student survey comprise the depéndenbles in the LCA. Items are
treated as ordinal variables in the analyses dtigethikert-type response options, and
students’ responses to these 16 items are the@me which class membership is based.

The general path diagram for this model is depiatd€igure 3.
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Figure 3. Path model of civic engagement latent class aizalys

The boxes encompassiy; throughys represent the nine civic behavior survey ite
while y1o throughy; e represent the seven attitudinal items. The cC represents th
latent categorical variable assumed to underlidesits’ respons to the survey iterr
Determining optimal class structure is achieveditiyg a series of models wil
a different number of classes specified in eachehadd subsequently comparing ove
model fit indices. Here, Akaike Information CriIfAIC), Bayesian Informatiol
Criteria (BIC), and Samp-SizeAdjusted BIC were used to gauge model fit, anc
Vuong-Lo-MendellRubin (VLMR) likelihood ratio test helped determiifi¢
improvements in model fit were significant by tagtthe null hypothesis thalk-1 class
model fits equally well to k class model. For example, if better model fit iniaged by
specifying a fiveelass structure versus a f-class structure (based on values of A
BIC, and Sample-SizAdjusted BIC), but the VLMR test indicatehat this improvemer
is insignificant, we would retain the fc-class structure, as it is more parsimonic
Once the optimal number of classes is establighediext step is to descri
each of the classes based on their average respattems to te 16 items. The mod
estimates a probability of endorsement of eachrLiesponse option (e.g., “Strong

agree”) for each item in each cle
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exp [—Tji]
1+ exp [—Tjk]

pr(y; = jlk) =

The parameter;, is a threshold or cut-point on an underlying progigy to endorse a

response optionon the Likert scale to each itgnfior student. If a student’s underlying
behavior or attitude exceeds the threshold fortdma response option, he or she chooses
that response option. The result of this first ghafsanalysis is a robust typology of

youth civic engagement in a sample of urban middteools.

Phase 2In the second phase of analysis, student demoigrabhracteristics are
added as predictors of class membership in a sddBAdn order to more fully elaborate
the civic classes. This analysis estimates a nautiial logistic regression model with the
categorical class outcome variable and student-geapbic variables as covariates. The
multinomial logistic regression is estimated uding following equation to predict the

probability of class membership given some sebwhdates:

exp(w® + g'®x;)

=klx;) =
p(c | l) 1}§=1 exp (a)(") + B,(k)xi)

Wherex; is a vector representing demographic variablestfodeni, w® is a
multinomial intercept in a log-odds scale for clesandB’® is the transpose of a vector
of multinomial slopes of; in log-odds scales for claks The parameters ® andp®
are fixed to 0, as the last class represents theerece group in the multinomial logistic
regression.

A path diagram for this model is shown in Figurénithis model, the threshold
values for each response category to each iterfiixactat the estimated values from
Phase 1 (indicated with dashed lines in Figursdps to not allow demographic

characteristics to influence the definition of ciziasses.
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Figure 4. Path diagram of student demographic characterigtiegicting latent civiengagement class
membership

The model results show whether there are signifiddferences in class members|
based on student demographic characteristics.stdyisis inclided as an exploratory st
to better understanding the typoloc

Phase 3In the final phase of analysis, the civic engagernteant categorice
variable is used to predict students’ math andinggalchievement, attendance, ¢
discipline referrals (e., “distal outcomes” in the LCA literature), carlting for the
covariates from the previous phase. There is sagagieement as to whether clas
identified via a LCA should be “fixed” prior to thmodeling of distal outcomes
whether the distal ooabmes should be allowed to assist in determinieghtimber o
classes and their structure. The former methothig@@yed here, as | contend that dit
outcomes such as academic achievement, attendarttdjscipline referrals should r
factor into thedetermination of civiengagement type. Thus, the item category resf
thresholds estimated in Phase 1 are imposed imtbéel. The following equation
used to estimate the mean value of math test saeaading test scores, attendance,

discipline referrals in each clak:
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yij = w9 + ' ®x; + g;;, wheree;;~N (0, 5;21)
Here,y is the outcom¢e (math test scores, reading test scores, attenddisceline
referrals) for student The estimate of the intercept terpzr,\E’”, is of primary interest to
this analysis, as it indicates the mean level efdhtcome variable in each cldss
controlling for other covariates.
The variable; is a vector representing demographic variablestisteni andg’® is
the transpose of a vector of parameters &r classk. These student demographic
variables are included as controls to attenuatétedavariable bias and isolate the effect
of class membership on the outcomes; they are r@ehte allow the intercept to be
interpreted in terms of an “average” student.

In order to test the significance of estimated mdiffierences in these outcomes
between classes, separate models were estimatedshiacted the outcomes between
two classes to be equal and then the overall nfadetlex was compared to that of the
original, unrestricted model. Specifically, the retsdwere compared using the test
statistic LRT,

LRT = =2(InL" — InL%)
wherelnL’ is the estimated loglikelihood ratio for the ret/d model andnL* is that of
the unrestricted model. LRT is then tested usiobissquare significance test with 1
degree of freedom. The results of Phase 3 illuestia significance of civic class
membership for an urban middle school student’seaelment, attendance, and behavior.

The path diagram for the model tested in Phasal8pgted in Figure 5 below.
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Figure 5. Latent classnodel of civic engagement in middle school, witlvaxdates and distal outcom

Results
Phase 1: What Is the Class Structure of U1 Middle School Civic Engageme!

The results of Phase 1 of the analyses suppotti@eé-class structure for civi
engagement in middle school. The VLMR test indiddteat additional classes beyc
three did not significantly improve the fit of theode. According to these results, t
most accurate typology for urban, mic-school student civic engagement includes t|
classes.

The probability of responding to each Likert resp@optiorj for each of the 1
items,;,, can help to understand toverall response patterns for each class. Clas
had the lowest or nedwwest probability of frequent (i.e., three or méraes)
involvement in all nine civic behaviors and the &stprobability of agreement (i.:
“important” or “very important” o“agree” or “strongly agree”) with all seven ci\
attitudes. Class #3 had the highest probabilityefuent involvement in all nir
behaviors and the highest or r-highest probability of agreement with all of 1
attitudinal items. Class #2 had the est or neatewest probability of frequer

involvement in all of the behaviors but the highastbability of agreement with almc
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all of the civic attitudes. The relative rankingsthe behavioral and attitudinal items

each classra shown in Figu 6.

Figure 6. Relative rankings of latent civic classes on beti@liand attitudinal iten

There is no formal procedure for labeling the ctashat result from an LCA, b
labeling is often done, pc-hoc, for ease of interpretation. Only Class #3 highly
engaged in civic behaviors, accompanied with heytels of civic attitudes. This cls
was labeled “actors.” Class #2 evinced strong atiicudes but had low levels
involvement, and was therefore labeled “sympathig§ikass #1 had low levels
involvement and relatively low civic attitudes. Mbats of this class were call
“bystarders.” The specific probabilities (expressed ircpatages) of item respon
category endorsement for each of the three cliare shown in Table 3.

Each student, based on their observed item respolmag a probability ¢
membership in each of the three classes, which sohsicross the three classes. B
on the class for which students have the highedigility of membership (i.e., the
modal class assignment), there is a roughly even apldss the three class: 1,1
bystanders (30%), 1,309 sympathists (34%), andBladfors (37%). The classificati
certainty is high. For students whose modal clasgyament is bystanders, their ave

probability of membership in that class is 0.92,
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Table 3. Civic engagement item responses, by civic clags (%

Class #1: Class #2: Class #3:

Bystanders Sympathists Actors
Item N=1,152 N=1,309 N=1,418
Civic behaviors: “How often have you...” 0O 12 35 6+0 12 35 6+ | 0 12 35 6+
...offered to help someone at school? 7 36 35 P22 3 0 29 0 7 29 64
...been a leader in a club or group at school? 47 3R 8 52 36 9 3 21 32 26 21
...participated in school government? 79 14 4 D 85 12 1 58 24 10 9
...helped make you school a better place? 35 42 18 |B6 49 19 6 4 20 38 39
...participated in an afterschool activity at younhsel? 31 29 18 22| 33 31 17 20 16 17 23 44
...helped someone in your neighborhood? 19 39 26 1% B8 30 16 1 9 28 62
...helped out at your church, synagogue, or othereptd worship? 30 32 22 16 29 31 18 2p 7 16 22 b5
...been a leader in a group or club in your neighbod? 63 20 10 7 80 15 3 2 31 22 24 28
...helped make your neighborhood a better placedopje to live? 44 36 13 6 41 44 12 3 3 21 36 40
Civic attitudes: “How important is...” NI SI I VI | NI SI I VI [Nl SI I Vi
...helping to reduce hunger and poverty? 6 18 51 P6 a 14 84 1 2 16 82
...helping to make the world a better place to live? 4 13 48 36 0 0 6 94 0 0 8 92
...helping to make sure all people are treated fairly 5 21 57 18 0 0 14 86 0 2 20 78
...helping other people? 4 24 58 14 0 1 26 73 0 1 24 78
...speaking up for equality (everyone should havestrae rights)? 5 17 47 31 0 1 10 8p 1 3 13 84
Civic attitudes: Strength of agreement SD D A SA SD A SA|SD D A SA
| believe | can make a difference in my community. 13 22 54 11 3 9 51 36 1 2 34 64
It's not really a problem if my neighbors are inuble and need hefp. |11 27 33 30 9 11 18 62| 15 11 10 64

Notes: Percentages are rounded, thus sums a@ossasponse options may not equal 100%.

R = Item is reverse-coded.
0 =“Zero times”, 1-2
NI = “Not important”, Sl
SD = “Strongly disagree”, D
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sympathists it is 0.87, and for actors 0.91. Thggests that there is a high probability
that students are correctly classified based onainddss assignment.

Phase 2: What Are the Demographic CharacteristicStadents in the Three Civic
Class?

Phase 2 was included as an exploratory measinetter understand the
characteristics of students in each civic clasble'd describes student demographics per
class. There are few striking demographic disgriicross classes, with the possible
exception of gender, where 60% of bystanders weile nersus 45% and 47% of
sympathists and actors, respectively. The multiabneigression results, shown in Table
5, test the significance of these differences.

Actors were held out of the model as the refergmoap, and the odds-ratios,
computed from coefficientestimated in the multinomial regression modelthuns in
comparison to actors. Further, the White race gwagp the reference category for the

race predictor variable, and race coefficientstlaws in reference to White students.

Table 4. Student demographics by modal civic-engagemessdaasignment.

Bystanders Sympathists  Actors Total
Covariate (N=1,152) (N=1,309) (N=1,418) (N=3,879)
Asian 6.4 5.2 4.9 5.4
Black 42.2 34.5 41.4 39.3
Latino/a 21.9 28.1 17.0 22.2
White 29.4 31.6 36.7 33.0
Male 60.0 45.4 47.0 50.3
FRPL 81.8 75.8 76.2 77.7
SPED 14.8 9.9 8.7 10.9
ELL 14.4 12.1 14.8 13.8
5" grade 21.8 23.7 32.6 26.4
6" grade 235 25.4 27.4 25.6
7" grade 27.8 26.1 22.6 25.3
8" grade 26.9 24.8 17.4 22.7

! Results in log-odds units were exponentiated dntds-ratios units for interpretation.
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The results show that bystande®R =1.88,p < .001) and sympathistOR =
2.15,p < .01) were much more likely to be Asian versusité/in other words, the odds
of bystanders being Asian were 0.88 times highan the odds for actors and 1.15 higher
for sympathists. Furthermore, bystanders were rkgly than actors to be Latino/®R
= 1.45,p < .05), male@R =2.01,p < .001), FRPLOR =1.95,p < .01), SPEDQR =
1.64,p < .001), and more senior in terms of grade le@& £1.25,p < .001); they were
less likely to be ELLOR =0.94,p < .001). Sympathists were more likely than actors
be Latino/aQR =2.25,p <.001) and in higher grade®R =1.39,p < .001); they were
less likely to be Black@R =0.66,p < .01), FRPLOR =0.65,p < .05), and ELLOR =
0.23,p < .001).

Stated alternatively, the results of Phase 2 suglgasmale students are most
likely to be bystanders. Students eligible for FRIP& most likely to be bystanders and
least likely to be sympathists. SPED students aust fikely to be bystanders. ELL
students are most likely to be actors and leashfito be sympathists. A series of slight
respecifications of the model with each racial grancluded on its own, suggests that
Asian students are mostly likely to be bystandBlack students are most likely to be
actors or bystanders; Latino/a students are nmady/lto be sympathists and least likely

to be actors; and White students are most likeletactors.
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Table 5. Multinomial logistic regression of civic-engagenetass on student demographics (OR = odds
ratios; “Actors” is the reference group).

Bystanders Sympathists
Covariate OR SE OR SE
Asian 1.88" 0.17 2.15 0.29
Black 1.36 0.16 0.66 0.14
Latino/a 1.45 0.17 2.25" 0.16
Male 2.01" 0.09 0.95 0.11
FRPL 1.95 0.22 0.65 0.19
SPED 1.64" 0.13 1.06 0.21
ELL 0.94™ 0.21 0.23" 0.28
Grade 1.25" 0.07 1.39" 0.06

*p<.05 *p< .01 * p<.001

Apart from the interest in exploring the charadtcs of the civic classes, this phase of
analysis also emphasizes the importance of comgadibr these demographic
characteristics of students in the next phase, evbigic class membership is treated as a
predictor of educational outcomes. For examplis,well documented that students from
low-income families perform worse than their peamsachievement tests. These results
suggest that low-income, or FRPL-eligible, studeméesalso more likely to be
bystanders. Therefore, not taking family income iatcount in an analysis of the
relationship between civic class membership anteaement would likely confound the
results.

Phase 3: What Is the Relationship Between Civis&£Membership and Achievement,
Attendance, and Discipline?

Generally, the results of Phase 3 suggest thatdest's civic-class membership
has a significant association with her or his etlanal outcomes. Table 6 shows the
results of this analysis, where significance lewatscate the difference in each group’s
outcome from each of the other two groups. Thelt®suggest that sympathists clearly
demonstrate the most desirable educational outcdwiEsved by actors, and then

bystanders.
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Table 6.Latent class analyses of distal academic outcomesamlal civic-engagement class membership.

Math test Reading test Attendance Referrals
Covariate u SE u SE 7 SE u SE
Bystanders 39.08 1.03 36.81° 0.75 145.49° 1.01 3.42°7 0.19
Sympathists  47.78  0.88 4575  0.86 160.90° 0.22 0.28"  0.05
Actors 44307 1.01 40.74" 0.88 159.13"  0.45 1.65 017
Note: Model includes the control variables Asiatad’, Latino/a, other race, male, FRPL, SPED, ELL,

and grade.
*pP<.05 *p<.01 ** p<.001

Sympathists have the highest math scqtes47.79,p < .001), reading scores (
=45.75,p < .001), and attendance rates=(160.90p < .001) and the fewest discipline
referrals = 0.28,p < .001). Actors score, on average, about threeadmalf NCEs
lower on math testg((= 44.30,p < .001) and five points lower on reading testshmat
scores/ = 40.74,p < .001) compared with sympathists. They atterghdlly fewer days
of schools £ = 159.13p < .001) and receive six times as many discipleferrals over
the course of the year € 1.65,p < .001). Bystanders evince the least desirableoougs
of the three civic classes. Their math scores 89.08,p < .001) are, on average, nine
points lower than sympathists and five points lotixan actors; their reading scorgs=(
36.81,p < .001) are nine points lower than sympathistsfand points lower than actors;
they attend 16 and 14 fewer days of school tharpayinmsts and actors, respectively=
145.49p < .001); and they receive over twice as many pise referrals as actors and
over 12 times as many as sympathists in an acadgrarq: = 3.42,p < .001).

For reference, a recent study found that math-fete®mprehensive school
reform explains an annual difference of approxityat@e NCE in the math scores of
urban middle school students (Mac Iver & Mac N\&fiQ9). Further, in Tennessee, the
state in which the present research was conduttsd;onsidered “exceptional” by the
state department of education in their value-agdsgssment for an elementary or

middle school to increase its average math scoteHNCESs and their average reading
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score by 1.2 NCEs from one year to the next (TesweBepartment of Education,
2009). Thus, the differences in test scores betwasmbers of the three civic classes are
not unsubstantial.

Test score NCEs are a preferred over percentilesigsof measurement in
regression analyses due their equal-interval snatwv score units, but percentile scores
are more intuitive for some readers. In percemgites, sympathists would be at thd"46
and 42% percentiles in math and reading, respectivelygraotvould be at the 8%nd
33% percentiles; and bystanders would be at thea8@l 27 percentiles. Again, these
scores are in reference to statewide norms.

Discussion

The results of this study are interesting yet,aims extent, troubling for
promoters of youth civic engagement. The resultheflatent class analysis of civic
engagement items suggest a three-class structuce/io engagement in urban middle
schools. One main distinction is between thoseestisdwho are engaged (attitudinally or
behaviorally) and those who are not. This is tlifeince between bystanders, on the
one hand, and sympathists and actors, on the @thether main distinction is that,
among those students who are engaged, some amgeengath behaviorally and
attitudinally (i.e., actors) and some only haversty civic attitudes but are not frequently
engaged in civic behaviors (i.e., sympathists).

The class structure is somewhat inconsistent \witheoretical models of youth
civic engagement presented in the introductiorisf $tudy (Levine & Higgins-
D'Alessandro, 2010; Westheimer & Kahne, 2004). €foemeworks also implied
multiple types of civically engaged youth, but thain distinction was typicallgmong

youth who were involved in civic activities. Accamg to these theories, some of these
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young actors expressed values of equality and Igasiice, and some did not. The
present study suggests only one type of middleadtadent that is readily engaged in
civic activities—the actors. Another type—sympatitisengage in civic behaviors much
less frequently but have strong civic attitudes aotions of equality. A third type—
bystanders—expresses relatively modest civic dgguand is not frequently involved in
civic activities.

This tells us something about the nature of cimgagement in urban middle
schools. The activities in which a young persoragieg and the attitudes that she or he
endorses may simply be a manifestation of an uyiderkcivic “type.” This type, then, is
the true phenomenon of interest. The actor tydésus that students who are involved in
student government are also the students mosy li&eielp improve their neighborhoods
and places of worship, and these students hauvegsimnalinations towards equality and
fairness. The bystander type tells us that studehtsexpress less concern for helping to
make the world a better place also tend to bedessnitted to equality and less involved
in all types of civic activities. Knowing that theebehaviors and attitudes cluster together
is a convenience of a latent-categorical treatroéoivic engagement that an observed-
categorical approach cannot offer (see Table 2).

The sympathist class demonstrates the contribafienatent-categorical
treatment of civic engagement beyond that of antatentinuous approach. A latent-
categorical, or factor approach to measuring @wigagement would show that some
students have high overall engagement (as withrgcamd some have low overall

engagement (as with bystanders). It would not, veweeveal that there is a potentially
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a third type of civically engaged middle schooldgmts who have strong civic attitudes
but are not regularly involved in civic behaviors.

This takes on special significance since it issyi@pathist type that is associated
with the most positive educational outcomes. Syhptt tend to have higher levels of
achievement, better attendance, and fewer diseipiroblems compared to their peers
who exhibit more frequent civic behaviors, even whentrolling for student
demographic characteristics that may make stugeatisposed to certain civic types.

This is the finding that is troublesome for thddief youth civic engagement.
Why are civically minded but uninvolved studentpestencing better outcome than
students who are both civically mindiagdinvolved? A simple answer may be that
heavily involved students have less time for acadevork. But this contradicts research
that shows that students active in many extraauarqursuits also tend to be the highest
achievers (Shanahan & Flaherty, 2001). Activityalwement in adolescents does not
appear to be a zero-sum game.

An alternative explanation that takes into accdhatpredominantly low-income,
urban sample of this study is one that is morecgmtitical. Some research suggests that
low-income Black youth who are active and engadiaffman & Xu, 2002; Ogbu,

1991) have an oppositional attitude toward establent institutions like public schools,
causing them to exhibit higher delinquency. Mosthid research and other research on
the critical awareness of marginalized youth habmnducted with high-school aged
youth (Watts, Diemer, & Voight, 2011), and may aaymot apply to those in early
adolescence.

Limitations and Future Directions
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The civic-engagement survey items used to gendratéypology give only a
rough picture of how these types look. It is mgyecsilation as to whether actors are
critical of institutions, as suggested above, @yihpathists really have more time for
homework. A qualitative investigation of these typeuld help to further elaborate them.
This is an important task in light of the pooretammes for actors vis-a-vis sympathists,
lest one conclude that being involved is bad farieng.

Furthermore, it is tempting to impose a stagedimeiahip between the three civic
types, but this is not supported by the presergsesectional analysis. For example, one
may assume that youth start as bystanders, leamattitudes over time and become
sympathists, and are ultimately compelled by th#itudes to take action. In fact, in the
present sample, mord' §raders than"8graders are actors, suggesting perhaps that youth
become discouraged in the course of their civiagegent and gradually disengage.
This speculation could be addressed by a quakativdy, as mentioned above, and a
longitudinal design—a latent transition model, éaample—would allow for an
empirical inspection of evoluation from one clasamhother over time.

Practical Implications

The present study helps understand the landsdape@®engagement among
urban middle school students. The results suggassbme are relatively unengaged,
some have strong civic attitudes, and some ardasyginvolved in civic activities. This
is useful baseline information for interventionistg/outh civic engagement when
deciding where to start and what to emphasize irkiwg with young people.

Where they go from there is more of an open qoesfn apparent Catch-22 is

that most prescriptions for increasing youths’ ciattitudes involve immersing them in
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civic activities (Flanagan, 2004). However, invalgiyouth in civic activities would
make them actors, the less desirable class in tef@msademic correlates. Putting
differences between actors and sympathists asigestudy suggests that civic
engagement, in general, is good for youth. Actos ®ympathists alike are better off
than bystanders—students engaged both attitudiaatlyoehaviorally.

Using a latent categorical treatment of youthaemgagement has shed new light
on the dynamics of engagement for urban middle@cttaodents. The revelation of
distinct classes and the enigma of the sympatlass avould not have come to light
using a more traditional operational definitioncofic engagement. However, it is a
finding that begs further attention to more fullyderstand youth civic engagement in an

urban setting.
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Appendix A. Student survey items and associated constructs.

Civic behavior (nine items)

Response option®:. = “Never”, 1 = “Once or twice”, 2 = “3-5 times”, 4 = 6 or more
times”

How often have you...

...offered to help someone at school?

...been a leader in a club or group at school?

...participated in school government?

...helped make your school a better place?

...participated in an afterschool activity at younsol?

...helped someone in your neighborhood?

...helped out at your church, synagogue, or othereptd worship?
...been a leader in a group or club in your neighbod?

...helped make your neighborhood a better placedop|e to live?

CoNoO~WNE

Civic attitudes (12 items)
Response optiond: = “Not important at all”, 2 = “Somewhat importafit 3 =
“Important”, 4 = “Very important”
How important is...
1. ...helping to reduce hunger and poverty in the world?
...helping to make the world a better place to live i
...helping to make sure all people are treated fairly
...helping other people?
...Sspeaking up for equality (everyone should havestivae rights and
opportunities)?
Response optiond: = “Strongly disagree”, 2 = “Disagree”, 3 = “Agreé, 4 =
“Strongly agree”
6. | believe | can make a difference in my community.
7. It's not really my problem if my neighbors areiiauble and need help.*

a s N

* [tem is reverse-coded
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CHAPTER Ill

YOUTH CIVIC ENGAGEMENT AND EDUCATIONAL OUTCOMES INURBAN
MIDDLE SCHOOLS

Early in 2012, U.S. Secretary of Education Arne €amput youth civic
engagement squarely on the federal government agermrédmarks at a forum entitled
“For Democracy’s Future”:

Too many elementary and secondary schools aremushiics and service-

learning to the sidelines, mistakenly treating edion for citizenship as a

distraction from preparing students for collegeelanathematics, English,

science, and other core subjects. . . [This] iswtenproductive. Preparing all
students for informed, engaged participation inccand democratic life is not

just essential—it is entirely consistent with tlwalg of increasing student

achievement and closing achievement gaps (Dun€dr)2
These comments accompanied the release of a DegdrtihnEducation (2012) report
that called for increased focus on youth civic gjggaent among American educators and
a report by the National Task Force on Civic Leagrand Democratic Engagement
(2012) that represented a commitment on the pamltgges and universities to make
student civic engagement more central to their ionss Further, a landmark joint
publication by the Campaign for the Civic MissidnSzhools and the Annenberg
Institute (Gould, 2011) was recently issued thavjted a series of recommendations for
improved civic learning nationwide, citing benefits school climate, student
engagement, and national democracy. Indeed, this exciting moment for the field of
youth civic engagement.

With such broad endorsement for youth civic engsayd, it is important that

research keep pace. For instance, there is amp&ieah evidence to support Secretary
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Duncan’s claim that civic engagement is positiadgociated with student achievement.
Youth who are engaged in the civic life of theimoounities have, on average, higher
levels of academic achievement and other socioematassets than their peers, even
when controlling for demographic characteristice(€onway, Amel, & Gerwien, 2009).
There is less evidence for the benefits of civigagrement that accrue to settings such as
schools, as implied by the secretary’s latter réean achievement gaps and the Civic
Mission of Schools discussion of school climatetiBg-level change is of particular
interest to America’s urban schools, where a hbstrategies have been applied in hopes
of improving longstanding deficits in achievementl@afety. The purpose of this study

is to examine the association of youth civic engaget with outcomes at the level of
educational settings in the urban United Statesciipally, it explores how a
concentration of civically engaged students magdwith it a better place to learn, in
terms of school climate, student engagement, aadesgic success.

What Good is Youth Civic Engagement?

Civic engagement refers to a set of activities @isgositions in support of some
collective good. Service-learning, membership udent government, volunteering, and
discussing social issues all constitute civic aiéis (Gould, 2011). When youth are
civically engaged, they embrace an attitude of gabzenship in the course of their
activity participation (Levine, 2007). Thus, forample, young people exhibit civic
engagement when they volunteer in their commumityasobelieve that it is important
to try to improve one’s community. Some theoristgHer argue that support for social
justice and equality are important attitudinal camgnts of civic engagement (Ginwright

& James, 2002; Watts & Flanagan, 2007).
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Individual benefitsCivic engagement is generally considered to beaal gjoing
for young people. There is a line of thinking i tireld of ethics that holds that civic
engagement is intrinsically good—that is, regasli@swhat it may bring about,
participating in public life has value unto its@ifussbaum, 2000; Sen, 2001). This
thinking led youth participation to be includedaabasic right in the United Nations
(1989) international treatyyonvention on the Rights of the ChNdle might say, as did
Sen (2001), that civic engagement basstitutivevalue—it is good in and of itself.

There are also claims for thestrumentalvalue of youth civic engagement; that
is, it is valuable insofar as it is associated waitiher desirable outcomes (e.g., educational
success, mental health). Scholars and practitidreers espoused the benefits of youth
civic engagement across ecological levels: for gopeople who are themselves
engaged, for schools and communities, and for ¢adttn of national democracy. As
mentioned above, there is ample empirical evidémceipport the claim that being
engaged is good for youth. Youth who are activimecivic life of their communities
and schools have been shown to less frequentlpixtak behavior, including substance
use (Barber, Eccles, & Stone, 2001; Eccles & Barb@99), teenage pregnancy (Allen,
Philliber, Herrling, & Gabriel, 1997), school faikiand dropout (Allen et al., 1997;
Janosz, LeBlanc, Boulerice, & Tremblay, 1997; Mado& Cairns, 1997), and problem
behavior (Bandura, Caprara, Barbaranelli, PastpgeRegalia, 2001; Mahoney, 2000).
They also enjoy higher levels of positive developtakoutcomes: academic
achievement (Davila & Mora, 2007; Gerber, 1996; Weh 1993), self-esteem (Barber
et al., 2001), and connections with others (Mal®®0), to name a few. Several recent

reviews and meta-analyses have helped summariz®tiigbution of civic engagement
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to healthy youth development (Conway et al., 2@&8uyld, 2011; Levine, 2007; Sherrod,
Torney-Purta, & Flanagan, 2010). Overall, the boflgvidence suggests that being
civically engaged is good for young people.

There is some evidence, however, to suggest thi@iceéypes of engagement
may not confer such benefits. Urban youth of catbo have a critical understanding of
social problems may actually be malisengaged from school (Fine, 1991). For youth
who are engaged in a fashion that makes them sengitissues of inequality and
injustice, institutions such as schools may be ssesupportive of an inequitaldtatus
guo. In large part, participation in civic activitiend a desire to help others are correlated
with more positive educational and socioemotiondatomes for young people; however,
there is some question as to whether marginalipethywho become critical of social
institutions experience these outcomes to the shgeee as their less critical civically
engaged peers.

Setting and institutional benefifEhe role of youth civic engagement in
improving settings and institutions—as opposeadhtividual youth participant
outcomes—is limited mostly to the realm of thedrrige theory of political socialization
has sought to understand how youth political dgwalent carries over into adult political
behavior and how that behavior shapes societyge kSapiro, 2004). The logic of
political socialization begins with the idea thaugh civic engagement shapes young
people’s political attitudes, which determine thmatitical behaviors in adulthood,
which—en masse—determine the face of a societyopalitical character (Marsh,
1971). The connection between youth and adult @agagement has since been

established empirically (Verba, Schlozman, & Brat§95; Youniss, McLellan, & Yates,
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1997) but political socialization continues to bigetd of study that is ultimately
interested in making “democracy flourish” (Sapi2604, p. 1). Youth civic engagement
is viewed as an instrumental means to that end.

Political scientist Robert Putnam (1993, 1995)ashjaps most recognized for
empirically linking adult civic engagement to padél culture. In his well-known study,
he showed that Italian cities and regions thathigder levels of citizen engagement, on
the aggregate, also enjoyed higher levels of ecamdavelopment and institutional
effectiveness. The mediator of this connectionpediag to Putnam, is social capital—
the social networks in a community and the potéttiey hold for collectively
addressing common goods (Putnam, 1995). Accorditigis theory, when people live
engaged, public lives, they build relationshipdwathers that characterized by mutual
trust, and these relationships make up the falbracresponsive, accountable political
system. Active social networks can effectively commicate needs to institutions (e.qg.,
government), which helps institutions respond ¢iety and efficiently.

The political-science line of research is largelgdicated on the notion that youth
civic engagement is valuable insofar as it engenddult civic engagement, which, in
turn, is the assumed motor of macropolitics. Thisuale is changing, however—the
opening quote by Secretary Duncan being a caseii. @ hrough their civic activities,
youth hold the potential to change settings antitii®nsnow. They need not wait until
adulthood.

Youth Civic Engagement and School Change
The following discussion focuses on how young peaaln affect educational

settings, but the same concepts may be applieth&r types of settings and institutions
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that represent relevant contexts for youth. Thesesaveral plausible channels through
which youth may affect their schools through ciermgagement. First, through targeted
action projects, there is evidence to suggestalygoup of students can leverage change
in school policy and practice (Christens & KirshrZd11; Shah & Mediratta, 2008;
Speer, 2008; Warren, 2007). This mechanism is cheniatic of youth organizing, a
practice in which a collective of young people itiigra social issue they want to change,
gather information on the issue, and use theirarebeand coordinated voice to pressure
decision-makers for change (Listen Inc., 2003). Ruihe sometimes contentious nature
of this strategy, it is often facilitated througbnemunity-based organizations (Shah &
Mediratta, 2008), although there are recent exasn@li@ublic schools playing host to
youth-organizing-type initiatives (Cammarota, 20Cammarota & Romero, 2011).

A second channel through which youth civic engagemey affect school-level
change is more indirect, through social relatiopshCivic engagement is a proposed
precipitator of social capital, a kind of actiorabésource that is embedded in a system
of relationships (Hyman, 2002). In much the sanséifan that political scientists such as
Putnam (1995) have explained how increased soamlad in a region can improve
collective outcomes, the bonds that form througlitlyaivic engagement may improve
outcomes in youths’ settings. To wit, if there arany students in a school who are
civically engaged, one would expect their civic &#abrs and attitudes to help improve
communication and trust among students and betteaahers and students. A denser
network of prosocial relationships in a school maysupportive of better academic and
behavioral outcomes, as indeed has been showseaneh connecting school relational

climate to achievement outcomes (see Cohen, Mc@éiobelli, & Pickeral, 2009).
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Another manner through which relationships may m@edihe effect of youth
civic engagement on schools is through social noAssnentioned above, civically
engaged young people tend to have higher levasademic and socioemotional
development. A preponderance of such youth in ad@hould then have an impact on
average school outcomes due to their numbers altmeever, there may be a positive
effect from the presence of civically engaged stisleven for those students who are not
themselves active. Maton (2008) described the tiadiaffect of empowered members as
a potential pathway for setting change. Engagedhyauith their improved social skills
and sense of agency and motivation, may serve dglsitor their peers. This
phenomenon has been referred to as “descriptivalsarms” in the social psychology
literature (Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990) andshbeen articulated as the basis for
interventions to improve youth settings (Henry, 00 is interesting to note here the
aforementioned possibility of critically engagedipg people becoming more
disengaged from school. This finding may have irntgdrimplications on the
relationship between youth civic engagement anddaelevel outcomes.

These latter two channels—relationships and socahs—are constituents of a
school’s climate. School climate, according toaional School Climate Center
(2007), refers to “people’s experiences of schibeldnd reflects norms, goals, values,
interpersonal relationships, teaching and learpnagtices, and organizational structures”
(p- 5). A school has a positive climate when stislésel safe, are motivated to learn, and
have prosocial relationships with their peers aadhers (Cohen et al., 2009). There is a
substantial body of empirical evidence to sugdest @& positive school climate is

associated with higher levels of student achieveénattendance, and prosocial behaviors

90



(for a review, see Cohen et al., 2009). Thus, ¢odbgree that youth civic engagement
alters relationships among students and betweeheemaand students and establishes
norms more conducive to motivation and prosociakber, it can be said to affect
school climate. As mentioned, above, the Civic Misof Schools (Gould, 2011) is
explicit about the connection between youth civigagement and school climate,
postulating that climate may be a mediator betwsé@n engagement and improved
academic outcomes for schools at large.
Research Questions

What effect, if any, does youth civic engagemenehan schools? This is the
central question addressed in this study and aatehtks received scant attention in the
literature on youth civic engagement and that drostimprovement. There are a
number of case studies that document how interityangh organizing efforts have
changed school policy and practice, but the madterent effect of youth engagement on
school outcomes proposed above has not been assespeically. This study also
explores how different types of youth civic engagetrmay be connected to school
outcomes. It has been mentioned that young pedpdeane civically engaged in a way
that renders them critical of social institutionaynevince different outcomes compared
to youth who are engaged in a more traditionalitashAs a result, this study explores
how the presence of different types of civicallgaged youth in a school may have
different associations with school outcomes. Speadlf/, this study explores how youth
civic engagement is associated with grade-cohegtimath and reading achievement,
attendance, and disciplinary behavior. It also exgd how school climate may be a

mediator of these associations, given the the@latiechanisms described above. Youth
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civic engagement is being put forward as an engirsghool improvement—this study
puts that thesis to an empirical test.

Method
Sample

The study relies on data from approximately 4,8@@lents in 10 public middle
schools in the metropolitan school district in Nail, Tennessee. Middle school in this
district comprises grades five through eight. Aesdllevel of analysis in this study is the
“grade cohort,” defined as all the students inteost who are in the same grade. By this
definition, there are 39 grade cohorts in the sanjghe school includes grades 6 through
8 only).

The grade cohort is a theoretically meaningful glogfouping at the middle
school level, as students move from classroomasscbom throughout the day but
oftentimes share the same team of teachers argpatially segregated in the school
building from other grades (Farrel, Henry, Schodsttencourt, & Tolan, 2010;
Simmons, Carlton-Ford, & Blyth, 1987). In the saengistrict, specific teacher teams are
responsible for instruction at each grade leveltttar, students at different grade levels
are intentionally segregated within the schoolding and have unique lunch and recess
periods. Previous empirical work has also showhftiramany educational outcomes,
more variance is attributable to grade cohorts thathools (Voight, Nixon, & Nation,
2011).

The sample schools are characterized by high ptiopsrof low-income students.
The mean rate of free- or reduced-priced lunchlelity (FRPL) is 78% in the 39 grade

cohorts, with 24 of the grade cohorts evincing FR&ks above 90%. The average
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sample grade cohort is 39% Black, 33% White, 22%nb#a, and less than 6% another
race. The average grade-cohort size in the samPi@ students.
Measures and Procedure

Data were derived from two sources, (a) a studafteport survey that was
completed by all students in attendance at theafripte schools on the day of survey
administration and (b) district administrative reofor all students, access to which was
granted via a cooperative agreement between théctiend the research team.

Independent variable¥.outh civic engagement is the primary predictonatale
of interest. This study uses latent class ana(y€#\) to treat civic engagement as a
latent categorical variable, which accounts forghbssibility of qualitatively different
types of engagement. The civic items used to deterthe latent class structure are
listed in full in Appendix A and are borrowed frdhe civic engagement instrument
designed by Bobek and colleagues (2009) for use mitidle-school students.
Behavioral items gauged the frequency of activityolvement and were measured using
four-point Likert scales (1 = “Never”; 2 = “Once twice”; 3 = “3-5 times”; 4 = “6 or
more times”). Attitudinal items also used four-pdiikert responses in asking students
about the importance of (1 = “Not important at afi"= “Somewhat important”; 3 =
“Important”; 4 = “Very important”) and their agreemt or disagreement (1 = “Strongly
disagree”; 2 = “Disagree”; 3 = “Agree”; 4 = “Strdggagree”) with various sociopolitical
ideals, such as “It is important for me to conttéto my community and society.”

A previous study (Voight, 2012) identified thde¢ent classes of civic
engagement among urban middle school studentseTtiasses are used here. The first

class, “bystanders,” had the lowest or near-lowesbability of frequent (i.e., three or
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more times) involvemenh all nine civic behaviors and the lowest probigpibf
agreement (i.e., “important” or “very important” ‘@gree” or “strongly agree”) with a

seven civic attitudes. The second class, “sympathisad the lowest or ne-lowest

probability of frequat involvement in all of the behaviors but the reghprobability o
agreement with almost all of the civic attitudeleThird class, “actors,” had the high
probability of frequent involvement in all nine l@etors and the highest or n-highest
probability of agreement with all of the attitudingins. The relative rankings on t

behavioral and attitudinal items feach class are shown in Figure 7.

Low attitudes igh attitudes High attitudes
—

el oy i

Figure 7. Relative rankings of latent civic classes on betwaliand attitudinal civic iten

Each student, based on her or his observed itgmomsss, has a probability
membership in each of the three classes, which sorhsicross the three classes. B
on the class for which students have the highedigtility of membership (i.e., th
modal class assignment), there is a roughly evinegposs the three class: 1,1
bystanders (31%), 1,309 sympathists (32%), andBlaéfors (36%). The classificati

certainty is high. For students whose modal clasgyament is bystanders, theierage
probability of membership in that class is 0.92,9gmpathists it is 0.87, and for act

0.91. This suggests that there is a high probghiiiit students are correctly classif

based on modal class assignm
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Civic engagement is also treated as a grade-ctdwat-variable in this study. For
each grade cohort, three aggregate civic-engageraaables were calculated to indicate
the respective proportion of the cohort that istéwyders, sympathists, and actors. In
order to account for the error in student civicsslassignment noted in the paragraph
above, students were weighted in the calculatiahede aggregates based on their
probability of class membership, so that each dgsgegate for each cohort is a mean
posterior probability. For each cohort, the weighpeoportion of bystanders,
sympathists, and actors sums to one. The propasfiargrade cohort that is bystanders,
sympathists, and actors is referred to herein aghger sharéM = 0.31,SD= 0.09),
sympathist shareM = 0.32,SD= 0.07), and actor sharkl(= 0.36,SD = 0.09),
respectively.

Other cohort-level predictor variables were takemt district records for use as
controls to isolate the effect of civic engagemmanthe outcomes. These variables
include grade level (M = 6.54, SD = 1.12) and thepprtion of cohort students who are
male M = 0.50,SD= 0.05), Black i = 0.47,SD= 0.23), Latino/aNl = 0.20,SD=
0.16), and eligible for FRPIM = 0.81,SD= 0.21).

Dependent variableg here are nine outcome variables overall. Fiveevagawn
from the student survey and are related to scHoohte: (1) student engagement
(constructed from nine survey itensss 0.72,M = 3.83,SD = 0.58), (2) bullying
victimization (six itemsg = 0.78,M = 3.52,SD = 0.57), students’ perceptions of (3)
positive (four itemsg = 0.77,M = 3.52,SD= 0.81) and (4) negative (four itemss
0.84,M = 3.28,SD= 0.91) peer relationships and (5) teacher-studgationships (nine

items,a = 0.80,M = 3.42,SD= 0.71). All items were measured using four- and-f
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point Likert scaleS These constructs are analyzed as outcome vasiabtheir own

right and also as mediators of four additional oate variables derived from
administrative records: (6) mathl(= 44.47,SD= 19.44) and (7) reading/(= 42.06,SD
= 19.84) state standardized test scores (measunesmal curve equivalents or NCES),
(8) attendance (i.e., number of days in schilok; 155.45SD = 18.19), and (9) office
discipline referralsNl = 1.73,SD = 3.30). These four variables are herein refetoess a
group as “educational outcomes.”

Analyses

A series of multilevel models were estimated ireéhsteps. Each model includes
a cohort-level predictor variable representing gatgmpathist, or bystander sharéhe
first set of models treats cohort-level civic engagnt as a predictor of each of the four
educational outcomes. The second set of models ttehort-level civic engagement as a
predictor of school climate. The third set of ma@dekamines how school climate may
mediate the effect of cohort-level civic engagenmneducational outcomes. The models
are described below, elaborated with both equagmaisfigural diagrams.

All models include student-level civic class mendbgp alongside the cohort-
level predictor variable. This specification allofes an interpretation of compositional
setting-level effects adjusting for the effectloé individual on her or his personal
outcome (Maton, 1989; Shinn, 1990). This is impurteecause—as detailed above—
there are documented benefits of civic engagensegt, @cademic achievement) to

individual youth who are engaged, and thus one ineistble to rule out that any

2 A full list of items used to construct these vakihis given in Appendix A.

* All three models are estimated using multilevelistinral equation modeling (MSEM) in Mplus 6. Mplus
uses full information maximum likelihood (FIML) eddress missing data, using data from all cases for
which there is at least one value on any of theeddpnt variables in the model.
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significant associations between setting-levelccengagement and setting-level
outcomes (e.g., average academic achievementparearely an artifact of a higher
proportion of civically engaged individuals. It wdunake sense, for example, that a
school would have a higher level of achievemeittsérved more civically engaged
students who are themselves higher achievers—tas dot help us to understand
whether civic engagement has an effect beyonditheth it imparts to the individual
participant.

Step 1: Cohort-level civic engagement predictingoadional outcomedshe
outcome variables are four criteria for which sde@ve often held accountable to state
and federal education departments: math and readimgvement, attendance, and
disciplinary referrals. In all, 12 models were estted—one for each combination of the
three civic engagement types and four educatiomabones. All models were estimated
using the generic two-level equation:

Yic = Boc *+ Bic(civic class K)ic + € 1)
Boc = Yoo + Yo1(civic class K share), + V' 92X +

Bic = Y10

EiCNN(O,O'Z)
¢ ~N(0,9)

wherey;. is the outcome variable (i.e., math score, readauge, attendance, or
discipline referrals) for studentn grade cohort. 3. is the intercept for grade cohart
or mean level of the outcome variable when corntrglfor student i’'s civic engagement
type, (civic class K);., and assuming random errey,. f,. is subscripted with a

because the mean level of the outcome variablevaxkross grade cohorts. In the grade-
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cohortlevel equation, the share of the cohort that ig@lassK helps to explain thi

variance. The estimated slope for this varigy,, is the main parametof interest. The
grade-cohortevel covariate vectoX,, represents a vector of control variables, incigt
cohortaggregate race, gender, and FRPL and grade lexk¢. is a cohor-level random

error term. A conceptual model for Step 1 is shav Figure 8.

Figure 8. Conceptual model of gra-cohortievel civic engagement predicting educational ontes

Math test scores |
Proportion of ) Reading test scores |

students in civic
class K —>| Attendance |

Discipline referrals |

Step 2: Cohortevel civic engagement predicting school climThe second set
of three models are similar to those described @plowtthe four educational outcon
variables are replaced with the five scl-climatefelated survey constructs: positi
peer relationships, negative peer relationshipsghe-student relationships, stude
engagement, and victimization. Due to the high rer of estimated parameters in t
model, these schoalimate constructs were treated as observed st-level variables
That is, a measurement model was not estimatedtésrdine the factor loadings
individual survey items on the latent constriand error associated with generating tt
latent constructs is not taken into account instinectural model. The generic equat

for these three models is:
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SC;. = Boc + B1ic(civic class K);, + &, (2

Boc = Yoo + Yo1(civic class K share), + V' 92X + .

Bic = Y10

0 012 0) (<

0 022 0 ¢,
g.~N||0], o: & ~N|| 0], 4,

0 o 0 4,

0 0'52 0 Zs

wherey,. is a vector of the five observed sct-climate outcomes for studei in cohort

c. A conceptual moddbr Step 2 is shown in Figure.

Figure 9. Conceptual model of gra-cohortievel civic engagement predicting school clim

Positive peer
relationships

Negative

Teacher-
student
relationships

Proportion of
students in civic
class K

Student
engagement

Step 3: School climate as a mediator of the etiecbhor-level civic engageme|
on educational outcome The third set of models takes advantage of the framework
to model the five school climate variables as nmiedsaof the relationship betwe:
cohortlevel civic engagement and the four educationat@ues. Preacher, Zyphur, &

Zhang (2010promote an SEM framework for multilevel mediationaeling as al
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improvement over traditional approaches as it aties bias and allows for-
simultaneous modeling of multiple dependent vaasbl'he path diagram for these th
models is depicted in Figul0.

Figure 10.Conceptual model of gra-cohortievel civic engagement predicting educational ontes,
mediated by school climate
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As in Step 1, 12 separate models were estimatedfosreach combination of the thr
civic engagement types and the four educationaomé variables

These models have three components, all estimatedtaneously. First, school clima
is regressednto civic clas«K share, using equation (2) from Step 2. Seconc

educational outcome is regressed onto the fived-climate variables and civic claK

share using the twikevel equatior
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Yic = Boc *+ Bic(civic class K)ic + € 3
Boc = Yoo + V' 01SC. + vz (civic class K share), + ¥ 93X, + (.

Bic = Y10

EiCNN(O,O'Z)
¢{~N(,¥)

where the student level equation is identical togfjuation in Step 1 and the grade-
cohort level equation includes a vectss,, representing the five school-climate
variables. The third component involves the cakioiteof indirect effects of cohort civic
engagement on educational outcomes, mediated thiseigol climate by taking each
combination of the product gf, from equation (2) angt,, from equation (3) The
indirect effect is the main estimate of interesBiep 3.
Results

The results are organized around the three moéslsithed above, preceded by a
presentation of the correlations between cohortleariables in Table 7. Bystander
share is correlated in an unfavorable manner wiitth@ outcome variables. For example,
it has a negative association with math test sqores0.54) and a positive association
with discipline referralsr(= 0.56). Sympathist share, conversely, has a &boler
relationship with all of the outcomes. Actor shhas a favorable relationship with all

outcomes except for negative peer relationships(.05) and victimizationr (= 0.34).

* For the calculation of the standard error of thidifiect effect coefficient, see Preacher, Zyphnd a
Zhang (2010).
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Table 7.Correlations among cohort-level variables (N =.39)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Bystander share

2. Sympathist share -.30

3. Actor share -70 -.46

4. Math scores -54 29 .29

5. Reading scores -46 .27 .23 .88

6. Attendance -46 .16 .31 .69 .59

7. Discipline referrals 56 -28 -31 -66 -65 6.6

8. Positive peer rel. -38 23 .18 .06 .01 .17 -29

9. Negative peer rel. 19 -31 .05 -31 -23 -.2632.-38

10. Teacher-student rel. -53 -01 49 -07 -226 .0.26 .53 -.07

11. Student engagement -74 18 55 56 49 .3%6 -..42 -05 .49
12. Victimization .00 -46 34 -39 -38 -15 21.15 53 27 -13

Step 1: Cohort-Level Civic Engagement Predictingdadional Outcomes

The multilevel regression results suggest thaptieportion of civically engaged
students in a grade cohort has significant imphcet for achievement, attendance, and
problem behavior (see Table 8). The coefficientgtie cohort-level civic engagement
variables can be interpreted as such: the expeb@uge in the outcome associated with
a 1-unit increase in the proportion of cohort shidef the specified civic type. In other
words, if the cohort-level variable is bystandeaurgh the coefficient would reflect change
brought about in the outcome from adding more Imgees to a cohort, relative to either
sympathists or actors.

Math test scoresCohorts with more actors have significantly higheth scores,
even when controlling for the higher math scorethefactors themselves and cohort
demographicsy(= 21.61p < .01). This implies that moving a student frommohort
made up of 15% actors (the lowest in the study $&)nt@ a cohort made up of 57%
actors (the highest in the sample) would be astagtiaith a 9.07 NCE increase in her or
his math score. For reference, in Tennessee, dkeistwhich the present research was

conducted, it is considered “exceptional” by tretestdepartment of education in their
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value-added assessment for a middle school toaserits average math score by 1.5
NCEs from one year to the next (Tennessee Depattofiéducation, 2009).

Conversely, cohorts with a larger proportion o$taynders have lower math
scoresf{= -20.52p < .10). This effect is only marginally significamut it suggests
that a ten percentage-point increase in bystandergohort is associated with a drop in
average math scores of 2.05 NCEs. Cohorts with imgstanders appear to be lower
achieving, even when controlling for demographiad for the lower math scores of
bystanders themselves.

AttendanceThe results suggest that more actors in a coheralap associated
with better attendance € 10.24p < .01). Using the same illustration from abovés th
finding suggests that moving a student from a cobiot5% actors to one of 57% actors
would bring with it an expected increase of 4.39sdaf school attended. There is a
marginally significant negative effect of sympattglare on attendance= -8.87,p <
.10), implying that a 10 percentage-point incraasgympathists is associated with

roughly one more absence per year for the avertagerst.

Table 8. Compositional effects of civic engagement on sth@elucational outcomes.

Bystander share Sympathist share Actor share

Outcome p SE p SE b SE
Step 1

Math test scores 2052 10.65 -3.84 11.91 2161  8.24
Reading test scores -10.19 9.24 1.96 10.74 9.87 7.28
Attendance -6.75  4.59 -8.87 5.23 1024 3.92
Discipline referrals 1.38 1.76 -1.74 2.62 -0.22 1.76
Step 2

Positive peer relationships -0.10 0.28 0.12 0.28 -0.03 0.31
Negative peer relationships 0.72 0.52 0.08 0.54 -0.77 0.50
Teacher-student relationships -0.86 0.35 0.24 0.43 0.61 0.47
Student engagement -0.35 0.29 0.29 0.27 0.12 0.36
Victimization 0.24 0.46 -0.18 0.27 -0.16 0.53

Note: At the student level, the student civic erggagnt types is included as a control; at the cdbuoet,
the variables Black, Latino/a, FRPL, and male prtpos and grade level are included as controls.
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There are no significant associations of the giadeort civic engagement
variables with reading scores or with disciplinfereals. The results imply that these
outcomes are not meaningfully connected to aggeegeaic engagement.

Step 2: Cohort-Level Civic Engagement Predictingdst Climate

The results of the multilevel regressions of sclabohate on cohort civic
engagement are largely insignificant (see TabldBg. only finding of significance is
that more bystanders in a cohort is equated witrgraelationships between teachers
and studentsy(= -0.86,p < .05). This suggests that there is a 0.42 stardaviation-unit
difference in teacher-student relationships betwaeeahort with the lowest proportion of
bystanders in the sample (11%) and one with thledsig(46%). In other words, more

sympathists or actors in a cohort is associatell atter teacher-student relationships.

Table 9. Indirect compositional effects of civic engagementstudent educational outcomes, mediated
through school climate indicators.

Math test scoreq bt Attendance il
scores referrals
Covariate S SE p SE S SE S SE
Bystander share, direct effect -42.80 44.05 8.31 53.24-12.78 14.84 -1.82 9.72

Indirect effect through:
- Positive peer relationships 30.95 28.38 -12.47 48.22 1.76 11.7§ 4.15 7.17
- Negative peer relationships 2.82 6.30 -5.09 4.64 -0.26 1.98 -0.46 1.13

- Teacher-student relation. 0.30 14.06 23.89 18.08 -0.78 6.8 1.82 3.97
- Student engagement -32.58" 18.87-22.12 26.60 6.82 10.12 2.52 7.97
- Victimization -21.19 29.10 -0.99 42.30 1.67 8.02 5.02 5.92

Sympathist share, direct effect -20.85 24.38 8.68 14.60-12.66" 7.59 -4.14 4.93
Indirect effect through:

- Positive peer relationships 2.58 18.15 -1.05 10.89 0.13 1.25 0.31 2.53
- Negative peer relationships 1.98 419 -3.09 408 0.25 1.19 -0.05 0.46
- Teacher-student relation. 1.54 4.1 -6.38 8.78 131 244 -0.31 1.04
- Student engagement 20.44 19.87 9.39 13.30 0.51 3.0 -0.53 2.14
- Victimization 7.87 17.04 2.29 14.82 -1.72 5.2 -2.65 5.27
Actor share, direct effect 60.30 37.6§ -14.77 66.82 16.94 9.84 452 5.31

Indirect effect through:
- Positive peer relationships -34.63 25.1% 15.76 60.64 -2.90 9.56 -4.61 5.46
- Negative peer relationships -5.62 8.14 6.98 6.33 0.27 1.43 0.40 1.20

- Teacher-student relation. -0.76 9.4Q0 -13.12 14.42 -0.81 4.2Q -1.75 2.06
- Student engagement 14.55 12.51 12.59 13.20 -2.54 3.03 -1.58 2.72
- Victimization 12.33 21.36 2.36 27.63 -1.76 4,17 -3.21 3.19
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Step 3: School climate as a mediator of the etfecbhort-level civic engagement on
educational outcomes.

There is little evidence, in general, that schatiohate mediates the relationship
between cohort civic engagement and educationabmgs. Table 9 shows that negative
effect of bystander share on math scores is partrédiated by student engagement, but
this finding is only marginally significany € -32.58,p < .10). The implication is that
more bystander students in a cohort is associatbdawer average student engagement,
which in turn produces lower math scores. Stateexsely, more sympathists and
actors is associated with higher student engageamehtindirectly, high math scores.
Moving a student from a cohort with the most bydts to one with the fewest is
associated with a 11.40 increase in math score NlOEgo0 the increase in that student’s
engagement. There is little evidence to supposratidirect effects.

Discussion

This study put to the empirical test the notioat tyouth civic engagement is good
for schools. The findings are mixed. The presericeare actors—or students who are
highly involved in civic activities and strongly @orse civic values—in a grade-level
cohort corresponds to better overall math achiev¢rued attendance. Actors themselves
have better math scores (Voight, 2012), but evearmdontrolling for the increased
scores that these students bring with them, thertdével finding still stands. More
bystanders—or students who are less involved ane Wwaaker civic attitudes—equates
to lower student engagement and, in effect, matiesement and poorer relationships

between teachers and students.
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A third group of students who are not regularlyaived in civic activities but
who do strongly endorse civic values of justiceyadiy, and personal responsibility—
sympathists—did not seem to have a significant@agon with setting-level outcomes
on the aggregate. Overall, however, one could calecthat educational settings are
better off when they include more civically engagaaients.

One unexpected finding bears further considerafast, there is a significant
association of actor share with average cohort raeltievement and attendance. This
makes sense in light of the study introductiorstaslents who are involved in civic
activities are those most likely to build relatibinss, practice civic skills, and gain self-
efficacy. However, the finding that this actor-ghaffect is not mediated through school
climate leaves one to question how exactly haviegenactors around may bring about
these outcomes (if we are to assume to theorelicadtionality implied at the outset of
this study). Something about students who are heawiolved correlates with an
educational setting that produces overall bettereaement and attendance—that
something, however, does not appear to includeatatiionate-related phenomena.

The indirect effect of bystander share on mathe@ment, through student
engagement may help shed light on this connediitame actorsor sympathists in a
cohort appears to be associated with higher stuelegagement, which is in turn
associated with higher math scores. This suppoetsidtion of a radiating effect of
civically engaged (either behaviorally or attitualiy) students on their peers. Engaged
students may serve as role models for their ppetentially altering the prevailing social

norm to one characterized by motivation and sditady.
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It is notable that sympathist share is relateeteer attendance in a way that
trends toward significance. Sympathists may be rakist to the critically aware but
inactive youth described by Fine (1991). That wewggested that youth who understand
issues of justice and equality, but find little sacse to address them, are more likely to
drop out of school. A mass of such students ins@teéng may somehow contribute to a
climate of helplessness or disengagement.

Limitations and Future Research

Care has been given throughout this report tortiesthe findings as
“associations” rather than “causes” or “effectstieltheoretical framework presented at
the outset makes the case for how group-level e@mgagement has the potential to
change settings, but the analysis are unable tariealfy support such causality. Model
control variables help to account for third-varekkplanations for both civic
engagement and educational outcomes, but othetemhwiariables may still confound the
results. The directionality of the civic engagerredticational outcomes association
could also be questioned.

Additionally, the low number of grade cohorts ie #nalysis inflated random
error and limited the ability to detect significdimdings. There are interesting trends in
the data that cannot be safely interpreted dueg@mount of noise. A larger sample size
of grade cohorts or schools would allow for a mpoverful analysis. This study
represents a novel approach to empirically invasitig the role of civic engagement on
setting-level achievement, attendance, and behdwidure work could add more setting-
level units and take measure to allow more causs#réiveness.

Practical Implications
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Given the above caveats, practical consideratvbtisis study should be drawn
with caution. However, the somewhat exploratorgifigs suggest that having more
civically involved and conscious students in aisgtmay be good for academic health
and having more students who are neither of tHesgs may be bad.

There are many things that schools can do to heffeats become more civically
engaged. Promoting service-learning, volunteemngl, leadership in the curriculum are
becoming increasingly common practices (Conway.eP@09; Flanagan, 2004). Some
schools are also creating space for students twipate in school improvement through
student-voice initiatives that allow students tépha the process of identifying problems
and planning for action (Benard & Slade, 2009; G8alkher, 2006). Finding
opportunities for meaningful youth participatiorosid be a priority for schools.

How to best engage youth in the civic life of th@hools and communities
remains an open question. The Department of Educg2012), in the report referenced
at the outset of this study lays out nine stepsdteance civic learning and democratic
engagement that includes measures to identify “widaaks” in civic-engagement
programming and practice. The renewed focus om &darning is moving ahead on the
research and practice fronts. This study helps foitmer, providing evidence that

student civic engagement may be good for educdtsmtangs.
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Appendix B. Student survey items and associated constructs.

Civic behavior (nine items)
Response option®:. = “Never”, 1 = “Once or twice”, 2 = “3-5 times”, 4 = 6 or more
times”
How often have you...
10. ...offered to help someone at school?
11....been a leader in a club or group at school?
12....participated in school government?
13....helped make your school a better place?
14....participated in an afterschool activity at younsol?
15....helped someone in your neighborhood?
16. ...helped out at your church, synagogue, or othexeptd worship?
17....been a leader in a group or club in your neighbod?
18....helped make your neighborhood a better placedopje to live?

Civic attitudes (12 items)
Response optiond: = “Not important at all”, 2 = “Somewhat importafit 3 =
“Important”, 4 = “Very important”
How important is...

8. ...helping to reduce hunger and poverty in the world?

9. ...helping to make the world a better place to live i

10....helping to make sure all people are treated fairly

11....helping other people?

12....speaking up for equality (everyone should havestrae rights and

opportunities)?

Response optiond: = “Strongly disagree”, 2 = “Disagree”, 3 = “Agreé, 4 =
“Strongly agree”

13.1 believe | can make a difference in my community.

14.1t's not really my problem if my neighbors areriouble and need help.*

School engagementnine itemsp = .74)

Response optiond: = “Never”, 2 = “Hardly ever”, 3 = “Sometimes”, 4= “Most of the
time”, 5 = “Always”

| try to do well in school.

When I'm in class, | work as hard as | can.

| pay attention in class.

When I'm in class, | listen very carefully.

When I'm in class, | pretend like I'm working.*

| don't try very hard at school.*

In class, | only work as much as | have to so kidain't get in trouble.*
When I'm in class, | think about other things.*

ONOOAWNE
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Bullying victimization (six items,o = .77)
Response option®:. = “Never”, 1 = “Once or twice”, 2 = “3-5 times”, 4 = 6 or more
times”
How often...
1. ...has another kid bullied you by pushing or fighfing
2. ...has another kid bullied you by saying mean thimgspreading rumors?
3. ...has another kid used cell phone pictures to bdly?
4. ...did another kid try to keep others from liking yloy saying mean things about
you or spreading rumors?
5. ...has anyone at school threatened to beat you bproyou if you didn’t give
them your money or something else that belonggdu®
6. ...have you brought something to school to protecrseif?

Perception of positive peer relationshipgfour items,o = .77)
Response optiond: = “Never”, 2 = “Hardly ever”, 3 = “Sometimes”, 4= “Most of the
time”, 5 = “Always”

1. Students in this school are mean to each other.

2. In classes, students find it hard to get along wébh other.

3. There are students in the school who pick on athetents.

4. Students in this school feel that students arertean to them.

Perception of negative peer relationshipgour items,a = .84)
Response optiond: = “Never”, 2 = “Hardly ever”, 3 = “Sometimes”, 4= “Most of the
time”, 5 = “Always”

1. Students get to know each other well in classes.

2. Students in this school are very interested inmgetb know other students.

3. Students enjoy doing things with each other in sthotivities.

4. Students enjoy working together on projects insg#as

Perception of teacher-student relationshipgnine itemsp = .80)

Response optiond: = “Never”, 2 = “Hardly ever”, 3 = “Sometimes”, 4= “Most of the
time”, 5 = “Always”

Teachers go out of their way to help students.

If students want to talk about something teachdlidind time to do it.
Students really enjoy their classes.

If some students are acting up in class the teagtieslo something about it.
Students understand what will happen to them i threak a rule.
Teachers make a point of sticking to the ruledasses.

In our school, students are given the chance o meke decisions.
Students get to help decide some of the rulesisnstthool.

Teachers ask students what they want to learn about

CoNooOrWNE

* [tem is reverse-coded
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CHAPTER IV

STUDENT VOICE FOR SCHOOL-CLIMATE IMPROVEMENT: A CASSTUDY

It occurred to me that we had not been listeninghnto children in these
recent years of “summit conferences” on educatibsevere reports and
ominous prescriptions. The voices of children, kitgnhad been missing
from the whole discussion. This seems especiallgrtumate because the
children often are more interesting and perceghas the grown-ups
about the day-to-day realities of life in schoob@6l, 1991).

Many urban schools are not working for their studeand educators are
consequently getting innovative. Amid dissatisfactwith testing-, choice-, and
curriculum-based solutions to the problems of urbdncation, a growing movement is
advocating for approaches that target school cémahich refers to a variety of social,
emotional, and physical aspects of the school enmient. There is strong evidence to
suggest that these factors are associated witleata@nd other developmental
outcomes for urban students (Brand, Felner, SheitsiBiger, & Dumas, 2003; Bryk,
Sebring, Allensworth, Luppescu, & Easton, 2010)m@wn approaches for improving
school climate include, on the one hand, staff-baserventions that emphasize
professional development and the cooperative iasitah of behavior management
systems (see Center on Positive Behavioral Intéivm@and Supports, 2004), and, on the
other hand, student-based interventions that engghtesaching students skills conducive

to positive social relationships (see CASEL, 20@jth of these strategies—staff-based

and student-based—are primarily initiated and madday adults. This study explores
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how students can exercise voice and be centrafjsgad in improving their school’s
climate using the example of a specific initiatinean urban middle school.
School Climate and Socioemotional Interventions

The social environment is increasingly being retogd as an important part of
the equation to improving urban schools. Educaticesearchers have long used the
metaphor of the instructional triangle to underdtdre educational process and depict the
dynamic relationship between student, teachersabgect matter. Thinkers in the
tradition of Bronfenbrenner’s (1979) ecologicaldhe—including many community
psychologists and sociologists of education—wougpia that this triangle is embedded
in a social context that affects how it functiomsl ahus how students learn and grow.
Part of young people’s social contexts include# tehools, and the school context has
come to be known by some as school climate.

School climate was a topic of early interest tmoaunity psychology, most
notably with Trickett and Moos’ (1973, 1974) pionag research and instrumentation.
In the intervening years, it has become a more str@am concept in the education
world. According to the National School Climate @#(2007), school climate refers to
“people’s experiences of school life and refleaisnms, goals, values, interpersonal
relationships, teaching and learning practices,agenizational structures” (p. 5).
Cohen and colleagues (Cohen, McCabe, Michelli, &é&ial, 2009) have proposed four
specific dimensions of school climate, based oyn#hesis of research on the topic: (a)
safety, (b) teaching and learning, (c) relationshgnd (d) institutional environment.

There is a substantial body of empirical evidemcsuggest that a positive school
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climate, based on these four dimensions, is agsacwith higher levels of student
achievement, attendance, and prosocial behaviars (feview, see Cohen et al., 2009).

There are several commonly employed strategiesdaoool-climate
improvement. Among them are School-Wide Positive@®#oral Supports (SWPBS) and
Social Emotional Learning (SEL). SWPBS involvessahool staff in the installation of a
behavior management system that incentives prdssiaident conduct, institutionalizes
consistent and proactive classroom managemenggieat and emphasizes professional
development (Center on Positive Behavioral Intetreenand Supports, 2004). SWPBS
draws from behaviorism theory and posits thatrsgtind consistently enforcing rules
and expectations, teaching students appropriatevo@h and positively reinforcing that
behavior will lead to a healthier school climate.

Whereas staff development and school policy ardédtes of SWPBS, SEL
makes student development central. SEL employsrdam social-skill instruction along
with activities that give students opportunitieafiply the skills they have learned. This
approach is grounded in social-cognitive theoryhwle underlying assumption that
student behavior is mediated by context-dependegnitions and emotions. These
cognitions and emotions are then the target of gha@sher and colleagues (Osher,
Bear, Sprague, & Doyle, 2010) compare and cont@atPBS and SEL in a recent
review.

An element that is underemphasized or neglectéteise and other conventional
approaches to improving school climate is meanirgffident participation. This, | argue
below, is a missed opportunity, as youth partiegrahas the potential to, at once, effect

change in climate-related outcomes, facilitatepbsitive development of individual
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youth, and uphold an ethic of democratic citizepsRiesearch on student voice and
youth civic engagement, reviewed below, helps tomeile school climate intervention
with student engagement and participation.

Student Voice and Civic Engagement

Among the benefits of a positive school climatansassociation with a higher
level of student civic engagement (Flanagan, Cueydill, & Gallay, 2007; Flanagan &
Stout, 2010; Torney-Purta, 2002). Indeed, by mampants, civic learning is a key goal
for school-climate improvement (Cohen, 2006). Thespmed directionality of this
relationship typically implies that a positive sochalimate promotes student civic
development. However, according to Bronfenbrenn@©§9) ecological theory, the
dynamic between structure (i.e., school climate) agency (i.e., student civic
engagement) may be reciprocal. Engaged youth nsayb& able to promote a positive
school climate. The conceptual argument for youtlt @ngagement to affect school
climate was recently spelled out in a report by@nac Mission of Schools (Gould,
2011).

How does this happen? How can engaged youth clening®l climate? These
guestions are the focus of the present study. Exttanry on youth civic engagement
suggests three potential pathways: (1) direct achoough which youth work together to
leverage change in school policy and practices{f@ngthened relationships amongst
students and between students and teachers thltfresy shared experience in school-
based civic activities; and (3) an aggregationtodents who become more socially and
emotionally competent individuals through civic aggment. The first pathway is

characteristic of youth organizing, in which yoyrgpple use research, political analysis,
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and direct action to alter power relations andterehange in their local settings and
institutions (Ginwright & James, 2002; Listen In2003). The second pathway may also
indirectly derive from youth organizing efforts,camay be characteristic of other, more
general, student voice efforts that include youeggte in school improvement processes
with adults. The third pathway does not require floath are necessarily involved in
school-based activities but rather assumes—indgheesspirit as the SEL approach
described above—that they develop socioemotiormabetencies in the course of any
civic engagement, and that a school’s climate maltessarily improve when there are
more of such youth among the student body, padrbuif a prevailing prosocial norm is
established.

Pathway #1: Direct action and youth organizingputh-led organizing efforts
target a specific systemic issue, gather infornmatio the issue, and use it to put pressure
on those who have decision-making power (ChrisgeK#&rshner, 2011; Listen Inc.,
2003). The direct effects of youth organizing ottisgs are evident when youth are
successful in addressing their target issue. Taier@ growing number of case studies
that document such accomplishments. In terms ofigabhool reform, youth organizing
efforts have secured additional district resoufoe$acilities improvement, college
preparatory classes, and improved high-stakesiteptactice (Shah & Mediratta, 2008)
and have demanded a district-wide response tongeléDzurinko, McCants, & Stith,
2011; Warren, Mira, & Nikundiwe, 2008), the tradiof English-language learners
(Speer, 2008), and racial achievement gaps (ChasteKirshner, 2011). The growing
body of evidence suggests that young people, wgrikirtoncert and using social action

tactics, have the ability to effect change in tiseinool environments.
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Pathway #2: Relationships and social netwoaalitative work that documents
intentional efforts to include students in schaoprovement has shown that such youth
engagement improves teaching and learning, pesraeships, and teacher-student
relationships (Fielding, 2001b; Mitra, 2003; Sood%993). The idea that youth
engagement helps build relationships and improvgamnozational effectiveness echoes
the logic of political scientists who have arguedttgreater local democratic
participation and dialogue strengthen social nekta/oclarify public needs, and improve
institutional functioning (Putnam, 1993). This logs at home in community psychology.
Tseng and Seidman (2007) proposed a theoreticagihhamdsetting change in which
social processes are the fundamental mediating anezh. This model is helpful in
explicating how youth civic engagement can effetio®l-climate change in a more
indirect fashion than the targeted approach ofrgamzing campaign (Christens &
Kirshner, 2011). When youth are engaged in ingtitatl-improvement efforts, they build
relationships with others, develop social skillsg gain a sense of efficacy (Kwon, 2006;
Watts, Williams, & Jagers, 2003). In schools, thisy result in students more clearly
communicating their needs to teachers and admamiss. For example, if students
develop prosocial relationships with their peersrduthe course of a service activity
(itself a constituent of school climate), then lduger peer group may be able give
representative feedback to teachers on instructiaa administrators on school rules in a
more organized fashion.

Pathway #3: Aggregation of individual competenaied social normsWhen
youth participate in civic activities they becomemnsocially and emotionally

competent. Evidence suggests that being involvesgivice-learning (Conway, Amel, &
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Gerwien, 2009and volunteerin(Barber, Eccles, & Stone, 200dpomotes se-esteem
and prosocial behavior. Having more studerith such characteristics in a school wo
logically improve the quality of the climate. Angrggation of civically engaged stude
in a setting may further have a radiating effectems engaged classmates. Me(2008)
described the radiating effect of empowered memeis potential pathway for seg
change. Engaged youth, with their improved sodidllssand sense of agency a
motivation, may serve as models for their peerss phenomenon has been referred t
“descriptive social norms” in the social psycholddgrature(Cialdini, Reno, &
Kallgren, 1990)nd has been articulatedthe basis for interventions to improve yo
settings (Henry, 2008J-urther, it is possible that tlsocioemotinoal skills that engag
youth develop are transferable from one settingnimther. The potential for civ

engagement to have an indirect effect on settiaggéceived little empirical attenti
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Figure 11.Theoretical pathways throuwhich student voice affects school clirr

These three proposed pathways are presented ireML. It is feasible that a

three pathways are accessed through a s-based student voice initiative. Wh
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students have voice and power in school decisiokingathey may be able to leverage
specific policy changes, they may strengthen peért@acher-student social networks,
and they may develop their own individual sociogoral competency. All of these
outcomes have the potential to, in turn, improveost climate; indeed, by some
measures they are constituent of school climat@sieé/es.

This study explores the validity of these pathwilysugh a case study of an
initiative in an urban middle that sought to engatgelents in school-climate
improvement. The fundamental question of inter@SHow can students exercising
voice in school decision making affect school clie¥d The theoretical framework
introduced above will serve an organizational hatierifor the investigation. This study
further explores the practical considerations ardmating such a student-voice
initiative in a public middle school. Giving youthe power to make institutional change
is a delicate issue in public schools, which astdnically top-down hierarchical
institutions. Some youth organizing participantséhaxperienced retaliation from school
administrators in the form of discipline and bebagred from having meetings on school
premises (Christens & Kirshner, 2011; Shah & Meth;e2008). As a consequence, most
youth-organizing efforts are launched under th@@es of a community-based
organizations (Shah & Mediratta, 2008). The pratities of meaningful youth
engagement in school improvement are also illustrat the present study.

Method
Site and Program
This study was conducted in a public middle scloain urban district in the

Southeastern U.S. that is referred to herein bypseeidonym Park Hill Middle School.
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The school had an enrollment of approximately 40@ents at the end of the 2010-2011
school year, according the district website, 88%vlodm were Black, 8% White, and 4%
Latino/a. There is a large majority of low-incontadents, as evidenced by 95% of
students being eligible for free- or reduced-pho®h. In 2010-11, the school had an
attendance rate of 93%, slightly below the dis@igtrage, and a mobility ratef 44%,
much higher than the district average. Park Hiliggles with student discipline and
academic achievement—just under half of all stuslerstre suspended out of school at
least once during the 2010-11 academic year andldil and 17% met proficiency
standards on statewide math and reading testgatesgly. The school is located in an
industrial area of the city, geographically sepaaldtom the neighborhoods where
students live. This, combined with a shifting of student body due to recent zoning
policy changes, creates special challenges todtialddynamics of Park Hill.

Park Hill was one of four district middle schoadsparticipate in a five-year,
federally-funded, youth-violence-prevention projédte main component of the
intervention involved the hiring of one new staéirpon in each school to serve as a
school climate coordinator (SCC). Each of the 8GICs performed environmental scans
to determine climate-related needs and created lngdels to develop a comprehensive
intervention. The SCC at Park Hill expressed irgere building in a student-voice
component to the broader intervention and, afteursieg the approval of the school
principal, collaborated with the author and a nofipservice provider to do so.

The core of the student-voice initiative involvée establishment of three teams
of students, one each from the sixth, seventheagith grades. The teams were

composed of eight to ten students who were josdlgcted by the SCC and grade-level

> Entries and exits after second week of school as a proportion of enroliment
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teacher teams to be representative of studenteiadhool in terms of demographics,
academics, and disciplinary behavior. Represemtagiams were of special concern, as
many student voice initiatives have omitted thecgsiof certain types of students
(Fielding, 2001a). Even in the course of extendioige to one marginalized group—
students—other marginalized groups (e.g., youttotdr, girls, youth with behavior
problems) may go unheard.

Each student team met for one hour per week withugside service provider.
Meetings were spent using a structured group-pnaislelving process modeled on
Freire’s (1973) dialogue circles, in which studedentified problems in their school
environment, diagnosed causes and effects of fhraddems, and brainstormed possible
solutions. A ballot system was used to allow altsits in the school to offer input on
the most pertinent problems and most promisingtewis, and the student teams took
these survey results into consideration when degidihich issues and solutions to focus
on. After eight weeks, student teams formally pnése their ideas to school
administrators, concluding with a series of recomdagions for school-climate
improvement. From there, the teams became morenactiented, continuing to meet
every week but focusing more on the implementaiotieir recommendations. The
initiative ran from October, 2010 until the endtloé school year in May, 2011. The
author helped with the facilitation of the weektydent team meetings, and this
involvement likely made the research less intrusivé the author more credible in the
school community, both of which are important cdesations in qualitative research
(Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Sample and Data Collection
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This study employs a single-case design to expl@@racticalities of the Park
Hill student-voice program (SVP) and the pathwdysugh which it may have effected
change in the school climate. The unit of analisthe program, and the SVP is
examined holistically using a variety of data s@stcThis single-case, holistic approach
is preferred when examining unique programs ancdhvadstermining which presupposed
theoretical explanations for program effectivenegsary—may be valid (Yin, 2003).

Multiple sources of evidence are brought to beaxamining the role of the SVP
in school climate change. These include participdaservation of program activities,
interviews with affiliated students and staff, pragp documentation (e.g., meeting
minutes, letters, pre-post questionnaires withesttigarticipants), and school
administrative data (e.g., student achievemergndénce, and discipline). The use of
multiple data sources in a case study triangulfatdsgs in a way that makes the
research more valid and cogent (Patton, 1987; 2003). Each of these data sources are
discussed here in greater detalil.

As mentioned above, the author was an active faatic and helped to facilitate
student team meetings and general program logidties author took regular notes on
the process of the team meetings, student meefiitigschool administrators and
teachers, and organized program activities. Ppantiobservation was a useful data
collection technique for documenting the overabhlation of the program as well as the
program outcomes. Ongoing observation helpeddagulate and elaborate data derived
from interviews, artifacts and administrative retsor

Of the thirty students who were part of a SVP gtladel team, a representative

group of ten was selected to participate in in-depterviews with the author at the
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conclusion of the academic year to discuss thgieggnce with the SVP. Additionally,
two teachers, the SCC, and the school principa¢weerviewed to capture staff
perspectives on the SVP. All interviews were setmiesured in design, were conducted
during the school day, and lasted between 30 andiBGtes. Interview questions and
areas for participant observation were based onegia derived both from the review of
the literature in the introduction to this studyldrom the author’s preliminary fieldwork
in the program setting.

In terms of program documentation, the dialogicatpss used in the student
team meetings was recorded on flipchart paper waetk. Further, the student teams
wrote several letters to teachers and adminissdtorecommend actions and solicit
cooperation on several initiatives. Lastly, a sienpfe-post questionnaire was
administered to members of the student teams tgegelbanges in socioemotional
competencies. These program documents were usgfates in constructing a holistic
picture of the SVP.

Finally, publically available data from all 37 middschools in the district were
used to explore changes in outcomes for Park ldibws other district schools. These
data were available for the 2009-10 and 2010-1bdgfears and include school-level
measures of achievement on the state standaraigesddf math and reading tests,
attendance rates, and out-of-school suspensios Ak&nges in school-level academic
and behavioral quantitative indicators bring anotaes to the larger understanding of

the SVP’s impact.
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Anaylsis

The goal of the study is to understand how studerte can influence school
climate, and, in the process, begin to develogarthof how this may occur. To that
end, an iterative analytic procedure was used de emd interpret qualitative data. To
begin, interview transcripts, participant obsematnotes, and program documents were
coded using an open coding procedure to identstirdit concepts or incidents from the
data. A constant comparative analysis (Corbin &&is, 2008) was employed to group
together concepts and incidents to form higherlithemes related to the process of
student voice and its relationship to school clendihe technique of negative case
analysis (Corbin & Strauss, 2008) was used to iffecbncepts and incidents that did not
fit the resulting thematic framework, helping tdegpuard against a drift toward a priori
assumptions during this second stage of codingléMhgrounded theory approach to
gualitative data analysis typically eschewsagriori theoretical framework, the
conclusions of this thematic coding process wextaposed with the theoretical
pathways proposed in the introduction to the sindyder to explore the potential for
extant theory to complement and extend the prdsehnhgs. Corbin and Strauss (2008)
offer that this is a useful function of theoretib@meworks for qualitative analysis.

The quantitative data were used to establish whétleee were any discernible
changes in school-level climate-related outcomesawis other district middle schools.
A regression point displacement (RPD) design islisard this end (Linden, Trochim,
& Adams, 2006). The RPD is a quasi-experimentahwefor assessing program effect
that is especially suitable for cases where onby site participates in a pilot program. It

estimates a regression line of posttest on prsteses for a group of control sites and
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determines if the posttest score of the prograenssgnificantly deviates from that
regression line.

The pre- and posttest variables employed herechieots’ (1) attendance rate, (2)
the percent of students who were suspended ochobg and the percent of students
proficient on the state standardized tests of @hnand (4) reading achievement. The
following equation is used to model the RPD:

Yo = Bo + P1Xs + P2Zs + &
whereY is the 2010-11 indicator for scha®lX is the 2009-10 value of the indicator for
schools, andZ is a binary variable coded “1” for Park Hill and’‘for the other 36
district middle schools. The coefficief indicates program effect.
Results

The presentation of findings are organized in sutshion that the quantitative
results are discussed first, followed by thosenefqualitative analysis. This serves to tell
the story starting with a rough sketch of changeschool-level indicators over the
course of the SVP and concluding with a rich, ipteexploration of the workings of the
program and its influence on the climate of Park IQualitative results are first
discussed in relation to each of the three pathwragsigh which student voice may
affect school climate identified in the introductito this study: (a) direct action, (b)
relationships, and (c) social norms. Other therhasémerged regarding school climate
change are then discussed, followed by issuesisutiog the implementation of student

voice initiatives in public schools.
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Regression Point Displacement Results

The regression analyses do not point to any mgaslirmprovements in
attendance, achievement, or suspensions at Pdrkdtil 2009-10 to 2010-11. As shown
in Table 10, Park Slope had a higher than expeaiteddance rate and out-of-school
suspension rate and lower than expected proficiesteg on the math and reading tests
in 2010-11. This latter finding is the only onesignificance § = -5.47, p < .01),
suggesting that Park Hill actually had a lower miehcy rate in reading in 2010-11 than
in 2009-10, beyond which would be expected duamolom error. This result is
displayed graphically in Figure 12.

Table 10.Regression point displacement results.

2010-11 posttest Attendance rate Out-of-school Math TCAP Reading TCAP
suspension rate proficiency rate proficiency rate
B SE B SE B SE Vi SE
B, 2009-10 pretest 1.047  0.55 0.72” 015 1.047 0.07 096"  0.04
B,, Park Hill 0.23 0.23 6.05 8.53 -1.68 1.75 547" 1.53

Note: Standard errors are robust HC3 ~ p<.01 ~ p<.001

These results paint a rough sketch of changeshioo climate in Park Hill during
the course of the SVP. It suggests that there meienprovements in attendance,
discipline, and achievement. Attendance rates,es\uspn rates, and standardized test
proficiency rates are more distal indicators ofasitlclimate, however. The results from
the qualitative analysis of interviews, observaticand program artifacts provide a more

nuanced picture of the dimensions of school clinsateark Hill surrounding the SVP.
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Figure 12.Regression point displacement for TCAP readindi@emcy.

Qualitative Data Results

The first task for each student team was to idgmiti€ most significant perceived
barrier to learning. After initial meetings andlbéihg of the larger student body, each
student team selected one school-climate-relasecien which to focus their efforts.
The sixth-grade team chose disruptive student hehdkie seventh-grade team chose
gossip and bullying, and the eighth-grade teameladack of engaging activities. Each
of these issues fits neatly within most concepfzaheworks of school climate, and they
were the explicit targets of student team actisitie

What changes were evidenced in these and otheatelinelated outcomes? Most
generally, the Park Hill principal noted that thienate, following the SVP, was “totally

different,” and that students were generally margaged in the classroom and had better
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relationships with their teachers. The SCC corrateat these outcomes, adding further
that peer relationships were markedly improvedtaatistudents, in general, felt a
greater sense of ownership over school improvenidmwre were also changes in the
physical environment of the school as the severdldeystudent team posted social
marketing materials around the school to discouladiging and gossip. How these
changes may have been effected is explored héreefull presentation of results,
below, is organized around the three theoretictdvpays described in the introduction.
Direct Action for Change in Policy and Practice

There were several examples of the student tesoshtmendations leading
directly to changes in school policy and practitee teams used a quasi-community-
organizing process to identity a problem that aéd¢hem, research and analyze the
problem, brainstorm solutions, and then proposegésto relevant decision-makers.
These changes were negotiated in a series of mysetiith the school administration
(i.e., principal, assistant principal, teacher tdaaders) planned by the student teams.
As with community organizing, they used a focusexssage and relied on their united
voice. As one student participant put it, “if yoalin a group and not by yourself, the
more people you are the bigger change you can ihake.

The majority of student recommendations involvetibas thatstudentscould
take to improve the school, and few requests wex@enfior action on the part of
administration and staff. Perhaps for this reastugents’ recommendations were met
with little opposition by administration. For exalapthe seventh-grade team proposed to
organize an anti-bullying campaign in which thegated social marketing materials to

discourage gossip and bullying behavior among stisd&@ eachers and administrators
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supported this student-led initiative by helping tiroup create an anti-bullying video
and showing it during class periods and helpinggttoeip create anti-bullying posters and
other publicity to post around the school. Studeath members also took it upon
themselves to be proponents of anti-bullying inrthidormal interactions with
classmates, and several team members felt thaadliscacy reduced bullying and gossip
at Park Hill.

The sixth grade team initiated a “do snitch” pragnaherein they served as
monitors the classroom to help teachers identifgetts who were the sources of
disruptive behavior. They felt that teachers coxdtaccurately identify the students who
instigated classroom disruption. The student teamked closely with the sixth grade
teacher team to refine this initiative. One SVHRrteaember explained that this initiative
improved classroom behavior by focusing attentinrhe ringleaders of misbehavior.
Also in their effort to improve student classrooehbvior, the sixth-grade student team
convinced the administration to instate a “relao@atime” for the first two minutes of the
class period immediately following recess—the peedaring which the team believed
their classmates were most poorly behaved—whenawsild be played on the public
address system.

The SCC observed that these practices initiatetidgixth- and seventh-grade
teams helped the faculty maintain a focus on stuideimavior. In previous years, he
explained, student-support staff had tried to i consistent management of student
behavior, but it would typically fall to the waysideveral months into this school year.
With students championing the issue through the,¥¢Ravior management remained a

focus of the staff. Several staff felt that thigpnoved student behavior at Park Hill.
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The eighth-grade team had perhaps the most ingtialtfocus in terms of their
recommendations for school improvement. Their gaed to make learning more
experiential and interactive, as they felt thatlstiit boredom and lack of engagement
was the biggest deterrent to positive climate. digath-grade team successfully
organized several fundraisers to fund educatidahl frips. They had little success,
however, in affecting changes in instruction andiculum. This reflects a prevailing
theme of the SVP in its ability to improve scholainate through changes in policy and
practice. Student teams were able to implement tvem practices to address bullying
and disruption, sometimes with staff partnershiyps,there were no examples of their
successful negotiation of staff-led action, sawdapes the relaxation-time initiative
described above.

Strengthened Social Networks

The process of the SVP afforded students freqogmortunities to cooperate with
their peers and adults in the school. A major thefrte outcomes of the program was
improvements in peer relationships and staff-sttudsationships.

Staff-student relationship&or staff who were more intimately involved in SVP
activities, there was a development in mutual twidt students. The student teams
regularly consulted teachers outside of class taggstance implementing ideas such as
fundraisers and the student-monitor initiative.sT$tudent-initiated collaboration seemed
to help these teachers appreciate students’ idehbualt openness and understanding
between the two sides. This theme was expresseddgtudent: “I think | used to by
shy to talk to teachers about something becaugmitdnow them as well. But now that

I'm in [the SVP] | actually know that if | talk tteachers or the principal they'll actually
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listen to me and do something about it.” Anothedsnt said, “It was weird because
we’re not used to getting along with our teachkeus,then we started to get along.” One
staff person was skeptical that this improved tex¢énded to staff who were not
involved with the SVP. However, for staff who wengolved, he felt that they gained
social capital with students, helping them levenagsitive student behavior.

This trust was also evident in SVP participantdifigemore comfortable
communicating their needs to adults in the schéslone student put it, “actually doing
something like this, seeing that we can changectheol, | can also know that | can just
go talk to the principal and | can do something etfy$oo.” Many of these middle school
students had simply never had a person-to-persavecsation with their principal, and
their SVP collaboration helped to make these adntiee approachable in the eyes of
students. This growth in trust is particularly imgamt in middle school, a time when
teacher-student relationships typically deterio(&tecles et al., 1993).

Student relationshipg.he most significant changes in peer relationships
happened within the SVP teams. The inclusion a/erde group of students on the
teams helped to break down traditional social baued. One team member noted,
“[SVP team members] got to know each other mucteheSome of us didn’'t know each
other that good. Some of us thought that we werésnpeve were geeks, so we got to
know each other much better.”

Many team members already knew one another anddafaendships, but
working together in a structured fashion helpetutther strengthen their relationships.
For example, team members learned to support asté@mnn giving presentations to

their peers and to staff. They learned how to sliwas, constructively disagree with one

135



another, and achieve consensus in decision-making.student described this group-
problem-solving process: “When we thought of arajd@®meone else would be like
‘well, what if we did this,” and it would add toeds and make them better.”

There were changes, too, in the relationships /P team members and
student who did not participate in the program.rii@aembers consulted with other
students as they formulated issues and recommendaind implemented initiatives, and
this allowed for a multitude of prosocial interacts. One staff person noted that in the
course of such interactions, many students “gatoedidence that there was a
community there that understood things that thégdn personally feeling but didn’t talk
about.”

Further, according to SVP team members, they begaios®cial role-models for
their peers. In one example, the seventh-grade tknded to invite classmates with the
greatest discipline problems to participate indeeelopment of anti-bullying posters.
Giving these students a hands-on opportunity tp thed school had a positive effect.
According to one team member, “it helped them teag of being bad sometimes, it
helped them understand what it’s like to be godtkylgot to show their creativity.” A
common theme in student interviews was their takipgoactive role in encouraging
their peers to work toward making the school advgitace to learn. This theme came up
frequently in interviews with staff and studentsig3student described the process,
saying “Some people would actually ask me what been doing in [the SVP] and
they’'d also ask me about stuff that's going orhi@ $chool. | actually tell them about
what we’ve done in school, and I've told them tivatve made a difference and they can,

as well.”
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Aggregation of Individual Competencies

There were many demonstrable individual benefithefSVP for students who
directly participated. The youth civic engageméetature is fairly conclusive that
involvement in civic activities—such as improvingeds school—confers a variety of
social and emotional benefits to youth, and that e@roborated in the SVP teams. A
basic pre-post questionnaire that was administerstldent-team members indicated
increases in prosocial behavior and sense of s@spbnsibility over the course of the
initiative.

These individual changes were confirmed by staf waw these students
develop a greater sense of “buy-in” and “ownerslayp&r the common good of the
school. Many SVP team members came to see thelssbad‘common good” that they
had responsibility for upholding. Students desdatities responsibility as including both
an effort to maintain high personal character al ageturning outward to contribute to
school improvement.

As patrt of this ethic of citizenship, students egsed an improvement capacity to
understand why other students behave the way theinassessing, the underlying
causes of disruptive student behavior and bullyiegm members became more
sympathetic toward their peers. One student n6tekink more about the reasons that
students are being bad instead of just gettingyaatgthem. | think more about what they
may be thinking.”

It is logical to assume that the greater proparabthe student body that
exercises good citizenship, the better the climatee school. But beyond this simple

aggregation of good citizens, there may be a naypplrenomenon that results from their
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increased number and increased level of empoweri8eneral staff noticed that the
sense of ownership for positive school climate liglISVP team members was
contagious. One staff person recalled a specigca@dote to illustrate this point: “Once
there were four or five students who really decittedct crazy and act out. The majority
of the students, especially the [SVP team memblkeg}, saying to themselves, to each
other, and to their peers, ‘you know what: we sidl’e work to do; we're here to learn;
we’re here to act better than this; let's not fiadb that trap.” This radiating influence of
civically engaged students may have the potergiahprove school climate in a way not
directly intended by a program like the SVP.
Issues of Power and Representation

Limits of student voic&.he SVP met with remarkably little resistance from
school administration and staff. However, studeatrts did not put significant pressure
on the administration to make changes. The majofithe teams’ recommendations
involved student-led efforts for school improvemeélitte administration did
accommodate one team’s request to play music begoublic address system and
observe several minutes of silence after the rgeessd to calm students down. Beyond
that, there were few actions taken by the admatisin. The eighth-grade team decided
that a lack of engaging learning activities—Ilargelsesponsibility of school staff—was
the biggest culprit of negative school climate.e Baministration took little action to
address this issues, and the students’ strategjved fundraising to support field trips.

Had students pushed more aggressively for actiah® part of school staff, the
SVP may have generated more conflict. When askindre were issues around which

students should not be involved in conversatioa,Rark Hill principal cited discipline
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policy and dress code. It was also implied thaticular issues should not be on the
table. One reason for these issues to be excludedd student-voice process, according
to the principal, is that many policies are manddag the district, and thus are out of the
purview of the school administration to change.e&md reason indicated a general
mistrust of students to always make responsiblesaes. The principal noted, “I think
when you give students too much voice, things @aim@ crazy direction.”

“Good” and “bad” students.A concerted effort was made to make the SVP
teams as representative of the student body aghfmddonetheless, there were
indications that school staff selected students gdrterally exhibited better behavior.
Possibly as a result of this, the student teande@to situate the responsibility of
disruptive behavior and bullying on the shoulddrsdividual students. As mentioned
above, the eighth-grade team identified a lacKiafidating instruction as the main cause
of negative student behavior, but overall, teaniebed that students needed to be more
accountable for their actions.

Furthermore, students felt a great deal of pmdeging selected to participate in
the SVP, leading to a ingroup-outgroup dynamic leetwteam members and the rest of
the student body. Regular reference was made by teambers to their role as “leaders”
or “good kids,” while their classmates were oftemegralized to be “bad kids.” Part of
this identity may have developed as a result optiegram, but some students held this
distinction prior to the SVP. One team member, wasked why he was selected to
participate answered, “Because I'm a good chilccaBee of the way | act.” This
suggests that special care should be taken tosifiy&VP participation in terms of

student behavior and even reputation among stadfsardents.
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Conclusions

There is evidence to suggest that Park Hill witedsan improved school climate
during the course of the SVP. School-level indicatif student achievement, attendance,
and suspensions did not point to significant impraents, but there were marked
changes in relationships, classroom order, anceatughgagement. These former
indicators may be more distal outcomes of schaolatk, requiring more time and
sustained improvement in things like relationshipaching and learning, and safety. The
longitudinal nature of school-climate change asdetationship to academics,
attendance, and behavior is an area of school-iseholarship that bears more
attention.
Policies, Practices, and Institutional Change

This case study illustrated some of the pathwareutih which a school-based
SVP may be able to contribute to a more positivaate. First, using a youth-organizing
process to identify key issues, research themadrdcate for changes allowed the SVP
teams to implement some climate-friendly changeschool policy and practice. These
policy and practice changes, however, were limiestly to student-led initiatives, such
as an anti-bullying campaign and student classnommitors. Findings from the study
suggest that more aggressive policy recommendati@yshave been met with resistance
from the administration. There is an obvious tem$a public schools in managing
student behavior and allowing students to dictatms. A program such as the SVP may
be a first step in sensitizing school staff tovh&ie of student voice, but at least at Park
Hill, there was some mistrust of the process ot of administrators. The school

principal made repeated reference to activities file planning of pep rallies, dances,
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and other events as the ideal outlet for studeisevd his perspective puts a serious
constraint on the menu of options students havedbool improvement. Important
school-climate-related issues like discipline ppbnd instructional practices that
students no doubt have opinions on, may be difficubring to the table in a student-
voice process.

Another potential impediment to SVP teams’ abilayeffect deep change at the
school policy level is their lack of awareness rdgey the school system. Despite the
guestioning, Socratic nature of the SVP team mgstistudents tended to eschew
institutional explanations for negative school eames in favor of individual student
misbehavior. Most research on the sociopoliticaktigoment of youth has focused on
older adolescents (Watts, Diemer, & Voight, 20Hhd middle-school-aged youth may
be at a developmental stage during which it igaiff to make complex institutional
attributions for everyday problems. Further workta sociopolitical development of
this age group could help shed light on how—or Wwaet-this type of awareness can be
enhanced.

Social Relationships

Of course, most of the standard school-climatewetgtions discussed in the
introduction do not require complex political arsaty Those programs typically make
student behavior and relationship-building cenffale growth of prosocial networks
between staff and students and among studentsasdg #he most significant outcome
of the SVP discussed in interviews and remarkezbservations. Relationships were
formed and strengthened as students and staff @aogether on school-improvement

efforts, and these relationships may be leveragetiifure communication, cooperation,
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and support. Whereas policy and program changes saeanewhat superficial, there was
evidence of profound changes in the way in whicldehts—especially SVP
participants—communicated with and viewed schaaff,sand vice-versa. Peer
relationships, too, were enhanced as SVP team nrerabed a structured group process
in their work, and reached out to other studentselp realize their projects, as well. The
students who patrticipated in the SVP developedeasiship competencies, and these
competencies may “rub off” on their classmatesingi the average level of prosocial
activity in the student body.

The reader may ask, can’t interactions betweelh ataf students and among
students be nurtured in most any type of prograhnacessarily a SVP? Perhaps, but
the data suggest that the civic nature of the piognad an important role in
characterizing interactions in a way that emphasamperation and responsibility.
Relationships can be built in a group tutoring paog, for example, but they may be less
likely to foster the communication, empathy, acdability, and unity demonstrated
through the SVP.

Implications for Student Voice in School-Climatgtovement.

Student-voice and youth-civic-engagement initisgiveay be considered on a
spectrum. On the one end are youth-organizingtsffayordinated by nonprofit group
rooted in social change and social justice (seegXample, Kwon, 2006; Warren et al.,
2008). These types of initiatives may be politicalhpalatable for school administrators
and thus difficult to house within public schodls.an era of accountability where
administrators face myriad insecurities to theisipons, many may hesitate to cede

much control to students. On the other end of geetsum are nominal attempts at
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soliciting student opinions in the process of s¢himprovements, such as having
students complete school-climate surveys.

Some schools are finding a middle ground, howeeegngage students in school-
level problem solving. The Safe and Supportive $thprogram in California, for
example has implemented a student voice compontmnits school-climate
improvement practices that facilitates discussioth @action planning between students
and staff (Benard & Slade, 2009). Other school®laeated student leadership elective
courses that allow students to develop semestgrgonjects to address identified
problems in the school. This study suggests thakestt voice, however deeply integrated
into school practice, may serve as an importantpmrant to school-climate
improvement—one that is underemphasized in manpstraiam school-wide-systems

approaches and socioemotional-learning approaches.

143



References

Barber, B. L., Eccles, J. S., & Stone, M. R. (200¥hatever happened to the jock, the
brain, and the princess? Young adult pathways tirikeadolescent activity
involvement and social identityournal of Adolescent Research(3) 429-455.

Benard, B., & Slade, S. (2009). Listening to studekloving from resilience research to
youth development in practice and school conneetgsinin R. Gilman, E. S.
Huebner & M. J. Furlong (Edslandbook of positive psychology in schagls.
353-369). New York: Routledge.

Brand, S., Felner, R., Shim, M., Seitsinger, AD&mas, T. (2003). Middle school
improvement and reform: Development andn validatiba school-level
assessment of climate, cultural pluralism, and sckafety.Journal of
Educational Psychology, €8), 570-588.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979Jhe ecology of human development: Experiments toyena
and designCambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Bryk, A. S., Sebring, P. B., Allensworth, E. M., hpescu, S., & Easton, J. Q. (2010).
Organizing schools for improvement: Lessons frontc&jo. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

CASEL. (2003)Safe and sound: An educational leader's guide itleece-based social
and emotional learning program€hicago: Collaborative for Academic, Social,
and Emotional Learning.

Center on Positive Behavioral Intervention and Suisp (2004) School-wide positive
behavior support: Implementers' blueprint and ssiéessment¥Washington, DC:
U.S. Department of Education.

Christens, B., & Kirshner, B. (2011). Taking stawfkyouth organizing: An
interdisciplinary perspectivélew Directions for Child and Adolescent
Development, 13427-41. doi: 10.1002/cd.309

Cialdini, R. B., Reno, R. R., & Kallgren, C. A. @9). A focus theory of normative
conduct: Recycling the concept of norms to redutaihg in public places.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology(@81015-1026.

Cohen, J. (2006). Social, emotional, ethical, azatlamic education: Creating a cliamte
for learning, participation in democracy, and wsing.Harvard Educational
Review, 7@), 201-237.

Cohen, J., McCabe, E. M., Michelli, N. M., & Picl&rT. (2009). School climate:

Research, policy, teacher education and praclieachers College Record,
111(1), 180-213.

144



Conway, J. M., Amel, E. L., & Gerwien, D. P. (200%¢aching and learning in the social
context: A meta-analysis of service learning's@fen academic, personal,
social, and citizenship outcomé@saching of Psychology, @5, 233-245.

Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (2008asics of qualitative research: Techniques and
procedures for developing grounded the(8yd ed.). Los Angeles: Sage.

Dzurinko, N., McCants, J., & Stith, J. (2011). Tdeenmpaign for nonviolent schools:
Students flip the script on violence in PhiladetpMoices in Urban Education,
30, 22-30.

Eccles, J., Midgley, C., Widfield, A., Buchanan,M., Reuman, D., Flanagan, C., &
Mac Iver, D. (1993). Development during adolescefite impact of stage-
environment fit on young adolescents' experiengeshools and in families.
American Psychologist, 48), 90-101. doi: 10.1037/0003-066X.48.2.90

Fielding, M. (2001a). Beyond the rhetoric of stuhemice: New departures or new
constraints in the transformation of 21st centutyo®ling?FORUM, 432), 100-
110.

Fielding, M. (2001b). Students as radical agentshaihgeJournal of Educational
Change, 2123-141.

Flanagan, C. A., Cumsille, P., Gill, S., & Gallay,S. (2007). School and community
climates and civic commitments: Patterns for etimigorities and majority
studentsJournal of Educational Psychology, (29, 421-431.

Flanagan, C. A., & Stout, M. (2010). Developmepiaiterns of social trust between
early and late adolescence: Age and school cliefétets.Journal of Research
on Adolescence, 28), 748-773. doi: 10.1111/j.1532-7795.2010.00658.x

Freire, P. (1973)ducation for critical consciousneddew York: Seabury.

Ginwright, S., & James, T. (2002). From assetgjenés of change: Social justice,
organizing, and youth developmeNew Directions for Youth Development,
200296), 27-46.

Gould, J. (2011)Guardian of democracy: The civic mission of schoBiler Spring,
MD: The Civic Mission of Schools.

Henry, D. B. (2008). Changing classroom socialrsgstthrough attention to norms. In
M. Shinn & H. Yoshikawa (Eds.J,oward positive youth development:
Transforming school and community prografpp. 40-57). New York: Oxford
University Press.

145



Kozol, J. (1991)Savage inequalities: Children in America's schoblew York: Harper.

Kwon, S. A. (2006). Youth of color organizing farvenile justice. In S. Ginwright, P.
Noguera & J. Cammarota (Ed€Bgyond resistance! Youth activism and
community change: New democratic possibilitiespiicy and practice for
America's youthljpp. 215-228). Oxford, UK: Routledge.

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (19859)aturalistic inquiry Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Linden, A., Trochim, W. M. K., & Adams, J. L. (20p@&valuating program
effectiveness using the regression point displac¢hesign Evaluation and the
Health Professions, 29), 407-423. doi: 10.1177/0163278706293402

Listen Inc. (2003). An emerging model for workinglwyouth: Community organizing +
youth development = youth organizir@ccasional Papers Series on Youth
Organizing(Vol. 1). New York: Funders' Collaborative on Ybudrganizing.

Maton, K. I. (2008). Empowering Community Settinggients of Individual
Development, Community Betterment, and Positivei@d&thangeAmerican
Journal of Community Psychology,(4}, 4-21.

Mitra, D. L. (2003). Student voice in school reforReframing student-teacher
relationshipsMcGill Journal of Education, 32), 289-304.

National School Climate Center. (2007). The sclotiolate challenge: Narrowing the
gap between school climate research and schochipolicy, practice
guidelines and teacher education policy. New Y@éukthor.

Osher, D., Bear, G. G., Sprague, J. R., & Doyle(2¥10). How can we improve school
discipline?Educational Researcher, @9, 48-58. doi:
10.3102/0013189X09357618

Patton, M. Q. (1987How to use qualitative methods in evaluatibiewbury Park, CA:
Sage.

Putnam, R. D. (1993Making democracy work: Civic traditions in modetaly.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Shah, S., & Mediratta, K. (2008). Negotiating r@forYoung people's leadership in the
educational arendNew Directions for Youth Development, (43-59).

Soo Hoo, S. (1993). Students as partners in rdseat restructuring schoolBhe
Educational Forum, 5(Bummer), 386-393.

Speer, P. W. (2008). Altering patterns of relattopsand participation: Youth organizing
as a setting-level intervention. In M. Shinn & Hoshikawa (Eds.)Toward

146



positive youth development: Transforming schoots@mmunity program@p.
213-228). New York: Oxford University Press.

Torney-Purta, J. (2002). The school's role in dgpielg civic engagement: A study of
adolescents in twenty-eight countriégplied Developmental Scienc€4f 203-
212.

Trickett, E. J., & Moos, R. H. (1973). Social emriment of junior high and high school
classroomsJournal of Educational Psychology, @5, 93-102.

Trickett, E. J., & Moos, R. H. (1974). Personalretates of contrasting environments:
Students satisfactions in high school classrodnserican Journal of Community

Psychology, @), 1-12.

Tseng, V., & Seidman, E. (2007). A systems framéwor understanding social settings.
American Journal of Community Psychology, 397-228.

Warren, M. R., Mira, M., & Nikundiwe, T. (2008). Yith organizing: From youth
development to school reformdew Directions for Youth Development, 127-
42.

Watts, R. J., Diemer, M. A., & Voight, A. M. (201 ritical consciousness: Current
status and future directiondew Directions for Child and Adolescent
Development, 1343-57. doi: 10.1002/cd.310

Watts, R. J., Williams, N. C., & Jagers, R. J. @0®ociopolitical Development.
American Journal of Community Psychology(131185-194.

Yin, R. K. (2003).Case study research: Design and meth@ld ed.). Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

147



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS

These three studies, taken as a whole, tell a stmoyt youth civic engagement.
The general theme of the story is that when yonttoese civic attitudes and are involved
in improving their environment, their ecologies aealthier. The engaged youth, as
individuals, experience more positive academiclagtthvioral outcomes, and their
school settings exhibit more support, safety, cotetness, and academic success.

Specifically, the first study showed that in urbaiddle schools students tend to
be one of three civic types: (1) those whandbstrongly endorse civic values and act
frequently involved in civic activities (“bystandgy; (2) those who strongly endorse
civic values and areot frequently involved in civic activities (“sympa#tts”), and (3)
those who both strongly endorse civic values aedraquently involved in civic
activities (“actors”). Both sympathists and actevénce higher levels of academic
achievement and attendance and lower rates optirseiproblems, on average,
compared to bystanders. Sympathists demonstratedkefavorable outcomes of all,
calling into question the nature of civic activityolvement among urban middle school
students. Certain low-income urban youth, partidylgouth of color, may maintain mild
oppositional tendencies that predispose them io sivolvement and community
betterment but not necessarilystatus qualefinitions of success, like academic
achievement in school. Nonetheless, both of thieally engaged types are associated

with greater wellness for urban youth.
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The second study showed that, while actors do ecessarily have the best
individual-level outcomes, an aggregate of actora school setting is associated with
higher overall levels of achievement and attendéoicall students in the setting. This
compositional effect of actors suggests that ttigic involvement has a radiating
influence on their classmates in a way that impsa@ademic outcomes. There is some
evidence to suggest that this compositional effiécivic engagement on achievement is
mediated through a general heightening of studemgagement with their school work.
Further, the study suggests that a preponderanogstdnders in a school setting may be
associated with less positive relationships betweaaohers and students. It is suggested
that there is reciprocity in the relationship betwehe school environment and youth
civic engagement—each affects the other. At leaptrt, this study provides evidence
that civically engaged youth may promote healtbarool settings.

The third study sheds light on how this may happemg the example of a
student-voice program in one urban middle schoshdws that by giving students a
structured opportunity to reflect on problems ia s#ithool and formulate action
strategies, the overall climate of the school mayntproved. This may happen through
three pathways: (1) direct changes in school painy practice that result from student
action projects; (2) transformations in relatiopshamong students and between teachers
and students as they work together in the schoptoerement process; (3) the simple
addition of more students in the school who haserse of ownership and agency in
making the school a better place, who in turn ses/ele models for their peers. There
are challenges in implementing such a programgualdic school setting. School leaders

may be reluctant to cede decision-making powetudents and middle school students
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may lack the analytic capacity to diagnose systeraises of problems. However, even a
student-voice program that is non-radical standsmfwove the overall climate of the
school.

Giving students a voice in school-climate improvemepresents one means of
intervention to augment youth civic engagements digsertation suggests that these
types of interventions would improve wellness fdvan youth in a way that is reinforced
across ecological levels. That is, youth civic eyggaent may help develop individual
youths’ capacities, and also make their settingeermaonducive to positive youth
development. Other interventions that promote yaiitlt engagement include, on a
continuum of traditional to radical: (a) civics edtion in the formal curriculum; (b)
volunteering and community service; (c) school-desgrvice learning; (d) student voice
initiatives that involve students in school deamsibaking; (e) youth organizing
initiatives whereby youth take the lead in imaggand executing change. Schools and
other youth-serving organizations may be comfogatervening at various points along
this continuum; however the potential for positikensformational change may increase
as youth are given more control and opportunitméake real differences.

The beauty of youth civic engagement as a strdtagyositive youth
development is that it can be made a part of mogtyauth program or fit within most
any youth development framework. Furthermore, ie@where the importance of
context in youth development is broadly recogniaed where interventionists often feel
they have to choose at which level to intervenetlyaivic engagement may have to the

potential to affect multiple levels at once. Caralgput one’s community and helping to
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shape it is good, at once, for individual younggleand the settings in which they live

their lives.
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